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Opportunities for Reforming Local Government in Uzbekistan: In-
sights from International Experience

KEY MESSAGE

. Recent amendments to Uzbekistan’s
Constitution and the Law on Local
State Authorities introduce a new
framework for local governance re-
form, creating an unprecedented
opportunity for decentralization and

increased municipal autonomy.

. A critical conceptual challenge lies in
determining whether local govern-
ance should primarily serve as a rep-
resentative institution that voices

the interests of citizens or as an ad-

ministrative body executing state

policies.

e The reform aligns with Uzbekistan’s
Strategy-2030, emphasizing the im-
portance of self-governance,

strengthening local democratic insti-

tutions, and improving service deliv-

ery at the municipal level.

INTRODUCTION

The revised edition of the Constitution
of the Republic of Uzbekistan', along with

subsequent amendments to the Law on
Local State Authorities? has introduced a
new framework for the separation of
powers at the local level, creating unprec-
edented opportunities for local govern-
ance reform. At the same time, these
changes present policymakers with en-
tirely new conceptual challenges. The key
conceptual issue of the envisioned re-
form is the choice of an underpinning
model of local governance - whether lo-
cal governance’s primary function is rep-
resentation or administrative. The best
foreign experience as well as the goals of
the Strategy “Uzbekistan — 2030 highlight
the importance of promoting self-
government in the system of local gov-
ernance. Previously, with the khokim “
serving as both the head of the local
Kengash’5 and the local executive author-
ity, the idea that Kengashes might lose
'The new edition of the Constitution of Uzbekistan was
adopted by the referendum on April 30, 2023. Accessi-
ble at https://www.lex.uz/ru/docs/6445147

2The respective amendments to the Law on Local State
Authorities were adopted on October 17, 2024. Accessi-
ble at https://www.lex.uz/ru/docs/7162476

3The national development strategy “Uzbekistan-2030”

was endorsed by Presidential Decree N2UP-158 of Sep-
tember 11, 2023. Accessible at https://www.lex.uz/ru/

docs/6600404.
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their state character and evolve into mu-

nicipal entities was inconceivable. Howev-
er, under the new constitutional frame-
work, the question of a fundamental
transformation of representative
and executive bodies—along with the or-
ganizational and legal mechanisms gov-
erning their
more urgent than ever.

local

interaction—has become

The starting point and the trajectory of
the reform

First, the starting point for the forth-
coming reforms must be clearly defined.
Despite significant constitutional changes,
local Kengashes remain state bodies ra-
ther than municipal entities. The Law on
Local State Authorities explicitly classifies
them as representative state bodies at
the local level®. Furthermore, their compe-
tencies encompass functions typically as-
sociated with state administrative bodies,
reinforcing this classification’. The hierar-
chical subordination of Kengashes across
different levels underscores their admin-
istrative nature, despite being elected by
the population of their respective territo-
ries®. Similarly khokims, who head local
executive authorities, serve as state
representatives and are responsible for
+“Khokim” refers to the head of local state administra-
tion in cities, district and regions (provinces).
5“Kengash” refers to the local council, which is a repre-
sentative local state body in cities, districts and regions
(provinces).
¢ Lex.uz.Chapter VI of the Law of the Republic of Uzbek-
istan No. 913-XIl dated 02.09.1993.”0On Local State Author-
ities”

7 Lex.uz. Part three of Article 1 of the Law “On Local
State Authorities”.
8Lex.uz. Article 27 of the Law “On Local State Authori-

ties”, as well as paragraph twenty-three of Article 24 of
this Law.

implementing national
their jurisdictions. Strictly speaking, only
mahalla® can currently be regarded as a
local self-governing entity. However, these
bodies lack both legislatively protected
municipal autonomy and the financial and
material resources necessary to imple-
ment independent local policies™.

policies within

The mix of administrative and repre-
sentative functions within the competen-
cies of local councils was a defining fea-
ture of the Soviet model of local govern-
ance. While the status of khokims in Uz-
bekistan’s local governance system does
not fully correspond to the Soviet model,
which was based on the sovereignty of
the Soviets, it aligns with the post-Soviet
adaptation of this system in Central Asian
countries ". Therefore, the envisioned re-
form will start under institutional condi-
tions of the post-Soviet system of local
state administration, which remains root-
ed in the Soviet governance framework.

