
Chapter 7. Calculations Basing on the Data 
about Municipal Finances Across Regions 

Cross-regional characteristic of the budgets of municipal entities 

The municipal entities analyzed across regions are a much less homogeneous sample than large cities. The differences in indicators may be explained by different, sometimes even opposite factors, which are often difficult or impossible to single out. This circumstance sets more strict requirements in relation to verification of the initial data and sets limitations on the possibility to analyze and model respective processes. Besides, the scope of information available in large cities is not always readily available for the whole sample of municipal entities. 

The analysis of expenditures of municipal budgets proved to be most complicated. First, the level of expenditures and shares of different expenditure items depend both on real differences between municipal entities, and division of powers between the regional and municipal levels, which may vary across municipalities in the framework of the same region. Second, it is impossible to discern the objective impact of the size and location of a municipality from subjective factors relating to municipal policies. 

Table 7.1 presents the expenditure sharing arrangements between regional and local budgets across key items of municipal expenditures. Overall, it corresponds to the general trends defined in Chapter 4. The ratios between regional and municipal expenditures significantly vary across different items. For instance, as concerns HUS only in one region (the Kabardian-Balkarian Republic) the share of regional expenditures exceeds 22 per cent, in other regions it is below 8 per cent. In the sphere of education, the Leningrad oblast may be singled out in terms of centralization of expenditures (44 per cent); the Kabardian-Balkarian Republic is second with 22 per cent, in other regions this indicator is below 18 per cent. The unevenness of distribution of expenditures is much more pronounced in the sphere of education and social policies. For instance, the share of regional expenditures in the item “Health care” fluctuates from 30 per cent (the Chuvash Republic, Saratov oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai) to 76 per cent (the Yevreyskaya AO). As concerns social policies, the dispersion is even more significant: in Tver and Sverdlovsk oblasts respective municipal expenditures make about 12 per cent, while in the Chuvash Republic, Rostov oblast, Krasnoyarsk krai, and Yevreyskaya AO – from 70 to 84 per cent. However, the share of two latter expenditure items is not very large. Therefore, although differences in division of expenditure powers between regions and municipalities to some extent affect levels and structures of municipal expenditures, this impact (at least in the framework of this sample) is not so significant as might be expected.  

Table 7.2 presents the characteristic of expenditures of local budgets across three key items – “Housing and public utilities,” “Education,” and “Health care.” Apparently, the shares of these items vary significantly in the structures of municipal expenditures, although this fact may be rather easily explained in the majority of regions. For instance, a higher share of expenditures for HUS in municipalities of the Leningrad oblast results from the significant centralization of expenditures for education and health care at the regional level. Accordingly, a high share of municipal expenditures for education in the Kabardian-Balkarian Republic is related to centralization of HUS expenditures. However, the factors behind the extremely low share of HUS expenditures registered in the Saratov oblast (8 per cent) and extremely high share of expenditures for education and health care (62 and 30 per cent respectively) in the Rostov oblast are much less apparent, although in the latter case it may be partially explained by the southern location of the region and high level of defrayal of HUS costs on the part of households, what results in lower municipal budgetary expenditures for housing and public utilities. 
Table 7.1 

Expenditure sharing arrangements between budgets of RF subjects and budgets 
of municipal entities across certain items in 2001 (in %) 

	Group No.
	Regions
	HUS
	Education
	Health care
	Social policy

	
	
	regional budget
	local budget
	Regional budget
	Local budget
	regional budget
	local budget
	regional budget
	local budget

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	7,9
	92,1
	14,9
	85,1
	75,8
	24,2
	20,7
	79,3

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	0,0
	100,0
	13,1
	86,9
	53,7
	46,3
	72,4
	27,6

	2
	Amur oblast
	2,8
	97,2
	14,8
	85,2
	42,6
	57,4
	72,5
	27,5

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	22,4
	77,6
	22,3
	77,7
	39,1
	60,9
	77,4
	22,6

	3
	Rostov oblast
	0,2
	99,8
	13,6
	86,4
	34,6
	65,4
	16,0
	84,0

	
	Tver oblast
	0,2
	99,8
	7,7
	92,3
	44,0
	56,0
	87,4
	12,6

	
	Chuvash Republic
	0,1
	99,9
	12,7
	87,3
	29,8
	70,2
	30,1
	69,9

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	0,9
	99,1
	10,1
	89,9
	37,2
	62,8
	61,8
	38,2

	
	Saratov oblast
	1,6
	98,4
	10,6
	89,4
	30,1
	69,9
	80,3
	19,7

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	0,0
	100,0
	10,9
	89,1
	30,6
	69,4
	21,2
	78,8

	
	Leningrad oblast
	0,3
	99,7
	44,1
	55,9
	58,9
	41,1
	64,7
	35,3

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	5,3
	94,7
	17,2
	82,8
	43,8
	56,2
	87,8
	12,2


Table 7.2

Shares of expenditures for HUS, education and health care in the structures of local budgets, 2001 (in %)

	Group No.
	Regions
	HUS
	Education
	Health care

	
	
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	Min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	7,0
	41,9
	22,9
	65,7
	21,9
	33,9
	27,1
	19,3
	3,4
	8,1
	5,5
	31,4

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	3,2
	28,9
	12,4
	99,3
	34,1
	49,6
	42,0
	15,2
	6,9
	20,6
	15,0
	30,3

	2
	Amur oblast
	7,5
	50,5
	32,4
	31,2
	16,2
	50,8
	29,7
	26,3
	4,1
	20,7
	12,4
	30,4

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	4,0
	35,0
	13,8
	63,5
	28,8
	56,0
	43,9
	18,4
	13,0
	25,7
	20,4
	18,1

	3
	Rostov oblast
	3,2
	35,7
	11,9
	69,1
	18,9
	40,7
	62,4
	7,3
	11,0
	19,6
	30,1
	7,8

	
	Tver oblast
	5,9
	59,1
	26,2
	47,3
	16,5
	47,4
	32,3
	18,9
	6,9
	25,6
	12,4
	27,5

	
	Chuvash Republic
	3,1
	41,9
	11,7
	94,9
	24,4
	42,9
	33,8
	15,4
	4,4
	25,0
	13,2
	27,5

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	3,2
	74,0
	22,5
	64,6
	10,9
	54,3
	40,3
	23,1
	0,0
	21,7
	8,9
	43,9

	
	Saratov oblast
	0,0
	41,1
	8,0
	128,1
	19,7
	55,1
	43,0
	17,2
	12,5
	31,3
	19,0
	21,8

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	0,0
	51,7
	17,7
	71,8
	12,5
	43,3
	30,7
	22,1
	0,3
	15,6
	7,6
	40,0

	
	Leningrad oblast
	16,6
	69,9
	42,9
	25,4
	7,9
	28,4
	21,3
	24,7
	0,4
	14,4
	9,4
	32,8

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	4,1
	43,0
	25,3
	20,3
	25,4
	54,6
	35,6
	17,3
	5,8
	28,2
	14,7
	27,5


However, the significant dispersion of municipal expenditures in the framework of each analyzed subject of the Russian Federation plays a greater role than the difference in the structures of municipal expenditures across regions. The most significant dispersion was observed not in education and health care where it might be explained by external for municipal entities factors, primarily, the different sets of performed functions and different division of powers between the municipal and regional levels, but in HUS, i.e. exactly the item, which in overwhelming majority of cases is fully financed from municipal budgets.  

This dispersion may be attributed to different factors, including urban or rural nature of the municipal entity, its size, and degree of remoteness from the oblast or large district center, share of private small houses, specifics of HUS policies. It is impossible to single out individual role of each factor. The only regularity observed in the majority of regions is that per capita HUS expenditures sharply differentiate between two groups of municipal entities. For comparison of municipalities with high and low levels of per capita HUS expenditures see Table 7.3. It appears that in spite of the variety of factors, the major role is played by the degree of urbanization. This factor is rather important for the further analysis since it shall be taken into account in the course of evaluation of the capacity of the personal asset tax, housing allowances, etc. 

