Territorial Governance
for a Changing Europe



https://ccre-cemr.org




TERRI
2026

Territorial Governance
for a Changing Europe

TERRI

Report



Credits

Publisher

Council of European Municipalities
and Regions (CEMR)

Author Team

LEAD AUTHOR AND
PROJECT COORDINATOR

Carol Thomas, CEMR Senior Adviser
on Governance, Gender Equality, Local
Democracy

RESEARCH AND ANALYTICAL SUPPORT

Eleonora Luciani, Visiting Fellow,
Ca' Foscari University of Venice

PEER REVIEWER

Dr Brid Quinn, former Lecturer in Public
Administration, University of Limerick,
Ireland

PROJECT SUPPORT

Elisa Decourcelle, Project Officer on Climate
and Energy

MANAGING EDITORS

Fabrizio Rossi, CEMR Secretary General

Federica Bordelot, CEMR Director for Policy
and Impact

EDITING AND GRAPHIC DESIGN

Xevi Forroy - dots.graphics

Information current as of June 2026

Artificial intelligence tools were used to
support certain research and editorial
tasks during the preparation of this report.
In all cases, the information and outputs
generated through these tools were subject
to human review and verification before
being incorporated into the final text.

Disclaimer

The analyses, findings and recommenda-
tions presented in this report are those of
the Council of European Municipalities and
Regions (CEMR). They do not necessarily
reflect the official position of any local or
regional government, national association,
partner organisation or institution whose
experiences, examples or case studies are
referred to in this publication.

Copyright
© CEMR 2026

Comments on the TERRI series are welcome
and may be sent to: studies@ccre-cemr.org

You may copy, download or print CEMR
content for your own use and may include
excerpts from CEMR publications, databases
and multimedia products in documents,
presentations, blogs, websites and teaching
materials, provided that suitable acknowl-
edgement of CEMR as the source and copy-
right holder is given.

All requests concerning public or
commercial use, reproduction rights or
translation rights should be submitted to:
studies@ccre-cemr.org


http://dots.graphics
mailto:studies%40ccre-cemr.org?subject=
mailto:studies%40ccre-cemr.org?subject=
https://www.unive.it
https://ccre-cemr.org

Acknowledgements

he Council of European Municipali-
Tties and Regions (CEMR) would like to

express its sincere appreciation to all
those who contributed to the preparation of
the TERRI Report 2026: Territorial Govern-
ance for a Changing Europe.

We are particularly grateful to CEMR's mem-
ber associations, whose responses to the
TERRI survey alongside supporting documen-
tation and follow-up contributions, formed
the primary evidence base for this study.

CEMR would like to express its special thanks
to Eleonora Luciani, Visiting Fellow at Ca'
Foscari University of Venice, for her inval-
uable contribution to the research and ana-
lytical work underpinning this report. Her
expertise in qualitative data analysis and
comparative governance research signifi-
cantly strengthened both the evidence base
and the analytical framework of the study

We also thank Dr Brid Quinn, for peer
reviewing the report and for providing
thoughtful comments, expert observations
and constructive recommendations, which
contributed to improving the quality, clarity
and robustness of the final publication.

CEMR further acknowledges the contribu-
tions of academics, governance specialists
and institutional partners who shared exper-
tise and insights during the preparation of
the report, including Ricardo Martinez and
Marta Galceran of CIDOB (Barcelona Cen-
tre for International Affairs).

Finally, CEMR thanks all colleagues involved
in the design, coordination and production
of TERRI 2026. Particular thanks are due to
Elisa Decourcelle for her support in the
design and administration of the online sur-
vey, which formed the foundation of this re-
search. We also thank Camille Cheron and
Margaux Vaesken CEMR Interns, for their
assistance during the project, and to the
CEMR Communications Team for their sup-
port in the communication, visual presenta-
tion and dissemination of the report. We are
particularly grateful to Meritxell Parramon
Vila, Head of Communications, for her edi-
torial support and guidance throughout the
report's preparation.

CEMR recognises the contributions of all
those whose expertise and support helped
bring TERRI 2026 to completion.




TERRI
2026

Table of contents

Foreword
Executive Summary

Policy Messages

Introduction

Background and objectives

Methodology

Territorial
Governance
Reforms

Chapter 1. Governance, competences
and administrative reforms of

local and regional governments
in Europe (2021-2026)

1.1 Overview of territorial
reform activity

1.2 Changes in territorial and
administrative structures

1.3 Drivers of reform

1.4 Ongoing territorial
governance reforms

1.5 Key findings

1.6 Chapter summary

10

12

15

15

19

20

21

23

24

25

Powers and
Responsibilities

Chapter 2. Allocation of responsibilities
across levels of government

214

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

Introduction: mapping
responsibility across Europe

Spatial planning
Key trends and findings

Social services,
welfare and health
Key trends and findings

Education
Key trends and findings

Transport, roads and mobility
Key trends and findings

Economic development
and local business support

Key trends and findings

Culture, sport and recreation
Key trends and findings

Public safety, emergency

management and civil protection

Key trends and findings

Chapter summary:
Cross-cutting trends in
competence allocation

27

29

30

32

33

35

37

38

40



Governance
Capacity

Chapter 3. Inter-municipal and

alternative governance arrangements

3.1 Introduction: the expansion
of cooperative governance

3.2 Types of governance
arrangements

3.3 Policyrelevance and
perceived impact

3.4 Models of cooperation

3.5 Key patterns emerging from
cooperative governance

3.6 Chapter summary

Financing Public
Service Delivery

Chapter 4. Fiscal pressures
and the financing of local and
regional governments

4.1 Introduction

4.2 Main sources of
financial pressure

4.3 The changing relationship
between responsibilities,
funding and fiscal discretion

4.4 Investment capacity and
long-term sustainability

4.5 Fiscal pressures as a driver
of governance reform

4.6 Emerging trends and
future challenges

4.7 Chapter summary: resources,
responsibilities and fiscal
sustainability

43

44

45

46

47

48

51

51

53

55

56

57

58

Thematic
Focus

Chapter 5. Housing governance
and affordability in Europe
5.1 Introduction

5.2 Housing as a territorial
governance challenge

5.3 Housing governance
models across Europe

5.4 Financing housing
and affordability

5.5 Local flexibility and
territorial adaptation

5.6 Housing delivery and
implementation capacity

5.7 Emerging European trends
in housing governance

Conclusion

Final
Reflections

Capacity, coordination and
the future of territorial governance

References

Annexes

61

61

62

64

65

66

68

69

71

72

76

TERRI
2026



TERRI
2026



Foreword

ocal and regional governments stand

at the forefront of public service de-

livery. Every day, they work to ensure
that citizens have access to the services, in-
frastructure and opportunities that underpin
quality of life, economic prosperity and social
cohesion. The years following the publica-
tion of the first TERRI Report in 2021! have
been marked by profound change. Local and
regional governments have responded to the
consequences of the pandemic, rising energy
prices, inflationary pressures, demographic
shifts, housing shortages, climate adaptation
challenges requirements and growing expec-
tations regarding public services.

At the same time, subnational governments
have maintained efforts to strengthen resil-
ience and support their local communities.
These developments have reinforced an im-
portant reality. The effectiveness of public
policy increasingly depends on the quality
of territorial governance because citizens ex-
perience public policy where they live, work
and raise their families. Territorial govern-
ance is therefore not an abstract institutional
question. It directly affects people's daily
lives and opportunities.

It is against this backdrop that the TERRI
2026 examines how territorial governance is
evolving across Europe. Drawing on evidence
gathered through the Council of European
Municipalities and Regions’ network of local
and regional government associations, the
report explores developments in governance
reforms, the allocation of responsibilities, in-
ter-municipal cooperation, fiscal frameworks
and housing governance. The report high-
lights the diversity of European governance
systems, reflecting different constitutional
traditions, institutional arrangements and
territorial realities.

Yet it also reveals that many of the pressures
facing local and regional governments are
remarkably similar. Across Europe, subna-
tional governments are grappling with demo-
graphic change, housing pressures, climate
adaptation, fiscal constraints and increasing
expectations regarding public service deliv-
ery. While the challenges may be shared, re-
sponses must remain sensitive to place and
capable of reflecting differing local and re-
gional circumstances.

Housing provides a particularly useful lens
through which to understand these wider
governance questions. Despite differing gov-
ernance models, countries face many of the
same challenges relating to affordability, sup-
ply, sustainability and delivery. The evidence
of CEMR’s members suggests that successful
outcomes depend not only on policy choices,
but also on the ability of institutions to co-
ordinate action, mobilise resources and re-
spond to local needs.

A consistent theme throughout this report is
the importance of looking beyond structures
alone. The questions facing policymakers
today extend beyond debates about central-
isation or decentralisation. Increasingly, at-
tention is focused on how responsibilities,
resources and capacity can be brought to-
gether to support effective implementation
and meaningful outcomes for citizens, resi-
dents and businesses. For CEMR, these ques-
tions go to the heart of democratic govern-
ance. Local and regional governments are
not simply providers of public services. They
are democratic institutions, rooted in com-
munities, that help shape inclusive and sus-
tainable futures. Ensuring that they have the
capacity and conditions necessary to fulfil
this role is essential to the successful imple-
mentation of national and European public
policy more broadly.

We hope that TERRI 2026 will contribute to
discussion among policymakers, practition-
ers, researchers and all those interested in
the future of territorial governance. At a time
when Europe faces significant challenges and
opportunities, understanding how govern-
ance systems can better serve citizens and
communities has never been more important.

CEMR President,
Christoph Schnaudigel

TERRI
2026

1 Council of European
Municipalities and Regions
(CEMR) (2021) TERRI: Territorial
Governance, Powers and Reforms
in Europe 2012-2021. Brussels:
CEMR.

4 Table of contents


https://terri.cemr.eu/en/

10

TERRI
2026

2 Council of Europe, Congress
of Local and Regional Authorities
(2024) Recurring Issues Based

on Assessments Resulting

from Congress Monitoring of

the European Charter of Local
Self-Government and Election
Observation Missions (2021-2024)

4 Table of contents

Executive Summary

ince the publication of the first TERRI

Report in 2021 many debates about gov-

ernance performance have increasingly
shifted from questions of institutional design
towards questions of implementation and
delivery. Across Europe, governments are
placing greater emphasis on coordination,
organisational capacity and the conditions
needed to translate responsibilities into re-
sults. TERRI 2026 examines how territorial
governance systems are adapting to chang-
ing policy and institutional demands across
Europe. Drawing on evidence gathered from
CEMR member associations representing a
wide variety of territorial governance sys-
tems, the report explores developments in
territorial governance reforms, the allocation
of responsibilities, inter-municipal coopera-
tion, fiscal capacity and housing governance.

The findings suggest that the most significant
developments since the publication of the
first TERRI Report have occurred less through
major territorial restructuring than through
changes in governance arrangements, pat-
terns of cooperation and the exercise of re-
sponsibilities. Across much of Europe, insti-
tutional structures have remained relatively
stable. However, the way in which governance
systems operate is evolving in response to in-
creasingly interconnected policy challenges.

Governance reformis
increasingly about performance
and coordination

The report finds that large-scale territorial re-
structuring has become less common than in
previous decades. While some countries con-
tinue to pursue institutional reforms, the pre-
dominant trend is towards measures aimed
at improving governance performance, ad-
ministrative capacity and coordination be-
tween tiers of government.

This reflects a broader shift in thinking.
Rather than focusing primarily on institu-
tional architecture or territorial boundaries,
governance reforms increasingly seek to
strengthen the ability of public institutions to
manage complex responsibilities, respond to
changing societal needs and support effective
implementation of policy.

Responsibilities are
increasingly exercised through
shared arrangements

The allocation of formal competences across
Europe has remained more stable than might
be expected given the pace of policy and
governance change. Nevertheless, the re-
port identifies increasing interdependence
between levels of government across a wide
range of policy areas.

Municipalities remain central actors in fields
such as spatial planning, social services, edu-
cation, transport and economic development
although the Council of Europe has observed
examples of recentralisation? of responsibil-
ities. However, policy delivery increasingly
depends upon shared arrangements in which
national, regional and local governments con-
tribute in different but complementary ways.
As a result, the distinction between central-
ised and decentralised governance is becom-
ing less useful than an understanding of how
responsibilities are exercised in practice.

Cooperation hasbecome a
mainstream governance tool

The survey demonstrates that inter-munici-
pal and alternative governance arrangements
are now a central feature of territorial gov-
ernance across Europe. More than four-fifths
of countries responding to CEMR’s survey re-
ported the existence of such arrangements.

While cooperation has traditionally focused
on shared services and technical functions,
survey respondents increasingly reported
collaborative arrangements covering territo-
rial planning, economic development, social
services, investment coordination and re-
silience planning. The findings suggest that
cooperation is increasingly being used to co-
ordinate investment, manage shared services
and address challenges that extend beyond
administrative boundaries.

Governance performance depends
on more than institutional design

Across multiple policy areas, respondents
highlighted the challenge of translating pol-
icy ambitions into practical outcomes. Ad-


https://rm.coe.int/resolution-505-2024-recurring-issues-based-on-assessments-resulting-fr/1680b205c5

ministrative expertise, workforce capability,
technical knowledge, and organisational
resources were repeatedly identified as im-
portant determinants of implementation per-
formance. The evidence suggests that public
policy outcomes increasingly depend not
only on how responsibilities are allocated,
but also on whether subnational govern-
ments possess the practical means to exercise
those responsibilities successfully.

Across the report, governance performance
is shown to depend as much on delivery ca-
pability and capacity as on institutional de-
sign. This finding appears consistently across
survey respondents and highlights a growing
relationship between governance structures,
institutional capability and service delivery
performance.

Fiscal pressures are reshaping
governance choices

Local and regional governments face mount-
ing expenditure pressures linked to de-
mographic change, social care, housing af-
fordability, infrastructure renewal, climate
adaptation and resilience requirements.

The findings of TERRI 2026 suggests that the
principal challenge is not simply a shortage of
financial resources. Rather, it is the growing
mismatch between expanding responsibilities,
rising service expectations and the degree of fi-
nancial flexibility available to respond to them.
A recurring concern identified through the sur-
vey relates to funding predictability, long-term
investment capacity, and increasing reliance
on conditional or targeted funding streams.

These developments increasingly influence
governance choices, institutional priorities
and the capacity of local and regional govern-
ments to respond to local needs.

Housing illustrates broader
territorial governance challenges

Housing emerges as one of the clearest ex-
amples of how wider territorial governance
challenges intersect. Respondents highlighted
growing pressures related to affordability,
housing shortages, ageing housing stock, ris-
ing construction costs, and sustainability re-
quirements. Housing has become a strategic
concern connected to economic development,
labour mobility, territorial cohesion, demo-
graphic change and social inclusion.

The evidence reveals considerable diversity
in housing governance arrangements across
Europe. However, the survey does not point
towards a single governance model that con-
sistently performs better than others. Instead,
housing outcomes appear to depend upon
the interaction between governance arrange-
ments, financing systems, local flexibility and
delivery capability.

Housing therefore provides a particularly use-
ful illustration of a broader finding emerging
from the TERRI 2026 report. Effective govern-
ance depends not only on how responsibili-
ties are organised, but also on whether sub-
national governments possess the resources,
flexibility and practical ability to translate
policy objectives into tangible outcomes.

A broaderlesson

The evidence presented throughout the re-
port suggests that the future of territorial
governance in Europe will depend less on
institutional redesign alone and more on the
ability of governments to strengthen coordi-
nation, capability and delivery.

Across the policy areas examined, the re-
port points towards a common challenge:
ensuring that responsibilities, resources and
institutional effectiveness evolve in a coher-
ent manner. As policy challenges become
increasingly complex and transcend tradi-
tional administrative boundaries, successful
governance will depend upon the capacity of
European, national, regional and local tiers
of government to work together through ar-
rangements that are coordinated, adaptable
and capable of delivering results in practice.

This is particularly relevant in the context of
the Sustainable Development Goals, many of
which depend on the ability of local and re-
gional governments to translate broad policy
objectives into tangible outcomes for commu-
nities and territories.
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Policy Messages

Towards Effective and Capable
Territorial Governance in Europe

Europe faces a governance challenge

as much as a policy challenge. Across
diverse policy areas and territorial contexts,
the ability of local and regional governments
to deliver results increasingly depends on the
extent to which responsibilities, resources,
governance arrangements and institutional
capability are aligned in practice.

The findings of TERRI 2026 suggest that

The report points towards six key policy
messages. Together, these messages point
towards the need for territorial governance
systems that can translate responsibilities
into delivery while remaining responsive to
the diverse needs of Europe's communities
and territories.

1. Alignresponsibilities
with resources

Local and regional governments are playing
an increasingly important role in respond-
ing to a growing range of economic, social,
environmental and territorial challenges.
However, the effectiveness of these responsi-
bilities depends upon access to adequate, pre-
dictable and sustainable financial resources.

The allocation or expansion of responsibil-
ities should be accompanied by funding ar-
rangements that are sufficient, predictable
and proportionate. Effective decentralisa-
tion requires a clear principle that funding
follows function, ensuring that local and re-
gional governments are not expected to de-
liver additional responsibilities without the
resources required to support them.

2. Putgovernance capacity
at the centre of reform

The report repeatedly demonstrates that the
success of governance systems depends not
only on institutional structures but also on
administrative, technical and organisational
capability.

Territorial governance reforms should place
greater emphasis on strengthening public
administrative capacity. Investment in skills,
expertise, workforce development and insti-
tutional capability should be recognised as a
core component of governance reform.

3. Promote multi-level
governance based
on partnership

Many of the challenges examined in TERRI
2026 cut across administrative and territorial
boundaries. The evidence suggests that con-
temporary governance reforms increasingly
seek to balance local autonomy, effective pol-
icy coordination, administrative capacity and
national strategic objectives. Successful pol-
icy delivery therefore depends upon cooper-
ation between different levels of government
and a wide range of public actors.

European, national, regional and local gov-
ernments should be supported in working
together through governance frameworks
that encourage and institutionalise partner-
ship, coordination and joint problem-solving
while respecting local and regional auton-
omy. Governance reforms should focus on
strengthening the effectiveness of public ad-
ministration and policy delivery rather than
pursuing centralisation or decentralisation
as objectives in themselves.

4. Strengthen place-based
and territorial approaches

The report highlights significant territorial
variation across Europe. Housing pressures,
demographic trends, economic conditions
and service needs differ considerably be-
tween places.

Governance systems should provide suffi-
cient flexibility for local and regional gov-
ernments to adapt policies to local circum-
stances. Public policies should recognise



territorial diversity and support place-based
responses that reflect functional realities
rather than uniform solutions.

As housing pressures, demographic trends,
economic conditions and service needs be-
come increasingly differentiated across Eu-
rope, effective governance will depend upon
the capacity of public institutions to tailor
policy responses to the specific character-
istics and development needs of individual
territories.

5. Strengthenlong-term capacity
and fiscal sustainability

Short funding cycles, fragmented investment
arrangements, limited control over local rev-
enue sources and growing expenditure pres-
sures can undermine long-term planning and
policy delivery. CEMR’s survey highlights the
importance of predictable funding frame-
works and the ability of local and regional
governments to invest in future needs while
responding to immediate pressures.

European and national policy frameworks
should support multi-annual financing, long-
term investment planning and greater fiscal
predictability. Sustainable territorial govern-
ance depends not only on the level of funding
available, but also on the ability of local and
regional governments to plan and invest over
the longer term.

Strengthening territorial resilience will in-
creasingly require financing frameworks
that support preventative investment, infra-
structure renewal, climate adaptation and
the evolving service needs of communities.

6. Housing highlights the key
governance challenge

Housing provides one of the clearest illus-
trations of the governance challenges facing
Europe. The survey does not point towards
a single housing governance model that per-
forms best. Different countries achieve re-
sults through different institutional arrange-
ments. Instead, successful housing delivery
appears to depend upon the extent to which
responsibilities, financial resources, local
flexibility, organisational capability and coor-
dination mechanisms reinforce one another.

Housing should be recognised as a strategic
territorial governance issue as well as a spe-

cific housing policy challenge. As affordabil-
ity pressures, demographic change, climate
objectives and territorial disparities intensify,
European, national, regional and local gov-
ernments will need to work together through
governance arrangements capable of trans-
lating policy ambitions into delivery.

Rather than promoting a single institu-
tional model, policymakers should focus on
strengthening the conditions that support
successful housing outcomes: clear allocation
of responsibilities, predictable and sustaina-
ble financing, place-based flexibility, strong
implementation capability and effective co-
ordination across levels of government. The
evidence suggests that the quality of housing
governance increasingly depends on the abil-
ity to align these elements in ways that reflect
differing territorial needs and circumstances.

= Overarchingrecommendation:
towards better-functioning
decentralisation

The central conclusion emerging from TERRI
2026 is that Europe does not require, nor
should it focus on, a single model of territo-
rial governance. Nor is the principal chal-
lenge simply one of further decentralisation
or centralisation. Instead, the evidence points
to the existence of different governance tra-
jectories across Europe and underlines the
importance of ensuring that governance ar-
rangements remain capable of supporting ef-
fective local self-government, policy delivery
and democratic accountability under differ-
ent institutional circumstances.

The success of future public policies will de-
pend increasingly on the ability of local, re-
gional, national and European institutions to
work together through governance systems
that are capable, coordinated, adaptable and
responsive to territorial needs. Effective im-
plementation will also depend on the institu-
tional leadership, organisational capability
and long-term commitment needed to trans-
late responsibilities and resources into tangi-
ble results for communities and citizens.
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Introduction



Background

and objectives

ERRI 2026 is the second edition of the

TERRI Report prepared by the Council

of European Municipalities and Re-
gions (CEMR). Building on the first edition
published in 2021, the report provides an
overview of developments in territorial gov-
ernance across Europe and examines how
governance arrangements have evolved
since the previous study.

The report draws upon evidence provided
by CEMR member associations representing
a diverse range of territorial governance sys-
tems. The findings illustrate the variety of
institutional arrangements that exist across
Europe while also identifying common devel-
opments and shared governance challenges
affecting local and regional governments. At
the same time, territorial governance devel-
opments across Europe remain uneven, with
different countries experiencing differing
trajectories of decentralisation, cooperation,
institutional reform and local autonomy.

Compared with the first TERRI Report,
greater attention is given to how governance
arrangements operate in practice. Alongside

Methodology

Areas of research and definitions

TERRI 2026 examines developments in ter-
ritorial governance across Europe since the
publication of the first TERRI Report in 2021.
The research focuses on how responsibilities
are organised and exercised across different
tiers of government, and how governance
arrangements are adapting to increasingly
complex policy challenges.

The report explores six interconnected di-
mensions of territorial governance:

- Territorial and administrative reforms

- The allocation and exercise
of responsibilities

developments in territorial reforms and the
allocation of responsibilities, this edition ex-
amines inter-municipal cooperation, fiscal
frameworks and housing governance in or-
der to better understand how responsibilities
are exercised and how public policies are de-
livered across different governance contexts.

The report is structured around five thematic
chapters. Chapter 1 examines territorial gov-
ernance reforms and administrative develop-
ments since 2021. Chapter 2 explores the allo-
cation and exercise of responsibilities across
levels of government. Chapter 3 analyses
inter-municipal cooperation and alternative
governance arrangements. Chapter 4 exam-
ines fiscal frameworks and the financial sus-
tainability of local and regional government.
Chapter 5 explores housing governance and
affordability as an area of growing impor-
tance for local and regional authorities.

Country factsheets are included in the An-
nex to provide a comparative overview of
governance structures, responsibilities and
institutional arrangements across participat-
ing countries.

- Inter-municipal cooperation and
alternative governance arrangements

- Governance capacity and implementation

- Fiscal frameworks and financial
sustainability

- Housing governance and affordability

For the purposes of this report, territorial
governance refers to the institutional ar-
rangements, responsibilities, relationships
and mechanisms through which public au-
thority is exercised across different levels of
government and territorial scales. The anal-
ysis extends beyond formal structures to in-
clude coordination, cooperation, implemen-
tation capacity and policy delivery.

15
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4 See Council of European
Municipalities and Regions
(CEMR) (2021) TERRI: Territorial
Governance, Powers and Reforms
in Europe 2012-2021. Brussels:
CEMR

5 Thisincludes legislative
texts, government acts, reform
strategies, intergovernmental
agreements and other official
documents provided by Member
Associations to support or
clarify reported governance
developments
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Analytical framework and
governance clusters

To facilitate comparison across countries and
policy areas, TERRI 2026 employs a governance
clustering approach. Rather than classifying
countries solely according to constitutional or
administrative structures, the analysis groups
governance arrangements according to the
predominant location and exercise of respon-
sibilities within specific policy fields.

The governance clusters used throughout the
report are intended as analytical tools that
support comparison between different sys-
tems and approaches to territorial govern-
ance. They should not be interpreted as fixed
classifications. Individual countries may
display characteristics associated with more
than one cluster, and governance arrange-
ments may vary between policy areas.

Since responsibilities are frequently organised
differently across sectors, clustering is under-
taken on a policy-specific basis. As a result, the
same country may be associated with different
governance clusters depending on the area of
public policy under examination. This reflects
the reality that territorial governance systems
often combine different institutional arrange-
ments across different policy domains. A de-
tailed explanation of the governance clusters
used in the analysis is provided in Chapter 2.

Comparative approach

TERRI 2026 builds upon the analytical frame-
work established in TERRI 2021. Where pos-
sible, responses were examined alongside the
findings of the earlier study in order to iden-
tify areas of continuity, change and emerg-
ing developments in territorial governance
across Europe. This comparative perspective
helps distinguish longer-term trends from
more recent adaptations and provides a basis
for assessing how governance systems have
evolved since 2021.

The analysis combines qualitative assess-
ment of survey responses with thematic ex-
amination of developments across key policy
areas. Rather than evaluating the effective-
ness of individual governance models, the re-
port seeks to identify broad patterns, reform
trajectories and emerging trends.

Geographical scope and
reference period

The report draws on evidence provided by
the majority of CEMR’s 60 national member
associations representing a diverse range of
territorial governance systems across Europe,
including federal, regionalised, devolved and
unitary states®. Participation nevertheless var-
ied across countries and not all member associ-
ations responded to the survey. Consequently,
the findings should be understood as reflecting
developments reported by participating asso-
ciations, rather than a comprehensive assess-
ment of all CEMR member countries.

The research focuses on developments occur-
ring between June 2021 and June 2026, provid-
ing a basis for assessing continuity and change
since the publication of the first TERRI Report
in 2021% Data collection was undertaken be-
tween 1 February and 30 June 2026. Respond-
ents were invited to report on completed, on-
going and planned developments within the
reference period. Developments announced
or initiated after the close of the data collec-
tion period are not reflected in the analysis.

Data sources and questionnaire

The primary source of evidence is a structured
online questionnaire completed by CEMR mem-
ber associations. The questionnaire combined
quantitative and qualitative questions covering:

- Territorial and administrative reforms

- Governance structures and
competence allocation

- Inter-municipal cooperation and
alternative governance arrangements

- Governance capacity and
implementation challenges

- Fiscal frameworks and
financing arrangements

- Housing governance,
affordability and delivery

To support and validate the information gath-
ered through the survey, additional evidence
was consulted where necessary, including:

- Legal and policy documentation
provided by Member Associations®


https://ccre-cemr.org/national-associations
https://terri.cemr.eu/en/

- Follow-up exchanges with respondents

- Previous TERRI research and
CEMR knowledge resources®

- Relevant OECD publications and datasets

- Selected European Union policy
documents, studies and statistical sources

Country factsheets

The country factsheets included in the Annex
are based primarily on information supplied
by CEMR Member Associations. To facilitate
comparison across governance systems, the in-
formation has been presented using a common
structure while preserving the distinctive in-
stitutional characteristics of each country. The
factsheets are intended to serve as a concise
reference resource on territorial governance
arrangements across participating countries.

Methodological considerations
and limitations

Participation varied across countries and
across individual survey questions. Conse-
quently, the findings should be understood
as reflecting developments reported by par-
ticipating member associations rather than
providing a comprehensive assessment of
governance developments across all Euro-
pean countries.

TERRI 2026 combines quantitative and qual-
itative evidence to identify governance
patterns, reforms and emerging territorial
trends. The analysis is therefore interpretative
rather than statistically representative and is
intended to support comparative understand-
ing rather than measure the prevalence of
particular developments across Europe.

Survey responses constitute the primary evi-
dence base for the report. In a limited num-
ber of cases, supplementary desk research
was used to provide contextual examples or
illustrate wider developments relevant to the
themes under examination. Such examples
are clearly identified within the text.

As with any comparative study, differences in
constitutional structures, administrative tra-
ditions and governance arrangements affect
the comparability of national experiences.
The analytical framework employed in TERRI
2026 is designed to support comparison while
recognising the diversity and complexity of
territorial governance systems across Europe.
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publications and policy resources
relevant to the analysis, notably
approved position papers,
declarations, reports and other
materials published on the CEMR
website.
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CHAPTER 1. Governance,
competences and
administrative reforms
of local and regional
governmentsin

Europe (2021-2026)

1.1 Overview of territorial

reform activity

he first TERRI Report (2021)” identified

territorial governance reform as a sig-

nificant feature of public administration
across Europe, with many countries pursuing
municipal amalgamations, territorial restruc-
turing and wider decentralisation reforms. The
evidence collected for TERRI 2026 suggests that
governance reform remains an important fea-
ture of the European landscape, although its
nature has evolved. Rather than widespread
and large-scale territorial restructuring, the pe-
riod since 2021 has been characterised by more
targeted reforms, governance adjustments and
efforts to strengthen administrative capacity
within existing territorial frameworks?.

No changes/reforms between 2021-2025

Changes/reforms between 2021-2025

Ongoing reform

The survey responses broadly fall into three
groups: countries reporting completed re-
forms, countries reporting no significant
reforms during the reference period and
countries where reform processes remain
ongoing. While reform activity is unevenly
distributed, the findings suggest that territo-
rial governance continues to evolve across
Europe, although through more varied and
targeted approaches than those observed
during the previous decade. In several Cen-
tral and Eastern European countries, reform
activity has also been shaped by efforts to
meet European governance standards and,
where relevant, EU accession requirements.

Figure 1.1 Types of Administrative Unit Reforms Reported (2021-2025)

Source: TERRI Survey 2026
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7 Council of European
Municipalities and Regions
(CEMR) (2021) TERRI: Territorial
Governance, Powers and Reforms
in Europe 2012-2021. Brussels:
CEMR.

8 OECD (2019) Making
Decentralisation Work: A Handbook
for Policy-Makers. Paris: OECD
Publishing.

OECD and United Cities and

Local Governments (UCLG)

(2022) World Observatory on
Subnational Government Finance
and Investment 2022. Paris: OECD
Publishing.
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9 Evidence relating to South-East
Europe was provided through the
Network of Associations of Local
Authorities of South-East Europe
(NALAS), which submitted survey
information covering developments
across several member countries,
including Bosnia and Herzegovina
and North Macedonia. Where
available, this evidence was
supplemented by individual

survey responses from national
associations.

10 Council of European
Municipalities and Regions
(CEMR) (2021) TERRI: Territorial
Governance, Powers and Reforms
in Europe 2012-2021. Brussels:
CEMR.
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Countries reporting territorial
or completed reforms

Approximately one-third of respondents re-
ported territorial reforms or significant gov-
ernance changes during the reporting period.
These included Austria, Belgium, Estonia,
Finland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, Spain and several countries in South-East
Europe®. The reforms varied considerably in
scope, ranging from municipal mergers and
administrative modernisation to changes in
governance arrangements and the redistribu-
tion of functions between levels of government.
While diverse in form, they shared a common
objective of strengthening governance capacity
and improving the delivery of public services.

Countries reporting no
significant reforms

Around half of respondents reported no sig-
nificant territorial or governance reforms
during the reporting period. This group in-
cludes Croatia, Czechia, Denmark, France,
Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Northern

Ireland, Romania, Serbia, Scotland, Slove-
nia, Sweden and Tiirkiye. In many cases, this
reflects the continued operation of govern-
ance structures established through earlier
reform processes. The findings highlight that
stability and institutional consolidation re-
main important characteristics of many terri-
torial governance systems across Europe.

