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The Area of Public Private Partnerships
The development of the situation in the period November 2013 – May 2015

Summary
In terms of public - private partnerships, the development of the situation over the past year and a half was unexpected. After numerous announcements in the political plans (from 2012) it could be expected that a significantly higher number of such arrangements would be concluded. However, in reality the number of cases initiated on the basis of the Law on Public - Private Partnerships and Concessions was extremely low. Thus, to the Commission for Public-Private Partnership, since its establishment, has given a positive opinion for only 21 projects until April 2015. Of all the approved projects, most of them were in the field of city transport (seven) and waste management (four). Six major infrastructure facilities have been approved, of which five are not being implemented, and there is no confirmation whether the sixth one is under implementation. In terms of PPP which were concluded before the adoption of this law, often the relevant data based on which one could judge the effects is lacking.

The Rulebook on the manner of keeping and contents of the Register of Public Contracts was adopted in June 2013. Its provisions caused strong reactions, for limiting access to information in the Register of Public Contracts. In December 2013, this Rulebook was amended, but until completing work on this report the Register has not been established, or at least it is not publicly available. The legal problem is that one ministry is responsible for monitoring the implementation of public contracts, and another one for the adoption of regulations in this area. Also, the application of public procurement rules for public-private partnerships is not clearly regulated.

As with other types of legal transactions, a significant problem represents the fact that for PPP arrangements in which legal procedures are circumvented by applying international agreements. This was the case with the PPP project for the “Belgrade Waterfront“. The problem with such arrangements is the absence of competition, but also the lack of analysis that would show that the PPP (with the selected or any other partner) is the best solution to the problem. A positive example can, on the other hand, be pointed out, the application of the Law in the case of a concession for the construction and maintenance of the highway (the so-called “Corridor XI“), for which the procedure is still ongoing. In any event, the activities on this project, especially in the field of PPP essentially fuelled the level of discussions among the public about the legal nature of the economic viability of this type of involvement of public funds.

Public - Private Partnerships 

Public - private partnerships involve commercial contracts between public authorities and private companies for the design, construction, financing and management of public infrastructure and / or the provision of services traditionally provided by the public sector.

Public - private partnerships involve commercial contracts between public authorities and private companies for the design, construction, financing and management of public infrastructure and / or the provision of services traditionally provided by the public sector.

PPP are usually characterized by a relatively long duration of the contract, the financing is partly from the private sector, participation of private partners in the design, construction, implementation and financing of the project (while the public partner primarily deals with defining objectives and monitoring compliance with the objectives) and risk-sharing between public and private partners.

PPP often looks attractive to decision makers, or rather the public sector, because it seems like an infrastructure project is obtained or a problem regarding some service is being resolved, while costs can be “masked“, or disposed of. In the case of PPP, there will be no need for borrowing and instead of capital investment all at once, through the PPP the government will have multi-year expenses due to reduced income. PPP, however, does not mean that governments spend less public money - money is only paid out later and with different dynamics than in the case of classic public procurement.

The other main reason for using PPP is the view that the private sector is more efficient than the public sector when it comes to reducing the cost of implementing the project and the belief that this way savings will be achieved. The competitive procedure in the selection of the private partner and good distribution of risk should really ensure a minimum cost of the project. Also, given that the private sector is entrusted with the long-term management of the facility, subject of the PPP, it has an interest that the construction is completed as soon as possible, in accordance with the budget and for the costs of maintenance and management to be properly accounted for, or lower. All this, however, falls into water when there is no competition when choosing a partner, when risks are not distributed properly and there is no supervision of the implementation of contractual obligations.

According to the regulations in Serbia, a public-private partnership is defined as a long-term cooperation between public and private partners to ensure funding, construction, reconstruction, management or maintenance of infrastructure and other facilities of public importance and the provision of services of public interest. It may be contractual, institutional or in the form of a concession.
Public - private partnerships as a long-term business agreements between public authorities and private investors had limited application in Serbia in the years before the adoption of the Law which uniquely defines this matter. In that period PPP was possible thanks to the Law on Local Self-Government, however in accordance with this Law public partners did not have an obligation to ensure the application of the principles of competition, transparency and equality in the selection of the private partner. The Law on PPP and Concessions was adopted in November 2011 and entered into force on the 2nd of December 2011.
The Law 
The most important novelties the Law introduced are mandatory competition when selecting a partner for public-private partnership, the obligation for justification why the PPP or concession was selected as a means of solving specific needs, field of surveillance of the implementation of contractual obligations regulated in detail and the establishment of a Commission for PPP, which gives approval for PPP projects.
The Commission was established in February 2012, the adoption of by-laws followed, and by the beginning of 2014 a positive opinion was given for only seven PPP projects, by the end of that year for another 11 projects, and by April 2015 positive opinions were given for 21 PPP projects in total.

