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[bookmark: _Hlk231732478][bookmark: _Hlk231732497]This document sets out the methodology for the LORAI Baseline Study on the role of local authorities in the implementation and monitoring of Reform Agenda (RA) in the Western Balkans, conducted under the NALAS Local Observatory on RA Implementation (LORAI) initiative. It defines the analytical framework, the analytical questions that drive evidence collection, and the instruments through which those questions will be answered. It also defines the organisational structure needed to implement the monitoring and proposes the content of the LORAI Baseline study. It further outlines the organisational structure needed to implement the monitoring process, proposes the content and structure of the LORAI Baseline Study, and establishes a practical reference framework for NALAS, LGAs, national institutions and other stakeholders involved in RA implementation and monitoring.

1. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT
[bookmark: _Hlk231732509][bookmark: _Hlk231732552]The European Union (EU) Growth Plan for the Western Balkans and the Reform and Growth Facility (RGF) 2024–2027 introduced a performance-based approach in which financial support is tied to the implementation of reform steps and payment conditions set out in RA prepared by each beneficiary economy. RAs have therefore become the main strategic and operational instrument for structuring, monitoring and reporting on reform commitments linked to EU integration.
Although RAs are coordinated and reported through national governance architectures, a substantial share of reform measures depends on local administrative capacity and municipal delivery, particularly in infrastructure, environment, digitalisation, public services and local development. Local authorities, therefore, bear significant implementation responsibilities while remaining only partially integrated into formal monitoring, reporting, and policy dialogue arrangements. 
[bookmark: _Hlk231732600]The recent European Committee of the Regions (CoR) study[footnoteRef:1] confirms this asymmetry on three counts, which the LORAI  LORAI Baseline Study tests across the six economies:  [1:  European Committee of the Regions (CoR), The local and regional dimension of the Reform and Growth Facility for the Western Balkans (CIVEX Commission, 2026).
] 

· local and regional authorities were generally not meaningfully consulted in the drafting of RA, 
· local and regional authorities have no direct access to RGF funding, and 
· municipal associations remain largely absent from national monitoring structures.
[bookmark: _Hlk231732723]The LORAI initiative responds to this asymmetry. Its purpose is to strengthen the visibility and role of local authorities and Local Government Associations (LGAs) within RA implementation and monitoring, and to convert municipal experience into comparable monitoring inputs, implementation roles, resource pressures, data availability and early-warning signals on delivery bottlenecks. LORAI is not intended to duplicate national monitoring systems or create parallel reporting mechanisms.
The LORAI Baseline Study is explicitly anchored in three strands of existing regional evidence and is designed to add value to them rather than duplicate them. The first are the actual RA of the six economies as submitted to the European Commission. The second one is the CoR study, The local and regional dimension of the Reform and Growth Facility for the Western Balkans (CIVEX, 2026), whose Annex 1, mapping local government competences across the six economies by service area, is used as the operational competence LORAI Baseline for the analytical work in Pillar[footnoteRef:2] 1 below. The third consists of civil society and think-tank initiatives that have begun systematic monitoring of RA implementation, including the Reform-Monitor platform of the Think for Europe Network, and similar initiatives.

The relevance of this asymmetry extends beyond the current RGF cycle. With the next EU Multiannual Financial Framework (2028–2034) expected to strengthen the place-based dimension of EU support, the LORAI Baseline Study is positioned both as a snapshot of current local authority involvement in RA implementation and as the analytical foundation for the territorial dimension of the post-2027 EU framework[footnoteRef:3]. 
The LORAI Baseline Study therefore focuses on how RA implementation functions in practice across different governance settings and territorial contexts in the Western Balkans. The methodology that follows is designed to identify common regional patterns while also reflecting the institutional and operational differences that shape implementation across the six participating economies. In addition to assessing the current state of local authority participation in Reform Agenda processes, the study will also seek to identify practical entry points for strengthening multilevel governance arrangements, local participation mechanisms and future advocacy priorities relevant to LGAs and NALAS.
[bookmark: _Toc231747492]2. OBJECTIVES OF THE LORAI BASELINE STUDY
[bookmark: _Toc231728293][bookmark: _Toc231747493]2.1 Overall objective
The overall objective of the LORAI Baseline Study is to assess the current role, participation and visibility of local authorities and LGAs in the implementation and monitoring of RA across the six Western Balkan economies, and to establish the analytical and indicator foundation for the LORAI monitoring framework and dashboard.
[bookmark: _Toc231728294][bookmark: _Toc231747494]2.2 Specific objectives
The LORAI Baseline Study will:
· identify the RA measures with the strongest local governance and municipal delivery implications across the six participating economies through a cross-walk with local government competences; 
· examine how local authorities and LGAs currently participate in RA implementation, consultation processes, coordination arrangements, monitoring activities and reporting structures; 
· develop a functional typology of local authority roles in the RA process, ranging from information recipients and consulted actors to implementation partners, technical contributors, data providers and monitoring participants; 
· ; review existing monitoring and reporting arrangements in order to assess how they capture operational implementation realities, support implementation follow-up, and inform decision-making processes;
· ; • identify an initial pool of potential indicators and sub-indicators, drawing where possible on existing national systems and available administrative data, in order to inform future development of the LORAI monitoring framework, including possible data sources, reporting frequency and institutional responsibilities;
· assess the administrative, coordination and financial implications of selected RA measures for municipalities without undertaking full fiscal costing exercises; 
· identify common implementation patterns, governance bottlenecks and transferable approaches across the six economies in support of future regional monitoring and dashboard development; 
· . provide recommendations on strengthening the technical participation, implementation follow-up and institutional engagement of local authorities and LGAs within RA processes;
[bookmark: _Toc231747495]3. SCOPE OF THE ASSIGNMENT
[bookmark: _Toc231747496]3.1 Geographic scope
[bookmark: _Hlk231733728]The LORAI Baseline Study covers the six Western Balkan economies participating in the Reform and Growth Facility (RGF) and the LORAI initiative: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo[footnoteRef:4], Montenegro, North Macedonia and Serbia. The study applies a regional comparative perspective, combined with country-specific contextualisation, to reflect substantial differences in governance systems, decentralisation arrangements, municipal competences, and institutional capacities across the region. [4:  This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR 1244/1999 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence.] 

[bookmark: _Toc231747497]3.2 Thematic scope
The thematic scope focuses on RA measures that generate clear responsibilities, implementation pressures or reporting obligations at local level, as well as reforms with visible implications for municipal service delivery and local governance. Areas with particularly strong local relevance include infrastructure, environment and green transition, digitalisation, social services, education and local economic development. Rather than attempting to cover every individual RA measure, the study prioritises reforms with the most significant territorial and municipal implications through the local-impact screening approach outlined under Pillar 1.
[bookmark: _Toc231747498]3.3 Institutional scope
The institutional scope spans three levels:
· At regional level: NALAS, the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe and other regional governance and coordination actors relevant to the Reform Agenda process; 
· At national level: ministries and bodies responsible for RA coordination, implementation and reporting, including Reform Coordinators, Prime Minister’s Offices / General Secretariats, Ministries of Finance, Ministries of European Affairs / European Integration, NIPAC structures (and SASPAC in Albania), ministries responsible for local self-government, sector ministries involved in Reform Agenda delivery and WBIF-related coordination structures (National IPA Coordinators, single-project pipeline focal points and, where applicable, Project Implementation Units); 
· At local level: municipalities and LGAs, with reference to implementation responsibilities, governance interaction, reporting practices, local delivery conditions and institutional capacities.
The study will also include perspectives from civil society organisations (CSOs), think tanks, sector agencies and development partners active in governance reform, implementation monitoring and analysis of Reform Agenda processes.
[bookmark: _Toc231747499]4. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK
The framework is organised around six analytical pillars, each structured around a focused set of questions that shape the assessment across the participating economies. These analytical questions[footnoteRef:5], rather than the pillars themselves, define the core logic of the study and guide the preparation of the research tools. They determine the focus of surveys, interviews, focus groups and desk review analysis across the different components of the assessment. Section 4.1 consolidates the questions across all pillars and links them to the proposed research instruments, providing the operational basis for the development of the data collection tools [5:  Analytical questions should not be confused with survey or interview questions. In practice, one analytical question may generate several survey items, interview prompts or desk review checks. The mapping presented in Section 4.1 identifies the primary instrument(s) associated with each analytical question while recognising that most analytical areas benefit from triangulation across multiple evidence sources.] 