If the primary goal of the reform is to
transform local Kengashes into institu-
tions that genuinely represent the inter-
ests of their respective populations—
rather than serving as instruments for im-
plementing national policies at the local
level—then they must evolve into munici-
pal authorities. This transformation aligns
with the concept of “the true voice of the

9 Mahalla” refers to the bottom-level self-government
in Uzbekistan.

' Rustamjon Urinboyeyv, “Local Government Capacity in
Post-Soviet Central Asia,” Public Policy and Administra-
tion, 2015, 187.

"Rustamjon Urinboyev, “Local Government Capacity in
Post-Soviet Central Asia,” 179
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people” and the principle of “serving the
interests of the population™

A pragmatic and viable approach to
achieving this goal is to adopt the conti-
nental model of local governance.

This model allows for a phased transi-
tion, progressively granting greater au-
tonomy to municipal authorities while
maintaining effective oversight by the
central government. This approach bal-
ances decentralization and state control,
facilitating sustainable and well-regulated
governance reforms.

Relevant international experience

In the light of the trajectory of the
reform defined above the following coun-
tries’ experiences will be relevant to the
reform being developed in Uzbekistan.

Most post-socialist countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe have undergone
the transitioning of their local governance
systems from the Soviet model to the
continental model3.Their experiences are
particularly relevant to Uzbekistan due to
the similarities in initial institutional condi-
tions and the proposed transformation
trajectory.

For instance, local government reform

2This principle of organizing territorial management is
provided for in the preamble of the Law of the Republic
of Uzbekistan No. 3PY-976 dated 17.10.2024 "On Amend-
ments and Additions to Certain Legislative Acts of the
Republic of Uzbekistan Aimed at Improving the Activi-
ties of Local State Authorities in Connection with the
Adoption of the Constitution of the Republic of Uzbeki-
stan in a New Edition".

s For details of the local governance models developed
in the comparative constitutional legal theory see our
article at https://thediplomat.com/2024/11/navigating-
the-challenging-path-of-local-governance-reform-in-
uzbekistan/

began in Poland in 1989 as part of the
broader political transition to democracy.
Before this, under the Soviet-influenced
system, Poland—like other socialist
states— had lacked genuine local self-
government. Instead, Rady Narodowe
(Local People’s Councils) functioned as lo-

cal state authorities. However, in 1989,
these Soviet-type local councils were
abolished, and traditional local govern-
ment institutions were reinstated. A sig-
nificant milestone in this reform process
was the adoption of the Law on Territorial
Self-Government in March 1990, which
reestablished gminas (communes) as the
lowest tier of local government.

The second wave of decentralization,
implemented between 1998 and 1999, fur-
ther reshaped Poland’s local governance
structure. Traditional second-tier local
government bodies—powiats (districts)—
were restored, and vo/vodeships
(provincial self-government bodies) re-
placed the previous regional administra-
tive bodies of the same name?®. Since 1999,
66 large cities have been granted the spe-
cial status of cities with county rights, in-
cluding the capital, Warsaw. However,
Warsaw has a distinct internal governance
structure, consisting of a single city munic-
ipality with 18 district-level governance
bodies (district councils and administra-
tions)".

This reform process ultimately estab—

“Michak Kulesza and Dawid Szescilo, “Local Govern-
ment in Poland,” 485.

s 1bid. at 486.

®David Baro Riba and Pascal Mangin, Local and Regional
Democracy in Poland, CGz6(2019)13final, (Congress of
Local and Regional Authorities, 02.04.2019), 13.