The Law stipulates that the selection of the public partner is done through a public procurement procedure, in accordance with the Law on Public Procurement. This is how competition is ensured, but the PPP system took over all the problems that exist in the public procurement system, otherwise identified as one of the most risky in terms of corruption. As research showed in some examples, in practice, procedures and mechanisms stipulated by the PPP Law were respected, but that the problems (such as suspicion of rigging the tender conditions to the criteria of certain suppliers) occurred precisely in the application of the Law on Public Procurement.

Another big problem is the exclusion of partnerships based on international agreements that the Republic of Serbia concluded with one or more states from the application of the PPP Law. In this way, it was practically possible for the largest partnerships, such as the project “Belgrade Waterfront” to be conducted without competition, in a non-transparent manner. Until the completion of work on this report the contract for the mentioned project has not been published and therefore it was not possible to assess how they divided the risks and responsibilities of partners and how the surveillance of the implementation of contractual obligations will be carried out
. 

Surveillance
The issue of surveillance is regulated quite well in the Law of PPP and the Decree on Surveillance of the implementation of public contracts on public-private partnership. The Law stipulates that the public partner is obliged to continuously monitor the work of the private partner and the performance of its contractual obligations, as well as the execution of all payments in accordance with the contract. The public partner, among other things, shall, at least once a year request from the private partner special periodic reports on its work, activities and the fulfilment of obligations in accordance with the contract, to inform the Ministry of Finance or the authority of the autonomous province or local self-government unit in charge of finance, on the received periodic reports, to keep separate documentation relating to the business of the private partner during the term of the contract, whereby it shall keep a record of all related companies of the private partner that have been awarded the contract, to keep the documents relating to a specific PPP until the expiry of the period for which the contract was concluded, and to inform the competent public prosecutor on the procedures of non-compliance with the contract.