Countries with ongoing
reform processes

A third group of respondents reported major
reform processes that remain underway. This
category includes England, Moldova, Portu-
gal, Slovakia and Ukraine (17.86%). Although
differing in scope and ambition, these reforms
commonly involve efforts to strengthen ad-
ministrative capacity, improve coordination
between different tiers of governance, mod-
ernise governance structures or support
broader decentralisation objectives. In these
countries, reform processes remain in a transi-
tional phase, and their ultimate impact will de-
pend on the extent to which proposed changes
are implemented and sustained over time.

1.2 Changes in territorial and
administrative structures

Municipal-level developments

As was observed in the 2021 TERRI Report?, the
municipal level continues to be the principal fo-
cus of territorial reform activity across Europe.
The 2021 Report found that most territorial re-
forms involved changes to local government
structures and frequently aimed to reduce the
number of municipalities through amalgama-
tion or consolidation. This current evidence sug-
gests that this trend remains evident, although
the scale of structural change is generally more
limited than during the previous decade.

Austria continued its long-standing approach
to voluntary municipal consolidation. The
number of municipalities decreased from
2,095 in 2021 to 2,092 in 2025. It is important
to note that this process was not driven by
central government intervention but resulted
from decisions taken voluntarily by local gov-
ernments themselves.

A similar pattern can be observed in Luxem-
bourg, where voluntary agreements between
municipalities led to a reduction from 102
municipalities to 100 between 2023 and 2024.

Finland experienced limited territorial ad-
justment at the municipal level, with a single
municipal merger reducing the number of mu-
nicipalities from 309 to 308 in 2025. More sig-
nificant governance changes occurred through
the introduction of the Wellbeing Services
Counties in 2023, discussed in Section 1.2.2

Estonia too recorded a small territorial ad-
justment through the merger of two munic-
ipalities, reducing the number of municipal-
ities from 79 to 78 in 2025.

The Netherlands experienced the most sig-
nificant reduction in municipal numbers
among responding countries. Between 2021
and 2024, the total number of municipalities
fell from 352 to 342. While more modest than


https://www.nalas.eu/
https://terri.cemr.eu/en/

the pace of municipal consolidation observed
in the previous decade, this reduction demon-
strates the continued relevance of munici-
pal amalgamation as a policy instrument for
strengthening local administrative capacity*'.

Spain represents an exception to the broader
consolidation trend. Rather than experi-
encing a reduction in municipal numbers,
Spain recorded a slight increase from 8,131
to 8132 municipalities. This change did not
result from a national territorial reform
programme, but from the creation of a new
municipality through a local administrative
reorganisation. As such, the increase re-
flects a specific local procedure rather than
a broader shift in national territorial policy.

Intermediate and regional
governance structures

The findings also confirm another observa-
tion from the 2021 TERRI Report: reforms
affecting intermediate and regional levels of
government remain less frequent than those
affecting municipalities. In most reporting
countries, the institutional structures and
territorial arrangements of regional and in-

termediate authorities have remained largely
unchanged throughout the reporting period.

Austria and Spain provide clear examples of
this stability. Spain, for instance, maintained
its existing structure of provincial councils,
Basque foral councils and island authorities,
alongside its seventeen autonomous commu-
nities and two autonomous cities.

The most significant exception is Finland. On
1 January 2023, the country introduced twen-
ty-one Wellbeing Services Counties responsi-
ble for healthcare, social welfare and rescue
services. While the reform did not alter Fin-
land's existing regional boundaries, it created
a new institutional tier for the delivery of key
public services.

The Finnish case illustrates an important
trend emerging across Europe. Where re-
forms occur beyond the municipal level, they
increasingly involve institutional and func-
tional reorganisation rather than changes to
territorial boundaries. Reform is therefore
often taking place within existing territorial
frameworks rather than through the creation
or abolition of territorial units.

1.3 Drivers of reform

The 2021 TERRI Report highlighted a com-
plex interaction between decentralisation
and centralisation processes across Europe.
The evidence collected for TERRI 2026 sug-
gests that this dynamic continues to influence
territorial governance reforms. While munic-
ipalities and regional governments are often
entrusted with new responsibilities, national
governments frequently retain control over
key financial resources, regulatory frame-
works and strategic decision-making powers.
As a result, contemporary reforms are rarely
driven by a single objective. Instead, re-
spondents identified a variety of motivations,
including efforts to improve administrative
efficiency, preserve local autonomy, modern-
ise governance arrangements and support
strategic goals such as decentralisation and
European integration.

Efficiency and
administrative capacity

Improving administrative efficiency and
strengthening institutional capacity remain
among the most frequently cited drivers of
territorial governance reform. In several
countries, reforms have sought to create
governance structures capable of managing
increasingly complex responsibilities, im-
proving coordination and enhancing the ef-
fectiveness of public service delivery.

The Netherlands provides one of the clearest
examples of this approach. Municipal amal-
gamations are viewed as a means of creating
larger administrative units capable of manag-
ing increasingly complex public sector respon-
sibilities. Similar objectives were reported in
several countries in South-East Europe where
governance reforms have sought to strengthen
administrative effectiveness and improve co-
ordination between tiers of government*2.
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11 TERRI 2021ireported that the
number of municipalities in the
Netherlands fell by 15.8% between
2012 and 2021, reflecting a more
extensive phase of municipal
consolidation than that observed
during the 2021-2024 period.

12 Based on evidence provided
through NALAS, including
information relating to governance
developments in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, North Macedonia
and other South-East European
countries.
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13 Including principles reflected in
the Council of Europe's European
Charter of Local Self-Government

(ETS No. 122, 1985) and broader
European public administration
reform frameworks.

14 Strategy and Reports (2025)
Enlargement and Eastern
Neighbourhood.

A diversity of
reform objectives

Overall these findings
indicate that territorial
reforms across Europe
are motivated by a di-
verse set of objectives.
While efficiency and ad-
ministrative capacity re-
main important drivers,
reforms are equally in-
fluenced by considera-
tions of local autonomy,
governance modernisa-
tion and broader institu-
tional development. As
a result, contemporary
territorial reform is char-
acterised by a variety of
approaches rather than
a single predominant
model, reflecting the
differing constitutional
traditions, political pri-
orities and governance
challenges faced by in-
dividual countries.
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Local autonomy and
voluntary reform

While some reforms are motivated primar-
ily by efficiency and capacity considerations,
others seek to preserve local autonomy and
respect the principle of subsidiarity. In these
cases, territorial change is driven largely by
local initiative rather than central govern-
ment direction. Austria and Luxembourg
provide the clearest examples of this model.
In these countries, municipal mergers have
occurred on a voluntary basis and have
largely depended on agreement between
the municipalities concerned. The role of
the central government has been primarily
to provide the legislative framework within
which local governments can decide whether
territorial change is desirable.

Governance modernisation
and multi-level governance

Beyond territorial restructuring, many re-
forms have been motivated by broader ef-
forts to modernise public administration and
strengthen governance frameworks.

The evidence suggests that governments are
increasingly seeking to improve coordination
between levels of government, clarify insti-
tutional responsibilities and enhance ser-
vice delivery mechanisms. In several cases,
reforms have focused less on altering terri-
torial boundaries and more on adapting gov-
ernance structures to address contemporary
policy challenges.

This trend is particularly visible in Finland,
where major reforms involved the reorgan-
isation of responsibilities for healthcare, so-
cial welfare and employment services. Simi-
lar themes are evident in reform initiatives
underway in countries such as England and
Portugal, where the focus extends beyond
territorial change to include strengthened co-
operation between different tiers of govern-
ment and new governance arrangements.

European integration and
external reform drivers

In some countries, territorial and governance
reforms are closely linked to broader strate-
gic and political objectives, particularly those
associated with European integration and
public sector modernisation.

This is most apparent in Moldova and
Ukraine, where reform efforts are connected
to wider agendas relating to transparency,
accountability, administrative effectiveness
and alignment with European governance
standards!®* and responsiveness to the EU’s
Enlargement Packages' . Rather than focus-
ing primarily on municipal amalgamation or
territorial restructuring, these reforms con-
tribute to a broader process of institutional
development and state modernisation.

The evidence therefore suggests that territorial
governance reforms are increasingly shaped
not only by domestic administrative consider-
ations but also by external policy frameworks
and long-term strategic objectives.
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1.4 Ongoing territorial
governance reforms

In addition to countries reporting completed
reforms or relative institutional stability,
five respondents indicated that significant
reform processes remain underway. These
include England, Slovakia, Moldova and
Ukraine. While differing in scope and am-
bition, these reforms reflect a continued
willingness among governments to adapt to
territorial organisation frameworks in re-
sponse to changing administrative, economic
and political challenges. The initiatives range
from local government restructuring and de-
centralisation to enhanced inter-municipal
cooperation, governance modernisation and
institutional capacity-building.

England: streamlining local
government and advancing
devolution

England is pursuing one of the most ambi-
tious reforms currently underway among the
responding countries. The local government
reorganisation process reform programme
seeks to simplify local government structures
through the transition from a two-tier sys-
tem of county and district councils in parts
of the country towards the universal use of
single-tier unitary authorities.

Alongside structural reorganisation, the par-
allel reforms are intended to strengthen devo-
lution arrangements and enhance strategic
decision-making at the subnational level. Stra-
tegic Authorities bring together a number of
local authorities and benefit from new financ-
ing and powers. Together with the introduc-
tion of directly elected mayors, they reflect a
broader effort to improve coordination and
service delivery across functional economic
areas while also strengthening effective gov-
ernance at the neighbourhood level.

The English case illustrates how territorial
reform can combine administrative restruc-
turing with wider objectives relating to de-
centralisation and improved service delivery
for local communities. Recent developments
also demonstrate how the focus of reform can
evolve over time, from institutional reorganisa-
tion towards a broader process of devolution,
economic growth and public service delivery.

Portugal: functional
territorial reorganisation

Portugal has been experiencing a trend in
governance reform since 2018 where ongo-
ing reforms are focused primarily on adjust-
ments to governance arrangements. Rather
than concentrating on territorial reorgani-
sation or municipal amalgamations, the re-
forms aim to better align competences with
local governance structures, ensuring that
responsibilities are supported by appropriate
institutional arrangements and service de-
livery mechanisms. As such, the Portuguese
reforms highlight the growing importance of
functional territorial approaches within con-
temporary governance systems.

Slovakia: cooperation and
shared governance

Slovakia's reform approach differs from
more traditional territorial restructuring
programmes. Rather than focusing primarily
on boundary changes or municipal amalga-
mations, the reform process emphasises co-
operation between local and regional gov-
ernments and the more effective sharing of
competences and public services.

In addition to national and EU stimuli, the
reform has been shaped through collabo-
ration between self-governing regions and
ZMOS, the national association of towns and
municipalities, reflecting a strong bottom-up
dimension. Its underlying objective is to im-
prove the effectiveness of public administra-
tion while preserving local autonomy and
strengthening coordination across levels of
government.

The Slovak case demonstrates the growing
importance of cooperative governance mod-
els as an alternative to more extensive terri-
torial restructuring.

23

TERRI
2026

4 Table of contents



24

TERRI
2026

15 Ukraine’s reform programme

continues to be shaped by
decentralisation initiatives
launched prior to full-scale

Russian invasion and subsequent

reconstruction and accession-
related reforms.

The role of national
associations

The survey findings in-
dicate that national as-
sociations of local and
regional governments
continue to play a sig-
nificant, though varied,
role in territorial govern-
ance reforms across Eu-
rope. Their involvement
ranges from formal par-
ticipation in legislative
and policy development
processes to techni-
cal consultation, policy
advocacy and support
for implementation. In
several countries, asso-
ciations acted as inter-
locutors between local
governments and central
governments, helping to
shape reform propos-
als, assess their impli-
cations and ensure that
local perspectives were
reflected in national dis-
cussions. In others, their
contribution focused on
providing technical guid-
ance and facilitating the
implementation of re-
forms at local level.
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Moldova: from voluntary to
mandatory consolidation

Moldova's reform agenda is driven by con-
cerns regarding administrative fragmenta-
tion and local capacity. Since 2023, the gov-
ernment has promoted voluntary municipal
amalgamation as a means of achieving econ-
omies of scale and improving the ability of lo-
cal authorities to deliver services and access
external funding opportunities.

However, progress under the voluntary ap-
proach has been limited. As a result, the re-
form debate has increasingly shifted towards
stronger intervention by central government,
including the potential use of compulsory
amalgamation measures. Moldova illustrates
the tensions that can arise between the objec-
tive of territorial consolidation and the prac-
tical and political challenges associated with
implementing reform at local level.

Ukraine: reform in the context
of reconstruction and European
integration

Ukraine's reform agenda is being pursued un-
der exceptional circumstances. Alongside the
immediate challenges posed by the ongoing
war, reforms seek to prepare the country's
system of local self-government for post-war
recovery and closer integration with Euro-
pean governance frameworks.

Current proposals focus on clarifying the
distribution of responsibilities between lev-
els of government, strengthening local ad-
ministrative capacity and enhancing citizen
participation. Particular attention is also
being given to institutional resilience in ter-
ritories affected by occupation or military
operations, including the continuity of local
service delivery and the preservation of ad-
ministrative structures.

Ukraine therefore represents a distinctive
example of territorial reform driven simul-
taneously by reconstruction needs, decen-
tralisation objectives and European integra-
tion ambitions® .

1.5 Key findings

The survey results confirm that territorial gov-
ernance reforms remain an important feature
of public administration across Europe. While
only a minority of respondents reported sig-
nificant reforms during the 2021-2025 pe-
riod, ongoing initiatives in several countries
demonstrate that governments continue to
review and adapt territorial governance ar-
rangements in response to evolving adminis-
trative, economic and political challenges.

A second key finding is that municipal con-
solidation remains the most common form of
territorial restructuring. However, compared
to previous decades, reforms have generally
become more incremental and selective. In
many cases, changes have involved individ-
ual municipal mergers or targeted territorial
adjustments rather than large-scale nation-
wide restructuring programmes. At the same
time, many countries reported stable terri-
torial arrangements, suggesting that earlier
reform waves continue to shape current gov-
ernance structures.

The evidence also indicates that structural
territorial reforms are increasingly being ac-
companied — and in some cases replaced - by
reforms to governance structures, processes,
service delivery systems and the allocation
of competences. Finland's creation of Well-
being Services Counties provides a notable
example of substantial institutional reform
that was not primarily driven by changes in
municipal boundaries. Similar tendencies
can be observed in several ongoing reform
processes, where greater emphasis is placed
on improving coordination, strengthening
administrative effectiveness and enhancing
service delivery.

Another important finding is the diversity
of reform pathways across Europe. No sin-
gle model of territorial governance reform
emerges from the survey. Some countries
have pursued voluntary and locally driven
approaches to territorial change, while oth-
ers have adopted more strategic or centrally
coordinated reforms. In a growing number



of cases, governments are exploring coopera-
tive arrangements, shared services and func-
tional governance mechanisms alongside, or
instead of; territorial restructuring.

Finally, local government associations con-
tinue to play an important role in territorial
governance reforms. Their involvement var-
ies across countries, ranging from strategic

policy advocacy and legislative engagement
to technical support and consultation. As with
the earlier TERRI 2021 study, the evidence
highlights the important role that national
associations play as partners in governance
reform processes, helping to ensure that local
perspectives are represented in national pol-
icy discussions.

1.6 Chapter summary

The evidence presented in this chapter shows
that territorial governance reform remains
an active feature of public administration
across Europe, although its pace, scope and
form vary considerably between countries.
While some governments continue to pursue
territorial restructuring, others have prior-
itised institutional, administrative and gov-
ernance reforms within existing territorial
frameworks.

The findings highlight the absence of a single
model of territorial reform. Instead, countries
are pursuing different reform pathways that
reflect their constitutional arrangements, po-
litical priorities and governance traditions.
As a result, contemporary territorial reform
is characterised by diversity rather than
convergence.

Taken together, these developments sug-
gest that territorial governance continues
to evolve across Europe, albeit through dif-
ferent mechanisms and at different speeds.
Understanding these reform trajectories pro-
vides an important foundation for examining
how powers, responsibilities and governance
arrangements are organised across different
levels of government.
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CHAPTER 2. Allocation of
responsibilities across
levels of government

2.1 Introduction: mapping
responsibility across Europe

hile territorial structures have re-

mained relatively stable across

much of Europe during the period
2021-2025, the allocation and exercise of re-
sponsibilities across levels of government con-
tinue to evolve. Analysis of survey responses
from CEMR’s members reveal that formal
territorial reforms are often accompanied by
more subtle changes in operational govern-
ance, implementation responsibilities, and in-
tergovernmental coordination. In many coun-
tries, the most significant developments have

Cluster Governance model

Municipal-led
systems

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Hybrid
systems
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16 Governance framework
categories were developed
by CEMR for TERRI 2026 for
comparative purposes.

17 Table 2.1 defines the principal
governance patterns identified
through the TERRI 2026 analysis.
The same country may display
different governance models
across different policy areas.

occurred not through the redrawing of admin-
istrative boundaries but through adjustments
to the distribution of competences and the
ways in which public policies are delivered.

For analytical purposes five broad competence
allocation clusters!® emerge from the analysis.
These five clusters provide a framework for un-
derstanding the allocation of responsibilities
across European systems of local and regional
government. They should be understood as an-
alytical tools rather than fixed classifications.

Core characteristics

Municipalities exercise primary responsibility for policy im-
plementation and service delivery, although within national
legislative and financial frameworks.

Responsibilities are distributed across multiple levels of gov-
ernment, requiring coordination between legislative, strate-
gic, financial and operational functions.

Strategic planning, coordination and policy oversight are ex-
ercised through governance structures operating above the
municipal level, including regional authorities, devolved ad-
ministrations, combined authorities or strategic territorial
bodies. Municipalities typically perform supporting or imple-
mentation functions.

Intermediate authorities or inter-municipal bodies coordinate
functions that extend beyond individual municipal bounda-
ries and support joint service delivery.

Governance arrangements combine elements of several mod-
els and reflect country-specific institutional traditions and ad-
ministrative structures.

Summary Table 2.1 Governance Models for the Allocation of Competences in Europe?’ .
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18 In Tlrkiye, municipalities play
a leading role in spatial planning,
although responsibilities are
divided between metropolitan and
district municipalities, and central
government retains planning and
decision-making powers in certain
policy areas.

19 Germany was excluded from
the sectoral clustering exercise
because the distribution of
responsibilities varies substantially
between Ldnder and policy fields,
making classification within a
single competence allocation
cluster difficult for comparative
purposes.
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Municipal-led
systems

Municipal-led governance remains the most
common model in respondent countries, par-
ticularly in spheres such as spatial planning.
Under this model, municipalities exercise
primary responsibility for local planning de-
cisions, land-use management and the prepa-
ration of planning documents, although their
autonomy is often determined and limited by
national legislative and financial frameworks
and restraints. Examples include Denmark,
Finland, Portugal, Slovenia, Ukraine and
several countries in South-East Europe?®.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements distribute
responsibilities across multiple levels of gov-
ernment. Different tiers may perform legisla-
tive, strategic, financial or operational func-
tions within the same policy area, requiring
ongoing coordination and cooperation. These
arrangements are particularly prominent in
areas requiring coordination between local
implementation and broader strategic over-
sight, such as spatial planning, transport,
social services and economic development.
Belgium, Czechia, Spain, the Netherlands
and Sweden provide prominent examples of
this model.

Regional-led systems
and strategic
governance systems

In regional-led and strategic governance sys-
tems, key planning, coordination and pol-
icy responsibilities are exercised through
governance structures operating above the
municipal level. These may include regional
governments, devolved administrations or
strategic territorial authorities, while munic-
ipalities perform supporting or implementa-
tion functions. Austria, and, in several policy
areas, England and Northern Ireland illus-
trate this approach.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Intermediate authorities and inter-munici-
pal structures are used in some countries to
coordinate policy delivery across multiple

municipalities and address functions that
extend beyond local administrative bound-
aries. France’s inter-municipal bodies, Cro-
atia's intermediate tier and Scotland's use
of specialised boards demonstrate how gov-
ernance responsibilities may be pooled to
achieve economies of scale and improve ser-
vice delivery.

Hybrid
systems

Hybrid arrangements combine characteris-
tics of several governance models and often
reflect country-specific institutional tradi-
tions. Estonia provides a useful example,
combining local implementation respon-
sibilities with a strong national regulatory
framework.

Interpreting the
Governance models

These five clusters provide a framework for
understanding the allocation of responsibil-
ities across European systems of local and
regional government. They should be un-
derstood as analytical tools rather than fixed
classifications, as the same country may ex-
hibit different governance models depending
on the policy area under consideration.

More broadly, the evidence points towards in-
creasing diversity in the way responsibilities
are exercised across Europe. In many policy
fields, shared and overlapping arrangements
are becoming more common, making tradi-
tional distinctions between centralised and
decentralised governance increasingly diffi-
cult to apply. The following sections examine
how these patterns are reflected across key ar-
eas of local and regional government activity.

The analysis is based on survey responses
provided by national associations. A small
number of countries with particularly com-
plex governance arrangements could not be
fully integrated into the sectoral clustering
where Germany is the most significant exam-
ple. Its absence from the cluster analysis re-
flects a methodological limitation rather than
its governance system, which remains one of
Europe's most developed multi-level govern-
ance systems, with responsibilities distrib-
uted across municipalities, counties (Land-
kreise), Lander and the federal government®.



2.2 Spatial planning

Key trends and findings

Spatial planning remains one of the most de-
centralised policy areas identified through
the survey. In a majority of responding coun-
tries, municipalities retain primary respon-
sibility for local planning decisions, land-use
management and the preparation of plan-
ning documents. However, the evidence also
suggests that local planning is increasingly
shaped by national strategies, regional frame-
works and wider policy objectives relating to
economic development, infrastructure in-
vestment and environmental management.

While municipal leadership remains central,
planning systems are increasingly character-
ised by shared responsibilities and strategic
coordination across and between levels of
government. As a result, spatial planning pro-
vides an early illustration of a broader trend
emerging throughout this chapter: the alloca-
tion of responsibilities is increasingly shaped
by cooperation and coordination across lev-
els of government rather than by clearly sep-
arated areas of competence.

SPATIAL PLANNING ACROSS
THE GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The survey findings demonstrate how respon-
sibilities for spatial planning are distributed
across the five governance clusters identi-
fied and defined in the analytical framework
presented in Table 2.1. While municipalities
remain central actors in most systems, the
balance between local autonomy, regional
coordination and national oversight varies
considerably across countries.

Municipal-led
systems

Municipal-led arrangements constitute the
dominant model, representing approxi-
mately 57.6% of responding countries. This
group includes in Denmark, Finland, Hun-
gary, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova,
Norway, Portugal, Serbia, Slovakia, Slo-
venia, Tiirkiye?® , Ukraine and Scotland. In
these systems, municipalities hold primary
responsibility for preparing and implement-
ing local planning documents, although the

degree of local discretion varies consider-
ably depending on national legislative and
regulatory frameworks.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 19.2% of responding
countries and include Belgium, Czechia, the
Netherlands, Spain and Sweden. Under this
model, planning responsibilities are distrib-
uted across multiple levels of government,
with different tiers exercising strategic, reg-
ulatory or implementation functions. These
arrangements rely heavily on coordination
between local and central tiers of government
in order to ensure consistency between local
development objectives and wider territorial
strategies.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Regional and Strategic Governance systems
models represent approximately 11.5% of re-
spondents and include Austria, England and
Northern Ireland. These systems assign a
stronger strategic role to regional authorities,
with planning priorities coordinated across
wider territories rather than being deter-
mined primarily by individual municipalities.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

A smaller group of countries relies primarily
on intermediate or inter-municipal struc-
tures. France and Croatia provide particu-
larly interesting examples. In France, spatial
planning responsibilities have increasingly
shifted from individual municipalities to-
wards inter-municipal cooperation bodies
(EPCIs), reflecting recognition that housing,
transport, environmental management and
economic development often operate at func-
tional territorial scales that extend beyond
municipal boundaries. Croatia similarly con-
centrates planning functions at an interme-
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key actors in spatial planning,
although responsibilities are
divided between metropolitan
and district municipalities, and
the central government retains
planning and decision-making
powers in certain areas.
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21 King's Printer of Acts of
Parliament (2025) Planning and

Infrastructure Act 2025, Chapter 2
("Spatial Development Strategies"),

which introduced a statutory

framework for strategic planning

authorities to prepare Spatial

Development Strategies covering

wider functional areas.

Spatial planning remains
primarily a local govern-
ment responsibility in
most responding coun-
tries. However, the exer-
cise of planning powers
increasingly takes place
within multi-level gov-
ernance frameworks
that seek to balance lo-
cal discretion with wider
territorial, economic and
strategic objectives.
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diate level of government. These approaches
seek to reduce fragmentation and promote
more integrated territorial development.

Hybrid
systems

Estonia represents a hybrid model, combin-
ing local responsibility for planning functions
with a strong national regulatory framework.
This illustrates how planning responsibilities
can remain formally decentralised while op-
erating within a centrally defined strategic
and legislative environment.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Although formal responsibility for spatial
planning remains relatively stable in most
countries, respondents identified a number
of developments that illustrate how planning
systems continue to evolve.

In Slovakia, reforms introduced in 2022 re-
quire all municipalities to adopt spatial plans
by 2032, strengthening the strategic plan-
ning framework at local level while ensuring
greater territorial coverage and consistency
across the national territory.

Ukraine has introduced a unified system of
land-use categories designed to support re-
construction, investment planning and ter-
ritorial resilience. The reform demonstrates
how planning frameworks can be adapted in
response to exceptional security and recon-
struction challenges while maintaining a cen-
tral role for local governments.

Hungary provides a contrasting example.
Although planning remains primarily a mu-
nicipal responsibility, the introduction of
Special Economic Zones for major industrial
investments has enabled planning powers
to be transferred away from municipalities
under specific circumstances. This highlights
how national economic priorities can influ-
ence the practical exercise of local planning
responsibilities.

England illustrates a different trend through
the Planning and Infrastructure Act 20252 ,
which introduced mandatory Spatial Devel-
opment Strategies and reinforced planning at
broader territorial scales. The reform reflects
increasing recognition that infrastructure,
housing and economic development chal-
lenges often require coordination beyond in-
dividual municipal boundaries

2.3 Social services, welfare and health
Key trends and findings

The survey findings demonstrate how re-
sponsibilities for social services, welfare and
health are distributed across the five gov-
ernance clusters identified in the analytical
framework presented in Table 2.1. Compared
with many other policy areas such as spa-
tial planning, no single governance model
predominates. Instead, responsibilities are
distributed across allocated through a wide
range of institutional arrangements reflect-
ing different national traditions, the com-
plexity of these services and their importance
within public expenditure systems.

The evidence suggests that recent reforms
have focused less on territorial reorganisa-
tion and more on adapting governance ar-
rangements to changing social needs. Ageing
populations, rising demand for care services,
growing healthcare pressures and increasing

expectations regarding service quality have
encouraged many countries to review how
responsibilities are organised and delivered.
As a result, social welfare and health provide
a useful illustration of how governance sys-
tems are evolving through institutional ad-
aptation and service integration rather than
through major structural reform.

SOCIAL SERVICES, WELFARE
AND HEALTH ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

Municipal-led
frameworks

Municipal-led arrangements represent the
largest cluster, accounting for approximately


https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2025/34/part/2/chapter/2

42.3% of respondents. Countries in this group
include Estonia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Norway, Serbia, Slovenia
and Ukraine. Under these systems, munici-
palities remain the principal providers of
social services and local welfare measures,
although financing, standards and strategic
priorities are often determined at higher lev-
els of government.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 26.9% of respondents and
include Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Eng-
land, France, Spain and Sweden. These sys-
tems distribute responsibilities across several
tiers of government, often separating health-
care from social welfare functions. Effective
delivery therefore depends heavily on coor-
dination between tiers of governments oper-
ating at different territorial scales.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Austria, Croatia and Northern Ireland
represent regional-led models, accounting
for approximately 11.5% of respondents. In
these systems, key planning, coordination
and management functions are exercised
through governance structures operating
above the municipal level, while local author-
ities perform more limited supporting and
implementation roles.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Finland and Scotland provide examples of
systems characterised by the use of special-
ised intermediate structures or hybrid gov-
ernance arrangements. These systems seek
to bridge the gap between national policy
objectives and local service delivery through
dedicated institutional frameworks.

CENTRALISED ARRANGEMENTS

A small number of countries continue to
operate predominantly centralised models.
Hungary and Moldova fall into this category,
where responsibility for key aspects of health
and welfare provision remains concentrated

at national level. In these cases, local and re-
gional governments perform more limited
implementation and supporting functions.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Several respondents reported notable
changes in the organisation of social welfare
and health responsibilities.

Finland provides one of the most signifi-
cant examples. The introduction of Wellbe-
ing Services Counties in 2023 created a new
institutional framework for the delivery of
healthcare, social welfare and rescue ser-
vices. While municipal boundaries remained
unchanged, responsibility for major public
services shifted to newly established interme-
diate authorities. This represents one of the
most substantial governance reforms identi-
fied in the survey.

Spain provides a useful illustration of a
shared governance approach to welfare pro-
vision. Responsibility for healthcare rests
primarily with the autonomous commu-
nities, while social services are delivered
through a combination of regional, munic-
ipal and intermediate governments. The
Spanish model demonstrates how different
elements of welfare provision can be distrib-
uted across multiple levels of government,
requiring coordination between institu-
tions while allowing adaptation to regional
circumstances.

Lithuania reported an expanded municipal
role in coordinating social welfare services,
particularly in relation to vulnerable groups,
crisis response and refugee integration. The
example illustrates how responsibilities can
evolve without requiring formal institutional
restructuring.

In Slovenia, long-term home care has been
established as a mandatory municipal re-
sponsibility, demonstrating the continued
expansion of local service delivery func-
tions in response to demographic change
and ageing populations. By contrast, Hun-
gary illustrates a trend towards greater cen-
tralisation. Between 2023 and 2024, respon-
sibility for primary medical on-call services
was transferred from local government
arrangements to the National Ambulance
Service. The reform demonstrates how com-
petence allocation can shift in response to
concerns regarding efficiency, consistency
and service organisation.
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is based on a review of publicly
available sources, including

Ministerial Decree No. 77/2022 on

territorial healthcare assistance
and documentation relating to

Mission 6 (Health) of Italy's National

Recovery and Resilience Plan
(PNRR).

The governance of social
services, welfare and
health demonstrates
the growing diversity of
competence allocation
across Europe. While lo-
cal governments remain
central actors in many
systems, recent reforms
increasingly empha-
sise coordination, inte-
gration and the use of
specialised governance
structures to improve
service delivery and re-
spond to growing social
pressures.
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Beyond the responding countries, develop-
ments elsewhere in Europe point in a simi-
lar direction. Recent reforms in Italy?> have
focused on strengthening territorial health-
care networks and improving coordination
between health and social services. Although

not covered by the survey responses, these
developments in Italy reflect broader Euro-
pean efforts to adapt welfare systems to de-
mographic change, increasing long-term care
needs and a growing emphasis on communi-
ty-based service delivery.

2.4 Education

Key trends and findings

Education remains one of the policy areas
most strongly associated with local and re-
gional government across Europe. However,
unlike many other local public services, re-
sponsibilities for education are frequently di-
vided according to educational stage or func-
tion. While municipalities frequently retain
responsibility for school infrastructure, local
administration and the operational delivery,
responsibilities for funding, strategic plan-
ning, curriculum development and quality
standards are often exercised by regional or
national government. As a result, education
illustrates the highly interconnected nature
of multi-level governance, with different tiers
of government contributing distinct but com-
plementary functions.

Compared with many other policy areas, edu-
cational governance has remained relatively
stable since 2021. Nevertheless, several coun-
tries reported adjustments affecting funding
arrangements, the exercise of responsibilities
and the balance between local autonomy and
higher-level oversight.

EDUCATION ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The survey findings demonstrate how educa-
tional responsibilities are distributed across
the five governance clusters identified and
defined in the analytical framework pre-
sented in Table 2.1. Although municipalities
remain important actors in most education
systems, the balance between local delivery,
strategic oversight and financial responsibil-
ity varies considerably across countries.