71bid. at 22-23.
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-lished a three-tier system of self-
government: gminas (municipalities) - the
lowest level of local government; powiaty
(districts ) - intermediate-level local gov-
ernment bodies; voivodeships (provinces)
- regional self-government bodies oper-
ating under the oversight of the voivodes,
who represent the central government in

the regions.

At the regional level, governance fol-
lows a dualistic structure: there is an
elected self-government body alongside a
voivode (governor), who is appointed by
the Prime Minister and represents the
central government. However, the re-
sponsibilities of regional self-government
bodies and local government institutions
are clearly delineated®.

The competencies of Polish local gov-
ernment bodies are defined by law. Lower
-level municipalities (gminas) have broad
authority. They may address any issues
not explicitly assigned to other govern-
ment bodies, as long as these matters
align with the interests of the local popu-
lation. By contrast, the responsibilities of
district-level self-government bodies
(powiats) are strictly prescribed by legisla-
tion. At the regional level, voivodeships
focus primarily on issues of regional de-
velopment™. Meanwhile, voivodes
(governors) oversee the legality of local
government decisions and are entitled to

®Pawel Swianiewicz, “Reforming Local Government in
Poland. Top-down and Bottom-up Processes.,” in Re-
forming Local Government in Europe. Closing Gap be-
tween Democracy and Efficiency., ed. Norbert Kersting
and Angelika Vetter (Budrich, Opladen: Springer Fach-
medien Wiesbaden GmbH, 2003), 287.

9 bid. at 493-95.
2 |bid. at 500-501.

annul unlawful municipal acts?°.

Like Poland, until 1989, Hungary'’s local
government operated under the Soviet
local governance framework, which was
based on the principle of democratic cen-
tralism and implied strict subordination of
local governments to the central govern-
ment. Despite being elected, local councils
functioned as state authorities rather
than autonomous self-governing entities.
They had no meaningful local autonomy?.
However, during the democratic transfor-
mations of 1989-1990, these Soviet-type
state power bodies at the local level were
abolished, and traditional
government  institutions re-
established in villages, cities, and counties.
This reform eliminated hierarchical subor-
dination within the local government sys-
tem and granted extensive autonomy to
local government bodies®.

local self-

were

Today, Hungary's local government
operates as a two-tier system. The first ti-
er consists of a highly heterogeneous
grassroots level comprising 3,178 munici-
palities (villages and cities), while the sec-
ond tier consists of 19 county self-
government bodies at the regional level.
Additionally, 23 cities have been granted
the special status of cities with county
rights3. The capital, Budapest, has a
unique governance model: it consists of a

# Zoltan Szente, “Local Government in Hungary,” in Lo-

cal Government in the Member States of the European

Union: A Comparative Legal Perspective (Madrid: INAP,

2012), 284.

22 |bid. at 284-85

2 Marc Cools and Jean-Pierre Liouville, Local and Re-

gional Democracy in Hungary, CG-Forum(2021)01-
o3zfi-
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city municipality that holds both municipal
and county-level authority, alongside 23
district municipalities, which function in-
dependently rather than as subordinates
to the city municipality?.

Hungary's Local Government Act es-
tablishes the presumption of competence
for local government bodies. This princi-
ple grants municipal and county govern-
ments jurisdiction over all public matters
significant to their respective populations
unless specific issues are explicitly as-
signed to state authorities by law. Addi-
tionally, certain responsibilities can be
transferred to local government bodies
through legislative provisions 2.

In practice, county-level local govern-
ment bodies primarily handle functions
that municipalities do not assume or mat-
ters that are of importance to the entire
county. However, in Hungary, regional self
-government plays a significantly smaller
role compared to lower-tier municipali-
ties, which remain the primary actors in
local governance .

