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ABSTRACT  

 

Adela-Augusta Marcoci: Using Structural Funds in Romania 

(Under the direction of Professor Jan-Evert Nilsson) 

 

The purpose of this thesis was to investigate how the Cohesion Policy of the 

EU is dealt with beyond policies and politics in one of its Member States, i.e. 

Romania. In this framework issues are raised such as how the Operational 

Programmes and their financial allocations are designated, what 

implementation problems have been encountered by the Romanian 

Authorities and which is the present outlook of the Programmes. Financial 

allocations are done accordingly to the priorities set by the National 

Development Plan, adapted in the National Strategic Reference Framework 

and all the Programmes and allocations are set at national level, thus not 

correlating the policies to the development needs at regional level.  The 

legacy left by the communist centralized system is still present in how the 

administration functions but also the fear of fraud has lead in some cases to 

excessive bureaucracy burdening the management of the Funds and so 

creating delays and dissatisfaction among the beneficiaries or possible 

beneficiaries.  
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Romania meets EU’s cohesion policy  
The present Cohesion Policy is a result of decades of political negotiations 

between the representatives of the Member States and it is shaping the way 

countries have formulated their development objectives for 2007-2013 

period.  

This programming period of 2007-2013 coincides with the time when all the 

new MS- EU12 have full access to the SF system, meaning that they had to 

take administrative measures to prepare the playground to absorb their due 

funds. One of these countries is Romania, which as an aspiring EU country 

had experience only with the pre-accession funds from the year 2000 

(PHARE, SAPARD, and ISPA) but as time passed Romania is facing the 

realities that have to do with implementation as a EU Member since 2007. 

The enthusiasm of obtaining European co-funding for Romanian projects has 

transformed into an obsession that has created a climate of uncertainty on 

how this issue is managed in Romania. This new system of funding placed a 

lot of pressure on the Romanian Administration in the sense that special 

authorities have been created with the sole purpose of handling the SF 

though specific procedures, but over the past three years various groups 

have signaled deficiencies regarding the implementation process.  

Purpose and relevance 

When I started thinking of a thesis topic I wanted to choose a small 

community in Romania and to analyze the influence of the Cohesion Policy 

over it. But as I continued researching I came to the conclusion that in the 

case of Romania makes more sense to take the a reverse approach 

considering that except the fact that people know that Romania is an EU 

member, they are very conscious of the possible economic benefits deriving 

from this status and more specifically the Structural Funds, as these Funds 

represent the practical and Cohesion Policy is the theory. The discussion 

about the SF has been a notable topic in the Romanian media even before 

2007, so it has had great effects on the wide public’s view, entrepreneurs’ 

and authorities’ creating contradictions and diverging opinions. But not many 

people in Romania (and not only) know why did the SF were put into place, 
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why did they change over time or how complex is the system behind 

evaluations or reimbursements.  

Considering all of the above the purpose of the study is make any reader 

understand the concepts of cohesion and convergence in the European 

perception while shifting the focus on one of the new MS, Romania and its 

approach and problems in implementing the Structural Funds. 

My ambition is that the thesis will provide an equilibrate discussion between 

the strategic perspectives of the European Union for development and some 

of the realities faced by one of its Members, Romania, in the context of 

managing the SF in order to achieve convergence. The dissertation also 

offers up-to-date statistical information regarding the number of projects and 

how much is the EU actually spending, but with an insight in the Romanian 

way of handling things.  

Methods and limitations  

The thesis is based on policy documents at the EU Romanian level combined 

with academic papers that discuss matters related to economic/social 

cohesion and convergence.  For the implementation part of the Funds in 

Romania I have evaluated reports from independent sources such as the 

media and NGO’s plus statistical data provided by the concerned authorities. 

In addition to my study of documents I have made informal interviews with 

persons involved in the programme work in Romania, primarily to receive 

information of the practical work with interviews. 

Before going further with my exposition, I want to specify the limitations 

encountered during the research. One of the limitations for this study, but in 

the same time also an advantage, is the fact that I lived in Romania almost 

my entire 24 year-life. This can be seen as an advantage because I know the 

language and I can understand better why things are the way they are in 

Romania but from this derives the limitation which is a tendency to generalize 

or not to explain all the details of an issue that has to do with Romania. 

Another limitation was the reticence from some public authorities to whom I 

asked for an official point of view regarding the Operational Programmes and 
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their allocations in Romania to address some points in the paper, but up to 

the 10th of May 2010 I haven’t received an answer.  

  

Economic and social cohesion 
―The vision of the original architects of the European Union was to create and 

guide the development of Europe in such way that economic prosperity and 

social harmony could be assured simultaneously for the majority of Europe’s 

citizens‖ (Amin and Tomaney, 1995, p.10). This was said when the EU 

consisted of 6 members that had the same level of economic development. 

The challenge is of another dimension today when the Union consists of 27 

members at different levels of economic development. This affirmation 

wishes to give a firsthand portrait of the problems that the European space is 

experiencing but with a glimpse into the wanted future for the inhabitants, 

although if we wander backwards who wouldn’t want prosperity and 

harmony? 

The term cohesion has been picked by the EU to cover the policies aimed at 

reducing social and regional disparities. The task of cohesion is as complex 

as it can get, especially in this context where Europe aspires to unite 

economic growth with social equity. A demonstration of this dual problem is 

the disparities encountered between EU15 and EU12 or, to take a more 

striking example, between Inner London UK with 303 GDP/capita in PPS and 

Romania’s North-East with 24 GDP/capita in PPS (EU27=100, 2004), making 

the living standard in North-East less than one tenth of the ―living standard‖ in 

the Inner London (PPS-Purchasing Power Standards). 

The history of cohesion policy 

The First Report on Economic and Social Cohesion published in 1996 

dedicates its first chapter to explaining what the EU means by cohesion. 

Clarifying this objective is done in a methodological way that takes in 

consideration relevant indicators. The wide disparities encountered in Europe 

are not defined by poor quality of life for disadvantaged regions or lack of 

opportunities, but also they bring into attention the under-utilisation of the 
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potential of the citizens combined with a deficiency of taking advantages of 

what the EU could benefit. (CEC, 1996) 

The social aspects of cohesion are rooted in the European model of society 

reflected by the values of the social market economy. This model ―seeks to 

combine a system of economic organisation based on market forces, 

freedom of opportunity ad enterprise with a commitment to the values of 

internal solidarity and mutual support which ensures open access for all 

members of society to services of general benefit and protection‖ (CEC, 

1996, p.13).  

The report also makes clear the connection between productivity- 

competitiveness-growth like a chain reaction, so if one link is missing there 

will be no change. Productivity growth in competing nations results in job 

creation and economic growth, but if adjustments in the labour market are not 

handled properly and job creation is insufficient, productivity levels won’t be 

satisfying. (CEC, 1996) 

Institutional and technological change is another concern expressed by the 

Union as the new has to replace the old. This suggests that acceleration was 

needed in creating new opportunities since 1996 but we see that trend even 

in today’s approach of the Commission in 2010, expressed through various 

strategies and directives.  

The Commission emphasizes in this report four essentialities: cohesion is 

concerned in increasing economic growth and new opportunities in the 

poorer regions and for disadvantaged social groups - which does not suggest 

a reduction of jobs/growth for the other categories, fact proved by the latest 

programming period where every region receives some type of funding. A 

second point is that the improvement of economic conditions is not the final 

goal but should be regarded as a way to an (so far unknown) end. 

Sustainable development and long-term view is a third specification and 

lastly the fact that cohesion shouldn’t be confused with harmonisation or 

uniformity, because the aims of diversity and cohesion are not conflicting, but 

mutually reinforcing (CEC, 1996). Emphasizing all this, back in 1996, meant 
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a justification for the development of the Cohesion Policy and also an effort to 

place it in a manner that political consensus is achieved.    

These explanations offer a quick look over EU’s approach on cohesion, trying 

in a way to offer an easier understanding of this concept in broader terms. 

But one problem arises here: a dynamic economy is characterized by an 

economic growth which is not evenly spread over the territory, thus as long 

as the economy is growing new disparities will arise which in turn creates a 

demand for a compensating Cohesion Policy. It seems the EU is making new 

problems as they solve others, proving that EU’s work and worries will never 

come to an end.  

The general reference about the necessity to consolidate economic unity 

between the Member States from the founding Treaty of Rome (1957) can be 

seen as a mandate to the European Community to adopt an Economic and 

Social Cohesion policy just that instead of cohesion the term used is regional.  

In 1957, the signatory countries to the Treaty of Rome refer in its preamble: 

―to strengthen the unity of their economies and to ensure their harmonious 

development by reducing the differences existing between the various 

regions and the backwardness of the less favoured regions‖ (EEC, 1957).  

The Treaty was followed by the launching of the European Social Fund (ESF) 

and European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF).  

It took 18 years for economic and social cohesion to take a leap in the 

political agenda of the EC, due to the first enlargement (1973) with Denmark, 

UK and Ireland, the latter presenting considerable regional problems, 

coupled to the slowdown of economic growth caused by the oil crisis in the 

70s. UK wasn’t interested in the Common Agriculture Policy because the 

institutional context for agriculture production in UK was radically different 

from the one in France, which was the main beneficiary of CAP, but as 

compensation UK claimed that EU has to take some initiatives in regional 

policy.  

UK’s regional policy had at that time a history of almost 50 years, as it was 

created during the economic depression of the 30s after the crash of the 
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heavy industry in the northern part. Becoming an EU member UK had to 

receive something back from its EU contribution, so the framework for 

regional policy worked out for both sides. This is why, in the beginning, this 

policy had solely a redistributive character. (Bache, 1997) 

In 1975 the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) was established 

in order to contribute to the projects launched by national governments. It 

was quickly understood that this minimalist concept has serious deficiencies. 

Numerous projects were co-financed by the ERDF based on a system of 

national quotas, without explicit priorities on the long term. The allocations 

were set in intergovernmental meetings through a system considered rigid 

and not related to the origin and seriousness of the existing disparities. The 

limited role of the Commission was to approve projects proposed by national 

governments, thus reluctant MS could make sure that the ERDF wasn’t used 

as an instrument to undermine its power from EU level or local/regional level. 