Municipal-led
frameworks

Municipal-led arrangements represent the
most common model, accounting for approx-
imately 54.2% of responding countries. This
group includes Denmark, Finland, Hun-
gary, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal, Scotland, Slovenia, Sweden and
Ukraine. In these systems, municipalities re-
tain substantial responsibility for educational
infrastructure, local administration and, in
some cases, direct service provision. However,
strategic and regulatory functions often re-
main situated at higher levels of government.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account for
approximately 25% of respondents and include
Belgium, Czechia, Estonia, France, Luxem-
bourg and Spain. In these systems, different
levels of government exercise distinct but
complementary responsibilities, frequently
divided according to educational stage, infra-
structure management or policy function.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Regional and strategic governance arrange-
ments account for approximately 16.7% of
respondents and include Austria, Northern
Ireland, Slovakia and Moldova. In these
systems, key planning, coordination and
resource-allocation functions are exercised
through governance structures operating
above the municipal level, while municipal-
ities primarily perform supporting, opera-
tional or implementation roles.


https://jus.vitaepensiero.it/news/papers-welfare-comunitario-e-casa-della-comunita-dal-pnrr-alla-riforma-dellassistenza-sanitaria-territoriale-6023.html

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Croatia represents a distinctive model in
which education responsibilities are con-
centrated at the intermediate tier of gov-
ernment. This approach places educational
administration between the municipal and
national levels and reflects a different bal-
ance of responsibilities from that observed
elsewhere in Europe.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

The survey highlights several examples that
illustrate the diversity of educational govern-
ance arrangements across Europe.

France provides one of the clearest examples
of a structured multi-level system. Munici-
palities are responsible for primary school
infrastructure, Departments manage lower
secondary schools and Regions oversee up-
per secondary education, while curriculum
and educational policy remain national re-
sponsibilities. This demonstrates how edu-
cational functions can be distributed across
several levels of government within a coher-
ent national framework.

Czechia similarly distributes responsibilities
according to educational stage, with munic-
ipalities responsible for primary education
and regions managing secondary schools.
Recent adjustments concerning the financing
of non-teaching staff illustrate how govern-
ance systems can evolve through administra-
tive and financial reforms rather than major
transfers of competence.

Spain highlights the important role of re-
gional governments in education. Responsi-
bility for education rests primarily with the
autonomous communities, while municipal-
ities perform supporting functions such as
infrastructure management and complemen-
tary educational services. This illustrates how
strategic oversight and local implementation
can be combined within a multi-level govern-
ance framework.

Ukraine demonstrates the continuing oper-
ational importance of local authorities. Mu-
nicipal governments retain responsibility
for maintaining and developing school infra-
structure, supported by national education
funding mechanisms. This example under-
lines the central role that local government
continues to play in the practical delivery of
educational services.

Hungary illustrates a contrasting example,
with responsibility for primary and second-
ary education becoming increasingly concen-
trated at the national level, while municipal-
ities retain a more limited role focused on
early childhood education.

2.5 Transport, roads and mobility
Key trends and findings

The governance of transport, roads and mo-
bility differs from many other policy areas
because responsibilities are often determined
by the scale and function of transport net-
works rather than administrative boundaries
alone. While municipalities remain responsi-
ble for local roads, urban mobility and many
transport services, broader transport systems
frequently require planning, investment and
coordination across wider territories.

The survey findings suggest that transport
governance is increasingly influenced by ob-
jectives relating to connectivity, sustainability
and integrated mobility planning. Responsibili-
ties are therefore commonly distributed across
multiple levels of government, with different
authorities performing complementary func-
tions depending on the type of infrastructure
or service concerned. Recent developments
also point towards greater emphasis on plan-
ning and coordination at functional territorial
scales that more closely reflect travel patterns,
economic linkages and infrastructure needs.
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Education remains one
of the most locally em-
bedded policy areas
across Europe, vet it
provides a clear example
of shared governance
in practice. The survey
findings indicate that
educational responsi-
bilities are increasingly
distributed across differ-
ent tiers of government,
combining local delivery
with regional and nation-
al oversight to support
coherent and effective
education systems.
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TRANSPORT, ROADS AND
MOBILITY ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The survey findings demonstrate how respon-
sibilities for transport, roads and mobility are
distributed across the governance clusters
identified in the analytical framework pre-
sented in Table 2.1. While municipalities typ-
ically retain responsibility for local transport
infrastructure and services, the organisation
of wider transport networks often requires
coordination across multiple territorial levels
and governance structures.

Municipal-led
systems

Municipal-led systems represent the largest
cluster, accounting for approximately 42.3%
of respondents. This group includes Austria,
Hungary, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Mol-
dova, Portugal, Serbia, and Slovenia. Local
governments are primarily responsible for
local road maintenance, local mobility plan-
ning and the management of local transport
infrastructure, although implementation is
often influenced by national funding frame-
works and regulatory requirements.

Multi-tier shared
governance systems
(shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 30.8% of responding
countries and include Belgium, Czechia,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, the
Netherlands and Sweden. In these systems,
responsibilities are typically allocated ac-
cording to the type or scale of infrastructure,
with local authorities managing local roads
and transport services while regional and
national authorities oversee wider strategic
networks.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Regional and strategic governance arrange-
ments account for approximately 15.4% of
respondents and include England, North-
ern Ireland, Norway and Slovakia. In these
systems, key planning, coordination and in-
vestment decisions are exercised through
governance structures operating above the

municipal level. Particular emphasis is placed
on aligning transport policy with wider eco-
nomic, spatial and commuting patterns.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Croatia, Scotland and Spain represent a
distinct group in which intermediate author-
ities, specialised agencies or collaborative
governance mechanisms play a significant
role in coordinating transport functions that
extend beyond individual municipal bound-
aries. These arrangements seek to ensure co-
herence across wider transport networks and
functional territories.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

The survey highlights several developments
that illustrate evolving approaches to trans-
port governance across Europe.

France provides a clear example of a mul-
ti-level transport system in which responsi-
bilities are allocated according to the scale of
infrastructure. National authorities maintain
responsibility for major strategic road net-
works, while Departments and local authori-
ties manage substantial portions of the wider
road system. This approach reflects the im-
portance of coordinating transport govern-
ance across different territorial levels.

England has experienced one of the most
significant recent reforms identified in the
survey. Through the English Devolution and
Community Empowerment Act 2026, stra-
tegic transport responsibilities have been
strengthened at the level of Mayoral Strategic
Authorities, reflecting a growing emphasis
on transport planning across functional eco-
nomic areas rather than individual local au-
thority boundaries.

Scotland provides a different example.
Transport planning and infrastructure re-
sponsibilities are coordinated through inter-
mediate governance arrangements, enabling
services and infrastructure investments to be
planned across wider territorial areas. This
approach reflects the importance of match-
ing governance structures to travel patterns
and functional geographies that extend be-
yond municipal borders.

Slovenia illustrates how sustainability ob-
jectives are increasingly influencing com-



petence arrangements. The introduction of
the Act on Integrated Transport Planning re-
quires municipalities to prepare sustainable

mobility plans, while larger urban areas must
also develop logistics management plans as a
condition for accessing project funding.

2.6 Economic development
and local business support
Key trends and findings

Economic development and support for local
businesses remain strongly associated with
local government across much of Europe.
However, unlike some traditional municipal
functions, economic development frequently
operates across wider functional territories
that extend beyond individual administra-
tive boundaries. Labour markets, investment
patterns, innovation ecosystems and infra-
structure networks often require coordina-
tion at scales larger than those of individual
municipalities.

The survey findings suggest that while mu-
nicipalities continue to play a leading role in
supporting local businesses and promoting
economic activity, economic development is
increasingly shaped by regional growth strat-
egies, inter-municipal cooperation arrange-
ments and wider investment frameworks.
The evidence also points to the growing role
of specialised governance structures, devel-
opment partnerships and other intermediary
actors involved in coordinating investment,
innovation and territorial development. This
development builds on observations from
the 2021 TERRI Report, which highlighted the
growing importance of cooperative govern-
ance arrangements in addressing challenges
that extend beyond individual municipal
boundaries.

Economic development therefore provides
a particularly clear example of how terri-
torial governance is adapting to functional
economic realities through collaboration be-
tween multiple actors including municipali-
ties, operating at different territorial scales.
As a result, recent developments are charac-
terised less by formal transfers of responsibil-
ity and more by the emergence of governance
arrangements designed to support coordina-
tion, investment and economic growth across
wider territories.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
AND LOCAL BUSINESS
SUPPORT ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The governance clusters presented in Table
2.1 provide a framework for examining how
responsibilities for economic development
and local business support are organised
across Europe. The analysis reveals a variety
of governance arrangements, reflecting dif-
ferences in institutional structures, territorial
organisation and policy priorities.

Municipal-led
systems

Municipal-led arrangements represent the
dominant model, accounting for approxi-
mately 58.3% of responding countries. This
group includes Austria, Denmark, Finland,
Hungary, Luxembourg, Moldova, Norway,
Scotland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Ukraine and
countries of the Western Balkans, including
Serbia. In these systems, local governments
play the leading role in promoting local eco-
nomic development, supporting businesses
and facilitating investment within their
territories.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 16.7% of respondents and
include Belgium, Czechia, Spain, Sweden
and Tiirkiye. Under these models, economic
development responsibilities are distributed
across multiple levels of government, com-
bining local implementation with regional
and national strategic frameworks.
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Economic development
remains one of the most
locally embedded poli-
cy areas across Europe,
but CEMR’s survey find-
ings indicate a growing
reliance on cooperation,
regional coordination
and shared governance
arrangements. The
trend is less towards the
transfer of responsibili-
ties and more towards
the creation of govern-
ance structures capable
of addressing economic
challenges at appropri-
ate territorial scales.
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Regional and strategic
governance systems

Regional and strategic governance arrange-
ments were identified in Lithuania and
Northern Ireland. In these systems, gov-
ernance structures operating above the mu-
nicipal level play a leading role in coordi-
nating development priorities, investment
programmes and long-term economic strate-
gies across wider territories.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

France, England, Croatia and the Nether-
lands rely primarily on intermediate, in-
ter-municipal or collaborative governance
arrangements. These approaches recognise
that economic activity frequently transcends
administrative boundaries and therefore re-
quires broader territorial frameworks for
planning, investment and business support.

Hybrid
systems

In a number of countries, economic develop-
ment responsibilities combine elements of
several governance models. These arrange-
ments reflect national institutional traditions
and the need to balance local responsiveness
with wider strategic coordination.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

The survey highlights several developments
that illustrate evolving approaches to eco-
nomic development across Europe.

France provides a notable example of eco-
nomic development being organised at a
scale broader than individual municipalities.
Regions and inter-municipal cooperation
bodies play a significant role in coordinating
local economic strategies, reflecting the in-
creasingly territorial nature of investment,
innovation and labour markets.

Germany provides a similar illustration.
Economic development frequently relies
on inter-municipal cooperation and jointly
governed associations, particularly in rural
areas where municipalities pool resources
and coordinate infrastructure, business sup-
port and local development initiatives across
wider functional territories.

England illustrates a different trend. The
transfer of responsibilities from Local Enter-
prise Partnerships (LEPs) to local authorities
and Mayoral Strategic Authorities reflects
a broader effort to simplify governance ar-
rangements while strengthening democratic
accountability and strategic coordination.

Lithuania highlights the growing impor-
tance of regional governance structures in
economic development. Regional Develop-
ment Councils have assumed a stronger role
in coordinating development planning and
managing investment programmes, par-
ticularly those linked to European funding
mechanisms.

Portugal provides a complementary exam-
ple. While municipalities remain important
actors in supporting economic activity, ongo-
ing reforms at metropolitan and inter-munic-
ipal level reflect a growing emphasis on func-
tional territorial approaches to development
and investment.

Belgium illustrates an integrated multi-level
approach to economic development. Respon-
sibilities are distributed across different
levels of government, with regional govern-
ments playing a leading role in economic
strategy and innovation, while local govern-
ments contribute through business support,
investment promotion and local economic in-
itiatives. The Belgian example demonstrates
how economic development can be advanced
through complementary actions undertaken
by several tiers of government.

Slovenia demonstrates how economic devel-
opment responsibilities can evolve through
targeted sectoral reforms. Amendments to
the Hospitality Act in 2025-26 introduced a
new framework for the regulation of short-
term rentals, giving municipalities additional
powers to regulate short-term rentals, linking
local economic development objectives with
wider concerns relating to tourism manage-
ment and housing availability.

Ukraine offers a further illustration of local
economic innovation. Survey respondents
highlighted the introduction of new mecha-
nisms allowing municipalities to make more
strategic use of public assets in support of
economic activity and local development
objectives.



2.7 Culture, sport and recreation
Key trends and findings

Culture, sport and recreation remain among
the most locally embedded policy areas
across Europe. Across most responding
countries, municipalities continue to play a
leading role in managing cultural facilities,
sports infrastructure, libraries, community
centres and recreational services that con-
tribute directly to local quality of life and
community cohesion.

While regional and national governments
often provide funding, strategic direction
or specialist programmes, responsibility for
day-to-day delivery remains predominantly
local. As a result, culture, sport and recrea-
tion display a stronger degree of local owner-
ship than many other policy areas, with mu-
nicipalities continuing to play a central role
in supporting community participation, local
identity and cultural expression.

Compared with several other policy areas
examined in this chapter, competence ar-
rangements in this field have remained rel-
atively stable during the reporting period.
Changes have generally focused on financ-
ing arrangements, programme delivery and
support mechanisms rather than significant
reallocations of responsibility between levels
of government.

CULTURE, SPORT AND
RECREATION ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The governance cluster framework pre-
sented in Table 2.1 highlights the predom-
inantly local character of culture, sport and
recreation across Europe. While different in-
stitutional arrangements exist, municipalities
remain the principal delivery actors in most
countries, supported to varying degrees by
regional and national authorities.

Municipal-led
systems

Municipal-led arrangements represent the
dominant model, accounting for approxi-
mately 62.5% of responding countries. This
group includes Austria, Denmark, Hungary,

Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Scotland,
Slovenia, and countries of the Western Bal-
kans. In these systems, local governments
exercise primary responsibility for cultural
facilities, sports infrastructure and recrea-
tional services.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 20.8% of respondents and
include Belgium, Czechia, Serbia, Spain and
Sweden. These systems combine local deliv-
ery with regional or national support, often
allowing different levels of government to
contribute funding, programming and stra-
tegic oversight.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

England and Northern Ireland represent re-
gional-led frameworks in which strategic re-
sponsibilities for culture and recreation are
exercised primarily at regional level, along-
side local implementation arrangements.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Croatia and Slovakia rely more heavily
on intermediate structures to coordinate
cultural and recreational initiatives across
wider territories.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Although the overall allocation of responsibili-
ties has remained relatively stable, several ex-
amples illustrate how local and regional gov-
ernments continue to adapt their approaches.

Luxembourg provides an example of coop-
erative delivery, where municipalities re-
tain responsibility for local sports provision
while benefiting from dedicated state sup-
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ation remain among the
most decentralised pol-
icy areas across Europe.
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vide funding, strategic
support and coordina-
tion, municipalities con-
tinue to exercise primary
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livery of services and the
management of local
cultural and recreational
assets.
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port for the recruitment of local sports co-
ordinators. This demonstrates how national
support can reinforce rather than replace
local responsibilities.

Hungary illustrates the sensitivity of local
cultural services to wider fiscal conditions.
While municipalities retain statutory respon-
sibility for cultural institutions and sports in-
frastructure, respondents highlighted the im-
pact of rising operating costs and budgetary
pressures on local delivery.

England provides a notable example of
evolving regional responsibilities. Recent re-
forms have expanded the strategic role of re-
gional authorities in culture and recreation,
reflecting broader trends towards devolution
and place-based governance.

Slovakia illustrates how intermediate levels
of government can support cultural devel-
opment through changes to arts funding ar-
rangements and the management of cultural
heritage assets, including UNESCO sites.

2.8 Public safety, emergency
management and civil protection
Key trends and findings

Public safety, emergency management and
civil protection have become increasingly
important areas of local and regional gov-
ernment activity since the publication of the
earlier TERRI Report in 2021. While responsi-
bility for policing and national security con-
tinues to reside predominantly with central
governments in most countries, the survey
findings suggest that local and regional gov-
ernments are playing an expanding role in
crisis preparedness, civil protection, resil-
ience planning and emergency response.

This development reflects a wider European
context shaped by the experience of the
COVID-19 pandemic, climate-related risks,
energy security concerns and growing geo-
political uncertainty. As a result, local and
regional governments are increasingly ex-
pected to contribute to societal resilience
through functions that extend beyond their
traditional service delivery responsibilities.

The evidence suggests that recent changes
have focused less on formal transfers of
competence and more on strengthening
preparedness, coordination and response
capacity. Public safety therefore provides
a particularly clear illustration of how gov-
ernance systems are adapting to emerging
risks through enhanced cooperation and
resilience-building across different tiers of
government.

PUBLIC SAFETY, EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AND CIVIL
PROTECTION ACROSS THE
GOVERNANCE CLUSTERS

The governance cluster framework pre-
sented in Table 2.1 reveals a diverse range
of approaches to organising public safety,
emergency management and civil protection
responsibilities. While municipalities fre-
quently act as frontline responders, effective
preparedness and crisis management often
depend upon coordination across multiple
governance levels and territorial scales.

Municipal-led
frameworks

Municipal-led arrangements represent the larg-
est cluster, accounting for approximately 36.4%
of respondents. This group includes Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Moldova, the Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal and Slovenia. In these sys-
tems, municipalities act as the frontline actors
for civil protection, local emergency planning
and crisis coordination, while operating within
wider national public safety frameworks.

Multi-tier governance
systems (shared governance
systems/competences)

Shared governance arrangements account
for approximately 31.8% of respondents and



include Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Hun-
gary, Spain and Sweden. These systems dis-
tribute responsibilities across multiple levels
of government, often combining national
responsibility for policing and security with
local and regional roles in emergency man-
agement, preparedness and civil protection.

Regional and strategic
governance systems

Austria and Northern Ireland represent
regional-led models, accounting for ap-
proximately 13.6% of respondents. In these
systems, strategic emergency management
and major incident coordination are or-
ganised primarily through regional struc-
tures, supported by local implementation
arrangements.

Intermediate and
inter-municipal systems

Croatia, Finland and Scotland rely signif-
icantly on intermediate governance struc-
tures for emergency management and public
safety coordination. These arrangements are
intended to provide sufficient scale for spe-
cialist capacity while maintaining links to lo-
cal service delivery.

Hybrid
systems

Ukraine represents a distinctive case given
the ongoing war. This has resulted in the ex-
pansion of emergency and civil protection
responsibilities and the introduction of war-
time governance arrangements that differ
substantially from those operating elsewhere
in Europe.

ILLUSTRATIVE DEVELOPMENTS

Several respondents reported developments
that highlight the changing nature of public
safety and civil protection responsibilities.

Lithuania provides one of the clearest exam-
ples of expanding local responsibilities. Re-
spondents highlighted the strengthening of
municipal roles in civil protection, crisis pre-
paredness and resilience planning in response
to evolving security challenges. The case illus-
trates how local governments are increasingly
expected to contribute to national resilience
objectives.

Slovenia reported the reintroduction of man-
datory municipal defence planning require-
ments, together with an expanded role for
local governments in public safety and emer-
gency preparedness. This represents one
of the most significant examples identified
by the survey of local responsibilities being
broadened in response to changing security
conditions.

Belgium provides an example of a highly in-
tegrated multi-level approach to public safety
and civil protection. Responsibilities are dis-
tributed across local, regional and national
levels, requiring close coordination between
institutions in the planning and delivery of
emergency response and crisis management
activities. The Belgian model illustrates how
increasingly complex risks can require gov-
ernance arrangements that operate across
multiple territorial scales.

Scotland demonstrates the importance of in-
termediate governance arrangements. Public
safety and emergency management functions
are coordinated through specialised struc-
tures that enable cooperation across wider
territories while avoiding fragmentation be-
tween individual municipalties. This high-
lights the value of governance arrangements
capable of combining strategic capacity with
local responsiveness.

Ukraine provides a distinctive example of
how external shocks can reshape competence
arrangements. The expansion of military ad-
ministrations and civil protection structures
demonstrates how governance systems adapt
during periods of crisis, while also highlight-
ing the importance of maintaining local ad-
ministrative capacity under exceptionally
challenging circumstances.
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Public safety, emergen-
cy management and civil
protection represent
one of the fastest-evolv-
ing areas of local and
regional governance.
While formal compe-
tence allocations differ
widely, the evidence
points towards a grow-
ing expectation that mu-
nicipalities and regional
governments will play a
more active role in crisis
preparedness, resilience
planning and emergency
response, often in close
coordination with na-
tional governments.
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23 See Council of Europe
Congress of Local and Regional
Authorities (2024) Recurring Issues
Based on Assessments Resulting
from Congress Monitoring of

the European Charter of Local
Self-Government and Election
Observation Missions (2021~
2024), which identifies recurring
challenges related to local
autonomy, financial resources,
administrative capacity and

the effective exercise of local
responsibilities.
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2.9 Chapter summary:
Cross-cutting trends in
competence allocation

The evidence presented in this chapter sug-
gests that the allocation of formal responsi-
bilities across Europe has remained more
stable than might be expected from the pace
of wider governance reform. According to the
results of CEMR’s survey, across most policy
areas, the principal developments since 2021
have concerned how responsibilities are ex-
ercised rather than where they are formally
located.

Viewed across the different sectors exam-
ined, a common pattern emerges. Municipal-
ities remain central actors in many areas of
public policy, but they increasingly operate
within governance systems characterised
by shared responsibilities, strategic coordi-
nation and growing interdependence both
between and across levels of government. As
a result, traditional distinctions between cen-
tralised and decentralised governance are
becoming less useful than an understanding
of how different tiers contribute to policy de-
livery in practice.

The findings also suggest that the perfor-
mance of decentralised governance depends
increasingly on the capacity of institutions
to exercise responsibilities and coordinate
action across different territorial levels®. In
many policy areas, the challenge is no longer
simply the allocation of competences but en-
suring that local and regional governments
possess the administrative, financial, techni-
cal and organisational capacity required to
fulfil their responsibilities in practice.

More broadly, the findings suggest that the
evolution of territorial governance in Europe
is increasingly shaped by questions of coor-
dination, capacity and effective implementa-
tion. This raises important questions about
how local and regional governments organ-
ise themselves, cooperate across administra-
tive boundaries and develop the capabilities
needed to respond to increasingly complex
policy challenges. These issues are explored
in the following chapter.


https://rm.coe.int/resolution-505-2024-recurring-issues-based-on-assessments-resulting-fr/1680b205c5
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CHAPTER 3. Inter-
municipal and alternative
governance arrangements

3.1 Introduction: the expansion
of cooperative governance

notable finding of the TERRI 2026 sur-

vey is the extent to which inter-mu-

nicipal and alternative governance
arrangements have become embedded
within territorial governance systems across
Europe. Of the 28 countries and regions re-
sponding to the survey, 23 (82.1%) reported
the existence of such arrangements, indicat-
ing that cooperative governance has become
a mainstream feature of local and regional
governance?4.

This finding builds on observations made in
the first TERRI Report. While inter-municipal
cooperation was already a recognised feature
of the European governance landscape, the
latest evidence suggests that these arrange-
ments are playing an increasingly important
role in supporting the exercise of local and
regional responsibilities. In many countries,
these arrangements provide mechanisms
for coordinating investment, strengthening
administrative capability, delivering shared
services and managing functions that oper-
ate most effectively at wider territorial scales.

Arrangements Exist (YES, N=23)

No Arrangements (NO, N=5)

The survey also demonstrates that there is
no single model of cooperative governance.
Arrangements vary considerably in their
legal basis, institutional form and policy
significance. Some are highly institutional-
ised and supported by national legislation,
while others remain voluntary, flexible and
task-specific. Nevertheless, their growing
prevalence points to a broader trend iden-
tified throughout this report. Territorial
governance is increasingly evolving through
cooperation and functional arrangements
rather than through major territorial re-
structuring alone.

Figure 3.1 Presence of Inter-Municipal Governance Arrangements

Source: TERRI Survey 2026
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24 See OECD (2026), How to Make
Inter-Municipal Co-operation Work,
OECD Publishing, Paris, https://
doi.org/10.1787/44d03db6-en.

This report similarly identifies
inter-municipal co-operation

as an increasingly important
mechanism for maintaining service
quality, strengthening territorial
development and responding to
growing policy and fiscal pressures
facing local governments.

Inter-municipal and al-
ternative governance
arrangements have be-
come a central feature
of territorial governance
across Europe. Their
widespread use reflects
a growing reliance on
cooperation as a means
of boosting governance
capacity, addressing
shared challenges, and
delivering public poli-
cies across functional
territories.

4 Table of contents


https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/how-to-make-inter-municipal-co-operation-work_44d03db6-en.html

44

TERRI
2026

25 Functional territories are areas
defined by social and economic
interactions, including commuting,
service use and labour market
relationships that often extend
beyond administrative boundaries.
See OECD (2015) The Metropolitan
Century: Understanding
Urbanisation and its Consequences.
Paris: OECD Publishing.

26 Functional Urban Areas (FUAs)
are territories that combine an
urban centre with its surrounding
commuting zone defined using
labour market and commuting
patterns rather than administrative
boundaries. See OECD and
European Commission (2012)
Redefining Urban Areas in OECD
Countries. Paris: OECD Publishing.

27 Barca, F. (2009) An Agenda for
a Reformed Cohesion Policy: A
Place-Based Approach to Meeting
European Union Challenges and
Expectations. Brussels: European
Commission., and Territorial
Agenda 2030 (2020) A Future for All
Places. Adopted by the Ministers
responsible for Spatial Planning,
Territorial Development and
Territorial Cohesion.
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3.2 Types of governance arrangements

Inter-municipal cooperation bodies (N=19)

Special-purpose or sectoral entities (N=16)

Other forms of municipal cooperation (N=11)

Metropolitan or urban area authorities (N=18)

Other (specified, N=2)

Figure 3.2 The bar chart presents the prevalence of the principal governance arrangements
identified by respondents (N=23 active respondents).

Source: CEMR Survey 2026

The survey responses of CEMR’s members re-
veals a diverse landscape of inter-municipal
and alternative governance arrangements
across Europe. Inter-municipal cooperation
bodies are the most widespread form of collab-
orative arrangement, reported in 19 countries
(82.6%). This is followed by special-purpose
entities established to deliver specific services
or functions, reported by 16 countries (69.6%),
particularly in areas such as transport utilities,
regional development or social services.

The category "other forms of municipal
cooperation”, reported by almost half of
respondents (47.8%), points to the growing
diversity of collaborative governance ar-
rangements across Europe. In many cases,
cooperation takes place through flexible
mechanisms such as contractual agreements,
shared service platforms, project partner-
ships or other collaborative structures es-
tablished for specific purposes. This suggests
that municipalities are increasingly selecting
governance arrangements that reflect the na-
ture of the function being delivered rather
than relying on a single institutional model.

Metropolitan authorities are less common
being reported by eight respondents (34.8%)

but play an important role in larger urban
areas where policy challenges extend beyond
municipal boundaries and require coordina-
tion across wider functional territories®.

The survey also reveals the emergence of
newer forms of territorial cooperation that
do not fit neatly within traditional categories.
Lithuania, for example, highlighted the role
of Regional Development Councils and Func-
tional Urban Area partnerships? in coordi-
nating regional planning, investment and
EU-funded programmes. Such arrangements
illustrate how cooperation is increasingly
being organised around functional territo-
ries and shared development objectives, re-
flecting a broader shift towards place-based
governance approaches?. At the same time,
these developments highlight an important
debate within European territorial govern-
ance concerning the balance between terri-
torially differentiated approaches and more
nationally coordinated policy frameworks
and collaboration structures. The evidence
from respondents suggests that functional
and place-based arrangements continue to be
viewed as valuable mechanisms for address-
ing development challenges that extend be-
yond individual administrative boundaries.


https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/the-metropolitan-century_9789264228733-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/redefining-urban_9789264174108-en.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2009_2014/documents/regi/dv/barca_report_/barca_report_en.pdf
https://territorialagenda.eu/
https://territorialagenda.eu/
https://territorialagenda.eu/
https://territorialagenda.eu/
https://territorialagenda.eu/
https://territorialagenda.eu/

Although not represented in the survey re-
sponses, developments in Italy® illustrate a
similar trend. Through Municipal Unions (Un-
ioni di Comuni) and the establishment of Metro-
politan Cities (Citta Metropolitane), Italian local
government has increasingly relied on collab-
orative and supra-municipal arrangements to
coordinate policy, coordinate service delivery
and manage urban areas that extend beyond
individual municipal boundaries. The Italian
experience reinforces a broader finding emerg-

ing from the survey: cooperation is increasingly
being used to align governance structures with
the functional realities of service provision, mo-
bility and territorial development.

While these categories describe the institutional
forms through which cooperation occurs, they
reveal relatively little about the role such ar-
rangements play in practice. The survey there-
fore also examined their contribution to policy
implementation and public service delivery.

3.3 Policy relevance and
perceived impact

The existence of cooperative governance ar-
rangements does not in itself indicate their im-
portance within a country's governance system.
The survey therefore asked respondents to as-
sess the extent to which inter-municipal and al-
ternative governance arrangements contribute
to the implementation of public policies and the
delivery of public services. The responses sug-
gest that these arrangements are far more than
supplementary institutional mechanisms and
increasingly form part of the core architecture
through which local and regional government
responsibilities are exercised. In some contexts,
these arrangements also facilitate collaboration
with a broader range of actors involved in pol-
icy implementation and service delivery. Of the
23 countries reporting the existence of such ar-
rangements, 22 indicated that they play either
a significant or moderate role in policy imple-
mentation. Nine respondents (39.1%) reported
a high level of policy impact, while a further

thirteen (56.5%) reported a moderate level of
impact. Only one country, Moldova, considered
their contribution to be limited.

This finding reinforces a broader theme
emerging throughout the report. As public
policy challenges increasingly extend beyond
individual administrative boundaries, cooper-
ative governance arrangements are hecoming
a central mechanism through which local and
regional governments coordinate investment,
manage shared services and implement pub-
lic policy across functional territories. Their
significance lies not simply in their wide-
spread use, but in their growing role in sup-
porting territorial coordination and enabling
local and regional governments to exercise
responsibilities at scale more closely aligned
with contemporary policy challenges®.

Yes, to some extent (Moderate impact, N=13)

Yes, to a large extent (Hight impact, N=9)

Limited role (Low impact, N=1)

Figure 3.3 This pie chart illustrates the perceived policy impact of inter-municipal and alterna-
tive governance arrangements across responding countrie (N=23 active respondents).

Source: CEMR Survey 2026
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28 The information presented
is based on a review of publicly
available legislative, governmental
and institutional sources relating
to Unioni di Comuni and Citta
Metropolitane, including the
reforms introduced under Law
No. 56/2014 (the Delrio Law) and
subsequent implementation
measures: Normattiva (2026).
LEGGE 7 aprile 2014, n. 56.

29 OECD (2009) Multi-level
Governance. Paris: OECD
Publishing. OECD (2019)
Governance of Public Policies in
Decentralised Contexts. Paris:
OECD Publishing.
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Model

3.4 Models of cooperation

While the institutional forms of inter-mu-
nicipal and alternative governance arrange-
ments vary considerably across Europe, the
survey evidence identifies four broad oper-
ational models. These models reflect differ-
ent approaches to strengthening governance

Main Driver

Legal integration and
financial incentives

Territorial flexibility and
menu-based systems

Capacity and sustainability
constraints

Main Characteristics

Statutory cooperation,
delegated powers,
financial incentives

Menu-based and purpose-
built arrangements

Shared expertise and
service delivery

capacity, improving service delivery and
addressing territorial challenges beyond in-
dividual administrative boundaries. Figure
4.4 provides an overview of the four models,
which are discussed in more detail below.

lllustrative countries

Finland, France,
Hungary, Netherlands,
Norway, Slovenia

Belgium, Germany,
Luxembourg, Spain,
United Kingdom

Estonia, Lithuania,
Czechia, Serbia, Ukraine

Weak institutional or

Functional service delivery

Moldova

financial underpinning

Figure 4.4 Typology of Inter-Municipal and Alternative Governance Arrangements.
Source: CEMR Survey 2026

30 These developments were
announced after the completion
of the TERRI 2026 survey and

are based on publicly available
governmental sources. In July
2026, the French Government
outlined a programme of territorial
governance and administrative
simplification reforms touching
on local government, planning
and the distribution of
responsibilities between levels
of government. See Vie Publique
(2026) Décentralisation :vers une
nouvelle réforme territoriale ?.
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Legal integration and
financial incentives

The first model is characterised by cooperation
that is embedded within national governance
frameworks through legislation, delegated re-
sponsibilities or dedicated financial incentives.