Hungarian legislation is notably liberal
regarding state control over local govern-
ment. The Law on Local Self-Government
permits only oversight for legality of mu-
nicipal acts by territorial bodies of the
without granting

central government,

them the authority to annul or revoke de-
cisions made by local government bodies®’.

2% |bid. at 20.

»5Zoltan Szente, “Local Government in Hungary,” 29o-91.
6 |bid. at 292.

771bid. at 304.

Since 2010, oversight of the legality of
local government decisions has been car-
ried out by district offices of the Hungari-
an government 22, However, this control is
strictly post hoc, meaning it occurs only
after a decision has been made. All local
government bodies must submit their de-
crees and individual acts to relevant dis-
trict offices to facilitate this process.

If a violation of the law is identified,
the oversight body has the authority only
to issue a notification to the local govern-
ment body and request that the violation
be rectified. Should the local government
body contest the findings, the oversight
body may escalate the matter to the
courts. Notably, only the Constitutional
Court of Hungary has the power to annul
decrees (regulatory legal acts) issued by
local government bodies.

Turkiye's experience provides valua-
ble insights for Uzbekistan’s local govern-
ment reform. Although Turkish local gov-
ernance did not emerge from the dis-
mantling of the Soviet model, the initial
conditions of the reform in TUrkiye bear
significant similarities to those in Uzbeki-
stan. Historically, the Turkish state has
been characterized by strong centraliza-
tion and the absence of an indigenous
tradition of local self-government .

However, from the mid-19th century

#1bid

29 ]bid. at 304.

L event Koker, “Local Politics and Democracy in Tur-
key: An Appraisal,” The Annals of the American Acade-
my of Political and Social Science, uly 1995, 53,

5 Aykut Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need
for Reform,” Middlle Eastern Studies, October 2000, 156.
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onward, the Ottoman Empire adopted
administrative institutions—including local
governance structures—from Western
countries, particularly France32 These lo-
cal governance bodies were created pri-
marily to serve administrative functions,
such as tax collection, rather than to pro-
vide genuine self-governance3. With the
establishment of the Kemalist Republic,
TUrkiye's local governance system took
on more modern characteristics, com-
prising three types of institutions34 self-
governing bodies in villages, municipali-
ties, and special provincial administrations
35, Among these, only municipalities could
be considered genuine self-governing en-
tities. Village administrations had only
nominal autonomy, while provincial ad-
ministrations—until the reforms of 2004-
2005—functioned primarily as state ad-
ministrative bodies at the local level3®.

Although provincial representative as-
semblies (general assemblies) existed,
they were led by valis (governors)s’, who
were appointed by the central govern-
ment. These governors had a dual role:
they presided over the provincial repre-
sentative body while also serving as the
head of the central government’s territo-
rial administration 3. As a result, provincial

2T.B. Balta, “Turkish Administrative Law and Institutions,”
International Social Science Bulletin. Reception of For-
eign Law jn Turkey (UNESCO, 1957), 37.

53 Levent Koker, “Local Politics and Democracy in Turkey:
An Appraisal,” 55.

s |bid. at 57-59.

55 Aykut Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need
for Reform,” 157.

3¢ |bid. at 161-69.

37 The Turkish equivalent of the French prefect.

8 Aykut Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need
for Reform,” 158.

general assemblies lacked independent
decision-making authority, as their resolu-

tions required governor approval.

A distinctive feature of Turkiye's local
governance system has been the close
coexistence of local self-government and
state administration at the local level, of-
ten leading to duplication or even the
substitution of local self-governing func-
tions by state administration4. While the
1982 Turkish Constitution formally recog-
nized local governments as “public corpo-
rations designed to serve the needs of
the local population in provinces, munici-
palities, and villages” and required their
organization and elected bodies to be
“regulated by law”#, in practice, local au-
tonomy remained weak in legal, adminis-
trative, and financial terms+.

