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Executive Summary 

A. Background 

1.  This report   presents the result of the review of the rules for organizing functions in the 

central administration.  The objective of the report is to define the criteria for organizing functions 

at the central administration level. A first review of existing rules on administrative organization, 

pointed at some organizational and practical issues (and overall lax enforcement) that undermine 

operational effectiveness and efficiency.1 The legal framework, for instance, allows some institutions 

to enjoy unjustifiable autonomy, or blur supervisory lines. It has also contributed to the 

disproportionate understaffing of core functions and overstaffing of managerial positions. Tightening 

rules and controls on their enforcement is therefore a precondition for carrying out restructuring and 

rightsizing with positive and lasting effects. 

2. The organizational rules to be considered are principally of two kinds. A first group 

comprises those on macro organization (i.e. organization of the whole Executive into institutions). 

Issues include the segregation of policy from implementation functions; the match between types of 

functions and of organizations (currently six forms, with inconsistent denominations); the types of 

and rationale for the autonomy of non-ministerial bodies; the requirements for their effective 

supervision; possible size requirements for the establishment of new institutions; as well as the 

tightening of controls over the application of all rules on macro organization.  

3. A second group of rules to review comprises those on micro organization (i.e. of each 

institution internally, into units and positions). In this respect, issues include the resource balance 

of core vs. non-core functions; the types of internal organizational units in relation to functions 

performed; their minimum size and the use of free-floating positions; the role and organization of 

political cabinets; the coordinating function of state and ministerial secretaries; the number and 

management span of middle managers; as well as the effectiveness of controls enforcing the 

application of all rules on micro organization.  

4. While focusing on improving rules on administrative organization, the review also 

considers the application of other selected ones on human resources management (e.g. those on 

job classification, career advancement or compensation). In relation to them, the analysis 

identifies the impact on organizational practice, including as a motivating factor for observed 

organizational problems. Finally, norms relevant to large-scale reorganization (including those on 

transfers and dismissals) have also been considered, for the purpose of estimating the burden of 

managing any transition entailed in proposed recommendations. 

  

                                                             

1 World Bank (2016). Serbia: Horizontal Functional Review of Central Administration. Washington DC: World Bank. 
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B. Key Strategic Issues and Options at the Central Level 

11. Three key strategic options stand out from the review. They form a strong basis for moving 

forward in formulating the criteria for organizing functions at the central level. They include a focus 

on: 

i. Organizational transparency; 

ii. Addressing the organization of the central government into institutions (Macro-

organization); and  

iii. Addressing the internal rules of organizations (micro-organization) 

Recommendation 1: Organizational Transparency 

12. The first set of recommendations concerns the availability of information on 

organizational issues, and its relevance for describing the actual situation in the institutions. 

While apparently minor, this topic is essential in practice: the Ministry of Public Administration and 

Local Self-Government (MPALSG) will need readily accessible data as a basis for its work in the 

next phase of the optimization process. Available databases, however, are mostly limited to 

established positions: capturing details on short-term staff is difficult, which is why limiting their use 

should be a key objective in the early phases of the programme. In this respect, focus should be on 

improving data availability and ensuring data relevance. 

 Improving Data Availability  

13. The report is based on data from a hoc survey carried out by the WB and MPALSG in 

mid-2015, as information from existent databases was not up to date and did not cover all institutions 

from the central government list, or all required topics. As time passes, however, that information is 

getting old and cannot be used as basis for MPALSG to engage with institutions in implementing 

recommendations. New ad hoc surveys would be laborious and clearly aren’t a long-term solution to 

monitor the sustainability of organizational reforms.  

 To support its own analysis and dialogue with the institutions during the implementation 

of the optimization program, the MPALSG should quickly move to design and 

implement a simple register of institutions. The provisional register should use relevant 

information from existing databases (e.g. payroll and other treasury modules, register of 

employees, HRMIS, other personnel registers), which should be integrated and verified, 

where necessary, through periodical surveys and interviews.  

 To give a public dimension to organizational reforms, the MPALSG should revise rules 

on institutional websites. This would ensure a standardized presentation of the same 

information added through the database, which should periodically be inspected to ensure it 

is up to date. News about the institutions participation to the optimization program should 

also be added regularly. Publically available information on the reform process—both on the 

organization and staffing effects—could build public support for difficult reforms. 

 To ensure longer-term sustainability of organizational reforms, the MPALSG should 

closely cooperate with the HRMS and the Treasury in preparing and implementing a 
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plan for achieving inter-operability (or integration), comprehensiveness and effective 

updating of existing databases of organizational and staffing information. This should 

include the general payroll and the registry of employees currently held at the Treasury, the 

HRMIS held at the HRMS, and separate personnel registers held in other institutions for 

specific sectors.  

 Ensuring Data  Relevance 

14. While data on established positions are generally available in databases, data for 

temporary positions outside the Rulebooks are not available, with the exception of basic payroll 

figures. This means that as long as temporary staff will be about a quarter of central government’s 

total, the relevance of Rulebook-based data for keeping organization and staffing under control is 

questionable. Reducing the number of temporary positions to the 10 percent allowed under the Law 

on Maximum Number of Employees (LMNE) and the Law on Budget Systems (LBS) or less, should 

therefore be an early priority of the optimization programme, with the following approach 

recommended: 

 The MPALSG should determine the maximum quota of temporary staff for each 

institution, including the application of any of the exemptions from article 10 of the 

LMNE. It should forward its final estimates to the Ministry of Finance (MoF), as an 

element for budget negotiations, with a request that the resulting budget allocations be 

further capped at their 2016 levels (this is to prevent any institution from taking advantage 

of article 10 exemptions to actually increase the number of temporary staff); 

 The MPALSG should also check the current number of temporary staff in all institutions 

and require any institution exceeding its legal quota to submit a short-term retrenchment 

plan based on applicable civil service, labor or commercial law. The MPALSG shall 

further agree with the Treasury, as well as the administrative, labor and budget inspections 

a plan for supervising the application of temporary staff quotas. The topic may also be 

proposed as an item for the State Audit Institution’s programme; 

 The MPALSG should, based on experience in applying article 10 LMNE, propose 

amendments to further strengthen its impact, such as tightening current exemptions, or 

requiring temporary hires to be included in the annual human resources plan (cases of 

proven urgency excluded). Upon consultation with the MoF, it may also propose 

amendments to the special fiscal rule in article 27.e of the LBS, which alone will regulate 

the matter after January 2019, including a procedural requirement of MPALSG’s 

involvement in evaluating exemption.  

Recommendation 2: Macro-Organization  

15. The second set of recommendations concerns the organization of central government 

into institutions. The main issues addressed are the consequences of weak controls on the 

establishment of new institutions, the need to reinforce government-wide coordination capacity, that 

for better ministerial supervision over implementing bodies, as well as the way in which the latter’s 

tendency to seek high levels of autonomy weakens controls on organizational and staffing solutions 

in the largest part of the central government. 
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 Defragmenting Government  

16. In this area, a general problem is the fragmentation of the central government into too 

many institutions that are often also too small. This increases coordination needs and also running 

costs, which are proportionally higher in small institutions (resource management and other support 

systems cannot be implemented below a minimum of staff). The recommended solution consists of 

constraining institutional proliferation through minimum size requirements, which should be 

applied through the decision-making process for new institutions, and through mergers for existing 

ones. 

 The MPALSG, after completing the benchmarking of staffing levels for all support 

functions (see point 2.4 below), should propose to the Government an overall benchmark 

for the maximum ratio in the aggregated size of support functions vis-à-vis core ones (e.g. 20 

to 80 percent). The joint application of these simple benchmarks (minimum  number of staff 

per each support function, and overall maximum percentage for support function in general) 

produces an indicative minimum staff size for institutions, to be discussed with MoF in 

relation to that of small budget users; 

 The MPALSG, with the MoF, should approach budget users that are very small or small 

according to the benchmark, to discuss proposals for reducing running costs through  

merger with other bodies or ministries. The resulting plan of mergers may also include 

proposals based on arguments other than institutional size (e.g. HFR tasks 2 and 4), and should 

be preferably implemented in one go through amendments to the Law on Ministries (LoM). 

As an incentive to consider mergers, 50 percent  of the savings from mergers should be 

reinvested to improve capacity in core functions; 

 The MPALSG (along with the MoF, NPPS and GS) should propose amendments to the 

Rules of Procedure of the Government and related instruments, tightening evidence 

requirements for normative acts in relation to the establishment of new institutions. This 

should include a specific requirement of drafts being accompanied with an indicative staffing 

plan broken down by support and core functions, as well as a review of options for entrusting 

the mandate to existing institutions. MPALSG’s opinion on these aspects of the proposal 

should be required. 

   The Center of Government (CoG) 

 

17. The tendency to fragment makes government-wide coordination all the more needed, 

but also affects those expected to provide it. Entrusting policy coordination and related tasks to six 

separate institutions makes the Serbian CoG vulnerable to rivalries and diverts resources to separate 

arrangements for support functions. Additionally, it divides the attention of the Prime Minister (PM) 

and the Government, already required by too many non-CoG services and organizations. Merging the 

six institutions is the long-term solution, with steps in the immediate future including the following:  

 The Government should unify the status of bodies carrying out actual CoG functions 

by turning the National Public Policy Secretariat and Legislative Secretariat into Government 

Services (Special Organizations as an organizational form should be abrogated). The resulting 

six Services performing CoG functions, retaining separate identities, should pool most support 
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functions under the General Secretariat. At least 50 percent of any savings so achieved should 

be reinvested into additional capacity in core CoG business, with emphasis on policy 

coordination; and 

 To increase the focus of the PM, Government members and top management on actual 

CoG functions, the number of institutions directly reporting to the Government (directly or 

through the Secretary-General) should be reduced. Those that are currently classified as 

Government Services, but that perform tasks unrelated to policy coordination, should have 

their organizational form changed and be placed under the supervision of the closest line 

ministry (Special Organizations, which also report to Government, shall be dealt with in the 

same way). 

 The  Line Ministries 

18. Coming to line ministries, the objective is to increase policy orientation and capacity, 

reversing the trend by which most of them allocate the majority of core staff to implementation 

tasks (service delivery, inspection and regulatory). The result should be an increase in the number 

of staff dealing with policy development, but also with monitoring implementation, and in particular 

with supervision over the work of separate bodies belonging to the ministerial portfolio. To this effect, 

the following organizational and procedural measures are recommended: 

 The MPALSG, with NPPS’s support, should require ministries to map policy 

specialists in their portfolio.  Ministries should also identify whenever any of them should 

be re-absorbed into the ministry to remedy excessive devolution to implementing bodies 

(bodies with prevalent policy tasks should be also re-absorbed entirely). In exchange, 

ministries should discuss the transfer of their service delivery, inspective and regulatory 

responsibilities to existing implementing bodies. The Government Human Resources 

Management Services would assist in planning transfers in both directions; and 

 Concerning the modalities of ministerial supervision over implementing bodies 

the MPALSG, in cooperation with the NPPS and the MoF, should work with individual 

ministries to pilot the use of basic performance frameworks using quantifiable 

indicators to convey expected achievement. To ensure the system is supported by actual 

incentives, the use of performance indicators should be linked to the budget cycle. The 

MPALSG could aim at launching at least one basic performance framework in all major 

portfolios by the end of 2018.  

  The Implementing Bodies 

19. A complex typology of bodies awarding high amounts of autonomy on a discretionary 

basis makes it hard to keep staffing solutions under check. As a solution, the implementing bodies 

maintained as a result of the mergers programme should be allocated to fewer organizational types 

based on clearer criteria, with autonomy reserved to fewer cases and more attention to make 

implementing bodies effectively accountable for their performance. In particular, the following main 

measures are recommended:    

 The MPALSG should submit changes to organizational legislation (as 

amendments to the LSA, LPS and LPA; or a single new act on public organizations) 
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adjusting to a 3-type model consisting of PA (for government watchdog, and market 

regulation functions), PS (for service delivery in contestable markets) and BM (inspections 

and other regulatory ad service delivery functions). The new typology should establish clear 

accountability, with BMs and PSs reporting by preference to line ministries, and SOs (fourth 

type reporting to Government) abrogated; and  

 The MPALSG should also ensure that amendments consistently subject the 

managerial autonomy of implementing bodies to general systems proven to provide 

sufficient controls over the use of public resources, including the treasury system for 

financial management, and the civil service system for human resources management. 

Amendments proposed by the MPALSG should also limit the recognition of separate legal 

personality to implementing bodies, in particular BMs. 

Recommendation 3: Micro-Organization 

20. The third and last set of recommendations concerns the internal organization of 

institutions. The main issues addressed concern the tendency to fragment organograms into a 

relatively high number of units that are often too small to justify their management costs; the 

weakness of tools that the institutions’ leadership has available for internal steering and coordination; 

the lack of standardization in the organization and staffing of support functions; and that of a 

consistent approach to the rightsizing of core functions in relation to their policy.  

 Internal Fragmentation  

21. In this area, a general problem is the tendency of the internal organization of many 

organs to fragment into too many units that are often also too small. This increases internal 

coordination needs and also costs, due to the higher number of middle management positions (which 

imply an increase of remuneration equal to two pay grades). The recommended solution consists of 

constraining internal fragmentation with stricter regulation of hierarchical layers and control span, 

namely through the following measures: 

 The MPALSG should propose amendments to the DPIOS to enforce strict 

hierarchy of internal units with a maximum of five organizational layers in ministries. 

The “sector” should be made the basic unit for all organizations, and the group as a potential 

sixth organizational level abrogated. Amendments should eliminate the possibility for 

organizations to autonomously establish lower-level organizational units or individual 

unsupervised positions in the place of sectors;  

 The MPALSG should propose further amendments to the DPIOS enforcing the 

current central-government-wide average control span of one manager to five 

supervised staff in all institutions.  It should also require that each internal unit comprises, 

in principle. at least two units of the type below it, and that units not comprised of lower units 

apply a minimum control span of 1:5 for core functions (a lower minimum control span of 1:4 

could be reserved for support functions); and  

 Finally, the MPALSG should propose amending the DPIOS’ regime of exceptions to 

general rules (such as those just outlined), currently based on the institutions’ discretion 

to invoke exceptions from the wide range already envisaged in the Decree. Instead, the 
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DPIOS should make exceptions conditional to explicit permission provided by the 

Government through its approval of the Rulebook, upon receiving MPALSG’s formal 

opinion. After the DPIOS is amended, the MPALSG should guide central government 

institutions in the application of the new rules.  

 The Special Units 

22. The tendency to internally fragment organizations also affects internal coordination 

arrangements, especially in line ministries, where they are exceptionally important due to their 

role in the steering of whole portfolios. In particular, ministers’ steering instruments are diminished 

by a lack of units tasked with strategic planning and monitoring, while other units with horizontal 

policy-related tasks are scattered across the internal structure. To improve the situation it is proposed 

that:  

 The MPALSG, together with NPPS and MoF, should encourage Ministries to 

implement LSA provisions on the coordinating role of ministerial Secretariats, by 

including their units or positions vested with strategic planning and monitoring tasks. 

Other horizontal functions related to policy coordination (EU integration, legislative drafting, 

and communication) should also be preferably included there. In case this becomes unfeasible, 

a provisional solution may rely on placing the same units under the Minister’s direct control 

(with Cabinet support); and  

 The MPALSG should further propose amending the LSA by requiring that 

Ministers delegate each State Secretary to coordinate the work of two or more related 

sectors, or at least one sector and any related implementing bodies placed under the 

ministry’s supervision. To support State Secretaries in their tasks, and particularly where the 

role of the Secretariat in policy matter will not be immediately developed, the possibility of 

forming joint Cabinets providing support to both the Minister and the State Secretaries could 

be also introduced. 

 The Support Units 

23. Different institutions have organized their support functions according to different 

models, and with different levels of staffing, in a way that cannot be always justified by objective 

factors of substantive mandate and size. The objective to harmonize the organization and right-

size staffing of support functions across the central government is important from the perspective of 

their effectiveness, and also in terms of efficiency as this is one area in which significant savings can 

be made. For this purpose, the following measures are recommended: 

 The MPALSG, with PM’s endorsement, should coordinate a set of short 

benchmarking studies for all main support functions, providing guidance on the 

organizational set-up and staffing level of each depending on institutional size. Each 

study should fall under the responsibility of the institution playing the main government-wide 

central role in the relevant system, and make maximum use of any analysis already available 

(including by SIGMA and Task 3 of the HFR). The MPALSG should compile the results into 

Guidelines, and propose them for Government approval; and 
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 The MPALSG, together with the individual central institutions responsible for 

the benchmarking of each function, should assist institutions in implementing the 

guidelines in their Rulebooks, after completion of the institutional mergers programme. 

In particular, the MPALSG would have to verify that the sum of staffing levels for individual 

support functions is within the total prescribed maximum proportion of support vis-à-vis core 

functions. For ministries, it would need to verify that all resource management functions are 

placed within the Secretariat. 

 The Core Units  

24. The main problem in this area appears to be the risk of misalignment between an 

institution’s organizational structure and staffing on one side, and its actual priorities on the 

other. If the basis for organization relies exclusively on legal requirements, all tasks tend to be treated 

similarly: and as resources grow thinner, this may result in some functions essential to the institution’s 

success being relatively understaffed and/or handled far from leadership. To address this sort of 

problems, the following measures are recommended: 

 The MPALSG, with the assistance of the NPPS and the MoF, should direct 

institutions producing new Rulebooks after the conclusion of the mergers programme 

to start the process by identifying a very small number of top priorities (e.g. 2 to 6, 

depending on institutional size) for the short-to-medium term. Whenever credible sector-

wide strategies are lacking, this should be carried out based on leadership inputs, the latest 

submissions for the medium-term budget framework, and any strategies adopted in specific 

areas, when existing; and 

 This done, each institution should ensure that the level in the new organization 

that is the closest to leadership (i.e. sectors) be driven by the top priorities. Tasks of lesser 

priority should be as much as possible fitted lower in the hierarchy. Top priorities, moreover, 

should be as much as possible fully staffed, while staffing for less important tasks may, if 

need be, be less than optimal. The MPALSG, together with the NPPS, should guide the 

process and assist the institutions as required. 

C. Action Plan for Implementation 

25. The Action Plan presents suggested short, medium and longer term activities that could 

be considered by the authorities for implementation.  While these are only early 

recommendations, they point to specific activities that could guide high level discussion as part of 

designing the appropriate reform path for organization of the central administration.  Successful 

implementation will depend largely on a strong focus on the overall goal of the reform agenda and a 

clear monitoring program to ensure timely implementation.  

 



iii 

 

Table 1: Organizing Functions: Implementation Action Plan 

AREA I – ORGANIZATIONAL TRANSPARENCY 

OBJECTIVE  1. IMPROVING DATA AVAILABILITY Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

Design and implement a simple provisional register of 

institutions, using data from functioning databases, direct 

surveys and analysis of documents  

The register makes it easier for MPALSG to research 

and monitor organizational solutions implemented 

across 94+ institutions 

Short term 

[t + 12 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- HRMS, MoF/Treasury  

  (for their data) 

- Ministries (for surveys)  

B 

Revise and enforce guidelines on institutional websites to 

ensure uniform presentation of key information on 

organizational structure and staffing  

The websites convey public information on 

organizational structure and staffing that is easy to 

access, clear and up to date 

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- All institutions (for websites) 

C 

Design and implement a master plan for integration or 

interoperability of the databases on organizational, 

personnel and remuneration issues 

The new system allows easy retrieval of current 

organizational data based on regular entries by 

institutions 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- Treasury (co-lead) 

INDICATOR: Number of institutions in the database on which full information is available 

 

OBJECTIVE  2. ENSURING DATA RELEVANCE Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

Determination and budgeting (for 2017) of the maximum 

level of temporary staff allowed by LMNE in each 

institution, including applicable exemptions 

Article 10 LMNE operates as a fiscal constraint on 

temporary hires throughout the 2017 budget year. 