Finland, France, Hungary, the Nether-
lands, Slovenia, Norway, and Slovakia are
representative of this approach. Although
the specific arrangements differ, they share
a common feature: inter-municipal coop-
eration is underpinned by legislation, dele-
gated responsibilities or dedicated funding
streams. Slovenia's state co-financing of joint
municipal administrations, Finland's use of
joint authorities for major service functions,
and France's long-established intercommu-
nal structures all illustrate how cooperation
can evolve into a significant component of
territorial governance. Recent discussions in
France concerning the simplification of terri-
torial governance and the clarification of re-

sponsibilities between levels of government
further highlight the continuing importance
of intercommunal arrangements within the
country's governance system3’. These coun-
tries were also among those reporting the
highest levels of policy impact from coopera-
tive governance arrangements.

Territorial flexibility and
menu-based systems

This model places greater emphasis on flexi-
bility and adaptation to local circumstances.
Rather than relying on a standardised insti-
tutional framework, municipalities can se-
lect from a range of mechanisms that can be
tailored to different territorial circumstances
and policy objectives.

Austria, Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg
and Spain illustrate this approach. Coop-
eration is frequently organised through
purpose-built arrangements designed to ad-


https://www.vie-publique.fr/eclairage/302333-decentralisation-vers-une-nouvelle-reforme-territoriale

dress specific functional needs. Examples
include Belgium's intercommunales, or in-
tergemeentelijk samenwerkingsverband, Ger-
many's Zweckverbdnde, which enable mu-
nicipalities to jointly manage services and
infrastructure while preserving local auton-
omy, Luxembourg's syndicats de communes
and Spain's diverse network of mancomu-
nidades and consortia. In England and Scot-
land, cooperative governance also supports
wider coordination across functional terri-
tories through Strategic Authorities (Eng-
land) and Community Planning Partnerships
(Scotland).

A defining feature of this model is its versatil-
ity. These arrangements are used not only for
technical functions such as utilities and infra-
structure management, but also for planning,
economic development, investment coordina-
tion and territorial governance more broadly.

Functional service delivery
and capacity building

In this model cooperation is primarily used
as a mechanism for strengthening local ca-
pacity and overcoming the challenges asso-
ciated with municipal fragmentation, limited
resources or administrative constraints.

This approach is particularly evident in Esto-
nia, Lithuania, Czechia, Serbia, Ukraine and
the wider Western Balkans. Municipalities fre-
quently cooperate to pool expertise, share ad-
ministrative functions, coordinate investment

and provide services that may be difficult for
smaller municipalities to deliver independently.

Lithuania's Regional Development Councils
and Functional Urban Area partnerships are
notable examples of cooperation linked to
territorial development and investment plan-
ning. Estonia has used cooperative structures
to support territorial coordination following
local government reforms, while Serbia and
Ukraine have increasingly relied on coopera-
tive arrangements to strengthen local capac-
ity and service resilience.

Capacity and sustainability
constraints

The final model highlights the limitations of
cooperation arrangements that lack stable in-
stitutional or financial support.

Moldova stands out as the sole respondent
reporting a limited policy impact from in-
ter-municipal cooperation. While cooper-
ative structures exist, their effectiveness is
constrained by dependence on externally
funded projects and the absence of long-
term institutional and financial support. As
a result, arrangements frequently struggle to
remain operational once project funding has
concluded. Although represented by a single
case, this model provides an important re-
minder that cooperation alone does not guar-
antee stronger governance outcomes. Effec-
tive arrangements require both institutional
commitment and sustainable resources.

3.5 Key patterns emerging from
cooperative governance

Three important patterns emerge from the survey findings and help explain the growing role of
cooperative governance within European territorial governance systems.
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31 This finding is consistent with
OECD analysis, which identifies
clear legal frameworks, appropriate
institutional arrangements and
sustainable fiscal foundations

as key conditions for successful
inter-municipal co-operation.

See OECD (2026), How to Make
Inter-Municipal Co-operation Work.
Paris: OECD Publishing.

Stable Institutional and Financial
frameworks matter

The effectiveness of cooperative governance ar-
rangements appears to depend heavily on the ex-
istence of stable institutional and financial foun-
dations3!. Countries such as Finland, France and
Slovenia demonstrate how legislative support,
delegated responsibilities and predictable funding

can help cooperation become an established part of
territorial governance. By contrast, the experience
of Moldova illustrates the challenges faced by ar-
rangements that rely primarily on project-based or
externally funded initiatives. The findings suggest
that cooperation is most effective when it is em-
bedded within durable governance and financing
frameworks rather than treated as a temporary or-
ganisational solution.
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Cooperation is extending
beyond Service Delivery

While shared infrastructure, utilities and tech-
nical services remain important drivers of coop-
eration, the survey respondents increasingly re-
ported collaborative arrangement in areas such
as territorial planning, economic development,

Different Institutional pathways
can support Territorial Capacity

The survey highlights different approaches to
addressing challenges of scale, administrative
capacity and governance complexity. Some
countries have relied historically on territorial
consolidation and larger municipal structures,
while others have preserved existing territorial
arrangements and pursued efficiency through

social services, investment coordination and
resilience preparation. This suggests that coop-
eration is evolving beyond its traditional role of
achieving economies of scale and is increasingly
being used as a governance mechanism for ad-
dressing complex challenges that extend across
administrative boundaries.

improved cooperation. Despite these differences,
both approaches seek to strengthen governance
capacity and improve policy delivery. The evi-
dence therefore suggests that there is no single in-
stitutional model for effective territorial govern-
ance, rather that countries are adopting different
institutional pathways to achieve broadly similar
objectives, reflecting different national contexts
and traditions.

4 Table of contents

3.6 Chapter summary

The evidence presented in this chapter sug-
gests that inter-municipal and alternative
governance arrangements have become an
increasingly important component of ter-
ritorial governance across Europe. Rather
than acting as exceptional or supplementary
mechanisms, they now form part of the main-
stream governance landscape through which
local and regional governments exercise re-
sponsibilities, coordinate action and deliver
public services.

The findings reinforce a broader theme
emerging throughout TERRI 2026, namely
that territorial governance is increasingly
evolving through cooperation, coordination
and functional governance arrangements
rather than through territorial restructuring
alone. As responsibilities become more com-
plex and policy challenges extend beyond
administrative boundaries, cooperation is
increasingly being used to strengthen territo-

rial capacity and support the practical exer-
cise of local and regional responsibilities.

The effectiveness of these arrangements,
however, depends not only on their insti-
tutional design and on the resources avail-
able to support them, but also on sustained
political and administrative commitment to
their operation over time. This highlights an
important connection between governance
arrangements, responsibilities and financial
capacity, which forms the focus of the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER A4. Fiscal
pressures and the
financing of local and
regional governments

4.1 Introduction

hroughout this report, the evidence has

highlighted the evolving responsibili-

ties of local and regional governments
and the governance arrangements through
which those responsibilities are exercised.
Ultimately, however, the ability of local and
regional governments to fulfil these responsi-
bilities depends upon the resources available
to support them. The relationship between
responsibilities, resources and local auton-
omy has therefore become a central issue in
contemporary territorial governance.

Since the publication of the first TERRI Re-
port in 2021, local and regional governments
have operated in a markedly more challeng-
ing environment. Inflation, rising energy
costs, demographic change, housing pres-
sures, climate adaptation requirements and
growing demands for public services have all
increased expenditure pressures across Eu-
rope. At the same time, expectations regard-
ing local service delivery, investment and re-
silience measures have continued to expand.

The survey findings indicate that, while the
formal allocation of competences has often
remained relatively stable, the cost of exer-

cising those competences has increased sig-
nificantly. Respondents consistently point
to growing pressures in areas such as social
care, healthcare, education, housing, infra-
structure and climate-related investment. In
many cases, these demands are structural
rather than temporary and are expected to
intensify in the years ahead.

The evidence also suggests that the financing
frameworks supporting local and regional
government are evolving. Many respondents
report increasing reliance on earmarked
grants, project-based funding and other con-
ditional financing mechanisms. While these
can support national and European policy
objectives, they may also reduce local discre-
tion and increase administrative burdens. As
aresult, concerns about fiscal capacity are in-
creasingly linked to wider questions of local
autonomy and governance effectiveness.

This chapter examines the principal sources
of financial pressure identified by respond-
ents before considering recent developments
in subnational financing frameworks and
their implications for governance capacity, fis-
cal sustainability and local self-government.

4.2 Main sources of financial pressure

The survey responses reveal a highly consist-
ent picture of the financial challenges facing
local and regional governments across Europe.
Although the specific circumstances vary be-
tween countries, respondents to CEMR’s sur-

vey identified a common set of pressures that
are increasing expenditure demands while re-
ducing fiscal flexibility. Together, these factors
are placing sustained strain on subnational
budgets and limiting fiscal flexibility.
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32 European Commission (2024)
The 2024 Ageing Report: Economic
and Budgetary Projections for the
EU Member States (2022-2070).
Luxembourg: Publications Office of
the European Union.

33 European Parliament Research
Service (2026) Developing a
Coordinated EU Approach to
Housing. Brussels: European
Parliament., which identifies
housing affordability and supply as
growing challenges across Europe.

34 European Environment Agency
(2024) European Climate Risk
Assessment, which highlights
growing adaptation and resilience
investment needs across Europe.

The principal challenge
facing local and regional
governments is not a sin-
gle expenditure pressure
but the cumulative effect
of multiple demands oc-
curring simultaneously.
Across Europe, social
care, education, housing,
climate adaptation, infra-
structure and resilience
requirements are compet-
ing for resources within
increasingly constrained
fiscal environments.
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A first and particularly significant source of
pressure relates to social care, healthcare
and demographic change. An ageing popu-
lation is increasing demand for elderly care,
health-related services and wider social sup-
port across many countries®’. Respondents
from Denmark, Sweden, Lithuania, Spain,
France, Slovenia and Scotland all identi-
fied social care expenditure as a major area
of financial strain, while Finland, Romania,
Norway, Moldova, Portugal, Croatia and
Ukraine highlighted growing healthcare-re-
lated expenditure. In many cases, these
pressures reflect long-term structural trends
rather than temporary expenditure increases
and are likely to remain a prominent fea-
ture of local government finance in the years
ahead.

A second major challenge concerns the im-
pact of inflation, energy costs and workforce
expenditure. The sharp rise in energy prices
experienced across Europe between 2022 and
2024 generated significant pressure on local
operating budgets, affecting the day-to-day
running of schools, public buildings, sports
facilities, transport systems and municipal
infrastructure. At the same time, inflation
has driven higher wage costs and increased
recruitment and retention pressures across
local government workforces. Respondents
from France, Luxembourg, Slovenia, Esto-
nia and Czechia all identified staffing costs as
a growing budgetary concern.

Education and childcare services also
emerged as an important sphere of expend-
iture growth. Several respondents reported
that expenditure growth in early childhood
education, school infrastructure and staffing
has significantly outpaced revenue growth.
Austria, for example, reported substantial
increases in spending on kindergarten and
all-day childcare provision, while municipali-
ties in England highlighted growing costs as-
sociated with special educational needs and
disability support.

The survey further highlights the growing
importance of housing and population dis-
placement as fiscal challenges®. Housing
pressures, shortages of social housing and
increasing homelessness are placing new de-
mands upon local governments, particularly
in urban areas. In parallel, municipalities in
countries such as Estonia, Moldova, Slova-
kia and Ukraine have faced significant costs
associated with accommodating and support-
ing displaced populations resulting from the
war in Ukraine.

Respondents also identified climate adapta-
tion and environmental investment as in-
creasingly significant expenditure drivers:.
Measures relating to flood prevention, ener-
gy-efficient building renovation, waste man-
agement reform, sustainable mobility and
environmental infrastructure are requiring
substantial investment by local and regional
municipalities. What were once considered
longer-term policy objectives are increas-
ingly translating into immediate budgetary
commitments.

Distinct from these environmental pressures
is the growing expenditure associated with
preparedness, civil protection and crisis man-
agement. Compared with the period covered
by the first TERRI Report, local and regional
governments are increasingly expected to
strengthen emergency planning capabilities,
maintain crisis response capacity and con-
tribute to broader community resilience. In
several countries, these responsibilities have
expanded following recent public health, en-
ergy and security-related crises, requiring
additional investment in emergency prepar-
edness, risk management and civil protection
arrangements.

Finally, many respondents highlighted grow-
ing expenditure requirements linked to in-
frastructure renewal, transport networks
and asset maintenance. Rising construction
costs, ageing infrastructure and accumu-
lated maintenance backlogs are increasing
pressure on local authorities to modernise
essential assets while continuing to deliver
day-to-day services. These challenges are par-
ticularly acute in municipalities facing demo-
graphic change, territorial disparities or ma-
jor infrastructure deficits.

The survey evidence suggests that these ex-
penditure trends are placing increasing pres-
sure on the capacity of local and regional
governments to maintain services, finance
investment and respond to emerging policy
challenges. As spending demands continue to
expand, questions of funding adequacy, fiscal
flexibility and local discretion are becoming
increasingly significant. The next section
therefore examines recent changes in subna-
tional financing frameworks and considers
how these developments are affecting local
fiscal autonomy and governance capacity.


https://economy-finance.ec.europa.eu/publications/2024-ageing-report-economic-and-budgetary-projections-eu-member-states-2022-2070_en
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2026/785738/EPRS_BRI(2026)785738_EN.pdf
https://www.eea.europa.eu/en/analysis/publications/european-climate-risk-assessment/european-climate-risk-assessment-report

4.3 The changing relationship
between responsibilities,
funding and fiscal discretion

The survey findings support the assertion
that the relationship between local respon-
sibilities, financial resources and fiscal dis-
cretion is becoming increasingly complex, a
trend also identified in wider European and
international research on subnational gov-
ernment finance®. While local and regional
governments are expected to respond to
growing demands in areas such as social care,
housing, climate adaptation and resilience,
many respondents report that the financing
frameworks supporting these responsibilities
are becoming more conditional, more tar-
geted and, in some cases, more centralised.
As a result, debates about local government
finance increasingly concern not only the
level of funding available, but also the degree
of autonomy available in determining how
that funding is used.

The growth of conditional funding

The most frequently reported change con-
cerns the increasing use of earmarked grants
and other forms of conditional funding. In
several countries, unrestricted transfers
have been reduced or frozen while a grow-
ing share of financial support is channeled
through programme-specific or sectoral
funding arrangements. Respondents from
Hungary, Slovakia, Romania, Estonia and
several Western Balkan countries including
Serbia reported that local governments are
becoming increasingly dependent on funding
linked to centrally determined priorities and
expenditure conditions.

While such arrangements can support stra-
tegic policy objectives and improve account-
ability, they may also reduce the flexibility
available to local governments in responding
to local needs. Anumber of respondents noted
that growing reliance on earmarked funding
can constrain local discretion and make long-
term financial planning more difficult.

Centralisation and
fiscal autonomy

A related trend concerns increasing central
influence over subnational finance. Several
respondents highlighted reforms that have
altered the balance between local autonomy
and central control, either through changes
to grant systems, restrictions on expenditure
flexibility or modifications to local revenue
sources. In Hungary, for example, respond-
ents reported a continued expansion of cen-
trally controlled funding mechanisms along-
side measures affecting local revenue bases.
Serbia similarly noted that non-earmarked
transfers have remained frozen for an ex-
tended period, reducing their relative impor-
tance within municipal budgets. Respondents
from other countries also highlighted changes
to local revenue frameworks, suggesting that
questions of fiscal autonomy increasingly
extend beyond expenditure flexibility to in-
clude the ability of local authorities to control
and generate their own sources of revenue.

These developments do not necessarily im-
ply a reduction in overall funding levels.
However, they suggest that fiscal capacity is
increasingly influenced by the degree of dis-
cretion local governments retain over both
the allocation of resources and the financial
means available to support local priorities®.
This finding is consistent with wider com-
parative research on local autonomy which
identifies fiscal discretion and control over
resources as important dimensions of effec-
tive local self-government®’.

The growing importance of
EU and recovery funding

A significant development identified by re-
spondents is the growing importance of Eu-
ropean funding instruments, particularly
those linked to the Recovery and Resilience
Facility (RRF), NextGenerationEU and related
national recovery programmes. Respondents
from Spain, Croatia, Romania and Slovakia
highlighted the role of these funding streams
in supporting investment in infrastructure
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https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/making-decentralisation-work_g2g9faa7-en.html#:~:text=OECD%20%282019%29%2C%20Making%20Decentralisation%20Work%3A%20A%20Handbook%20for,policies%20and%20reforms%20in%20OECD%20countries%20and%20beyond.
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https://iris.unil.ch/entities/publication/2454a8b9-e7bc-4173-ab0b-6b32e9368c66
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The survey reveals a
growing tension be-
tween expanding re-
sponsibilities and fiscal
discretion. While local
and regional govern-
ments are benefiting
from new or additional
funding opportunities,
particularly through tar-
geted national and Euro-
pean programmes, many
respondents report de-
clining flexibility in how
resources are allocated
and increasing depend-
ence on conditional
funding arrangements.
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modernisation, digitalisation, climate adap-
tation and the green transition.

At the same time, respondents emphasised
that access to EU funding increasingly de-
pends on administrative capacity. Managing
complex application, reporting and compli-
ance requirements can be challenging, par-
ticularly for smaller municipalities with lim-
ited technical resources. In several countries,
the ability to secure funding is therefore be-
coming linked not only to financial need, but
also to institutional capacity.

The survey findings suggest that European
funding has become an increasingly impor-
tant source of investment finance for local
and regional governments. However, its
effectiveness depends on the ability of au-
thorities to meet increasingly complex ad-
ministrative requirements and to align local
priorities with broader national and Euro-
pean objectives.

Responsibilities and
funding alignment

The survey also highlights continuing con-
cerns regarding the relationship between
devolved responsibilities and available re-
sources and the ability to deliver expected
outcomes. Several respondents reported
situations where new functions or increas-
ing service expectations have not been fully
matched by corresponding funding arrange-
ments. Examples include reforms in Czechia
that transfer additional staffing-related re-
sponsibilities to local governments, concerns
in Portugal regarding the financing of de-
centralised functions and observations from
Finland regarding the changing balance of
responsibilities following recent institutional
reforms. Similar concerns are evident in Bul-
garia3®, where recent reform initiatives have
focused on strengthening fiscal decentralisa-
tion, enhancing municipal financial auton-
omy and improving the alignment between
local responsibilities and available resources.

These examples point to an enduring chal-
lenge within multi-level governance systems:
ensuring that financial resources evolve
alongside the responsibilities assigned to lo-
cal and regional government.

Emerging examples of
enhanced fiscal flexibility

Although centralisation was the dominant
theme identified by respondents, a number
of countries reported initiatives intended to
strengthen local financial capacity. Scotland
highlighted new local revenue-raising pow-
ers, including visitor levies and measures
relating to second homes, while Slovenia
reported adjustments to municipal financing
arrangements designed to reduce dispari-
ties between municipalities. England also
referred to ongoing efforts to align funding
allocations more closely with objectively as-
sessed spending needs.

These examples remain relatively limited
compared with the wider trend towards
conditional funding, but they demonstrate
that some countries are exploring new ap-
proaches to strengthening local fiscal sustain-
ability while preserving accountability and
fiscal discipline.

Taken together, the findings suggest that sub-
national financing systems are becoming
increasingly complex. While new funding
opportunities have emerged, particularly
through European investment programmes,
many respondents report growing depend-
ence on conditional funding streams and
greater central oversight of expenditure. As a
result, debates concerning local government
finance are increasingly focused not only on
the volume of resources available but also
on the degree of autonomy that local and
regional governments retain in determining
how those resources are used.


https://rm.coe.int/22bg07-roadmap-en/1680b1184e

4.4 Investment capacity and
long-term sustainability

Beyond the immediate pressures affecting
day-to-day expenditure, respondents identi-
fied growing concerns regarding the capacity
of local and regional governments to finance
the long-term investments required to sup-
port economic development, territorial cohe-
sion and public service delivery. While many
municipalities continue to manage increas-
ing operational costs, they must simultane-
ously invest in infrastructure renewal, hous-
ing, transport networks, climate adaptation
and digital transformation. The challenge is
therefore not only one of maintaining current
services, but also ensuring that communities
remain resilient, competitive and sustainable
over the longer term?®. This increasingly re-
quires local and regional governments to rec-
oncile immediate expenditure pressures with
mountain demands for investment in infra-
structure, climate adaptation and community
resilience. The longer-term consequences of
underinvestment are therefore becoming an
increasingly important consideration in terri-
torial governance.

Infrastructure renewal
and modernisation

A recurring theme across the survey re-
sponses is the growing need to repair, up-
grade and modernise public infrastructure.
Respondents from Finland, Romania, Slo-
vakia, Luxembourg and Tirkiye reported
increasing investment requirements relating
to transport networks, utilities, water sys-
tems and basic public infrastructure. In many
cases, rising construction costs and years of
underinvestment have compounded exist-
ing infrastructure deficits, creating signifi-
cant long-term financing challenges for local
governments.

Housing and urban development

Housing has emerged as both a social and an
investment challenge. Several respondents
highlighted the need for increased invest-
ment in affordable housing, urban regener-
ation and supporting infrastructure, particu-
larly in areas experiencing strong population
growth, tourism pressures or affordability

challenges. Belgium, England, Portugal,
Northern Ireland, Croatia and Spain all
identified growing pressure for public inter-
vention in housing markets, requiring sub-
stantial financial commitments from local
and regional governments.

Transport and connectivity

Investment in transport infrastructure
continues to represent a major long-term
commitment for subnational governments.
Beyond maintaining existing networks, mu-
nicipalities and regions are increasingly re-
quired to improve connectivity, modernise
mobility systems and address changing travel
patterns. Rising costs associated with infra-
structure maintenance and public transport
provision have added further pressure to al-
ready stretched investment budgets. These
challenges are particularly significant where
transport networks form a key component of
wider regional development strategies.

Green transition, climate
adaptation and digitalisation

Many respondents reported significant in-
vestment needs linked to the green and digi-
tal transitions. Spain, Romania, Croatia and
Slovakia highlighted the importance of major
investment programmes supporting energy
efficiency, digital infrastructure, sustainable
mobility and climate adaptation measures.
While external funding mechanisms have
created important opportunities for invest-
ment, respondents also pointed to the scale of
resources required to maintain momentum
and deliver projects over the longer term.

Lithuania illustrates how investment plan-
ning is increasingly being coordinated at a
wider territorial scale. Through Regional De-
velopment Councils and Functional Urban
Area partnerships, infrastructure, mobil-
ity and economic development projects are
aligned with broader regional investment
priorities.
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Local and regional gov-
ernments face a dual
challenge of maintain-
ing essential services
while financing the in-
vestments required for
future development.
Infrastructure renewal,
housing, sustainable
mobility, climate ad-
aptation, digitalisation
and resilience are in-
creasingly competing
for limited capital re-
sources, making invest-
ment capacity a critical
component of territorial
governance and long-
term sustainability.
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Fiscal pressures are
increasingly acting as
a catalyst for govern-
ance change. Across
Europe, local and re-
gional governments are
adapting organisational
structures, service de-
livery arrangements and
forms of cooperation in
response to growing de-
mands and constrained
financial resources.
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Preparedness and
resilience investment

The survey also suggests that preparedness
and resilience are becoming increasingly
important components of long-term invest-
ment planning. As local and regional gov-
ernments assume greater responsibilities
for emergency preparedness, civil protection
and crisis response, additional investment
is required in emergency infrastructure,
risk-management systems and community
resilience measures. These requirements rep-
resent a relatively new dimension of capital
planning compared with the period covered
by the first TERRI Report.

Taken together, the evidence suggests that
long-term sustainability depends not only on
the availability of investment resources but
also on the ability of local and regional gov-
ernments to secure and manage increasingly
complex investment programmes. In several
countries, major investment projects are be-
ing pursued through collaborative arrange-
ments that enable authorities to operate at a
better scale suited to infrastructure, housing,
transport and resilience objectives. This re-
flects the growing interconnection between
investment capacity, territorial coordination
and effective policy delivery.

4.5 Fiscal pressures as a driver
of governance reform

The survey evidence suggests that fiscal pres-
sures are increasingly shaping the way local
and regional governments organise them-
selves and deliver public services. While gov-
ernance reforms are often presented in insti-
tutional or administrative terms, respondents
frequently linked recent changes to the prac-
tical challenges of rising costs, constrained
resources and increasing service demands.

Across Europe, local and regional govern-
ments are being required to deliver more
complex responsibilities within tighter fi-
nancial environments. This has encouraged
greater use of cooperative arrangements,
shared services and other forms of collabo-
rative governance that allow authorities to
pool resources, strengthen administrative
capacity and achieve economies of scale. As
demonstrated in Chapter 3, many governance
innovations can therefore be understood not
only as responses to policy complexity but
also as responses to fiscal constraints.

Fiscal pressures are also influencing broader
debates concerning local autonomy, service
delivery and territorial organisation. In sev-
eral countries, reforms have sought to align
governance arrangements with financial
sustainability, capacity requirements and the
growing need to coordinate services across
wider territories. Respondents also high-
lighted differing experiences regarding the
relationship between responsibilities and

resources. Luxembourg pointed to efforts to
strengthen the principle that funding should
accompany new responsibilities The evidence
suggests that governance structures are in-
creasingly being assessed not only in terms of
democratic representation or administrative
efficiency, but also in terms of their ability to
operate effectively within constrained fiscal
environments.

Taken together, the findings indicate that fi-
nancial considerations are becoming a more
prominent driver of governance change than
was evident in the first TERRI Report. Rather
than representing a separate policy issue,
investment capability is increasingly shap-
ing how responsibilities are exercised, how
services are organised and how local and
regional governments cooperate with one
another.



4.6 Emerging trends and
future challenges

The survey findings reveal that many of the
pressures currently facing local and regional
governments are structural rather than tempo-
rary. While recent expenditure patterns have
been shaped by inflationary pressures and ris-
ing operating costs, respondents increasingly
point to longer-term trends that are likely to
influence public finances, service delivery and
governance arrangements well beyond the cur-
rent reporting period. These trends have impor-
tant implications not only for local government
finance, but also for institutional capability, ser-
vice delivery and territorial development.

Demographic change and
growing service demand

Demographic change is likely to be one of the
most significant drivers of local and regional
government expenditure over the coming
decade. Ageing populations are increasing de-
mand for healthcare, social care and commu-
nity support services, while at the same time
placing pressure on the long-term sustaina-
bility of public finances. Scotland provides a
useful illustration of this trend, reporting that
social work and education already account for
around half of local government net revenue
expenditure. More broadly, respondents sug-
gest that demographic pressures are becom-
ing an increasingly important factor shaping
future spending priorities across Europe.

Demographic change is also creating uneven
territorial impacts. While some urban areas
continue to expand, other regions face pop-
ulation decline and shrinking tax bases. This
divergence presents growing challenges for
local service provision, infrastructure main-
tenance and fiscal sustainability, particularly
in smaller and more rural municipalities.
Evidence from Germany illustrates these
divergent pressures, with growing demand
concentrated around major urban centres
while many rural territories face population
decline, ageing populations and challenges in
maintaining services and infrastructure.

Climate adaptation and
environmental investment

Climate adaptation is increasingly moving
from along-term policy objective to arecurring
expenditure and investment responsibility.
Local and regional governments are expected
to finance flood protection, energy-efficiency
measures, environmental infrastructure and
adaptation projects while continuing to main-
tain essential public services. Belgium, Spain
and Northern Ireland highlighted the grow-
ing financial implications of climate adapta-
tion and associated investment requirements.
The broader implication is that environmental
resilience is becoming a permanent feature of
local government budgeting rather than an
exceptional investment requirement.

The challenge is particularly significant be-
cause many adaptation investments require
substantial upfront expenditure while deliv-
ering benefits only over the longer term. This
places increasing pressure on local and re-
gional governments to balance immediate ser-
vice needs with future resilience objectives.

Resilience, preparedness
and security

Resilience and preparedness are emerging as
increasingly important components of local
and regional government activity. Respondents
indicate that public health emergencies, energy
disruptions, security concerns and extreme
weather events have reinforced expectations
regarding the role of local governments in
emergency planning, civil protection and crisis
response. Ukraine provides the clearest illustra-
tion of how rapidly resilience requirements can
reshape local priorities and resource allocation.

The survey suggests that preparedness is in-
creasingly being integrated into local planning,
infrastructure investment and service deliv-
ery, with implications for both current expend-
iture and long-term financial sustainability.
This trend suggests that resilience is no longer
viewed as a contingent responsibility activated
only in times of crisis. Instead, it is becoming
a permanent feature of territorial governance
and public sector planning across Europe.
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The survey suggests
that many of the most
significant challenges
facing local and region-
al governments are in-
creasingly long-term and
structural in nature. De-
mographic change, terri-
torial disparities, climate
adaptation, resiliencere-
quirements, workforce
shortages and digital
transformation are ex-
pected to reshape both
expenditure demands,
investment priorities and
service delivery require-
ments across Europe
over the coming decade.
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Workforce and skills capacity

Workforce shortages are emerging as a growing
challenge for local and regional governments®.
Respondents reported increasing difficulties
in recruiting and retaining personnel across a
range of specialised functions, including social
services, technical planning, engineering, dig-
ital services and emergency management. In
many cases, labour market pressures are in-
creasing wage and pension costs while simul-
taneously constraining organisational capacity.
France, Estonia and the Netherlands all high-
lighted the financial implications of staffing and
recruitment pressures, reflecting challenges
that are increasingly evident across Europe.

The implications extend beyond staffing budg-
ets. Workforce shortages can affect the abil-
ity of local governments to deliver services,
manage complex investment programmes
and respond effectively to emerging policy
challenges. The issue is particularly acute for
smaller public administrations, which often
face greater difficulties in attracting specialist
expertise. The findings suggest that workforce
capacity may increasingly become as signifi-
cant a constraint on local government perfor-
mance as financial resources themselves.

The digital transition

Digitalisation continues to present both op-
portunities and challenges for local and re-
gional governments*. While technological
innovation offers opportunities to improve
efficiency, accessibility and service delivery,
it also requires sustained investment in in-
frastructure, cybersecurity, workforce skills
and organisational change. Survey respond-
ents increasingly view digital transformation
as an ongoing process rather than a one-off
modernisation effort.

As digital technologies become more deeply
embedded in public administration, the ca-
pacity to manage digital systems, protect
critical information and develop appropriate
technical expertise is becoming increasingly
important. The survey findings suggest that
digitalisation is no longer simply a matter
of technological investment. It emerges as a
core component of administrative capacity
and organisational resilience, influencing
how local and regional governments deliver
services, manage information and respond to
evolving citizen expectations.

4.7 Chapter summary:
resources, responsibilities
and fiscal sustainability

The evidence presented in this chapter sug-
gests that the principal challenge facing lo-
cal and regional governments is not simply a
shortage of resources. Rather; it is the grow-
ing mismatch between expanding responsi-
bilities, rising service expectations and the
degree of financial flexibility available to re-
spond to them. CEMR’s survey data indicates
increasing pressures associated with social
care, housing, infrastructure, climate adap-
tation and resilience, while also highlighting
concerns regarding conditional funding, fiscal
autonomy and long-term investment capacity.

These developments have implications that
extend beyond local government finance.
They influence how public services are or-
ganised, affect the scope for local discretion
and shape the ability of local and regional

governments to respond to evolving needs
and priorities. Questions of fiscal sustaina-
bility are therefore becoming increasingly
intertwined with wider issues of territorial
governance and democratic accountability.

More fundamentally, the findings suggest that
the effectiveness of territorial governance
depends not only on the formal allocation of
responsibilities, but also on whether those
responsibilities are supported by adequate
resources, flexibility and institutional capa-
bility. This reinforces a broader theme emerg-
ing throughout TERRI 2026. Competences,
governance arrangements and finance are
closely interconnected, and their interaction
increasingly shapes the ability of local and
regional governments to respond both to cur-
rent pressures and future challenges.
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CHAPTER 5. Housing
governance and
affordability in Europe

5.1 Introduction

cross Europe, housing has emerged as

one of the defining public policy chal-

enges of the decade*?. Rising housing
costs, declining affordability, demographic
change, urbanisation, climate objectives and
growing investment needs are placing in-
creasing pressure on governments at all levels.
While the nature and scale of these challenges
vary across countries, ensuring access to af-
fordable, adequate and sustainable housing
has become a shared priority across Europe.