[bookmark: _Toc231747500]Pillar 1: Local-impact mapping of RA measures
This pillar identifies the RA measures with the strongest local governance and municipal delivery implications across the six participating economies. The analysis applies a structured crosswalk between the reform steps contained in each RA and the legally assigned competences of local authorities, using Annex 1 of the CIVEX (2026) study as the reference competence framework[footnoteRef:6]. The framework distinguishes whether municipalities hold no, partial, shared or full responsibility across thirteen service areas, including waste management, water and wastewater, social housing, urban planning, education, social care, public transport, environmental protection and emergency services. The main output of this pillar is a prioritised mapping of reform measures with significant local implications in each economy. The screening focuses on four operational dimensions: the expected municipal role in implementation, potential financial or administrative implications, availability of local-level data and relevance for future LORAI dashboard development. [6:  The CIVEX framework is used as a comparative reference point for identifying areas where RA measures intersect with local government responsibilities across the participating economies.] 

For practical prioritisation purposes, identified RA measures will be screened using a simple high/medium/low assessment based on four criteria: the degree of local implementation responsibility, the scale of financial or administrative implications, the existence of reporting or data obligations at local level, and the relevance of the measure for future LORAI dashboard monitoring. This will help ensure that the local-impact mapping remains consistent across economies and that Local Experts apply a comparable logic when identifying the RA measures with the strongest municipal relevance.
Analytical questions:
· 1.1Which RA measures fall directly within local government competences (full, shared or partial) in each economy, and which of these generate the most significant local implementation, administrative, financial or reporting implications according to the CIVEX/SIGMA competence framework?
· 1.2 For measures with shared or partial competence, where does practical implementation actually sit, and how does that diverge from the formal allocation?
· 1.3 Which of the thirteen service areas concentrates the heaviest load of locally-impacting reform steps in each economy?
· 1.4 Are there reform measures with significant local impact that are not currently recognised as local-impact measures in central coordination and monitoring arrangements?
[bookmark: _Toc231747501]Pillar 2: Participation of local authorities and LGAs
This pillar examines how local authorities and LGAs participate in RA processes across the six participating economies, including both the existence of formal participation mechanisms and the extent to which participation is meaningful in practice. It also reviews the involvement of local authorities and LGAs in the national WBIF pipeline process, as one of the main operational channels linking local investment priorities with RGF-related financing and implementation processes.
The assessment distinguishes between several forms of participation, including access to information, consultation during preparation or implementation, provision of technical input, involvement in implementation activities, responsibility for data collection or reporting, participation in monitoring arrangements and the ability to influence policy or investment priorities. The main output of this pillar is a comparative participation typology by economy together with an assessment of the institutional, procedural and capacity-related factors affecting effective local involvement.
The pillar also examines, across the six economies, the findings of the CoR study that local and regional authorities were only marginally involved in the drafting of the Reform Agendas.

Analytical questions:
· 2.1 At which stages of the RA cycle (drafting, implementation, monitoring, revision) are local authorities and LGAs engaged in each economy?
· 2.2 Where participation exists, is it informational, consultative, or substantive  i.e., does local input demonstrably influence decisions?
· 2.3 What institutional, procedural and capacity-related barriers limit meaningful participation, and which of these recur across economies and to what extent do existing coordination arrangements allow for stronger involvement of local authorities and LGAs?
2.4  Are LGAs functioning as aggregators of municipal perspectives in RA processes, and what would strengthen that role?




[bookmark: _Toc231747502]Pillar 3: Monitoring, reporting and accountability systems
     
This pillar examines how existing monitoring and reporting systems function in practice and whether they provide useful operational information for implementation follow-up, coordination and decision-making. The analysis focuses on reporting arrangements, institutional responsibilities, use of indicators, accountability mechanisms and the extent to which local-level information is integrated into existing monitoring structures. Attention will be given to whether current systems generate information that can support implementation adjustments, policy coordination and evidence-informed decision-making, or whether monitoring processes remain focused primarily on formal reporting obligations and compliance requirements. The pillar also examines the CoR finding that municipal associations remain only marginally involved in national monitoring structures across the participating economies.      
Analytical questions:
· 3.1   What formal monitoring and reporting structures exist for RA implementation in each economy, and where do local authorities and LGAs sit within those flowsand to what extent do the existing arrangements allow for stronger local participation?
· 3.2 Are existing monitoring arrangements compliance-oriented or implementation-oriented   i.e., do they support adaptive management and evidence-based policy dialogue?
·  3.3   Do reporting chains include functioning feedback loops through which local-level implementation problems are escalated communicated and acted upon in a timely and operationally useful manner?
·  3.4   What accountability mechanisms exist for tracking whether local authorities have the resources to deliver on the reform responsibilities assigned to them?
[bookmark: _Toc231747503]Pillar 4:   Data, indicators and local reporting capacities
This pillar focuses on the identification of a realistic set of indicators and sub-indicators for each participating economy, building as far as possible on existing national monitoring systems and available administrative data while incorporating the local governance perspective of the LORAI initiative. Each proposed indicator is reviewed against several operational criteria, including relevance for RA implementation, local applicability, data ownership, availability of data sources, reporting frequency, administrative burden for municipalities, comparability across economies and suitability for future dashboard use. The main output of this pillar is a preliminary indicator framework for each economy, accompanied by a regional synthesis and an assessment of existing local reporting capacities, data availability and practical feasibility of future territorial monitoring.
Analytical questions:
· 4.1   Which RA-relevant indicators are already collected at national or local level, and which of these are usable for LORAI without creating additional municipal reporting burden and how do their reporting cycles align with the timing and sequencing of RA implementation and future LORAI monitoring reports?
· 4.2   For each candidate indicator, who is the data owner, what is the source, what is the reporting frequency, and how reliable is the underlying data?
· 4.3   What is the realistic data and reporting capacity of municipalities   particularly smaller ones   across each economy?
· 4.4   Where existing indicators are insufficient to capture local-level realities, what complementary indicators could be drawn from LGA-led collection or qualitative reporting?
[bookmark: _Toc231747504]Pillar 5:   Regional comparability and multilevel governance coordination
This pillar examines common patterns and key differences across the six participating economies in areas such as governance arrangements, monitoring practices, coordination structures and local authority participation in RA processes. It also explores the extent to which future regional monitoring approaches can remain broadly comparable while still reflecting differing institutional and territorial realities across the region. The main output of this pillar is a comparative regional matrix identifying recurring implementation challenges, governance bottlenecks, transferable practices and opportunities for peer exchange, together with an assessment of how coordination between central and local governance levels functions across the participating economies.
Analytical questions:
·  5.1   Across the six economies, which governance and monitoring arrangements are similar enough to support harmonised regional indicators, and where will country-specific adaptation be necessary?
·  5.2   What good practices in multilevel coordination or local-level monitoring exist in one economy that could be transferable to others?
·  5.3  Where do central-local coordination mechanisms fail or stall, and are the causes similar across economies (suggesting systemic patterns) or country-specific?
· 5.4   What role do regional structures (NALAS, CoR Congress, WBIF) play in linking local-level information to regional reform monitoring, and how could that role be strengthened?
[bookmark: _Toc231747505]Pillar 6   Financial implications of RA steps for local authorities
This pillar examines the financial and administrative pressures that selected RA measures may generate for local authorities during implementation. The analysis focuses on areas such as investment needs, co-financing requirements, operational and staffing costs, reporting obligations and the risk of new responsibilities being transferred to municipalities without corresponding financial or institutional support. The study does not aim to produce full costing exercises for individual RA measures[footnoteRef:7]. Instead, the main output of this pillar is a practical financial implications matrix linking selected reform measures to affected local competences, potential resource implications, responsible institutions, available data sources and relevance for the future LORAI monitoring framework. The pillar also examines the CoR finding that local and regional authorities do not have direct access to RGF funding and explores how this affects the implementation and financing of reforms with significant local delivery implications. [7:  While full costing exercises fall outside the scope of the LORAI Baseline Study, the framework may support more targeted financial analysis in future monitoring phases where selected RA measures are identified by LGAs or local authorities as particularly significant at local level.] 