The Decree stipulates that the public partner shall, within six months from the date of conclusion of the contract, or rather from the date of establishment or acquisition of the stake of the private partners in the joint venture company to submit the first report and then every six months from the date of submission of the previous report, and the last report is to be submitted no later than six months from the date of expiry of the stipulated time specified in the contract.
Surveillance of the implementation of public contracts is performed by the Ministry in charge of finance or the authority of the autonomous province or local self-government unit in charge of finance.
In practice, according to research, there are problems with the implementation of surveillance, and even with the recognition of the meaning of this term. Neither one of the organs of local government which we addressed regarding public-private partnerships provided us information regarding the surveillance of the implementation of the PPP contract. It should be noted that most of the PPP, for which the Commission for public-private partnerships gave a positive opinion, are not being implemented. The authorities did not even want to confirm this, which is why we filed an appeal to the Commissioner for Information of Public Importance.
In one case, based on a request to provide information on the surveillance, in accordance with the cited provisions of the Law and Decree, we received a response from the local public utility service of the city of Nis that the request was submitted to them by mistake, and that they had forwarded it to the Board of Finance (which is responsible for surveillance) and the Directorate for Public Transport (which is performing the procedure). Until the completion of work on this report, we had not received information from the Board of Finance and the Directorate for Public Transport. In the second case, however, we received a response from the Directorate for Finance of the city of Novi Sad that they have information on surveillance because the Directorate for Public Utility Services of Novi Sad is responsible for this matter. Novi Sad is specific due to the fact that until the completion of the report we did not even obtain information on whether the PPP is under implementation or the contract has been rescinded. A similar misunderstanding of the regulations in relation to the competencies was noticed in the case of Srbobran, where the PPP is implemented with elements of concessions for public transport. Instead of surveillance reports which should have been submitted to the authority in charge of finance, we received information that based on a municipal Decision on the performing public utility services for surveillance, the Department of Urban Planning, Housing and Utility Services and Environmental Protection is the responsible body and that inspection surveillance is performed by the municipal and traffic inspector.
Feasibility Study
The PPP Law stipulates the obligation of public bodies to prepare a feasibility study for granting the concession and taking all other actions that precede the procedure of granting concessions. Only then, on the basis of economic, financial, social and other indicators and impact assessments of the concession activity on the environment, the public authority prepares a proposal for the adoption of the Concession Act and submits it for approval to the Government of Serbia, or rather the Government of Vojvodina or the Assembly of the local self-government. In the process of making a concession act, the draft concession act shall be submitted to the Commission for PPP for an opinion and assessment whether a particular project can be implemented in the form of PPP with elements of concession.
The procedure is similar for PPPs without elements of concession, where the feasibility study is not required, but rather a PPP project must contain, among other things, a business plan, including in terms of PPP, cost assessment and analysis of the obtained values in relation to the invested assets (value-for- money, in accordance with the methodology prescribed by the Commission for PPP), specifications on the financial acceptability of the PPP for a public authority, the specifications in terms of financing the project (from the budget, financing by international financial institutions, private funding and cost of financing) and the availability of funds, the planned allocation of risks, as well as the analysis of the economic efficiency of the proposed project.
When preparing the justification study for a concession, a public authority must take into account the public interest, the impact on the environment, working conditions, protection of natural and cultural assets, and the financial effects of the concession on the budget.
Practice has shown that feasibility studies in the case of concessions for granting activities of organizing public transport are interpreted as “the reason for granting a concession”. “The reasons for granting the concession are contained in the legal obligation of the municipality to provide the organization of performing city and suburban passenger line transportation on the territory of the municipality”. In one case (the municipality of Topola) there was a document that resembled a feasibility study - it was listed what is needed for municipalities to ensure that suburban passenger line transport is being performed on its territory through public enterprises and it was concluded that (without displaying the calculation) the municipality from the local budget cannot allocate funds for the initial capital for the operation of the company, so the only way was entrusting the activities.
Only in one out of 11 observed cases in the study, (entrusting a concession for the organization of public transport in Nis) a full feasibility study was prepared, which showed that it would be most cost-effective for the city to award a concession than to organise the transport itself. What is specific for this PPP is that a public enterprise of the city took part in the public call (PE Airport Nis) and was granted a concession for one package line. Upon completion of the call, an audio recording appeared which indicated that the tender conditions had been altered to accommodate the possibilities of a particular public enterprise of the city.
Otherwise, the PPP Law does not prevent public enterprises to appear as private partners. Namely, the law defines a private partner as “a natural or legal person, domestic or foreign, with domestic or foreign participation or without it, or a consortium of one or more of such natural or legal persons who are selected in a public procurement procedure or the procedure of granting concessions and that the public partner concludes a public contract with, or for that purpose establishes a company for a specific purpose, or with the public partner to establish a joint business venture” and provides that “a participant in the process of awarding public contracts may be any domestic or foreign natural or legal person.”

What happened later in Nis regarding the concessions that were granted to the public enterprise of the city, brings into question the meaning and the purpose of the public enterprises taking part in public calls for PPP announced by the public authority which is the founder of the public enterprise or has the same founders as this particular public enterprise.

Specifically, in December 2014 (just four months after the PE Airport was awarded the concession), the City decided that from the 1st of January 2015, bus lines, vehicles and workers “PE Airport” be taken over by the Directorate for Public Transport of Nis, which is responsible for the PPP project and which signed a PPP contract with the Airport.
The opinion of the Commission
The PPP project is submitted for approval to the competent authority (the Government of Serbia, the Government of Vojvodina, Assembly of the local self-government), and in the process of obtaining consent, the project proposal is submitted to the Commission for PPP and concessions for providing an opinion and assessment whether the particular project can be implemented in the form of a PPP. The law, however, does not provide for any sanctions or responsibility for the case to proceed with implementation of the PPP without previously obtaining the approval of the Commission. This research observed the case of the concession for the highway Belgrade-Pozega
, where the opinion of the Commission was requested in September 2014 (only after the financial economic analysis of the effects of granting the concession was made), although the public call for awarding concessions was announced before April 2014, and the Serbian Government gave its approval in August 2013.
Article 47 of the Law stipulates that a public contract may be concluded after obtaining the consent of the Government, or of the local self-government.
The Commission for Public-Private Partnerships, nevertheless, gave a positive opinion for 18 projects by the end of 2014. By April 2015, the Commission gave a positive opinion for a total of 21 projects. For two of the projects a positive opinion was not given (2013), while one project in 2014 received a positive opinion after it was returned for correction.
Transparency Serbia analysed 11 projects that received a positive opinion from the Commission and two proposals that did not receive a positive opinion. Among the projects that were examined were infrastructure projects (construction of a section of the highway Belgrade-Pozega, construction of an optical telecommunication network, construction of a river port and road terminal, construction of underground garages, sewer network), but also a number of concessions for public transport. Of all the projects (21) most of them are from the field of city transport (seven) and waste management (four). Six major infrastructure facilities were approved, of which five are not being implemented, and there is no confirmation whether the sixth project is being implemented.
Of the 11 observed projects for which the Commission gave its approval, four projects are under implementation - a concession for the organization of public transport, while for two of the projects it was not possible to determine whether they are being implemented (one concession for the organization of city transport – it has not been determined whether the public call has been announced and whether the PPP contract has been signed and for the PPP for the construction of an optical network, for which the contract was signed, but there is no confirmation whether it is under implementation or whether it has been rescinded).
The Register
Given the fact that at least four projects are being implemented (some since 2013) we might expect that there is a register of public contracts. The PPP Law stipulates that public contracts are recorded in the Register of Public Contracts that the ministry in charge of finance keeps a unified electronic database on the Public Procurement Portal – sub-portal.
The Rulebook on the manner and content of the register of public contracts was passed in June 2013 and has sparked strong reactions because it restricted free access to the Registry. In December 2013 it was amended, however until the completion of this report the Registry had not been established, or at least it is not publicly available
. 