As concerns the analysis of revenues, the objective differences between municipal entities are supplemented by subjective characteristics of policies pursued by regional authorities. The regional cross-section of the structure of revenue sources of municipal entities is presented in Table 7.4. Apparently, no direct relationship between the financial standing of a RF subject (reflected by its positioning in a certain cluster) and the structure of revenue sources of municipal entities. The only case where this relationship is rather unambiguous is poor regions with a high share of financial aid in the structure of regional revenues. Accordingly, at the municipal level the average share of financial aid exceeds 80 per cent. Significant differences, directly related to policies pursued by regional authorities become perceptible starting from the third cluster. Out of three regions belonging to this cluster, the share of tax and non-tax revenue sources of Chuvash municipalities is on the average significantly below respective indicators of two other regions, while the share of financial aid is correspondingly higher. Novosibirsk and Saratov oblasts included in the fourth cluster also differ significantly in these terms. However, the differences are most apparent in the fifth cluster including the most financially secure regions. While in Leningrad and Sverdlovsk oblasts tax revenues of municipal entities are the major sources of revenues and on the average make 58 and 68 per cent respectively, the situation in the Krasnoyarsk krai is quite different – the share of tax revenues makes less than 30 per cent, while financial aid exceeds 67 per cent.   

Clustering of municipal entities depending on the degree of subsidization presented in Table 7.5 also favors the aforesaid trend. The share of municipal entities with specific weight of financial aid exceeding 50 per cent is in no way related to placing of a region to a cluster. This share in the Krasnoyarsk krai (the 5th cluster) is higher than in Tver and Rostov oblasts (the 3rd cluster). At the same time, in the Sverdlovsk oblast also placed in the 5th cluster it is 2.4 times smaller. Novosibirsk and Saratov oblasts belong to the same (the fourth) cluster, however, the share of heavily subsidized municipal entities in Novosibirsk oblast is a highest in the sample, while in Saratov oblast it is a lowest one. In part, it may be explained by the degree of dispersion of financial standings of municipal entities within a region, however, the analysis of the data presented in Table 7.4 makes it apparent that the political component also plays a significant role.

Table 7.3

Clustering of municipal entities based on the level of HUS expenditures 

	Group No.
	Regions
	Number of municipal entities

	
	
	Total
	HUS expenditures

	
	
	
	Above regional average
	Below regional average

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	6
	2
	4

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	6
	2
	4

	2
	Amur oblast
	27
	14
	13

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	11
	5
	6

	3
	Rostov oblast
	54
	20
	34

	
	Tver oblast
	41
	22
	19

	
	Chuvash Republic
	26
	8
	18

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	40
	12
	28

	
	Saratov oblast
	39
	17
	22

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	56
	21
	35

	
	Leningrad oblast
	26
	12
	14

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	68
	38
	30


Table 7.4
Structure of revenue sources of municipal entities, 2001 (in %) 

	Group No.
	Regions
	Tax
	Non-tax
	Financial aid

	
	
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	3,9
	26,6
	15,9
	60,0
	0,5
	11,1
	3,0
	134,4
	69,9
	95,1
	81,1
	13,7

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	6,8
	35,9
	15,0
	70,5
	0,7
	2,7
	1,6
	50,1
	61,4
	89,7
	82,7
	12,9

	2
	Amur oblast
	12,2
	61,9
	34,1
	41,0
	0,3
	3,5
	1,1
	65,0
	28,1
	80,7
	57,5
	25,9

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	0,0
	67,5
	37,5
	67,5
	0,2
	1,9
	0,8
	75,9
	31,7
	93,7
	55,8
	42,3

	3
	Rostov oblast
	9,4
	73,2
	35,9
	47,1
	3,1
	21,0
	6,1
	55,5
	15,1
	87,0
	58,0
	30,5

	
	Tver oblast
	9,4
	89,8
	39,3
	57,8
	0,6
	8,1
	3,0
	53,9
	6,2
	87,9
	57,7
	40,0

	
	Chuvash Republic
	7,9
	52,2
	20,3
	55,4
	0,2
	6,0
	1,2
	99,4
	36,7
	90,7
	76,8
	17,2

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	12,9
	98,3
	41,1
	56,9
	0,5
	12,2
	1,9
	104,5
	0,5
	86,6
	56,8
	43,0

	
	Saratov oblast
	18,7
	97,1
	55,0
	44,5
	1,0
	17,2
	4,1
	73,3
	1,0
	77,5
	40,8
	61,0

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	6,9
	96,1
	29,0
	74,9
	0,2
	11,6
	2,1
	90,4
	0,6
	92,8
	67,4
	34,7

	
	Leningrad oblast
	24,9
	95,4
	58,2
	39,4
	1,8
	12,0
	5,3
	43,8
	2,3
	68,2
	36,6
	61,8

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	22,9
	98,8
	67,9
	37,5
	0,7
	8,9
	2,9
	66,5
	0,0
	76,2
	29,2
	89,9


Table 7.5

Subsidization of municipal entities, 2001

	Group No.
	Regions
	Share of municipalities with financial aid (%) 

	
	
	below 20 %
	20 % to 50 %
	over 50 %

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	0
	0
	100

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	0
	0
	100

	2
	Amur oblast
	0
	30
	70

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	0
	55
	45

	3
	Rostov oblast
	2
	24
	74

	
	Tver oblast
	10
	22
	68

	
	Chuvash Republic
	0
	4
	96

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	12,5
	12,5
	75

	
	Saratov oblast
	26
	33
	41

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	5
	16
	79

	
	Leningrad oblast
	35
	23
	42

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	48
	21
	33

	                       Sample total
	16
	21
	63


Calculations: the first stage

At the first stage of calculations concerning the cross-regional sample of municipal entities, envisaging the analysis of possibilities to assign existing revenue sources to municipal entities to cover their actual expenditures in fact doubles respective calculations concerning large cities. The only difference is that certain adjustments were made with regard to regions, where division of expenditures between the municipal and regional levels significantly deviated from the overall situation. The respective regional expenditures were taken as the averages of the rest of the sample, what resulted in respective increase in municipal expenditures. However, the scope of adjustment was not very significant – in Leningrad oblast there were recalculated expenditures for education and in Kabardian-Balkarian Republic – HUS expenditures. No changes were made as concerns the structure of revenue sources, although in two regions (Krasnoyarsk krai and Leningrad oblast) it significantly differed because the sales tax was not imposed in the region and the share of local taxes was rather high. In these calculations they account for financing of 10.9 and 9.8 per cent of adapted expenditures respectively, while the average for other regions makes only 0.2 per cent. At the same time, the sales tax, as concerns the sample, covers somewhat above 4 per cent of expenditures on the average. 

The results obtained at the first stage of calculations in the framework of two best variants as based on the analysis of the sample of large cities are presented in Table 7.6. in 11 out of 12 regions, the variant not including the profit tax produces quite satisfactory results: the overall deficit is below 3 per cent, the number of cities with surplus makes significant share only in 2 regions, on the whole slightly over 6 per cent of municipal entities of the sample have surplus. Sverdlovsk oblast is an exception; the overall surplus there makes over 8 per cent (however, the coefficient of variation is rather low and the need for financial aid is significantly below actual requirements in 2001). The results of calculations in accordance with the variant including the profit tax are even less favorable and present no interest for further analysis. 