For analytical consistency, financial implications will be classified by type, including capital investment needs, co-financing requirements, recurrent operational and maintenance costs, staffing and capacity costs, administrative and reporting burden, possible revenue implications, and risks of unfunded or underfunded local responsibilities. Where possible, the assessment will also distinguish between one-off and recurrent implications and identify whether the implication was considered ex ante during planning or emerged only during implementation.
Analytical questions:
· 6.1   Which RA measures create direct or indirect financial implications for local authorities (investment, co-financing, operational costs, staffing, reporting)?
· 6.2  Are local financial implications identified and assessed during RA preparation, or do they emerge only at the implementation stage?
· 6.3 Where RA measures generate unfunded or underfunded local responsibilities, what mechanisms (if any) exist to address this?
6.4 How can financial implications be tracked at indicator level for the LORAI dashboard without requiring full costing exercises?

[bookmark: _Toc231747506]

4.1 Consolidated analytical questions: instrument map
The matrix below links the analytical questions to the main research instruments used for evidence collection and comparative assessment across the six participating economies. It also provides the practical basis for preparation of the data collection tools.
Desk review (D) focuses on documentary, legal, policy and indicator sources. Surveys (S) support broader comparability across municipalities and participating economies. Interviews (I) provide institutional perspectives, implementation detail and insight into the differences between formal arrangements and operational practice. Focus groups (FG), where used, help validate emerging findings and capture differing municipal experiences and perspectives.

	  
	Analytical question
	D
	S
	I
	FG

	1.1
	RA measures within local competences (full/shared/partial) per CIVEX matrix
	●
	
	
	

	1.2
	Where practical implementation sits vs formal allocation
	
	●
	●
	

	1.3
	Service areas concentrating heaviest local-impact reform load
	●
	●
	
	

	1.4
	Local-impact measures not currently recognised as such centrally
	
	
	●
	●

	2.1
	Stages of RA cycle where LAs and LGAs are engaged
	●
	●
	
	

	2.2
	Whether participation is informational / consultative / substantive
	
	●
	●
	

	2.3
	Institutional, procedural, capacity barriers to meaningful participation
	
	
	●
	●

	2.4
	Whether LGAs function as aggregators of municipal perspectives
	
	●
	●
	

	2.5.
	LA and LGA involvement in construction and prioritisation of national WBIF pipelines 
	●
	●
	●
	

	3.1
	Formal monitoring/reporting structures and where LAs sit in them
	●
	
	●
	

	3.2
	Whether monitoring is compliance-oriented or implementation-oriented
	●
	
	●
	

	3.3
	Existence of working feedback loops from local to national level
	
	
	●
	●

	3.4
	Accountability mechanisms for resourcing assigned local responsibilities
	●
	
	●
	

	4.1
	Existing indicators usable for LORAI without additional municipal burden
	●
	●
	
	

	4.2
	Per indicator: owner, source, frequency, reliability
	●
	●
	●
	

	4.3
	Realistic data and reporting capacity of municipalities
	
	●
	●
	

	4.4
	Complementary indicators from LGA-led or qualitative collection
	
	
	●
	●

	5.1
	Arrangements supporting harmonised indicators vs needing country adaptation
	●
	
	●
	

	5.2
	Transferable good practices in multilevel coordination
	
	
	●
	●

	5.3
	Where central-local coordination fails   systemic or country-specific
	
	
	●
	●

	5.4
	Role of regional structures (NALAS, CoR, WBIF) in linking levels
	●
	
	●
	

	6.1
	RA measures creating financial implications for LAs
	●
	
	●
	

	6.2
	Whether financial implications are identified ex ante or emerge later
	●
	
	●
	

	6.3
	Mechanisms for addressing unfunded/underfunded local responsibilities
	
	
	●
	●

	6.4
	How to track financial implications at indicator level for the dashboard
	
	●
	●
	

	6.5.
	Mechanisms for LAs to propose projects into the national WBIF pipeline, and how operational they are in practice 
	●
	●
	●
	