These “teething troubles” in the system of public-private partnerships should not be overcome lightly, especially given the fact that a number of major infrastructure projects that would be implemented as PPP have been announced. The main reason for the conclusion of the PPP is the fact that taking a loan is not possible. Transparency Serbia has in the past insisted on the fact that PPP can be useful and result in the resolution of the general need and rational spending of resources only if it is implemented in a transparent manner and with full respect of the principles of competition. Great publicity that public appearances made by Transparency Serbia got concerning the “Belgrade Waterfront” project (an example of a PPP project that is being implemented in a non-transparent manner and without competition) has encouraged the public and the media to open the topic of transparency and competition in the PPP.
Before the Law 
From experience in the application of the PPP Law it is interesting to look back on the PPP that had been concluded before the adoption of the law, or rather which were concluded based on the Law on Public Utility Services, the Law on Local Self-Government and the Law on Public Enterprises and Performing Activities of Common Interest.
Within the scope of the research, we analysed 15 partnerships, in most cases concluded in the field of garbage disposal and landfill management or regulation of parking. We found that there was no feasibility study regarding why a PPP was chosen, there was no evidence which side initiated the option for PPP (public or private partner), we did not receive any evidence of systematic surveillance of the implementation of the PPP. In most cases, there were major problems regarding the unilateral increase in price, and even with engaging other companies to which the obligations of private partners were transferred to.
We found instances where the annexes of the contract were in violation of the law, the obligations of the private partner were minimised, which is why the public partner suffered damages. In many cases, the private partner did not fulfil its obligations, a public partner did not initiate mechanisms of protection that were available (breach of contract, payment of penalties). Transparency Serbia managed to get from the local self-governments (in some cases only after addressing the Commissioner for Information) basic information about the public call, contracts and annexes to contracts on the delegation of activities. There was no response, however, when information on the surveillance of the implementation of the agreement was requested.
The subject of analysis was one of the PPP which in the past caused a lot of public attention, and it was concluded before the PPP Law came into force. It is a contract according to which the private partner introduced the “Bus Plus” system in public transport in Belgrade. This case remained subject to political contestation to the present day. Analysis of Transparency Serbia has shown, however, that if the PPP contract had been signed after the adoption of the PPP law there would be very little difference - at the time when the contract was signed for Bus Plus, the law did not regulate the mandatory content of the contract, but most of the prescribed issues can nevertheless be identified in the applicable contract. Even the annexes of the contract did not contain the particularly contentious issues that would have caused damage to the public partner. The problem, however, is that it has not been identified in what way it was decided at all to enter into a PPP (which is an obligation under the new law – preparing feasibility studies), as well as the procedure of publishing a public call – it was characterized by a lack of transparency and the actions that were sought to prevent competition.
Enhancement of the PPP system
While the announcement that the PPP Law will be applied in practice is encouraging, non-implementation of commitments relating to PPP arising from the Anti-Corruption Strategy is cause for concern.
The Action Plan for the implementation of the National Strategy for the fight against corruption, among other things, foresees that the Ministry of Finance within six months of the adoption of the Action Plan (adopted on the 1st of September 2013) shall prepare the programme and plan for a public awareness campaign for the PPP, to within 12 months, conduct a risk analysis on corruption for the Law on Public-Private Partnerships and Concessions, and the degree of compliance with other laws and to continuously work on the establishment of mechanisms for control and transparency of the Commission for PPP.
According to the report of the Anti-corruption Agency on the implementation of the Strategy and the Action Plan, the Ministry of Finance in its report on the implementation of the commitments did not address at all any of these three obligations.
The Belgrade Centre for Human Rights which prepared the Alternative report on the implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan, did not receive a response from the relevant institutions regarding the implementation of the obligations regarding “risk analysis on corruption of the Law on Public-Private Partnerships and Concessions, and the degree of compliance with other laws”. The report, however, indicates that, under current regulations, various ministries are responsible for surveillance and preparation and monitoring legislation in this area. Namely, the Law on Public-Private Partnerships and Concessions, and the Decree on the surveillance of the implementation of public contracts on public-private partnership stipulates that surveillance of the implementation of public contracts is performed by the Ministry in charge of finance, or rather the authority of the autonomous province or local self-government unit in charge of finance. On the other hand, according to the Law on Ministries from 2012 and 2014, the Ministry of Foreign and Internal Trade and Telecommunications and now the Ministry of Trade, Tourism and Telecommunications, performs public administration tasks concerning legislation in the field of foreign investments, concessions and PPP. The Anti-corruption Agency raised this issue, in its Report on the legal framework and corruption risk in the field of PPP and concessions and proposed that one ministry – the Ministry of Finance, in addition to performing surveillance, be responsible for legislation in the area of foreign investments, concessions and PPP.
Conclusions
Analysing the individual examples of PPPs, both those that are implemented by the Law on PPP, and those concluded for a long-term period before the adoption and start of implementation of the law, we found no evidence that the focus of the first partnerships was on satisfying the needs of citizens, although this is still the justification for entering a PPP. In fact, one gets the impression that it is often in the background, behind the formal problem solving (such as, for example, the lack of developed waste services). We did not find any evidence that people directly, through public debates, surveys, etc., participated in decisions on solving problems through PPP. We did not find examples of citizens’ surveys of satisfaction with the services provided, although there have been instances in which the local authorities are aware that there is discontent, but this was used only as an element in the negotiations with the private partners on the price of services.
A telephone survey was conducted within the research with local people from a few municipalities in Serbia in which a PPP for organising the collection and disposal of garbage was concluded prior to 2011. Given that the survey was not representative, not a detailed account is given and presented per municipality, but the summary results indicate some of the key elements - the majority of citizens felt the progress in this field after the services were entrusted to the private partner (it should be kept in mind that in certain municipalities before the conclusion of the PPP there was no established system of collecting garbage), most respondents believe that the quality of service is not commensurate with the price paid, the vast majority was not informed at the time the contract was signed and none of the respondents knew for how many years the contract had been concluded and how much revenue the municipalities (city) had from the contract. Given that a very low number of PPP have been concluded in accordance with the PPP Law have begun implementation, and that the provision of services takes a relatively short time, a similar survey was not conducted for new PPP, from the period after 2011, but these results show the path in which action should be directed - involving citizens when deciding on PPP, informing citizens about the conditions and regular monitoring of satisfaction with services and price.