A significant innovation in Turkiye's
local governance system was the estab-
lishment of metropolitan municipalities in
large cities in 1983%. These municipalities,
granted a special status, later became the
focal point of local government reform.
European integration processes played a
critical role in shaping these reforms, as
European institutions frequently criti-
cized Turkiye for its lack of genuine local
autonomy and the excessive administra-
tive tutelage exercised by the state over
municipal bodies 44,

Since 2004, Turkiye has undertaken
substantial reforms to align its local

% |bid. at 161-62.

4 |bid. at 157-59.

4 Article 127 of the Constitution of Turkiye

42 Aykut Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need
for Reform,” 160-61.
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governance system with European stand-
ards 45. The most significant reform took

place in 2012, when metropolitan munici-
palities were fundamentally restructured,
and provincial administrations within their
jurisdictions were abolished 4. However,
despite these changes, governors re-
tained significant administrative oversight
over municipalities. This oversight ex-
tends beyond mere legality control, as it
includes the authority to temporarily re-
move mayors, municipal officials, and
members of representative bodies from
office. The final decision regarding the
dismissal of municipal officials, however,
rests with the Council of State, Turkiye's
highest administrative judicial authority4.

The case of former Soviet countries

In light of the ongoing transition to a
modern continental model of local gov-
ernance, it is instructive to examine the
experiences of neighboring post-Soviet
countries that embarked on similar re-
forms earlier. A comparative analysis of
local governance reforms in the Republic
of Kazakhstan and the Russian Federation
reveals several key insights regarding the
overarching strategy of reforming the
post-Soviet model.

43Pinar Savas-Yavuzcehre, “The Effects of the Law
N26360 on Metropolitan Munisipality System in Turkey,”
European Scientific Journal, August 2016, 294-95; Aykut
Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need for Re-
form,” 167-68.

4 Bayram Coskun and Eyup Sen, “Local Government Re-
forms in Turkey: On the Way of the European Union
Membership Process,” in Issues in Local Governance in
Balkans: Essays on Local Administrations, Politics, Histo-
ry, Immigration and Trends, ed. Oguz Kaan (Sarajevo:
Dobra Knjiga, 2021), 178-85.

451bid. at 190-93.

46 1bid. at 194-95.

At the initial stage, many post-Soviet
states adopted a dual approach by en-
dowing local representative bodies of
state power (Soviet-type councils) with
dual characteristics, while retaining their
state nature they were designated as en-
tities of self-governance. This transitional
phase could be either brief or extended.
In the Russian Federation, the dual nature
of local Councils persisted from 1990 to
1993, whereas, under current legislation in
the Republic of Kazakhstan, the mas-
likhats “® continue to retain their dual sta-
tus4.

Subsequent reforms adopted a differ-
entiated strategy at the local and regional
levels. Transformation of state authorities
into municipal bodies predominantly oc-
curred at the grassroots level, while re-
gional governance remained under state
authority. In 1993, the Russian Federation
formally separated local self-government
from the state5°. This evolution was fur-
ther solidified by Federal Law No. 131-FZ,
enacted on October 6, 2003, “On the Gen-
eral Principles of the Organization of Lo-
cal Self-Government in the Russian Fed-
eration,” which laid the foundation for a
new system of local self-government. This
system encompasses municipal

47Vladimir Prebilic and David Eray, Monitoring of the
Application of the European Charter of Local Self-
Government in Turkey, CG(2022)42-14final, (March 23,
2022), 30-32.

48 Representative bodies of state power at the local
level in Kazakhstan, similar to the Kengashes in Uzbeki-
stan.

49 Section VIII of the Constitution of the Republic of Ka-
zakhstan, Akorda.Kz.

5°S.A. Avakyan, Constitutional Law of Russia. Study
Course, 5th ed, Vol. 2 (Moscow: Norma Infra-M, 2014),

857-59.
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formations such as districts, urban dis-

tricts, urban and rural settlements, as well
as internal territorial units within the fed-
eral cities of Moscow and Saint Peters-
burgs.