D = Desk review · S = Survey · I = Interview · FG = Focus group

[bookmark: _Toc231747507]5. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH
The methodology combines desk review, institutional mapping, stakeholder consultations, surveys, focus groups, indicator assessment and comparative regional analysis within a structured and implementation-oriented assessment process. The work is organised around several successive stages: the cross-walk between RA measures and local government competences; mapping of governance, coordination and monitoring arrangements; evidence collection through interviews, surveys and focus groups; development and screening of indicators and sub-indicators; and validation of findings through the regional workshop process. Findings emerging from different instruments will be triangulated through comparative analytical review, with particular attention to explaining and contextualising areas where stakeholder perspectives or evidence sources diverge.
[bookmark: _Toc231747508]5.1 Desk review
The desk review provides the initial analytical and evidentiary basis for the study. It covers the RAs and related implementation documents for the six participating economies, the EU Growth Plan and RGF framework, Economic Reform Programmes, European Commission country reports, decentralisation and local governance legislation, existing monitoring indicators and reporting practices, the CIVEX (2026) study and Annex 1, NALAS materials, as well as analytical work produced by regional CSOs and think-tank initiatives, including TEN, EPI, CEP, Institute Alternative and CDI. The review applies the local-relevance screening approach outlined under Pillar 1, focusing on reform measures involving direct municipal implementation responsibilities, indirect territorial effects, financial or administrative implications, and data or reporting obligations at local level. It also supports the analytical questions linked to desk review analysis [D] within the consolidated instrument matrix presented above.
[bookmark: _Toc231747509]5.2 Institutional mapping
The institutional mapping exercise applies a structured review framework examining in each economy the role of each institution in RA implementation, interaction with local authorities and LGAs, reporting and coordination functions, use of data sources and existing governance or implementation gaps. Where relevant, the mapping will also examine whether selected RA measures generate financial, budgetary or administrative pressures for local authorities. This includes possible investment needs, co-financing requirements, operational and staffing costs, reporting obligations and the risk of new local responsibilities emerging without corresponding institutional or financial support. The exercise is intended to clarify where local authorities are already integrated into implementation and monitoring arrangements, where their role remains limited and where stronger institutional engagement could improve coordination, implementation follow-up and territorial monitoring. The mapping contributes primarily to the analytical questions under Pillars 1, 3 and 5.
[bookmark: _Toc231747510]5.3 Stakeholder interviews
[bookmark: _Hlk231737826]Semi-structured Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) will be conducted with representatives of municipalities, LGAs, NALAS, Reform Coordinators, line ministries, Ministries of Finance, ERP coordination structures, sector institutions, development partners, and selected CSOs and think-tank actors, together with other stakeholders identified during the course of the assessment. Interviews will serve as the main evidence source for analytical questions related to the gap between formal governance arrangements and implementation practice, the quality and depth of local participation, functioning of coordination and feedback mechanisms, and the barriers affecting meaningful local involvement in RA processes. The interview guides will be developed directly from the analytical questions linked to interviews [I] in Section 4.1.
[bookmark: _Toc231747511]5.4 Survey
A structured online survey will be administered through the participating LGAs to municipalities across the six economies, accompanied by a shorter parallel version for the LGAs themselves. The survey serves as the main instrument for analytical questions requiring broader comparative evidence across municipalities, particularly in areas such as participation patterns, awareness of RA processes, reporting arrangements, perceived administrative and implementation constraints, and availability of local-level data. Survey questions will be developed directly from the analytical questions linked to surveys [S] in Section 4.1, while maintaining a common core dataset across economies to support regional comparability.
The survey will be administered online through the participating LGAs, using LimeSurvey, Google Forms or another online survey tool agreed with NALAS. Estimated completion time is 15–20 minutes. Responses will be anonymised at municipality level and reported in aggregated form. A parallel short version will be administered to LGAs themselves. Question types are indicated as SS (single-select), MS (multi-select), SC (scale 1–5), or OE (open-ended).
The survey will aim for broad and balanced municipal coverage in each economy. As an aspirational target, the methodology will seek responses from approximately 30% of municipalities in each participating economy. Recognising that this first cycle of data collection is undertaken within a short timeframe and that the Reform Agenda remains a relatively new topic at local level, the minimum satisfactory response rate is set at 15% of the total number of local government units in each economy, or eight (8) responding municipalities, whichever is higher. Where the response rate falls between the minimum threshold and the aspirational target, the survey findings will be reported descriptively and triangulated with evidence from interviews, focus groups and desk review. Where the response in one or more economies falls below the minimum threshold, the survey findings for that economy will be treated as illustrative, with analytical weight shifting to additional interviews, focus group inputs and other available data sources to preserve evidentiary robustness. 
Beyond the response rate, the survey will be considered successful in each participating economy where the responding municipalities include: (1) the capital city or principal administrative seat of the territorial unit covered by the participating LGA, as the largest fiscal actor and principal urban centre; (2) at least one municipality from each planning region or equivalent territorial unit, ensuring geographic coverage; (3) at least one municipality with fewer than 10,000 inhabitants and (4) at least one municipality of 10,000 or more, ensuring spread across population size. 
The LGA distributes the survey to all member municipalities, addressing it to the function most relevant to cross-cutting reform implementation in the local organisational structure — typically the LED coordinator, EU integration coordinator, Mayor's cabinet, urbanism department or communal services. The respondent function is captured in survey Section A.3 and used analytically to interpret variation across vantage points. Where necessary, the respondent should consult other municipal units, particularly finance/budget departments for questions related to financial implications and sector departments for questions related to implementation responsibilities.
The Regional Team will prepare the master questionnaire in English. LGAs and Local Experts may support translation or linguistic adaptation where needed, ensuring that closed-ended questions remain harmonised across economies. Open-ended responses provided in local languages will be summarised or translated into English by Local Experts for analytical purposes.
To improve data quality, “Don’t know”, “Not applicable” or “Not able to assess” options will be included where appropriate, especially for factual, technical or conditional questions. 
[bookmark: _Toc231747512]5.5 Focus groups
Focus groups will be organised online in order to enable broader regional participation, including one cross-economy focus group with LGA representatives and, where feasible, additional country-level discussions with municipalities. Focus groups will primarily support analytical areas where collective municipal experience, differing local perspectives and practical implementation realities are particularly important for understanding participation barriers, coordination challenges, transferable practices and emerging implementation patterns. They will also serve as a mechanism for validating preliminary findings and testing the consistency of observations across participating economies. The focus group protocols will be developed directly from the analytical questions linked to focus groups [FG] in Section 4.1.
[bookmark: _Toc231747513]5.6 Monitoring systems and indicator assessment
The indicator assessment will screen proposed indicators and sub-indicators for each participating economy against a common set of operational criteria, including relevance for RA implementation, local applicability, data ownership, availability of data sources, reporting frequency, administrative burden for municipalities, comparability across economies and suitability for future dashboard use. Priority will be given to indicators already available within existing national monitoring systems and administrative datasets. Additional LGA-led or qualitative indicators will only be introduced where existing data does not adequately capture local implementation realities or territorial delivery conditions.

[bookmark: _Toc231747514]5.7 Comparative regional analysis
The comparative regional analysis examines common governance and monitoring patterns across the six participating economies, together with recurring implementation bottlenecks, country-specific differences and transferable approaches relevant to local participation. The analysis will support the identification of areas where broader regional comparability is feasible, as well as areas requiring greater country-level adaptation due to differing institutional and governance arrangements. The main output will be a comparative regional matrix designed to support the future development of the LORAI monitoring and dashboard framework.
[bookmark: _Toc231747515]5.8 Validation and quality assurance
Findings will be validated through cross-checking of evidence collected through the different research instruments, continuous analytical review throughout the assessment process and discussion of preliminary findings during the regional workshop foreseen under the ToR. The workshop will combine structured stakeholder discussion with participatory validation of findings, allowing participants to review emerging observations, identify possible gaps or inconsistencies and contribute to the refinement of the future LORAI monitoring and dashboard framework. Coordination with the Local Experts[footnoteRef:8] engaged separately under the LORAI framework will rely on harmonised guidance, standardised templates, regular coordination and continuous methodological alignment throughout the assignment. [8:  The Local Experts engaged by the participating LGAs under separate ToRs are expected to contribute to the LORAI Baseline study through country-level desk review, stakeholder mapping, interviews, survey support, indicator identification and assessment of local monitoring and reporting arrangements, while working in continuous coordination with the Regional Team, NALAS and the Congress of Local and Regional Authorities of the Council of Europe.] 

[bookmark: _Toc231747516]5.9 Dashboard and reporting logic
The dashboard concept is approached as a practical monitoring and coordination tool rather than as an additional parallel reporting system. Indicators and sub-indicators will be organised around several operational clusters linked to participation and coordination, implementation and delivery progress, municipal administrative capacity, territorial visibility of reforms, governance interaction and sector-specific delivery areas. Where feasible, selected indicators may also be presented through simplified status categories or traffic-light tracking in order to support readability, comparability and practical follow-up of implementation progress. Particular attention will be given to institutional ownership of reporting processes, long-term sustainability of monitoring arrangements and alignment with existing national monitoring systems in order to avoid unnecessary duplication or additional reporting burdens for municipalities and LGAs[footnoteRef:9]. [9:  The assignment does not include the development of the technical IT platform or software architecture of the future LORAI dashboard. The methodology focuses on the conceptual monitoring framework, including indicator structure, reporting logic, governance arrangements, data flows and operational requirements intended to inform future technical development.] 