(Bache, 1997)  

The need for a radical reform of the distribution system came into force after 

the Southern enlargement, with the inclusion of Greece (1981), Spain and 

Portugal (1986), all of them considerably lagging behind in comparison to 

average GDP of the EC.  

Greece negotiated with the Commission to introduce economic instruments 

designed for the South in order to counterbalance the economic and 

competitive pressures that came along with the addition of Spain and 

Portugal, both having their economies orientated towards the primary and 

secondary sectors.   

The introduction of the Integrated Mediterranean Programs for 1986-1992 

offered the Commission its first chance to experiment with innovative 

approaches regarding the contents of the policies, but also about the 

methods and requests linked to their implementation. (CEC, 1989) 

In 1986 the Single European Act creates the basis for more money to 

accompany the policies concerning economic and social cohesion, meant to 

compensate the restraints caused by the Single Market that some MS and 
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less favoured regions were expected to experience when the Single Market 

was introduced. (EEC, 1986) 

The adoption of the Single European Market and the signing of the Single 

European Act both in 1986 are the landmarks of the new era for economic 

and social cohesion policy in the EU. Eliminating the trading barriers and the 

free movement of persons were accompanied by preoccupations regarding 

the capacity of less favoured regions to cope with the competitive pressures 

of the market. The Act providing new competencies for the Community, such 

as the environment or research and development, coupled with reforms on 

institutions and instruments created an opening for future political and 

economical integration progress, as observed in the following treaties.   

The Treaty of Maastricht, which entered in force in 1993, places cohesion, 

along the single market, economic and monetary union, as one of the main 

objectives of the Union. Also sets up the Cohesion Fund to support the 

projects concerning environment and infrastructure in the less prosperous 

countries. (European Community, 1992) 

The European Council in Edinburgh (December 1993) decides to allocate 

177 billion euro (1999 prices), meaning 1/3rd of the Community’s Budget, for 

the Cohesion Policy. Aside the Structural Funds the new Financial Instrument 

for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG) is created. 

 The Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) confirms the importance of cohesion but 

also introduces a Title regarding the Employment issues, which underlines 

the necessity for collaboration to reduce unemployment. (European 

Community, 1997, Title VI) 

The Council in Berlin (March 1999) initiates the reform of the Structural 

Funds and adjusts the functioning of the Cohesion Fund. These funds 

received 213 billion euro for EU 15 or 235 billion euro for EU25 over a period 

of seven years from 2000 to 2006. (CEC, 2008a) 

After the unsuccessful attempt to introduce the Lisbon Strategy (2000), which 

had as its goal to transform Europe by 2010 ―the most dynamic and 

competitive knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable 
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economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion, and 

respect for the environment by 2010‖ (CEC, 2000) Cohesion Policy received 

this objective in the form of priorities. This strategy was completed in 2001 in 

Gothenburg with new objectives, among which the most important one was 

to promote sustainable development (Europa Press Room, 2001). 

As the implementation of the Strategy didn’t make any headway the 

Commission and the European Council agreed to prepare a review of the 

Lisbon proceedings. The former prime minister of The Netherlands, Wim Kok 

became the chairman in this research that had the task to study the actions 

taken for the implementation of the Lisbon Strategy. The Kok Report, in 2004 

concluded that little progress had been made and that the Commission 

should refocus on growth and employment (Kok, 2004). The Lisbon Strategy 

was relaunched one year later with the spotlight on the ―partnership for 

growth and jobs‖, national action programmes and simplification, clarification 

and simpler reporting.  

But we can observe certain unrest in the Commission’s approach to the 

problems that the Union has been facing because the periods of economical 

rise, stagnation and decline have made some MS to become sceptical about 

the advantages/disadvantages of belonging to the EU, but these are the 

―traditional eurosceptic‖ MS such as: UK, Denmark or Poland.   

Passing by the political issues of the European Union and focusing on 

economic and social cohesion, we can see that the combination of Lisbon 

and Gothenburg objectives have redefined the Regional Policy, in 

accordance to the Community Strategic Guidelines for 2007-2013 supported 

with specific programmes and financial instruments. 

Bearing in mind that the Union has grown from 15 MS to 27 in a very short 

period of time (2004-2007), the Commission put forward the ―Fourth Report 

on Economic and Social Cohesion: Growing Regions, growing Europe‖ in 

order to paste together the statistical socio-economical data from the EU27, 

making an analysis of how objectives have evolved and presents scenarios 

related to the impact of the Cohesion Policy. (CEC, 2007a) 
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Cohesion policy and the new member states 

Before going further with the objectives of 2007-2013, two questions are 

raised regarding the Cohesion Policy: 

1. What exactly does EU mean by convergence? Abbramovitz and David 

(1996, p.22) present a rough definition of the convergence premise ―under 

certain conditions, being behind gives a productivity laggard the ability to 

grow faster than the early leader. This is the main contention of the 

convergence hypothesis‖ (Rassekh, 1998). Depending on the context, 

different types of economic convergence are widely debated (macro/micro-

economically) such as the European Union where it consists of convergence 

in incomes between richer vs. poorer parts at different levels in economic 

activities across different regions- states, provinces, cities, in political 

attitudes of various groups, in wages across businesses, professions and 

geographical areas. Therefore convergence is a practical issue that reflects 

on inequality, polarization, income distribution and it has been linked to 

growth (Quah, 1995). Within the cohesion framework for 2007-2013 of the 

Union, convergence found itself as an overall objective for the regions that 

have a GDP below 75% of the EU average and the actions taken here are 

expected to deal with: improving accessibility and connectivity, promoting 

innovation and knowledge transfer and stimulating enterprise and business 

development.  

2. How is the EU correlating the policy with the priorities set for convergence 

regions in general and especially how is that done for a specific MS/region? 

The latter is particularly intriguing because what is a priority for a region 

might not benefit the other, or going to a local level we might find 

municipalities that have to deal with totally different issues under the same 

priority/objective. This means that in order to comply with EU’s goals you 

have to have/make an issue that is related to that goal in order to get 

assistance, so in a way it’s adapting the problems and not the policies.   

The policies adopted at EU level are delivered in a more comprehensive way 

through a series of strategies and guidelines, which depending on their 

domain, are put in practice, more or less, via operational programmes in the 
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case of Cohesion Policy. But the road from political goals to real effect of this 

policy is continuing to be sprinkled with positive and negative reactions and 

one must not forget from which part of the barricade are you observing the 

facts.  

Considering the European context, marked by the last enlargements with 

EU10+EU2 and the global challenges, starting 2007, a new reform of the 

Cohesion Policy took place. The reformation sought to implement a new 

programming framework, simplify procedures and to decentralize the 

programming, implementations and decision making processes. This was 

done in several stages, in a top-bottom approach, from the European level 

portrayed by the Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG) followed by the 

national level with a Strategic Framework (NSRF) and lastly the adoption of 

Operational Programmes (OP) on national or regional level.  

As the name is suggesting, the CSG are sketching the plan at EU level in 

order to accomplish the strategic and collaborative aims for further 

development in the European space. The principles governing these 

Guidelines are the objectives of the renewed Lisbon Strategy for 

competitiveness and employment along with sustainable growth in line with 

the Gothenburg Strategy. 

The three main guidelines are: to make Europe an attractive place for 

investments, to improve and promote innovation and knowledge in order to 

deliver growth and to create more and better jobs, an already well known 

expression. (CEC, 2005) 

Having these basic lines, three objectives were defined at European level to 

serve as a framework for the Cohesion Policy but also they have been 

transferred to the European map were we can easily observe that every MS 

or region has its share of problems- as defined by the EU- but also has its 

share of European aid.  

The first objective-Convergence aims to help lagging region to catch-up and 

paves the way to real growth, the second objective is for Competitiveness 

and Employment and focuses on the richer regions of the Union but 
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emphasizes the need for innovation in the way of handling the economy 

adding that investment in human resources is necessary for the employment 

issues and lastly the Territorial Cooperation objective which is the umbrella 

under which trans-national, cross-border and interregional collaboration takes 

place(CEC, 2007). Figure4 depicts a European Union divided between two 

objectives depending on their level of economic development seen from 

2006’s GDP value. All the EU12 MS (except Budapest’s region) and some 

regions of the older MS fell under Convergence, the latter proving that it 

takes more than time to rise above the EU27 average.  

The criterion to determine which regions fall under the incidence of the 

Convergence objective depends on the GDP, which has to be less than 75% 

of the EU25 average. In the cases of some NUTS II regions (statistical units) 

in a phasing-out system is given if the GDP is under 75% of the EU15 

average. The regions/states that are not driven by this objective are focused 

on the Competitiveness and Employment one. The fact that GDP is still the 

Source CEC, 2007 

Figure4. Eligible areas under Convergence and Competitiveness objectives 
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most important factor in assessing under which objective a region it is 

eligible, determined the Commission to put forward in 2009 the 

Communication ―GDP and beyond- Measuring Progress in a Changing 

World‖ because GDP can be misleading measuring just the economic activity 

not well-being, so it could be complemented by environmental and social 

indicators (e.g. CO2 emissions, education, happiness).  

“Politics without good indicators is like making a jigsaw in the dark”- Stavros 

Dimas (European Commissioner for Environment) (CEC, 2010a) 

The document that makes sure that each MS has acknowledged their 

situation concerning these objectives and the CSG is the National Strategic 

Reference Framework or NSRF. This presents the socio-economical 

situation of that specific MS accompanied by a SWOT analysis, presents the 

vision and priorities, proposes a series of Operational Programmes in 

accordance to the objective in cause sustained by a financial plan to support 

these programmes. After a series of consultations between the Commission 

and the MS, this Framework and its OP’s are approved so the time for 

implementation had come. 

 In the case of Romania, the National Development Plan (Government of 

Romania NDP, 2005), played an important role for setting the development 

agenda. The NDP was conceived in 2005 so before the CSG and NSRF, and 

analyzes the stage of development of that time and sets the national 

development priorities. When the Guidelines were brought in the picture, 

adjustments were made in order to promote measures considered as stimuli 

for socio-economic development and thus preparing the priorities areas 

under the Convergence objective which covers the whole territory as the 

GDP was in 2005 at 34.8% of the EU25 average (Government of Romania 

NSRF, 2007).  