In the Republic of Kazakhstan, political
decentralization has been underway
since 2012. Direct elections for akims
were introduced at the grassroots level—
covering villages and towns under district
jurisdiction 5 — and, beginning in 2024, will
be experimented with at the level of dis-
tricts and cities under regional jurisdiction
54, However, at the regional level, the tra-
ditional local governance system persists,
with a predominant emphasis on state-
administrative principles 55.

As demonstrated by the experienc-
es of these post-Soviet countries, transi-
tioning from the Soviet model to a conti-
nental model of local governance is
fraught with several fundamental chal-
lenges. Firstly, during the gradual trans-
formation, newly established municipal
(or quasi-municipal) bodies—despite their
formal separation from the state—do not
immediately secure the necessary guar-

5'Federal Law of 06.10.2003 No. 131-FZ "On the General
Principles of Organization of Local Self-Government in
the Russian Federation".

52 Heads of local administrations in Kazakhstan similar to
khokims in Uzbekistan.

ssDecree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan
No. 438 of 28.11.2012 "On approval of the Concept of de-
velopment of local self-government in the Republic of
Kazakhstan".

54 Decree of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan
No. 639 of August 25,2021 "On approval of the Concept
for the development of local self-government in the
Republic of Kazakhstan until 2025".

antees of autonomy. These bodies strug-
gle to achieve genuine independence
without clearly defined and legally pro-
tected competencies, remaining vulnera-
ble to state interference. Local state au-
thorities continue to make most decisions
on matters of local importance and often
use self-governing bodies to implement
state policies by delegating government
functions to them 5¢. Consequently, genu-
ine self-governance is stifled, leading
these bodies to play a marginal role in lo-
cal administration while also lacking public
trust—thereby undermining the very logic
of political decentralization.

Secondly, delays in fiscal decentrali-
zation and the establishment of a robust
financial and material base for municipal
authorities severely limit the capacity of
local self-government bodies to address
their own issues. Even when local autono-
my is formally granted, the absence of
these resources prevents full realization
of independent governance 57.

Thirdly, the historical fusion of local
administrations with state executive pow-
er hampers the development of genuine
democratic accountability. This fusion
creates obstacles for municipal repre-
sentative bodies to exert effective over-
sight, further complicating efforts toward

55 Articles 26, 28 of the Law of the Republic of Kazakh-
stan No. 148 "On Local State Administration and Self-
Government in the Republic of Kazakhstan" dated
23.01.2001.

56 Jakob Wienene and Stuart Dickson, Local and Regional
Democracy in Russian Federation, CGz7(2019)1final,
(Congress of Local and Regional Authorities, October
30,2019), 3-4.

57 Madina Junussova, Cities and Local Governments in
Central Asia: Administrative, Fiscal and Political Urban
Battles (London and New York: Routledge, 2020), 31-36.
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political decentralizations8.

Finally, the transition to a new model
of local governance is often significantly
complicated by corruption at the local
level. This corruption risks reducing the
entire reform process to a mere facade.
In Kazakhstan, for example, maslikhats—
intended to represent the interests of
the local population—frequently become
entangled with and serve the corrupt in-
terests of local executive officials5°.

A way forward: advantages of the Turkish
approach

Amid the systemic challenges of post
-Soviet transitions in Russia and Kazakh-
stan, the experience of Turkiye offers a
promising contrast. Since the mid-2000s,
Turkiye's local government reform has
neared completion, achieving several no-
table successes and advantages com-
pared to many post-Soviet countries. Un-
til 2004, TUrkiye's local governance frame-
work suffered from strict centralization,
minimal role of local self-government, lim-
ited capacity of municipal bodies to re-
solve local issues independently, and an
overreliance on administrative tutelage®°.
However, beginning in the mid-2000s, TU-
rkiye prioritized self-governance in major
cities. This shift culminated in the 2012 re-
form, which established a functional local
governance system covering most of the
population. Today, a new system operates
in 30 of Turkiye's 81 provinces, based on a
58 |bid. at 100-101.