The results of the analysis of the impact of division of the income tax in the guaranteed and equalizing parts on defrayal of municipal expenditures are of significant interest, see Table 7.7.  Apparently, the trends observed in this case are opposite to those detected in the course of analysis of large cities. The variant where the income tax is fully redistributed at the regional level in proportion to the size of population appears to be most preferable for 11 regions out of 12 in all aspects: both the share of expenditures defrayed at its expense, and the coefficient of variation. The only exception is Leningrad oblast. If the assignment of the income tax makes 100 per cent of the contingent, in the majority of cases it produces most negative results. The variant of division of the income tax in the guaranteed and equalizing parts in the 50 / 50 proportion for the majority of regions is worse than the 100 per cent redistribution, however, it is significantly better than the assignment of 100 per cent of the contingent. For a quarter of analyzed regions this variant accounts for the best coefficient of variation.  

Table 7.6.

Variants of financing of adapted expenditures of municipal entities at the expense 
of assigned revenue sources, 2001 

	Variant 1
	Income tax - 50% - guaranteed, 50% -equalizing parts, taxes on aggregate income - 90%, property taxes - 100%, land tax and rental payments for land - 100%, sales tax - 100%,  local taxes and charges - 100%

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Min. share of expenditures covered by assign revenues    (%)
	14,7
	12,8
	19,2
	10,9
	23,6
	8
	21,2
	32,6
	31
	7,4
	41
	20

	Max. share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	48,1
	39,4
	88,4
	47,9
	124,7
	159,9
	74,8
	117,3
	86,2
	92,9
	125,4
	124,2

	Difference between the min. and max. shares of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	33,4
	26,6
	69,2
	36,9
	101,2
	151,8
	53,6
	84,7
	55,1
	85,5
	84,4
	104,1

	Average share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	33,4
	21,3
	39,8
	24,4
	58,3
	52
	37,5
	50,5
	47,3
	44,2
	77,4
	68,4

	Overall share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	38,8
	23,3
	47,7
	29
	65,7
	55,5
	55
	64,6
	62,7
	54
	77,7
	91,7

	Coefficient of variation (%)
	37,3
	43,7
	48,1
	49,9
	41
	73
	33,1
	33,2
	28,1
	43,4
	27,4
	32,7

	Overall surplus (%)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2,3
	1,7
	0
	0,2
	0
	0
	1,8
	8,2

	Overall deficit (%)
	61,2
	76,7
	52,3
	71
	36,7
	46,2
	45
	35,6
	37,3
	46
	24,1
	16,5

	Number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	5(2)
	7(4)
	0(0)
	1(1)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	4(3)
	8(4)

	Number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 %
	6
	6
	21
	11
	21
	29
	22
	24
	22
	41
	1
	10

	Variant 2
	Income tax - 50% - guaranteed, 50% -equalizing parts, taxes on aggregate income - 90%, property taxes - 100%, land tax and rental payments for land - 100%, sales tax - 100%, profit tax - 5,7% (2% of profits), local taxes and charges - 100%

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Min. share of expenditures covered by assign revenues    (%)
	14,7
	12,8
	19,2
	10,9
	23,7
	8,2
	21,4
	32,8
	31,1
	7,5
	41,8
	20,2

	Max. share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	48,6
	42,3
	91,3
	49,9
	130,1
	165,6
	77,5
	118,5
	87,8
	94,7
	134,8
	129,6

	Difference between the min. and max. shares of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	33,9
	29,5
	72
	38,9
	106,4
	157,5
	56,1
	85,7
	56,7
	87,3
	93
	109,4

	Variant 2
	Income tax - 50% - guaranteed, 50% -equalizing parts, taxes on aggregate income - 90%, property taxes - 100%, land tax and rental payments for land - 100%, sales tax - 100%, profit tax - 5,7% (2% of profits), local taxes and charges - 100%

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Average share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	33,8
	22
	40,6
	25
	59,4
	54
	38,6
	51
	48,6
	44,7
	79,8
	70,7

	Overall share of expenditures covered by assign revenues (%)
	39,3
	24,2
	48,9
	29,9
	67,3
	58,2
	56,9
	65,5
	66,4
	55,1
	80,5
	95,1

	Coefficient of variation (%)
	37,7
	47,3
	48,8
	50,6
	41,9
	74,7
	34,1
	33,3
	29,9
	43,4
	28,8
	33,6

	Overall surplus (%)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3,2
	3,2
	0
	0,2
	0
	0
	2,6
	10,5

	Overall deficit (%)
	60,7
	75,8
	51,1
	70,1
	35,9
	45
	43,1
	34,7
	33,6
	44,9
	22,1
	15,3

	Number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	5(4)
	8(4)
	0(0)
	1(1)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	5(3)
	9(5)

	Number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 %
	5
	6
	19
	11
	21
	29
	22
	24
	22
	41
	1
	9


Table 7.7

The share of income tax in the financing of adapted expenditures of municipal entities, 2001 (in %)

	Group No.
	Regions
	100% of the contingent
	100% - basing on the per capita redistribution
	50% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts

	
	
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation
	min.
	max.
	average
	coef. of variation

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	4,6
	26,8
	17,2
	50,4
	13,9
	23,9
	21,0
	17,6
	9,3
	24,5
	19,1
	28,8

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	7,7
	18,4
	11,6
	37,5
	9,6
	14,6
	12,1
	19,5
	9,9
	14,4
	11,8
	15,8

	2
	Amur oblast
	5,2
	42,5
	17,2
	56,3
	11,3
	45,3
	28,5
	31,9
	8,2
	39,8
	22,9
	36,4

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	4,3
	21,6
	10,2
	59,4
	23,7
	39,8
	33,2
	17,0
	16,7
	27,5
	21,7
	13,9

	3
	Rostov oblast
	6,2
	76,3
	24,3
	67,4
	15,9
	62,8
	39,4
	22,4
	15,4
	61,0
	31,8
	32,0

	
	Tver oblast
	3,5
	119,9
	26,8
	102,1
	6,8
	55,8
	29,1
	36,6
	5,2
	78,9
	28,0
	60,3

	
	Chuvash Republic
	5,6
	38,8
	14,1
	67,0
	21,4
	42,1
	32,8
	15,4
	17,1
	31,6
	23,5
	16,8

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	8,4
	60,3
	22,3
	48,8
	21,3
	74,8
	40,7
	25,1
	22,9
	51,1
	31,5
	21,4

	
	Saratov oblast
	6,7
	50,9
	20,8
	54,1
	23,2
	56,8
	37,8
	24,2
	18,1
	51,0
	29,3
	23,7

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	1,9
	90,8
	23,2
	88,8
	6,9
	65,7
	43,5
	31,0
	4,4
	74,7
	33,4
	44,8

	
	Leningrad oblast
	22,7
	78,4
	42,0
	32,1
	12,6
	78,7
	37,2
	47,7
	19,6
	59,1
	39,6
	25,5

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	2,3
	121,4
	39,4
	71,7
	11,9
	46,7
	25,7
	26,8
	7,1
	77,9
	32,6
	49,0


Calculations: the second stage

The calculations done in the framework of the second stage as concerns cross-regional sample of municipalities were on the whole based on the same approaches as those taken in the case of large cities. There were used the same coefficients of changes in revenues over 10 months of 2002 (Table 6.6). The consequences of the reform of the corporate asset tax and abolishment of the sales tax were evaluated in the similar manner. The principle differences may be reduced to the following: 

· In Krasnoyarsk krai and Leningrad oblast revenues generated by local taxes decreased twofold, since approximately such dynamics might be expected after the imposition of the sales tax and respective reduction of the list of local taxes; 

· There were used more complex methods of prognostication of growth in revenues due to higher rates of the personal asset tax. 

It is very difficult to forecast the dynamics of revenues generated by the personal asset tax, since municipal policies in this regard depend on a large number of different factors, which are much harder to detect and prognosticate as concerns small municipalities. In this case it was attempted to take into account two parameters significant for municipal entities – levels of household incomes and quality of housing. Since evaluation was iterative, it allowed to somewhat objectivize the applied hypotheses.   