The type and structure of the OP’s depends on the existing preconditions of 

each MS, for example the Regional Operational Programme in Romania is 

conceived and managed at a national level by the Regional Development 

Ministry and the Regional Development Agencies (RDA) are acting as 

intermediary bodies at regional level, without having personalized 
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programmes for the regions because Romania does not have administrative 

regions. 

The administrative mechanism of pursuing the objectives for development 

and cooperation of the Union is called programming. This activity delivers 

multi-annual programmes, or OP’s, identifying strategic priorities and 

indicative actions, outlining financial allocations in accordance to the 

provisions of each Fund and summarising management and control 

authorities and systems. (CEC, 2007b) 

In each OP the outline is pretty much standardized in the sense that the 

same structure is found in all the documentation as it follows: a socio-

economic analysis of the country/region in cause, a SWOT analysis, the 

strategy and objectives broken down by priority axis, the financial proposal, 

and management issues. The content of these programmes depends on the 

socio-economic indicators of a MS/region such as in the case of Romania’s 

Operational Programmes which due to low development level, the tendency 

is that goals and priorities are seen in the light of the European Standards 

such as: basic infrastructure at European standards, conformity with EU 

standards is essential for industry competitiveness or services at European 

standards etc (Romania SOPT and SOP IEC, 2007), confirming the status of 

Convergence region for Romania. What Romania can do in regard to 

Lisbon/Gothenburg strategies has mostly to do with trying to manage as best 

as possible its present programmes and then ―wait and see‖ if they had some 

noticeable effects in regards of the strategies.  

These programmes can be considered as a contract between the 

Commission and the MS, in the sense that in exchange of certain funding the 

country/region concerned is taking the obligation to use that money to take 

action in order to implement the accepted operational programmes. This 

certain funding under the Cohesion Policy has the generic name of Structural 

Funds, implying what kind of actions they are going to be used for. As a big 

portion of the whole European Budget goes in these funds, one can only 

imagine the complex system that lies behind the SF.    
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The step that is fully under the MS jurisdiction is the implementation which is 

done via the projects done under these OP’s. This is the part where all the 

work done at EU and national level, with all the rules and regulation, has to 

be put in the realities faced by beneficiaries, consultants and evaluators for 

projects.  
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The Structural Funds- financial structure  
The three Funds that work for the three objectives of the Cohesion Policy 

2007-2013 have been the subject of many reforms at political and fiscal level, 

but also a very interesting topic for the wider public. The Convergence 

objective is suppose to use 81.54% of the total designated to the SF and it 

will draw assistance from all the three Funds as shown below:  

  

                        

 

 

 

 

 

 

The reform implied the coordination of all the existing Funds (ERDF, ESF 

and Cohesion Fund) under the principles of territorial and financial 

concentration, programming, partnership and additionality. For each of the 

Funds a certain amount of money is assigned in the beginning of every 

financial programming period. Under the heading Cohesion for Growth and 

Employment for 2007-2013, the EU budget allocated as it follows: 

 Table1. Community expenditure by Structural Fund            Source: CEC, 2008b 

STRUCTURAL  FUND Amount in 2008 prices (EUR million) 

European Regional Development Fund 198 941.36  

European Social Fund 78 716.37 

Cohesion Fund 69 752.33 

Total 347 410.06 

Or we can see the expenditure by objective: 

Source: CEC, 2007 

Figure5. 
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The reform has to be viewed in the context of political, economical and 

financial implications of the EU12 addition, which meant the incorporation of 

MS with significantly lower levels of income. The consequence was a 

budgetary shift of the Cohesion Policy resources from the EU15 towards the 

new EU12 MS.  

The European Regional Development Fund 

The European Regional Development Fund which, since its early days in 

1975, has grown into a major instrument to address regional imbalances has 

an important role in financing the projects done under the Convergence 

objective in regard to: local development initiatives, environmental 

investments such as water supply, management and treatment, aid to 

mitigate the effects of climate change, investment in tourism, culture, 

transportation, energy, education, health and social infrastructure. (CEC, 

2007c)  

These areas of assistance represent for the Union some of the setbacks 

encountered on the way to regional development for the Convergence 

regions, but for the other two objectives the Fund extends its support in areas 

such as innovation and the knowledge economy, risk prevention, cross-

border economic and social transfer etc.  

Source: CEC, 2007 

Figure6.  
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The European Social Fund 

Another financial instrument, the European Social Fund was set up to 

improve employment opportunities in the European Union and so to help 

raise standards of living. It aims to help people fulfil their potential by giving 

them better skills and better job prospects. The current programming period 

with the logo ―Investing in People‖  aims to enhance human capital, increase 

adaptability of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs, increase access to 

employment and prevent in particular long-term and youth unemployment. 

(CEC, 2007c) 

Bearing in mind this focus on the social aspects, these targets set by what I 

call, the ―Social Europe‖ actually reinforce the long time standing problem 

related to the number and quality of jobs in Europe and combined with the 

attempt to adapt to the situation created by the last two enlargements, so 

adapting to almost 500 million people, has meant that the ESF could finance 

various projects in any Operational Programme that has any kind of social 

component. It is presumed that this type of approach is also rooted in the 

European Social Model and also ultimately will lead to social cohesion.  

For Convergence regions the social aspects, on which EU puts so much 

accent, are important ones because in the discourse on European 

Integration, Identity and Cohesion the linkage is done by the people that have 

to deal with the real world and everyday problems, outside of Brussels 

offices. For the newest MS (EU12), thus converging regions, relating to the 

values and standards shaped already by the EU15 is a task that needs 

political consensus at the top level but also many incentives for citizens, that 

will always tend to compare before EU with after EU. So I’m guessing that 

the slogan ―Investing in people‖ wants to reach outside Brussels, in the 

European space, and wishes to define the contemporary knowledge era 

according to today’s context where participants have been defined as human 

capital.  

The Cohesion Fund 

The fund that provides assistance those MS/regions that have a Gross 

National Income of less than 90% of the EU average is the Cohesion Fund. 

Starting 2007 it complies with the same general regulations as the ERDF and 
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ESF in programming, management and control, so we could say a Fund with 

full membership of the Structural ―club‖. It deals with larger scale projects to 

reduce economic and social deficits and to provide a stable economic 

environment. The priorities are the trans-European transport networks 

(TEN’s), the environment in areas related to sustainable development 

(energy efficiency and renewable energy), rail, river, sea transport outside 

the TEN’s, clean urban and public transport. (CEC, 2007c) 

Complementary Funds 

In Romania, the investment from the structural instruments will also be 

complemented by the funds of Common Agriculture Policy and Common 

Fisheries Policy.  

The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) with the 

aim to raise competitiveness in the agricultural sector, development of the 

rural landscape and improve quality of life in these areas by promoting 

diversification of economical activities and specific actions designated to 

protect the environment.  

The European Fisheries Fund (EFF) supports investment for the sustainable 

development of fisheries resource, modernization of the fishing boats and 

improves the quality of the final products.  

These two Funds also have their own Programmes, supported by almost 8 

billion euro for 2007-2013, but the management and implementation is 

different than the other three Funds, this being the reason why they are not 

included further in this discussion. (Romania NSPRD, 2006) 

Financial Conditions 

As the structural instruments don’t work on their own they are mainly co-

financed by public resources of the MS, but in many areas it is necessary a 

private financial contribution which is encouraged, in this way many actors 

are involved and so cooperation is achieved.  

For the Convergence Objective, the maximum rate of EU contribution is 85% 

for all of the three Funds- ERDF, ESF and CF, thus in this way the Union 

makes sure that additionality is achieved as it is essential that the MS (via 
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public or private actors) to have their own contribution because SF are not 

meant to replace public expenditure or in the case of private actors it seeks 

to create an outline for accountability.  

All these Funds are and indirect way of taking money in EU’s regions but in 

order to get this done the region has to take certain measures that fit with the 

problems and objectives. Having the prescription given by the European 

level, the region with the actors involved- in theory- should focus their effort in 

putting forward projects that are appropriate and integrated in the strategic 

views of the Union, thus ensuring approvals, but in practice not all projects 

respect the requirements and so not all projects get approved.  

The complex system of programming and ultimately funding projects is no 

news for the EU15, but the fact that large amounts of money shifted east, in 

countries that had only the experience of pre-accession funds raised many 

issues at political and wider public level. On one side worries of 

mismanagement and on the other hope that the SF will make a difference 

created a debate that is still going on. Romania is one of the cases that in 

exchange of an estimated sum of 7.2 billion euro (2007-2013 contribution to 

EU budget) can receive up to an approximate total of 30 billion euro (if 

including the rural development funds) so it seems that Romania is a net 

beneficiary of the Cohesion Policy. (Open Europe, 2007) 

At European level it was agreed that for the MS whose 2001-2003 

PPS/capita average is under 40% of the EU25 are entitled to receive a 

maximum level of SF transfers of 

3.7893% of their GDP. As a MS 

that is eligible for the Cohesion 

Fund, Romania received extra 1/3 

of the total SF allocation (NSRF, 

2007).   Taking in account these 

decisions and the financial 

package accompanying the Accession Treaty of Romania     

to the EU, the Commission communicated in August 2006 to the              

Romanian authorities the allocation for 2007-2013 as presented in Table2. 

Objective EUR million 

Convergence 12 660.61 
Cohesion Fund 6 552.42 
Territorial Cooperation 454.61 
Total Cohesion  19 667.64 
EAFRD (informative) 8 022.50 
EFF(informative) 230.71 
Overall total 27953.85 

Table2. Allocation for 
Romania by objective 
Source: NSRF, 2007 
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The Romanian case  

Romania- country profile 

Land- area 238 391 

km2 (9th in EU) 

Population- 21 498 616 

estimation 2009 (7th in 

EU) 

Density~ 90 inh/km2 

Capital- Bucharest 

(Bucureşti) 1.9 million 

people (2007) 

Currency- RON 

(Romanian New Leu) 

Time- GMT +2 

Figure1. Geographical location of Romania in Europe       Source: CIA, 2010  

Climate- transitional between temperate and continental   

Languages- official only Romanian, Hungarian commonly used in the 

western and north-western areas. French and English as second and third 

languages are widely spoken among young Romanians.      