Housing is also fundamentally a territorial
governance issue. Decisions relating to spa-
tial planning, land use, infrastructure, per-
mitting, urban regeneration and social hous-
ing are distributed across different levels of
government, while their implementation
depends on effective coordination between
national, regional and local governments.
The ability to respond to housing challenges
is therefore shaped not only by financial re-
sources and policy choices, but also by gov-
ernance arrangements, institutional capacity
and the allocation of responsibilities. Hous-
ing outcomes are further influenced by the
interaction of multiple policy domains, in-
cluding planning, finance, social policy and
environmental objectives, making effective
coordination particularly important.

Many of the trends identified elsewhere in
TERRI 2026 are reflected particularly clearly
in the housing sector. Demographic change,
investment requirements, territorial dispari-
ties, climate adaptation and fiscal constraints
increasingly intersect within housing sys-
tems, creating complex challenges for local
and regional governments. Housing there-
fore provides a relevant lens through which
to examine how responsibilities, governance
arrangements, resources and implementa-
tion capacity interact in practice.

For many local and regional governments,
housing is no longer viewed solely as a plan-
ning or social policy issue. It has become a
strategic policy area that touches upon eco-
nomic development, territorial cohesion, cli-
mate resilience and social inclusion?®. At the
same time, the allocation of housing respon-
sibilities varies considerably across Europe,
reflecting different constitutional arrange-
ments, governance traditions and policy
choices. This chapter therefore examines
how housing responsibilities are distributed
across levels of government, how local and
regional governments exercise their respon-
sibilities in practice, and the principal gov-
ernance challenges they face in delivering
affordable housing.

5.2 Housing as a territorial
governance challenge

Survey respondents consistently reported
that housing has become one of the clearest
examples of how territorial governance chal-
lenges increasingly intersect. More than nine

out of ten responding countries identified
affordable housing as a significant concern,
while housing shortages, ageing housing
stock, rising construction costs and limited
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land availability were also widely reported.
These pressures extend beyond housing pol-
icy itself and increasingly affect economic de-
velopment, labour mobility, social inclusion
and territorial cohesion*.

Housing challenges are also becoming more
territorially differentiated. While many ur-
ban areas face affordability pressures, hous-
ing shortages and land constraints, a number
of rural and peripheral territories are af-
fected by population decline, vacant housing
stock and weak investment demand. The sur-
vey results therefore point to the importance
of place-based responses that reflect differing
local and regional circumstances.

The evidence further indicates that housing
is becoming increasingly linked to wider pol-
icy objectives. Respondents from the Neth-
erlands and Spain, for example, highlighted
difficulties in attracting and retaining key
workers in areas where housing costs have
risen significantly, demonstrating how hous-
ing challenges can affect local service deliv-
ery and territorial attractiveness.

Perhaps more than any other policy area
examined in TERRI 2026, housing illustrates
the relationship between responsibilities, re-
sources and delivery capability. While local
and regional governments are increasingly

expected to respond to housing pressures,
their ability to do so is often shaped by fi-
nancing arrangements, planning frameworks
and the distribution of responsibilities across
different levels of government.

The evidence also suggests that housing can-
not be understood solely through the alloca-
tion of formal responsibilities. Across diverse
national systems, respondents repeatedly
highlighted the importance of how responsi-
bilities interact with funding arrangements,
local flexibility, delivery performance and
coordination mechanisms. This points to a
broader lesson emerging from the survey:
differences in institutional design alone do
not explain housing outcomes. Rather, the
ability of governance systems to translate
policy ambitions into housing delivery ap-
pears to depend on how these different ele-
ments operate together in practice.

The growing prominence of housing raises
an important question: how are responsibil-
ities for housing policy organised and exer-
cised across Europe? The next section exam-
ines the governance arrangements through
which housing responsibilities are delivered
and the respective roles of national, regional
and local governments in addressing housing
challenges.

5.3 Housing governance
models across Europe

The survey findings reveal that housing is
one of the clearest examples of multi-level
governance in Europe?®. Responsibilities for
housing policy are rarely concentrated at
a single level of government. Instead, they
are typically distributed across national, re-
gional and local governments with different
actors performing distinct strategic, regu-
latory, financing and implementation func-
tions. While institutional arrangements vary
considerably between countries, housing
governance is generally characterised less
by exclusive competences than by shared re-
sponsibilities and interdependence.

At a strategic level, national governments
continue to play a predominant role. More
than 85% of responding countries indicated

that national authorities are responsible for
establishing housing policy frameworks, leg-
islative provisions and funding programmes.
At the same time, municipalities remain crit-
ical actors in the implementation of housing
policy, while regional governments continue
to play an important role in several countries,
particularly where housing responsibilities
are linked to wider territorial development,
planning or infrastructure functions.

The evidence points to four broad governance
models across Europe. However, the diversity
of arrangements reported by respondents
suggests that there is no single institutional
model for housing governance. The purpose
of the typology presented below is therefore
not to identify a preferred approach, but to


https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2026/785738/EPRS_BRI(2026)785738_EN.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/an-agenda-for-housing-policy-reform_ddb57031-en.html

illustrate the different ways in which respon-
sibilities for housing policy and delivery are
organised. The survey findings indicate that
housing outcomes depend less on institu-

Centralised systems

Strong national leadership,
local implementation

Examples: Slovakia, Tiirkiye, Hungary

Multi-level shared
governance

Shared responsabilities
distributed across levels

Examples: Spain, Belgium, Denmark

tional design alone and more on the extent
to which responsibilities, financial resources,
local discretion and delivery arrangement
are combined in practice.

Local-national
co-management

National strategy with local delivery

Examples: England, Czechia, Estonia

Decentralised /
federal systems

Strong regional or state autonomy

Examples: Germany, Austria

Figure 5.3 Housing Governance Models in Europe. Source: CEMR Survey 2026

Housing governance is predominantly multi-level: policy outcomes depend on coordination

between levels of government.

Centralised housing systems

In a number of countries, housing policy
remains strongly directed by central gov-
ernment, with local authorities primarily
responsible for implementation rather than
policy design. Hungary and Tiirkiye provide
illustrative examples of this approach. In
these systems, strategy, major funding deci-
sions and legislative frameworks are largely
determined at national level, while munic-
ipalities operate within relatively prescrip-
tive frameworks. In Tirkiye, municipalities
also possess legal powers to undertake land
development and housing projects, although
major housing programmes and investment
decisions are predominantly driven by cen-
tral government. Such arrangements can
promote consistency and facilitate large-scale
intervention, but may also limit the ability of
local governments to adapt policy responses
to local circumstances.

Decentralised and
federal systems

A smaller group of countries allocates sub-
stantial housing responsibilities to regional
or state-level authorities. Germany, Austria
and Belgium illustrate how housing compe-
tences can be embedded within wider fed-
eral or devolved governance systems, with
regional governments playing a significant
role in shaping policy priorities, financing
arrangements and implementation mecha-
nisms. These systems often provide greater
scope for territorial adaptation but can also
generate variation in housing outcomes
across regions.

Multi-level shared governance

The survey suggests that shared governance
arrangements are among the most common
approaches to housing policy. Under these
models, responsibilities are distributed
across multiple levels of government, requir-
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Housing governance is
predominantly multi-lev-
el in character. While
national governments
continue tolead in strate-
gy and financing, munic-
ipalities remain central
to implementation and
land-use regulation.

The evidence does not
identify a single gov-
ernance model as in-
herently superior to
others. Instead, hous-
ing outcomes appear
to depend on whether
governance systems
provide the resources,
local flexibility and de-
livery capability required
to respond to housing
needs in practice.
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ing coordination between national, regional
and local actors. Spain provides a useful il-
lustration, where national authorities estab-
lish overall frameworks while autonomous
communities and local authorities play im-
portant roles in delivery and implementa-
tion. In practice, housing outcomes depend
heavily on the effectiveness of coordination
between different tiers of government.

Local-national co-management

In several countries, housing governance is
characterised by close interaction between
national policy leadership and local imple-
mentation. England and Czechia, for exam-
ple, combine strong national policy frame-
works with substantial local responsibilities
for planning, development management and
affordable housing delivery. These systems
illustrate the growing importance of part-
nership arrangements in addressing housing
challenges that require both strategic direc-
tion and locally tailored responses.

A notable finding is that the allocation of re-
sponsibilities does not necessarily determine
the degree of influence exercised by local gov-
ernments. While municipalities play an im-
portant role in housing delivery across much
of Europe, their ability to shape outcomes is
often conditioned by financing arrangements,
regulatory frameworks and national policy
priorities. Indeed, the survey highlights recur-
ring tensions between formal responsibilities
and practical capacity, echoing wider themes
identified elsewhere in this report.

This dynamic is particularly visible in rela-
tion to spatial planning and land-use regula-
tion. The survey indicates that municipalities
hold zoning and land-use responsibilities in
almost all responding countries. However,
local discretion is frequently constrained
by national legislation, regional planning
frameworks or funding conditions. Portu-
gal provides a useful illustration. While mu-
nicipalities play an increasingly important
role in implementing housing initiatives, re-
spondents noted that delivery is often shaped
by the design and conditions attached to na-
tional and recovery-funded programmes. As
a result, local governments may hold signif-
icant implementation responsibilities while
enjoying more limited discretion over prior-
ities, funding allocations and programme de-
sign. The existence of formal planning pow-
ers therefore does not always translate into
unrestricted local policy autonomy.

The overall picture emerging from the survey
is one of increasingly interconnected govern-
ance arrangements. Housing responsibilities
are rarely exercised by a single level of gov-
ernment and instead rely on cooperation be-
tween different actors and levels of govern-
ment. The evidence does not point towards
a single governance model that consistently
performs better than others. Rather, housing
outcomes appear to be shaped by the extent
to which governance systems provide the re-
sources, flexibility and organisational capa-
bility needed to support delivery.

5.4 Financing housing and affordability

The allocation of responsibilities is only one
dimension of housing governance. Equally
important is the question of how housing poli-
cies and programmes are financed. The survey
findings indicate that housing funding is typi-
cally shared across multiple levels of govern-
ment and increasingly involves a combination
of public, private and third-sector resources.
As with governance arrangements, significant
diversity exists between countries. However,
many respondents highlighted questions of
funding adequacy, predictability and long-term
sustainability as critical factors influencing
housing delivery and affordability outcomes.

The survey findings suggest that housing fi-
nance across Europe is characterised by a
mixture of national, regional and local fund-
ing arrangements, often supplemented by
European programmes, private investment
and third-sector participation. While these
combinations vary considerably between
countries, national governments remain the
principal source of financing for housing pol-
icies and affordable housing programmes.
Municipal governments also contribute sig-
nificantly, while the role of regional govern-
ments varies according to national institu-
tional arrangements.



The evidence further indicates that housing
finance is increasingly moving beyond tra-
ditional grant-based approaches®. Several
respondents highlighted the growing impor-
tance of blended financing arrangements
combining public funding, loans, guaran-
tees and third-party capital. England and
the Netherlands provide notable examples,
where affordable housing delivery relies
upon a combination of public support, bor-
rowing and housing association investment.
These arrangements can mobilise additional
resources, but they may also increase com-
plexity and create new dependencies on ex-
ternal financing conditions.

More broadly, the survey points towards in-
creasingly diversified financing ecosystems.
Across Europe, housing delivery is being
supported through varying combinations of
public investment, borrowing, housing asso-
ciations, guarantees, private capital and Eu-
ropean funding instruments. While these ap-
proaches can expand the resources available
for housing provision, they also increase the
importance of effective coordination, long-
term planning and the ability of institutions
to manage complex funding arrangements.

Despite the diversity of funding models, one
of the most consistent concerns raised by re-
spondents relates to the availability of pre-
dictable and long-term financing. The findings
suggest that uncertainty and short funding
cycles often present greater obstacles than the
existence of funding itself. England's move
towards a longer-term Affordable Homes
Programme was identified as an example of
efforts to improve planning certainty and ena-
ble more strategic investment decisions. More
broadly, respondents noted that the effective-
ness of housing programmes depends not only
on funding levels, but also on the stability and
continuity of financial support over time.

The survey also highlights the importance of
local implementation capacity in determin-
ing whether available resources translate
into housing outcomes. Estonia provides a
useful illustration. Respondents reported
that municipalities can encounter difficulties
meeting co-financing requirements attached
to housing programmes, creating barriers
to accessing available funding. Similar chal-
lenges were identified elsewhere, particu-
larly among smaller authorities with limited
administrative and financial capacity. These
findings suggest that the ability to mobilise
and manage resources can be as important as
the amount of funding available.

Another notable trend is the increasing in-
volvement of private and third-sector actors
in housing provision. Respondents frequently
recognised the financial capacity, expertise
and delivery potential of private-sector part-
ners, while also expressing concerns regard-
ing affordability and long-term accessibility.
Third-sector organisations were often viewed
as important contributors to affordable hous-
ing provision, particularly for wvulnerable
groups, although their own financial re-
sources frequently remain constrained. The
evidence therefore points towards increas-
ingly mixed funding ecosystems in which
public, private and non-profit actors fulfil
complementary roles.

The overall picture emerging from the survey
is that the effectiveness of housing finance
depends not only on the level of investment
available, but also on the extent to which
funding arrangements support local imple-
mentation. Predictability, accessibility and
administrative capacity emerge as recurring
themes across different housing systems. As
a result, questions of housing finance are
closely connected to broader issues of gov-
ernance capability and policy delivery.

5.5 Local flexibility and
territorial adaptation

While financing influences what local and
regional governments can deliver, flexibility
influences how they respond to local housing
needs. The survey findings reveal consid-
erable variation in the degree of discretion
available to local governments. Although mu-

nicipalities exercise planning and land-use
responsibilities in almost all the responding
countries, their ability to adapt policies to lo-
cal circumstances is often shaped by national
legislation, funding arrangements and wider
regulatory frameworks.
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Bank, Housing Action Plan and
associated affordable housing
investment initiatives; European
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Affordable Housing Plan. Brussels:

European Commission.

The principal challenge
identified by respond-
ents is not simply secur-
ing additional funding for
housing, but ensuring
that funding arrange-
ments are predictable,
accessible and aligned
with implementation
capacity. Across differ-
ent financing models,
long-term certainty and
the ability of local gov-
ernments to utilise avail-
able resources emerge
as critical determinants
of housing delivery and
affordability outcomes.
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The survey indicates
that local flexibility is
a critical determinant
of housing outcomes.
While municipalities
hold important respon-
sibilities in almost all
responding countries,
the degree of practical
discretion varies con-
siderably. The evidence
from CEMR’s members
suggests that the most
successful approaches
combine clear national
strategic frameworks
with sufficient scope
for local adaptation to
differing territorial cir-
cumstances.

4 Table of contents

The evidence suggests that the most common
approach is neither complete local autonomy
nor strict central control, but a degree of lo-
cal flexibility exercised within broader na-
tional frameworks. Housing policy therefore
reflects a wider theme emerging throughout
TERRI 2026, whereby responsibilities are
increasingly shared across levels of govern-
ment rather than exercised independently.
Spain provides a useful illustration, with
housing responsibilities shared across na-
tional, regional and local levels, requiring
local initiatives to be aligned with wider stra-
tegic and financing frameworks.

Germany and Sweden demonstrate how this
balance can allow significant adaptation to
differing territorial circumstances. Respond-
ents highlighted the use of differentiated ap-
proaches reflecting local housing markets,
demographic conditions and development
priorities. In Germany, for example, hous-
ing challenges vary considerably between
growing metropolitan regions experiencing
affordability pressures and rural territories
facing demographic decline, vacancy and
service accessibility challenges. These exam-
ples suggest that greater local flexibility can
support more tailored responses to diverse
housing challenges while remaining consist-
ent with broader policy objectives.

A recurring theme throughout the survey is
the growing divergence between urban and
rural housing challenges. In urban areas, re-
spondents most frequently identified afforda-
bility pressures, housing shortages, rising
construction costs and land constraints. Rural
areas, by contrast, often face population de-

cline, vacant housing stock, fragmented own-
ership patterns and weaker investment de-
mand. These differing realities reinforce the
need for housing policies that can be adapted
to distinct territorial circumstances rather
than relying on uniform solutions.

Several respondents highlighted examples
of locally adapted approaches designed to
address these challenges. Scotland's use of
vacancy officers and Spain's housing stock
mapping initiatives seek to identify and bring
underutilised housing back into use, while
Northern Ireland's Rural Needs Act pro-
vides a framework for ensuring that rural
circumstances are systematically considered
in policy development. Although diverse in
nature, these initiatives illustrate how local
flexibility can support more territorially re-
sponsive housing policies.

The survey also suggests that flexibility de-
pends on more than legal powers alone. Even
where local governments possess the author-
ity to adapt policies, action often requires
adequate funding, technical expertise and
administrative support. These challenges can
be particularly significant for smaller munic-
ipalities, limiting their ability to respond to
local housing needs.

Housing therefore highlights an important
distinction between formal autonomy and
practical discretion. The ability to tailor re-
sponses to local circumstances depends not
only on the powers available to local author-
ities but also on the conditions that enable
those powers to be exercised in practice.

5.6 Housing delivery and
implementation capacity

The allocation of responsibilities, availabil-
ity of funding and degree of local flexibility
ultimately influence one central question:
how effectively are housing policies and
programmes translated into delivery? The
survey findings suggest that while govern-
ance frameworks for housing are generally
well established, implementation outcomes
vary considerably. Respondents frequently
highlighted the gap that can emerge between
policy ambition and practical capability re-

quired to deliver housing objectives.

Delivery performance in practice

Overall, respondents presented a broadly
positive but cautious assessment of housing
governance arrangements. Most countries
characterised their systems as moderately
effective, indicating that the necessary insti-
tutional frameworks are largely in place but



that significant barriers continue to affect de-
livery. Only a very small number of respond-
ents considered their systems highly effec-
tive, while others pointed to implementation
constraints, funding pressures and adminis-
trative complexity as limiting factors.

The Croatian experience highlights a broader
lesson emerging from the survey: successful
housing delivery depends not simply on how
responsibilities are organised, but also on
whether institutions possess the capability to
turn policy objectives into practical results.

Capacity as a determinant
of delivery

A recurring theme throughout the survey is
the importance of organisational capability
in housing delivery. Respondents frequently
highlighted the importance of specialist
expertise, project management skills and
administrative resources in implementing
housing programmes. As housing policies
increasingly incorporate sustainability re-
quirements, energy-efficiency standards and
complex funding mechanisms, the demands
placed upon local authorities continue to
expand.

Denmark offers an important illustration of
the role of capacity. Respondents identified
Denmark as one of the strongest examples of
local readiness to address emerging housing
challenges, including those linked to sustain-
ability and climate objectives. This suggests
that legal responsibilities alone are insuffi-
cient; the ability to mobilise expertise and re-
sources is equally important in determining
outcomes.

The survey also indicates that capacity con-
straints are often more pronounced among
smaller authorities. Difficulties in accessing
specialist skills, managing complex projects or
responding to increasingly demanding regula-
tory requirements can affect the ability of mu-
nicipalities to translate policy objectives into
tangible housing outcomes. As a result, differ-
ences in local capacity can contribute to signifi-
cant variation in implementation performance.

The evidence also suggests that housing de-
livery increasingly depends on a wider eco-
system of actors extending beyond public
authorities alone. Across several countries,
housing associations, specialised housing
bodies, public finance institutions and pri-
vate-sector partners play important roles in

financing, developing or managing housing
provision. While these arrangements vary
considerably between countries, they illus-
trate how effective delivery increasingly re-
lies on partnerships that complement public
action and expand implementation capability

From policy ambition to delivery

Respondents repeatedly highlighted the chal-
lenge of translating strategic objectives into
practical results. In several countries, legis-
lative change and new policy commitments
have expanded expectations regarding af-
fordability, sustainability and housing qual-
ity. However, implementation capacity has
not always developed at the same pace. The
result can be a growing gap between policy
ambition and delivery capability.

Ukraine provides a particularly striking
illustration. Respondents highlighted the
challenge of addressing immediate housing
needs, reconstruction demands and longer-
term housing reform simultaneously. Al-
though the context is exceptional, it under-
scores a more general finding emerging from
the survey: the effectiveness of housing pol-
icy depends not only on strategy and funding,
but also on the institutional capacity required
to deliver programmes under changing and
often demanding circumstances.

The survey findings suggest that housing
delivery is influenced more by the formal
allocation of responsibilities. Respondents
repeatedly pointed to the importance of or-
ganisational capability, technical expertise
and administrative resources in determining
whether housing programmes can be imple-
mented successfully. Where these elements
are present, local and regional governments
are generally better placed to respond to
housing needs and manage increasingly com-
plex policy requirements.

More broadly, the findings reinforce a recur-
ring theme throughout TERRI 2026: effective
governance depends not only on assigning re-
sponsibilities, but also on ensuring that insti-
tutions possess the capacity to exercise them
in practice. Housing therefore provides a par-
ticularly clear example of how implementa-
tion capability has become an increasingly im-
portant dimension of territorial governance.

67

TERRI
2026

One of the clearest les-
sons emerging from the
survey is that responsi-
bilities alone are insuffi-
cient. Housing outcomes
are shaped as much by
implementation capacity
as by formal governance
arrangements. While
most countries possess
established housing
frameworks, differences
in administrative capac-
ity, finances, expertise
and delivery capability
significantly influence
the effectiveness of
housing policy in prac-
tice.
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5.7 Emerging European trends
in housing governance

The survey findings reveal several broader
trends that cut across otherwise diverse hous-
ing systems. Although governance arrange-
ments, financing models and institutional
structures differ considerably between coun-
tries, respondents reported a number of com-
mon developments that are reshaping hous-
ing policy and governance across Europe.
The evidence points not towards convergence
around a single housing model, but towards a
shared set of challenges and governance re-
sponses. This conclusion is broadly consistent
with wider European discussions on housing,
which increasingly emphasise affordability,
territorial disparities, investment needs and
cooperation across levels of government.

Trend 1: housing is moving
up the political agenda

Housing has become a strategic policy con-
cern across Europe. Respondents frequently
linked housing challenges to wider issues
including economic development, labour
mobility, demographic change, social inclu-
sion and territorial cohesion. As a result,
housing is increasingly viewed not simply
as a sectoral policy issue, but as a broader
governance challenge with implications for
economic competitiveness, community well-
being and territorial development.

Trend 2: housing governance is
becoming increasingly multi-level

Across responding countries, housing re-
sponsibilities are rarely concentrated within
a single institution or level of government.
National authorities continue to play a ma-
jor role in legislation, strategy and financ-
ing, while regional and local governments
perform important planning, regulatory and
delivery functions. The survey suggests that
housing outcomes increasingly depend upon
cooperation between levels of government
rather than the actions of any single tier act-
ing alone.

Trend 3: housing finance
is becoming more
diverse and blended

The evidence points towards increasingly
complex housing financing systems. Along-
side traditional public funding, respondents
highlighted the growing role of housing as-
sociations, development agencies, private
investment, guarantees, loans and European
funding instruments. Housing delivery there-
fore increasingly relies upon combinations
of funding sources that require coordination,
long-term planning and sustained institu-
tional capacity.

Trend 4: predictability matters
as much as funding levels

Respondents consistently identified stable
and predictable financing as a prerequisite
for successful housing delivery. Across a va-
riety of governance systems, uncertainty,
fragmented funding streams and short-term
financing cycles were viewed as significant
barriers to long-term planning and invest-
ment. The evidence suggests that the conti-
nuity and accessibility of funding can be as
important as the overall level of resources
available.

Trend 5: delivery capability is
emerging as a critical constraint

CEMR’s survey repeatedly highlighted the gap
that can arise between housing ambitions and
the ability to deliver them in practice. Admin-
istrative expertise, project management ca-
pability, workforce skills and organisational
resources increasingly influence implemen-
tation outcomes. Across many countries, re-
spondents identified delivery capability as a
more significant constraint than the formal
design of governance arrangements alone.



Conclusion

he survey findings suggest that housing

has become one of the clearest tests of

territorial governance across Europe.
Although governance arrangements, financ-
ing models and levels of local discretion vary
considerably between countries, respond-
ents consistently highlighted the challenge of
translating housing ambitions into tangible
results.

Importantly, the evidence does not point to-
wards a single housing governance model
that consistently performs better than oth-
ers. Centralised, decentralised, federal and
shared-governance systems all face their
own opportunities and constraints. Instead,
housing outcomes appear to depend upon
the extent to which responsibilities, financial
resources, local discretion, organisational ca-
pability and coordination mechanisms rein-
force one another in practice.

The findings also underline the importance of
territorial differentiation. Housing pressures
vary significantly across Europe and often
differ considerably within countries them-
selves. As a result, effective housing policy
requires sufficient flexibility to reflect local
housing market conditions and territorial
realities. Local and regional governments
should therefore play a central role in iden-
tifying and defining housing-stressed areas
within their jurisdictions and in developing
responses that reflect local circumstances
and needs. This, in turn, requires supportive
national and European frameworks that en-
able local governments to take appropriate
and proportionate measures to address hous-
ing challenges where they arise.

Looking ahead, the findings suggest that the
key challenge is not simply where housing
responsibilities are located, but how gov-
ernance systems are organised to support
delivery. As housing pressures become more
complex and territorially differentiated, suc-
cessful responses are likely to depend upon
effective coordination between levels of gov-
ernment, stable and accessible financing ar-
rangements, and the capacity of institutions
to adapt policies to local circumstances and
needs. Given the importance of housing to
economic development, social inclusion and
territorial cohesion, there is a continued
need for comparative evidence and practical
experience to inform policymaking. CEMR
will therefore continue to monitor develop-
ments in housing governance across Europe,
helping to bring the experiences of local and
regional governments into policy discussions
and supporting evidence-based approaches
to addressing Europe's housing challenges.
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Capacity, coordination
and the future of
territorial governance

he findings presented throughout

TERRI 2026 suggest that territorial gov-

ernance in Europe continues to evolve,
but not always in the ways anticipated by ear-
lier debates on territorial reform and decen-
tralisation. While questions of institutional
design and competence allocation remain
important, increasing attention is being di-
rected towards the capability of governance
systems to respond effectively to intercon-
nected policy challenges.

Across Europe, local and regional govern-
ments are being asked to address challenges
that do not fit neatly within administrative
boundaries or traditional divisions of respon-
sibility. Housing affordability, demographic
change, climate adaptation, economic com-
petitiveness and community resilience all
require cooperation across levels of govern-
ment, sectors and territories. In many cases,
the effectiveness of governance depends less
on formal structures than on the capacity of
institutions to work together, coordinate ac-
tion and adapt to changing circumstances.

A recurring theme throughout TERRI 2026
has been the growing importance of imple-
mentation. Whether examining territorial
reforms, the distribution of competences,
cooperative governance arrangements, fiscal
sustainability or housing policy, the findings
point to a common conclusion: governance
outcomes increasingly depend on the ability
of institutions to translate responsibilities
and resources into effective action.

The diversity of experiences reported by
CEMR's member associations also serves as
a reminder that there is no single European
model of territorial governance. Countries
continue to pursue different pathways
shaped by their constitutional traditions,
political priorities and territorial realities.
Yet despite these differences, many are
confronting similar questions regarding
capacity, coordination, accountability and
service delivery.

The findings of TERRI 2026 highlight the close
relationship between governance capacity
and investment capacity. Throughout the
report, respondents stressed the importance
of aligning responsibilities with adequate fi-
nancial resources. Looking ahead, future Eu-
ropean and national investment frameworks,
including the next Multiannual Financial
Framework, will influence the ability of local
and regional governments to support hous-
ing, territorial cohesion, sustainable develop-
ment and resilience. Governance and finance
are increasingly intertwined and form part of
the same territorial policy challenge.

As Europe continues to navigate economic,
social, environmental and geopolitical
change, understanding how governance sys-
tems adapt and how local and regional gov-
ernments respond will remain of central im-
portance. TERRI 2026 therefore represents
both a reflection on recent developments
and a contribution to the continuing discus-
sion on the future of territorial governance
across Europe. Through its role in bringing
together the experiences and perspectives of
local and regional governments, CEMR will
continue to support the exchange of knowl-
edge, the identification of emerging trends
and the development of evidence-based ap-
proaches to strengthening territorial govern-
ance across Europe.
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Austria
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Country overview
CAPITAL AREA <€ REGIONAL LEVEL
Vienna 83,879 km? =~ 9 Regions (Linder)
l.ii POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
9.1 million (approx.) Federal republic =~ 2,092 Municipalities
(Gemeinden)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
Federal Federal government National legislation and Policy
Regional 9 Regions Legislative, administrative and
regulatory responsibilities
Local 2,092 Municipalities Local service delivery and

local self-government

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Federal Structure The region possess their own constitutions and exercise

legislative powers in a number of policy areas.
Regional Governance Models Different regions use either proportional or majority
systems for forming regional governments.

4 Annexes

Governance system

Austria combines a federal governance structure
with a strong local self-government. Municipalities
play a central role in the delivery of a broad range
of local services and infrastructure functions, while
the regions exercise significant legislative and ad-
ministrative responsibilities. The Austrian system is
characterised by a high number of small and medi-

um-sized municipalities and a continuing emphasis
on intergovernmental coordination and cooperation
to support service delivery across different territo-
rial contexts. A distinctive feature of the Austrian
system is that each region possesses its own consti-
tution and exercises genuine legislative authority in
certain policy areas.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES
— Fire protection and rescue services

— Road construction and maintenance
of municipal roads

— Maintenance of elementary
and secondary schools

— Civil status and registry services

— Local construction police

— Public water supply pipelines

— Sewer systems

— Municipal housing

— Waste management

— Social welfare services (shared responsibility)

— Health services (shared responsibility)

REGIONS

— Legislative and administrative

responsibilities within the federal system

— Regional administration

— Regional policy implementation

Distinctive governance features

— Austria combines strong local autonomy with a highly decentralised federal structure
and a municipal landscape dominated by small and medium-sized governments where
municipalities retain a constitutionally protected status within the federal system.

— The Linder possess their own constitutions and exercise legislative powers in a number of policy areas.

— Municipalities are responsible for a broad range of infrastructure,

service delivery and local administrative functions.

— Administrative adaptation frequently occurs through cooperation rather than large-scale restructuring.

— Regional governments are formed through either proportional

or majority systems depending on the regions.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Austria illustrates how a federal governance system
can combine strong municipal self-government with
extensive regional authority. Municipalities remain
central actors in service delivery, while the regions
exercise significant legislative and administrative
responsibilities across a wide range of policy areas.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Austria highlights
the importance of coordination across governance
levels and demonstrates how governance capacity
can be strengthened through cooperation rather
than large-scale territorial restructuring.

TERRI
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Belgium

Country overview

]ﬁI CAPITAL Fh STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Brussels Federal constitutional =~ 10 Provinces
monarchy (Provincies/Provinces)
l.ii POPULATION
11.8 million (approx.) € REGIONAL LEVEL < LOCALLEVEL
== 3 Regions (Gewesten/Regions) 565 Municipalities
u AREA (Brussel-Capital, Flanders) (Gemeenschappen/
30,689 km? Communautés)
<€ COMMUNITY LEVEL
= .
3 Communities
(Gemeenschappen/
Communautés)
(Flemish, French and
German-speaking)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
Federal Federal Government National competences and
constitutional framework
Regional 3 Regions Territorial competences including
housing, planning, environment
and local government
Community 3 Communities Competences relating to education,
culture, health and social affairs
Intermediate 10 Provinces Coordination and selected
territorial functions
Local 565 Municipalities Local service delivery and
local self-government
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Flanders The Flemish Region and Flemish Community have merged their

Brussels-Capital Region

Community Commissions

institutions and operate through a single parliament and government

Exercises regional powers and also performs certain
functions normally exercised by provinces

Community competences in Brussels are exercised through
a number of specialised commissions and arrangements



Governance system

Belgium operates a highly decentralised federal
governance system in which powers are distribut-
ed between the federal government, regions, com-
munities and local authorities. A distinctive feature
of the Belgian model is the separation between re-
gional competences, which are linked to territory,
and community competences, which are linked to
individuals and language communities. Municipal-

Main responsabilities

ities remain central actors in local service delivery,
while regions exercise substantial powers in areas
such as housing, planning, transport and local gov-
ernment. The distribution of responsibilities across
several governance tiers requires extensive coordi-
nation between institutions and contributes to the
complexity of the Belgian governance system.