At the first stage, as in the case of large cities, the existing personal asset tax was increased 20 times for each municipal entity, and the resulting value was increased by 20 per cent in order to take into account the growth in rent (a 30 per cent increase for the sample of large cities). 

At the second stage, for each region there was determined the distribution of municipalities by the levels of household incomes. As in the case of large cities, the sum of contingents of income tax and the tax on aggregate personal incomes was used as the indicator of the level of income. Depending on the degree of differentiation of this indicator and taking into account the urban or rural nature of municipalities, in each region the municipal entities were classified in two to four groups. By the method of expert evaluation, there were found out the coefficients characterizing shares of the average aggregate household incomes in each region as the reference points for local authorities as concerns the setting of rates of the personal asset tax. The dispersion of these coefficients for the whole sample made from 0.25 to 1.25.   

At the third stage, there were analyzed two groups of municipal entities – those where per capita HUS expenditures exceeded regional averages and those where respective expenditures were below the averages. According to the aforesaid hypothesis, this differentiation primarily depends on the degree of urbanization of respective municipal entities and is therefore indirectly related to the quality of real estate. It was assumed that the coefficient determined at the preceding stage can not exceed 0.5 per cent for municipal entities where the share of per capita HUS expenditures is below the average. 

At the fourth stage, the obtained evaluation of the revenue generating capacity of the personal asset tax was compared with the actually collected amount of the tax increased 20 times. In the case the obtained evaluations significantly exceeded this value for a significant part of municipal entities or demonstrated a significant deviation from the formed trend, the coefficients determined at the second stage were adjusted. For two regions - Kabardian-Balkarian Republic and Rostov oblast – this iteration demonstrated the necessity to reject changes made in the framework of the third stage.  

Table 7.8 reflects the results of evaluation of factors affecting the changes in budgetary revenues of municipal entities and demonstrates the potential of growth in these revenues. 

Calculations: the third stage 

At the third stage of calculations there was carried out the scenario based evaluation of changes in expenditures of local budgets depending on the distribution of powers between the regional and municipal levels. In this respect, the cross regional analysis of municipal entities also somewhat differed from the case of large cities. Due to unavailability of exhaustive information and heterogeneity of municipal entities in the region, the modeling of the evolutionary scenario was somewhat simplified. The calculations were done in the following way:  

· expenditures of municipal entities were increased by 10 per cent; 
· expenditures for remuneration of labor with payroll tax in accordance with the item “State administration and local government” were increased 1.2 times, expenditures for remuneration of labor with payroll tax in accordance with other items were increased 1.4 times; 

· 90 per cent of the funds relating to the item “conditional subsidies” of the subsection “Housing” and to the items “subsidies for services rendered to population by energy and heat supply organizations” and the item “subsidies for services rendered to population by water supply and sewerage organizations” of the subsection “Public utilities” were excluded from the expenditures relating to the HUS item; 

· expenditures of municipal entities, where per capita HUS expenditures in 2001 were above the average (Table 7.3) were increased by 7 per cent for payment of housing allowances; 

· expenditures of municipal entities were decreased by 3 per cent for financing of federal mandates and 2 per cent as the reserve of short time retrenchment. 

Therefore, the aggregate expenditures of a municipality will make, according to the evolutionary scenario (
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 is the growth in remuneration of labor with payroll tax of public officials and employees in the budgetary sphere in comparison with the figures registered in 2001 calculated as: 
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The changes in expenditures in the framework of the evolutionary scenario in comparison with the actual expenditures borne by municipal entities in 2001 are presented in Table 7.9. 

The calculations done in the framework of other scenarios do not differ from the algorithm applied in the case of large cities. The results of scenario based estimates of expenditures are presented in Table 7.10. 

Calculations: the fourth stage 

At the fourth stage of calculations there were reviewed the outcomes of the variants of assignment of revenue sources selected in the course of analysis of different expenditure scenarios for the sample of large cities as applied for municipal entities across regions. 

First, there was determined if additional revenues obtained in the framework of the second stage of calculations were sufficient to defray expenditures borne in accordance with the evolutionary scenario, i.e. in the case the current distribution of powers (and therefore financial resources) between the regional and municipal levels was retained. For the results of comparison of additional revenues and expenditures see Table 7.11. Apparently, the situation is ambiguous. In the case the sales tax is retained as a municipal tax, additional expenditures may be covered in 7 regions out of 12. In the case the sales tax is abolished, additional expenditures can be covered at the expense of additional revenues only in 5 regions. 

Yet another potential financial source is the full assignment of the revenues previously shared not only between regions and municipalities, but also by the federal budget. These means make about 1 per cent of the revenues of the federal budget and do not significantly affect its standing. As the data in Table 7.12 demonstrate, in this case (proceeding from the assumption that these revenues will be rather evenly distributed among municipalities) revenues of municipal entities may increase by about 2 per cent. This development will significantly improve the situation in 3 other RF subjects, both if the sales tax is abolished and retained. Therefore, in the case the sales tax is retained, only the most deficit regions belonging to the first cluster will encounter the problem of sources for defrayal of additional expenditures. In the case the tax is abolished, this problem will arise in 2 other regions, but will it become acute only in the Chuvash Republic. 

Therefore, the analysis reveals that possible increase in expenditure needs of municipal entities in the framework of the evolutionary scenario will not result in a global financial imbalance and in the majority of cases may be compensated at the expense of increases in existing revenue sources and attraction of new ones. This allows proceeding to calculations concerning other expenditure scenarios similar to those for the sample of large cities. The results of calculations in accordance with each variant of each of the four scenarios are presented in Annex 7.1. 

The overall result of these calculation is the extremely low level of the overall surplus and, accordingly, small number of cities where revenues exceed expenditures. In all variants of assignment of revenue sources, the total number of such municipalities in all analyzed regions was at or below 11 (2.75 per cent of the sample of municipal entities in selected regions), while the number of municipalities with surpluses exceeding 10 per cent was at or below 5 (1.2 per cent of the sample of the analyzed municipal entities). This result is radically better than that obtained at the first stage of calculations (financing of expenditures formed in 2001 at the expense of revenue sources available in 2001), where in accordance with two best variants the number of municipal entities with surplus made 25 and 28 or, respectively, 6.2 per cent and 7 per cent of the analyzed sample.  

The variants chosen as the base ones for each expenditure scenario were compared more thoroughly. For respective key characteristics see Table 7.13, and for results of calculations – Table 7.14. Six indicators were used to evaluate the results of calculations. As concerns three of these indicators (ratio between the maximal and minimal share of expenditures covered at the expense of assigned revenue source, overall deficit, and coefficient of variation of defrayal of municipal expenditures), there were determined the average value of each indicator across 12 regions and the number of regions where the values of these indicators were the best out of the four compared variants. As concerns three other indicators (the number of municipal entities with surplus, the number of municipal entities with proficit exceeding 10 per cent, and the share of municipal entities where less than 50 per cent of expenditures were compensated at the expense of assigned revenue sources (i.e. the need for financial aid in order to defray expenditures exceeded 50 per cent of revenues), for comparison there were used aggregate values across all 12 regions. 

The conclusions arrived at in the course of the analysis on the whole correspond to the results of the study of large cities. All variants of assignment of revenue sources are sufficiently viable, although, naturally, their share in defrayal of municipal expenditures is significantly below the respective indicator for large cities, and the average size of the deficit for the sample fluctuates from 49 to 63 per cent. 