After the communist regime fell in 1989, a new constitution has been ratified 

in 1991 and amended in 2003. Romania is now a republic with directly 

elected president (can serve only two terms of five years) and a bicameral 

legislature. The executive is composed of the president, the prime minister 

and its cabinet. The president nominates the prime minister which will further 

appoint the government members that has to be voted (vote of confidence) 

by the Parliament. The legislative branch is composed of the Chamber of 

Deputies- 332 seats and the Senate-137 seats and all the seats are filled by 

popular vote every four years. 

With the perspective of European integration Romania had to apply a 

complex process of reform in regulations, structure and practices in order to 

align them to the one in the existing Member States, reform still underway 

after three years from accession.  
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In the field of public administration the most important measures led to: the 

establishment of some structures compatible with the ones in the EU in 

population registering, elaborating the specific legislative package, 

introducing the electronic id-card and making them operational, the creation 

and development of a framework to educate the personnel in these 

structures, the project e-Administration in order to reduce bureaucracy. On 

the other hand negative realities were defined in the Romanian 

administration (2005-2006) such as: insufficient financial resources to further 

educate public employees, lack of coherent policies in order to educate them, 

lack of coherent policies to align public services to the requirements of the 

acquis communautaire, insufficient human resources and/or allocated in 

doubtful manners. Because of these realities, the European Commission 

recommended to the Romanian Government to focus on the process of 

decentralization and deconcentration, to reform the public occupation (job) 

and to elaborate public policies. (Troanţă, 2006)  

On one hand deconcentration is the process of redistribution of 

administrative and financial competencies from the ministries and other 

central authorities to its own structures in the territory and on the other hand 

decentralization which represents the transfer of administrative and financial 

competencies from the central public administration to the local level of public 

administration or to the private sector are two complementary processes that 

are considered a basic element of the reform in the public administration in 

Romania, which is still highly centralized.  

As for the spatial dimension, Romania has shifted towards regional-based 

policy by complying with the EU requirements on the NUTS2 (statistical 

units). According to four criteria (number of inhabitants, surface, cultural 

identity and functional-spatial relations) Romania grouped its 41 counties in 8 

Development Regions. The institutions established at this level have weak 

competencies (8 Regional Development Agencies and Councils) and 

remains subordinated to a national institution (National Development Council 

which belongs to the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism).  
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The most developed area is the capital, Bucharest and its surrounding 

county, followed by the western part along the Hungarian and Serbian border 

(ex. Cluj-Napoca in North-West and Timisoara in West) while the north-east 

and south-west are considered the least developed. According to the early 

20th century historical-cultural provinces, the eastern (Moldova) and southern 

(Walachia) areas were based on agriculture but also featured some 

industrialized cities, while the central and western (Transylvania) parts have 

been characterized by handcrafted-orientated trades (Heringhaus, 2008).The 

current division via the 8 Development Regions (Figure2-right) seems to 

expose big regional disparities regarding the volume of Foreign Direct 

Investments (FDI) and of Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) as shown in 

Figure3. The FDI focused more in the regions Bucharest-Ilfov, West, North-

West and Centre because these regions offered accessibility and also they 

had better services.  

 

 

Figure2. Left- County division Romania                Right- Development Regions Romania      

Source: Wikipedia                                                              
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Figure3. Regional development indicators in Romania (national average=100)                         
Source: NSRF, 2007 

 

The capital is the most dynamic region of the country, a characteristic trend 

for transition economies, and has an economic force superior to all the other 

regions generating 14.6% of the Romanian GDP. Ilfov county which 

surrounds the capital has a population predominantly occupied in agriculture 

while in the city 79.3% are in services and 19.6% in industry. (NSRF, 2007) 

At the other extreme is the North-East region that is traditionally dependent 

on agriculture and in the case of decentralization it is expected that these 

regional disparities will increase.  

The project to decentralize Romania has created a longstanding debate over 

its outcomes. In theory the analysts consider that this is a step forward for the 

Romanian society but in practice they are more worried that personal 

interests of some central and local political leaders are influencing the 

contents of legal provisions that are going to regulate the system. A 

representative of the poorest town in Romania draws the line and critiques: 

―the Government is washing their hands by sending the hardships to the local 

level. Time doesn’t go backwards. 20 years have been lost. Now, what 

decentralization? Passing the ball from the Government to the city halls? The 

folks at centre are living in another country. This with getting more financing 

sources is just a story. Let’s talk straight. What is decentralization when 

people are living like in the Middle Ages? ―(Pocotilă, 2009). 
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From Community Strategic Guidelines to National Strategic 

Framework 

The programming period of 2007-2013 brought in the spotlight for the first 

time a document drawn up at European scale, that should be used as a 

starting point for actions related to regional development at the lower levels, 

introducing the Community Strategic Guidelines. The approach taken here 

was to reiterate that the objectives of Lisbon and Gothenburg Councils (2000 

and 2001) are the ones that shape development policies in the Union, then to 

define a framework for the newest Cohesion Policy based on concentration 

(thematically and geographically), convergence, regional competitiveness 

and employment, European territorial cooperation and governance (the 

public policies and civil participation) and finally it introduces and further 

details the three broad and general guidelines related to economical 

development (Europe- an attractive place to invest, innovation and 

knowledge to deliver growth, more and better jobs) and acknowledges 

territorial dimension of the Cohesion Policy (CEC, 2005). 

The Commission makes sure to specify that when using the Guidelines in 

developing national/regional programmes the MS has to pay special attention 

to the impact of that programme on the Union in terms of cohesion, growth, 

jobs and also that ―the Guidelines are a necessary condition, but not the only 

one for the MS and region to achieve the right level of concentration on key 

priorities in accordance with the renewed Lisbon agenda‖ (CEC, 2005, p.12) 

meaning that the responsibility for setting priorities and further actions taken 

in this sense falls in the hands or the MS/region.  

The strategic document that followed the CSGs for each MS was the NSRF 

which is not used as a management instrument, but only as a strategic 

document in which the intervention priorities of the SF are set for the 

programming period.  

The thematic priorities laid out in the Romanian NSRF are based on the NDP 

2007-2013 (approved in 2005) but then they were reorganized to cover the 

whole spectrum of the CSGs having also to integrate the prerequisite of 

Romania as a Convergence region. This reorganization of NDP wanted to 

reflect the fact that the NSRF had adjusted to the European principles of the 
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Cohesion Policy, thus ensuring European financing. As seen from the table 

below every guideline has been carefully included in the National context, but 

on the other hand these guidelines being some general statements I think no 

MS had trouble integrating them in the strategic documents.  

As major difference between the NDP and the NSRF is important to mention 

the financing scheme, which for the NSRF is exclusively supported by the SF 

and the national co-financing while for the NDP it includes other type of 

backing such as foreign loans, local and national investment programmes, 

the funds for rural development.   

 

Table3. From Community guidelines to general thematic priorities in Romania  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CSG general statements NSRF thematic priorities 

1. Europe- an attractive place 
to invest and work 

1. Develop Basic Infrastructure at 
European Standards 

2. Innovation and knowledge 
for growth 

2. Increase Long Term 
Competitiveness of the Romanian 
Economy 

3. More and better jobs 

3. Development and More Efficient Use 
of Romania’s Human Capital 

4. Building  Effective Administrative 
Capacity 

Territorial dimension 
5. Promoting Balanced Territorial 
Development 
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Table4.From Community Guidelines to thematic priorities in Romania (specific) 

 

The thematic priorities shown in Table3 keep the broad profile of the 

Guidelines, thus ensuring space to define more specific premises which are 

targeted towards problem-areas.  The NSRF premises (Table4) respect the 

recommendations from the Community showing conformity but in the same 

time maybe lack of imagination when it comes to adapting the strategic view 

of the Commission to the Romanian context. It would be an overstatement for 

the Romanian Government to claim that the EU has defined guidelines that 

cover exactly the development priorities of Romania; I would say it is the 

other way around the Government was guided by the EU in prioritizing, thus 

helping Romania to be aligned strategically to the European aspirations and 

adding up the financial possible benefits the conformity seemed to be the 

―easy way‖ in this case. This doesn’t mean that conformity to the Guidelines 

will ensure booming development for Romania; this depends only on the 

management from this point forward. The CSGs influenced the Romanian 

CSG specific statements NSRF premises                          No. 
1.1.1. Extend and improve transport infrastructures Expand and improve transport 

infrastructure 
1. 1 

 1.1.2. Synergy between the environment and growth Strengthen synergies between 
environmental protection and 
growth 

1.1.3.Reduce traditional energy dependency The efficient use of energy 

2.2.1. Increase and improve investment in RTD Research, technological 
development and innovation 

2. 2 
2.2.2. Innovation and promote entrepreneurship Productivity growth and creation of 

a dynamic base 
Certification and eco-innovation 

2.2.3. Promote the information society for all Information and Communication 
Technology 

2.2.4. Improve access to funding Access to funding 

3.3.1. Attract and retain more people in employment and 
modernize social protection systems  

Guiding and counselling             
Social Inclusion 

3. 3 
3.3.2. Work force adaption and flexibility Employment and combating 

unemployment 

3.3.3. Human capital through education and skills Education and training 

3.3.5. Health of the working population Health and welfare 

3.3.4. Administrative capacity  Building effective administrative 
capacity 

4. 4 

Contribution of cities to growth and jobs         
Support the economic diversification of rural areas 

Sustainable urban development 
Regional cohesion 
Rural development 

5. 5 

Cooperation 
Cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation 

Promote European Territorial 
Cooperation 
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approach when the NDP strategy that had to be rearranged accordingly to 

the CSGs resulting in a Reference Framework for Romania, the reference 

document for the programming of the SF.  

Since 2007, Romania benefits from Structural Funds allocation for the 

programming period 2007 – 2013. In order to realise the target set by the 

Romanian Government in the NSRF which aims at creating a competitive, 

prosperous and dynamic Romania and reducing disparities between 

Romania and the other EU member states, a total of 19 212 million euro (~20 

billion) was allocated under the Convergence Objective of SF. This allocation 

is managed through 7 Operational Programmes which are financed by the 

Cohesion Fund, the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and 

the European Social Fund (ESF).  