Short term 

[t + 12 months] 

- MPALSG (lead, calculation 

of quotas) 

- MoF budget dept. (budget 

process) 

B 

Implementation of retrenchment plans for excess 

temporary staff, and activation of a coordinated 

monitoring programme on temporary hires 

A reduction in the actual number of temporary staff 

equaling 5% of central government staff is enforced 

and made sustainable 

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- All institutions 

(retrenchment) 

- Treasury; Administrative, 

Labour and  

  Fiscal inspections 

(compliance) 
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C 

Consider amending LMNE (or issue LBS bylaws) to 

tighten exemptions from 10% quota for temporary staff, 

and Decree on HR planning to include them 

The number of temporary staff in central 

government can be further reduced to the EU 

average, as contribution to right-sizing 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead, especially on 

LMNE) 

- MoF (main partner, also LBS 

lead) 

INDICATOR: The total number of staff engaged on other basis is reduced by at least 5% of total staff 

 

AREA II – MACRO-ORGANIZATION 

 

OBJECTIVE 
1. DEFRAGMENTING GOVERNMENT 

ORGANIZATION 
Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

Based on benchmarking of support functions (see Area 

III) and the definition of budget users, a indicative 

minimum size of institutions is developed  

A clear quantitative criterion drives discussions on 

mergers of existing institutions and the creation of 

new ones 

Short term 

[t + 12 months] 

- MPALSG  

 (lead, benchmarking) 

- MoF budget dept.  

 (budget system) 

B 

Evidence requirements for presenting legislation 

establishing new institutions are amended to include 

staffing plan, merger options and MPALSG opinion 

The central administration implements a more 

effective system for controlling the further 

proliferation of institutions  

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- NPPS, MoF (partners) 

C 

A plan merging institutions below indicative minimum 

size is implemented with a 50% reinvestment clause (the 

plan can include mergers for other reasons). The LoM is 

amended to show the new set-up (all bodies included) 

The number of small institutions with anomalously 

high running costs size is reduced by at least 10 units 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- Government WG on FR 

  (negotiation) 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- Concerned institutions 

INDICATOR: The number of very small institutions is reduced by minimum 10 units 

 

OBJECTIVE  2. IMPROVING HORIZONTAL COORDINATION Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

Accountability arrangements for CoG bodies are 

streamlined by converting some special organizations 

into CoG bodies (LoM to be amended) 

All bodies performing CoG functions (including 

NPPS and GLS) are Government services  

Short term 

[t + 12 

months] 

NPPS and GLS 
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B 

Most support functions of Government services are 

pooled in the General Secretariat, reinvesting savings 

into core capacity  

Core capacity in GoF functions (especially policy 

coordination) is increased using the savings 

Medium term 

[t + 24 

months] 

GS 

C 
All other centrally reporting bodies not performing CoG 

functions are transferred under the closest ministry  

Several horizontal technical and sectorial bodies are 

transferred under the closest ministry 

Long term  

[t + 36 

months] 

GS 

INDICATOR: The number of institutions reporting to Government (directly or indirectly) is reduced by at least half 

 

OBJECTIVE  3. STRENGHTENING MINISTERIAL SUPERVISION Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

A simple performance framework linked to PFMRP 2017-

2021 is piloted in one implementing body per major 

portfolio (bodies to be selected) 

A simple performance framework for several 

implementing agencies has been piloted 

Short term 

[t + 12 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- MoF, NPPS (partners) 

- Pilot ministries and bodies 

B 

A plan is prepared and implemented, allowing ministries 

missing policy capacity in one area to absorb part of any 

significant such capacity from their implementing bodies 

A plan for absorbing part of the most significant 

policy capacity from selected supervised bodies is 

prepared  

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- Receiving ministries 

- Donor bodies 

C 

A plan is implemented, transferring significant 

implementation functions from ministries to the closest 

relevant body (avoiding forming new ones as much as 

possible) 

A plan for transferring implementing tasks of 

selected ministries to the closest relevant body has 

been prepared without increasing the number of 

supervised bodies 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- Donor ministries 

- Receiving bodies 

INDICATOR: At least 3 ministries provide a performance framework for the implementation of some implementing bodies 

 

OBJECTIVE  4. RESTORING AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

The LSA is amended to abrogate the SO as an institutional 

form, and abolish legal autonomy for BMs. The LPA is 

amended to limit its scope to regulatory bodies (preferably 

accountable to NA) and make staff part of the civil service. 

Negotiations on the reallocation of SOs and 

dismissed PAs start.  

Short term 

[t + 12 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- SOs and PAs (consulted) 
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B 
A new LPS is prepared, which clarifies the status of public 

institutions as service delivery bodies. 

Negotiations on the reallocation of PIs within the 

new sub-types of public services, or to other 

institutional typologies starts.  

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- PIs, supervising ministries 

(consulted) 

C 

The institutional typology of all actual central government 

bodies is revised in accordance with the new legal 

framework, and the bodies are accordingly inserted in the 

new LoM (all bodies included) 

SOs are turned into BMs, or absorbed by Ministries 

or other bodies. Dismissed PAs and PIs are turned 

into BMs, or are absorbed by Ministries.  

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- All ministries and the NA 

(supervisors) 

- All bodies (consulted) 

INDICATOR: The number of institutional types of supervised bodies is reduced and criteria for their establishment clarified 

 

 

AREA III – MICRO-ORGANIZATION 

 

OBJECTIVE  1. DEFRAGMENTING INTERNAL ORGANIZATION Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 A 

The DPIOS is amended (scope of application, strict 

hierarchy of units; min. 1:2 span for units and 1:5 for staff; 

group abrogated; free standing departments and positions 

abrogated; possibly reserve sections for support with 1:4 

span) 

The pre-conditions for optimizing the internal 

organizational structure are in place 

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

-  All institutions (consulted) 

B 

The MPALSG guides institutions in the preparation new 

Rulebooks based on new legal framework (issuing 

instructions and revising draft) 

The internal organizational structure of institutions 

is optimized 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

-  All institutions (assisted) 

INDICATOR: Number of Rulebooks revised as an effect of the programme (at least 30) 

 

OBJECTIVE  2. IMPROVING INTERNAL COORDINATION Results Duration Responsibility  
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A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 A 

Implement art. 26 LSA by creating strategic planning units 

in ministerial Secretariats (or, as an alternative, under the 

direct dependence of Ministers). 

Consider transfer of other horizontal coordination units to 

the same location. 

Overall coordination within Ministries is established 
Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- NPPS (co-lead, with others 

CoG bodies) 

-  All ministries (consulted) 

B 

Amend art.  24 LSA by introducing a requirement for State 

Secretaries to be delegated to coordinate at least 2 sectors, 

or at least 1 sector and related implementing bodies. 

Coordination within ministerial policy areas is 

established (and, supervision of implementing 

bodies is made more operational) 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- NPPS (co-lead) 

-  All ministers (consulted) 

INDICATOR: Number of strategic planning units established (at least 5) 

 

OBJECTIVE  3. STREAMLINING SUPPORT FUNCTIONS Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 A 

Following system reviews led by the central units of each 

system, the Government introduces indicative minimum 

staffing benchmarks for each support function, as well as a 

maximum one for support functions as a whole  

The staffing level of support functions is 

standardized 

Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (coordinator) 

- All central units leading 

support systems (lead of 

system reviews) 

B 

Guidelines on the new benchmarks are issued and the 

institutions are assisted in implementing them (for 

ministries, within their Secretariats) 

The staffing level of support functions is 

standardized and all support functions are located 

within Secretariats 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (coordinator) 

- All central units leading 

support  systems (assist 

implementation) 

INDICATOR: Number of institutions with support functions within benchmarks (at least ½) 

 

 

 

OBJECTIVE  4. PRIORITIZING CORE FUNCTIONS Results Duration Responsibility  

A
C

T
IV

IT
IE

S
 

A 

Assist each institution in identifying the top institutional 

priorities that shall inform the organizational structure in 

the new Rulebooks 

A short list of top priorities per institution is adopted 
Medium term 

[t + 24 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- NPPS, MoF (co-leads) 

-  All ministers (consulted) 
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B 
The institutions are guided in prioritizing their new 

Rulebooks according to the new priorities. 

Structure and staffing reflect organizational 

priorities 

Long term  

[t + 36 months] 

- MPALSG (lead) 

- NPPS, MoF (co-leads) 

-  All ministers (consulted) 

INDICATOR: Number of institutions adopting a statement of priorities (at least 1/4)  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

A. Background 

1. The Republic of Serbia is a country of seven million people with an upper middle-income 

of US$ 5,820 per capita. It emerged from political realignments after Yugoslavia broke up in 1991 

(union with Montenegro lasted till 2006, when each country became a sovereign state). Between 2001 

and 2008, real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) grew 5 percent per year on average, and poverty 

headcount declined from 14 percent in 2002 to 7 percent in 2007. However, Serbian independence 

marked the start of a period of political uncertainty, characterized by weak and fragmented coalitions. 

Lack of consensus hindered efforts to focus on critical economic and public sector reforms.  

2. This became apparent after 2008, as Serbia faced major economic challenges. Early 

progress started reversing: real growth dropped to 0 percent and fiscal deficits averaged 6 percent of 

GDP between 2009 and 2014. As a result, public debt doubled (from 34 percent of GDP in 2008 to 71 

percent in 2014). Subsidies and guarantees to public utilities, high public employment levels, inefficient 

human resources policy and weak financial management contributed to fiscal challenges. With the 

economy in recession, the poverty count rose again to 9 percent in 2010 (the last available data) and 

unemployment reached 24 percent by 2012.  

3. In 2014, the Government of Serbia adopted an ambitious fiscal consolidation and 

structural reform program, supported by a 3-year Standby Arrangement with the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF). Immediate focus was on containing aggregate wages and pensions, cutting 

subsidies to state-owned enterprises, and improving tax administration. Wage and pension reforms, in 

particular, decreased nominal expenditures by 1.7 percent in the first program year. Looking at the 

longer term, the Government moved to address structural problems in the public sector by launching a 

restructuring and rightsizing process to create further opportunities for efficiency gains.  

4. As reforms started, signs of economic recovery emerged in 2015. General government deficit 

decreased from 3.9 percent of annual GDP in 2014, to 1.3 percent in the first 9 months of 2015. The 

economy moved out of recession, growing by 1 percent in second quarter of 2015 and above 2 percent 

in the third. While the better conjuncture plays a role, making results sustainable depends on continuing 

structural reforms, including public sector restructuring and rightsizing to increase productivity and 

decrease costs. Concern for the latter drive implementation of the new 2015 law on maximum number 

of employees, aiming at savings in the region of 0.3 percent of GDP per year, up to 2018. 

B. The Program 

5. The European Commission (EC) is supporting the design of a restructuring and 

rightsizing programme in partnership with the World Bank under the Instrument for Pre-Accession 

Assistance (2014-2020). The programme has five components: Horizontal Functional Review (HFR). 

Reviews of the Finance; Agriculture & Environment; and of service delivery bodies in education, health 

and social services. The programme does not finance other sectorial studies (some got input from other 

projects) but covers a Change Management facility for the Ministry of Public Administration & Local 

Self-Government (MPALSG) to assist comprehensive restructuring and rightsizing. 
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6. The Horizontal Functional Review was launched in mid-2015 and will need to be followed 

by further work at the level of individual institutions. It covers the central government, which the 

MPALSG defined as comprising 94 institutions: 9 government services, 14 ministries, 29 bodies within 

ministries (BMs, including district offices coordinating de-concentrated work), 15 special organizations 

(SOs), 16 public agencies (PAs) and 11 public institutions (PIs).  

7. The first phase of the HFR consisted of a preliminary diagnostic, which identified four 

main tasks for further investigation.2 The first of them deals with the optimization of rules governing 

the organization of the central government, tightening and enforcing which is a precondition for 

carrying out restructuring and rightsizing with positive and lasting effects. The other three tasks deal 

with specific situations in which changes in the distribution of functions might be advisable.  

C. Legislative and Strategic Framework 

8. Strategic framework for optimizing organization of central administration is provided in the 

Serbian Public Administration Reform Strategy and subsequent Action plan for its implementation.  

The Serbian PAR Strategy, adopted in 2014,3 contains a special section on organizational and functional 

restructuring of bodies and organizations and other bodies carrying out public administration tasks. Detailed 

measures for implementation of this section are provided in the PAR Action plan for its implementation for 

the period of 2015-2017, which outlines key measures for rightsizing of public administration in terms of 

the necessary number of institutions and their effective operation and their number of staff, with special 

emphasis on the need to create a strong analytical basis for these processes.  

9. The PAR Strategy contains several key recommendations for optimization of public 

administration. The key recommendations include, inter alia, the following measures: centralized 

gathering and maintaining records on organizational forms and their employees to determine the type and 

number of bodies, their responsibilities and staffing; establishment of a single register of public 

administration bodies and their staffing; defining the new typology of public administration bodies; 

introduction of specific criteria for establishing different organizational forms; establishment of better 

control over the process of establishing new institutions organizations in the PA system and delegating of 

PA duties; reviewing the possibility that bodies within ministries have legal personality and introduction of 

performance management framework for all public administration institutions. Most of the enlisted PAR 

Strategy measures require amendments of the existing PAR primary and secondary legislation. 

10. Legal framework for macro organization of the Serbian central Government is enshrined 

in the Serbian Constitution and several key pieces of legislation. Article 136 of the Constitution 

defines the concept of “state administration”, which includes ministries and other state administration 

bodies, which have to be established by the law. The Constitution further enables delegation of public 

powers to other types of bodies, including institutions, organizations, enterprises and specific bodies 

which carry out regulatory functions in particular fields or affairs (Article 137). Key pieces of legislation 

which govern macro organization of the central Government institutions are: the Law on Government 

                                                             

2 World Bank (2016). Horizontal Functional Review of Central Government: Preliminary Diagnostic Report. Washington 

DC: World Bank. 
3 Republic of Serbia (2015). Public Administration Reform Strategy, “Official Gazette of the RS” No. 9/14, 42/14. 
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(2005), 4 the Law on State Administration (2005)5, the Law on Public Agencies (2005)6 and the Law on 

Public Services (1991).7 

11. The Serbian Centre of Government operation is governed by the Law on Government, 

which, inter alia, regulates the operation of Government services. The purpose of Government 

services is to provide professional and technical support to the government and state administration 

bodies in the performance of tasks of interest to all or several state administration bodies. Government 

services are established and abolished through Government decree and are a particularly flexible 

organizational form. 

12. State administration bodies include ministries, bodies within ministries and special 

organizations and their operation is governed by the Law on State Administration (LSA). 

According to the LSA, ministries are established to perform state administration tasks (policy making, 

policy implementation and monitoring, inspection etc.) in one or several related areas. Bodies within 

ministries represent semi-autonomous organizations with clear reporting lines to relevant ministries. 

The purpose of a body within a ministry is to implement Government policy by performing executive, 

inspection and professional duties. Special organizations have a higher degree of autonomy in 

comparison to bodies within ministries, as they report directly to Government. Similar to bodies within 

ministries, the purpose of special organisations is to implement government policy. However, while 

bodies within ministries have clearly established reporting lines to ministries (defined in joint rulebooks 

on internal organization and systematization), special organizations report directly to the Government 

and may, but do not have to be supervised by a relevant ministry, which makes them difficult to be 

managed. 

13. Mandates of state administration bodies, as required by the Constitution, have to be 

established by the law, so-called “Law on Ministries”. Such a law has to be adopted each time the 

new Government takes an office and/or when there is a relevant change in the state administration 

structure. In addition to ministries, the Law on Ministries also prescribes establishment of a number of 

special organizations and subordinate bodies, but not all of them, which are often established by special 

legislation, making the organization of the central Government rather non-transparent. 

  

                                                             

4 Law on Government, “Official Gazette of the RS”, No. 55/2005, 72/2005, 101/2007, 65/2008, 16/2011, 68/2012- 

Constitutional Court Decision, 72/2012, 7/2014- Constitutional Court Decision, 44/2014.  
5 Law on State Administration, “Official Gazette of the RS” No. 79/2005, 101/2007, 95/2010, 99/2014. 
6 Law on Public Agencies, “Official Gazette of the RS”, No. 18/2005, 81/2005. 
7 Law on Public Services, “Official Gazette of the RS” No. 42/1991, 71/1994, 79/2005 and 83/2014. 



4 

 

14. Public agencies represent additional organizational type, with a higher degree of 

autonomy, governed by the Law on Public Agencies. According to the Law on Public Agencies, 

public agencies carry out regulatory, development and service delivery tasks which do not require 

permanent political supervision.8 They all have legal personality and have governing boards and are 

established by special legislation. Public agencies may report either to Government or to Parliament. 

Legal definition of public agencies, however, does not provide a clear answer on what is the distinction 

between them and bodies within ministries/special organizations as all of them carry out fairly similar 

functions and appear to necessitate a certain level of political autonomy. 

15. Finally, public institution represent another type of central Government bodies, governed 

by a rather obsolete Law on Public Services. The purpose of public instiutions is to provide services 

to the citizens in the area of education, health, social ensurance etc. Public institutions have similar level 

of independence and management structure as public agencies. Although the Law on Public Services is 

designated as an 'umbrella' law for all public services, it does not regulate all their organizational forms 

in a comprehensive and systematic manner. The Law contains basic rules which govern the 

establishment, termination, internal organization and supervision only of public institutions, while fully 

neglecting all other organizational forms of public services in this regard, such as, for example, public 

funds and social security institutions. It also missed out to prescribe various relevant aspects of public 

service performance, such as systematic regulation of the relations between the founders of public 

services and bodies of respective public services, and relationship between public services and public 

service beneficiaries. 

16. Micro organization of state administration bodies (ministries, bodies within ministries, 

and special organizations) and Government services is governed by Law on State Administration 

and the Decree on Principles of Internal Organization and Systematization of Posts.9  Micro 

organization is regulated through staffing plans, so-called rulebooks on internal organization and 

systematization, which are adopted by heads of each institution and approved by the Government. 

Before approving each rulebook the Government must consult the Ministry of Public Administration 

and Local Government, Ministry of Finance, and Human Resources Management Service, which must 

all formally agree with the proposed arrangements.  

17. Public agencies and public institutions enjoy much greater autonomy in designing their micro 

organisation. They also have rulebooks on internal organisation and systematisation, which are adopted 

without a Government consent and prior control of other institutions. The Law on Public Agencies requires 

public agencies to align their internal structure with any special legislation and the founding act of an agency 

(LPA, Art. 41, paragraph 1). The Law on Public Services does not provide for a specific procedure for 

enacting rulebooks on internal organisation and staffing for public institutions.  