59 |bid. at 102-6.

e Aykut Polatoglu, “Turkish Local Govenment: The Need
for Reform.”

two-tier model of metropolitan munici-
palities that enjoy substantial administra-
tive and financial autonomy while remain-
ing subject to state oversight. Notably,
this model now serves areas housing over
70% of the nation’s population, although
in many provinces the older model—with
its limited municipal autonomy and dual-
natured provincial administrations under
the governor’s
force®.

authority—remains in

These examples from foreign local
governance reforms convincingly demon-
strate that genuine decentralization can
only be achieved if local Kengashes are
decisively transformed into municipal
bodies aligned with the continental mod-
el. Delaying decentralization or imple-
menting only partial measures introduces
systemic risks, particularly given the con-
stitutional separation of powers at the lo-
cal level. This separation disrupts the pre-
viously stable balance between local rep-
resentative and executive bodies of state
power.

In the new governance model ¢, the
khokim is likely to assume a role analo-
gous to that of a prefect—a central gov-
ernment representative tasked with im-
plementing national policies and supervis-
ing municipal bodies through administra-
tive oversight. By design, the “khokim-
prefect” cannot be accountable to munic-
ipal Kengashes, since only municipal offi-
Cials—not state power representatives—

¢ Pinar Savas-Yavuzcehre, “The Effects of the Law
N26z60 on Metropolitan Munisipality System in Turkey.”
%2 At least at the regional level: regions and the city of
Tashkent.
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can be subordinate to municipal bodies.
Given this fundamental transformation in
the politico-legal nature of local Kengash-
es, establishing a reliable mechanism for
central government oversight is essential.
Such oversight must ensure the reform'’s
success and mitigate systemic risks. A key
issue will be defining the scope and meth-
ods of administrative supervision at the
local level. On the one hand, central gov-
ernment oversight is necessary to main-
tain uniform legality and prevent disrup-
tions in local governance; on the other
hand, excessive control could negate de-
centralization efforts and hinder the de-
velopment of local self-government in
line with international standards.

In light of this, at the regional level, the
khokim should continue to serve as a cen-
tral government representative, with
their authority bolstered by enhanced
administrative coordination and supervi-
sory functions. Over time, the administra-
tive oversight of the “khokim-prefect”
may be confined to ensuring the legality
of decisions issued by municipal bodies
within the corresponding region.

The responsibility for implementing
the decisions of the new municipal au-
thorities—the Kengashes of regions and
the city of Tashkent—should be delegated
to municipal administrations. Notably,
while the khokims of regions and Tash-
kent city will retain their status, the roles
of district and town khokims could be re-
formed to align with a mayoral model,
rendering them municipal officials ac-
countable to local Kengashes. This ap-

proach is consistent with the concept of
an “accountable khokim” as outlined in
Presidential Decree No. UP-28, meaning
that the head of state’s strategy for re-
forming the khokim institution will initially
be implemented at the district and city
levels.

Drawing on Turkiye's successful expe-
rience, it is recommended to conduct a
legal experiment in 2026-2027 to intro-
duce municipal elements into local gov-
ernance. This experiment should begin in
the capital and other major cities before
extending the new local governance
model to the remaining territories of the
country. Such an approach will facilitate a
reliable and effective transition of Uzbeki-
stan’s local governance system onto the
“tracks” of the new continental model,
and, in the long term, help achieve the ob-
jectives outlined in the “Uzbekistan-2030”
Strategy .
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DISCLAIMER

The study’s findings, interpretations,
views, conclusions, and recommenda-
tions, as contained in this publication, re-
flect the authors’ and do not necessarily
reflect the official opinion of WIUT or
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