As mentioned before, the National Development Plan was aligned with the 

National Strategic Reference Framework, and from the goal by 2013 

Romania should have a GDP of 41% of the EU average in the NSFR was 

transformed in by generating 15-20% additional growth of GDP by 2015 

(2005 RO GDP=34.8%). It is more or less the same figure, with some 

differences probably because of the variation between the expected and 

allocated Funds.   

Operational Programmes 

The 7 Operational Programmes are run at national level with the 

collaboration of intermediate bodies in the territory, at least for some of them. 

Why 7 OP’s? The answer is nowhere clearly specified but looking in the 

CSGs, the NSRF and the NDP, which identified six national priorities of 

development in order to achieve its goal, and doing some simple math we 

can find an explanation regarding the number of Programme priorities. These 

are the national priorities expressed in the NDP: 

1. Increasing economic competitiveness and development of the 

knowledge-based economy  

2. Development and modernization of the transport infrastructure 

3. Protecting and improving the quality of the environment 
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4. Human resources development, promoting employment and social 

inclusion and strengthening administrative capacity 

5. Reducing the development disparities between the regions.  

6. Development of the rural economy and increasing productivity in the 

agricultural sector (NDP, 2005) 

       Table5. Connections between NDP goals and OP’s   

NDP 
goal 

NSRF 
thematic 
priority 

Operational 
Programme 

Managing 
Authority 

Intermediary 
Body 

1.  2. 

1. Increase of 
Economic 

Competitiveness 
(ERDF) 

Ministry of Economy 
and Trade 

- National Agency for 

Small and Medium 
Sized Enterprises and 

Cooperation 
- Ministry of Education 

and Research –The 
Research Department 

- Ministry of 
Communication and 

Information 
Technology 

-Ministry of Economy 
and Trade – Energy 

Department 
- National Tourism 

Agency 

2.  

1. 

2. Transport 
(ERDF+CF) 

Ministry of Transports 
and Infrastructure 

- 

3.  
3. Environment 

(ERDF+CF) 

Ministry of 
Environment and 

Forestry 

8 Regional 
Environment 

Protection Agencies 

4.  

 
3. 
 
 

4. Human Resource 
Development 

(ESF) 

Ministry of Labor, 
Family and Social 

Protection 

- National Employment 
Agency 

- Ministry of Education 
and Research – 
Department of 

Education 

4. 
 

5. Administrative 
Capacity 

Development (ESF) 

Ministry of 
Administration and 

Interior 
- 

5.  5. 
6. Regional 

(ERDF) 

Ministry of Regional 
Development and 

Tourism 

8 Regional 
Development 

Agencies 

  
7. Technical 

Assistance 
(ERDF) 

Ministry of Public 
Finances 

- 

6.   
National Rural 

Development Programme 
(EAFRD+EFF) 

Ministry of Agriculture, Forests and Rural 
Development 
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The seventh OP on Technical Assistance was designed as an assistance 

programme that is suppose to support and strengthen the administrative 

capacities involved at central level of management of the SF, the exchange 

of good practices between managing authorities and supports as well the 

absorptions of SF through communication and promotion activities.  

Table5 is one example of the complex system behind the SF and this is in 

the incipient form that correlates Guidelines with Thematic priorities and 

eventually with OP’s and Managing Authorities (MA) for them. In the case of 

Romania it was considered that the management of the SF will be centrally 

directed by the Ministries, whose activity is linked to a certain OP’s, 

supposing that the administrative apparatus is able to cope with the extra 

activity and so in each of the concerned Ministries new departments were 

created with the sole purpose of acting as MA’s. Adding to the central MA’s 

there are also Intermediate Bodies spread regionally, but with the exception 

of the 8 Regional Development Agencies (RDA) which were designed as a 

consequence of NUTS2 organization so it acts as a regional facilitator 

between all the OP’s , all the others are state driven and have a 

service/department that deals with EU issues. Even though the scope of the 

RDA’s is to handle the matters of the Regional Operational Programme (ROP 

which is designed at national level) the identity created for and by these 

Agencies ―as a more European institution‖ created confusion especially in the 

beginning at the regional/local levels because everyone wanted to submit 

projects via the RDA’s, this was inherited by the pre-accession methods of 

financing.  

The difference between the NDP and NSRF resides also in the fact that he 

first one includes the agricultural sector while the NSRF doesn’t deal with this 

subject because rural development is subject to the Common Agricultural 

Policy and not Cohesion Policy. This is seen in Table5 as the Rural 

Development Programme is not a part of the OP’s planned under the NSRF.  

The abundance of authorities designed to cooperate for the OP’s 

implementation gives indication on the probable difficulties encountered in 

their work as this is the first time they are managing the Funds in this outline.  



35 
 

Aside from the MA’s for each of the OP’s, there is another authority that fulfils 

the role of national coordinator for the programmes which is the Authority for 

the Coordination of Structural Instruments or ACIS and is a division within the 

Ministry of Public Finances. This is the authority that elaborated the NDP, 

NSRF, OP’s and also fulfils the role of monitoring, technical assistance and 

Central Evaluation Unit (ACIS, 2009). 

It seems that Romania took the fact that it is covered in totality by the 

Convergence Objective also into the OP’s and prepared these sectoral 

programmes at national level. It is true that Romania has its problems 

identified at national level but how do they transcend to the regional and local 

levels? The fact is that the lower levels, such as end beneficiaries had to 

adjust their problems in order to deliver projects that fit with the axes of the 

OP’s. 

But why not one Operational Programme that has 7 priority axes, or why not 

regional OP’s at NUTS2 level with these axis? These questions could find 

their explanation looking at the process of setting the OP’s in a political and 

administrative system that is struggling for power. On one side the public 

bodies (ministries) at the central level (in Bucharest), that want to have an 

OP managed by their institution in order to have ―more money on their 

hands‖, and on the other the local/regional actors that are weaker as they 

have little power and they have to accept whatever national government 

decide, and so it is believed that they could not manage an OP at the 

regional level. Considering the experience from the pre-accession period of 

the RDA’s in handling European activities (1999-2007), couldn’t that have 

been an incentive of organizing the OP’s in such way that the RDA’s would 

obtain greater responsibility in the management and implementation stages? 

In this way the regional goals could have been more targeted 

(personalization of programmes) and even the communication and trust (that 

the money is not assigned politically) between the beneficiaries and 

authorities would have improved. 

Considering the ―more money on their hands‖ phrasing one can also ask how 

the allocation of the funds takes place. Weighting the priorities in the 
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Romanian context, where huge development needs are present, must have 

been a difficult process for the authorities. The infrastructure was found as 

the biggest problem that Romania was facing for this programming period. It 

is no news that transportation in Romania was one of the greatest concerns 

when it joined EU, but everyone was expecting that the interest shown 

combined with the foreseen budgets will create an attractive environment to 

foster the realization of significant improvements. As an exemplification for 

the state of the transport in Romania, I will focus more on the data related to 

the road network (Table6 and Table7), which was assessed as the 126th 

country out of 134 when it comes to the quality of roads (WEF, 2009).  

Table6.Public road network in Romania 1990-2009 
Source: own calculations and SOP T, 2007 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table7. Comparison of road densities by country 2002  
Source: SOP T, 2007 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Also the state of the environmental infrastructure (water supply, wastewater 

treatment, waste management, nature and wild life protection) has also been 

assessed as in poor condition and significantly below the European 

standards, for example only 52% of the Romanians have access to drinking 

water supply and sewage systems. The figures also show that only 33% of 

ROMANIA 1990 2004 2009 

Motorways km 113 228 321 

National km 14 683  15 712 16 182 

County and Local km 58 133 63 742 65 210 

Total km 72 816 79 454 81 713 

Density(km/100km
2
) 30.54 33.32 34.27 

Country Km of 

road/100km
2 

Km of 

road/million pop. 

Romania  33.3 3.624 

EU25 (2003) 110.1 9.388 

EU15 (2003) 110.6 9.421 

Czech Republic 70.3 5.432 

Hungary 145.7 13.366 

Poland 117.0 9.879 

Slovakia 36.2 3.301 
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the rural population is connected to drinking water supply (EU25-87%), 55 

urban settlements (21.5%) have its population 100% connected to the public 

system for water supply, while an estimate of 9.8 million urban inhabitants 

(out of 11.5 million) are potentially exposed to risks due to old distribution 

networks and quality of water source. When it comes to waste only 2% of the 

recyclables are actually recovered and land filling is the main method for 

municipal waste disposal, in 2005 there were 252 landfills out of which 18 

compliant to EU legislation. The estimated costs for Romania to comply with 

the environmental EU Directives are about 29.3 billion euro by 2018. (NSRF, 

2007) 

Another factor that is holding back Romania’s economic development is the 

low competitiveness of the economy. According to a survey concerning the 

competitiveness worldwide of the World Economic Forum, Romania ranked 

70th out of 127 countries behind the all the new MS. This is attributed to 

factors such as: low productivity due to the technological gap (2005 

productivity level - 39.2%), low levels of entrepreneurial activity (24 

SMEs/1000inh in 2005) and insufficient management skills, difficult access to 

finance, insufficient investment in R&D and business innovation, substantial 

mismatch of skills in the workforce and the demand of a modern economy, 

severe underdevelopment of the physical infrastructure. (NSRF, 2007)  

Human resources development has been identified also as a crucial aspect 

in building the basis for further development considering that in Romania of 

2005 11.5% of the population had attained a university degree, while France 

had 16.4%, UK-15.4% or another example is the employment by economic 

sectors 30.3% industry and agriculture, 37.5 in services and 32.2 are in 

agriculture (NSRF, 2007), the latter influencing further the economic 

development as only 21.8% of the agricultural exploitations in Romania are 

considered profitable (ESU>1200 euro/ year) while in Slovenia-81.6%, Czech 

Republic-65%, Estonia-54%, Poland-47% and in 90% of the Romanian 

agricultural exploitations the production is destined for its owner - 

subsistence agriculture (Străuţ, 2008). 
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Financial prioritizing and final allocations 

The NSRF indicates vaguely the percentages for the 4 Thematic Priorities, 

excluding the Territorial Development, but doesn’t provide the rationale 

behind the final allocations for the OP’s.   