[bookmark: _Toc231747517]6. PROPOSED STRUCTURE OF THE LORAI BASELINE STUDY REPORT
The LORAI Baseline Study Report will follow the six-pillar analytical structure presented in Section 4, ensuring direct traceability between analytical questions, evidence collection, findings and recommendations. Each pillar generates a dedicated analytical chapter, supported by comparative regional analysis and country-level evidence. The proposed report structure is outlined below.
[bookmark: _heading=h.qx2lsb8wxzy]Executive Summary and Regional Overview
Provides a concise synthesis of the main findings emerging across the six participating economies, including comparative observations on local authority participation, governance arrangements, implementation patterns and territorial dimensions of the RAs. The section will also present the principal recommendations for NALAS, LGAs, national authorities and relevant EU stakeholders. It is structured to function as a stand-alone strategic overview for decision-makers and senior institutional audiences.
[bookmark: _heading=h.ld1b8a1t71m6]Chapter 1   Methodology
This chapter will set out the analytical framework presented in Section 4, including the six pillars, analytical questions and data collection instruments used throughout the study. It will also describe the consultation process across the six participating economies, including surveys, interviews and focus groups, together with sample composition, validation procedures and methodological limitations. The chapter will provide the methodological context necessary for interpretation of the findings presented in the subsequent chapters.
[bookmark: _heading=h.2ymfi3tuznfm]Chapter 2   RA Measures with Significant Local Impact
Output of Pillar 1. This chapter will present the cross-walk between RA measures and local government competences across the six participating economies, using the CIVEX (2026) competence framework as the main comparative reference point. It will identify the service areas carrying the strongest local implementation implications and highlight reform measures with significant territorial relevance that remain insufficiently recognised within existing central coordination structures. The chapter will include country-level local-impact mappings together with a comparative regional synthesis.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3zrp32wstoxb]Chapter 3   Participation of Local Authorities and LGAs
Output of Pillar 2. Country-by-country assessment of LA and LGA participation across the RA cycle (drafting, implementation, monitoring, revision). Applies the participation typology distinguishing informational, consultative and substantive engagement, and diagnoses the institutional, procedural and capacity-related barriers limiting meaningful participation. Includes a regional comparative reading of where participation is formal versus where it influences decisions.
[bookmark: _heading=h.9uxah5rowk2i]Chapter 4   Monitoring, Reporting and Accountability Systems
Output of Pillar 3. Describes the formal monitoring and reporting structures for RA implementation in each economy and locates local authorities and LGAs within those flows. Assesses whether systems are compliance-oriented or implementation-oriented, examines whether feedback loops from local to national level actually work, and reviews accountability mechanisms for resourcing locally-assigned reform responsibilities.
[bookmark: _heading=h.6kqdklswssw3]Chapter 5   Indicators and Local Data Capacity
Output of Pillar 4. Presents the screened indicator set for each economy, including data owners, sources, reporting frequency, burden assessment, and comparability scoring. Consolidates a regional indicator framework feeding the LORAI dashboard, distinguishing indicators usable from existing national systems from those requiring complementary LGA-led or qualitative collection. Includes an assessment of realistic municipal data and reporting capacity.
[bookmark: _heading=h.p6xcugg87bhj]Chapter 6   Regional Comparison and Multilevel Governance Coordination
Output of Pillar 5. Regional comparison matrix identifying common governance patterns, country-specific differences, transferable practices and peer-learning opportunities across the six economies. Analyses where central-local coordination fails (distinguishing systemic from country-specific causes) and examines the role of regional structures (NALAS, CoR Congress, WBIF) in connecting local-level information to regional RA monitoring.
[bookmark: _heading=h.q81ka7yxm2in]Chapter 7   Financial Implications for Local Authorities
Output of Pillar 6. Practical financial implications matrix linking selected RA measures to affected local competences, resource implications, responsible institutions and data sources. Classifies the main types of implication (investment, co-financing, operational costs, staffing, reporting) and identifies measures generating unfunded or underfunded local responsibilities. Sets out how financial implications can be tracked at indicator level for the LORAI dashboard.
[bookmark: _heading=h.g2xvc6iwmrd7]Conclusions and Recommendations
This section will consolidate the principal conclusions emerging from the assessment and present recommendations addressed to NALAS, LGAs, national authorities, the European Commission and other relevant stakeholders. The recommendations will focus on strengthening multilevel governance, improving local participation in RA processes, reinforcing financial and institutional sustainability, and supporting more implementation-oriented territorial monitoring arrangements. The section will also translate the analytical findings into proposed directions for the future development of the LORAI monitoring and dashboard framework, including reporting logic, coordination arrangements and possible areas for further operationalisation.
[bookmark: _heading=h.oc0si2ntbd7f]Annexes to the LORAI Baseline Report
The annexes will include six country profiles (one per participating economy), detailed indicator assessment tables, the financial implications matrix, the list of consultations conducted, survey questionnaires, interview and focus group guides, stakeholder mapping materials and other supporting methodological documentation developed during the assignment.
[bookmark: _Toc231747518]6.1 Summary Report Structure
	Report chapter
	Analytical basis
	Key analytical products

	Executive Summary and Regional Overview
	Cross-cutting
	Headline findings, comparative observations, headline recommendations

	Ch. 1   Methodology
	Methodology
	Analytical framework recap; sample composition; consultation summary; limitations

	Ch. 2   RA Measures with Significant Local Impact
	Pillar 1
	Per-economy local-impact maps; regional thematic synthesis; cross-walk against CIVEX competence matrix

	Ch. 3   Participation of LAs and LGAs
	Pillar 2
	Participation typology; barriers diagnosis; regional comparative reading

	Ch. 4   Monitoring, Reporting and Accountability
	Pillar 3
	Monitoring system maps; compliance vs implementation orientation assessment; feedback-loop diagnosis

	Ch. 5   Indicators and Local Data Capacity
	Pillar 4
	Screened indicator set per economy; regional indicator framework; capacity assessment

	Ch. 6   Regional Comparison and Multilevel Governance
	Pillar 5
	Regional comparison matrix; transferable practices; coordination diagnosis

	Ch. 7   Financial Implications for LAs
	Pillar 6
	Financial implications matrix; cost-type classification; unfunded responsibilities mapping

	Conclusions and Recommendations
	Cross-cutting
	Recommendations by stakeholder; translation into dashboard design

	Annexes
	Cross-cutting
	Country profiles, indicator tables, consultation lists, instruments