A positive example is the commitment of public partners that customer satisfaction will be examined in the case of PPP for public transport in Nis, but during this short period of the implementation of PPP, covered by this report, such research has not been done.
Of course, the question of why the public-private partnership, and not some other method chosen for addressing the needs (of providing services, construction of infrastructure facilities) is important. And in cases from before 2011 (when it was not mandatory), and after 2011 (when it is required in the case of concessions) there are few examples of serious and comprehensive analysis of whether the PPP is the best way to solve problems or rather needs.
British guidelines for PPP
 programmes indicate precisely the significance of initial planning: “Public authorities should critically assess the need for investment in a particular sector, identify where improvements are needed and what kind of investments could lead to this improvement. The public authority should prepare “a business plan”, in which the options for PPP or PP are analysed
”.
Contrary to such (foreign) theory stands the (domestic) practice that raises the question of the meaningfulness of the analysis showing that PPP is the best (and significantly cheaper) way of solving the problem, and only three months after signing the PPP it was decided to terminate the contract by mutual content and that the public partner will organise the provision of services (e.g. city transport in Nis, package line “4”) on its own.
The position and operation of the Commission for Public-Private Partnerships can be assessed as satisfactory. The Commission is, according to the law, “operationally independent” and practically composed of representatives of the Prime Minister, ministries, provinces and Belgrade. Although the mandate of the members of the Commission is five years, on several occasions, members were changed so that the original composition of nine members, after three years only three members remained. Therefore, one may legitimately ask whether the members of the Commission have the possibility to be trained in this area. Greater independence and / or professionalization of the Commission, along with other legislative changes regarding competence (monitoring implementation of PPP, training, greater engagement in model selection) would improve the PPP system in Serbia.