1. Development of Basic Infrastructure to EU Standards                  ~60% 

2. Improving the Long Term Competitiveness                                   ~15% 

3. Development and More Efficient Use of the Human Capital         ~20% 

4. Building Effective Administrative Capacity                                     ~ 5% 

These approximations do not mean much in this form, but when the 

negotiations between the concerned authorities took place on how to 

distribute the funds, the percentages were influenced by the cost of large 

scale projects that were already prepared at the central level such as in the 

case of Environment OP (SOP ENV), by indicative projects under Transport 

and Economic Competitiveness OP’s and by the scenarios for development 

and expected impacts but probably overarching these factors were the 

Ministries themselves that through consultations and bargaining came to a 

decision regarding this matter.   

As we see from the diagram below (Figure7) four of the Programmes 

(Environment, Transport, Regional and Human Resources) have allocations 

around 20% of the total Romanian SF share, these being the areas where 

the problems are more acute. The Sectoral OP for Economic 

Competitiveness (further referred as SOP IEC) draws less co-funding -13.3% 

- not because this area is doing any better in Romania but the need for 

reliable transport and environmental infrastructure has overcame the 

importance of the business environment.  The last on the list of allocations 

are Technical Assistance (OP TA) and Administrative Capacity Development 

(OP ACD) which sum up 2% of the SF and have a complementary role to the 

5 OP’s and aim to improve the public’s view on the administrative apparatus 

and in the same to help public authorities to learn and improve their skills in 

regard to the management of EU strategies and funds.    
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Eventually these were the allocations set in the NSRF (Table8) for each OP 

and we can see that Transport (SOPT) and Environment OP’s (SOP ENV) 

sum up 9 billion euro (equally shared) having support also from the Cohesion 

Fund and ERDF; SOP IEC, Regional OP (ROP) and Technical Assistance 

OP (OP TA) draw their funding of approximately 6.55 billion euro from the 

ERDF exclusively and the ESF is the sole financial supporter for Human 

Resources Development OP (SOP HRD) and OP ACD with 3.68 billion euro. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure7. 

Source: NSRF, 2007 
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Table8. Indicative allocation by Fund and OP           Source: NSRF, 2007 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Convergence  Romania 

Operational Programme Fund Community 
participation (EUR) 

Increase of Economic 
Competitiveness 

ERDF 2 544 222 109 

Transport ERDF 1 289 332 210 

CF 3 276 605 085 

ERDF+CF 4 565 937 295 

Environment ERDF 1 236 652 195 

CF 3 275 817 943 

ERDF+CF 4 512 470 138 

Regional ERDF 3 726 021 762 

Technical Assistance ERDF 170 237 790 

Human Resources 
Development 

ESF 3 476 144 996 

Administrative Capacity 
Development 

ESF 208 002 622 

Total ERDF 8 976 466 066 

Total CF 6 552 423 028 

Total ESF 3 684 147 618 

Total all funds NSFR 2007-2013 19 213 036 712 
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The financial situation- the absorption capacity 

Taking into account that at this point of implementation of the SF in Romania 

a discussion about effects or impacts can be seen only from a financial view, 

meaning that comparing numbers related to projects submissions or 

contracts and payments is the approach closest to the facts while a 

discussion about the impacts of the SF on the development of Romania it is 

still at a theoretical level. The discussion at this moment is about absorption 

rates but how is it defined? I have considered absorption the contracted EU 

eligible expenses divided to the total available funding of 19.2 billion euro, as 

noticed in official European reports (CEC, 2010b).  

In the present context of lack of funds to finance the activities of projects the 

Beneficiaries decide to terminate their contracts or submissions with the 

MA’s.  According to the authorities, 13.55% of the firms that have signed 

contracts of 3.3 million euro under ROP cancelled them and in the case of 

SOP IEC a similar situation has happened where the withdrawal percentage 

is 13% and 60% of the beneficiaries have requested the extension or 

postponement of implementation for the projects (Rosoga, 2010). This trend 

seems to jeopardize the ambitious targets set by the Romanian Government 

for 2010 which is to attract 4.3 billion euro of SF. But if we look at the value of 

submitted projects so far and those contracted (Table9) there is a positive 

trend in this domain after a period of two years 2007-2009 for which at the 

end of September 2009 had an absorption rate of 14%, half of the EU27 

average of 28.2%, but considering the latest data of April 2010 when the rate 

of absorption has reached 21.77% of the total EU allocations for 2007-2013 

showing that despite present economic circumstances and administrative 

difficulties in Romania work regarding the SF is caring on.  

Looking at the total value of the submitted projects (Table9) and their number 

(Table10) we can find out an average value for the projects in Romania 

under the SF which is 2.14 million euro/project. This is relevant if the link 

between what kinds of problems Romania is facing and the role of the SF is 

made, in the sense that large scale projects concerning infrastructure of 

transport or environment, which are absolutely necessary, have millions of 

euro of EU contribution. Or another relevant value could be the EU average 
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contribution to the already contracted project uncovered by dividing the EU 

contracted expenses to the number of contracted projects and the average is 

1.67 million euro/project, confirming the fact that the European contribution is 

taken highly into consideration by Romania.   

Table9. Submitted, contracted and paid amounts by OP in EUR 30April 2010          
Source: adapted ACIS, 2010 

 

At this point in the implementation we cannot talk about 

successful/unsuccessful Programmes, but we can asses via the financial 

stance which OP’s have attract more or less funding. 

The Regional OP with a total budget of 4.38 billion euro has from the EU a 

(possible) participation of 3.72 billion. It addresses mainly the development of 

transport, social, business and urban infrastructure and so far under its 

priority axes has contracted the most EU expenses of 1.23 billion euro (1/3 of 

its allocation) and also has succeeded to make the most payments back to 

the beneficiaries of 292 million euro (almost 1/3 of total payments). Having 

these figures perhaps it can be taken as a lesson for future programming 

periods when the Government is prioritizing and allocating the funds, as it 

could be more efficient to have Regional OP’s for every one of the 8 

Development Regions. This remains at the latitude of the Romanian 

Administration which, as presented before, remains dependent on Bucharest.  

OP  Value of 

submitted  

projects 

Contracted expenses Payments to 

beneficiaries  

EU eligible National 

eligible 

Beneficiary 

contribution 

Pre-financing, 

EU, state budget 

ROP  10 655 872 701 1 231 536 964  158 069 763 91 087 811  292 077 998 

SOP ENV 4 691 686 821 1 129 016 475  206 565 768 28 506 988  201 620 537 

SOP T 3 865 824 734 396 293 937  141 378 887 0  38 714 088  

SOP IEC    8 148 496 260 546 619 065  94 805 434  205 996 018  139 476 496 

SOP HRD 7 979 043 500 806 622 617  139 427 631 33 912 516  110 763 421 

OP ACD 246 789 670 42 400 364  1 702 281  6 174 110  2 898 028  

OP TA 60 014 280 29 241 294  713 912  5 458 626  1 846 645  

TOTAL 35 647 727 966 4 181 730 716  742 663 676 374 136 069  787 397 213 
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The Programmes on transport and environmental infrastructure, SOP ENV 

and SOPT, can receive a total EU contribution of 9 billion euro but while the 

ENV has better financial records the Transport seems to be lagging behind 

when it comes to contracted funds. This happened because of delays in 

setting the management for the programme (EU accreditation in August 

2009) but also because most projects are major ones and so the complexity 

of the operations has delayed the progress. For SOP T there are 0 

contributions from the Beneficiaries, because for this programme, they are 

state owned companies and so this was another aspect that contributed to a 

slow pace.  

Economic Competitiveness has the most contracted projects, the scale of 

them is smaller, but from 2.55 billion euro available the programme has 

contracted only 1/5, meaning 546 million euro. Internal payments to the 

beneficiaries’ amount 139 million euro but this OP having ―clients‖ from the 

private sector, which have been affected by the economic crisis, is facing 

annulments of contracts and many requests for postponement creating new 

management issues for the authorities.  

Human Resources Development has drawn the most submitted projects 

(5592) but also the most rejected (3328) and approved (1694) ones. From 

these only 625 projects were contracted having an EU contribution of 806 

million euro out of the possible 3.47 billion. The high number of projects 

determined the MA to externalize project evaluation and as of July 2009 has 

used an online IT system (SMIS) that performs tasks on the project eligibility, 

quality assessment of the proposals and eligibility of applicants (Government 

RO, 2010). This system had recently created some problems for the MA for 

HRD and the Commission decided to block the review of reimbursement 

applications summing 8 million euro, but at the moment there are still 

discussion between Brussels and Bucharest (Morovan, 2010a).  

Administrative Capacity Development OP has the overall aim to contribute to 

an efficient public administration in Romania, thus increasing citizens’ trust in 

this area .The solicitors are various public institutions that apply for grants in 

trainings in management and accountability. This OP can be associated with 



44 
 

the Technical Assistance one which ensures support for efficient and 

transparent implementation and absorption of the SF in Romania. (NSRF 

2007) From a total of 378 million EU eligible expenses the two OP have 

contracted 71 million euro and have been reimbursed 5 million euro. 

The problems signalled by many beneficiaries are related to the payments 

towards them, which at the end of April 2010 were 16% of the EU and 

national eligible expenses. This is an issue that depends on the solicitor and 

MA the same time. For the solicitor it depends on which stage of the project 

he is, on how his financial plan is organized and for firms in particularly on 

how the economic crisis has influenced their company. On the other side the 

MA’s/IB which are dealing with evaluations of projects and payment 

applications with not enough staff having to comply with procedures  

designed to verify things many times so no errors occur.  About this 16% paid 

to the beneficiaries, so far it doesn’t actually say much, but if we are 

considering that time wise 2010 is the half of the programming period (in 

December 2010 EU will perform an extensive evaluation on Romania’s 

progress on the SF matter) perhaps expectations on these payments are 

higher, but these lower absorption rate and actual payments are happening 

in a country that is just beginning to understand and work with the whole 

arsenal needed to obtain SF (even after three years) for its projects 

combined with the present economic crisis that these days seems to be 

harder on Romania. 