18. Another important distinction between state administration bodies and Government 

services on the one hand and public agencies and public institutions, on the other hand, lies is the 

legal status of their employees. Legal status of employees of state administration bodies (ministries, 

bodies within ministries and special organizations) and Government services is governed by the Civil 

Servants Law and Law on Salaries of Civil Servants and Employees. The Civil Service Law 

comprehensively regulates human resource management in state administration bodies, including merit 

                                                             

8 Article 2 of the Law on Public Agencies.  
9 The Decree on Principles of Internal Organisation and Systematization of Posts in Ministries, Special Organisations and 

Government Services, “Official Gazette of the RS”, No. 81/2007 – Consolidated Text, 69/2008, 98/2012, and 87/2013. 
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based recruitment, promotion, dismissal etc. The Law on Salaries of Civil Servants and Employees 

establishes coefficients (salary multipliers) for salary bands for the various grades of civil servants and 

employees. Employees of both public agencies and public institutions, in turn, do not have civil service 

status, which provides them a great deal of autonomy with regard to human resource management 

issues, including salary levels. In contrast to civil servants and employees of Government services and 

state administration bodies (ministries, subordinate bodies and special organizations) the status of 

employees in public agencies and public institutions is regulated in accordance with the provisions of 

the Labor Code. There is, however, one important distinction between them. While determination of 

the level of pay of public institutions has been regulated by a Government decree, remuneration of 

employees of public agencies has been left mainly to a discretion of a management of a public agency.  

19. The existing discrepancies in pay levels between civil servants and employees of public 

agencies and other Government bodies are expected to be resolved by implementation of the 

recently adopted Law on the Salary System in the Public Sector (January 2016).10 The Law 

increases the transparency of the pay system and addresses considerable variations in pay for similar 

jobs throughout the public service. It envisages that all public sector employees being classified within 

13 pay grades (which will be multiplied by a unique base coefficient determined by the annual Budget 

Law) on the basis of a common job evaluation system. It further requires all public sector institutions 

to align their remuneration systems with the overall public sector remuneration framework. The 

coherence and transparency of both the public sector and the civil service remuneration framework will 

improve significantly if remuneration alignment is successfully implemented in practice. 

20. The adoption of the Law on the Maximum Number of Employees in the Public Sector11 in 

July 2015 initiated the public sector rightsizing process. The adoption of the Law was followed by 

the adoption of the Government Decree12 defining the maximum number of permanent staff in each 

public institution, aiming to rationalize public employment. The rightsizing exercise will be done in two 

steps: in the first phase, departures will be voluntary, with termination of employment due to early 

retirement eligibility, payment of financial compensation or severance pay. The second phase will entail 

the adoption of new rulebooks on internal organization and systematization of jobs, which will be 

prepared by each public institution in line with the Government Decree, and the number of permanent 

staff will be reduced in accordance with the new staffing plans. As regards the temporary staff, the Law 

on the Maximum Number of Employees in the Public Sector in Article 10 limits the number of 

temporary staff to 10 per cent of permanent staff (similar to provisions of the Budget System Law), with 

some important exceptions, which may pose significant challenges in controlling the overall number of 

staff, as will be discussed in more depth in the ensuing analysis. 

  

                                                             

10  The Law on Salary System in the Public Sector, “Official Gazette of the RS” No. 18/16. 
11  The Law on the Maximum Number of Employees in the Public Sector, “Official Gazette of the RS”, No. 68/15. 
12  Decision on the Maximum Number of Permanent Employees in the State Administration System, System of 

Public Services, System of Autonomous Province of Vojvodina and Local Self-Government System for 2015, “Official 

Gazette of the RS” No. 101/2015. 



6 

 

D. Scope and Coverage 

10. The preparation of this report relied on data already collected in June 2015, through a 

survey of the 94 institutions (See Annex 1). In addition, the team studied primary and secondary 

legislation, its practical implementation amongst and within institutions, as well as previous 

international assessments and expert studies. 

11. During two missions, the team discussed with representatives of the key organs supervising 

the application of organizational rules, and with a sample of representatives from institutions of 

different types amongst those comprising the central government. On those bases, this draft report 

has been prepared, for feedback by MPALSG and other stakeholders.  

12. The report focuses on possible improvements to horizontal organizational rules and 

practices. Its first part discusses macro organization (i.e. of the whole Executive into institutions), while 

the second looks at issues of micro organization (i.e. of each institution into units and positions). 

Recommendations focus on potential improvements to be carried out in the short and medium-term. 

13. On the one hand, the programme is expected to improve the effectiveness of the 

Government in pursuing its priorities, largely tied to the announced intention to complete EU 

accession negotiations by the end of the new mandate starting in mid-2016. For this purpose, the 

analysis takes as constant reference the expectations of the EU on general administrative capacity as set 

in the 2014 EU-backed OECD/SIGMA Principles of Public Administration.13 

14. On the other hand, the programme is expected to have a positive medium-term impact on 

budget efficiency. As the size of Serbia’s overall public sector   is not far from good practice parameters, 

expected cuts are proportional to the slump in resources experienced in the recent crisis. Early talks 

with IMF on conditions for implementing the Stand-By Arrangement (and indirectly, EU Budget 

Support) pointed at -5 percent in the overall number of positions per year up to 2018. 

15. Both objectives are within reach. Serbia’s central administration already has extensive 

organizational rules, overhauled during the last decade with EU technical support. Recommendations 

will therefore not aim at radical changes but only at correcting aspects that allowed less indispensable 

personnel spending during the last crisis. That some proposals lack an equivalent in some EU Member 

administrations should be seen as confirmation of the need for strict management growing stronger 

there, where resources are fewer. 

E. About this Report 

16. Following this Executive Summary, the rest of the report is organized as follows: Chapter 

One presents the introduction and context of the report, detailing the legislative and strategic and 

legislative framework of the central administration. It also discusses the scope and coverage of the 

report. Chapter Two discuss the issue of data transparency, both on the availability and accuracy of data 

on central level issues such as staffing and organization. Chapter Three discusses the macro-

organization, describing the organization of the Executive and associated gaps. Chapter Four discusses 

                                                             

13 OECD SIGMA (programme principally financed by the EU), The Principles of Public Administration, Paris, 2014. 
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the micro-organization, focusing on how institutions are internally organized.  Chapter Five is a 

concluding chapter, offering preliminary recommendations for consideration by authorities.   
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Chapter 2:  Organizational Transparency 

A. Introduction 

16. Availability and reliability of information on organizational issues is a critical aspect of 

organization reform.  Data availability may affect key decisions on proposed organizational changes, 

undermine ongoing initiatives, or lead to the wrong conclusions about feasibility (or lack of it) of 

proposed solutions. While seemingly minor, it is a precondition for implementing the recommendations 

in this report in specific institutions. In the longer run, easy access to information on organizational 

issues will also be essential to keep the system under check, and make the results of organizational 

reforms sustainable. Besides, the largest savings may indeed hide exactly where data are the least 

available. This chapter focuses on three important aspects of organizational transparency: data 

availability; relevance and distribution.  

B. Data Availability 

17. Availability of data on organizational issues, and their relevance for describing the actual 

situation in institutions may affect reform in various ways. The MPALSG will not be able to lead 

the optimization programme without accurate and reliable data: The recommendations of the Horizontal 

Functional Review deal, in fact, with crosscutting issues, and a degree of more specific analysis will be 

required to apply them to individual institutions. Access to good data, moreover, will be essential to 

ensure that organizational reforms are sustainable in the long term. 

18. Required data should cover, at least, mandate (i.e. substantive remit); relations (i.e. 

accountability links); and resources (i.e. number and profile of staff) in all central government 

institutions. In principle, most of these data should be available in existing registers for policy, financial 

and human resources management. In practice, however, the fragmentation of government organization 

and the underdevelopment of horizontal management systems equally applies to databases, making it 

difficult to cover all needs through them. 

19. The need for alternative data gathering, combining information from databases with 

direct surveys and reviews of legal and policy documents cannot be gainsaid. In whole-of-

government restructuring programs, a simple database for quick retrieval and comparison of this 

information is obviously helpful. Some countries (e.g. UK, IR, NL, but also BG after the 1997 review) 

used the applications or their data to share the institutions’ organizational data as a way to encourage 

external independent monitoring.  

20. The situation in Serbia is not different. Useful but incomplete reports can be extracted from 

the Treasury ledger’s payroll (and procurement) modules, as well as from consolidated database of 

public sector employees created at the time of pay reform. The latter is expected to be transferred to the 

MPALSG and may absorb data from other sectorial HRMISs (e.g. education, defense).  This is not 

withstanding the fact that the HRMS already has problems in enforcing updating of the database for the 

civil service. The NPPS’s work on policy management databases is at the start.  

21. In this situation, none of the several databases with data relevant to organizational issues 

was comprehensive and up-to-date enough to be relied upon for the purpose of the HFR analysis. 

This and other reports were hence drafted largely using data from an ad hoc survey addressing personnel 
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units and key officials in each of the 94 institutions, which the WB project carried out with MPALSG’s 

support in mid-2015. Those data, however, are quickly growing obsolete, raising the issue on how to 

deal with the information gap. 

22. It is therefore recommended that to support analysis and dialogue with the institutions in 

implementing the optimization programme, the MPALSG quickly moves to design and 

implement a simple register of institutions. The provisional register should use relevant information 

from existing databases (e.g. payroll and other treasury modules, register of employees, HRMIS, other 

personnel registers), which should be integrated and verified, where necessary, through periodical 

surveys and interviews.  

23. Also, publicizing of the information should be prioritized. Currently institutions have a 

mixed record in sharing organizational information: while the MoF, for instance, regularly publishes 

data from employees’ registers, other ministries websites do not even have a list of subordinate bodies. 

The MPALSG had considerable success in standardizing web presence, and could amend guidelines to 

ensure a standardized presentation of organizational information, periodically inspecting it for updates.  

24. Finally, to ensure longer-term sustainability of reforms, the MPALSG should closely 

cooperate with the HRMS and Treasury in preparing and implementing a plan for achieving 

inter-operability (or integration), comprehensiveness and effective updating of existent databases 

of organizational and staffing information.14 This should include the payroll and the registry of 

employees currently held at the Treasury, the HRMIS held at the HRMS, and separate personnel 

registers held other institutions for specific sectors.  

C.  Data Relevance 

25. Moving to internal organization, a cause of opacity is that an institution’s size and division 

of work are accounted for differently in its Rulebook (public, including all permanent civil service 

and employee positions), the HR Plan (internal, including the same plus temporary civil servants and 

trainees), and the LMNE (which is also concerned with other temporary labor or service contractor, 

with data available only via ad hoc surveys). Looking for annual savings equaling 5 percent of positions, 

the discrepancies are significant. The Serbian administration already addressed some mismatches 

between official and actual organizational data a decade ago, reviewing the position establishment 

system by linking Rulebooks to budget via annual HR plans. What that system leaves out, however, 

is temporary staff. Using some is unavoidable, for interim replacements in established post, but also for 

short-term tasks in non-established ones. It is indeed common in central government around the EU. 

  

                                                             

14 OECD SIGMA (2015). The Principles of Public Administration - Serbia: Baseline Measurement. Paris: OECD, p. 42. 
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Table 2: Staffing in Selected EU Countries (2015) 
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Tot. 

staff 

‘000 

39 59 81 444 220 100 1,783 371 318 1,287 110 281 482 29 319 
 

28 17 309 106 2,717 1,075 302 55 105 2,401 1,310 214 

Tot. 

temp. 

‘000 

.. .. .. 8 7 3 84 22 19 78 9 22 41 3 30   3 2 38 13 338 147 41 8 15 412 242 57 

% 

Temp. 
.. .. .. 2 3 3 5 6 6 6 6 8 8 9 9 11 11 12 12 12 12 14 14 14 14 17 18 27 

 

26. The median EU value of just about 11 percent (with only four countries above 14 percent, 

and two outliers above 25 percent) is the result of strict reforms in the last decade. In the period 

before these reforms, temporary contracts had been more common, often as an element of tighter 

performance management. As economic crisis struck, however, most of those temporary contracts were 

cut to produce savings.15 The post-crisis trend in EU central governments makes now a more prudent 

use of that type of engagements. Serbia is now facing a similar challenge. The total staffing complement 

in Serbia’s central administration is about 37,280 of which about 894 (24 percent) are temporary staff. 

  

                                                             

15 EIPA (European Institute of Public Administration), The future of employment in Public Administration: Restructuring 

in Times of Government Transformation and the Impact on Status Development, European Public Administration 

Network, November 2012. 
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Table 3: Distribution of Staff in Serbia’s Central Administration  

Individual central government institutions 

with a higher share of temporary positions 
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government 
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with a lower share of 

temporary positions 
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f 
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ar

e 
(%
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Republic Hydro-meteorological Service 4850 4300 89  Railways Directorate 30 3 10 

Directorate of Agricultural Land 30 16 53  Financial Intelligence 

Directorate 

30 3 10 

Education Assessment Institute 79 42 53  Restitution Agency 173 17 10 

Office of National Statistics 866 404 47  Office of Human and 

Minority Rights 

32 3 9 

Agricultural Payments Directorate 116 50 43  Institute for Social 

Insurance 

11 1 9 

Government Air Service 29 12 41  Bankruptcy 

Supervision Agency 

33 3 9 

Ministry of Culture and Information 75 28 37  National Pension and 

Disability Insurance 

Fund 

3463 298 9 

Institute of Sports and Sports Medicine 130 44 34  Human Resources 

Management Service 

35 3 9 

Commissariat of Refugees and Migrations 99 33 33  Ministry of Trade, 

Tourism, and 

Telecommunications 

808 69 9 

Office for Co-Operation with Civil Society 13 4 31  Directorate for 

Management of 

Seized Assets 

24 2 8 

Office of European Integration 126 38 30  National Property 

Directorate 

120 10 8 

Business Registries Agency 560 168 30  Privatization Agency 291 24 8 

Ministry of Youth and Sports 67 20 30  Intellectual Property 

Office 

100 8 8 

Public Debt Administration 34 10 29  Directorate of 

Veterinary Medicine 

376 29 8 

Environmental Protection Agency 97 26 27  Central Registry of 

Mandatory Social 

Insurance 

26 2 8 

National Geodetic Authority 3029 771 25  National Radiation 

Protection and 

Nuclear Safety 

Agency 

26 2 8 

Treasury Administration 1284 306 24  Serbian Export Credit 

and Insurance 

Agency 

66 5 8 

Min. of Construction, Transportation & Infrastructure 409 92 22  National Agency for 

Regional 

Development 

67 5 7 

Administration for Joint Services of Republic Bodies 981 201 20  Dir. for Coop. with 

the Diaspora & Serbs 

in the Region 

29 2 7 

Free Zones Administration 10 2 20  National Housing 

Agency 

15 1 7 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1157 217 19  National Mortgage 

Insurance 

Corporation 

46 3 7 

Directorate of National Reference Laboratories 22 4 18  Tax Administration 5834 376 6 

General Secretariat 111 20 18  Traffic Safety 

Agency 

64 4 6 

Min. of Labour, Employment, Veterans' & Social Issues 222 40 18  Min. of Public 

Administration & 

Local Government 

82 5 6 

Ministry of Economy 168 30 18  Serbia Geological 

Institute 

173 9 5 

Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection 536 91 17  Republic of Serbia 

Development Fund 

62 3 5 

Hazardous Cargo Transportation Directorate 12 2 17  Ministry of Health 303 13 4 

Office of Media Relations 24 4 17  Forestry 

Administration 

54 2 4 

Ministry of Finance 329 52 16  Technical Services of 

Administrative 

Districts 

275 10 4 

Public Procurement Directorate 27 4 15  Plant Protection 

Directorate 

143 5 3 

National Public Policy Secretariat 34 5 15  Education 

Improvement 

Institute 

91 3 3 

Re. Agency for Peaceful Settlement of Labour Disputes 7 1 14  Labour Inspectorate 265 7 3 

Dir. for Coop. with Churches & Religious Communities 16 2 13  National Water 

Directorate 

43 1 2 

Customs Administration 2745 337 12  National Supply 

Reserves Directorate 

86 2 2 

Min. of Education, Science, & Technological Develop. 388 47 12  Energy Reserves 

Directorate 

1 0 0 

Civil Aviation Directorate of the Republic of Serbia 150 18 12  Accidents and 

Serious Incidents 

Research Centre 

2 0 0 

Ministry of Mining and Energy 129 15 12  Flood Relief and 

Reconstruction Office 

2 0 0 

National Health Insurance Fund 2308 265 11  Indemnity Fund 4 0 0 

National Employment Service 1974 223 11  Directorate of 

Biomedicine 

8 0 0 

Medicines and Medical Devices Agency of Serbia 197 22 11  Occupational Health 

and Safety 

Directorate 

9 0 0 

Port Management Agency 18 2 11  Agency for 

Accreditation of 

Healthcare 

Institutions 

11 0 0 

Seaworthiness Directorate 46 5 11  National 

Seismological 

Institute 

15 0 0 

Institute for Nature Conservation of Serbia 83 9 11  Tobacco 

Administration 

17 0 0 

Ministry of Justice 139 15 11  Solidarity Fund 18 0 0 

E-Government Directorate 19 2 11  Administrative 

Inspectorate 

27 0 0 

Directorate of Measures and Precious Metals 114 12 11  Tourist Organization 

of Serbia 

36 0 0 
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27. Results from the World Bank survey (launched June 2015) show the use of temporary 

contracts at an average of 24 percent, with peaks above 50 percent.16  Such figures, at the high 

hedge of the EU range, show some potential for savings (especially keeping in mind that in Serbia 

temporary contracts are not linked to performance management, and are moreover entirely exempted 

from competitive recruitment). In fact, the Government already had two laws capping temporary 

positions right at about the EU average of 10 percent.  

28. The Law on Budget System (LBS, art. 27e.36) and Law on Maximum Number of 

Employees (LMNE, art. 10.1) both regulate this quota - with the latter prevailing until December 

2018 on grounds of time and specialty. Unlike the LBS, which in principle applies a blanket 10 percent 

quota, the LMNE is more detailed but also more permissive: while using a slightly narrower basis for 

quota calculation (number of permanent employees rather than of all) it also provides an extensive list 

of exemptions, reflecting a process of negotiation. 

29. A first, partial exemption is provided to all institutions that have less than 100 permanent 

staff (which are actually a majority: 55 out of 94 on our central government list). This may allow 

a reduction of -107 positions, from 8 institutions currently exceeding the fixed quota. However, as the 

LMNE presents the 10 positions as an entitlement, the MPALSG should work with the MoF to restrict 

the budgetary means of the other 53 small institutions, to prevent them from increasing temporary hires 

(potentially, +356 positions).  

30. Besides, some jobs are fully exempt from the quota, with available budget as the sole 

limitation. These are any unskilled jobs that require modest education, and others seasonal or in public 

works. Diplomatic, cultural and social workers, specialists delivering training or supporting 

parliamentary groups or the EU accession process are also exempted, along with staff funded from EU 

donations. A saving clause also allows sectors (e.g. defense, higher education, research) to continue 

temporary hiring on norms others than the labor law.  

31. The MPALSG should give views on any claim of exemption, and its applicability to specific 

jobs and in specific circumstances. For example, it could require institutions to provide evidence to 

support claims regarding increased workload, seasonality, etc.). As an indicative performance target for 

these activities, a prudent simulation using 2015 figures suggests potential savings might be up to 5 

percent of total central government employees (i.e. one annual IMF target):  

  

                                                             

16 WB project survey in the 3rd quarter of 2015 (institutions providing and confirming data), from project database, May 

2016 
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Table 4: Potential Exemptions and Savings  

Name of Institution Total  Permanent  
Temporary  

Likely exemption 
Salvable 

positions 

(Nr.) 