The greatest concern is the fact that no evidence was found that surveillance of all contractual obligations is being performed, as in the case of PPP concluded before 2011, nor in the case of those completed under the new law, where it is required. The Register of Public Contracts, in which reports on the implementation of the contract need to be publicly available, has not been established and it is one of the biggest formal obstacles for the establishment of a more or less transparent system of PPP. The biggest obstacle in practice is certainly the conclusion of PPP on the basis of international agreements, without the application of the PPP Law, without competition and without obligations imposed for surveillance and reporting. In this context, despite the often expressed incomprehension of the functioning of PPP
, statements made by politicians that some significant future infrastructure projects, such as the Vinca landfill or construction of underground garages in Belgrade, to be implemented as a PPP, with the full implementation of the Law on Public Private Partnerships are encouraging
.

While the announcement that the PPP Law will be applied in practice is encouraging, non-implementation of commitments relating to PPP arising from the Anti-Corruption Strategy is cause for concern. The Action Plan for the implementation of the National Strategy for the fight against corruption, among other things, foresees that the Ministry of Finance within six months of the adoption of the Action Plan (adopted on the 1st of September 2013) shall prepare the programme and plan for a public awareness campaign for PPP, to within 12 months, conduct a risk analysis on corruption for the Law on Public-Private Partnerships and Concessions, and the degree of compliance with other laws and to continuously work on the establishment of mechanisms for control and transparency of the Commission for PPP. According to the report of the Anti-corruption Agency on the implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan, the Ministry of Finance in its report on the implementation of the commitments did not address at all any of these three obligations.
Transparency – Serbia

Belgrade, 25.5.2015.

� A separate chapter in this report is devoted  tothe ”Belgrade Waterfront“ Project.


� This project is taken into consideration in a separate chapter, due to the fact that the tender was announced and that the implementation of the project was attempted before obtaining a positive opinion from the Commission


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.transparentnost.org.rs/index.php/sr/aktivnosti-2/pod-lupom/7582-registar-ili-godo" ��http://www.transparentnost.org.rs/index.php/sr/aktivnosti-2/pod-lupom/7582-registar-ili-godo� 


�� HYPERLINK "https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205112/pf2_infrastructure_new_approach_to_public_private_parnerships_051212.pdf" �https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/205112/pf2_infrastructure_new_approach_to_public_private_parnerships_051212.pdf� 


� British guidelines offer detailed proposals for the process of selection, but it is not analysed here, because this area, according to the PPP Law is defined in the Law on PP. These experiences can be used if it is proven that it is necessary to specifically regulate this area regarding PPP. 


� http://www.transparentnost.org.rs/index.php/sr/aktivnosti-2/pod-lupom/7152-gradski-menadzer-ne-zna-zakon-o-jpp � HYPERLINK "http://www.transparentnost.org.rs/index.php/sr/aktivnosti-2/pod-lupom/7134-bezakonje-ili-neznanje" �http://www.transparentnost.org.rs/index.php/sr/aktivnosti-2/pod-lupom/7134-bezakonje-ili-neznanje�  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/545531/Gradonacelnik-Sanacija-deponije-u-Vinci-vec-na-prolece-2016-godine" �http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/545531/Gradonacelnik-Sanacija-deponije-u-Vinci-vec-na-prolece-2016-godine�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/513994/Sinisa-Mali-Beograd-poceo-sistemski-da-resava-problem-upravljanja-otpadom" �http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/513994/Sinisa-Mali-Beograd-poceo-sistemski-da-resava-problem-upravljanja-otpadom�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/504399/Partnerstvo-za-cetiri-nove-podzemne-garaze" �http://www.blic.rs/Vesti/Beograd/504399/Partnerstvo-za-cetiri-nove-podzemne-garaze�  





Wthin the Project: “Enhanced Transparency and Efficieny of the Public Sector in Four Areas“ implemented by Transparency Serbia thanks to the support of the Delegation of the European Union in the Republic of Serbia and the Office for the Cooperation with Civil Society of the Government of the Republic of Serbia.  
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