At the same time, the conclusion that the conditions of financing of expenditures borne by municipal entities deteriorate in the case the evolutionary scenario is replaced with radical ones was on the whole confirmed. For instance, the evolutionary and intermediate moderate scenarios  lead across all analyzed criteria as concerns the regional averages. The situation is not so unambiguous as concerns the analysis of each individual region, although the overall trend remains the same. For instance, as concerns the coefficient of variation, the evolutionary and intermediate moderate scenarios produce the best results in all regions, while the indicator of overall deficit (i.e. necessary financial aid) is the best for 8 regions, while the radical scenario leads only in terms of ratio between the maximal and minimal share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues producing the best results in 7 regions. 

As concerns municipal budgets where revenues exceed expenditures, the total number of municipal entities, where surplus was registered in the framework of at least one variant of assignment of revenue sources, made 16 (4 per cent of the analyzed sample), surplus exceeding 10 per cent occurred in 10 municipal entities (2.5 per cent). All these municipal entities are located in 5 out of 12 analyzed RF subjects: Rostov, Tver, Novosibirsk, Sverdlovsk, and Leningrad oblasts. These regions belong to the third (2), fourth (1), and fifth (2) clusters. 

Beside the number of municipal entities running surplus, there was analyzed the distribution of the whole sample of municipalities depending on the shares of financial aid in revenues of local budgets needed to completely cover expenditures. The results for the whole sample obtained in the framework of different scenarios are presented in Table 7.15. From the viewpoint of minimization of financial aid, the evolutionary and intermediate moderate scenarios produce radically better results than the rest. In the framework of these scenarios 41 per cent of municipal entities form more than 50 per cent of their own revenues at the expense of assigned sources. This situation is even somewhat better than in 2001, when the standards of assignment of shared taxes might be differentiated depending on the specifics of each municipal entity, however, in only 37 per cent of municipalities financial aid made less than 50 per cent. As concerns the radical scenarios, the resulting situation is much worse: the share of municipal entities forming more than 50 per cent of their own revenues at the expense of assigned revenue sources makes less than one fifth. It is necessary to note that the share of heavily subsidized municipal entities exceeds 50 per cent across all analyzed variants of assignment of revenue sources. 

Table 7.8

Changes in revenues of municipal entities across regions 

	Potential of changes in municipal revenues
	Additional shares of adapted municipal expenditures financed at the expense 
of growth in revenue sources in the region at large (%)

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Sales tax is retained 
	4,7
	5,9
	13,2
	11,6
	19,8
	15,7
	15,0
	21,1
	20,9
	11,0
	18,0
	25,1

	Sales tax is abolished
	4,0
	3,5
	11,9
	8,9
	15,0
	8,8
	2,8
	12,7
	10,7
	11,0
	18,0
	17,7


Table 7.9

The ratio between factors of increase and decrease in expenditures of municipal entities across regions

	Factors behind increase / decrease in expenditures of municipal entities
	Increase / decrease of financing in shares of defrayal of adapted municipal expenditures in the region at large (%)

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Upward reevaluation of expenditures
	20,2
	26,1
	20,7
	23,9
	24,6
	22,2
	23,8
	26,5
	25,5
	22,3
	20,2
	23,3

	Funds for repayment of accounts payable and debt servicing
	11,5
	10,5
	10,5
	10,5
	13,0
	10,6
	12,1
	11,2
	10,9
	11,0
	11,0
	10,5

	Remuneration of labor with payroll tax
	8,7
	15,5
	10,2
	13,4
	11,7
	11,6
	11,7
	15,2
	14,6
	11,3
	9,3
	12,7

	Reserves of cost entrenchment
	-7,7
	-4,7
	-5,6
	-16,4
	-6,3
	-24,5
	-6,7
	-19,0
	-7,5
	-6,6
	-8,7
	-7,5

	Expenditures for HUS
	-6,6
	-2,8
	-3,9
	-15,7
	-8,8
	-21,6
	-6,3
	-19,0
	-7,9
	-4,8
	-7,1
	-7,0

	Housing allowances 
	4,8
	3,4
	3,6
	4,6
	9,0
	2,4
	5,7
	5,6
	5,9
	3,7
	3,9
	4,7

	Own municipal expenditures for financing of federal mandates
	-2,3
	-2,1
	-2,1
	-2,1
	-2,6
	-2,1
	-2,4
	-2,2
	-2,2
	-2,2
	-2,2
	-2,1

	Reserve of short term retrenchment
	-3,5
	-3,2
	-3,2
	-3,2
	-3,9
	-3,2
	-3,6
	-3,4
	-3,3
	-3,3
	-3,3
	-3,2

	Total
	12,5
	21,4
	15,2
	7,4
	18,4
	-2,3
	17,1
	7,4
	18,0
	15,7
	11,5
	15,7


Table 7.10

Scenario based estimates of expenditures of municipal entities across regions 

	Scenarios of expenditures of municipal entities 
	Deviation from the evolutionary scenario in shares of adapted municipal expenditures in the region at large (%)

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Radical 
	-30,2
	-40,1
	-28,3
	-55,1
	-58,6
	-33,2
	-48,3
	-43,1
	-41,3
	-33,5
	-22,7
	-35,0

	Intermediate radical
	-25,6
	-35,9
	-24,6
	-46,6
	-29,6
	-29,1
	-42,4
	-35,9
	-36,0
	-28,6
	-17,3
	-29,1

	Intermediate moderate
	-9,3
	-11,2
	-10,4
	-16,4
	-10,8
	-7,3
	-24,1
	-13,3
	-17,3
	-10,8
	-5,1
	-8,8


Table 7.11

Comparison between additional expenditures and additional revenues of municipal entities across regions

	 
	Increase / decrease in shares of adapted municipal expenditures in the region at large (%)

	
	Yevreyskaya AO
	Komi-Permyak AO
	Amur oblast
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	Rostov oblast
	Tver oblast
	Chuvash Republic
	Novosibirsk oblast
	Saratov oblast
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	Leningrad oblast
	Sverdlovsk oblast

	Additional expenditures 
	12,5
	21,4
	15,2
	7,4
	18,4
	-2,3
	17,1
	7,4
	18
	15,7
	11,5
	15,7

	Additional revenues (sales tax is retained) 
	4,7
	5,9
	13,2
	11,6
	19,8
	15,7
	15
	21,1
	20,9
	11
	18
	25,1

	Additional revenues (sales tax is abolished) 
	4
	3,5
	11,9
	8,9
	15
	8,8
	2,8
	12,7
	10,7
	11
	18
	17,7


Table 7.12

Increase in revenues of local budgets at the expense of assignment 
of federal shares in certain revenue sources to municipal entities (in %) 

	Tax / non-tax revenues
	Increase in revenues of local budgets at the expense of federal shares

	
	2001
	2002 (10 months.)

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system 
	0,28
	0,14

	Single tax on imputed income for certain types of activities 
	1,21
	0,74

	Land tax 
	0,69
	0,41

	Rental payments for land 
	0,66
	0,36

	Total
	2,85
	1,65

	Memorandum: 

additional share of adapted municipal expenditures financed at the expense of these sources
	3,03
	2,07


Table 7.13

Variants of assignment of revenue sources to local budgets selected for analysis 

	 
	1.1
	2.2
	3.3
	4.2

	Income tax 
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	0 %
	20% of contingent
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income 
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system 
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Tax on enterprises’ property (ref)
	100%
	50%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%


Table 7.14 

Results of the assignment of revenue sources to local budgets in the framework 
of different expenditure scenarios across regions

	
	1.1
	2.2
	3.3
	4.2

	
	on average across 12 regions
	number of regions with the best indicators
	on average across 12 regions
	number of regions with the best indicators
	on average across 12 regions
	number of regions with the best indicators
	on average across 12 regions
	number of regions with the best indicators

	difference between the min. and max. shares of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	63,5
	1
	62,8
	7
	64,7
	0
	57,0
	4