No. % of 

permanent 

Republic Hydro-meteorological Service 4850 550 430

0 

782 Full ex. (seasonal work) 0 

Directorate of Agricultural Land 30 14 16 114 Ex. Up to 10 positions 6 

Education Assessment Institute 79 37 42 114 Ex. up to 10 positions 32 

Office of National Statistics 866 462 404 87 -- 358 

Agricultural Payments Directorate 116 66 50 76 -- 43 

Government Air Service 29 17 12 71 Ex. up to 10 positions 2 

Ministry of Culture and Information 75 47 28 60 Full ex. (culture projects) 18 

Institute of Sports and Sports Medicine 130 86 44 51 -- 35 

Commissariat of Refugees and Migrations 99 66 33 50 Ex. up to 10 positions 23 

Office for Co-Operation with Civil Society 13 9 4 44 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Office of European Integration 126 88 38 43 Full ex. (EU 

negotiations) 

0 

Business Registries Agency 560 392 168 43 -- 129 

Ministry of Youth and Sports 67 47 20 43 Ex. up to 10 positions 10 

Public Debt Administration 34 24 10 42 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Environmental Protection Agency 97 71 26 37 Ex. up to 10 positions 16 

National Geodetic Authority 3029 2258 771 34 -- 545 

Treasury Administration 1284 978 306 31 -- 208 

Min. of Construction, Transportation & Infrastructure 409 317 92 29 -- 60 

Administration for Joint Services of Rep. Bodies 981 780 201 26 Full ex. (low education) 0 

Free Zones Administration 10 8 2 25 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 1157 940 217 23 Full ex. (diplomacy) 0 

Directorate of National Reference Laboratories 22 18 4 22 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

General Secretariat 111 91 20 22 -- 11 

Min. of Labour, Employment, Veterans' & Social 

Issues 

222 182 40 22 -- 22 

Ministry of Economy 168 138 30 22 -- 16 

Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental 

Protection 

536 445 91 20 -- 47 

Hazardous Cargo Transportation Directorate 12 10 2 20 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Office of Media Relations 24 20 4 20 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Ministry of Finance 329 277 52 19 -- 24 

Public Procurement Directorate 27 23 4 17 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

National Public Policy Secretariat 34 29 5 17 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Re. Agency for Peaceful Settlement of Labour 

Disputes 

7 6 1 17 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Dir. for Coop. with Churches & Religious Comm. 16 14 2 14 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Customs Administration 2745 2408 337 14 -- 96 

Min. of Education, Science, & Technological Dev. 388 341 47 14 -- 13 

Civil Aviation Directorate of the Rep. of Serbia 150 132 18 14 -- 5 

Ministry of Mining and Energy 129 114 15 13 -- 4 

National Health Insurance Fund 2308 2043 265 13 -- 61 

National Employment Service 1974 1751 223 13 -- 48 

Medicines and Medical Devices Agency of Serbia 197 175 22 13 -- 5 

Port Management Agency 18 16 2 13 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Seaworthiness Directorate 46 41 5 12 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Institute for Nature Conservation of Serbia 83 74 9 12 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Ministry of Justice 139 124 15 12 -- 3 

E-Government Directorate 19 17 2 12 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Directorate of Measures and Precious Metals 114 102 12 12 -- 2 

Railways Directorate 30 27 3 11 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Financial Intelligence Directorate 30 27 3 11 Ex. up to 10 positions 0 

Restitution Agency 173 156 17 11 -- 11 

 

32. Institutions found to exceed the quota without valid exemptions, should be required to 

quickly present a plan for removing temporary staff. Such a plan would have to comply with legal 

rules applicable to the termination of interim civil servant status (by the Law on Civil Servants), short-

term labor contracts (according to the Labour Code as amended), and service contracts (under public 

procurement legislation). As article 10 LMNE is applicable since late 2015, the calendars should include 

immediate terminations. 

33. Further, MPALSG’s responsibility under the LMNE should extend to monitoring 

implementation of the agreed plan and of temporary hiring quotas, using data from the central 
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payroll at the Treasury. For qualitative information the Payroll cannot provide (such as changes in the 

legal basis for payments), as well as to activate LMNE’s sanctions against contravening managers, the 

MPALSG should work with the MoF and the MLEVSI at a coordinated and targeted programme of 

administrative, labor and budget inspections.  

34. In any case, close cooperation with the Finance portfolio will be essential: this is because 

article 10 LMNE still must rely on budgetary restrictions against excesses, and on budget execution 

reports for monitoring implementation. Good cooperation will also be essential in making the 

containment of temporary hires sustainable after LMNE’s expiration in 2018. The special fiscal rule in 

article 27.e LBS is apparently simpler, but also allows a commission to agree on exceptions, on which 

the MPALSG should continue to have a role.  
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Chapter 3: Macro-Organization 

A. Introduction 

36. This chapter considers the rules and practices that determine the organization of the 

central government into separate institutions. The analysis consists of two parts.17 The first part 

focuses on the general problem of institutional fragmentation affecting the whole central government. 

The second part looks at more specific issues relevant to three main groups of institutions (center of 

government bodies, ministries, and implementing bodies). 

B. Overall Fragmentation 

37. There is an inverse link between the number of decision-makers within the Executive and 

its effectiveness. 18 The number decision makers generally reflects the overall number of institutions in 

the central government. As demanding policy objectives require coordination among several players, a 

high degree of fragmentation makes results harder to achieve. At the same time, fragmentation also 

increases the institutions’ running costs (i.e. their support functions), diverting important resources from 

the core mandate.  As confirmed by the horizontal analysis, these are these area significant problems in 

Serbia. 

38. Central administration consists of the 94 institutions selected for the HFR (plus a few 

others, such as the security sector). Circumstantial evidence points at this number being on the high 

side compared to the average in similar EU Members. The most directly comparable reference is the 

number of ministerial portfolios, to which most other institutions are linked. At the time of this report, 

EU Members between 1 and 20 million inhabitants were governed on average with 13 ministries (some 

bigger states, e.g. Italy, also use as many), and only three had as many as Serbia’s 16 or more. 

  

                                                             

17 See: Aleksandra Rabrenović (2015). “Review of the Serbian Government Legal Framework” (Background Paper). 
18 It is the so-called Parkinson’s Law, showing that Cabinet effectiveness starts declining when increased past mid-size. 

See: Peter Klimek;  Rudolph Hanel & Stefan Thuner (2009). “Parkinson’s Law Quantified: Three Investigations on 

Bureaucratic Inefficiency”, Journal of Statistical Mechanics: Theory and Experiment. Available on the Web: 

http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2009/03/P03008/pdf. Accessed August 10, 2016. 

http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1742-5468/2009/03/P03008/pdf
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Table 5: Number of Ministries in Selected European Countries  
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39. Serbia’s position at the upper end of the spectrum is not overly severe, as at least a few EU 

governments practice a similar or greater fragmentation. However, it should be kept in mind that 

the Serbian government does not yet cover all functions that EU membership requires; cannot count on 

equally well-tested horizontal coordination mechanisms; and has access to significantly less resources. 

In this respect, the margin for increasing efficiency appears significant, and makes reforms based on 

decreasing the number of institutions particularly worth considering. 

40. It is also worth noting that the more compact set-up in EU Members is not the result of 

long matured historical virtues. Reforms aimed at more whole-of-government approaches started 

only in the 1990s as a way to counter the effects of excessive specialization and poor accountability.19 

Much rationalization, moreover, was the product of a political resolve to increase efficiency in the face 

of the recent financial crisis. The trend towards more compact institutional set-up applies to ministries, 

but also to bodies tasked with implementation functions, and central coordinating organs. 

41. The key in the approach consists of avoiding setting mandates based on narrow 

specialization.  Rather it aims to bring areas with synergies that would facilitate close coordination 

under common management. The table below shows a few examples matched against the corresponding 

arrangement in Serbia, where the number of narrowly specialized institutions is larger. Still, even in 

Belgrade the idea of a more integrated set-up is far from new, and in recent years leading politicians 

have often mentioned the opportunity to proceed with institutional mergers.20  

Table 6: Central Administration Institutions in Serbia and EU Member States 

Institutions in the central government of Serbia: Corresponding institutions in selected EU members: 

General Secretariat Secretariat for Legislation 

State Chancellery (Latvia) 
National Public Policy Secretariat 

Office for relations with 

civil society 

Office of European Integration (pre-

accession) 

Office for media relations 

Ministry of Trade, Tourism & 

Telecommunications 
Ministry of Economy 

Ministry of Economic Affairs (Netherlands) 

Ministry of Agriculture (- environment) 
Ministry of Mining and 

Energy 

                                                             

19 For a summary Tom. Christensen & Per Lagreid (2007). “The Whole-of-Government Approach to Public Sector 
Reform”, Public Administration Review, vol. 67 (6). Available on the Web : 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00797.x/abstract. Accessed August 10, 2016. 
20 On announced possibilities to decrease the number of institutions see for instance the reports by Blic.rs, Vučić: Vlada sa 

možda jednim ministarstvom manje, 11.05.2016 on ministries, and Telegraf.rs, Država u državi: Vlada ukida 22 agencije?, 

06.09.2012 on implementing bodies. 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00797.x/abstract
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Innovation policy (from Ministry of Education, Science & Technology 

Development) 

Tax Administration Customs Administration 

HM Revenue and Customs (United Kingdom) Central Registry of Mandatory Social 

Insurance 
Tobacco Administration 

Occupational Health & Safety 

Directorate 
Institute for Plant Protection 

Agency for Food, Environmental, Occupational Health & 

Safety (France)  Environment Protection Agency (- 

biodiversity) 

Directorate of Veterinary 

Medicine 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Institute for Nature 

Conservation 

Environmental Board (Estonia) National Water Directorate Forestry Administration 

Nat. Radiation Protection & Nuclear 

Safety Agency 
Serbia Geological Institute 

Traffic Safety Agency Seaworthiness Directorate 

Federal Public Service for Mobility and Transport 

(Belgium) 

Hazardous Cargo Transportation 

Directorate 

Directorate for Civil 

Aviation 

Accidents and Serious Incidents 

Research Centre 
Railway Directorate 

 

42. An implication of these and other examples is of course that the more institutions integrate, 

the larger they become. This is important for the Serbian government, since its many narrowly 

specialized institutions are often exceedingly small. Many that were initially designed with full 

systematizations saw positions cut by successive waves of pay reform and rationalization, to the point 

that of the 94 covered by the HFR, 40 percent  is very small, with less than 40 employees, and nearly 

75 percent  is small, with less than 100—even including temporary staff:21  

Table 7: Size of Selected Serbian Institutions  

Type Institution 
Per

m. 
Total Support 

 

Type Institution 
Perm

. 
Total Support 

BM Energy Reserves Directorate (1) 1 100  GS Office of 

Human and 

Minority 

Rights 

(29) 32 53 
SO Accidents and Serious Incidents Research Centre (2) 2 0   PA Bankruptcy 

Supervision 

Agency 

(30) 33 45 
GS Flood Relief and Reconstruction Office (2) 2 100  BM Public Debt 

Administrati

on 

(24) 34 21 
PA Indemnity Fund (4) 4 50  SO National 

Public 

Policy 

Secretariat 

(29) 34 26 
SO Rep. Agency for Peaceful Settlement of Labor 

Disputes 

(6) 7 100  GS Human 

Resources 

Management 

Service 

(32) 35 31 
BM Directorate of Biomedicine (8) 8 38  PI Tourist 

Organization 

of Serbia 

(36) 36 50 
BM Occupational Health and Safety Directorate (9) 9 33  BM National 

Water 

Directorate 

(42) 43 16 
BM Free Zones Administration (8) 10 50  BM Seaworthine

ss 

Directorate 

(41) 46 59 
SO Institute for Social Insurance (10) 11 82  PA National 

Mortgage 

Insurance 

Corporation 

(43) 46 48 
PA Agency for Accreditation of Healthcare 

Institutions 

(11) 11 36  BM Forestry 

Administrati

on 

(52) 54 9 
BM Hazardous Cargo Transportation Directorate (10) 12 33  PA Republic of 

Serbia 

Developmen

t Fund 

(59) 62 35 
GS Office for Co-Operation with Civil Society (9) 13 85  PA Traffic 

Safety 

Agency 

(60) 64 42 
PA National Housing Agency (14) 15 53  PA Serbian 

Export 

Credit and 

Insurance 

Agency 

(61) 66 26 
SO National Seismological Institute (15) 15 40  MI Ministry of 

Youth and 

Sports 

(47) 67 66 
BM Dir. for Coop. with Churches & Religious 

Communities 

(14) 16 63  PA National 

Agency for 

Regional 

Developmen

t 

(62) 67 49 
BM Tobacco Administration (17) 17 47  MI Ministry of 

Culture and 

Information 

(47) 75 63 
PA Port Management Agency (16) 18 78  PI Education 

Assessment 

Institute 

(37) 79 18 
PI Solidarity Fund (18) 18 56  MI Min. of 

Public 

Admin. & 

Local 

Government 

(77) 82 57 
BM E-Government Directorate (17) 19 68  PI Institute for 

Nature 

Conservation 

of Serbia 

(74) 83 54 
BM Directorate of National Reference Laboratories (18) 22 36  SO National 

Supply 

Reserves 

Directorate 

(84) 86 44 
GS Office of Media Relations (20) 24 25  PI Education 

Improvemen

t Institute 

(88) 91 32 
BM Directorate for Management of Seized Assets (22) 24 46  BM Environment

al Protection 

Agency 

(71) 97 27 

                                                             

21 The share (of institutions providing data in the June 2015 WB survey) are 33% and 60% considering permanent staff 

only, and 40% and 65% also including temporary staff. 100 is used to define a “small” institution, since this the threshold 

used in LMNE (while regulating temporary staff). 
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PI Central Registry of Mandatory Social Insurance (24) 26 46  SO Commissaria

t of Refugees 

and 

Migrations 

(66) 99 42 
PA National Radiation Protection & Nuclear Safety 

Agency 

(24) 26 54  SO Intellectual 

Property 

Office 

(92) 100 12 
SO Public Procurement Directorate (23) 27 30  GS General 

Secretariat 

(91) 111 38 
BM Administrative Inspectorate (27) 27 15  BM Directorate 

of Measures 

and Precious 

Metals 

(102) 114 26 
GS Government Air Service (17) 29 34  BM Agricultural 

Payments 

Directorate 

(66) 116 34 
BM Dir. for Coop. with Diaspora and Serbs in the 

Region 

(27) 29 45  SO National 

Property 

Directorate 

(110) 120 22 
BM Directorate of Agricultural Land (14) 30 27  GS Office of 

European 

Integration 

(88) 126 49 
SO Railways Directorate (27) 30 50  MI Ministry of 

Mining and 

Energy 

(114) 129 38 
BM Financial Intelligence Directorate (27) 30 47  PI Institute of 

Sports and 

Sports 

Medicine 

(86) 130 40 

 

43. Of the small and very small institutions, over two thirds keep at least one support staff for 

every two core staff. And, over one third has even worse ratios (about 20 seem to employ 50 percent 

or more of support staff). Keeping such proportionally high running costs makes it harder to deliver the 

objectives for which an institution was created. In some cases, this is a self-inflicted damage: too much 

is spent in general administrative (e.g. secretaries, documentarists, translators) or logistic-technical 

support (e.g. drivers, caretakers), which could be often renounced, minimized, or shared. 

44. Often, however, causes go beyond poor discipline. Small institutions lowering their running 

costs often cannot fully implement legally required resource management systems, e.g. in the budgeting, 

accounting, procurement, personnel, or audit areas. Their difficulties are moreover increasing, as EU 

requirements emphasize tight management of resources through advanced systems, including controls 

based on segregation (e.g. in finances) and professional certification (e.g. in audit, procurement) that 

make it impossible to combine all tasks in a couple of employees. 

45. Overall, this means that to secure an appropriately high standard of management, the size 

of support staff needs to be at least a significant minimum that, no matter how small the size of 

the institution, cannot be further shrunk without renouncing, to implement the systems ensuring 

an accountable use of public resources. The point beyond which running costs become incompressible 

can therefore be practically calculated by benchmarking and summing the minimum number of staff 

required to implement all systems comprised in the full range of support functions.22 

46. To accommodate this minimum threshold without running costs becoming too high, 

institutions can outsource some support to shared service centers, as practiced in several EU and 

OECD countries.   In Serbia this could be done via the UZZPRO or article 13 DPIOS (allowing 

ministerial Secretariats to support their BMs. It appears however that in Serbia this might be prone to 

create conflicts between institutions and the service-providing center, which the MoF must mediate.23 

Besides, the decisional aspects of resources management cannot be outsourced without questioning 

autonomy. 

47. This leaves the possibility of mergers as the logical alternative. This obviously more 

thorough solution has advantages in terms of effectiveness (less coordination burden) and efficiency 

(no separate resource management) that make it preferable for very small institutions. In this respect, 

the Government should adopt a maximum threshold (e.g. in the example below, maximum 20 percent 

                                                             

22 On benchmarking the minimum staffing levels for each support function, see below in section XXXXX.  
23 WB team interview with MoF, Budget Department. Research under Task 3 of the HFR also highlighted a preference 

against internal outsourcing. 
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support),24 which applied along with minimum benchmarks for each support function (e.g. 8 staff for 

all systems), would identify the minimum rational size for any institution (e.g. 40 staff). 

48. Mergers, however, may also be carried out for reasons other than prohibitive running 

costs. Institutions can be merged based on less imperative efficiency considerations, for example, to 

further decrease costs, as for merging the veterinary and phytosanitary inspections (different but both 

under the MAEP). Mergers might also done to exploit high synergy between mandates (e.g. in order to 

streamline a business process). 

49. Potential merger opportunities are many, often with multiple alternatives. Generally, the 

MPALSG should facilitate discussion at the level of portfolios, under the authority of the Minister or a 

delegated State Secretary. As an incentive, the Government may commit to re-invest up to 50 percent 

of saved positions in better core capacity for the merged institution.  

50. To prevent future tendencies to institutional fragmentation, the Government needs to 

build on its ordinary decision-making mechanisms to improve scrutiny of any laws or decrees 

seeking to establish new institutions. These have long required justification of rationale and fiscal 

impact, reviewed in opinions from the MPALSG, Ministry of Finance (MoF), Office for European 

Integration (OEI) and Government Legislative Secretariat (GLS). The period of lesser budgetary 

pressure up to 2008 witness a rather lax enforcement of this policy. 

51. And yet, the rationale and fiscal implications of creating institutions are generally easier 

to analyze than the overall policy they serve. Within current capacity, the Government could therefore 

tighten requirements for laws or decrees with reference to institutional arrangements. This may include 

an obligation to review options to award the relevant functions to existing institutions (or non-

government actors), a presentation of any EU institution-building requirements, and basic financial 

planning with number of positions. 

C. Specifics by Groups of Institutions 

52. The above issue is a general one, affecting all main groups of institutions. This include the 

center of government; ministries; and other bodies with mostly implementing functions. The following 

sections, discuss selected issues for each of these three wide groups. While some may appear minor, 

their systemic importance should not be underestimated, and neither should the impact on savings 

(considering that the immediate annual target is at the most 5 percent of central government positions). 

  

                                                             

24 The logic of a 30:70 ratio is that the number of employees working on the mandate (including a small percentage for 

management) would be at least twice that of support staff. Ultimately, the ratio in any given country are influenced by the 

level of development of support functions, and of commitment in targeting overspending (e.g. Georgia recently introduced 

the proposed ratio by Government Decree 627/2014, On Approval of the Civil Service Reform Concept and Some Related 

Measures, Tbilisi, 2014). 
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a. Center of Government  

53. The expression Centre of Government (CoG) is here used in the sense of the SIGMA 

Principles.  The CoG comprises the institutions in charge of the functioning of the Government as a 

complex organization. The CoG deals with particular functions of coordination of the action of all 

ministerial portfolios under the leadership of the Prime Minister, including priority-setting, strategic 

planning linking policies and resources, quality checking on submitted proposals and, after deliberation, 

monitoring of their implementation up to delivery of Government plans.  