MUNICIPALITIES PROVINCES

— Public order — Environment

— Registry office — Economic support
functions
— Local roads
and mobility
— Water and
sanitation

— Waste management
— Local social policy
— Local economy

— Housing
implementation

— Municipal finance
and taxation

REGIONS COMMUNITIES
— Spatial and — Education
b lanni
urban planning Culture
— Housing — Health
— Agricul
griculture — Social affairs and
— Employment citizen support
services
— Energy
— Transport and ourism
infrastructure — Sport

— Local government
and municipalities

— External trade

— Scientific research

NOTE: In Belgium, responsibilities are distributed between Regions and Communities. Regions are primarily
responsible for territorial and economic matters, while Communities exercise responsibilities in areas such
as education, culture, health and social affairs. Some policy areas therefore require coordination across mul-

tiple levels of government.

Distinctive governance features

A distinctive feature of the Belgian model is the dis-
tinction between Regions, which exercise territorial
responsibilities such as housing, planning and trans-

TERRI 2026 perspective

port, and Communities, which are responsible for
areas such as education, culture, health and social
affairs.

Belgium illustrates one of Europe's most complex
systems of multi-level governance. Responsibilities
are distributed across federal, regional, communi-
ty, provincial and municipal authorities, requiring
extensive coordination between institutions. The

Belgian experience demonstrates how different gov-
ernance levels can exercise complementary respon-
sibilities while reflecting territorial, linguistic and
constitutional diversity.
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Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE 3 REGIONAL LEVEL
Sofia Unitary parliamentary =~ 28 Administrative
republic districts (Oblasti)
l.ii POPULATION
6.42 million (approx.) = LOCAL LEVEL
=~ 265 Municipalities
AREA (Obshtini) and 3,041
110,997 km? mayoralties (Kmetstva)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and state administration
Regional 28 Administrative districts Territorial competences including
housing, planning, environment
and local government
Local 265 Municipalities and Competences relating to education,
3,041 mayoralties culture, health and social affairs
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Sofia, Plovdiv and Varna They have internal territorial districts:

24 in Sofia, 6 in Plovdiv and 5 in Varna

Governance system

Bulgaria is a unitary parliamentary republic with units of state administration and do not constitute
local self-government exercised at municipal level. a separate level of elected self-government. Below
Municipalities have elected local authorities and municipalities, mayoralties provide sub-municipal
constitute the main level of territorial self-govern- administration in eligible settlements.

ment. The 28 administrative districts are territorial

4 Annexes
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Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Local infrastructure

— Spatial and urban planning

— Waste management

— Local public services

— Education-related local services
— Social services

— Local economic development

— Management of municipal property and finances

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities constitute the principal level of elected local self-government.
— The 28 districts function as territorial arms of the state rather than elected self-government authorities.

— Sub-municipal mayoral administrations provide an additional
tier of local representation and administration.

— Recent policy discussions have focused on fiscal decentralisation and strengthening municipal
financial autonomy and alignment of local responsibilities with available resources

TERRI 2026 perspective

Recent discussions on decentralisation and regional relating to fiscal decentralisation and inter-munici-
development in Bulgaria have highlighted the im- pal cooperation reflect wider European debates con-
portance of strengthening municipal governance, cerning governance capacity, local autonomy and
fiscal autonomy and place-based approaches to the effective alignment of resources with responsi-
territorial development. Ongoing reform initiatives bilities.

4 Annexes
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Croatia

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE € REGIONAL LEVEL
Zagreb Unitary parliamentary = 21 Counties (Zupanija)
republic
°°e POPULATION <> LOCAL LEVEL
w o << "
3.9 million (approx.) 128 Towns/cities (Grad),
428 Municipalities (Opcina)
AREA
56,594 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation and policy
Regional 21 Counties Regional planning, secondary
education, healthcare,
economic development and
transport coordination
Local 128 Towns/cities and Competences relating to education,
428 municipalities culture, health and social affairs
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
City of Zagreb Zagreb simultaneously exercises city and county-level responsibilities
Governance system

Croatia operates a two-tier system of local and re-
gional self-government composed of municipalities
and towns at local level and counties at regional
level. Municipalities and towns are responsible for
a broad range of'local services and community func-
tions, while counties perform important regional re-

sponsibilities in areas such as education, healthcare,
planning, economic development and transport co-
ordination. The Croatian system has undergone a
gradual process of decentralisation, with increasing
responsibilities being transferred from the national
level to counties and local governments.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES AND TOWNS COUNTIES

— Development of settlements and housing — Education

— Spatial and urban planning — Health services

— Childcare — Regional and urban planning

— Social welfare — Economic development

— Primary healthcare — Traffic and transport infrastructure
— Education — Maintenance of public roads

— Culture and sport — Planning and development of the

. network of educational, health, social

— Consumer protection RS
welfare and cultural institutions

— Protection and improvement of

. — Administration of spatial planning procedures,
the natural environment

including building and location permits
— Fire and civil protection and related planning authorisations

— Local transport

— Municipal services and utilities

NOTE: Large cities also exercise additional responsibilities including the maintenance of public roads and the
the administration of certain permitting procedures.

Distinctive governance features

— Croatia operates a two-tier system of local and regional self-government.
— Counties play a significant role in education, health services and economic development.
— The City of Zagreb exercises both city and county responsibilities.

— Ongoing decentralisation has progressively expanded the
responsibilities of local and regional governments.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Croatia illustrates a governance model in which  ery, regional development and territorial planning.
counties continue to play an important role along- Ongoing decentralisation reforms also reflect wider
side municipalities and cities. TERRI 2026 highlights =~ European efforts to strengthen local and regional
the importance of coordination between different  governance capacity while improving public service
levels of government in supporting service deliv- delivery.

4 Annexes
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Country overview
1 Nine CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE <> REGIONAL LEVEL
additional .. . . . . = .. . .
S Nicosi Unitary presidential republic 6 Administrative districts
municipalities
retain their
legal status ii; POPULATION < LOCAL LEVEL
under the 1.382 million (approx.) =~ 20 Municipalities (Dimoi) and
fCO”Stit”“‘;”i‘ 285 communities! (Koinotites)
ramework o
the Republic AREA o
of Cyprus. 9,251 km
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Level Central Government National legislation and policy
Regional level 6 administrative districts Deconcentrated state
administration and
territorial coordination
Intermediate Level 5 District Local Government Development licensing, water,
Organisations (DLGOs) sewerage and waste management.
Local Level 20 Municipalities and Local services and
285 communities community development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
District Local Government District-wide authorities established through the 2024 Local
Organisations (DLGOs) Government Reform to deliver functions such as development
licensing, water services, sewerage and waste management.
Governance system

Cyprus has two principal forms oflocal government,  tablished to strengthen the delivery of district-wide
municipalities in predominantly urban areas and  services and improve administrative coordination.
communities in predominantly rural areas. Follow-  Six administrative districts continue to operate as
ing the 2024 Local Government Reform, five District ~ units of deconcentrated state administration.

Local Government Organisations (DLGOs) were es-

4 Annexes



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

Local roads and
public spaces

Waste collection
Environmental protection
Public health

Parks and local amenities
Municipal police

Local development

COMMUNITIES

Local services
Community infrastructure

Local administration

Distinctive governance features

DISTRICT LOCAL
GOVERNMENT
ORGANISATIONS

Development licensing
Water supply
Sewerage and stormwater

Solid waste management

Municipalities and communities remain the principal forms of local government.

The 2024 Local Government Reform strengthened service delivery through
municipal consolidation and enhanced inter-municipal cooperation.

Six administrative districts continue to operate as units of deconcentrated state administration.

TERRI 2026 perspective
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Cyprus illustrates how governance reform can be
used to strengthen local capacity and improve ser-
vice delivery through consolidation and shared
governance arrangements. From a TERRI 2026 per-

spective, the 2024 reforms highlight the growing im-
portance of coordination, institutional effectiveness
and sustainable local governance as drivers of terri-
torial reform across Europe.
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Country overview
]ﬁ[ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE € REGIONAL LEVEL
Prague Unitary parliamentary " 14 Regions (Kraje)
republic
°°e POPULATION <> LOCAL LEVEL
w I < T
10.5 million (approx.) 6,258 Municipalities (Obce)
u AREA
78,871 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and policy
Regional 14 Regions Regional development,
transport, health, education
and strategic planning
Local 6,258 Municipalities Local service delivery and
local self-government
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
City of Prague Prague functions simultaneously as a municipality and a region
Statutory Cities Prague and other large cities are divided into metropolitan
districts with their own elected councils
Governance system

Czechia operates a two-tier system of local and re- transport, healthcare and regional development.
gional self-government composed of municipalities Prague occupies a unique position within the system
and regions. Municipalities exercise a broad range by simultaneously exercising both municipal and
of local responsibilities and play a central role in regional functions. Czechia is also characterised by
local service delivery. Regions provide strategic a large and diverse network of more than 6,000 mu-
and supra-local services, particularly in education, nicipalities across the country.

4 Annexes



TERRI
2026

Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES REGIONS

— Municipal budget and property management — Secondary education
— Local development — Regional development
— Housing — Health services

— Spatial planning — Transport

— Transport — Regional road network
— Water supply and sewage — Social services

— Household refuse — Environment

— Municipal police

— Primary education (including kindergartens)
— Social services
— Cooperation with municipalities and regions

— Agriculture and forestry owned
by the municipality

NOTE: Certain areas, including social services and transport involve shared responsibilities between munic-
ipalities and regions.

Distinctive governance features

— Czechia has one of Europe's largest municipal systems comprising more than 6,200 municipalities.
— Prague simultaneously exercises municipal and regional powers

— Regions play a significant role in secondary education, health
services, transport and regional development.

— Prague and several statutory cities are divided into city districts with their own elected councils

TERRI 2026 perspective

Czechia combines extensive municipal self-govern- distributed across both local and regional tiers, co-
ment with a significant regional tier responsible ordination between municipalities and regions an
for strategic public services. With responsibilities important feature of territorial governance.

4 Annexes
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Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE 3 REGIONAL LEVEL
Copenhagen Unitary parliamentary ~ 5 Regions (Regioner)
constitutional monarchy
e%s POPULATION <> LOCAL LEVEL
w -y = e
6 million (approx.) 98 Municipalities (Kommuner)
AREA
43,094 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, taxation
and overall policy framework
Regional 5 Regions Regional development,
Will reduce to 4 regions transport, health, education
as of 1 January 2027. and strategic planning
Local 98 Municipalities Local welfare services,
education and local planning.
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
17 Health councils Joint regional-municipal bodies coordinating healthcare closer to
citizens
Greenland and Faroe Islands They have autonomous status: both have their own government and
legislative assembly.
Governance system

Denmark operates a highly decentralised unitary  responsible for healthcare and specialised services.
system of governance based on municipalities and Governance is characterised by a strong local role in
regions. Municipalities exercise extensive responsi-  service delivery combined with national coordina-
bilities for welfare services, education, employment  tion and financing mechanisms.

and local development, while regions are primarily

4 Annexes



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Education

— Childcare

— Elderly care

— Social services

— Employment service

— Environment and climate-related local services
— Local infrastructure

— Housing and local planning

— Local economic development

REGIONS

— Healthcare

— Hospitals

— Mental health services

— Specialised social services
— Regional transport

— Raw material and resources

— Monitoring and remediation
of soil contamination

Distinctive governance features

— Regions cannot levy taxes and are financed through state and municipal contributions

— Municipal expenditure is subject to nationally agreed spending caps

— Recent healthcare reforms have strengthened joint governance between
regions and municipalities through 17 Health Councils

— From January 2027, the Capital Region of Denmark and Region Zealand will
merge to form Region Eastern Denmark, reducing the number of regions from
five to four and reinforcing regional capacity in healthcare governance

TERRI 2026 perspective

Denmark illustrates how extensive local responsi-
bilities can be combined with strong national co-
ordination and a specialised regional tier focused
on healthcare. Municipalities remain the principal
level of local self-government, while regions play a
key role in the organisation of healthcare and re-
gional development.

The forthcoming healthcare reform, including the
merger of two regions into the new Region Eastern
Denmark from 2027, demonstrates how Denmark
continues to adapt its governance arrangements to
strengthen capacity, coordination and service deliv-
ery. From a TERRI perspective, this reflects a broad-
er European trend towards functional governance
reforms and intergovernmental cooperation rather
than wholesale territorial restructuring.
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Estonia

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
Tallin Unitary parliamentary =~ 78 Municipalities
republic (Omavalitsus)
l.ii POPULATION
1.37 million (approx.) < ADMINISTRATIVE COUNTIES
=~ 15 Counties (Maakonnad)
AREA
45,227 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and policy
Administrative 15 Counties State administration, coordination
and statistical functions
Local 78 Municipalities
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Counties (maakonnad)

Administrative and statistical units of the state

without elected regional self-government

Inter-Municipal cooperation

Municipalities cooperate through joint institutions and

shared service arrangements, particularly in transport,
waste management and regional development

Governance system

Estonia operates a single-tier system of local self-gov-
ernment based on municipalities. Local authorities
exercise a broad range of responsibilities within na-
tional legislative frameworks and play a central role
in public service delivery, local development and
community welfare. While Estonia does not have
an elected regional tier, municipalities increasingly

cooperate through joint institutional arrangements
to address functions that extend beyond individual
administrative boundaries. Recent developments
have focused on strengthening implementation ca-
pacity, crisis preparedness and inter-municipal co-
operation rather than major changes to the formal
allocation of competences.
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Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES ADMINISTRATIVE COUNTIES
— Social services and welfare — Coordination and administrative functions
— Social housing and housing support services — Statistical and territorial

administration functions
— Local development

— Local roads and public spaces

— Municipal infrastructure and utilities

— Environmental management and local services
— Community services

— Pre-school and basic education
(delivery and maintenance)

— Spatial planning (local plans)

NOTE: Several responsibilities, particularly education, spatial planning and social welfare, are exercised
by municipalities within national legislative and regulatory frameworks. Estonia has no elected regional
or intermediate self-government tier, although counties (maakonnad) continue to exist as state adminis-
trative and statistical units.

Distinctive governance features

— Estonia operates a single-tier local government system without elected regional authorities

— Municipalities exercise a combination of autonomous responsibilities
and functions delivered within national policy frameworks.

— Inter-municipal cooperation plays an important role in transport, waste
management, service delivery and regional development.

— Municipalities have assumed growing coordination responsibilities in areas such
as crisis response and refugee support without formal competence transfers

TERRI 2026 perspective

Estonia demonstrates how a single-tier local govern- occurring less through formal competence transfers
ment system can combine strong municipal respon- and more through enhanced cooperation, increased
sibility with extensive national coordination. Recent implementation responsibilities and stronger coordi-
developments suggest that governance adaptation is nation in response to emerging societal challenges.
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Finland

Country overview
CAPITAL Fh STATE STRUCTURE < SPECIALAUTONOMOUS
Helsinki Unitary parliamentary =~ TERRITORY
republic Aland Islands
l.ii POPULATION
5.63 million (approx.) <€ REGIONAL LEVEL < LOCALLEVEL
= 18 Regional councils =~ 309 Municipalities (Kunta)
AREA (Maakunnan liitto)
338,420 km? < ADDITIONAL
<
GOVERNANCE TIER
21 Wellbeing services
counties (Hyvinvointialueet)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
Federal Central government National legislation and policy
Regional 18 Regional councils Regional development, land-

Functional/Service Tier

21 Wellbeing services counties

use planning, EU programmes
and territorial coordination

Healthcare, social welfare
and rescue services

Local 309 Municipalities Local service delivery, education,
planning and local development

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Aland Islands Administrative and statistical units of the state without elected regional

self-government

Wellbeing Services Counties

Established following the 2021 social and healthcare reform and respon-

sible for healthcare, social welfare and rescue services since 2022

Governance system

Finland combines strong municipal self-govern-
ment with regional coordination structures and
specialised service-delivery arrangements. Munici-
palities remain central actors in education, local de-
velopment, planning and local infrastructure, while
Regional Councils coordinate regional development
and territorial planning. A significant governance

reform introduced 21 Wellbeing Services Counties,
which assumed responsibility for healthcare, social
welfare and rescue services. As a result, Finland
combines local self-government with dedicated in-
stitutional arrangements for the delivery of major
welfare services.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

Education (pre-school,
primary, secondary,
vocational and adult
education)

Culture and leisure
Sports

Territorial planning
Roads and local transport
Energy, water and sewage
Waste management

Business and
employment support

Local taxation and finance

REGIONAL COUNCILS
— Regional development

— Regional planning
and land use

— Economic development
— Territorial coordination

— Regional cooperation
and representation

— Culture and regional identity

Distinctive governance features

WELLBEING SERVICES

COUNTIES

Healthcare
Social welfare

Rescue services

Municipalities possess extensive responsibilities and independent taxation rights.

Regional Councils are statutory joint municipal authorities,
bringing together all municipalities within a region.

The Aland Islands enjoy a high degree of constitutional autonomy, including legislative powers.

The 2021 social and healthcare reform created 21 Wellbeing Services Counties

responsible for healthcare, social welfare and rescue services.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Finland illustrates how governance systems can
evolve through functional and institutional reorgani-
sation rather than territorial restructuring. The crea-
tion of the Wellbeing Services Counties demonstrates
how responsibilities for major welfare services can

be reassigned to specialised governance structures

while preserving strong municipal self-government.
The Finnish experience therefore provides an im-
portant example of governance adaptation designed
to address service delivery capacity, demographic
change and long-term sustainability.
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France

Country overview

]ﬁI CAPITAL
Paris

INTERMEDIATE LEVEL

Fh STATE STRUCTURE
96 Departments

Unitary semi-presidential

«

republic (Départements) and
ii; POPULATION 5 overseas departments
69 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL
=~ 18 Regions (Régions) < LOCAL LEVEL
) AREA including 5 overseas regions 34,875 Municipalities
672,051 km? (Communes)

Governance structure

GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE

National Central Government National legislation and policy.

Regional 18 Regions including 5 Economic development, regional

overseas regions planning, transport and upper
secondary education.

Intermediate 96 Departments and 5 Social services, lower secondary

overseas departments education, emergency services
and territorial solidarity.

Local 34,875 Municipalities Local public services, urban
planning, primary education
and community development.

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Corsica Specific status and represents a self-governing

The European community
of Alsace (la collectivité
européenne d’Alsace)

Paris

Lyon Metropole

Overseas departments and
regions (DOM and ROM)

Overseas Countries and
Territories (Pays et Territoires
d’Outre Mer, PTOM)

authority with specific institutions.

Replaced the departments of Haut-Rhin and Bas-Rhin. Created
by a law of August 2, 2019, this community falls under the legal
category of departments, but has specific competences. This is
particularly the case in the area of cross-border cooperation.
Both a department and a municipality

Enjoys the competences of a department

French overseas territories that are both departments and regions
and form part of the European Union as outermost regions.

Overseas collectivities with varying degrees of autonomy
and specific institutional arrangements.



Governance system

France is a decentralised unitary state based on mu-
nicipalities, departments and regions. Municipali-
ties remain the principal level of local government,
while departments and regions exercise important
social, economic and territorial responsibilities. A

Main responsabilities

distinctive feature of the French system is the uni-
versal participation of municipalities in inter-mu-
nicipal cooperation structures (EPCI), which play a
significant role in economic development, spatial
planning and service delivery.
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MUNICIPALITIES
— Urban planning

— Education: kindergartens

DEPARTMENTS

— Social and health action:
childhood, people with

REGIONS
— Economic development

— Territorial development

and elementary schools’
buildings construction
and maintenance =

— Social action

— Environment: water
supply and sanitation,
waste management —

— Culture and tourism —

— Local roads
— Transport
— Culture

— Sports

disabilities, senior
inhabitants, social care

Education: junior
secondary schools building —
and maintenance

Safety: fire departments
and emergency services,
risk-prevention —

and planning
— Transport

Education: senior
secondary schools

Vocational education and
adult permanent education.
planning and environment

Culture

— Tourism

Distinctive governance features

— Strong inter-municipal cooperation through mandatory inter-municipal entities (EPCI).

— Municipalities retain a general competence clause for matters of local interest.

— Regions play an important role in the management of European Structural Funds.

— Several territories benefit from special institutional arrangements, including
Corsica, the European “Collectivité” of Alsace and overseas “collectivities”

— Paris combines municipal and departmental functions, while Lyon Metropole
exercises both municipal and departmental competences.

TERRI 2026 perspective

France illustrates how territorial governance can
evolve through inter-municipal cooperation and func-
tional governance arrangements rather than through
large-scale territorial restructuring. The growing role
of inter-municipal entities demonstrates how munic-
ipalities can pool resources and coordinate policy
delivery across wider territories while retaining lo-
cal democratic institutions. At the same time, policy
debates and reform initiatives launched in July 2026

point to continuing concerns regarding the complexi-
ty of the French territorial system, the distribution of
competences between different tiers of government
and the need to simplify governance arrangements
across the public sector. These developments suggest
that questions of coordination, territorial planning
and institutional effectiveness are likely to remain
central to future governance reforms in France.

4 Annexes
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Georgia

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
Thilisi Unitary state = Single tier of local self-
government; 64 municipalities
l.ii POPULATION € ADMINISTRATIVE REGIONS (Munits'ipalitei) and 5
3.9 million (approx.) =~ Administrative regions self-governing cities
(Mkhare) coordinate (Tvimmartveli qalqebi)
AREA state functions but do not
69,700 km? constitute an elected tier
of self-government
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National policy, legislation, public
finance, justice, defence, national
infrastructure and sectoral policy
Regional State representatives Coordination of state
(administrative) (governors) administration and
implementation of national
policies within the regions.
Local Municipalities Local infrastructure, local
roads, spatial planning,
environmental services,
local economic development,
municipal administration
and community services
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Autonomous Republic
of Adjara

Thilisi

Autonomous republic with its own elected Supreme
Council and regional government operating within
the constitutional framework of Georgia.

Capital city with a special legal status as a self-governing municipality
and the country's principal urban, economic and administrative centre.

Governance system

Georgia is a unitary state with local self-govern-
ment exercised through municipalities. Municipal-
ities are governed by directly elected municipal
councils (Sakrebulo) and directly elected mayors.
Administrative regions (Mkhare) provide territorial

coordination of state functions but do not constitute
an elected tier of self-government. The framework
for local self-government is established by the Or-
ganic Law of Georgia: Local Self-Government Code
adopted in 2014.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Local spatial planning and
land-use management

— Local roads and municipal infrastructure

— Waste management and
environmental services

— Local economic development
— Municipal property management

— Community, cultural and recreational services

REGIONAL (ADMINISTRATIVE) LEVEL

— Coordination of state administration
within the regions

— Oversight and implementation
of national programmes

— Coordination between municipalities
and central government institutions

NOTE: The following policies are administered according to shared responsibilities

— Social services and community welfare

— Economic development

— Environmental protection

— Emergency management and civil protection

— Local and regional development initiatives

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities constitute the principal and only elected level of local self-government.

— Administrative regions perform state coordination functions but

do not constitute an elected self-government tier.

— Mayors and municipal councils are directly elected.

— Decentralisation, citizen participation and municipal capacity-building
remain important themes of ongoing governance reform.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Georgia illustrates a model of local self-government
centred on municipalities operating within a strong-
ly unitary governance framework. Recent reform
efforts have focused on strengthening decentralisa-
tion, local governance capacity and citizen partici-
pation rather than territorial restructuring.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, the principal gov-
ernance challenges concern fiscal decentralisation,
municipal capacity and effective coordination be-
tween local and national institutions. These priori-
ties are closely linked to broader efforts to strength-
en public administration and local democracy in
line with European governance standards and ongo-
ing governance reform objectives.
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Germany

Country overview
CAPITAL AREA <€ REGIONAL LEVEL
Berlin 357,376 km? =~ 16 Regions (Ldnder)
l.i; POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
83.2 million (approx.) Federal republic =~ 294 Counties
(Landkreise/Kreise)
<> LOCAL LEVEL
10,799 Municipalities
(Germeiden)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
Federal Federal Government National legislation
and federal policy
Regional 16 Regions Legislative, administrative and
regulatory responsibilities
Intermediate 294 Counties Coordination and delivery
of supra-local services
Local 10,799 Municipalities Local services and
community governance
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
City-States Berlin, Bremen and hamburg simultaneously

exercise municipal and regional powers

County-Free Cities
(Kreisfreie Stddte)

Governance system

Exercise both municipal and county-level responsibilities

Germany combines strong local self-government
with a federal governance structure in which re-
sponsibilities are distributed across municipalities,
counties and regions. Municipalities, cities and
counties form part of the constitutional order of the

regions and exercise substantial local and interme-
diary responsibilities. Governance arrangements
vary across the federation, reflecting Germany's
federal character and the significant autonomy en-
joyed by the regions.



Main Responsabilities
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MUNICIPALITIES

Urban planning

Housing

Municipal taxation
Public security and order
Local roads

Public transport

Water and wastewater
Fire services

Childcare

Schools

Social assistance and

COUNTIES

Social services

Elderly care

Public health services
Waste management
Disaster management
County roads
Environmental protection
Rescue services

Public transport

Cultural facilities

Food safety

REGIONS

— Education

— Universities

— Police

— Justice

— Public administration
— Culture

— Environment

— Taxation

— Legal supervision of
local government

— Homeland security

youth services

NOTE: Several policy areas, including justice, social policy and employment law involve shared responsibili-

ties between federal and regional levels.

Distinctive governance features

— Local self-government is constitutionally protected.

— Counties perform an important intermediary role between municipalities and Lander.

— Berlin, Bremen and Hamburg combine municipal and regional functions.

— County-free cities exercise both municipal and county responsibilities.

— Responsibilities are distributed across municipalities, counties and Lander,
creating one of Europe's most developed federal governance systems.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Germany illustrates how strong local self-govern-
ment can operate within a federal governance
framework. Responsibilities are distributed across
municipalities, counties and regions, with coordi-
nation between levels of government playing an
important role in policy delivery, territorial devel-

opment and public service provision. The German
model also highlights the role of intermediary tiers
in supporting service delivery and territorial coordi-
nation, while allowing for differentiated governance
arrangements, including city-states and county-free
cities.

4 Annexes
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Country overview
ﬁ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE @ INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Athens Unitary parliamentary =~ 7 Decentralised
republic administrations
ii; POPULATION
10.3 million (approx.) <€ REGIONAL LEVEL <> LOCAL LEVEL
S S

u AREA

== 13 Regions (Perifereies)

332 Municipalities (Dimoi)

131,957 km?

Governance structure

GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE

National Central Government National legislation and policy

Regional 13 Regions Regional development,
transport, health, education
and strategic planning

Intermediate 7 Decentralised Deconcentrated state

administrations administration and

territorial coordination

Local 332 Municipalities Local services, urban planning
and community development.

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Mount Athos (Aghion Oros) Self-governed part of the Greek State with a

constitutionally protected special status.

Attica and Thessaloniki Exercise additional metropolitan functions at regional level

4 Annexes

Governance system

Greece has two levels of local self-government that
are 332 municipalities and 13 regions. Both levels
have directly elected authorities and enjoy admin-
istrative and financial autonomy within the frame-
work established by national legislation. Municipal-

ities administer local affairs, while regions design
and implement policies of regional scope. Seven De-
centralised Administrations represent the territorial
administration of the State and do not constitute a
level of local self-government.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Local development

— Urban planning

— Environment and quality of life
— Social protection

— Education, culture and sports

— Local infrastructure and services

REGIONS

— Regional development and planning
— Transport and communications

— Environment and spatial planning
— Health

— Agriculture and natural resources
— Education, culture and sports

— Employment and tourism

Distinctive governance features

— Two-tier local government system: municipalities and regions.

— Local authorities enjoy administrative and financial independence.

— Seven Decentralised Administrations represent territorial state

administration alongside local government.

— Mount Athos has a constitutionally protected self-governing status.

— Recent reforms have sought to clarify the distribution of responsibilities
between municipalities, regions and central government.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Greece illustrates a multi-level territorial govern-
ance system in which municipalities and regions
exercise significant responsibilities alongside a
strong territorial presence of central government
through the Decentralised Administrations. Recent
reforms, including the adoption of a new Local
Government Code in 2026, have focused on clarify-
ing responsibilities, strengthening governance ca-
pacity and improving administrative effectiveness.

TERRI 2026 highlights Greece's continuing efforts
to improve coordination, accountability and ser-
vice delivery across different levels of government,
reflecting wider European debates on decentralisa-
tion and governance reform.

1

;
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Hungary

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE € REGIONAL LEVEL
Budapest Unitary parliamentary =~ 19 counties (Megyék)
republic
°°e POPULATION <> LOCAL LEVEL
wn i =
9.4 million (approx.) Budapest and 3,154
municipalities (Teleptilések)
AREA
93,030 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and
overall policy framework.
Regional 19 Counties Territorial, rural development,
spatial planning and coordination,
with a primarily strategic and
development-oriented role.
Local 3,155 Local authorities Local public services, municipal
development, local administration
and the delivery of a range
of community services.
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Budapest Budapest is composed of 23 districts, each governed by an

autonomous local authority with municipal status.

Towns with county rank

Hungary has 25 towns with county rights (Megyei jogu vdrosok),

which exercise additional competences beyond those of ordinary
municipalities but are not independent territorial units

Governance system

Hungary has a two-tier system of local self-govern-
ment comprising municipalities and counties. Munic-
ipalities constitute the primary level of local self-gov-
ernment and are responsible for most local public

services, while counties perform primarily strategic

functions related to territorial development, spatial
planning and coordination. Budapest operates a dis-
tinctive two-tier structure consisting of the capital
municipality and 23 district municipalities



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Municipal development

— Childcare

— Basic healthcare

— Social and cultural services
— Environmental protection
— Water management

— Housing

— Local economic development

REGIONS
— Territorial development
— Rural development

— Spatial planning coordination

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities may undertake additional local public tasks, provided
that mandatory responsibilities are not jeopardised.

— Budapest operates a distinctive two-tier local governance structure comprising
the capital municipality and 23 autonomous district municipalities.

— Hungary's counties perform primarily strategic and territorial development
functions rather than extensive service-delivery responsibilities.

— Twenty-five towns with county rights exercise additional competences and enjoy
a stronger institutional position within the local government system.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Hungary illustrates how territorial governance can
combine a large number of municipalities with stra-
tegic intermediary institutions focused on develop-
ment and coordination. The country's governance
arrangements demonstrate how differentiated terri-
torial statuses, including Budapest and towns with
county rights, can be used to accommodate diverse
territorial needs within a unitary state structure.

From a TERRI perspective, Hungary reflects broader
European questions concerning local capacity, terri-
torial coordination and the evolving role of interme-
diary governance tiers in supporting development
and service delivery.
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Iceland

Country overview
]ﬁ[ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
Reykjavik Unitary parliamentary =~ 62 municipalities
republic (Sveitarfélag)
l.ii POPULATION
400,000 (approx.)
u AREA
103,125 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and state administration
Regional No elected regional tier Regional development is
coordinated through regional
associations and regional plans.
Local 62 Municipalities Local administration, services
and local planning
Governance system

Iceland is a unitary state with one elected subnation- Regional cooperation is organised through regional
al level which is that of municipalities. Municipal associations of municipalities rather than an elected

councils are elected by residents and municipalities regional tier.

enjoy constitutionally protected self-government.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

Pre-primary and compulsory education
Social services and financial assistance
Services for elderly and disabled people
Child and youth services

Local spatial planning and development
Housing-related social assistance

Waste management and local environmental services

Distinctive governance features

Municipalities are the only elected subnational tier of government.
Municipal self-government is protected by Article 78 of the Constitution.
Regional cooperation is organised through associations of local authorities and regional action plans.