	Overall deficit (%)
	48,9
	7
	63,4
	1
	56,1
	3
	53,1
	1

	Coefficient of variation (%)
	38,0
	7
	58,7
	0
	55,1
	0
	39,3
	5

	Overall across 12 regions

	Number of municipalities with surplus
	10
	5
	4
	3

	Number of municipalities with 10 % surplus
	4
	5
	1
	1

	Share of local budgets where financial aid exceeds 50 % 
	59
	82
	82
	59


Table 7.15

Subsidization of municipal entities 

	Group No.
	Regions
	Share of municipalities with financial aid (%)

	
	
	1.1
	2.2
	3.3
	4.2

	
	
	below 20 %
	20 % to 50 %
	over 50 %
	below 20 %
	20 % to 50 %
	over 50 %
	below 20 %
	20 % to 50 %
	over 50 %
	below 20 %
	20 % to 50 %
	over 50 %

	1
	Yevreyskaya AO
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0

	
	Komi-Permyak AO
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0
	0,0
	0,0
	100,0

	2
	Amur oblast
	3,7
	18,5
	77,8
	0,0
	3,7
	96,3
	3,7
	0,0
	96,3
	3,7
	7,4
	88,9

	
	Kabardian-Balkarian Republic
	0,0
	18,2
	81,8
	9,1
	9,1
	81,8
	0,0
	18,2
	81,8
	0,0
	18,2
	81,8

	3
	Rostov oblast
	9,3
	37,0
	53,7
	13,0
	53,7
	33,3
	5,6
	18,5
	75,9
	7,4
	29,6
	63,0

	
	Tver oblast
	9,8
	26,8
	63,4
	2,4
	7,3
	90,2
	7,3
	7,3
	85,4
	4,9
	17,1
	78,0

	
	Chuvash Republic
	0,0
	15,4
	84,6
	0,0
	11,5
	88,5
	0,0
	11,5
	88,5
	0,0
	15,4
	84,6

	4
	Novosibirsk oblast
	10,0
	27,5
	62,5
	5,0
	7,5
	87,5
	7,5
	7,5
	85,0
	7,5
	12,5
	80,0

	
	Saratov oblast
	0,0
	23,1
	76,9
	0,0
	2,6
	97,4
	0,0
	10,3
	89,7
	0,0
	10,3
	89,7

	5
	Krasnoyarsk krai
	1,8
	23,2
	75,0
	0,0
	3,6
	96,4
	0,0
	10,7
	89,3
	0,0
	19,6
	80,4

	
	Leningrad oblast
	34,6
	57,7
	7,7
	0,0
	46,2
	53,8
	11,5
	38,5
	50,0
	11,5
	57,7
	30,8

	
	Sverdlovsk oblast
	16,2
	57,4
	26,5
	0,0
	13,2
	86,8
	7,4
	19,1
	73,5
	10,3
	42,6
	47,1

	Sample total
	8,8
	32,3
	59,0
	2,8
	16,0
	81,3
	4,5
	13,5
	82,0
	5,0
	23,8
	71,3


Annex 7.1 

The Results of Assignment of Revenue Sources to Local Budgets 
in the Framework of Different Expenditure Scenarios 

Yevreyskaya AO

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	12,0
	10,9
	11,2
	11,7
	1,3
	3,8
	1,9
	4,5
	3,9
	5,0
	4,4
	8,5
	10,1
	9,0

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	36,9
	36,5
	38,0
	40,0
	16,5
	27,8
	16,0
	30,2
	26,1
	32,9
	27,5
	37,5
	37,7
	38,6

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	24,8
	25,6
	26,8
	28,3
	15,2
	24,0
	14,1
	25,8
	22,3
	27,9
	23,1
	28,9
	27,6
	29,6

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	25,5
	24,2
	25,2
	26,3
	8,7
	12,6
	9,0
	15,3
	12,8
	16,7
	13,2
	21,7
	22,8
	22,0

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	29,7
	28,5
	29,8
	31,0
	10,7
	16,7
	11,0
	20,1
	17,0
	21,7
	17,4
	26,5
	27,2
	26,8

	coefficient of variation (%)
	36,3
	38,7
	39,1
	38,8
	67,7
	70,5
	60,8
	62,6
	64,9
	60,6
	62,8
	48,4
	42,6
	47,4

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	70,3
	71,5
	70,2
	69,0
	89,3
	83,3
	89,0
	79,9
	83,0
	78,3
	82,6
	73,5
	72,8
	73,2

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %)
	6(3)
	6(3)
	6(3)
	6(3)
	6(6)
	6(5)
	6(6)
	6(5)
	6(6)
	6(5)
	6(5)
	6(3)
	6(4)
	6(5)


Komi-Permyak AO

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	10,5
	10,1
	10,6
	11,1
	7,2
	7,3
	8,0
	9,1
	7,5
	10,3
	8,2
	9,6
	10,3
	10,0

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	29,6
	32,8
	30,5
	35,2
	19,5
	19,3
	21,6
	23,5
	19,7
	24,7
	23,4
	27,9
	26,2
	30,8

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	19,1
	22,7
	19,9
	24,1
	12,3
	12,0
	13,6
	14,4
	12,3
	14,4
	15,1
	18,3
	15,9
	20,8

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	17,2
	17,6
	17,0
	18,7
	12,6
	12,2
	14,0
	14,8
	12,8
	15,5
	14,1
	15,9
	16,0
	16,9

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	18,4
	19,1
	18,4
	20,3
	13,0
	12,9
	14,8
	15,7
	13,5
	16,4
	15,2
	17,3
	17,1
	18,5

	coefficient of variation (%)
	38,6
	45,0
	41,6
	45,6
	38,5
	42,7
	40,2
	41,6
	41,4
	41,3
	43,4
	40,3
	35,0
	43,4

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	81,6
	80,9
	81,6
	79,7
	87,0
	87,1
	85,2
	84,3
	86,5
	83,6
	84,8
	82,7
	82,9
	81,5

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	6(5)
	6(5)
	6(5)
	6(5)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(5)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(6)
	6(5)


Amur oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	17,8
	16,2
	16,9
	17,5
	4,8
	6,4
	5,3
	7,6
	6,3
	8,5
	6,8
	13,3
	15,2
	13,7

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	86,8
	85,8
	87,2
	91,6
	33,0
	66,5
	34,1
	81,1
	71,2
	85,1
	72,3
	95,4
	94,7
	96,3

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	69,0
	69,5
	70,3
	74,1
	28,2
	60,1
	28,9
	73,5
	64,9
	76,6
	65,5
	82,2
	79,5
	82,7

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	36,5
	34,0
	34,8
	35,6
	14,3
	17,4
	12,0
	23,2
	19,8
	23,4
	17,6
	32,3
	32,2
	30,4

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	43,4
	41,2
	41,8
	42,9
	17,7
	23,1
	15,0
	30,2
	26,0
	30,3
	23,5
	39,7
	38,7
	37,5

	coefficient of variation (%)
	46,3
	48,8
	48,5
	48,9
	66,0
	70,6
	58,5
	70,6
	71,6
	69,6
	73,7
	57,8
	53,0
	57,7

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	56,6
	58,8
	58,2
	57,1
	82,3
	76,9
	85,0
	69,8
	74,0
	69,7
	76,5
	60,3
	61,3
	62,5

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %)
	21(11)
	21(15)
	21(13)
	21(12)
	27(24)
	26(23)
	27(26)
	26(19)
	26(21)
	26(19)
	26(24)
	22(15)
	24(16)
	25(16)


Kabardian-Balkarian Republic 

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	12,3
	11,2
	11,5
	11,9
	5,6
	7,9
	6,3
	8,3
	7,5
	9,2
	8,2
	10,3
	12,0
	10,8

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	57,8
	60,4
	59,3
	64,4
	60,5
	81,9
	65,1
	73,7
	66,5
	75,3
	69,8
	60,1
	57,8
	62,2