[bookmark: _Toc231747519]7. RISKS AND MITIGATION
The LORAI Baseline Study will be implemented in a dynamic and institutionally diverse reform environment characterised by differing governance arrangements, evolving coordination structures and varying local administrative capacities across the six participating economies. The main methodological and operational risks identified at this stage are summarised below, together with the corresponding mitigation approach.
· Evolving reform and coordination arrangements. Implementation procedures, reporting practices and coordination structures continue to develop across economies. Mitigation: methodology designed to be adaptive; iterative validation throughout the assignment; close coordination with NALAS and LGAs to track institutional developments.
· Differing governance systems and decentralisation models. Substantial differences in municipal competencies and capacities may limit the feasibility of fully uniform analytical approaches. Mitigation: combine a harmonised regional framework with country-specific contextualisation; triangulate across stakeholder groups; document context explicitly where comparability is limited.
· Uneven data availability at the local level. Implementation-related information may be fragmented or insufficiently disaggregated, especially where municipalities contribute without holding formal reporting responsibility. Mitigation: indicator screening privileges existing data sources; complementary indicators developed only where existing data do not capture local realities; clear identification of data owners and gaps.
· Political and institutional sensitivities. Views on participation quality, performance and resource allocation may diverge between central and local actors. Mitigation: triangulation across central, local and independent perspectives; findings framed around enabling and constraining factors rather than performance judgement.
· Compressed timeframe across six economies. Risk that consultations and field engagement are uneven. Mitigation: prioritisation of stakeholders most directly involved in RA implementation, monitoring, and local coordination; phased and flexible sequencing; reliance on LGAs for outreach and scheduling.
· Uneven or low municipal survey response rates. Given the complexity of RA processes and differing levels of municipal familiarity, response rates may vary across economies and municipality types. Mitigation: the survey will be distributed through the participating LGAs with active follow-up and targeted outreach. The methodology will aim to support balanced representation across municipality size, territorial distribution and urban/rural context. Where response levels remain limited, survey findings will be triangulated more extensively with interviews, focus groups and desk review evidence in order to preserve analytical robustness. 
· Uneven coordination or delivery across Local Experts. Differences in experience, interpretation or operational approaches may affect consistency of country-level inputs. Mitigation: standardised templates and guidance, regular coordination calls, an initial orientation meeting, and ongoing quality assurance support by the Regional Team.

[bookmark: _Toc231747520]8. STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION
Implementation of the LORAI Baseline Study relies on a multi-level coordination approach involving NALAS, the participating LGAs, national institutions, Local Experts and other relevant stakeholders across the six participating economies. NALAS serves as the main regional coordination interface, supporting communication across the process, circulation of background materials and consolidation of inputs emerging from the different economies.
Within each participating economy, the study will work directly with the participating LGAs: the National Association of Municipalities of Albania (NAMA); the Association of Kosovo Municipalities (AKM); the Standing Conference of Towns and Municipalities of Serbia (SCTM); the Union of Municipalities of Montenegro (UoMM); the Association of Municipalities and Cities of the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (SOGFBiH); the Association of Municipalities and Cities of Republika Srpska (AMCRS); and the Association of the Units of Local Self-Government of the Republic of North Macedonia (ZELS).
The LGAs will support identification of municipal interlocutors, coordination of consultations and focus groups, survey distribution and clarification of existing local-level data availability, ownership and reporting frequency.
At national level, engagement will include RA Coordinators, Ministries of European Affairs / European Integration, Prime Minister Offices, NIPAC structures (and SASPAC in Albania), Ministries of Finance, ministries responsible for local self-government and public administration, sector ministries, monitoring structures and WBIF-related coordination bodies[footnoteRef:10]. Where relevant, consultations may also involve municipal EU integration units, governance-focused think tanks, civil society monitoring initiatives and development partners active in support of RA implementation.
Engagement will follow a phased approach, beginning with institutional mapping and confirmation of focal points, followed by interviews, surveys and focus groups, and concluding with validation of findings during the regional workshop. Country-level consultations will be supported by the Local Experts engaged separately under the LORAI framework and coordinated through harmonised guidance, standardised tools and regular methodological alignment.
[bookmark: _Toc231747521]9. IMPLEMENTATION TEAMS, ROLES AND WORK PLAN








Seven Local Experts, one per participating LGA, are engaged separately by the LGAs under dedicated Terms of Reference (ToR) and are therefore outside the direct contractual scope of this assignment. To make this coordination operational, the Regional Team will provide Local Experts with a short input roadmap and a set of standardized templates immediately after the orientation meeting. The roadmap will clarify the sequence, format and indicative timing of country-level inputs expected from Local Experts and LGAs. In practical terms, Local Experts will be asked to provide: (i) a short country set-up and stakeholder mapping note; (ii) a country desk review input identifying RA measures with significant local relevance; (iii) support to survey distribution and follow-up through the relevant LGA; (iv) structured interview notes or interview synthesis inputs; (v) a preliminary indicator and data-source inventory; (vi) a preliminary financial implications inventory; and (vii) a concise country profile input structured around the six analytical pillars. These inputs will not constitute separate national LORAI Baseline studies. They will serve as standardised country-level building blocks to be reviewed, quality-checked and integrated by the Regional Team into the regional LORAI Baseline Study Report, the country profiles, the preliminary indicator framework, the financial implications matrix and the dashboard/reporting logic. Indicative deadlines for each input will be confirmed during the orientation meeting, taking into account the contracting date of Local Experts and the availability of national and municipal stakeholders. However, the expected sequence will follow the overall work plan: country set-up and desk review inputs during the initial evidence collection phase; survey, interview and consultation inputs during the LORAI Baseline evidence collection phase; indicator and financial implications inventories before regional synthesis; and country profile inputs before finalization of the LORAI Baseline Study. Operationally, however, they form an important extension of the regional analytical process and provide standardised country-level inputs to support the LORAI Baseline Study and future LORAI monitoring framework. Working from harmonised guidance and templates developed by the Regional Team, the Local Experts will contribute to: country-level desk review and stakeholder mapping;  identification and support of interviews and consultations;  municipal survey coordination and follow-up; mapping of monitoring and reporting arrangements;  preliminary indicator and financial implications inventories;  review of WBIF-related coordination and local participation arrangements; and  preparation of draft country profiles for annexation to the LORAI Baseline Study Report.  In Bosnia and Herzegovina, two Local Experts will operate separately through the respective entity-level LGAs. Their contributions will be consolidated by the Regional Team into a single country profile and integrated analytical contribution across the regional chapters. The Regional Team will provide methodological guidance, standardised tools, interview and survey protocols, regular coordination support and quality assurance review prior to integration of country-level inputs into the regional analysis. 











     













The proposed timeline is structured to support progressive development of the LORAI Baseline Study, continuous coordination with the participating LGAs and regular interaction with institutional stakeholders throughout implementation. Given the regional scope of the assignment and differing institutional calendars across the six economies, the sequencing of activities will remain sufficiently flexible to accommodate consultation availability, reporting cycles and evolving coordination arrangements related to RA implementation. The table below presents the main implementation phases, indicative timelines, core activities and expected outputs foreseen under the assignment.


	Phase
	Indicative Timeline
	Main Activities
	Main Outputs

	Inception and methodological preparation
	10 June 2026
	Finalisation of methodology framework, refinement of analytical dimensions, stakeholder mapping, review of Reform Agenda and monitoring documentation, confirmation of consultation arrangements with participating LGAs and institutional stakeholders
	Final methodology framework and consultation approach

	Consultations and LORAI Baseline evidence collection
	10 June 2026 - 26 June 20     26
	KIIs, questionnaires, consultations with LGAs, municipalities and national stakeholders, collection of implementation and monitoring evidence across participating economies
	Consultation findings, LORAI Baseline evidence and governance observations

	Comparative analysis and report drafting
	27 June 2026 - 15 July 2026
	Comparative assessment across participating economies, consolidation of findings, identification of implementation patterns, governance bottlenecks and preliminary monitoring dimensions
	Draft LORAI Baseline Study report

	Preliminary indicator mapping and screening 
	

August 2026
	Preliminary development of indicators, sub-indicators and dashboard-related monitoring concepts linked to municipal participation, reporting interaction and territorial delivery conditions
	Preliminary monitoring framework and dashboard elements

	Validation and regional workshop
	16 - 17 July 2026
	Validation of findings and discussion of preliminary monitoring concepts with participating stakeholders and LGAs
	Workshop conclusions and validated observations

	Finalisation of outputs
	30
 August 2026
	Integration of comments, refinement of findings and preparation of final deliverables
	Final LORAI Baseline Study report and related outputs