Voluntary municipal amalgamations have played an important role in
strengthening administrative and service delivery capacity.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Iceland illustrates a model of local self-government cooperation, governance capacity and voluntary mu-
based on strong municipalities operating without an nicipal amalgamation in supporting effective service
elected regional tier. From a TERRI 2026 perspective delivery and strengthening local administration.
Iceland highlights the importance of inter-municipal
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Country overview
]ﬁ[ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Rome Unitary parliamentary =~ Povinces (Province)
republic and metropolitan cities
iii POPULATION (Citta metropolitane)
59.9 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL
== Regions (Regioni) < LOCAL LEVEL
) AREA =~ Municipalities (Comuni)
302,073 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation and Policy
Regional 20 regions: 15 with Ordinary Legislative powers, healthcare,
Statute and 5 with Special Statute  regional planning, transport
and economic development
Intermediate Provinces, 2 autonomous Territorial planning, transport,
provinces, 6 consortia and school infrastructure and
15 metropolitan cities coordination of local authorities
Local Territorial planning, transport, Local service delivery and
school infrastructure and local self-government
coordination of local authorities
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Five regions with special statute ~ Enjoy broader legislative, administrative and financial autonomy.

Autonomous Provinces Exercise extensive legislative and administrative
of Trento and Bolzano powers within Trentino-Alto Adige.
Six Free Municipal Intermediate authorities replacing the former Sicilian provinces.

Consortia in Sicily

Governance system

Italy is a decentralised unitary state composed of  primarily attributed to municipalities according to
municipalities, provinces, metropolitan cities and  the principles of subsidiarity, differentiation and
regions. These territorial authorities enjoy consti-  proportionality. Regions exercise legislative powers
tutional autonomy with administrative functions  in areas defined by the Italian Constitution.

4 Annexes



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES REGIONS
— Social welfare — Healthcare
— Education — Education and

and culture vocational training

— Urban planning — Regional planning
— Local transport — Transport
. and ener,
— Environment and &y
waste management — Economic
. development
— Local police P
— Environment

and culture

— Civil protection

METROPOLITAN PROVINCES
CITIES — Territorial
— Strategic territorial planning

lannin, -
P & — Provincial roads
— Transport and and transport

mobility

— School
— Coordination infrastructure
of metropolitan .
. — Environmental
services .
protection
— Economic .
— Technical support
development and s
.. . to local authorities
digital transition

Distinctive governance features

— Five regions have special statutes granting broader autonomy

— Trento and Bolzano have autonomous provincial status

— Administrative functions follow the principle of subsidiarity, with municipalities as the primary level.

— Provinces and metropolitan cities perform differentiated intermediate governance
functions reflecting territorial and urban development needs

TERRI 2026 perspective

Italy represents a decentralised governance system
characterised by significant regional autonomy and
differentiated territorial arrangements. The coexist-
ence of regions, metropolitan cities, provinces and
municipalities demonstrates how multiple layers of
government can contribute to policy delivery and
territorial development.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Italy highlights the
importance of coordination across different levels
of government, particularly in areas such as health-
care, territorial development and housing. Recent
reforms and policy initiatives increasingly focus on
strengthening implementation capacity and improv-
ing the effectiveness of governance arrangements
rather than on major territorial restructuring.
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Lithuania

Country overview

CAPITAL

‘_h STATE STRUCTURE

<> LOCAL LEVEL
<

Vilnius Unitary semi-presidential 60 Municipalities (Savivaldybé)
republic
l.ii POPULATION
2.86 million (approx.)
AREA
65,300 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and policy
Local 60 Municipalities Local self-government, public
service delivery, local development
and territorial planning
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Seniunijos Municipalities may be divided into smaller territorial

Advisory councils

administrative units to facilitate the provision of local
services and communication with residents

Local residents' advisory councils may also be established
within senifinijos to strengthen citizen participation

Governance system

Lithuania operates a single tier of local- government
composed of 60 municipalities. Municipalities ex-
ercise both autonomous local responsibilities and
functions delegated by the state, making them cen-

tral actors in public service delivery and local de-
velopment. Recent reforms have also strengthened
mechanisms for regional coordination and invest-
ment planning beyond the municipal level.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES
(INDEPENDENT MUNICIPAL FUNCTIONS)

— Municipal budgeting and local charges
— Spatial planning and local development
— Local roads and transport

— Local and economic development

— Environmental protection and
waste management

— Housing and public utilities

— Pre-school, primary and basic education
— Culture, sports and tourism

— Social services

— Primary health care

— Municipal property management

— Promotion of entrepreneurship

MUNICIPALITIES
(STATE-DELEGATED FUNCTIONS)

— Civil protection
— Certain social assistance functions

— Civil registration and other
administrative services

— Implementation of national
programmes and policies

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities exercise extensive service delivery responsibilities through
a combination of autonomous and state-delegated functions, although
their fiscal autonomy remains comparatively limited.

— Seniuinijos provide an additional layer of local administration

and citizen engagement within municipalities

— Recent reforms have strengthened the role of municipalities and Regional Development
Councils in investment planning, civil protection and regional development.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Lithuania illustrates how a single-tier local govern-
ment system can combine strong municipal respon-
sibilities with growing roles in territorial develop-
ment and investment planning. Recent reforms have
strengthened regional coordination mechanisms
and Functional Urban Area partnerships.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Lithuania highlights
the importance of governance capacity and coordi-
nation beyond municipal boundaries. At the same
time, demographic pressures on social and health-
care services, combined with limited municipal fis-
cal autonomy, continue to shape local service deliv-
ery and development challenges.
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Luxembourg

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
Luxembourg Unitary parliamentary =~ 100 Municipalities (communes)
constitutional monarchy
l.ii POPULATION
693.916 (approx.)
AREA
2.586,4 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation and policy
Local 100 Municipalities Local public services,
local development and
municipal administration
Governance system

Luxembourg operates a single-tier system of lo-
cal self-government composed of 100 municipali-
ties. Municipalities exercise broad responsibilities
across local services, planning and development

functions, while inter-municipal cooperation plays
an important role in service delivery and territorial
coordination.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Local land development

— Social assistance

— Culture and sports

— Preschool and primary education (organisation and infrastructure)
— Environment

— Water management and sanitation

— Waste management

— Cemeteries

— Regulatory and police powers

— Fire and rescue services (governance board and Funding)
— Road maintenance and traffic management

— Civil registry and population records

Distinctive governance features

— Luxembourg operates a single-tier system of local self-government with no elected regional tier.

— Municipalities exercise broad responsibilities across a wide range
of local services and development functions.

— Inter-municipal cooperation plays an important role in the
delivery of services and territorial coordination.

— Voluntary municipal mergers continue to be used to strengthen
local capacity and administrative efficiency.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Luxembourg exemplifies a governance model based From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Luxembourg high-
on strong municipalities operating without an lights how local governments can exercise broad
elected regional tier. Inter-municipal cooperation responsibilities within a highly decentralised frame-
and voluntary municipal mergers have therefore work while relying on cooperative arrangements to
become important mechanisms for strengthening address capacity and scale challenges.

governance capacity, service delivery and territorial

coordination.
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Malta

Country overview
CAPITAL AREA € REGIONAL LEVEL
Valletta 316 km? =~ 6 Regional Councils
(Kumitat Regjonali)
ii; POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE
588,254 million (approx.) Unitary parliamentary = LOCAL LEVEL
republic =~ 68 Local councils
(Kunsill lokali)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation and policy,
public finance and taxation, justice
policing and national security
Regional 6 Regional councils Coordination of local councils,
support services and regional
cooperation initiatives
Local 68 Local councils Local service delivery, community
development and local governance
Governance system
Malta operates a two-tier system of local govern- ation across municipalities. Recent reforms have

ment composed of Local Councils and Regional  sought to strengthen local autonomy, citizen par-
Councils. Local Councils remain the principal level  ticipation and the effectiveness of local governance

of local governance and service delivery, while Re- arrangements

gional Councils support coordination and cooper-



Main responsabilities
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LOCAL COUNCILS

Maintenance of local
roads, pavements, public
spaces and community
infrastructure.

Management and
maintenance of public
gardens, recreational areas,
and community facilities.

Local environmental
initiatives, and
sustainability programmes.

Cultural, educational
and sporting activities

Libraries, cultural centres
and community facilities

Promotion of citizen
participation and
local democracy

REGIONAL COUNCILS

Coordination and
cooperation between
Local Councils

Delivery of regional projects
and shared services

Support for inter-

municipal initiatives

Promotion of regional
development and
collaborative programmes

Distinctive governance features

SHARED RESPONSIBILITIES

Community care and
active ageing initiatives

Social inclusion and support
for vulnerable groups

Civil protection and
emergency preparedness

Digital transformation and
innovation initiatives

Two-tier local governance system with 68 Local Councils and 6 Regional Councils.

Local Councils constitute the principal level of local governance and service delivery

Regional Councils support coordination and cooperation between Local Councils

Malta's compact territorial scale means that many strategic functions

continue to be exercised at national level, with local authorities focusing
primarily on community-level services and local development.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Malta illustrates how governance reform can
strengthen local capacity and coordination within
a highly compact state. TERRI 2026 highlights the
continuing importance of local autonomy, govern-

ance capacity and effective multi-level coordination,
while ongoing discussions on competences and fi-
nancial sustainability reflect wider European chal-
lenges facing local government.

4 Annexes



M

116

TERRI
2026

4 Annexes

Republic of Moldova

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Chisinau Unitary parliamentary =~ 32 Districts (Raioane), the
republic municipalities of Chisinau
ii; POPULATION and Balti and the Autonomous
2.365,600 (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL Territorial Unit of Gagauzia
== Currently no elected
AREA regional self-government = LOCAL LEVEL
33,843 km? tier (legislation currently =~ First-level administrative
under revision for changes territorial units (892) that
to be introduced by 2027) cover 1682 villages/communes
and towns/municipalities
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National policy, legislation,
fiscal policy, justice and national
infrastructure, social services,
education (except kindergartens)
Intermediate 32 Districts, Chisindu, Territorial coordination, district-
Balti and Gagauzia level services, development
planning and public administration
Local First-level administrative Local public services, local
territorial units (892) covering development, infrastructure and
1682 villages, communes, community administration
towns and municipalities
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Autonomous Territorial
Unit of Gagauzia

Chisindu and Balti

Territorial autonomy with special legal status

Municipalities with second-level administrative status
and broader responsibilities than most local authorities (a
combination of first and second tier competences)

Governance system

Moldova has two levels of local public administra-
tion. The first level consists of Administrative Terri-
torial Units (villages/communes and towns/munic-
ipalities), governed by elected local governments.
The second level comprises districts, while the mu-

nicipalities of Chisindu and Balti, and the Autono-

mous Territorial Unit of Gagauzia operate under
special arrangements established by law. Local gov-
ernments have legal personality, their own assets
and budgets, and manage local public affairs within
the framework established by legislation.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Local infrastructure and utilities

— Municipal property management

— Local planning and community development
— Local public services

— Waste management and
environmental services

INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
— Territorial coordination
— District level public services

— Territorial development planning

Distinctive governance features

— Two levels of local public administration.

— The Autonomous Territorial Unit of Gagauzia has special legal status.

— Chisindu and Balti operate with second-level administrative status.

— A major administrative-territorial reform launched in 2026 provides for
extensive municipal amalgamation and the planned restructuring of the
second tier of local government ahead of the 2027 local elections.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Moldova illustrates a system of local self-govern-
ment undergoing significant reform within a unitary
state framework. Recent reforms seek to strengthen
administrative capacity, improve the sustainability
of local public administration and reorganise local
government structures through extensive municipal
amalgamation and the planned restructuring of the
second tier of government.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Moldova highlights
the challenges associated with balancing territori-
al consolidation, local autonomy and effective ser-
vice delivery. These debates reflect wider European
concerns regarding governance capacity, territorial
cohesion and the alignment of responsibilities with
available resources.

M
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Netherlands

Country overview

CAPITAL
Amsterdam

+2¢ POPULATION
m

u AREA

41,865 km?

‘_h STATE STRUCTURE

<€ REGIONAL LEVEL
= .
12 Provinces
(Provincies)

18.1 million (approx.) Decentralized unitary = LOCAL LEVEL
parliamentary =~ 342 Municipalities
constitutional monarchy (Gemeenten)

Governance structure

GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE

National Central government National legislation and policy
Regional 12 Provinces Spatial planning, regional

development, mobility and
environmental coordination

Local 342 Municipalities Local services, spatial planning
and social welfare

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Water authorities
(Waterschappen)

Functional public authorities responsible for regional
water management and flood protection

Governance system

The Netherlands is a decentralised unitary state
composed of municipalities and provinces, along-
side specialised water authorities. Municipalities
exercise a broad range of responsibilities in areas
such as housing, social welfare, planning and local

services, while provinces perform strategic func-

tions relating to spatial planning, mobility, energy
and regional development. The Dutch governance
system combines local autonomy with extensive
shared responsibilities and coordination between
different levels of government.
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— Urban planning* — Spatial planning
— (Social) Housing — Environment
— Civil engineering — Culture

— Environmental policies
— Waste collection

— Transport: local roads, city
transport and public transport

— Public health and youth care:
prevention and education

— Public safety and order
— Disaster management

— Primary and secondary education:
school buildings*

— Employment

— Local and regional economy

— Childcare

— Social services and welfare

— Culture and sports

— Leisure, Recreation and Tourism

— Local media and broadcasting

— Leisure and tourism

— Public transport, provincial road
maintenance and traffic

— Energy transition and regional energy planning

— Regional media and broadcasting

NOTE: Several municipal responsibilities are exercised within national and provincial policy frameworks,
particularly in areas such as housing, spatial planning, education, public health and disaster management.

Distinctive governance features

— Water authorities (Waterschappen) constitute a distinctive form of functional local
government responsible for water management and flood protection.

— Municipalities combine autonomous and state-delegated responsibilities.

— Provinces act as an intermediary tier linking municipalities and the national government.

— Mayors and King's Commissioners are appointed rather than directly elected.

— Shared governance arrangements and intergovernmental coordination

play an important role across several policy areas.

TERRI 2026 perspective

The Netherlands illustrates how territorial gov-
ernance can combine strong municipal autonomy
with extensive intergovernmental coordination
and functional governance arrangements. Recent
municipal consolidations have sought to strengthen
administrative capacity while preserving local dem-

ocratic governance. From a TERRI 2026 perspective,
the Dutch experience highlights the importance of
cooperation, shared responsibilities and specialised
governance structures in addressing complex chal-
lenges linked to housing, social policy, spatial plan-
ning and climate resilience.
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Norway

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE N~ REGIONAL LEVEL
Oslo Unitary parliamentary =~ 15 counties
constitutional monarchy (Fylkeskommune)
e%s POPULATION
w

5.6 million (approx.)

<> LOCAL LEVEL
357 municipalities

AREA (Kommune)
365,123 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, taxation,
defence, justice, higher education
and national infrastructure
Regional 15 Counties Regional planning, upper secondary
education and regional transport
Local 357 Municipalities Primary education, healthcare,
social services, local
planning, housing, utilities
and local infrastructure
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Oslo Exercises both municipal and county responsibilities and is
further divided into 15 boroughs with elected borough councils
Parliamentary Oslo, Bergen and Trondheim operate parliamentary
Governance Model systems rather than the traditional council model
County Governance Model Akershus and Nordland counties operate a
parliamentary form of governance
Governance system
Norway combines strong local self-government with regional functions such as transport, planning, and
a unitary state structure. Municipalities and coun- upper secondary education. The county structure
ties are governed by directly elected councils. Munic-  was revised in 2024, restoring 15 counties following

ipalities are responsible for the majority of welfare adjustments to the earlier regional reform.

and local public services, while counties coordinate



Main Responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES COUNTIES
— Primary education =
— Primary healthcare =
— Social services and welfare

— Elderly care
— Childcare

— Regional development =

— Housing and building
regulation

— Waste management and
environmental services

— Water and wastewater
services

— Local roads and
infrastructure

— Culture, sports and
recreation

— Support for voluntary
organisations and local
community development

Upper secondary education —
Regional planning —
and development

— Regional transport
and county roads =

SHARED RESPONSIBILITIES
Public health

Climate adaptation
and environmental
sustainability

Economic development

Civil preparedness and
emergency planning

Distinctive governance features

— Strong constitutional and legal protection of local self-government

— Municipalities are responsible for delivering most welfare and local public services

— Oslo exercises both municipal and county responsibilities

— Municipalities and counties may adopt a parliamentary form of governance

— The County structure was revised in 2024, restoring 15 counties

TERRI 2026 perspective

Norway represents a model of strong local self-gov-
ernment in which municipalities play a central role
in welfare provision and public service delivery.
Recent reforms, including municipal mergers, ad-
justments to the county structure and the planned
reduction of Oslo's boroughs from 15 to 8, reflect ef-
forts to strengthen administrative capacity, improve
service coordination and support more effective lo-

cal governance.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Norway highlights
the importance of balancing territorial scale, service
delivery capacity and local autonomy. The Norwe-
gian experience demonstrates how governance re-
forms increasingly focus on strengthening institu-
tional effectiveness and coordination rather than on
large-scale territorial restructuring.

4 Annexes
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Poland

Country overview
]ﬁ[ CAPITAL Fh STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Warsaw Unitary parliamentary =~ 314 Counties (Powiaty) and
republic 66 cities with county status
l.ii POPULATION
37.3 million (approx.) <€ REGIONAL LEVEL < LOCALLEVEL
=~ 16 Voivodeships =~ 2,477 Municipalities (Gminy)
u AREA (Wojewddztwa)
312,696 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and state administration
Regional 16 Voivodeships Regional development, strategic
planning and coordination
Intermediate 314 Counties and 66 cities County-wide services,
with county status infrastructure management
and territorial coordination
Local 2,477 Municipalities Local public services and
community development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Cities with county status

Governance system

66 cities combine municipal and county-level functions

Poland is a unitary state with three levels of terri-
torial self-government: municipalities, counties
and voivodeships. Each level has its own elected
representative bodies and exercises legally defined
responsibilities in its own name and under its own

responsibility. Municipalities form the basic level of
local self-government, while counties perform su-
pra-municipal tasks and voivodeships focus on re-
gional development. Cities with county status com-
bine both municipal and county functions.
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MUNICIPALITIES COUNTIES REGIONS
— Local services — Secondary education — Regional development and
— Spatial planning _ Healthcare economic development

— Local infrastructure — Social services — Spatial planning

—  Education —  Public transport — Regional transport

—  Social services — Roads, environment — Economic development

— Environmental protection — Public safety

Distinctive governance features

— Three-tier territorial self-government system comprising municipalities, counties and voivodeships.

— Cities with county status combine municipal and county responsibilities.

— Counties perform public functions of a supra-municipal nature.

— Territorial self-government is constitutionally protected.

— Regional development policy is strongly linked to the role of voivodeships
and the management of EU investment programmes.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Poland illustrates a strongly institutionalised system
of territorial self-government in which municipal-
ities, counties and voivodeships perform comple-
mentary functions. The three-tier model combines
local service delivery with regional planning and de-
velopment responsibilities, supported by a well-es-
tablished system of territorial governance.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, the Polish expe-
rience highlights the importance of coordination,
governance capacity and territorial planning in
supporting effective service delivery and regional
development.

4 Annexes
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Portugal

Country overview

]ﬁ[ CAPITAL
Lisbon

Fh STATE STRUCTURE
Unitary semi-
presidential republic

<> LOCAL LEVEL

< . .
3,258 Parishes (Freguesias)
and 308 municipalities

iii POPULATION (Municipios)
11.4 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL
== 2 Autonomous regions
u AREA (Azores and Madeira)
92,256 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation and policy
Regional 2 Autonomous regions Autonomous governance in
regional matters through
elected regional institutions
Local 3,258 Parishes and Delivery of local public services
308 municipalities and local development
Governance system

Portugal combines a system of local self-government
based on municipalities and parishes with two au-
tonomous regions exercising legislative and execu-
tive powers. Municipalities are the principal units
of local government and are responsible for a broad
range of public services, while parishes perform
functions linked to local service delivery and com-

munity representation. In recent years, inter-mu-
nicipal communities and metropolitan areas have
assumed a growing role in territorial coordination,
economic development and service planning, while
the ongoing decentralisation of competences has ex-
panded the responsibilities exercised by municipali-
ties across a number of policy areas.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Rural and urban infrastructure
— Energy

— Transport and communications
— Education

— Heritage, culture and science
— Leisure and sport

— Health

— Social action

— Housing

— Civil protection

— Environment and sanitation
— Consumer protection

— Local economic development
— Spatial planning and urbanism
— Municipal police

— External cooperation

PARISHES

— Local maintenance and community facilities

— Community support and local services

— Public space management (delegated functions)
— Local cultural and recreational activities

— Community engagement and
citizen participation

— Social support activities
— Civil protection support
— Local environment maintenance

— Urban and rural planning

Distinctive governance features

— Two autonomous regions (Azores and Madeira) exercise legislative and executive powers.

— Municipalities are the principal units of local self-government and play a
central role in territorial planning and public service delivery.

— Inter-municipal communities and metropolitan areas play an increasingly
important role in territorial coordination and development.

— Inter-municipal bodies are cooperative structures and do not
constitute a separate elected tier of local government.

— The ongoing decentralisation of competences from central government to municipalities has
expanded local responsibilities in areas such as education, healthcare, culture and social action.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Portugal illustrates how territorial governance can
evolve through both functional coordination and
the gradual decentralisation of competences. While
metropolitan areas and inter-municipal communi-
ties continue to play an important role in coordina-
tion across wider territories, the transfer of respon-
sibilities from central government to municipalities
has become one of the most significant governance
developments of recent years.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, the Portuguese ex-
perience highlights the opportunities and challeng-
es associated with decentralisation in practice. The
focus has increasingly shifted from institutional
reform towards implementation, service delivery
and the capacity of municipalities to exercise their
expanded responsibilities effectively.
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Romania

Country overview
ﬁ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE @ LOCAL LEVEL
Bucharest Unitary state =~ 2,861 Municipalities
(Comune), 216 towns (Orase)
"i; POPULATION § COUNTY LEVEL and 103 cities (Municipii)

19.05 million (approx.)

u AREA

== 41 Counties (Judete)

238,397 km?

Governance structure

GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE

National Central government National legislation

County 41 Counties plus the County-level coordination, regional
municipality of Bucharest development, infrastructure and

county-wide public services

Local 2,861 Municipalities, Local service delivery and
216 towns and 103 cities local self-government

SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS

ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Bucharest The capital city has a special administrative status
distinct from other local authorities

Prefects One prefect is appointed in each county and in Bucharest to

represent central government at the territorial level

Local-Regional Relations

There is no hierarchical subordination between

local councils and county councils

Governance system

Romania is a unitary parliamentary republic oper-
ating a two-tier system of local and county self-gov-
ernment composed of municipalities, towns and
communes at local level and counties at county lev-
el. Local councils are responsible for a broad range
of public services and local development functions,
while county councils coordinate regional devel-

opment, infrastructure and county-wide public
services. Local and county authorities are elected
directly and operate as separate self-government
institutions. A distinctive feature of the Romanian
system is the coexistence of local self-government
with a territorial network of prefects representing
central government.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES, TOWNS AND CITIES

— Housing

— Local police

— Urban planning

— Waste management

— Primary public health and local health service

— Transport infrastructure and
urban transport planning

— Water supply and sewage systems
— District heating

— Pre-school, primary, secondary,
vocational and technical education

— Local heritage administration

— Administration of parks and public green areas

COUNTIES
— Regional development

— Economic, social and
environmental development

— Urban planning and landscaping

— County hospitals and healthcare coordination
— Public transport

— Transport infrastructure

— Water supply and sewerage

— Education

— Cooperation between local and
national authorities

Distinctive governance features

— Romania combines local and county self-government within a unitary state framework.

— County level authorities play an important role in territorial development,

infrastructure and public service coordination.

— Prefects represent central government at county level and in Bucharest.

— There is no formal subordination between local councils and county councils.

— Local authorities exercise extensive responsibilities across housing,
planning, utilities, education and local public services.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Romania illustrates a unitary governance system in
which local and county authorities exercise exten-
sive responsibilities across a broad range of policy
areas. The combination of local self-government,
county-level coordination and the territorial pres-
ence of central government through prefects reflects
a multilevel approach to governance within a uni-
tary state framework.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Romania highlights
the importance of governance capacity, territorial
coordination and investment planning in support-
ing effective service delivery. Recent developments
also illustrate broader European challenges relating
to regional disparities, infrastructure investment
and the alignment of responsibilities with available
resources.
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Country overview
CAPITAL Fh STATE STRUCTURE = INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Belgrade Unitary parliamentary =~ 29 administrative districts
republic
l.ii POPULATION < LOCAL LEVEL
6.6 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL = 145 municipalities (Opstine)
== Autonomous province and 29 cities (Gradovi),
AREA of Vojvodina including the City of Belgrade
88,361 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National Legislation, policy
and state administration
Regional Autonomous province Regional development, economic
of Vojvodina affairs, education and culture
Intermediate 29 Administrative district Territorial coordination
and deconcentrated
state administration
Local 145 Municipalities and 29 cities Local public services,
community development
and local administration
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Autonomous Province Autonomous province with its own Assembly and Government
of Vojvodina exercising competences in areas including regional

development, education, culture and economic affairs

City of Belgrade Capital city with special legal status and responsibilities
extending beyond those exercised by other Serbian cities

Governance system

Serbia is a unitary state with local self-government while the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina exer-
exercised through municipalities and cities. Munici- cises specific regional competences defined by law.
palities and cities are responsible for a broad range Administrative districts operate separately as terri-
of local public services and development functions, torial units of state administration.

4 Annexes



Main Responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES AND CITIES

— Local infrastructure
and utilities

— Local spatial planning
and housing

— Social services and
community welfare

— Pre-school and primary
education facilities

— Waste management and
environmental services

— Local economic

AUTONOMOUS PROVINCE
OF VOJVODINA

— Regional development
and strategic planning

— Agriculture and rural
development

— Economic development
initiatives
— Culture and heritage

— Environmental and
water management

— Education, culture

ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICTS

— Territorial coordination of
state administrative services

— Coordination of
state services

— Implementation of
selected national policies
and programmes

— Administrative oversight
and coordination

— Security and emergency
coordination

development and tourism

— Culture, sport and
recreation

and innovation
support measures

NOTE: Responsibilities relating to economic development, environmental protection, social inclusion and ter-
ritorial development are often exercised through cooperation between local, regional and national authorities.

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities and cities constitute the principal level of local self-government.

— The Autonomous Province of Vojvodina exercises a distinct set of
regional competences within Serbia's unitary framework.

— The City of Belgrade enjoys a special legal status.

— Administrative districts function as territorial units of state

administration rather than self-government.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Serbia illustrates a system of local self-government
in which municipalities and cities perform exten-
sive service-delivery functions within a unitary
state framework, complemented by the autono-
mous role of Vojvodina. From a TERRI 2026 perspec-
tive, ongoing discussions on decentralisation and

public administation reform and local government
capacity highlight the importance of effective coor-
dination, fiscal sustainability and implementation
capability in supporting service delivery and terri-
torial development
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Slovakia

Country overview
CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Bratislava Unitary parliamentary == 79 Districts (Okresy)
republic
iii POPULATION < LOCALLEVEL
5.4 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL =~ Approximately 2,900
=~ 8 Self-governing regions municipalities (Obce)
AREA (Samosprdvne kraje | VUC)
49,035 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and state administration
Regional 8 Self-governing regions Regional development, regional
transport, secondary education
and regional public services
Intermediate 79 Districts Deconcentrated state
administration
Local 2,891 Municipalities Local services and
community development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Bratislava and KoSice

Bratislava and KoSice have elected city districts

alongside city-wide municipal institutions

Governance system

Slovakia has two levels of territorial self-govern-
ment: municipalities and self-governing regions. Mu-
nicipalities exercise responsibility for local affairs
and public services, while self-governing regions per-

form functions of regional significance, particularly
in areas such as transport, education and regional
development. District offices operate separately as
territorial bodies of state administration.



Main Responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES REGIONS INTERMEDIATE
— Pre-primary and — Secondary education — Deconcentrated state
primary education . administration (including
— Regional transport . .
. environment, civil
— Local infrastructure . .
— Regional development protection and selected

— Local development

— Municipal property

—  Culture
and finances

— Local public services

— Social services

transport functions)

Distinctive governance features

— Two elected tiers of territorial self-government: municipalities and self-governing regions.

— Mayors and regional presidents are directly elected.

— District offices belong to state administration and are separate from territorial self-government.

— Bratislava and KoSice operate additional elected city-district
structures alongside city-wide municipal institutions.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Slovakia represents a multi-level governance system
combining municipalities, self-governing regions
and deconcentrated state administration. Recent de-
bates on decentralisation, fiscal autonomy and the
future role of self-governing regions highlight con-
tinuing efforts to strengthen governance capacity

and improve public administration.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Slovakia demon-
strates the importance of coordination, local auton-
omy and effective alignment between responsibili-
ties and financial resources across different levels of
government.
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Slovenia

Country overview
CAPITAL AREA < LOCALLEVEL
Ljubljana 20,273 km? =~ 212 Municipalities (Obcine),
including 12 urban
°°e POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE municipalities (Mestne obcine)
wn o : :
2.13 million (approx.) Unitary parliamentary
republic
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and state administration
Local 212 Municipalities Local public services and
community development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Urban municipalities 12 Municipalities have urban municipality status
Governance system

Slovenia is a unitary state with single elected level  regions as a second tier of self-government, these
of local self-government comprising 212 munici-  have not yet been created. Municipalities frequently
palities. Local authorities are governed by directly cooperate through joint administrative bodies and
elected mayors and municipal councils. Although shared service arrangements to provide services.

the Constitution provides for the establishment of
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MUNICIPALITIES

— Local spatial planning

— Local public services, local development and municipal administration

— Local roads and infrastructure

— Pre-school education and selected responsibilities relating to primary

— Social and childcare services
— Culture and sport
— Environmental protection

— Local economic development

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities constitute the only established level of local self-government.

— Twelve municipalities have urban municipality status and perform
important service, economic and administrative functions.

— Regional self-government is provided for in the Constitution but has not yet been implemented.

— Municipalities frequently cooperate through joint administrative bodies and shared
service arrangements to strengthen capacity and improve service delivery.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Slovenia represents a model of strong municipal
self-government operating without an elected re-
gional tier. Inter-municipal cooperation therefore
plays an important role in supporting governance
capacity and service delivery. TERRI 2026 highlight

an increasing focus on coordination, implementa-
tion capacity and sector-specific reforms, particu-
larly in areas such as municipal financing, mobility
and housing.
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Spain

Country overview

]ﬁ[ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Madrid Unitary parliamentary =~ 50 provinces (Provincias)
constitutional monarchy
°°e POPULATION <> LOCAL LEVEL
w i < TN
49.8 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL 8,132 municipalities
=~ 17 autonomous communities (Municipios)
u AREA (Comunidades auténomas)
506,030 km? + 2 autonomous cities
(Ceuta and Melilla)
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and policy
Regional 17 autonomous communities Healthcare, education, social
+ 2 autonomous cities policies, territorial development
and economic development
Territorial 50 provinces Coordination and support
of municipal services
Local 8,132 municipalities Local services, urban planning
and community development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Basque Country and Navarre
Canary and Balearic Islands Island councils exer:

Ceuta and Melilla

Specific fiscal and financial regimes

cise intermediate-level functions

Autonomous cities with a specific status combining

local and autonomous powers

Governance system

Spain is one of Europe’s most decentralised govern-
ance systems with significant responsibilities exer-
cised by autonomous communities alongside prov-
inces and municipalities. Autonomous communities
exercise extensive legislative and executive powers

within their competences. Municipalities and prov-
inces enjoy local autonomy, where they perform
important coordination, service delivery and local
development functions.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES PROVINCES

— Water and waste —
management

— Urban planning —

— Local roads and
public spaces

Coordination and support —
for municipalities

Delivery of services
extending beyond
municipal services

AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITIES
Healthcare

— Social policies and
social services

— Economic development

— Education

— Technical and financial

— Local police .
assistance

— Social services

— Culture and sports

— Local public transport

— Social policies

— Spatial and territorial
planning

— Agriculture and rural
development

— Environment

— Regional transport
and mobility

— Culture

Distinctive governance features

— One of Europe's most decentralised systems of territorial governance.

— Autonomous communities exercise extensive legislative and executive powers.