54. The related function of ensuring legal consistency in submitted proposals, and 

coordinating external communication across the central government are also included. Finally, 

the SIGMA principles pay particular attention to the coordination of efforts towards EU integration, as 

a specialized angle to each of the above functions, which currently drives a large part of Government’s 

agendas. Core CoG business, that is, is considered to focus of a maximum of nine functions, the most 

essential of which relate to policy planning, decision-making and monitoring of implementation.25  

55. Based on this definition, Serbia’s CoG comprises at least six institutions, of two different 

types. The Government Secretariat (GS, run by a Secretary General), the European Coordination Office 

(ECO, under a Minister without Portfolio), and the offices for Cooperation with Civil Society and for 

Media Relations, are Government Services under the Law on Government (LoG). The Legislative 

Secretariat (GLS) and the National Public Policy Secretariat (NPPS), also reporting to Government as 

a collective, are Special Organizations in line with the LSA. 

56. All CoG functions are covered at least in the basics. The main problem remains the weakness 

of the key functions of ensuring purposeful, coherent and realistic planning of government policies, and 

monitoring their implementation across all central institutions. The creation of an informal set of 

delivery units under the PM signaled dissatisfaction with the performance of the existing system in these 

respects, by seeking more effective ways to identify key initiatives and guide them to results. The EC 

made a similar, strong remark in its last Report on Serbia:  

“In practice policy coordination focuses on formal, procedural issues rather than on substance, 

and a clearer division of responsibilities between the General Secretariat, the Public Policy 

Secretariat and the new delivery units in the Prime Minister’s Office is essential. […] In the 

coming year, Serbia should, in particular streamline the roles and responsibilities of leading 

institutions in charge of policy making and coordination and develop a consolidated planning 

and monitoring system.”26  

57. On how to proceed, there are indications of substantial agreement. Short-term measures 

should get different CoG units (mostly GCS, NPPS, ECO) cooperating in defining strong planning and 

monitoring systems, in which clear responsibilities and procedures should diffuse institutional rivalries. 

This will require finding ways to strengthen capacity while complying with the current policy of zero 

staff increases. Medium-term efforts could aim at consolidating achievements through closer integration 

                                                             

25 The nine functions of a fully capable Centre of Government are described and measured in this manner by OECD 

SIGMA, The Principles of Public Administration, Baseline Measurement, Methodological Annex to the Indicators, Paris, 

April 2014, page 8. 
26 European Commission, Serbia 2015 Report, 10 October 2015, pages 9 and 8. The recommendation was based on 

SIGMA’s findings in Serbia’s 2015 Baseline Measurement report Paris, pages 16-38. 
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of CoG functions in a lesser number of bodies.27The immediate focus should therefore be on immediate 

measures to facilitate internal CoG coordination and free resources for more capacity. As first step, the 

NPPS and GLS should be reclassified as Government Services (the LSA allows them to also have 

specialist tasks and report to Government), thus reuniting CoG bodies in the single most obvious 

typology.28 This should help in harmonizing reporting lines, including in any further perspective of 

restructuring (Government Services alone can be created and modified by decree), including ultimately 

possible mergers. 

58. A second step should then consist of freeing up resources for more capacity, by pooling 

most of the support functions that currently absorb over a quarter of the staff of CoG bodies. The 

most obvious agreement is to share support in the General Secretariat, which already has this role in 

other cases (e.g. art. 14.5 DPIOS). As support functions are sensitive to economies of scale, this should 

free up a significant number of positions, at least half of which would be reinvested into core capacity, 

with emphasis on policy planning and monitoring. The rest could be CoG’s contribution to savings. 

Table 8: Distribution of Positions at the Center of Government 

 Positions on core functions 
Positions on support 

functions 

Support functions 

 (%)  

General Secretariat 69 42 38 
Office of European Integration 64 62 49 
National Public Policy Secretariat 25 9 26 
Legislative Secretariat n.a. n.a. n.a. 
Office for Cooperation with Civil 

Society 

2 11 85 
Office of Media Relations 18 6 25 

 

59. A separate action should increase the focus of the PM and Government on the work of 

actual CoG bodies. Currently, attention is shared with many others, which were located centrally for 

historical reasons but would logically better fit under a ministry. SIGMA’s last assessment pointed at 

the multiplicity of bodies reporting directly to the PM or Government (and Parliament) as a negative 

accountability indicator, which for Serbia was worse than the region’s average.29 The EC included 

therefore a negative comment in this respect in its last progress report: 

Many agencies decide on public policies and report to the Prime Minister and even to 

parliament rather than to the minister responsible for their area.30 

60. To allow more focus on core CoG functions, the supervision of any Government Service 

already close to the mandate of a line ministry should be devolved to its supervision. In this respect, 

it should be noted that the fact that a function is of common interest for several portfolios is no obstacle 

to locate it in a ministry. The set-up of Government includes in fact a number of horizontal ministries 

                                                             

27Interviews with NPPS and GS signaled substantial agreement with the proposal, defined in World Bank, Policy Note on 

Policy Management System in Serbia: Main Features and Proposed Improvements, February 2016, pages 18 and 32-33. 

This approach also fits with SIGMA’s short-term recommendations for NPPS and GS (Baseline Measurement of April 

2015, pages 20-29), and indeed with the EC requirement. 
28 The Special Organization type of bodies include over a dozen institutions also reporting to Government, though most 

deal with specific areas more properly entrusted to ministerial supervision. The disestablishment of the SO as an 

organizational form is dealt with in section 3.2.3 below. 
29 SIGMA, 2015 Baseline Measurement report, page 57. 
30 European Commission, Serbia 2015 Report, 10 October 2015, page 9. 
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(e.g. MoF, MPALSG, MoJ, and MFA) whose key purpose (finance, administration, litigation, external 

relations) has exactly the same crosscutting nature. Consider the following as basis for discussion: 

Table 9: Possible Re-Organization of Government Services 

Current Government Services 
Tot. 

positions 
On core  On support Possible destination 

Administration for Joint Services of Rep. Bodies 981 915 66 Unchanged, as BM of the MPALSG (or MoF) 

Government Air Service 29 19 10 Part of Administration for Joint Services 

Human Resources Management Service 35 24 11 Unchanged, as BM of the MPALSG 

Office of Human and Minority Rights 32 15 17 A BM of, or absorbed by MPALSG, MoJ or MFA 

 

61. The functions of the Administration for Joint Services are not essential to the work of the 

Government as a collective body. Moreover, its size vis-à-vis underdeveloped policy coordination 

contributes to the perception of Government Services as merely technical. As the main example of 

shared service center, it is valuable for further Government restructuring: hence, as a BM of the 

MPALSG (or focusing on assets maintenance, of MoF, though its supervisory burden is already quite 

heavy). The Air Service, as transport available to Government members, could be part of the Joint 

Services.   

62. The HRMS is an implementing agency in a policy area entrusted to the MPALSG. The 

Human & Minority Rights Office performs coordination functions in an area where the MPALSG has 

key responsibility for minority representation (minority electoral rolls, which are however questionably 

separate from other election administration functions). On the other hand, the MoJ also has 

responsibilities related to international human rights instruments (as also, to an extent, the MFA). 

Supervision by, or outright absorption into these ministries is therefore appropriate. 

b. Line Ministries 

63. Although historically ministries were the original in charge of most central government 

functions, modern practice developed in the direction of them focusing on policy, inextricably 

linked to political responsibility. This includes both policymaking to select objectives and solutions, 

and the monitoring of implementation to verify that solutions work and objectives are delivered. Actual 

implementation is left to other bodies linked in various degrees, to the ministries (hence the latter’s 

definition as “line” supervisor in a portfolio). The SIGMA Principles deal with this as follows: 

Table 10: SIGMA Principles of Public Administration, Chapters 2 (Policy Development and Coordination) and 4 

(Accountability) 

 

Ch. 2, Principle 8.2 
As a general rule, the key policy-making functions remain within the ministries and are not transferred to the subordinate 

bodies/agencies. 

Ch. 4, Principle 1.6 
The ministries have assigned responsibilities for steering and controlling the subordinated bodies/agencies and have 

sufficient specialized professional capacities available.  

Ch. 4, Principle 1.8 Ministers are answerable for the performance of the bodies/agencies subordinated to their ministry.  
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64. Segregating policy and implementation is a guiding European trend. It is however no 

absolute dogma: ministries can retain some role in implementation, if their structure blurs the line 

between internal units and subordinate bodies,31 or to avoid adding new bodies for minor, isolated tasks. 

Similarly, some implementing bodies do need a degree of policy capacity, especially in the case of 

regulatory authorities, and, to a minor extent, for other bodies in relation to the details of implementation 

work. 

65. The crux of the matter, in any case, is that ministries must have enough in-house capacity 

(i.e. specialized staff) to set policy for the areas entrusted to their care and monitor its 

implementation. The two tasks are related, since monitoring also reveals needed guidance and policy 

adjustments. It is upon condition of sufficient policy capacity that implementation can be devolved to 

other bodies established by legislation, with confidence that their work will be actively supervised in its 

substance, and not only concerning the formal legality of their acts.  

66. In Serbia, the practice of establishing bodies with implementing tasks is quite developed. 

However, the refocusing of ministries towards policy work has not been fully pursued, and remains 

inconsistent throughout central government. This is why most ministerial structures continue to include 

units entrusted with extremely significant implementing functions, including the full range of 

inspecting, regulatory and service delivery tasks. These implementing functions, often more labor-

intensive, absorb resources and, in turn, restrict the development of indispensable policy capacity: 

Table 11: Policy Making and Implementation Functions in Ministries 

 

Ministry 

 

Tot. staff 

 % on policy  % on implementation  % on  

Support 
  

Tot. make 
monit

or 

 
Tot. Inspect Services Regulate 

 

Ministry of Health  303  8 3 6  80 70 4 5  12 

Min. of Trade, Tourism & Telecommunications  808  10 5 5  74 70 3 1  16 

Min. of Education, Science &Technological Dev.  388  15 2 13  62 41 20 0   23 

Ministry of Youth and Sports  

 

67  17 4 13  30 6 13 11  53 

Min. of Agriculture & Environmental Protection  536  18 12 6  53 40 0  13  29 

Ministry of Justice  139  23 4 19  27 10 9 8  51 

Ministry of Culture and Information  75  26 17 9  28 9 0 19  47 

Min. of Construction, Transport & Infrastructure  409  28 13 15  51 28 0 23  21 

Min. of Public Administration & Local Government  82  30 16 14  13  0 4 9  57 

Ministry of Mining and Energy  129  36 15 21  24 17 0 7  40 

Min. of Labour, Employment, Veterans' & Social 

Issues 

 222  36 21 15  13 9 0 4  51 

Ministry of Economy  168  38 17 21  23 9 6 8  39 

Ministry of Finance  329  39 29 9  42 16 17 9  19 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs  1157  50 0 50  11  0 11 1  38 

 

67. According to the 2015 survey data as confirmed by the institutions, nine out of 14 

                                                             

31 E.g. in Croatia, bodies within ministries are treated literally as part of ministerial structures; while in Italy a ministerial 

organization based on semi-autonomous meta-sectors (so-called “divisional” approach, unlike Serbia’s more classic 

“functional” one) allows some to retain implementing tasks. 
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ministries allocate more staff to implementation-related tasks than to policy-related ones. In six 

of them, positions dealing with implementation were actually two to ten times as numerous as those 

devoted to policy. When positions allocated to support functions are also taken into account, the share 

of ministerial staff focusing on any sort of policy-related tasks was in all cases below 30 percent - as 

SIGMA also negatively noted:  

In terms of the requirements for a well-established internal structure and regulatory framework 

[…] the number of staff dealing with policy development is less than 30% of all staff of the 

ministries. In Serbia, big inspection and implementation departments are parts of the ministerial 

structure.32  

68. Paradoxically, consequences are often the direst in areas where implementation was 

indeed devolved to other bodies. There, it is not rare for a ministry’s contribution to be mostly limited 

to the initial legislation, with the ministerial structure lacking a specialist unit to follow implementation 

and intervene with guidance or policy adjustments. Sometimes, when a specialist unit exists, it might 

actually be an inspectorate checking on whether private parties abide by the rules (i.e. also an 

implementation function), rather than on the quality of implementing bodies’ work. 

69. On the other hand, several agencies appear to perform, de jure or de facto, policy tasks to 

a degree that appears anomalous, because of being significantly more developed than in the 

respective ministries. The 2015 survey, measuring the type of functions performed by individual staff, 

found that a majority of the bodies with an implementing mandate (BMs, SOs, PAs, PIs as well as GSs 

performing non-CoG core functions) described much of their staff as carrying out policy-related tasks.  

  

                                                             

32 OECD SIGMA, The Principles of Public Administration - Serbia: Baseline Measurement, Paris, April 2015, page 28. 
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Table 12: Distribution of Staff in Policy Related Tasks (%) 

Body Type Tot. Policy 

 

 

 Body Type Tot. Policy 

Environmental 

Protection Agency 

BM 26 66  Civil Aviation Directorate of the RS PA 51 11 
Office of National 

Statistics 

SO 147 63  Plant Protection Directorate BM 16 10 
Republic Hydro-

meteorological Service 

SO 99 50  Institute for Social Insurance SO 9 10 
Dir. for Coop. with the 

Diaspora and Serbs in 

Region 

BM 13 44  Forestry Administration BM 5 10 
Financial Intelligence 

Directorate 

BM 14 41  National Water Directorate BM 7 10 
National Housing 

Agency 

PA 8 36  Serbian Export Credit and Insurance Agency PA 17 8 
Public Procurement 

Directorate 

SO 8 35  National Agency for Regional Development PA 33 8 
Occupational Health 

and Safety Directorate 

BM 3 33  Dir. for Coop. with Churches & Religious Comm. BM 10 7 
Public Debt 

Administration 

BM 7 33  National Supply Reserves Directorate SO 38 7 
Institute for Nature 

Conservation of Serbia 

PI 45 31  Directorate of Measures and Precious Metals BM 30 6 
Hazardous Cargo 

Transportation 

Directorate 

BM 4 30  Solidarity Fund PI 10 6 
Nat. Radiation 

Protection & Nuclear 

Safety Agency 

PA 14 29  Intellectual Property Office SO 12 5 
Directorate of 

Agricultural Land 

BM 8 29  Seaworthiness Directorate BM 27 5 
Indemnity Fund PA 2 25  Directorate of Veterinary Medicine BM 13 4 
Directorate of 

Biomedicine 

BM 3 25  National Property Directorate SO 26 4 
Office of Human and 

Minority Rights 

GS 17 24  Agricultural Payments Directorate BM 39 3 
Tobacco Administration BM 8 24  Medicines and Medical Devices Agency of Serbia PA 64 3 
Directorate for 

Management of Seized 

Assets 

BM 11 23  Serbia Geological Institute SO 56 2 
Traffic Safety Agency PA 27 20  Republic of Serbia Development Fund PA 22 2 
National Seismological 

Institute 

SO 6 20  Customs Administration BM 542 1 
Railways Directorate SO 15 19  Administration for Joint Services of Rep. Bodies GS 66 1 
Commissariat of 

Refugees and 

Migrations 

SO 42 18  National Geodetic Authority SO 1383 1 
Agency for 

Accreditation of 

Healthcare Institutions 

PA 4 18  Ag. for Representation in Privatization Cases PA 115 1 
Human Resources 

Management Service 

GS 11 16  National Pension and Disability Insurance Fund PI 1206 1 
Tourist Organization of 

Serbia 

PI 18 14  National Employment Service PI 853 1 
E-Government 

Directorate 

BM 13 12  Treasury Administration BM 231 1 

 

70. It should be noted that some listed bodies appear to actually have a prevalent policy 

purpose - and should have not been detached from their parent ministries. Their creation might be 

linked to historical reasons, including attempts to provide staff with better conditions. Examples include 

the Directorate for Cooperation with the Diaspora, the Public Debt Administration, or the Institute for 

Social Insurance (whose job is to negotiate international agreements in the titular area). Reintegration 

into the ministry is the obvious solution in these cases. 

71. In other cases, some re-balancing is needed, with ministries re-appropriating their policy 

role by absorbing a significant part of policy-oriented specialists currently working in 

implementing bodies. To identify cases and the size of the transfers, the MPALSG unit coordinating 

FR work should identify cases of ministries lacking policy capacity in areas of the mandate, and match 

them against policy positions in corresponding bodies. As a result, each ministry should have a policy-

oriented unit of sufficient specialization for each of the areas within its remit.  

72. In change, ministries should release most ministerial service delivery, inspection as well as 

regulatory tasks staff. In so doing, however, it is important to first evaluate whether any such staff 

could be allocated to missing policy positions (e.g. some inspectors reallocated to monitoring). Also, 

the devolution of further implementing functions, to be properly directed, may need to be delayed until 

relevant institutional mergers are defined. While in principle no new bodies should be created, this may 

be exceptionally possible if the total of institutions is sufficiently lowered. 

73. Once policy capacity is available, it can be used for ministerial supervision of implementing 

bodies. Concerning supervision modalities, the activity is currently typically limited to ad hoc guidance 

and receiving reports of activities, often with a focus on legal conformity. Attempts to establish 

objectives for the bodies to achieve, with clear indicators (e.g. production targets) are very rare. The 
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limited experience (e.g. Business Registration Agency) suggests piloting could be possible, especially 

if accompanied by early experiments with performance-based approaches to budgeting. 

c. The implementing bodies 

74. The rest of “central government” as defined for the HFR consists of 71 Bodies within 

Ministries (BM), Special Organizations (SO), Public Agencies (PA) and Public Institutions (PI) 

connected to the ministries or the Government. They are prevalently concerned with policy 

implementation (service delivery, inspection and regulatory functions). This group, however, excludes 

service delivery structures such as schools, hospitals, and cultural institutions and, at the other extreme, 

bodies operating under direct parliamentary supervision with either a watchdog or a regulatory mandate. 

75. SIGMA Principles on the establishment of autonomous and semi-autonomous bodies build 

on lessons from waves of agencification in EU and OECD countries at the end of the last century. 

At the time, many such bodies were set up in the attempt to promote more business-like management. 

Evidence of actual impact on performance, however, was often mixed, and negative side effects on 

coordination and spending became especially evident in the least prepared Eastern European 

administrations.33 The SIGMA Principles take therefore a prudent view of the topic:34  

Table 13: SIGMA Principles - Chapter 4 (Accountability), Principle 1 (Rational organization) 

 

1 
A limited number of types of state bodies/agencies are set up; all have a defined line of accountability to the 

relevant ministry to which they report on a periodic basis.  

5 

The legal framework clarifies the legal status and degree of autonomy of the different types of autonomous or 

semi-autonomous bodies/agencies, as well as their accountability lines and enhances a results-oriented 

management.    

7 
Direct accountability of bodies/agencies to the Parliament is an exception [and, by a specific indicator] there is 

a limited number of them accountably directly to the Prime Minister or the Government. 

 

76. Defining types of bodies must start from the reasons for their creation, which may vary 

depending on the type of function (i.e. form follows function). For instance, delivering services to 

institutions and citizens based on standard procedures is left to separate bodies as a useful check, but 

mostly because such operations would distract ministries from the policy mission. On the other hand, 

regulation of insensitive markets is entrusted to separate bodies also because of a need to shield 

decision-making from undue economic and political interest— which calls for a different type of body. 

77. The main difference among types is in the degree of autonomy from supervising 

institutions, at least in the formal sense of what the law allows their management to decide upon. 