[bookmark: _Toc231747522]10. ANNEXES
The annexes that follow set out the practical working tools through which the methodology will be operationalised. 
· Annex I is the preliminary analytical matrix structured by reform sector, to be populated through desk review and consultation. 
· Annex II is the CIVEX service-area cross-walk, which anchors Pillar 1 in the formal allocation of local government competences across the thirteen service areas of the CIVEX (2026) Annex 1. 
· Annex III is the indicator logic template that will be populated during indicator screening. 
· Annex IV is the preliminary interview protocol, derived from the analytical questions tagged [I] in Section 4.1. 
· Annex V is the draft survey questionnaire for municipalities, derived from the analytical questions tagged [S]. The focus group protocol will be derived from the [FG]-tagged questions and developed during Phase 3.
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[bookmark: _Toc231747523]Annex I   Preliminary Analytical Matrix (sector level)
The matrix below structures evidence collection on RA implementation at local level across the six economies, organised by reform sector. Each row represents a (country × reform area) cell to be populated through desk review, interviews and survey responses. Annex II complements this matrix by providing the formal competence cross-walk at service-area level, anchored in the CIVEX (2026) Annex 1. The two annexes together support analytical questions across Pillars 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6.
To strengthen the PFM dimension of the analysis, the matrix also identifies the possible source of financing or budget coverage for RA-related financial implications, where such information is available. This will help distinguish between responsibilities that are expected to be covered by local budgets, national budgets, EU/donor/WBIF-related funding, mixed financing arrangements, or cases where the financing source is not yet identified.

	Economy
	Reform Area
	Reform 
Agenda Measure
	Stages of LG
Involvement (Drafting / Impl. / Mon. / Revision / None)
	LG/LGAs
Relevance (H / M / L)
	LGA Role (Impl. / Mon. / Strategic / Other)
	Monitoring Arrangements (In place / Partial / None)

Possible future LGA involvement 
	LG Capacities to Deliver (Adequate / Partial / Inadequate)
	Financial Implications (Significant / Moderate / Minor / None)
	Possible source of financing / budget coverage
(Local budget / National budget / EU-donor-WBIF-related funding / Mixed financing / Not identified / N/A)
	Data Availability (Yes / No / Limited)
	Monitoring Source (LG / Ministry / Other)
	Indicators (Developed / Not developed)

	Albania
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montenegro
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Macedonia
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Serbia
	Green Agenda
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Digitalisation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Compliance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Public Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Local Infrastructure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	PAR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc231747524]Annex II   Preliminary Analytical Matrix (CIVEX service-area cross-walk)
The matrix below operationalises Pillar 1 of the analytical framework by cross-walking the thirteen service areas of the CIVEX (2026) competence matrix against RA measures in each of the six economies. The competence level (Full / Shared / Partial / None) is drawn from CIVEX Annex 1 and validated during the desk review. Relevant RA measures are identified through the local-impact screening described in Section 5.1. This annex complements Annex I (which organises analysis by reform sector) by anchoring the analytical work in the formal allocation of local government competences.
	Economy
	Service Area
	Competence Level (Full / Shared / Partial / None)
	Relevant RA Measure(s)
	Source / Reference

	Albania
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	

	Montenegro
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	

	North Macedonia
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	

	Serbia
	Waste management
	
	
	CIVEX (2026) Annex 1

	
	Water and wastewater
	
	
	

	
	Social housing
	
	
	

	
	Building permits
	
	
	

	
	Urban planning
	
	
	

	
	Pre-school education
	
	
	

	
	Primary and secondary education
	
	
	

	
	Social care
	
	
	

	
	Social assistance
	
	
	

	
	Cultural and recreational activities
	
	
	

	
	Public transport
	
	
	

	
	Environmental protection
	
	
	

	
	Emergency services
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc231747525]Annex III   Preliminary Indicator Logic
The template below structures indicator screening across the six economies. Each indicator identified during the assignment will be entered as a row, with the eight attributes that determine its suitability for the LORAI dashboard. Indicators are screened against the criteria set out in Section 5.6: relevance to RA implementation, local applicability, data owner, data source, reporting frequency, administrative burden, comparability across economies, and dashboard suitability.
For operational clarity, the template distinguishes between the data owner and the reporting institution, since the institution that holds or generates the primary data may not always be the same institution responsible for reporting it. The template also includes an assessment of administrative burden and dashboard category, in order to ensure that proposed indicators are not only relevant, but also feasible to collect, report and present within the future LORAI monitoring framework.

	Economy
	Measure
	Indicator
	Unit of measure
	LORAI Baseline
	Target
	Source of verification
	Frequency

Frequency vs RA/NALAS reporting
	Data owner
	Reporting Institution
	Administrative burden
(Low / Medium / High)
	Dashboard category
(Participation / Implementation / Capacity / Financial implication / Reporting / Sector-specific)

	Albania
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bosnia and Herzegovina
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kosovo
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Montenegro
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	North Macedonia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Serbia
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc231747526]Annex IV   Preliminary Interview Protocol
This protocol guides semi-structured Key Informant Interviews with national, regional and local-level stakeholders. The protocol is structured by analytical pillar; interviewers select sections according to the interviewee's role and expertise. Each section indicates primary relevance: [N] national-level officials and Reform Coordinators; [L] municipal officials; [LGA] LGA representatives; [R] regional actors (NALAS, CoR, development partners). Expected duration: 60–75 minutes. Findings are reported in anonymised form.
[bookmark: _Toc231728327][bookmark: _Toc231747527]A. Opening (5 minutes)
Briefly introduce the LORAI initiative and LORAI Baseline Study purpose. Confirm consent and anonymity. Ask the respondent to describe their role, institution, and length of involvement with RA processes.
[bookmark: _Toc231728328][bookmark: _Toc231747528]B. RA implementation and local impact [all]
Pillar 1   analytical questions 1.2 and 1.4.
· B.1 In your view, which RA measures have the most significant impact on the work and responsibilities of local authorities in [country]?
· B.2 For those measures, where does practical implementation actually sit? How does that differ from the formal allocation of responsibilities?
· B.3 Are there reform measures whose local impact is significant but not currently treated as local-impact measures in central coordination or monitoring?
· Probe: Can you give a specific example where the formal and practical allocations diverged?
[bookmark: _Toc231728329][bookmark: _Toc231747529]C. Participation of local authorities and LGAs [all]
Pillar 2   analytical questions 2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4.
· C.1 At which stages of the RA cycle have local authorities and LGAs been engaged so far   drafting, implementation, monitoring, revision?
· C.2 Where local authorities have been involved, would you describe that involvement as primarily informational (being told), consultative (being asked) or substantive (influencing decisions)?
· Probe: Can you describe a concrete instance where local input changed an outcome   or one where it did not?
· C.3 What institutional, procedural or capacity-related barriers most limit meaningful local participation?
· C.4 [LGA, R] How would you describe the current role of the LGA in aggregating municipal perspectives and channeling them into RA discussions? What would strengthen that role?
· C.5 [N, LGA] Are local authorities or LGAs involved in the construction or prioritisation of the national WBIF pipeline, and through what arrangements? 
[bookmark: _Toc231728330][bookmark: _Toc231747530]D. Monitoring, reporting and accountability [N, R, selected L]
Pillar 3   analytical questions 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4.
· D.1 How are RA implementation and reporting currently structured in [country]? Where do local authorities sit in those flows? Where do local authorities and LGAs sit within those monitoring and reporting flows, and to what extent could existing arrangements accommodate stronger local participation?
· D.2 Does the current monitoring system primarily check whether reform steps have been formally completed, or does it generate information you can act on to adjust implementation?
· D.3 If a local authority identifies a serious problem in implementing a reform   capacity, financing, design   through what channel can that be escalated, and is it heard?
· D.4 What accountability mechanisms exist for ensuring that local authorities have the resources to carry out reform responsibilities assigned to them?
[bookmark: _Toc231728331][bookmark: _Toc231747531]E. Indicators, data and local capacity [N, L, LGA]
Pillar 4   analytical questions 4.2 and 4.3.
· E.1 Which RA-relevant indicators are currently collected at national or local level in [country]?
· E.2 For each: who owns the data, where does it come from, how often is it reported, and how reliable would you say it is?
· E.3 What is your assessment of the realistic data and reporting capacity of municipalities   particularly smaller ones   in [country]?
· E.4 Where existing indicators do not capture what is happening locally, what indicators or qualitative reporting could LGAs realistically produce?
[bookmark: _Toc231728332][bookmark: _Toc231747532]F. Regional comparison and coordination [R, N]
Pillar 5   analytical questions 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4.
· F.1 What practices in multilevel coordination or local-level monitoring have you observed in other Western Balkan economies that could be transferable?
· F.2 Where do central-local coordination mechanisms most often fail or stall? Are the causes similar across economies, or country-specific?
· F.3 What role do   or could   regional structures such as NALAS, the CoR Congress and WBIF play in linking local-level information to regional RA monitoring?
[bookmark: _Toc231728333][bookmark: _Toc231747533]G. Financial implications [N, L, LGA]
Pillar 6   analytical questions 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4.
· G.1 Which RA measures create the most significant financial implications for local authorities   direct or indirect   in [country]?
· G.2 Are those financial implications identified during RA preparation, or do they only become apparent at implementation?
· G.3 Where RA measures generate unfunded or underfunded local responsibilities, what mechanisms exist to address this?
· G.4 How might financial implications be tracked at indicator level   through data points your institution could realistically provide?
· G.5 [N, L, LGA] Where local investment needs identified under the RA could be served through WBIF-channelled funding, what mechanisms exist for local authorities to feed proposals into the national pipeline, and how well do they work in practice? 
· G.6 Were these financial implications reflected in municipal budgets, medium-term budget planning, national sector budgets, intergovernmental transfers or grant arrangements, or did they emerge without a corresponding budget provision?
· 
[bookmark: _Toc231728334][bookmark: _Toc231747534]H. Closing (5 minutes)
· H.1 Are there other reform-related issues we have not covered that you consider important?
· H.2 Who else would you suggest we speak with?
· H.3 May we follow up if clarifications are needed?