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	45,5
	49,2
	47,7
	52,5
	54,9
	74,0
	58,8
	65,3
	59,0
	66,1
	61,6
	49,8
	45,8
	51,5

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	28,0
	28,2
	27,1
	29,1
	24,6
	32,8
	26,3
	32,7
	30,0
	32,9
	31,5
	28,5
	28,6
	29,4

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	33,2
	33,9
	32,4
	35,1
	27,5
	38,4
	29,7
	39,1
	35,6
	39,4
	37,4
	34,1
	33,6
	35,3

	coefficient of variation (%)
	51,7
	55,5
	56,3
	57,4
	61,6
	67,4
	62,3
	61,0
	59,7
	62,6
	60,7
	57,5
	53,0
	58,4

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	66,8
	66,1
	67,6
	64,9
	72,5
	61,6
	70,3
	60,9
	64,4
	60,6
	62,6
	65,9
	66,4
	64,7

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	9(8)
	9(8)
	9(8)
	9(8)
	10(8)
	9(6)
	10(7)
	9(6)
	9(6)
	9(7)
	9(6)
	9(8)
	9(7)
	9(7)


Rostov oblast

	 
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	27,9
	27,3
	25,3
	28,0
	11,8
	18,7
	15,4
	13,8
	12,9
	14,2
	14,4
	20,9
	24,2
	23,3

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	98,1
	98,2
	91,6
	96,2
	115,4
	129,7
	105,5
	98,5
	90,4
	91,3
	81,7
	102,5
	92,9
	95,5

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	70,2
	70,9
	66,3
	68,3
	103,6
	111,0
	90,1
	84,7
	77,5
	77,1
	67,3
	81,7
	68,7
	72,2

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	50,3
	50,4
	47,1
	51,5
	43,4
	55,3
	48,3
	38,1
	34,8
	37,8
	37,3
	45,0
	46,1
	46,9

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	58,8
	58,8
	55,4
	59,5
	54,4
	65,1
	54,1
	49,0
	44,6
	47,5
	44,5
	55,1
	53,9
	55,0

	coefficient of variation (%)
	31,1
	30,8
	31,7
	29,6
	52,9
	45,9
	40,8
	50,3
	50,1
	46,6
	39,4
	40,5
	33,8
	34,3

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	1,1
	3,0
	0,1
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,2
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	41,2
	41,2
	44,6
	40,5
	46,7
	37,9
	46,0
	51,0
	55,4
	52,5
	55,5
	45,1
	46,1
	45,0

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	2(1)
	4(4)
	1(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	1(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	29(0)
	25(1)
	34(4)
	21(0)
	31(7)
	18(4)
	24(4)
	41(12)
	42(15)
	41(11)
	40(8)
	35(6)
	34(4)
	31(5)


Chuvash Republic

	 
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	21,0
	21,0
	18,7
	21,6
	9,8
	10,5
	16,5
	12,6
	11,6
	12,5
	17,1
	20,6
	24,4
	25,1

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	64,8
	76,3
	62,6
	77,1
	76,1
	64,9
	70,8
	77,1
	72,5
	66,0
	70,1
	75,4
	65,4
	82,8

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	43,8
	55,3
	43,9
	55,5
	66,3
	54,4
	54,4
	64,4
	60,9
	53,5
	53,0
	54,8
	41,0
	57,7

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	34,8
	39,0
	31,6
	39,4
	23,9
	24,4
	36,1
	28,8
	26,1
	27,9
	37,6
	35,5
	37,4
	43,4

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	49,4
	56,5
	46,0
	56,3
	42,6
	41,2
	53,1
	50,6
	45,4
	47,5
	54,8
	54,8
	51,4
	62,0

	coefficient of variation (%)
	33,2
	34,1
	34,7
	32,4
	65,9
	58,9
	42,4
	57,8
	58,8
	52,4
	39,2
	42,5
	30,9
	33,6

	overall surplus (%)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	overall deficit (%)
	50,6
	43,5
	54,0
	43,7
	57
	59
	47
	49,4
	54,6
	52,5
	45,2
	45,2
	48,6
	38,0

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	22(10)
	21(7)
	24(15)
	21(6)
	24(20)
	23(20)
	20(10)
	22(18)
	23(18)
	23(18)
	20(8)
	22(11)
	22(7)
	19(3)


Tver oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	24,0
	23,7
	23,4
	24,5
	6,9
	9,5
	8,4
	11,8
	10,7
	12,3
	10,4
	19,1
	19,9
	19,5

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	93,7
	100,4
	93,1
	105,3
	83,7
	125,9
	136,4
	113,9
	101,7
	120,4
	141,9
	90,9
	85,6
	96,7

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	69,7
	76,7
	69,7
	80,8
	76,8
	116,4
	128,0
	102,1
	91,0
	108,1
	131,5
	71,7
	65,6
	77,1

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	44,5
	45,4
	42,4
	47,3
	21,3
	27,1
	26,1
	32,9
	28,7
	33,5
	33,1
	38,6
	39,5
	41,4

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	58,1
	61,1
	56,5
	63,5
	29,7
	35,3
	33,6
	45,6
	39,5
	45,7
	43,2
	52,5
	50,4
	55,4

	coefficient of variation (%)
	39,0
	40,8
	40,8
	41,1
	73,7
	74,5
	82,3
	65,5
	65,5
	65,8
	70,8
	46,3
	43,0
	45,6

	overall surplus (%)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	overall deficit (%)
	41,9
	39,0
	43,5
	37,8
	70,3
	64,7
	66,4
	54,4
	60,5
	54,4
	56,9
	47,5
	49,6
	44,6

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	1(0)
	0(0)
	2(0)
	0(0)
	1(1)
	1(1)
	1(1)
	1(0)
	1(1)
	1
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	26(6)
	25(5)
	31(6)
	24(4)
	38(31)
	37(26)
	38(29)
	34(20)
	35(22)
	35(20)
	35(20)
	32(15)
	32(11)
	30(10)


Novosibirsk oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	25,3
	23,1
	23,0
	24,2
	5,4
	9,0
	6,5
	10,6
	9,3
	11,3
	10,4
	17,6
	20,7
	18,4

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	153,2
	148,2
	137,8
	141,7
	114,9
	97,0
	100,6
	120,0
	108,6
	103,9
	101,6
	137,4
	115,7
	115,5

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	127,8
	125,1
	114,8
	117,5
	109,5
	87,9
	94,1
	109,4
	99,3
	92,7
	91,2
	119,8
	95,0
	97,1

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	50,0
	48,8
	46,6
	50,0
	22,5
	27,4
	23,2
	32,6
	28,9
	32,2
	29,6
	40,7
	41,6
	41,1

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	70,9
	73,7
	67,8
	75,6
	43,5
	53,6
	47,9
	62,9
	55,8
	61,9
	59,7
	68,3
	66,1
	71,2

	coefficient of variation (%)
	52,1
	55,4
	50,9
	51,1
	103,5
	76,0
	88,1
	78,3
	78,7
	69,7
	69,5
	65,9
	52,4
	59,0

	overall surplus (%)
	0,5
	0,6
	0,3
	1,6
	0,2
	0,0
	0,0
	2,8
	0,1
	1,7
	0,7
	3,7
	0,2
	5,8

	overall deficit (%)
	29,6
	26,9
	32,5
	26,1
	56,7
	46,4
	52,1
	39,9
	44,3
	39,8
	41,0
	35,4
	34,1
	34,7

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	2(2)
	3(2)
	2(2)
	3(2)
	1(1)
	0(0)
	1(0)
	3(1)
	1(0)
	2(0)
	1(0)
	3(2)
	3(1)
	3(3)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	25(4)
	27(7)
	26(8)
	24(5)
	36(32)
	35(28)
	36(31)
	33(26)
	35(28)
	34(24)
	35(25)
	32(16)
	32(14)
	32(14)