It should however be kept in mind that de facto autonomy does not always coincide with legal facts. As 

long as a ministry can designate the management of the body through a partisan appointment, even the 

highest formal autonomy has relative value. On the other hand, if the political supervisor is uninterested 

or unable to provide direction, low formal autonomy may be higher in practice.   

                                                             

33 M. Beblavý, Understanding the waves of agencification and the governance problems they have raised in Central and 

Eastern European Countries", in OECD Journal on Budgeting, Vol. 2/1, Paris, 2002 
34 OECD SIGMA, The Principles of Public Administration, Paris, 2014, Chapter 4 (Accountability), page 59. 
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78. Formal autonomy is a multifaceted concept, with two main managerial and policy 

dimensions. All implementing bodies enjoy some managerial autonomy (what freedom is allowed in 

resourcing tasks), with variations in its financial (own or earmarked resources), staffing (exceptions 

from public employment system) and legal components (some have separate personality to contain the 

effects of litigation). Since the last financial crisis, however, Governments have tended to rein in most 

exceptions, to simplify the approach to risks and decrease overall spending. 

79. As for policy autonomy (what aspects of its core business the body can decide on) all bodies 

may offer input for policy-making by parent ministries, but their decisions are generally limited 

to operational procedures. For the rest, the supervisor intervenes to instruct on necessary action. The 

main exception consists of bodies with major regulatory functions, which have a degree of policy 

autonomy within the framework of legislation put in place by Government and Parliament (e.g. issuance 

of technical standards, as well regulations and rulings by industry regulators).  

80. The higher the degree of autonomy vested in a type of body, the most comprehensive its 

accountability mechanisms to supervising institutions should be, including reporting on progress 

towards objectives and use of resources. In this respect, the SIGMA Principles clearly favor 

supervision by line ministries: accountability to Government (to avoid upsetting power balances 

amongst ministers) or Parliament (to include the opposition) are weak options, as these collective bodies 

have less time to devote to supervision, and more complex decision-making system.  

81. In this respect, it is important not to overstate the impact of EU accession requirements on 

the typology of national implementing bodies and its application. Sources from the EU acquis do 

call frequently on national administrations to establish specialized capacity, in several cases explicitly 

requiring a separate body. However, it is only in a few areas that EU legislation requires such bodies to 

enjoy particularly high levels of autonomy from political supervisors, especially with reporting lines to 

Government or Parliament.35 Solutions in EU members, in fact, can much vary.  

Table 14: Levels of Autonomy in Selected EU Countries 

Country Type 1 (semi-autonomous bodies) Type 2 (autonomous bodies) 

United Kingdom Executive agencies Executive Non-departmental Bodies 

Germany Direct federal administrations  Indirect public administrations 

Netherlands Agencies Independent Administrative Bodies (ZBOs) 

Spain Autonomous organisms OA administrations, selected regulatory bodies 

Italy Agencies Independent administrative authorities 

Independent administrative authorities  Croatia Bodies within ministries, executive agencies Public institutions, Legal persons with public 

authority  

82. A number of EU and OECD Members have attempted to reverse the effects of 

agencification, especially overall number of bodies and types. The general trend, however, is towards 

decreasing autonomy, with a view to more direct management of financial risks and decrease overall 

                                                             

35 See European Commission, Guide to the Main Administrative Structures Required for Implementing the Acquis 

(informal working document for guidance only), Brussels, May 2005. 
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spending. While details vary along with administrative traditions, this resulted in implementing bodies 

from nearly all these countries fitting into either of two broad types.36  

83. A fist type of body, which we call “semi-autonomous” is the default option, used to deliver 

services to other public bodies and the public. Inspections are generally also included, and some 

minor forms of regulation. These bodies enjoy managerial autonomy within general systems (i.e. 

treasury and civil service), though the parent ministry may have a say in key decisions (budget and 

organization/staffing). They can offer input to the policy process but have little significant autonomy 

on policy decisions, which are taken by the ministry.  

84. A second type of “autonomous” bodies is mostly used for watchdog functions (e.g. data 

protection), and regulatory and quasi-judicial functions in sensitive markets. They can be 

monocratic or have governing/management boards separating them to a degree from their supervisory 

organ (sometimes also a ministry but often only Government or Parliament). They have full managerial 

autonomy (usually within normal systems) and considerable policy autonomy: the supervisor, however 

still passes the legislation they depend on, and monitors implementation.  

85. The rationale for higher autonomy is to show that while the governing majority is 

responsible for economic policy, it will not use its position to favor specific economic actors in 

implementation. Because of this reason, the highest degree of independence is usually granted to 

regulatory agencies governing general competition though ex-post rulings, or a key area of the market 

(e.g. telecoms) including through ex-ante actions. For the few watchdogs not constitutionally 

entrenched (e.g. data protection, anticorruption), the argument for autonomy is human rights-based. 

86. The autonomous bodies are also those for which the EU expects accession countries to 

ensure not only operational separateness, but also a degree of detachment from politics (though 

in terms of actual EU legislation, this is affirmed only for a few of them). The obvious candidates 

are the so-called National Regulatory Authorities (NRAs) including data protection commissions, 

competition councils, the regulators of network industries (telecoms, energy, to an extent 

transportation), and the financial and media markets, most of which are outside the purpose of this 

review. 

87. Differentiation between the two types is not always clear-cut because of the nuances of EU 

requirements sometimes allowing historical factors to prevail. The existence of additional atypical 

forms of autonomous organizations is another factor. Quasi-governmental entities established at private 

law but acting on the basis of delegated public powers are also relevant. In such cases, autonomy may 

be the result of the chosen form alone, although the EU itself favors such arrangements in some cases 

(e.g. standardization) 

  

                                                             

36 Network for Comparative Research into Current Trends in Public Sector Organization (CRIPO, financed under EU 

COST), Government Agencies. Practice and Lessons from 30 countries, K. Verhoest, G. Bouckaert, P. Lægreid, S. Van 

Thiel eds., Palgrave Macmillan, London, 2012. 
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D. Implementing Bodies in Serbian Context 

88. The SIGMA programme provided an assessment of current Serbian practice concerning 

implementing bodies in its 2015 Baseline Assessment. Matching the situation against the principles 

and trends discussed in the previous section, it expressed preoccupation for a fragmented landscape 

including a large and unconstrained number of body types, with considerable degrees of autonomy 

granted to many bodies in a manner that appeared scarcely rational and consistent across them (The EC 

also picked the issue, resulting in a strong statement in its 2015 progress Report)37: 

In principle the legal framework is in place. However, provisions offer a high degree of discretion 

to create a variety of bodies with different degrees of autonomy - from independent bodies within 

ministries with own legal personality, to independent regulatory authorities. In fact, a large 

number with a high degree of autonomy have been created. This seriously hampers ministries’ 

ability to supervise and ensure coherent implementation, as oversight is frequently limited to the 

legality of the activities. Influencing priority-setting or efficiency gains is also limited owing to the 

independence of these bodies. 38 

89. Serbia, in fact, also underwent its own agencification process, particularly complex 

because of developing in a constitutional system recognizing no higher hierarchy to systemic 

legislation, such as on organizational issues. This resulted in a tendency, which SIGMA also noted, 

to set up atypical bodies through sectorial laws that would, as lex specialis, fully by-pass general 

legislation on organization. This in turn resulted in the latter being frequently amended to keep it 

relevant in spite of innovations, usually by introducing exceptions that affected the system’s coherence.  

90. Adding to the complexity, on top of special legislation, Serbia has three relevant general 

laws. The 2005 Law on State Administration (LSA) regulates Bodies within Ministries and Special 

Organizations.39 The 1991 Law on Public Services (LPS) attempts ordering an array of other service 

delivery bodies ranging from social funds to schools. The 2005 Law on Public Agencies (LPA) 

                                                             

37 See: European Commission (2015). Commission Staff Working Document:  Serbia 2015 Report. Brussels: European 

Commission, p.10. Available on the web: 

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/pdf/key_documents/2015/20151110_report_serbia.pdf. Accessed August 10, 2016. 
 
38 Concerning the subtraction of supervisory control to Ministries, Serbia recorded the worst score in the region after 

Bosnia, with 25 bodies reporting to the Government or Prime Minister, and 21 to Parliament (SIGMA, 2015). 
39 Since the Law on State Administration was adopted in 2005, just before the constitutional changes in 2006, the concept 

was not changed. 
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rationalizes bodies created since the democratic change in 2000 following a NPM model, as a time when 

existing ones were considered as resisting reform and not trustworthy. In more detail: 

91. Bodies within Ministries (BMs, 29 of them in the central government list) carry out 

implementing tasks defined as executive, professional and inspective. Ministries closely supervise 

them, proposing managerial appointments to the Government, and providing detailed instructions. 

Some Bodies are even organized in a joint Rulebook with their ministry, confirming autonomy is 

dictated by mere operational convenience (e.g. allowing the Ministry to focus on policy). Some, 

however, are formally more detached, up to the point of having separate legal personality. 

Table 15: Bodies in Ministries and Share of Staffing Allocation (%) 

Body Staff SD INSP REG POL  Body Staff SD INSP REG POL 

Treasury Administration 978 84     1  
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency 

71 3   8 66 

Public Debt Administration 24 46     33  
Agricultural 
Payments 
Directorate 

66   8 44 3 

Dir. of National Reference Laboratories 18 39 22   0  

Hazardous 
Cargo 
Transportation 
Directorate 

10   10 20 30 

Technical Services of Administrative 
Districts 

265 39     0  
Financial 
Intelligence 
Directorate 

27   11   41 

Seaworthiness Directorate 41 37     5  
National Water 
Directorate 

42   48 26 10 

Tax Administration 5458 34 44 2 0  
Plant 
Protection 
Directorate 

138   60 21 10 

Dir. of Measures and Precious Metals 102 32 31 8 6  
Forestry 

Administration 
52   62 21 10 

Directorate of Biomedicine 8 25   13 25  
Administrative 
Inspectorate 

27   85   0 

Free Zones Administration 8 13 13 13 0  
Labor 
Inspectorate 

258   92 2 0 

Occupational Health and Safety 
Directorate 

9 11   22 33  

Dir. for Coop. 

with Churches 
& Religious 
Comm. 

14     22 7 

Dir. for Coop. with Diaspora & Serbs in 
Region 

27 7   4 44  
E-Government 
Directorate 

17     24 12 

Tobacco Administration 17 6   24 24  

Directorate for 
Management 

of Seized 
Assets 

22     36 23 

Customs Administration 2408 5 67 8 1  
Directorate of 
Agricultural 
Land 

14     57 29 

Directorate of Veterinary Medicine 347 3 90 1 4  
Energy 
Reserves 

Directorate 

1 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

 

92. It is interesting to note that the BM institutional type does not appear to be connected to 

specific type of function: rather, it seems to act as default for all of them. Of 27 BMs taking part in 

the 2015 survey, only eight reported declaring most of their staff to deliver services. Similarly, nine 

indicated that staff mostly carry out inspections, while six considered their nature as mostly regulatory. 
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Also six BM indicated that most of their staff as work in the realm of policy, with regulatory and/or 

inspection functions as the second best-staffed ones.     

93. Special Organizations can have the same implementing functions as BMs except inspection. 

Their managers do not enjoy special financial or staffing autonomy, though separate legal personality 

is awarded in a few cases. However, SOs can have considerable policy autonomy as actual proponents 

of legislation. Their accountability is looser than BM’s, reporting being to the Government as a 

collective or through its Secretary General, even if a few are also assigned a supervising ministry. 

Table 16: Special Bodies and Share of Staffing Allocation (%) 

Body Staff SD INSP REG POL  Body Staff SD INSP REG POL 

National Public Policy Secretariat 29 55     21  Intellectual Property Office 92 83     5 

Office of National Statistics 462 13     63  Railways Directorate 27   4 30 19 

National Property Directorate 110 67                                                                     

% 

5 6 4  Accidents and Serious 

Incidents Research Centre 

2 100     0 

National Supply Reserves Directorate 84 50     7  National Geodetic Authority 2258 53 4 0 1 

Public Procurement Directorate 23   26 4 35  Serbia Geological Institute 164 68     2 

Institute for Social Insurance 10 10     10  National Seismological 

Institute 

15 40     20 

Commissariat of Refugees/Migrations 66 14 5 15 18  Republic Hydro-

meteorological Service 

550 30 2 3 50 

 

94. Concerning the link of SOs to specific types of functions, their identity as policy-oriented, 

Government-supervised bodies is relevant to only few, like the Office of National Statistics (5 

more SOs show a thin plurality of staff dealing with policy, to which the NPPS and out-of-list GLS 

might be added). For the rest, the prevailing type of function (most of staff in eight SOs) is Service 

Delivery to other institutions and the public (curiously, largely in the area of earth sciences). One SOs 

(Railway Directorate) is prevalently a regulator. There appears to be no unifying rationale for SOs. 

95. Public Agencies (PAs, 16 in the central government list) carry out developmental, regulatory or 

service delivery tasks that are for the most not dissimilar from those of SOs. The LPA suggests this 

form for functions that do not require permanent political supervision.40 Their Government-appointed 

managers are in fact accountable to special Boards, with only periodic reporting of activities to 

Government (or in some cases Parliament). All agencies fall outside the scope of the LCS, and have 

legal personality.  

96. Although the LPA and establishing laws may appear to provide agencies with high degrees 

of autonomy,41 this is less true in practice. The agency’s founder (e.g. Government) is given a solid 

control channel by appointing and dismissing the Director and Management Board, as well by 

approving the general acts setting rights, obligations, responsibilities and salaries of director and 

employees, as well as their annual work plan, budget, user tariffs, etc.42. This regime significantly 

reduces the agencies’ managerial autonomy. 

  

                                                             

40 Article 2 of the Law on Public Agencies.  
41 Article 4 of the Law on Public Agencies. 
42 Article 12 of the Law on Public Agencies. 
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Table 17: Public Agencies and Share of Staff Allocation 

Body 

Staff 

No. 

SD 

% 

INSP 

% 

REG 

% 

POL 

% 

 Body 

Staff 

No. 

SD 

% 

INSP 

% 

REG 

% 

POL 

% 

National Housing Agency 14 7 7   36  

Ag. for 

Accreditat

ion of 

Healthcare 

Inst.  

11 27   18 18 

Radiation Protection & Nuclear Safety 

Agency 
24   4 17 29  

Ag. for 

Legal 

Repr. in 

Privatizat

ion 

Cases 

267 45 13 3 1 

Traffic Safety Agency 60 18 5 17 20  
Port Mngt. 

Agency 
16 13 6 6 0 

Indemnity Fund 4     25 25  

National 

Agency 

for 

Regional 

Devt. 

62 31 3 10 8 

Restitution Agency 156 2   66 0  

Export 

Credit and 

Insurance 

Agency 

61 54 5 7 8 

Medicines and Medical Devices Agency  175 22 2 42 3  
RS Devt. 

Fund 
59 63 2   2 

Bankruptcy Supervision Agency 30   43 10   

Business 

Registries 

Agency 

392 83    1 0 

Civil Aviation Directorate of the RS 132 7 33 15 11  National 

Mortgage 

Insurance 

Corporatio

n 

43 49     0 

 

97. It is not clear why such a high degree of autonomy is necessary especially given the low 

accountability. Looking at the actual functions that PAs in the central government list carry out, only 

four claim to have a significant role in setting policy, with two more using a majority of their staff for 

regulatory work (Restitution Agency, Medicines Agency). Of the rest, only two signaled regulatory 

compliance checks (i.e. inspections) as the main task, while the rest is mostly busy with service delivery, 

to a significant extent to enterprises.   

98. Public Services under the 1991 Law on Public Services are also relevant to the list of central 

government bodies through some Public Institutions (PIs). This law was mostly written to provide a 

basic common framework for in mind public establishments or companies the organization of which is 

driven by the specific service delivered (e.g. schools, clinics, cultural institutions, public information 
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providers, postal services, utility companies, etc.),,43  which usually takes place in kind and is therefore 

difference from the performance of payments.  

Table 18: Public Services and Share of Staff Allocation  

Body 

Staff 

No. 

SD 

% 

INSP 

% 

REG 

% 

POL 

% 

 Body 

Staff 

% 

SD 

% 

INSP 

% 

REG 

% 

POL 

% 

Institute for Nature Conservation of 

Serbia 

74 3 11   31  Solidarity 

Fund 

18     39 6 
Tourist Organization of Serbia 36 36     14  National 

Employmen

t Service 

175

1 

52

% 

  5 1 
Institute of Sports and Sports Medicine 86 52 2 2   National 

Health 

Insurance 

Fund 

204

3 

61

% 

 3  
Education Assessment Institute 37 62       Nat. 

Pension and 

Disability 

Insurance 

Fund 

316

5 

50

% 

 14 1 
Education Improvement Institute 88 58   13   Central 

Registry of 

Mandatory 

Social 

Insurance 

24 38

% 

17    

 

99. LPS’ rules on the establishment, internal organization and termination of bodies (there’s no 

guidance on supervision) 44  may thus not be entirely suited for public funds and social security 

institutions,45 as well as for other PIs whose role in service delivery is different than dealing with 

beneficiaries. The 11 PIs included in the “central government” list are of this type, and their 

organizational needs are indeed more similar to those of State Administration bodies. This might justify 

either a re-typification, or integrations of the discipline in the LPS for specific kinds of institutions. 

100. The common issue in this complex typology (BMs, SOs, PIs and PAs) is that the different 

types of body, and the degree of autonomy of each, is not the consequence of different types of 

functions performed. Rather, the determining factor in selecting a type of body, as well as in any 

special arrangements on staffing, funding and legal personality, is the Government’s perceived need for 

autonomy at the time of establishment. This discretion leaves much to short-term opportunity, but 

unavoidably results in similar functions being organized in different body types. 

101. Also, the different typologies pursue an inverted relationship between autonomy and 

accountability. The more managerial and policy autonomy a type implies, the least supervision it 

is expected to have. As a matter of general preference, supervision over the most autonomous bodies 

(SOs and PAs) is in fact entrusted collectively to the Government. As a result of priority on other 

                                                             

43 In addition to public institutions and public companies, special laws may provide the establishment of other 

organizational forms of public service, such as the Social Care Centre. See Public Administration Reform Strategy p. 23.  
44 Public Administration Reform Strategy, 2014. p. 23. 
45 See Articles 12 to 28 of the Law on Public Services. 
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business Government supervision has in practice proven ineffective. This situation is paradoxically 

viewed as increasing the body’s autonomy, but is not conducive to results. 

102. While any country’s system of implementing bodies includes compromises inherited from 

its evolution, the current situation in Serbia seriously lacks in transparency and fairness. The 

blurred criteria for granting autonomy and arranging supervision are no effective safeguard against 

appetites for unrestrained access to resources, as badly needed in the current economic conjuncture. 

Also, they make it difficult to forecast the performance implications of transforming bodies or creating 

new ones, which will be a major challenge in the run up to European accession.  

103. Improvements are needed in two directions. First, the legislative framework applicable to 

implementing bodies should be simplified, with fewer organizational types and clearer criteria 

identifying the appropriate level of autonomy and the most effective arrangements to ensure 

accountability. Secondly, taking into account any mergers agreed in the meantime, a more coherent 

allocation of actual bodies to organizational types should be performed based on the new legislation, 

including any changes in autonomy and supervision.  