[bookmark: _Toc231747535]Annex V   Draft Survey Questionnaire for Municipalities
).
[bookmark: _Toc231728336][bookmark: _Toc231747536]Section A   Respondent profile
· A.1 (OE) Municipality name.
· A.2 (SS) Population size: under 10,000 / 10,000–50,000 / 50,000–200,000 / over 200,000.
· A.3 (OE) Your position in the municipality.
· A.4 (SS) How familiar are you with the RA for your country? Not sure/ Not at all / Have heard of it / Generally familiar / Closely involved.
[bookmark: _Toc231728337][bookmark: _Toc231747537]Section B   Awareness and information
Pillar 2   supports analytical question 2.1.
· B.1 (SC) To what extent is your municipality aware of which RA measures are relevant to local government? (1 = not at all aware, 5 = fully aware)
· B.2 (MS) Through what channels has your municipality received information about the RA? National ministry / Reform Coordinator / LGA / EU Delegation / Media / Other / None.
· B.3 (SS) Does your municipality receive regular updates on RA implementation progress? Yes, regularly / Occasionally / No.
[bookmark: _Toc231728338][bookmark: _Toc231747538]Section C   Participation
Pillar 2   supports analytical questions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3.
· C.1 (SS) Was your municipality consulted during the drafting of the RA? Yes / Partially / No / Don't know.
· C.2 (SS) Is your municipality currently involved in the implementation of any RA measures? Yes / Partially / No / Don't know.
· C.3 (SS) If yes, how would you describe that involvement? Informational only / Consultative (asked for views) / Substantive (influenced decisions).
· C.4 (SS) Has your municipality been invited to provide technical input on RA implementation? Often / Occasionally / Never.
· C.5 (MS) What are the main barriers to your municipality's participation? No formal opportunity / Lack of staff time / Lack of expertise / Lack of information / Decisions made before consultation / Other (specify).
· G.5 (SS) Has your municipality ever proposed a local investment project for inclusion in a national pipeline that may attract WBIF or RGF-linked funding? Yes, successfully / Yes, but not selected / Considered but did not proceed / No / Don't know. 
[bookmark: _Toc231728339][bookmark: _Toc231747539]Section D   Implementation responsibilities
Pillar 1   supports analytical questions 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4.
· D.1 (MS) In which of the following service areas is your municipality involved in implementing RA measures? Waste management / Water and wastewater / Social housing / Building permits / Urban planning / Pre-school education / Primary and secondary education / Social care / Social assistance / Cultural and recreational / Public transport / Environmental protection / Emergency services / Other.
· D.2 (SS) For your municipality's main area of involvement, what is the role? Full implementation / Partial / Supporting national authorities / Not sure.
· D.3 (SS) Are there reform measures your municipality is implementing without having been formally identified as an implementation actor? Yes / No / Don't know.
[bookmark: _Toc231728340][bookmark: _Toc231747540]Section E   Monitoring and reporting
Pillar 3   supports analytical questions 3.1 and 3.3.
· E.1 (SS) Does your municipality currently report on any RA-related indicators? Yes / Partially / No / Don't know.
· E.2 (MS) If yes, to whom does your municipality report? Line ministry / Reform Coordinator / LGA / Other.
· E.3 (SS) With what frequency? Monthly / Quarterly / Annually / Ad hoc.
· E.4 (SS) If your municipality identifies a serious problem in implementing a reform, is there a channel through which it can be escalated? Yes   and it works / Yes   but rarely effective / No / Don't know.
[bookmark: _Toc231728341][bookmark: _Toc231747541]Section F   Data and capacity
Pillar 4   supports analytical questions 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3.
· F.1 (SS) Does your municipality have staff dedicated to RA implementation? Yes, full-time / Yes, part-time / No.
· F.2 (SC) Overall capacity to collect and report data on RA implementation (1 = very low, 5 = very high).
· F.3 (SC) Reliability of the data your municipality currently produces in reform-relevant areas (1 = unreliable, 5 = highly reliable).
[bookmark: _Toc231728342][bookmark: _Toc231747542]Section G   Financial implications
Pillar 6   supports analytical questions 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3.
· G.1 (SS) Have RA measures created additional financial burdens for your municipality? Yes, significantly / Yes, moderately / Minor / No / Don't know.
· G.2 (MS) If yes, in which areas? Investment costs / Co-financing requirements / Operational costs / Staffing / Reporting costs / Other (specify).
· G.3 (SS) Were these costs identified and discussed before implementation started? Yes / Partially / No / Don't know.
· G.4 (SS) Has your municipality allocated own budget to reform implementation without corresponding national support? Yes / Partially / No / Don't know.
[bookmark: _Toc231728343][bookmark: _Toc231747543]Section H   Recommendations (open-ended)
· H.1 (OE) What would most improve your municipality's ability to support RA implementation?
· H.2 (OE) What would most improve the way local realities are reflected in RA monitoring?
· H.3 (OE) Any other comments?