Table10. Submitted and approved projects by OP 30 April 2010 
 Source: ACIS, 2010 
Operational 

Programme 

Submitted Rejected In 

evaluation 

Approved Contracted 

Regional OP 4 266 1 280 2 158 828 617 

Environment SOP 221 62 77 82 72 

Transport SOP 41  8 11 22 20 

SOP IEC 5 512  2 301 1 644 1 440 1 003 

SOP HRD 5 592    3 328 570 1 694 625 

OP ACD 945  253 509 183 133 

OP TA 44 8 3 33 29 

TOTAL 16 621 7240 4 972 4282 2499 



45 
 

Adding the numbers in Table10 - the submitted column differs from the sum of the approved, rejected 

and in evaluation because it includes withdrawn or pending projects for evaluation.   

The fact that almost half of the submitted projects (Table10) were rejected 

after evaluation shows the non-compliance with administrative and eligibility 

criteria and it should be one of the concerns of this process and could offer 

valuable lessons to both solicitors and Authorities. This rejection rate is a 

signal of the continuous deficiencies in preparing the projects, showing that it 

is difficult for the applicants to reach the OP’s constraints, while it looks like 

the MA’s have a volume of work that exceeds their capacities of coping with 

it. But considering the submission, approval and contracting rates which have 

an ascending pace (September 2009: submissions-12 975, rejected-4740, 

approved-2672, contracted-1887 projects) the indicators related to absorption 

and payments are likely to follow the same route. (Gov RO, 2010) 

Table11. Examples of approved projects under the Operational Programmes    

 

After a slow start in the implementation process, the financial situation seems 

to outline a positive perspective on the Funds’ absorption but on the other 

hand that slow start might give clues related to the approach in the case of 

Romania, meaning that now the focus seems to be more on the short-term 

perspective in this case having more and more projects, thus more and more 

contracted funds. But what happens to the projects after the contract expires 

and all the funds are spent, or what happens if there is no more funding for 

an uncompleted project? So far this problem has not raised any official or 

Increase of Economic Competitiveness Diversification of product range and 
modernization of the production 
process  

Transport Motorway construction Cernavoda- 
Constanta (63 km) 

Environment Rehabilitation and extension of water 
and sewage network Brasov County 

Regional Promote touristic potential in Rasnov 

Technical Assistance Support to implement the ACIS 
communication plan  

Human Resources Development Europaeus- post PhD Programme  

Administrative Capacity Development Public policies for local development- 
long-term strategic planning in Bacau 
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public awareness because many of the projects are still in various 

implementation stages and all the attention is now focused on how to prepare 

a project, how is it evaluated and issues related to reimbursements.  

Administrative practices  

Every OP has certain axes on which financing lines are opened after all 

administrative issues are resolved. In order to have the chance at the SF 

beneficiaries/solicitors have to submit projects/financing requests in certain 

sessions – calls for proposals. Every project has to be directed towards one 

OP and within it towards one financing axis (the one that suits the profile). 

For every axis there are specific documents with specific requirements, this 

are the Applicant’s Guide (AG) and holds the instructions on filling in, 

submitting, evaluating and approving the financing requests. This is the 

document that is subject to constant change because of modifications at 

European level (for Romania and Bulgaria some special rules are applied - 

corrigendum) but also because of the present economic conditions 

(exchange rate EUR - RON) and the fact that MA’s still have to correlate the 

type and complexity of interventions with the OP itself. In the case of 

Administrative Capacity OP it was signalled that in this fourth year since the 

beginning of the OP the Applicant’s Guide is still unclear regarding who is 

eligible and who is not for this programme (NGO’s for SF, 2010).  

Having the Guide and a project idea the Beneficiary can start preparing the 

project. Usually solicitors prefer hiring specialised firms/consultants as it is 

expected that they will deliver an approvable project. They don’t give the 

guarantee that the project will be approved but either way this type of activity 

has boosted the consultancy market in Romania. Some public authorities that 

apply for funding have special departments that prepare the project. After the 

project has been prepared it will be submitted under the relevant OP and 

priority axis and in certain periods (active calls for proposals) which are 

advertised online by ACIS and each MA’s. 

After submitting the project to the MA in cause the solicitor has to wait until all 

the steps of evaluation take place, if the project is approved the next step 

would be contracting and starting the implementation of the actual project. 
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This would be the simple picture of this process but reality has its ways to 

prove that wrong. Perhaps for Romania being the first time when having to 

do with this type of financing the complicated reality is not surprising, but this 

reality has to deal with concurrent factors, such as personal/political interests.  

In view of this overall perspective of the Romanian context for the SF let us 

continue the investigation by looking at the implementation issues and 

eventually to analyze the present situation regarding the dynamics 

surrounding the projects done under the 7 OP’s. After going through official 

reports, NGO’s assessments and press articles about the status of European 

co-financing in Romania I have identified some issues that are significant for 

the Romanian approach concerning the SF. 

Management structure 

In order to provide a more comprehensive picture of the relations between 

the authorities involved in the implementation process Figure8 shows the 

hierarchical flow of documents from the Beneficiary and finally to the 

Commission. 
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Figure8. Financial Flow of the Structural Funds in Romania (simplified)       
Source: NSRF, 2007 

 

The density of each step might seem too much for some, but for Romania it 

is justified. Having a past filled with corruption at all levels and a legacy on 

this matter still present (see WB, 2000 and Radu, 2005) all these procedures 

were designed to discourage any attempt on cheating the SF system. The 

EU is not satisfied by Romania at this chapter as the Parliament draws the 

attention that Romania and Bulgaria ―still have to create its administrative 

capacities in running the European funds, to eliminate existing or potential 

          Flow of documents 

 Flow of funds 



49 
 

conflicts of interests in the management of the funds, to improve 

transparency and surveillance of public acquisitions at central, regional and 

local levels and to swiftly introduce and communicate to the Commission the 

needed preventive, corrective and/or disciplinary measures‖ (EurActiv, 2010). 

In the meanwhile the Romanian authorities claim ―that while assessing a 

project it is impossible not to realize who has good intentions and who 

doesn’t, as each project and its supporting documents (reimbursement 

applications) are checked until approval by 8 different people‖ but this means 

that the process leaves much space for arbitrary appreciations. These 

different points of view show how the Romanian Administration 

underestimated the management of the SF as they relied solely on the 

experience of the pre-accession funding period, and much of the personnel 

working in the structures created for the SF system had the experience of 

belonging to a corrupt system thus perpetuating old habits. I am not saying 

that all the system related to the Funds is dishonest, but it is a fact that 

political clientele and nepotism (not based on competencies) in Romania is 

present after 20 years of democracy (Burla, 2010) and it is affecting 

development in all realms.  

The delay problems 

One of the most accused problems about the OP’s and their projects was 

and are the delays: delays to get the OP’s approved by the Commission, 

delays on launching the calls for proposals (for projects), delays in 

evaluations or reimbursements. According to European regulations, the 

Commission had four months to analyze and approve the OP’s since their 

submission in the end of January 2007. The time span for each OP 

depended on the negotiations on both sides but also on the quality and 

complexity of the programme.  

The Government of that time was expecting that 2007 will be a modest first 

year in this domain and so they intended to implement projects before the 

final approval of the OP’s by the Commission, taking the risk that some 

projects started with Romanian financing won’t get European endorsement. 

This risk, assumed by the Minister of Public Finances: ―it is worth assuming 

this risk because as Romania starts sooner the implementation of projects 
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eligible for European money more of the funds will be absorbed‖ (Vlădescu, 

2007), is understandable for a Government that wants to get high ranks in 

European statistics but why proceed like this when it is the first year when 

you deal with this type of framework to obtain co-financing? This approach is 

focusing only on figures and not in depth of this issue which has to do with 

relevance or quality of these projects. Looking good in statistics is a policy 

that Romania embraced even though the situation was critical in economic 

terms in late 2009, because of the election campaign, the political leaders 

that had been governing for the past 5 years (which got re-elected) were 

claiming that 2010 will mean full economic recovery, but a recent forecast 

from the Commission shows zero economic growth and 8% budget deficit 

(CEC, 2010c), proving that in 2008 and 2009 the Government fell short in 

applying measures to reduce public spending and help redress the private 

sector.  

The press, using official sources, showed in April 2007 that the OP’s had a 

good chance to be approved in the summer of 2008. According to these 

estimations the best rated were the Regional OP (ROP) and Sectorial OP 

Environment (SOP ENV); on the other hand the worst rated were Sectoral 

OP Human Resources Development (SOP HRD) and OP Administrative 

Capacity Development (OP ACD) which got the green light in November, 

after 4 months since the approval in July of these five: ROP, SOP ENV, 

SOPT, Sectorial OP Increase of Economic Competitiveness (SOP IEC) and 

OP Technical Assistance (OP TA) (Morovan, 2010b). But these delays can 

be understandable if we take in consideration that with some of the OP’s 

(SOP ENV, SOP HRD and ROP) the Commission also had also to review 

projects done in advance.  

These setbacks triggered delays in opening some of the financing lines under 

the OP’s and by May 2008 only 30 financing lines were in place but by 

September 2009 out of the total of 121 financing lines, only 6 operations 

under SOP IEC and 3 under SOPT were not opened. The operations around 

these financing lines are based on fulfilling the certain prerequisites, such as 

approval of state aid schemes (some of them with prior notification of the 

Commission- ex modernization of electricity distribution networks) 



51 
 

(Government of Romania, 2010).This meant that project submission picked 

up speed after one year and a half dedicated to preparatory activities but 

what about the evaluation period for these projects and ultimately 

contracting? Each evaluation had its own time frame from 2 days (OP ACD) 

to 6 months (ROP) and for large scale projects as in the case of SOPT an 

average of 5 months and for SOP ENV up to 7 months considering also that 

the last two have to go to Brussels (Morovan, 2010b). 

Some beneficiaries signalled in the some cases 10 months between 

submission deadline and an answer from the MA’s: in Economic 

Competitiveness OP for projects submitted under the ―Operation-support to 

develop electronic sales systems and other e-solutions in businesses‖ the 

deadline for submission was 12 December 2008 and the answers towards 

the solicitors was end of October 2009, in Human Resources OP financing 

requests submitted in September 2009 (NGO’s for SF, 2010). 