104.  Concerning improvements to the legislative framework, a feasible alternative within the 

time of the optimization programme would be to maintain separate instruments, adjusting their scope 

to the systematization of the subject-matter in the 2006 Constitution. A more optimal, but longer term 

agenda, could be to consolidate all organizational laws into a single comprehensive text (e.g. Law on 

State Administration).  This would address created by the 2006 Constitution which entered into force 

after the LSA (2005), LPA (2005) and LPS (1991) , and therefore, dealt with three separate sets of 

institutions carrying out the tasks of the State Administration: 

105. The second case in the Constitution, concerning regulators, should be understood to refer 

to bodies under the LPA, the main shortcoming of which is currently that it fails to define which 

types of functions it may apply to. To this effect, the scope of the LPA should be amended, by 

introducing an appropriate definition of the constitutional category of “regulatory functions”, mostly 

modelled on EU expectations concerning National Regulatory Authorities (NRAs), including the few 

watchdog institutions not already constitutionally entrenched.   

106. The SO type should be abrogated, considering the LSA does not reserve to SOs functions 

than cannot be performed by other types of bodies. Furthermore, the combination of policy 

autonomy (proposing legislation) and weak supervision (reporting to Government) is not consistent 

with good EU practice. Of the 14 SOs in the central government list, nearly all could be BMs, apart 

from the NPPS and GLS that would become Government Services. One delicate case is the Office of 

National Statistics, a function essential to the policy system that in some EU Members does report to 

Government.   

107. The third case in the Constitution, on public services, should be understood to refer to 

bodies under the LPS. To this effect the scope of application of this framework law should be amended 

to provide a definition of the constitutional category of “public services”. It is suggested that the 

formulation may focus on services to members of the public of a nature other than merely 

administrative, encompassing the concept of Services of General Economic Interest used in EU law to 
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identify exemptions from State Aid and related rules.46  

Table 19: Typology of Central Administration Institutions  

Additionally, to ensure no further bodies with excessive autonomy are established in the future, it is 

important to remove incentives, continuing an action of reining-in excessive managerial autonomy, 

which already started with the introduction of the new Treasury system and the elimination of the 

agencies’ right to dispose of any collected fees or other resources. One related issues, which originally 

allowed several bodies to keep commercial accounts, is the issue of legal personality, which should be 

generally dropped.  

108. Another area is that of widening the application of the LCS. Currently, PAs and PIs only 

apply the Labour Code, resulting in more autonomy on HRM issues. On remuneration, a Government 

Decree rules the PIs, while for PAs this is still left to management discretion. Bringing PAs into the 

LSA should change this, bringing their staff within the civil service pay system (already applied by even 

the few independent bodies already reporting to Parliament - e.g. Ombudsman, Supreme Audit 

Institution, and Freedom of Information).  

109. Adding a provision in this sense in the LCS (and/or LSA) would considerably anticipate, 

for PAs only, the equalizing effect that the MPALSG pursued through the Law on Salaries in the 

Public Sector. Since PAs practice remuneration levels significantly higher than other central 

Government institutions, this would allow a small but significant saving within the timeframe of the 

IMF stand-by arrangement – though in terms of payroll size rather than number of positions (at least 10 

percent of the PA’s total wage bill). 

110. Once the typology is so revised, existing bodies should be consistently reassigned (taking 

into account any merger agreed in the meantime). Due to the expected favour of the new typology 

for supervision being carried out by line ministries, it is suggested that the reassignment be carried out 

through a single piece of legislation through amendments to the Law on Ministries, which in its second 

part provides a mapping of the bodies under the responsibility of each ministerial portfolio.  

  

                                                             

46 European Commission, A Quality Framework for Services of General Interest in Europe, Communication from the 
Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic And Social Committee and the Committee 

of the Regions COM(2011) 900 final, Brussels, 2011. See also European Commission, Guide to the application of the 

European Union rules on state aid, public procurement and the internal market to services of general economic interest, 

and in particular to social services of general interest, Commission Staff Working Document SWD(2013) 53 final/2, 

Brussels, 2013 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

BODIES WITHIN MINISTRY 

 

- All other implementation tasks 

- Report to ministry 

 

PUBLIC INSTITUTION 

 

- Service del. (non-contestable market) 

- Reporting indirectly to ministry 

 

PUBLIC AGENCY 

 

- Regulation of markets & EU requirement 

- Report to Parliament 



36 

 

Chapter 4: Micro-Organization 

A. Introduction 

111. The internal organization of units within institutions may affect that institutions 

productivity and general performance in implementing government policy and service delivery. 

Looking at the rules and practices for organizing each institution into units and positions, available data 

suggest  the potential for increasing effectiveness (including through more staff, as allowed by mergers), 

as well as for some efficiency gains, though more limited then presented above. The following 

discussion focuses on problems and recommendations: understanding of the current system for internal 

organization and systematization of positions, relying on the Rulebooks as cyclically upgraded based 

on the HR plans negotiated during the budget process, is assumed.47 

B. Internal Fragmentation 

112. As in government-wide organization, an institution’s internal set-up should allow enough 

specialization to effectively deal with all topics, while avoiding excessive fragmentation that would 

limit effectiveness by complicating internal coordination across them. Additionally, excessive 

fragmentation is also inconvenient efficiency-wise, as it increases costs by multiplying management 

positions. The two basic sets of rules on this subject matter are those dictating the number of an 

institution’s hierarchical layers, and the scope of the units within each of them. 

113. Administrative organization follows a standardized hierarchical model, with each 

successive management layer supervising the work of lower layers and their personnel. However, 

since the modern tendency to separate implementation from policy, few institutions are so large to 

require a military-like a hierarchy of many layers. Fewer layers simplify internal coordination, allowing 

more horizontal interaction and reducing the needs for formal reporting. They also reduce costs, because 

of the lesser amount of middle management positions. 48   

114. In the last decades, most EU and OECD administrations moved towards “flatter” 

hierarchies with few junior managers. Accordingly, in assessing the quality of organizational 

solutions the SIGMA Principles add to their concern for hierarchical delegation a quantitative indicator, 

consisting of the average number of vertical hierarchical layers (focusing sampling on ministries as the 

most trend-setting institutions). Along with most comparative studies, SIGMA favors a relatively flat 

organizational pyramid, with five or less layers including leadership and any deputies.  

  

                                                             

47 See: Alexandra Rabrenović (2015). “Review of the Serbian Government Legal Framework” (Background Paper). 
48 Research on flatter organization developed initially in the private sector, and then moved to the public sector starting in 

the US. See for instance Alicia Bugarin (1997). Flattening Organizations: Practices and Standards. Sacramento:  

California Research Bureau.  
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Table 20; SIGMA Principles - Ch. 4 (Accountability), Prin. 1: The overall organization of central government […] 

provides for appropriate internal accountability 

4th 

quality. 

indicator 

Management units report through clear lines of accountability; managerial accountability is enhanced by 

empowering and delegating decision making to managers and supervisors. 

2nd 

quant. 

indicator 

Average number of hierarchical layers in a typical ministry 

115. The EU/OECD programme carries out its measurement on a sample of actual ministries 

(with the minister and state secretaries as the first two levels). However, the solutions applied 

usually depend on organizational legislation, which most often applies throughout the central 

administration. Different national systems vary in their approach, but the trend is to reduce the number 

of layers, or restrict their use to strictly necessary cases - as shown in the organizational rules of the two 

EU Member administrations that are the closest to Serbia’s own tradition: 

Table 21:   Criteria for Establishing Organizational Layers 

Croatia49  Slovenia50 

If established: Directorate, Administration (as a rule, min. 2 

Sectors) 
 If established: Directorate (as a rule, min. 2 Sectors) 

Sector (as a rule min. 2 Services)  
Sector (as a rule, min. 2 Departments, and in any case min. 5 

staff) 

Service (as a rule min. 2 Departments, or min. 8 staff)  
Department (only in Sector of min. 10, and in any case min. 5 

staff) 

Department (min. 5 staff)  Assignment (only in Department of min. 20, and min.  5 staff) 

116. In both countries, institutions are organized into hierarchically layered units, which below 

the leadership layers (e.g. Minister, State Secretaries) allow for up to four professional ones. Of 

those, however, the top layer is reserved to reinforcing coordination between sectors, while using the 

bottom layer is discouraged by favoring bigger units at the level just above (Croatia) or by explicitly 

reserving it to institutions with larger staff (Slovenia). Most organizations, including implementing 

bodies and some ministries, are built on a maximum of three or four hierarchical layers.  

117. SIGMA’s 2015 Baseline Assessments found the average number of layers among Serbian 

ministries to be the region’s highest at 5 (with Albania’s). This includes two political (Minister and 

State Secretary) and three professional layers (sector, and two below it),51 consistently with rules in the 

LSA and the Government’s Decree on Principles for Internal Organization and Systematization of 

                                                             

49 Uredbom o načelima za unutarnje ustrojstvo tijela državne uprave, Narodne Novine, Republic of Croatia, Nr. 154/2011, 

as amended. Note that ministerial organization properly starts with the Sector (i.e. max. 5 layers for a ministry), as the 

layer above mostly corresponds to BMs, for normative purposes treated as part of the Ministry (even in Serbia, some of 

them indeed share the same Rulebook with the Supervisory Ministry). 
50 Uredba o notranji organizaciji, sistemizaciji, delovnih mestih in nazivih v organih javne uprave in v pravosodnih 
organih, Uradni List, Republic of Slovenia, Nr. 58/2003 as amended. Note that the source limits the number of 

Directorates by specifically listing them, while Assignments are arithmetically possible only in larger organizations (i.e. 

ministries can be organized on 5 or 4 layers only).  
51 SIGMA’s 2015 assessments show that Serbia shares with Albania and Turkey an average of 5 layers in the set-up of 

ministries, while all other countries in Southeastern Europe use on average only 4. 
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Positions (DPIOS). The DPIOS applies to ministries but also to other central government institutions 

except PAs and PIs (for which it is a source of inspiration, due to the lack of formal standards). 

118. Article 10 DPIOS deals with organizational layers starting from the leadership levels 

(ministers and state secretaries in ministries, directors and deputies in other bodies) and the 

special units supporting them. Below leadership, the sector (with no minimum size provided) is the 

basic unit, while the department (minimum set at 6 staff), section (minimum five staff) and group 

(minimum 3 staff) are marked as internal units. Stacking all such units hierarchically, with a 

progressively narrower scope, would allow creating organizations with up to six hierarchical layers.  

119. That would be generally excessive. DPIOS’ rules, however, include many exceptions that also 

allow a less hierarchical approach. In institutions not having politically appointed heads of sectors, or 

according to need, the first level below leadership may consist not of sectors, but of departments or 

sections (even one-person units are admitted). Also, if sectors are formed, practice allows second-level 

units to consist indifferently of departments, sections or groups, with no need for the different types of 

units to be hierarchically ordered. 

120. Several institutions apply these exceptions, which make their organograms look flatter, 

with four hierarchical levels or even three for smaller organizations. However, while less 

hierarchical complexity is worth encouraging, the manner in which this is currently achieved is less 

positive, as it is practically based on altogether renouncing the principle of a hierarchy amongst basics 

and internal units to the extent needed to designate a high number of management positions in spite of 

the institutions’ small size. 

121. Obviously, limited institutional size has been the main reason for the weakening of 

hierarchical relationships among the different types of units. In this respect, a programme of 

mergers is a precondition for any improvement to organizational rules. That provided, the main 

recommendation consists of re-introducing a clear hierarchical order amongst the different typical 

layers, so that every lower layer is supervised by the one hierarchically immediately above it (e.g. 

departments always contained in sectors, sections always contained in departments). 

122. The possibility of exceptions should be very narrowly regulated, though it might not be 

feasible for the DPIOS to relax MPALSG’s control role by directly listing all of them in advance. 

To limit chances of misuse, it is recommended that the number of standard professional management 

layers in the DPIOS be limited from four to three only: a Sector, Department and Section in the case of 

core functions (for support functions, a different denomination based on narrower minimum control 

spans might be used).  

123. The rationale for preferring a flatter hierarchy is not only that it avoids the complications 

of multi-layered delegation, but also that it makes fuller use of managers by providing them wider 

control spans (i.e. the number of subordinates each of them manages). In most countries, 

organizational rules indicate what the minimum desirable horizontal control span is considered to be, 

either explicitly as a ratio of managers to staff (e.g. in the UK or the Baltics), or by setting a minimum 

size per type of unit (e.g. in the former Yugoslav republics), which achieves the same result. 

124. On the actual ratio, it is intuitive that a span of 1 manager to 1 subordinate simply 

duplicates tasks, and should be avoided at any level. As seen above, even the EU governments closest 

to Serbia’s administrative tradition practice a minimum span for line senior managers of at least at 1:2 
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(e.g. one head of sector managing no less than two department heads). Wider control spans for senior 

managers resulting in them supervising more than two middle managers are desirable, but depend on 

the overall staffing level and the effectiveness of the delegation system. 

125. For managers that directly supervise individuals, minimum span can be influenced in 

public sector organizations is the one seen in Slovenia and Croatia (1:4, i.e. a minimum size of the 

unit of 5 staff), through some other Eastern EU members use minimum ratios that are slightly more (e.g. 

Latvia, 1:6) or less engaging (e.g. Lithuania, 1:4). In practice, spans wider than the minimum are 

generally favored, with double to quadruple size usually feasible especially when supervised staff 

performs simple, identical or highly automated tasks.  

126. In Serbia, the DPIOS regulates control span in a manner conceptually unlike the systems 

reviewed above. By freely allowing the creation of all types of internal units outside a hierarchical 

chain, in fact, considerable freedom is left in selecting their size and, therefore, control span. For the 

basic unit, the sector, no minimum size or span is provided. A minimum span of 1:5 is instead given for 

departments (at least 6 staff) and 1:4 for sections (at least 5). The narrowest span of 1:2 is reserved for 

groups (at least 3 staff), though their leaders aren’t formally treated as managers.  

127. Looking at how the DPIOS’ system is applied in practice, the average control span in 

central government as a whole is indeed roughly 1:5. This is the ratio of total number of managers 

in all institutions excluding group leaders, vis-à-vis total of actual employees. This aggregate figure, 

which would be in line with good international practice, is the result of a few large organizations with 

wider-than-average control spans. In reality, 67 out of 94 institutions from the “central government” list 

practice lower spans, which in over half of the cases are even lower than 1:3: 

Table 22: Span of Control in the Institutions of the Serbian Central Administration 

Institution Managers Others Span 

1: 

 Institution Managers Others Span 

1: 

Accidents & Serious Incidents Research Centre 2 0 0.0 1.  Hazardous Cargo 

Transportation 

Directorate 

3 9 3.0 
Energy Reserves Directorate 1 0 0.0 2.  Directorate for 

Management of 

Seized Assets 

6 18 3.0 
Flood Relief and Reconstruction Office 2 0 0.0 3.  Jablanica 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 6 3.0 
Serbian Export Credit and Insurance Agency 31 30 1.0 4.  Kosovska 

Mitrovica Admin. 

District Support 

Service 

2 6 3.0 
Indemnity Fund 2 2 1.0 5.  Pcinja 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 6 3.0 
Prizren Administrative District Support Service 1 1 1.0 6.  Pec Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

1 3 3.0 
Institute for Social Insurance 5 6 1.2 7.  Pirot 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 6 3.0 
Agency for Accreditation of Healthcare Institutions 4 6 1.5 8.  Northern Banat 

Admin. District 

Support Service 

2 6 3.0 
Agricultural Payments Directorate 25 41 1.6 9.  Toplica 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 6 3.0 
Ministry of Economy 52 86 1.7 10.  Civil Aviation 

Directorate of the 

Republic of Serbia 

32 100 3.1 
Traffic Safety Agency 24 40 1.7 11.  Commissariat of 

Refugees and 

Migrations 

16 50 3.1 
Free Zones Administration 3 5 1.7 12.  Environmental 

Protection Agency 

17 54 3.2 
Directorate of Biomedicine 3 5 1.7 13.  Railways 

Directorate 

7 23 3.3 
Ministry of Mining and Energy 40 73 1.8 14.  Treasury 

Administration 

221 757 3.4 
Port Management Agency 6 12 2.0 15.  Directorate of 

National Reference 

Laboratories 

4 14 3.5 
Office for Co-Operation with Civil Society 3 6 2.0 16.  Occupational 

Health and Safety 

Directorate 

2 7 3.5 
Financial Intelligence Directorate 9 18 2.0 17.  Solidarity Fund 4 14 3.5 
Nat. Radiation Protection & Nuclear Safety Agency 8 16 2.0 18.  Branicevo 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Kosovsko Pomoravlje Admin. District Support 

Service 

2 4 2.0 19.  Southern Banat 

Admin. District 

Support Service 

2 7 3.5 
Office of National Statistics 150 312 2.1 20.  Kosovo 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
National Property Directorate 35 75 2.1 21.  Moravica 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
E-Government Directorate 6 13 2.2 22.  Podunavlje 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Human Resources Management Service 10 22 2.2 23.  Pomoravlje 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Dir. for Coop with Churches & Religious 

Communities 

5 11 2.2 24.  Rasina 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Ministry of Culture and Information 23 52 2.3 25.  Central Banat 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Seaworthiness Directorate 14 32 2.3 26.  Srem 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Public Procurement Directorate 7 16 2.3 27.  Western Backa 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 7 3.5 
Administrative Inspectorate 8 19 2.4 28.  Institute of Sports 

and Sports 

Medicine 

19 67 3.5 
National Public Policy Secretariat 10 24 2.4 29.  Ministry of Finance 60 217 3.6 
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Government Air Service 5 12 2.4 30.  National Housing 

Agency 

3 11 3.7 
Tobacco Administration 5 12 2.4 31.  Min. of Education, 

Science & 

Technological Dev. 

82 306 3.7 
National Health Insurance Fund 678 1630 2.4 32.  Directorate of 

Measures and 

Precious Metals 

24 90 3.8 
Central Registry of Mandatory Social Insurance 7 17 2.4 33.  Public Debt 

Administration 

5 19 3.8 
Dir. for Coop with Diaspora & Serbs in Region 6 15 2.5 34.  Min. of 

Construction, 

Transportation & 

Infrastructure 

85 324 3.8 
Directorate of Agricultural Land 4 10 2.5 35.  Macva 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 8 4.0 
Bor Administrative District Support Service 2 5 2.5 36.  Zajecar 

Administrative 

District Support 

Service 

2 8 4.0 
Northern Backa Administrative District Support 

Service 

2 5 2.5 37.  Ministry of 

Agriculture & 

Environmental 

Protection 

88 357 4.1 
Min. of Labour, Employment, Veterans' &Social 

Issues 

51 131 2.6 38.  Directorate of 

Veterinary 

Medicine 

66 282 4.3 
Ministry of Youth and Sports 19 49 2.6 39.  Ministry of Health 54 236 4.4 
Office of Human and Minority Rights 8 21 2.6 40.  General Secretariat 20 91 4.6 
Min. of Public Administration & Local Government 22 60 2.7 41.  Intellectual 

Property Office 

18 82 4.6 
Office of European Integration 31 88 2.8 42.  Ministry of Trade, 

Tourism & 

Telecommunicatio

ns 

133 606 4.6 
Ministry of Justice 36 103 2.9 43.  Education 

Improvement 

Institute 

16 75 4.7 
National Water Directorate 11 32 2.9 44.  Institute for Nature 

Conservation of 

Serbia 

14 67 4.8 
Republic of Serbia Development Fund 15 44 2.9      

 

128. Narrow control spans, moreover, might indeed become even more frequent as the size of 

institutions is reduced by attrition and by limiting use of temporary staff to 10 percent. Having to 

cope with an overall small number of staff, however, is not the only reason: while narrow-than-average 

spans are most common in smaller bodies (including 4/5 of the administrative districts’ support 

services), they are also found in several larger ones of all types (e.g. Health Insurance Fund, Treasury 

Administration, Statistical Office) as well as in all ministries but one. 