Saratov oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	25,8
	27,4
	24,1
	28,4
	5,0
	10,4
	11,2
	13,1
	11,6
	13,6
	15,0
	21,5
	25,8
	25,6

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	68,3
	76,2
	63,9
	76,3
	57,8
	48,3
	51,3
	68,9
	62,9
	56,8
	59,2
	72,6
	63,6
	77,0

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	42,5
	48,8
	39,8
	47,8
	52,7
	37,9
	40,0
	55,8
	51,2
	43,2
	44,2
	51,1
	37,8
	51,5

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	40,1
	42,3
	36,4
	42,5
	19,6
	22,9
	25,3
	30,1
	26,7
	28,7
	32,3
	36,4
	37,0
	40,1

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	53,3
	58,4
	49,3
	58,0
	34,1
	36,1
	38,5
	48,3
	42,6
	44,5
	46,7
	54,4
	49,7
	57,5

	coefficient of variation (%)
	27,1
	29,3
	27,8
	27,9
	64,0
	44,3
	42,1
	47,6
	48,0
	42,5
	35,9
	36,1
	27,0
	31,3

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	46,7
	41,6
	50,7
	42,0
	65,9
	63,9
	61,5
	51,7
	57,4
	55,5
	53,3
	45,6
	50,3
	42,5

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	30(2)
	28(1)
	36(8)
	29(0)
	38(29)
	38(26)
	36(23)
	32(18)
	35(19)
	35(19)
	34(11)
	33(10)
	35(5)
	29(2)


Leningrad oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	39,9
	38,3
	40,8
	40,8
	13,7
	23,1
	10,2
	31,1
	25,8
	30,8
	22,4
	39,2
	37,1
	36,9

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	122,1
	116,8
	107,3
	107,3
	88,8
	77,8
	69,8
	110,5
	97,2
	91,3
	75,7
	120,3
	94,5
	93,3

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	82,3
	78,5
	66,5
	66,5
	75,1
	54,7
	59,6
	79,4
	71,4
	60,6
	53,3
	81,1
	57,4
	56,4

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	72,6
	68,3
	69,4
	69,4
	41,2
	43,9
	33,2
	54,4
	48,7
	52,6
	41,2
	66,0
	62,2
	59,5

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	70,7
	67,0
	68,6
	68,6
	40,2
	43,9
	32,4
	54,4
	48,4
	53,2
	41,1
	65,2
	60,7
	58,8

	coefficient of variation (%)
	27,9
	28,4
	25,8
	25,8
	50,5
	36,4
	47,6
	40,3
	41,1
	35,6
	36,7
	31,1
	26,8
	27,8

	overall surplus (%)
	1,0
	0,7
	0,3
	0,3
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,4
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,9
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	30,3
	33,8
	31,7
	31,7
	59,8
	56,1
	67,6
	46,0
	51,6
	46,8
	58,9
	35,7
	39,3
	41,2

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	3(1)
	1(1)
	1(0)
	1(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	1(1)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	2(1)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	2(0)
	4(0)
	3(0)
	3(0)
	19(8)
	14(3)
	21(10)
	13(0)
	14(1)
	13(0)
	18(3)
	7(0)
	8(0)
	10(0)


Krasnoyarsk krai

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	7,3
	6,5
	7,2
	7,2
	1,8
	2,6
	1,6
	3,3
	2,7
	3,6
	2,5
	5,7
	6,1
	5,5

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	82,9
	77,4
	74,2
	74,2
	79,2
	54,5
	50,6
	79,8
	76,5
	62,8
	50,9
	80,6
	72,8
	69,7

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	75,6
	70,9
	67,0
	67,0
	77,4
	51,8
	48,9
	76,6
	73,8
	59,1
	48,4
	74,9
	66,6
	64,2

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	41,4
	36,8
	37,5
	37,5
	18,5
	18,9
	15,3
	24,3
	21,4
	22,9
	17,8
	34,6
	36,1
	31,8

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	51,0
	46,4
	47,8
	47,8
	26,9
	27,5
	23,3
	35,9
	31,6
	34,0
	27,0
	46,2
	45,5
	42,4

	coefficient of variation (%)
	41,1
	44,0
	40,2
	40,2
	91,7
	65,9
	75,8
	74,8
	78,8
	63,9
	67,3
	50,9
	40,8
	45,3

	overall surplus (%)
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0

	overall deficit (%)
	49,0
	53,6
	52,2
	52,2
	73,1
	72,5
	76,7
	64,1
	68,4
	66,0
	73,0
	53,8
	54,5
	57,6

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	42(11)
	44(19)
	17(46)
	46(17)
	54(44)
	55(47)
	49(42)
	50(44)
	50(42)
	50(42)
	54(45)
	44(25)
	45(18)
	47(29)


Sverdlovsk oblast

	
	Evolutionary
	Radical
	Intermediate radical
	Intermediate moderate

	Conditions:
	1.1
	1.2
	1.3
	1.4
	2.1
	2.2
	2.3
	3.1
	3.2
	3.3
	3.4
	4.1
	4.2
	4.3

	Income tax
	25% - guaranteed, 50% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	40% - guaranteed, 40% - equalizing parts
	0%
	0%
	0%
	10%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts
	20% - guaranteed, 35% - equalizing parts
	25% - guaranteed, 25% - equalizing parts

	Single tax on imputed income
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	0%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	90%

	Single tax levied in relation to the application of the simplified taxation system
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	0%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%
	30%

	Personal asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Corporate asset tax (ref.)
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	100%
	50%
	50%
	100%
	50%
	50%

	Land tax and rental payments for land
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Local taxes and charges
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Sales tax 
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Results:

	min. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	20,5
	14,6
	18,5
	19,2
	5,8
	7,5
	6,3
	7,9
	7,1
	8,3
	7,6
	14,6
	17,3
	15,0

	max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	112,2
	97,9
	101,1
	108,5
	82,1
	76,9
	70,6
	110,2
	93,1
	105,4
	81,1
	113,4
	99,6
	103,5

	difference between the min. and max. share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	91,7
	83,2
	82,7
	89,3
	76,3
	69,4
	64,2
	102,3
	86,0
	97,1
	73,6
	98,7
	82,3
	88,5

	average share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	61,1
	50,6
	56,8
	60,0
	29,5
	30,6
	27,7
	40,5
	35,0
	39,6
	33,3
	52,2
	52,7
	51,0

	overall share of expenditures covered by assigned revenues (%)
	79,1
	72,1
	75,2
	81,5
	45,9
	48,5
	45,4
	61,7
	54,0
	60,0
	53,5
	72,0
	68,8
	71,6

	coefficient of variation (%)
	32,0
	36,8
	33,0
	32,7
	59,2
	51,7
	51,8
	53,5
	54,3
	51,0
	48,8
	39,8
	33,9
	36,8

	overall surplus (%)
	0,8
	0,0
	0,0
	3,1
	0,0
	0,0
	0,0
	0,3
	0,0
	0,1
	0,0
	0,7
	0,0
	0,1

	overall deficit (%)
	21,8
	27,9
	24,9
	21,6
	54,1
	51,5
	54,6
	38,6
	46,0
	40,1
	46,5
	28,6
	31,2
	28,4

	number of ME with surplus (including over 10 %)
	5(1)
	0(0)
	2(0)
	5(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	0(0)
	2(1)
	0(0)
	1(0)
	0(0)
	3(1)
	0(0)
	1(0)

	number of ME with financial aid exceeding 50 to 70 % (including over 70 %) 
	18(2)
	21(2)
	26(3)
	18(2)
	57(37)
	59(35)
	60(40)
	47(20)
	54(27)
	50(21)
	57(28)
	35(7)
	31(3)
	36(5)
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