The complexity of projects is making the difference from 2 days evaluations 

to 7 months, but how are they evaluated? There are 4 eliminatory stages in 

which the Managing Authorities/ Intermediary Bodies checks: 

 the administrative conformity of the file - the format of the financing 

request and its annexes, the validity of certain documents and if the 

authority needs extra information they will ask for it to be transmitted 

before a certain deadline - not complying to this means a negative 

response. 

 the eligibility of the project and its beneficiary - the solicitor belongs to 

the categories mentioned in the Applicant’s Guide and it has the 

capacity to deal with the implementation operationally and financially. 

The Project has to convince how it will contribute to the fulfilment of 

the OP’s objective and to the horizontal policies (equal chances, 

environmental protection), aspects regarding timeline of 

implementation and total value. 

 the technical and financial plan – relevance, feasibility and 

sustainability of the proposal when it comes to the foreseen spending 
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activities and human or other resources. The authorities set a 

maximum score of 100 and the project is graded.  

 the strategic evaluation – the project has to prove that it offers added 

value and contributes to the accomplishment of the local development 

strategy ensuring complementarity with existing investments from that 

area. (Nicolae, 2007) 

As a consequence of the constant critique about the delays in evaluating, 

contracting and reimbursing expenses, the directors of the MA’s were asked 

during a seminar which is the reasons for these problems. They concluded 

that the personnel is overloaded as thousands or projects are handled by 4 to 

9 people at least in the case of two of the MA’s for SOP HRD and SOP IEC. 

The present legal framework doesn’t allow hiring in the public sector and one 

person can be hired if seven quit/get fired, because of the provisions set in 

the IMF Loan Agreement, and so some of the MA’s decided to externalize 

the evaluation procedure to private consultants. This approach has been 

challenged because it is considered that they do not have the necessary 

experience in project implementation and they are subjective in the process 

of evaluation leading to: increased rejected projects resulting in increased 

number of contestations thus the personnel of the MA’s have to solve these 

contestations and so time is wasted, lack of transparency in project 

evaluation and possible rejection of implementable projects (NGO’s for SF, 

2010). An added problem is the slow pace of the Intermediary Bodies, MA’s 

and Certifying and Payment Authority (ACP) in relation to the Treasury 

(Morovan, 2010c) which slows down another important step – payments. 

The quality issue 

Following evaluation other problems have been identified, one of them are 

the poor quality of projects. Much of the debate regarding this matter is due 

to the content of proposals that authorities have identified such as: arithmetic 

mistakes in the budget calculations, handwritten financing requests, 

incomplete documentation (ex. the solicitor has to include the CV’s of the 

responsible persons handling key activities of the project), overestimation of 

eligible costs, incompatibility between budget and methodology, incorrect 

time span of the project, having non eligible activities in the proposal or non 
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eligible proposal at all, solicitor and/or partner non eligible, administrative 

nonconformity (ex. bankruptcy, due payments to state budget, previous 

breaches of contracts in the case of other EU co-funded projects) (FS, 2008).  

The fact that these can be avoided if the solicitors put more effort in 

preparing the project, in the Applicant’s Guides there is strict information on 

every step but still problems appear. This shows a certain lack of 

communication from both sides combined also with a passive attitude. 

Complaints have been registered when it comes to the attitude of the 

personnel in the MA’s such as in the case of MA for Human Resources 

Development described by a solicitor such as ―intimidating and controlling, 

and not one of assistance and cooperation as it should be. There is the 

feeling that we are permanently suspected of irregularities‖ (NGO’s for SF, 

2010).  

The quality debate can be a considered a trademark of the Romanian 

Administration that tends to want more, but not necessary better. After the 

faded era, of before ’89 when less (access to food or clothes) and no 

opinions or freedom was what everyone had, for the Administration but also 

for the collective mindset was to have more and more and so quality became 

overrated. No one talked for while about how realistic is for Romania to use 

20 billion euro in a way that meets European prerequisites, but when projects 

were being dismissed because of reasons such as ―signature with black pen 

it is refused, each document has to have 3 stamps or placing a table only 

portrait not landscape‖ showing another face of a slow system - ―bureaucratic 

fanaticism‖, private entrepreneur’s organizations started to draw attention on 

this matter an asked to the Romanian responsible authorities to modify 

regulations that are not linked to the European ones (NGO for SF, 2010). 

The cash-flow problem 

Another problem of the intricate implementation process is represented by 

cash-flow for a project, this is without doubt one of the most important parts 

after the contract has been signed because here the project takes a life of its 

own when put in practice and the beneficiary has to respect the plan but also 

adapt to the ever-changing conditions – procedurally and economically. 
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The beneficiary has the possibility to apply for pre-financing summing up 30-

40% of the value of the project  in conditions set by every OP or he/she 

starts-up the project spending the money prepared as the own additional 

share that every project has. After using that amount he/she will prepare a 

reimbursement application (expense account) making proof of the 

expenditure in order to receive the due amount. It is essential that the 

beneficiary has a plan on how to obtain additional financing in order to have 

the project running continuously.  

For entrepreneurs that have other businesses which create revenue or have 

obtained pre-financing this doesn’t seem to be a problem but for those just 

starting or for public authorities with limited resources it means asking for 

state or bank loans. Here is where the banking system is thought to be 

supporting SF absorption in Romania via short-term loans with low interests 

while the beneficiary is for waiting for reimbursements. The situation on this 

matter looks contradictory: the banks say they are supporting the 

beneficiaries with consultancy on this and promote the idea that they should 

check with a bank before submitting their project but on the other hand 

people in Romania are still sceptic and presume that working with a bank has 

high risk (Badarau, 2010). The latter is understandable because of the 

present economic context that caused interests on loans to increase 

combined with an important depreciation of the Romanian currency (RON) of 

around 20%. And in this way no one is eager to create a new burden for 

himself but this proves that who wants access to the SF will have to do 

everything by the book and not to skip any steps, this being necessary to 

have a ―clean‖ project and spending, because if the EU evaluators find 

inconsistencies they will ask the ACP to return the sums that have been 

found as improperly used.  

Every payment has to be certified meaning that the beneficiaries have to 

forward applications (see page 49-Figure8) for reimbursement to the relevant 

Intermediate Bodies/MA’s and from there it will be sent to the Certifying and 

Paying Authority (ACP) in the Ministry of Public Finances where it is verified 

the expenditure declaration based on sound accounting systems and if the 

expenditure complies with Community rules and provisions of the OP then it 
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will make the payment to the beneficiary.  Three times a year the ACP 

submits intermediary payments applications and their certification and also 

the final payment application to the Commission. (NSRF, 2007)  

This elaborate process has created reimbursement delays of from 90 to 130 

days while the maximum is 45 days stipulated in the contract. No one is 

taking any responsibility in these cases, and so the beneficiaries have to sign 

additional papers to modify the agreed activities. In the same time according 

to the contract the beneficiaries have to provide documentation regarding an 

estimative chart on reimbursement requests (NGO’s for SF, 2010), so it 

seems useless to plan this type of activity when the authorities don’t respect 

their deadlines on these payments.  

Except the controls undertaken at these levels there is another Authority, the 

Audit Authority which functions independently of the MA’s and ACP. In 

Romania it is an Associate body of the Romanian Court of Accounts and it is 

the only national competent authority to undertake activities related to public 

audit regarding the Structural Funds and has full access to any documents 

required to do its work. Main attributions are to evaluate the conformity of 

management and control system, verify the declared expenditure of MA’s, 

verifies national co financing elements and reports to the European 

Commission the way Community funds are used (Court of Accounts, 2010). 

As shown above (Figure8) the flow of submitted documents is followed by 

checks on the lower level which means that all invoices issued for the 

Beneficiary have to have a background supported with contracts and 

acquisitions done in the terms of the approved proposal. If everything goes 

as planned the Beneficiary and its contractors will receive the expected 

sums, if not they can get less or even full withdrawal of the financing in case 

of breaches of contracts or doubtful purchases. After the official closing of the 

Operational Programme, the Beneficiaries are obliged to keep all the 

supporting documents of their project for a period of five years so the 

documents can be available for any further inspection.   

The merger of administrative issues from the national, regional and local 

levels considering also the fact that the Programmes are centrally managed, 
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has created a feeling of uncertainty among possible beneficiaries making 

them to back out from going further with their ideas/projects. This uncertainty 

is translated by the delays in every step of the implementation because 

solicitors in order to decide for financing might want to be convinced that all 

the steps are made in a correct manner so when they plan their activities 

they can rely on procedures that are made for them and not against them. 

This conflict of approaches between the two sides is counterproductive for 

those involved because while the internal problems do not get solved, time 

passes, the present programmes will be replaced by new ones and I wander 

how the next programming and implementation will look like in Romania. Will 

it benefit from a fresh start, where everyone knows what to do, or the old 

problems are going to be perpetuated and multiplied?  
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National programming and a centralized system 
Romania with its internal disparities and the EU lasting gaps, is dealing with 

convergence and cohesion domestically and at European level.  The 

Operational Programmes for the present programming period belong to a 

bigger strategic picture for the development of Romania where the National 

Development Plan, Convergence Plan, National Strategic Plan of Rural 

Development and so on tend to refer to the country only nationally,  

neglecting the regional perspective. 

As I see it the OP’s role was to define development priorities according to 

given themes in order to share the financial allocation granted by the EU. 

Romania seems to wish more the convergence towards the European 

average than an internal cohesion as all the seven OP’s are nationally 

defined focusing on the problems as a whole plus having central authorities 

managing them proves that Romania is far away from decentralized and 

effective administrative system. 

I think that the present seven OP’s have been designed for the national level, 

aside the political struggles and certain issues that represent generalized 

problems, because the context of Romania’s accession later that all the 

others (except BG) proved that the country had (still has) administrative 

problems that stood in the way of drawing up personalized regional 

programmes. Even with the OP’s drawn nationally, the numbers show an 

acceptable evolution project development wise, but time will tell if this 

evolution has a real impact on the Romanian development or all this debate 

around European funding is a trial and error process that is under the 

pressure of adapting to ever-changing political and economical factors. 

This doesn’t mean that convergence and cohesion are around the corner if 

the plan is met; on the contrary Romania has to keep a stable 

macroeconomic environment while continuing with the administrative 

reforms.     
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