129. Other factors are obviously at play. One is the fragmentation tendency already observed from 

the macro angle: defining the remit of internal units narrowly (e.g. a single issue) multiplies their 

number and decreases that of their staff, while requiring more managers. A complementary factor is 

that the multiplication of management positions is considered positively from a career development 

perspective, as it opens more chances of better remuneration. Unfortunately, it also complicates internal 

coordination, and entails additional costs for the state budget.   

130. A stricter regulation of control span is recommended. On the assumption of macro-

organization reform resulting in larger institutions, sectors should be made the standard first-level unit 

in all, with a new minimum size criterion of two departments per sector, or at least six staff (control 

span of 1:5) when no department is formed. The department, in turn, should be the standard second-

level unit, with a minimum size of two sections or, if none is formed, at least six staff (same management 

span of 1:5, which is what the DPIOS already requires).  

131. Further down the chain of command, the lowest possible unit should be the section. 

Requirements for creating one, however, should be slightly more demanding than in the current DPIOS, 

which decreases the minimum size of lower units in order to make their establishment easier (currently 

it is five for sections, one less than for departments). Instead, to encourage the establishment of larger 

units, the same 1:5 span valid for all managers (minimum size of six staff) should apply. This small 

change would increase the minimum size of units of 20 percent (section) to 17 percent (sector).  

132. The possibility of groups as a further organizational subdivision should be abrogated. 

Groups are currently also used as high-level partition (e.g. immediately below sector) with a 

management span as narrow as 1:2. The choice is also consistent with the idea of ordinary central 

government institutions being organized in no more than five layers, and does not obviously exclude 

the possibility for the highest-ranking non-managerial employees within a section to play a guidance 

role for junior staff in specific areas of work. 
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133. To the extent to which limited exceptions to the new rules may be necessary, they would 

be ideally envisaged and regulated within the DPIOS. The case in Slovenia is instructive:  a number 

of institution-specific exceptions where codified in the equivalent Government decision. As this might 

not be possible from the start, however, it is preferable for exceptions being simply subject to 

Government approval having heard MPALSG’s opinion, rather than the current solution of setting them 

in the DPIOS as vague formulations that the institution may invoke as a matter of right.  

134. Strict enforcement should allow significant increases in units’ size, resulting in fewer 

managers. Assuming all institutions with control spans lower than the central government average of 

1:5 will adjust to it, the result would be 830 managers less. This figure, however, should not be 

understood as a saving of an equal number of positions. Unit managers, and particularly junior ones, 

normally carry out their management responsibilities along with other tasks (in principle the “most 

demanding” in the unit, art. 9.1 DPIOS), to cover which they will still be needed.  

135. Savings on the overall wage bill, however, could be made because of a number of middle 

management positions being re-graded for non-managerial pay (a process regulated in art. 18.2 

of the Law on Pay of Civil and Public Servants). The salary differential, equal to two payroll grades, 

can be estimated at an average of about 10 percent: applying it over 830 positions (equal to 2.3 percent 

of total employees in central government) would give a small but still significant potential saving, in 

the order of at least 0.25 percent as equivalent of average payroll positions. 

C. Specifics by Groups of Units 

a. Special Units 

136. The above issues concerning the number and size affect all main typical kinds of units and 

institution may have, namely the special ones supporting its leadership, those covering support 

functions, and any other covering the institution’s specific mandate. The following sections, discuss 

additional selected issues relevant for each of these three types of units, which have an impact on the 

effectiveness of internal organization and, to a lesser extent, on its cost efficiency. In internal 

organization, leadership positions and the special units supporting them have an essential role in 

ensuring strategic steering and coordination. Strong capacity in this respect is particularly essential in 

ministries, as their internal coordination further extends into that of the whole portfolio, with the other 

institutions comprising it. Article 10.2 DPIOS envisages ministerial Secretariats and Cabinets and as 

special units, which can play a role in this respect. Directors of other bodies, especially if large, also 

can de facto have small cabinets assisting them in coordinating work. 

137. The purpose of Cabinets (with advisers selected on a confidence basis) is to offer personal 

support to office holders. Cabinet staff is therefore in principle not involved in actual management, 

which is left to senior civil servants. However, in several OECD and EU countries (especially following 

a divisional model), ministerial Cabinets become a center of aggregation for professional staff or units 

under the leader’s direct control. 52  These can include internal audit, media relations and also 

professional staff or units specialized in coordinating top priorities in the sector. 

                                                             

52 On reasons and ways to limit Cabinets’ role, see OECD, Ministerial Advisors: Role, Influence and Management, OECD 

Publishing, Paris, 2011.  
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138. Ministerial secretariats, instead, are generally meant as a professional structures 

providing support to all sectors within a functional organizational model. Because of their control 

on resources (including responsibility for budgeting and budget execution), ministerial secretariats can 

evolve to provide very effective internal coordination mechanisms, including in sectorial priority 

setting, strategic planning and monitoring of implementation. Whether this system is more stable, 

depends largely on the extent of the professionalization of ministerial secretaries’ positions.  

139. In the central government of Serbia, all portfolios are organized according to a 

conventional functional model: at the top the political leadership is aided by cabinets, while a 

Secretariat provides support to all basic units, organized according to a functional principle without 

managerial autonomy. This ministerial structure must provide for the internal coordination of its work, 

and that of the whole sector including any bodies within ministries (as well as special organizations and 

agencies to the extent to which their autonomy allows). 

140. Current rules and their actual application offer a variety of solutions for organizing 

internal and sector coordination tasks, including with the possibility of different approaches for 

specific coordination angles. This variety resulted in portfolios adopting different set-ups of 

coordination functions, which also include a degree of their internal fragmentation across the cabinet, 

the secretariat, and specialized units. While the best capacity and systems can make any approach 

effective, synergy amongst the different coordination streams is not put too much profit: 

Table 23: Organization of Ministerial Departments in Serbia 

Ministerial portfolio 
Internal & sector 

coordination 

(in EU 

integration) 

(in 

legislation) 
(in communication) 

(in 

resourcing) 

Ministry of Public Admin. & Local Self-

Government 

other (+ secr.) other other (+ 

secr.) 

cabinet (+ secr.) secretariat 

Ministry of Justice secretariat other other cabinet others (+ 

secr.) Ministry of Finance cabinet (+ secr.) other other cabinet secretariat 

Ministry of Economy cabinet (+ secr.) other secretariat cabinet secretariat 

Ministry of Agriculture & Environmental 

Protection 

secretariat other other cabinet others (+ 

secr.) Ministry of Construction, Transport & 

Infrastructure 

cabinet (+ secr.) other secretariat cabinet secretariat 

Ministry of Mining and Energy cabinet (+ secr.) other secretariat cabinet secretariat 

Ministry of Trade, Tourism and 

Telecommunications 

cabinet (+ secr.) other other cabinet secretariat 

Ministry of the Interior other + secr. + cab. other secretariat cabinet (+ secr.) others (+ 

secr.) Ministry of Defense secretariat +cabinet other secretariat other others 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs secretariat other secretariat cabinet (+ secr.) others 

Min. of Education, Science & 

Technological Develop. 

secretariat + cabinet other other cabinet (+ secr.) others 

Ministry of Health cabinet (+ secr.) other secretariat cabinet (+ secr.) secretariat 

Min. of Labor, Employment, Veteran & 

Social Affairs 

n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Ministry of Youth and Sport other + cabinet other secretariat cabinet (+ secr.) secretariat 

Ministry of Culture and the Media cabinet (+ secr.) other secretariat cabinet (+ secr.) other + secr. 
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141. It should be noted that by now all ministries took the opportunity to appoint a Secretary 

of the ministry, as allowed by article 26 LSA which in its second paragraphs provides that “the 

Secretary of the ministry assists the Minister in managing personnel, financial, informatics and other 

resources, and in coordinating work of the ministry’s internal units, as well as cooperation with other 

organs”. In practice, however, ministerial secretaries are often only quite indirectly vested with these 

functions, as the relevant tasks were kept in other parts of the organization. 

142. This is the case even with mere resource management for the whole ministry, and 

implementing bodies depending on its support. Especially in the ministries that manage a significant 

number of indirect budget users (e.g. MoJ, MAEP, MoI, MoD, MFA, MESTD, MCM) the units 

responsible for financial and human resources management have been in fact - probably for no reason 

other than their size - established outside the Secretariat, usually at the co-equal level of Sectors.  This 

leaves secretaries in control of general administrative and technical-logistical support.  

143. Moreover, the development of a coordinating role for Secretariats is stifled by the location 

of other functions that, pending development of a policy management system, play now the most 

important coordination role. EU integration units, which during negotiations drive much of the 

agenda, are invariably in sectors outside the Secretariat. The same goes for communication machinery, 

while legislative drafting units, essential to coordination in a system where policy is equated with 

legislation, are not part of the Secretariat in key ministries (e.g. MoJ, MoF, MAEP, MTTT, and METD). 

144. Currently, while ministerial secretaries are formally entrusted with coordination 

functions, ministries that developed specialized units for planning and coordinating the work of 

the internal units and the wider portfolio (e.g. MIA, MYS, to an extent MPALSG) located them 

outside the Secretariat. Of all, only the Secretaries of MoD, MESTD, MoJ, and MAEP appear to manage 

some relevant units or positions. In all other ministries, the Secretariat’s role in internal coordination 

matters appears to be at best of a technical, compiling nature. 

145. To improve the situation, the provision on the coordinating role of Secretaries in article 26 

LSA could be reinforced by the DPIOS requiring resource management, legislative drafting and 

(ideally) EU integration coordination functions to be placed under the responsibility of the 

Secretary (also a required position). A reference to the creation of positions or units for strategic 

planning and coordination, reporting to the same official, would be a useful complement particularly 

due to the expected approval of legislation on the national planning system. 

146. This solution, in line with the LSA, is preferable to the alternative of professional strategic 

planning units directly attached to the Minister (i.e. practically, through the Cabinet). This does not 

mean that political leadership should distance itself from internal coordination: State Secretaries, in 

particular, should have their role recognized by introducing in the LSA a provision requiring Ministers 

to delegate to each of them supervision over a core area (not support) including a least two Sectors, ore 

one plus bodies performing related tasks.  

b. The Support Units 

147. Internal units vested with support functions are likely to be a main source of savings in the 

Restructuring and Rightsizing process. To the extent support functions are standardized across the 

administration, in fact, the number of staff needed to cover them increases more slowly than overall 

size of the institution. These functions are in fact subject to significant economies of scale, with the 
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same number of support staff being generally able to satisfy the needs of a larger organization with 

minimal or no additional resources.  

148. A precondition to operate savings in this way is however that relevant units are reasonably 

standardized. This seems to be only partly the case, as institutions of comparable size devote quite 

different shares of staff to typical support functions. Taking those between 100 and 1000 staff (average: 

300), investment in financial management varies from 0.5 to 15.5 percent  (1 to 43 staff), in procurement 

from 0 to 5 percent  (0 to 12), in HR management from 0 to 8.5 percent  (0 to 19), in ICT from 0 to 12 

percent  (0 to 72), and in logistics 0 to 17.5 percent  (0 to 28): 

Table 24: Staff Allocation to Typical Support Functions  

Institution 
Total. 

Pos. 

Finance Procurement HRM ICT Logistics 

pos. % total. pos. % total.  pos. % total. pos. % total. pos. % total. 

Intellectual Property Office 100 3 3.0 1 1.0 1 1.0 7 7.0 0 0.0 
General Secretariat 111 6 5.4 0 0.0 9 8.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Directorate of Measures & Precious Metals 114 5 4.4 1 0.9 1 0.9 3 2.6 5 4.4 
Agricultural Payments Directorate 116 10 8.6 4 3.4 2 1.7 5 4.3 5 4.3 
National Property Directorate 120 5 4.2 2 1.7 3 2.5 11 9.2 0 0.0 
Office of European Integration 126 7 5.6 1 0.8 11 8.7 2 1.6 0 0.0 
Ministry of Mining and Energy 129 5 3.9 2 1.6 0 0.0 3 2.3 0 0.0 
Institute of Sports and Sports Medicine 130 16 12.3 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 23 17.7 
Ministry of Justice 139 13 9.4 3 2.2 4 2.9 1 0.7 0 0.0 
Plant Protection Directorate 143 3 2.1 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.7 
Civil Aviation Directorate  150 6 4.0 3 2.0 6 4.0 4 2.7 2 1.3 
Ministry of Economy 168 6 3.6 5 3.0 8 4.8 3 1.8 5 3.0 
Serbia Geological Institute 173 9 5.2 1 0.6 5 2.9 0 0.0 28 16.2 
Restitution Agency 173 2 1.2 1 0.6 1 0.6 3 1.7 0 0.0 
Medicines & Medical Devices Agency  197 7 3.6 5 2.5 3 1.5 5 2.5 0 0.0 
Min. of Labor, Empl., Veterans & Social Is. 222 28 12.6 5 2.3 6 2.7 27 12.2 14 6.3 
Labor Inspectorate 265 1 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Tech. Services of Administrative Districts 275 43 15.6 4 1.5 9 3.3 0 0.0 1 0.4 
Privatization Agency 291 15 5.2 3 1.0 5 1.7 9 3.1 0 0.0 
Ministry of Health 303 12 4.0 3 1.0 3 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Ministry of Finance 329 7 2.1 2 0.6 6 1.8 4 1.2 12 3.6 
Directorate of Veterinary Medicine 376 5 1.3 1 0.3 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 
Min. of Education, Science & Tech. Dev. 388 42 10.8 3 0.8 6 1.5 2 0.5 18 4.6 
Min. of Construction, Transp. & 

Infrastructure 

409 22 5.4 5 1.2 12 2.9 5 1.2 0 0.0 
Min. of Agriculture & Environmental 

Protection 

536 41 7.6 9 1.7 9 1.7 4 0.7 0 0.0 
Business Registries Agency 560 6 1.1 3 0.5 2 0.4 28 5.0 8 1.4 
Ministry of Trade, Tourism & Telecom. 808 20 2.5 12 1.5 19 2.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Office of National Statistics 866 9 1.0 4 0.5 4 0.5 72 8.3 27 3.1 
Admin. for Joint Services of Republic Bodies 981 19 1.9 6 0.6 8 0.8 5 0.5 5 0.5 
AVERAGES: 300 13 5 3 1 5 2 7 2.5 5 2.5 

 

149. To right size support functions, a set of system reviews is suggested, covering those listed 

above as well as possibly internal audit, documents management, and maintenance and catering. 

The Government should place responsibility for each system review on one institution playing the 

central role in each system: e.g. the MoF for financial, the Government Human Resources Management 

Service for personnel management, the Administration for Joint Services for logistics, etc. Most system 

reviews need not to be complex: in several areas, some degree of analysis already exists - The objective 

should be to identify the main tasks the unit in each institution should cover, and the minimum number 

and qualifications of the personnel required.  
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150. Lessons from other studies of this type, as carried out in other central administrations in 

the EU and the region,53 suggest recommendations should differentiate between smaller and 

larger institutions, including any performing as joint service center for a portfolio or other group. 

Recommendations should be discussed with all institutions concerned - in order to accommodate 

peculiar needs arising from the specific mandate (e.g. larger procurement function for institutions with 

a primary role in public investments).  

151. As with other recommendations, it is possible that for some functions, in some specific 

institutions or in general, benchmarking may reveal insufficient staffing levels. For instance, 

internal audit functions may turn out to be severely understaffed, with no opportunities for saving. For 

this reason, it is essential that along with benchmarks for each specific function, the Government also 

select an indicative benchmark for support functions as a whole (e.g. 20 percent).  

152. The effect of the overall benchmark, in case additional investments on a function are 

required, should be to call for decreasing staff in others - most likely by outsourcing to private 

contractors (e.g. for maintenance and catering). Outsourcing could also be done to internal joint service 

centers at portfolio level (as currently allowed for BSWs) or government-wide (e.g. more items procured 

centrally). In such cases, the institution should maintain minimal capacity to cover the strategic 

dimension of resource management and supervise the outsourcing. 

c. The Core Units 

153. The size of basic and internal units focusing on an institution’s mandate obviously varies, 

and cannot be standardized even indicatively as for support functions. The driving force in 

designing them must instead be the correspondence of an institution’s organogram and staffing plan, 

with its priority objectives. This idea is embedded into the SIGMA principles with particular respect to 

ministries, although it is obviously valid also for objectives devolved to implementing bodies: 

SIGMA Principles of Public Administration - Chapter 2, Principle 8: The organizational 

structure, […] and staff allocation of the ministries ensure that developed policies and 

legislation are implementable and meet Government objectives 

7 
The institutional framework and distribution of staff reflects the workload of ministry 

departments in order to fulfil Government commitments.  

 

154. The process of matching internal organization and resources to priorities is a vertical 

functional review, and a necessary part of any restructuring and rightsizing process aimed not 

only at making savings, but also at optimizing capacity. Ministries should supervise the process 

within their portfolios, and the management team in each institution should run it. Overall 

methodological coordination through the MPALSG-led Change Management facility would be 

essential, provided the MoF and NPPS are also sufficiently involved. 

                                                             

53 See: UK Cabinet Office (2011). Commentary to Back Office Benchmark Information 2009/2010. Efficiency and 

Reform Group: London. Available on the web:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/60532/2010-Back-Office-Benchmarking-

Analysis.pdf. Accessed August 10, 2016. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/60532/2010-Back-Office-Benchmarking-Analysis.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/60532/2010-Back-Office-Benchmarking-Analysis.pdf
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155. The level of sophistication of the process may vary – the MPALSG itself recently carried 

out a review of its internal organization, with an approach including detailed job analysis for all 

existing positions. While the methodology may be worth exporting, the government-wide scale of the 

task and the limited time scale available to complete suggest that most institutions may adopt a less 

detailed approach, relying on staffing estimates and requests by unit managers than on detailed analysis 

at the job level. 

156. As a minimum, vertical reviews should build on the documental basis underlying an 

institution’s Rulebook, placing legally assigned tasks in a policy perspective, ordering them by 

medium-term priority level. Even in the absence of a formal hierarchy of planning documents (a law 

is being considered), each institution’s management should be able to carry this out based on existing 

strategic documents and the prioritization of objectives required for its medium-term budget input (art. 

37, Law on Budget System).  

157. The suggestion, integrating the mechanical norm-oriented process in the DPIOS, is that 

the upper-level organizational subdivisions (e.g. sectors) in each institution should reflect its top 

medium-term priorities, which are obviously a limited number. Other legally assigned, but lower 

priority tasks, should be fitted into second-level units. This approach, allowing for a lesser number of 

more polyvalent sectors, should allow leadership to better focus on priority objectives, and increase the 

control span of professional managers. 

158. At the level of positions, prioritizing the mandate should allow managers to identify 

possible transfers of resources to higher priority tasks (which should be staffed to full need) from 

lesser priority ones (which may, if necessary, be staffed less satisfactorily). While such an approach 

may appear intuitive, its actual application often highlights significant misallocations of resources, 

remedying which should be the objective of any new Rulebooks emerging from the rightsizing process. 

159. In terms of sequencing, vertical review is the best occasion for and institution to overhaul 

its internal organization. Therefore, they should ideally be carried out after any size-related and other 

merger, as well as horizontal measures for all institutions (e.g. concerning temporary staff, management 

span, benchmarking of support and special units) are decided upon. Only in this manner, the new 

Rulebooks emerging from the Restructuring and Rightsizing programme will be able to reflect all 

planned changes 
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