— Beyond the formal municipal, provincial and regional tiers, Spain makes extensive
use of inter-municipal and supra-municipal cooperation arrangements, including
mancomunidades, comarcas, metropolitan authorities and consortia, particularly in areas
such as transport, water, waste management, spatial planning and economic development.

— The Basque Country and Navarre operate distinct fiscal regimes.

— Island territories benefit from specialised governance arrangements.

— Ceuta and Melilla exercise a combination of municipal and autonomous

functions through their Autonomous City status.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Spain illustrates one of Europe's most decentralised
systems of territorial governance, with extensive re-
sponsibilities exercised at regional, provincial and
municipal levels. The Spanish model demonstrates
how major public services, including healthcare,
housing, education and social services, can be deliv-
ered through a highly developed multi-level govern-
ance framework.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Spain highlights the
importance of coordination, shared responsibilities
and territorial flexibility in addressing complex pol-
icy challenges. Recent developments in areas such
as housing, social policy and regional development
reinforce the growing importance of effective gov-
ernance arrangements across multiple levels of gov-
ernment.
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Sweden

Country overview
]ﬁ[ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE < LOCALLEVEL
Stockholm Unitary parliamentary =~ 290 Municipalities
monarchy (Kommuner)
l.i; POPULATION
10.5 million (approx.) < REGIONAL LEVEL
== 21 Regions (Regioner)
u AREA
450,295 km?
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central Government National legislation and policy
Regional 21 Regions Healthcare, regional development
and public transport
Local 290 Municipalities Welfare provision, education,
planning and local service delivery
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Gotland Functions as a municipality while also exercising

responsibilities normally assigned to regions

Regional Reform

Governance system

Since 2019 all regions have held responsibility for regional development

Sweden operates a highly decentralised two-tier
system of local and regional self-government based
on municipalities and regions. Municipalities are re-
sponsible for a broad range of services relating to
welfare, education, planning and local infrastruc-
ture, while regions exercise responsibilities for
healthcare, public transport and regional develop-
ment. Since 2019, all regions have held responsibil-
ity for regional development, creating a more con-
sistent regional governance framework across the
country.

A distinctive feature of the Swedish system is the
distinction between mandatory and optional local
government responsibilities. While municipalities
are legally required to provide core welfare and
public services, they may also undertake additional
functions in areas such as housing, culture, energy,
employment and economic development.
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Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES REGIONS

— Social Services — Healthcare (including primary healthcare)
— Childcare and pre-school — Dental care

— Primary and secondary education — Public transport

— Public health-related activities — Regional development

— Care for the elderly

Support for people with disabilities
Environmental protection

Urban planning

Housing

Employment and local economic development
Water supply and sewerage

Waste collection and disposal

Road maintenance

Rescue and emergency services

Culture and leisure services

Distinctive governance features

Municipal and regional governments possess significant fiscal autonomy, including taxation powers.

Municipalities deliver an exceptionally broad range of welfare service
compared with many European local government systems.

Since 2019, all regions have exercised responsibility for regional development.

Gotland combines municipal and regional functions within a single authority.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Sweden illustrates one of Europe's most decentral- financing and effective coordination remain essen-
ised governance systems, characterised by exten- tial to maintaining high-quality welfare services and
sive municipal responsibilities, strong regional supporting regional development in the face of de-
institutions and significant fiscal autonomy. TERRI mographic, environmental and economic change.
2026 highlights how governance capacity, long-term
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Turkiye

Country overview
CAPITAL AREA < INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Ankara 783,562 km? =~ 81 provinces deconcentrated
state administration, not
iii POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE elected self-government
86.1 million (approx.) Unitary presidential republic (Il bzel idaresi)
<> LOCAL LEVEL
1,408 Municipalities (Belediye),
including metropolitan
and other municipalities
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, policy
and supervision
Intermediate 81 provinces Deconcentrated state
administration and coordination
Local 1,402 municipalities Local services, urban planning
and local development
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Metropolitan municipalities Two-tier structure combining metropolitan and district municipalities
Governance system

Tirkiye is a unitary state with local self-government
exercised primarily through municipalities. Munic-
ipal councils and mayors are elected for five-year
terms. Municipalities exercise administrative and
financial autonomy within the national legal frame-

work. The 81 provinces form part of the territorial
administration of the state and are headed by cen-
trally appointed governors. Metropolitan areas op-
erate through a two-tier system of metropolitan and
district municipalities.



Main responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES

— Urban planning

— Water supply and sanitation
— Waste management

— Local public transport

— Social services

— Environmental and
climate action

— Culture and local
development

— Urban regeneration and
housing-related measures

METROPOLITAN
MUNICIPALITIES

Strategic urban planning

— Metropolitan transport

LOCAL

— Territorial implementation
and coordination
of state policies

— Water and sewerage

— City-wide infrastructure
and services

NOTE: The allocation of responsibilities differs between Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan provinces, par-
ticularly in the areas of spatial planning, water and sanitation, and waste management.

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities constitute the principal level of elected local self-government and enjoy
administrative and financial autonomy within the national legal framework, although
Central government retains certain supervisory and coordinating responsibilities.

— The 81 provinces form a deconcentrated level of state administration.

— Metropolitan areas operate through metropolitan and district municipalities.

— Municipalities exercise administrative and financial autonomy within the national legal framework.

— There is no elected regional level of government.

TERRI 2026 perspective

TERRI 2026 highlights Tirkiye as an example of a
unitary system in which municipalities remain key
actors in service delivery, planning and local devel-
opment, while operating within a strongly struc-
tured national policy framework. The continuing
evolution of metropolitan municipalities demon-
strates the importance of governance arrangements
capable of coordinating services and infrastructure
across functional urban areas.

As in many European countries, current governance
challenges are increasingly linked not to territorial
restructuring but to questions of coordination, im-
plementation capacity and the effective manage-
ment of rapidly developing urban territories.
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Ukraine

Country overview

ﬁ CAPITAL STATE STRUCTURE @ INTERMEDIATE LEVEL
Kyiv Unitary republic =~ 136 districts (Raions)

e%s POPULATION REGIONAL LEVEL LOCAL LEVEL

0] < S

32 million (approx.)*

== 24 regions (Oblasts)

1,469 municipalities
(Hromadas) plus the City of

u AREA Kyiv with special status
603,628 km?
* Population estimates vary due to displacement and the effects of the ongoing war.
Governance structure
GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS MAIN ROLE
National Central government National legislation, defence,
public finance, justice,
national infrastructure and
reconstruction policy
Regional 24 Regions Territorial coordination and
state administration functions
Intermediate 136 Districts Local public services, local
development, infrastructure,
community administration
and recovery initiatives
Local 1,469 municipalities and
the City of Kyiv
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION

Kyiv

Military Administrations

Capital city with special legal status

During martial law, military administrations exercise
expanded powers in designated territories, including some
functions normally exercised by elected local authorities

Governance system

Ukraine is a unitary state that has pursued exten-
sive decentralisation reforms over the past decade.
Municipalities have become the principal units of
local self-government and play an increasingly im-
portant role in service delivery, local development

and recovery. Since the introduction of martial law,
governance has combined decentralised local gov-
ernment arrangements with expanded state coordi-
nation through military administrations, particular-
ly in frontline and de-occupied territories.
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Main Responsabilities

MUNICIPALITIES REGIONS LOCAL
— Local infrastructure — Regional development — Territorial coordination
and utilities and strategic planning

— State administration
Economic resilience and functions

recovery coordination

— Local economic —

development .
— Security and emergency
— Spatial planning and — coordination

land-use management

Regional Investment

rogrammes .
prog — Implementation of selected

— Housing and municipal = national programmes
property

— Community services —

Management of regional
development resources

Coordination of regional

and social support

— Civil protection and local =
resilience measures

— Local recovery and
reconstruction projects

policies and projects

Infrastructure and
recovery planning

NOTE: A number of functions, including economic recovery and reconstruction, energy resilience, social in-
clusion, emergency preparedness and the implementation of European integration and recovery-related ini-
tiatives, are exercised through shared responsibilities across different tiers of government.

Distinctive governance features

— Municipalities have assumed a significantly expanded role in recovery and reconstruction.

— Military administrations currently perform expanded governance

functions in certain territories under martial law.

— Energy resilience and decentralised energy generation have become

increasingly important municipal responsibilities.

— European integration continues to influence governance reforms,
investment planning and local administrative practice.

TERRI 2026 perspective

Ukraine illustrates how territorial governance can
adapt under exceptional circumstances. While
decentralisation remains a central feature of the
governance system, wartime conditions have
strengthened the role of military administrations
and increased coordination between levels of gov-
ernment.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, Ukraine highlights
the importance of governance capacity, resilience
and local leadership in responding to complex chal-
lenges. Recent developments demonstrate how mu-
nicipalities have expanded their role in recovery,
energy security, reconstruction and international
cooperation while continuing to advance reforms
linked to European integration.
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w2 United Kingdom of Great
- Britain and Northern Ireland

Country overview
CAPITAL AREA § REGIONAL LEVEL
London 248,528 km? =~ England, Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland
"ii POPULATION STATE STRUCTURE
67.5 million (approx.) Unitary state with devolved = LOCAL LEVEL
administrations =~ 382 Local authorities
Governance structure

GOVERNANCE TIER INSTITUTIONS

National UK Government and
UK Parliament
Devolved Scottish Government and

Scottish Parliament

Welsh Government and
Senedd (Welsh Parliament)

Northern Ireland Executive and
Northern Ireland Assembly

MAIN ROLE

Reserved matters including defence,
foreign affairs and macroeconomic policy

Legislative and executive responsibilities
in devolved policy areas

Strategic (England) Strategic Authorities Strategic housing / planning, transport and
(England), including Greater economic development, skills and training.
London Authority
Local 382 local authorities Local services and community governance
including education, social care, local
transport and highways, libraries, trading
standards, registrar services, waste and
environmental services, leisure and
culture. (Responsibilities are split in two
tier local government areas in England).
SPECIAL ARRANGEMENTS
ARRANGEMENT DESCRIPTION
Asymmetrical Devolution Different powers and responsibilities apply across the four nations
Strategic Authorities Strategic local governance arrangements, bringing together several
(England), including the local authorities, are increasingly in place across England.

Greater London Authority.

London has a directly elected Mayor and Assembly with a
wide range of strategic responsibilities for the capital.
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The United Kingdom operates an asymmetrical sys-
tem of governance in which Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland each possess their own legisla-
ture and devolved government with responsibili-
ties across a range of domestic policy areas, while
England remains governed directly by the UK Par-
liament and UK Government. As a result, local gov-
ernment structures and competence arrangements
vary considerably across the four nations.

Main responsabilities

Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland operate unitary
local government systems, while England combines
unitary, county and district authorities. In recent
years, Strategic Authorities and directly elected may-
ors have assumed an increasingly important role in
England, bringing together groups of local authorities
to coordinate policy and decision-making across wider
functional territories. The Government's longer-term
objective is to extend this model across England.

LOCAL AUTHORITIES
— Planning and development control
— Housing management and delivery

— School administration and
local education services

— Waste and environmental services

— Local roads and transport

— Social care (varies across nations)

— Local economic development

— Community services and leisure

— Local taxation and revenue collection

— Libraries, culture and recreation

DEVOLVED GOVERNMENTS INCLUDING
WALES, SCOTLAND, NORTHERN IRELAND

— Housing policy

— Education policy

— Health policy and services
— Transport policy

— Economic development

— Justice and policing (Scotland
and Northern Ireland)

— Set the local government framework
for economic development

— Agriculture and environment

— Funding and regulatory
frameworks for education

— Spatial planning

Distinctive governance features

— One of Europe’s most developed systems of asymmetrical devolution

— Four distinct systems of local government operate within a single state

— Strategic Authorities and directly elected mayors play an increasing strategic role in England.

— Continuing reorganisation of local government structures is underway in
parts of England to remove the current two-tier system (county and districts)
and ensure everywhere has a single-tier unitary authority

— Whilst local authorities have a role in public health and health policy, most health
services themselves are delivered by a separate National Health Service (NHS).

TERRI 2026 perspective

The United Kingdom illustrates how different mod-
els of devolved and local governance can coexist
within a single constitutional framework. While in-
stitutional arrangements vary considerably across
England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, re-
cent reforms have increasingly focused on strength-
ening strategic governance, improving coordination
and enhancing service delivery capacity.

From a TERRI 2026 perspective, the UK highlights
the importance of flexible governance arrange-
ments capable of responding to different territorial
contexts. Ongoing reforms in areas such as devo-
lution, strategic authorities and local government
reorganisation reflect wider European debates con-
cerning governance capacity, institutional adapta-
tion and effective public service delivery.
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TERRI

Survey 2026

Evolving responsibilities of Europe’s
local and regional governments,
with a focus on housing policy

Welcome and thank you for taking the time to com-
plete this online survey. This questionnaire aims to
gather comparable information on the structure and
competences of local and regional governments in
all countries represented by CEMR members. It will
gather both quantitative and qualitative infor-
mation to better understand how the responsibili-
ties and capacities of subnational governments are
evolving. This work offers an important framework
for understanding the role of subnational govern-
ments and the distribution of shared competences
across different tiers of government.

In addition to updating data on governance and ad-
ministrative structures, the study includes a special
focus on housing as a policy area shared across
tiers. The questionnaire explores the role of local
and regional governments in housing policy, as well
as the factors that influence their ability to design
and implement housing measures effectively, in-
cluding sustainability and territorial challenges.

The questionnaire is addressed to national associa-
tions of local and regional authorities, as well as
to experts with practical knowledge of housing
policy at municipal or regional level. It is struc-
tured in two parts following completion of some
general information by the respondent (part 0):

- Part 1 collects country-level information on gov-
ernance, competences, and fiscal context.

- Part 2 focuses on housing as a shared compe-
tence, with particular attention to responsibili-
ties, coordination across levels of government,
sustainability, affordability and implementation
challenges.

Your responses will contribute to a comparative Eu-
ropean analysis of governance trends and housing
policy at subnational level.

Part O - General information

0.1 Your country

0.2 Name of your association (full name and
acronym)

0.3 Your e-mail address

Part 1- Governance, Competences
and Fiscal Context

Part 1 is divided into 4 sections

A. Recognition of territorial levels of government
and their competences

B. Change in number of LRGs and administrative
structure

C. The Fiscal Context: Local expenditures and revenues
D. Trends in the Remit of Responsibilities

/!/ METHODOLOGY NOTE. The aim of this ques-
tionnaire is to gather data and information on lo-
cal and regional governments (LRGS) structure and
competences in all countries represented by CEMR
members. To ensure that the data and information
collected can be compared across countries, please
refer to the OECD definitions of regional interme-
diate and municipal government while completing
the questionnaire. These definitions can be found in
document 'Methodology note' in the column on the
righthand side of this questionnaire.



A) Recognition of territorial levels of
government and their competences

The section establishes a brief country profile, sum-
marizing the competences of each level of govern-
ment and the structure of their governing bodies.

Country fact sheet

To help you in completing this survey, the CEMR
team has shared your country fiche used for pre-
paring the 2021 TERRI Report. Please, consult this
document (you find it attached to the e-mail you re-
ceived), then select one of the options below.

PLEASE NOTE!

If you are considering selecting either option A or
B, please review the document 'Guidance to choose
between options ‘A, B or C' in the column on the
right-hand side before proceeding. This document
outlines the structure that respondents should use
as a guide when updating their country fact sheet.

A. Full confirmation of information in current coun-
try fact sheet=> no changes required

B. Partial update needed of information in current
country fact sheet => Please amend the relevant
sections of the country fact sheet and upload the
revised version in the box below

C. Full revision/first-time completion => the country
fact sheet requires substantial revision, or this is
the first time it is being completed

UPLOADING BOX

Existing inter-municipal or alternative govern-
ance arrangements (current situation)

In addition to traditional municipal structures, some
countries have developed inter-municipal cooper-
ation mechanisms or other forms of municipal
governance (e.g. joint authorities, metropolitan
bodies, functional urban areas, special-purpose
entities).

This question refers to governance arrangements
that are currently in place, regardless of whether
they result from recent reforms.

1.1 Do such arrangements exist in your country?

[] Yes

[ No

If yes, please indicate which types apply (select all
that apply):

[[] Inter-municipal cooperation bodies (e.g. joint ser-
vice provision, shared administrations)

[] Metropolitan or urban area authorities

[[] Special-purpose or sectoral entities (e.g. planning,
transport, housing)

[[] Other forms of municipal cooperation or govern-
ance arrangements

[[J Other (please specify):

1.2 Brief description

Please briefly describe the main characteristics of
these arrangements (e.g. legal basis, functions, gov-
ernance structure, degree of autonomy).

1.3 Policy relevance

In your view, do these arrangements play a signif-
icant role in the implementation of public policies
(e.g. spatial planning, housing, health, social care,
transport, climate action)?

[J Yes, to a large extent

[] Yes, to some extent

[J Limited role

[J No significant role

Additional comments (optional): You may provide

examples, recent developments, or references to rel-
evant legal acts.

B) Change in Number of LRGs
and Administrative Structure

The previous section described current governance
arrangements and structures. This following section
focuses on recent or ongoing reforms that have af-
fected the number, type, or distribution of munici-
pal, regional and intermediate government units
between 2021 and 2025.

This section covers all tiers of government (munic-
ipal, intermediate, regional, and other tiers where
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relevant). Please select the one that apply to your
country:

A. There have been changes or reforms in terms of
administrative units between 2021 and 2025

B. There have been NO changes or reforms in terms
of administrative units between 2021 and 2025

C. There is an ongoing reform
C) The Fiscal Context: Local
Expenditures and Revenues

1.4 Subnational government expenditure as % of GDP

% revenue from State allocation

- % revenue from local taxation

- % other revenue (specify types of revenues)

1.6 Expenditure pressure. Which expenditure areas
have experienced the greatest financial pressure
in the last five years (e.g. housing, health, migra-
tion, climate emergency, ...)?

1.5 Subnational government % revenue of the total
budget that comes both from State allocation
(grants from central government) and local taxa-
tion? Please, ensure the total adds up to 200%.

A. Trends in the Remit of Responsibilities

1.7 Briefly highlight any recent changes in subna-
tional financing frameworks (e.g., increased
earmarking, reduced fiscal autonomy, new con-
ditional grants). Provide references, if possible.

1.8 Which functions or policy areas have been added/removed at municipal/regional/intermediate level since

20217
Responsibility Level Action Space for details
(choose: local / intermediate  (choose: added / removed / (in particular, if the
/ regional) no change) responsibilities have been
removed, specify who
is now in charge —if the
responsibilities have been
added, specify who was in
charge before)
Spatial planning [J Municipal [J Added
[J Intermediate [J Removed
[[J Regional [J No change
[J Other
Social services / welfare  [] Municipal [J Added
health .
/ [J Intermediate [J Removed
[J Regional [J No change
[J Other




Education / schools [J Municipal [J Added
[J Intermediate [J Removed
[J Regional [J No change
[J Other

Transport/ roads/ [J Municipal [J Added

mobility [J Intermediate [J Removed
[J Regional [JJ No change
[J Other

Environment/ climate/  [J Municipal [J Added

energy efficiency [J Intermediate [J Removed
[J Regional [JJ No change
[J Other

Economic development/ [J Municipal [J Added

local business support [J Intermediate [J Removed
[[J Regional [J No change
[J Other

Culture/ sports/ [J Municipal [J Added

recreation [J Intermediate [J Removed
[[J Regional [J No change
[J Other

Public safety/ [J Municipal [J Added

ﬁ;:;ggﬁgff%iﬁ? [J Intermediate [J Removed

protection [J Regional [J No change
[J Other

Taxation [J Municipal [J Added
[J Intermediate [J Removed
[J Regional [J No change
[J Other
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In case of other responsibilities, please list them here (specify level, action and details)

Additional comments welcomed (e.g. description of changes, reasons for added/removed responsibilities):

Part 2 - Special Focus on
Housing Policy Governance,
Competences and Fiscal Context

- Part 1 of this questionnaire examined how the
responsibilities, competences and resources of
local and regional governments are evolving,
and how recent governance and administrative
reforms are shaping multilevel governance across
Europe, and implications for effective policy
implementation and territorial competitiveness.

- Part 2 builds on this analysis by using housing
policy as a concrete case study to assess how these
governance arrangements function in practice.
Housing is a policy area where responsibilities
are widely shared across levels of government
and where pressures are particularly acute. By
focusing on housing, this section aims to assess
whether current institutional arrangements
are fit for purpose under pressure. It explores
whether responsibilities are matched by
adequate capacities and resources, whether local
and regional authorities have sufficient flexibility
and fiscal autonomy, and whether national
frameworks enable place-based responses
tailored to diverse territorial realities.

The information collected in this section will support
a comparative analysis of how subnational govern-
ments contribute to housing policy implementation
across Europe and will inform evidence-based rec-
ommendations to strengthen multilevel governance,
improve policy effectiveness, and support sustaina-
ble and affordable housing delivery.

For each question, please select the most appropri-
ate option(s). Space is provided for additional com-
ments and examples to reflect national specificities,
recent reforms, and practical challenges.

Part 2 is divided into 7 sections.

A. Governance Competences and Responsibilities in
Housing

B. Sustainability and Climate-Resilient Housing
C. Housing Demand and Supply Dynamics

D. Social Inclusion, Accessibility and Affordability

E. Spatial and Territorial Balance (Urban-Rural Di-
mension) and the role played by the private and
the third sector

F. Public and municipal expenditure on housing
G. Future Outlook and Risks

/!/ METHODOLOGY NOTE. The aim of this ques-
tionnaire is to gather data and information on lo-
cal and regional governments (LRGS) structure and
competences in all countries represented by CEMR
members. To ensure that the data and information
collected can be compared across countries, please
refer to the OECD definitions of regional, interme-
diate and local government while completing the
questionnaire. These definitions can be found in
document 'Methodology note' in the column on the
right side of this questionnaire.

A) Governance Competences and
Responsibilities in Housing

2.1 Which level(s) of government hold primary re-
sponsibility for setting overall housing strategies
and targets in your country? (In case of shared
competencies, please, select all that apply)

[J Municipal governments

[[] Regional governments

[J National government

[[J Intermediate level

[[J Other (please specify):

Additional comments welcomed (e.g. legal basis, re-
cent reforms, degree of autonomy)

2.2 Which level(s) of government are primarily re-
sponsible for financing social and/or afforda-
ble housing? (In case of shared competencies,
please, select all that apply)

[J Municipal authorities



[[J Regional authorities
[[J National government
[J Intermediate level

[[J Other (please specify):

Additional comments welcomed (please specify
national or territorial specificities, if relevant and
in case of shared responsibility specify below how
funding is divided)

2.3 Which level(s) of government are responsible
for land-use regulation and zoning for housing
development? (In case of shared competencies,
please, select all that apply)

[J Municipal authorities

[[J Regional authorities

[J National government

[ Intermediate level

[[J Other (please specify):

Additional comments welcomed (please specify
national or territorial specificities, if relevant and
in case of shared responsibility specify below how
funding is divided).

2.4To what extent do governance and policy
frameworks allow municipal, regional and
intermediate governments to adapt housing
measures to different territorial contexts (e.g.
fast-growing urban areas vs depopulating or
remote rural areas)?

[[] To alarge extent—local and regional governments
can adapt housing measures to local conditions

[[] To some extent -limited scope to adapt housing
measures

[[] To a limited extent — housing measures are large-
ly standardised

[J Not at all — housing measures are uniform are
uniform and centrally defined

[J Not applicable

Additional comments welcomed (e.g. legal con-
straints, differentiated tools for urban vs. rural ar-
eas, recent reforms):

B) Sustainability and Climate-
Resilient Housing

2.5 To what extent are housing strategies coordinated
to achieve sustainability objectives (energy effi-
ciency, emissions reduction, circular construction,
climate adaptation, proximity to public transport
and services)?

[[] To a large extent - sustainability objectives clearly
shape housing strategies and measures

[] To some extent - sustainability objectives influ-
ence housing strategies, but unevenly

[[] To a limited extent - sustainability objectives play
a minor role

[J Not at all - sustainability objectives are not re-
flected in housing strategies

Additional comments welcomed to provide greater
clarity or context (e.g. coordination mechanisms,
role of EU/national frameworks, obstacles):

2.6 Are local and regional governments equipped
(financially, technically, institutionally) to imple-
ment climate-resilient housing solutions?

[ Yes fully

[ Yes, partially

[[] No significant gaps remain

[J Not assessed

Additional more detailed comments welcomed (e.g.

renovation capacity, flood risk, energy-efficient ret-
rofitting, adaptation measures, funding challenges):

2.7 How effectively do current governance frame-
works support long-term sustainable housing and
renovation objectives? (e.g. alignment between
national climate targets and local competences,
funding conditionalities, regulatory flexibility,
implementation gaps between responsibilities
and resources).
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[[] Very effective

[J Moderately effective

[J Limited effectiveness

[J Not effective

Additional comments welcomed (e.g, coordination

across levels, regulatory barriers, funding issues,
short-term rental impacts, implementation gaps):

ing, regulation)
[[] Partial measures (e.g. social housing only)
[J Minimal action
[J Not addressed
Additional comments welcomed (e.g. impact of

short-term rentals, recent strategies, urban density
policies, etc):

2.8 What are the main drawbacks or constraints for
subnational governments in delivering sustaina-
ble and affordable housing?

Please rank the following factors from 1 (most signif-
icant) to 6 (least significant). Each rank may be used
only once.

[J Limited or insufficient EU and national funding
levels

[J] Limited accessibility, complexity, or administra-
tive burden of EU and national funding instru-
ments

[J Lack of predictable, long-term funding frame-
works for housing and renovation

[] Fragmented or insufficiently harmonised policy
frameworks across levels of government

[J Limited administrative, technical, or human ca-
pacity at local or regional level

[[] Regulatory or planning constraints (e.g. permit-
ting, land availability, competing land uses)

Additional comments (e.g. national or territorial specifi-
cities, other key constraints, short-term rental impacts):

C) Housing Demand and
Supply Dynamics

This section focuses on housing demand and supply
dynamics at the subnational level. We are interested
in understanding how local and regional govern-
ments influence housing availability, affordability,
and accessibility. Please provide responses based on
your experience or knowledge.

2.9 How are urban housing shortages (affordability,
density, rising land costs) being addressed?

[[] Comprehensive policy packages (planning, fund-

2.10 How are rural housing challenges (vacancy,
ageing stock, seasonal or second-home pres-
sures) being addressed?

[[] Renovation or adaptive reuse programmes

[[] Incentives for new residents or families

[J No systematic measures

[[J Other (please specify)

Other (please specify)

Additional comments welcomed (e.g. depopulation
trends, role of short-term or seasonal rentals):

2.11 How are current demographic trends affecting
housing demand and policy in your country?

Please consider factors such as ageing populations,
migration, household size, and regional differences.
You may also include brief examples of policies,
programmes, or local initiatives that respond to
these trends. Please use the space below to provide
further context or examples

2.12 In your view, does the current housing sup-
ply support labour mobility and territorial
attractiveness?

[T Yes, strongly

[] Yes, to some extent

[J No, insufficiently

[J] Not, not at all

Additional comments to expand on your response



(e.g. skills shortages, commuting, competitiveness
impacts etc):

D) Social Inclusion, Accessibility
and Affordability

2.13 Which level(s) of government are responsible
for ensuring access to housing for vulnerable
or specific groups? (In case of shared compe-
tencies, please, select all that apply)

[J Municipal governments

[] Regional governments

[] Intermediate governments

[J National government

[[J Other (please specify):

Additional comments welcomed (e.g. elderly, women,
students, migrants, low-income households):

2.14 Are affordability challenges more pronounced in:
[[J Urban areas

[[J Rural areas

[J Both equally

[J Neither

[[] Varies significantly by territory

Additional comments (e.g. rent levels, ownership
barriers, short-term rental effects):

2.15 What types of measures and policies are put
in place by LRGs to secure housing for vulner-
able groups and poorest households. Briefly
describe and, where applicable, share best
practices.

E) Spatial and Territorial Balance (Urban-

Rural Dimension) and the role played

by the private and the third sector.

2.16 If applicable, which measures are most used
to address housing challenges in rural areas in
your country? (Please, select all that apply)

[] Renovation of existing housing stock

[[] Incentives for new residents or young families

[] Adaptive reuse of vacant buildings

[] Improved services and connectivity

[[J No specific measures

[[] No rural housing challenges

[J Other (please specify)

Additional comments (e.g. effectiveness, funding
constraints):

Please share any relevant details or examples on
housing best practices in rural areas below.

2.17 In urban areas, which of the following housing
challenges are municipalities in your country
currently facing? (Please, select all that apply)

[J Lack of affordable housing

[J Housing shortages

[[] Rising construction costs

[J Limited land availability

[J Aging housing stock

[[] Regulatory or zoning constraints

[J Homelessness

[J Other (please specify)

Additional comments (e.g. effectiveness, funding
constraints):

Please share any relevant details or examples on
housing best practices in rural areas below:
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2.18 How would you assess the role of the private sector and third sector (e.g. non-profits, housing associa-

152 tions) in addressing housing needs in your municipality?
TERRI
2026 Verv . . e e
o Significant Moderate Limited Norole
significant
Private sector O O O O O
Third sector O O O O O
O O O O O

2.19 Strengths and limitations of private and third sector involvement. Please indicate the extent to which
you agree that the following factors represent strengths or limitations of private sector involvement in
housing provision in municipalities.

Factor Major Minor Neither Minor Major
strength strength limitation limitation
Financial capacity O O O O O
Speed of delivery O O O O O
Innovation and flexibility O O O O O
Focus on affordability O O O O O
Long-term housing 0 0 0 O 0
management
Regulatory or zoning O O O 0 0
framework
Capacity and expertise O O O O O
Coorfii-nati-o.n with O O O O 0
municipalities

If you think there are other factors that could strengthen or limit private sector involvement, please specify here:

Space to present housing best practices within the cooperation with the third or the private sector.
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2.20 Strengths and limitations of private and third sector involvement. Please indicate the extent to which
you agree that the following factors represent strengths or limitations of third sector involvement in

housing provision in municipalities.

Major Minor . Minor Major
Factor strength strength Neither limitation limitation
Financial capacity O O O O O
Speed of delivery O O O O O
Innovation and flexibility O O O O O
Focus on affordability (] O O O O
Long-term housing O 0 0 0 0
management
Regulatory or zoning 0 O O O O
framework
Capacity and expertise O O O O O
Coor-dl.natl.o.n with 0 O O O O
municipalities

If you think there are other factors that could strengthen or limit third sector involvement, please specify here:

Space to present housing best practices within the cooperation with the third or the private sector.

F) Public and municipal expenditure on housing

2.21 What are the main sources of funding used for housing policies?

Source Usedextensively Usedmoderately Usedminimally Notused
Municipal budget O O O O
Intermediate government O O O O
Regional government O O O O
National government O O O O
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EU / international funds O

Private or third sector
contributions

Additional comments welcome:

2.22 Adequacy of funding.

To what extent are current financial resources suffi-
cient to address housing needs?

[[J Fully sufficient

[[J Mostly sufficient

[[J Partially sufficient

[J Mostly insufficient

[[J Insufficient

Additional comments (optional): Please provide any
examples or context that explain why funding is suf-

ficient or insufficient, including recent or on-going
reforms or challenges.

2.23 Municipal housing expenditure.

How adequate is municipal spending on hous-
ing-related policies (e.g. social housing, housing al-
lowances, urban renewal) in meeting local housing
needs?

[[J Very adequate

[J Adequate

[J Moderate

[J Limited

[[J Very limited

Additional comments (optional): You may highlight

particular challenges or innovative approaches at
the municipal level or provide illustrative examples.

G) Future Outlook and Risks

2.24 Looking ahead, what are the main housing-related
risks for effective policy implementation over the
next 5-10 years? (Please, select up to three)

[] Affordability and social exclusion

[[J Insufficient funding

[J Climate change impacts

[] Demographic change (ageing, migration)

[] Governance or coordination gaps

[[] Skills and capacity constraints

[[J Other (please specify)

Other (please specify)

Additional comments (optional): Please highlight
key concerns for local and regional governments
and, if relevant, include links to reports, articles, or
studies on this topic

Additional comments and suggestions can be pro-
vided in the space below.

Given the online nature of this questionnaire you
will only be able to submit your responses if you
have completed all mandatory questions.

THANKYOU!

Contact: survey@ccre-cemr.org
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