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Executive Summary 

Objective 

1. The Functional Review of the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism (MRDT 

FR) assesses the key functional strengths and weakness of MRDT with respect to its mandate 

and recommends actions that can help strengthen its efficiency and effectiveness. The review 

covers the main general directorates (DGs) and departments of MRDT, as well as related 

institutions such as URBAN-INCERC and the National Housing Agency.   

Structure of the Report 

2. The report has six main chapters in addition to the executive summary: Introduction, 

Overview of MRDT, Policy Management, Operational Management, Budget and Financial 

Management, and Public Procurement.  The Operational Management chapter has four sections, 

each covering the activities of a specific DG.  These sections are divided into six subareas:  (i) 

Structure and Responsibilities; (ii) Programming and Budgeting; (iii) Staffing; (iv) Internal and 

External Collaboration and Synergies; (v) Challenges; and (vi) Recommendations.  

Recommendations for all sections are grouped as follows:  (i) short-term (less than 6 months); 

(ii) medium-term (6-18 months); and (iii) long-term, requiring more than 18 months for 

implementation. The main findings and recommendations of the functional review are 

summarized below. 

Context 

3. The roles, responsibilities, and activities for which MRDT is responsible are 

complex and challenging.    Generally speaking, MRDT works toward making Romania ―a 

country with balanced development at territorial and regional levels, which provides 

opportunities to meet citizen‘s aspirations in terms of access to utilities, housing and basic 

infrastructure, allowing for harmonious development and competitive tourism.‖     According to 

the Organizational and Functional Regulations (ROF)  of the ministry, this is to be achieved 

through a number of subordinate activities: realize government policies in the areas of regional 

and territorial development, cross-border, transnational, and interregional cooperation, 

territorial planning, urbanization and architecture, housing, municipal management and real 

estate development, public works, construction and tourism, through functions of strategic 

planning, regulation and certification, representation, authority, administration and 

implementation of programs financed by national, EU, and other legally established sources, 

and promotion and coordination of national tourist destination. 

 

Reconciling this mandate and activities in the ROF into a coherent vision, strategy, and set 

of activities and programs is not a simple task, and is yet to be achieved.  MRDT faces a 

significant challenge in terms of how to (i) develop a coherent vision and strategy for the 

ministry to underpin the stated objectives; (ii) translate this into a set of activities and  programs 

that can realize objectives; (iii) maximize intra- and interministerial synergies and minimize 

duplication; (iv)  develop a programmatic approach to resource allocation for activities and 

programs; and (v) introduce a clear and robust performance measurement and monitoring system 
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to assess progress toward achievement of objectives. Finally, MRDT needs to ensure the 

appropriate staffing levels and human resource skill mix to cover the range of activities and 

programs, and maximize performance in its priority sectors.  Not much progress has been made 

on this multifaceted challenge to date. 

  

4. One of the main difficulties is that the sector range and scope of MRDT has changed 

numerous times in recent years.   It evolved out of the joining of the Ministry of European 

Integration and the Spatial Planning and Public Works Delegation of the Ministry for Transport, 

Construction and Tourism in 2006.  In 2007 it was transformed into the Ministry of 

Development, Public Works and Housing. In 2008 the nomenclature changed once again, to the 

Ministry of Regional Development and Housing. Finally it settled on the current form in 2009 

when the Ministry of Tourism (formerly the National Agency for Tourism) was merged with it to 

form one ministry. 

 

5. The evolution and consolidation of the MRDT has also significantly impacted its 

staffing and budget resources, both of which have been reduced significantly in recent 

years.  In particular, when the Ministry of Tourism and the Ministry of Regional Development 

and Housing were combined in 2009, the number of staff across entities was reduced from 1,300 

to the current 725. 

 

6. MRDT has a relatively flat hierarchical structure. Most departments have a general 

director in charge, or a chief officer (sometimes both), with working staff directly under them. 

The salary structure is also flat, with a small pay difference between directors and their 

subordinates. However, staff that work on EU projects can receive salary augmentation of up to 

75 percent of their base pay.  Such a difference can affect morale and productivity among those 

who do not receive the extra funds, and it can also create incentives for other units to rationalize 

their involvement in management of EU-supported programs, thereby increasing the bureaucratic 

layers of these programs. The salary cuts of 25 percent of base pay, and personnel restructuring 

that were prompted by the global financial crisis, added complexity and stress to the staff 

conditions of service. 

7. MRDT’s budget is dominated by implementation of EU-supported investment 

programs.  In 2010, the ministry administered policy measures funded by a budget allocation of 

about RON 4.65 billion, RON 2.1 billion of which represented the state budget portion 

administered by the General Directorate for Economics and Administration (DG-EA). More than 

65 percent of the budget is dedicated to EU-related transfer payments, financed by EU funds 

(primarily the European Regional Development Fund) and national counterpart financing from 

state budget sources. The remaining 35 percent of the budget primarily covers interagency 

transfers for nationally funded programs (25 percent) and other state budget allocations (10 

percent) for purposes of operational expenses and capital investments of the MRDT and other 

state entities ( figure 2.2 in main text). 

Main Observations of the Report 

8. The Ministry of  Regional Development and Tourism is a complex organization that 

essentially remains a three-part entity (Regional Development, Public Works, and 

Tourism) and is responsible for two main types of activities:  (i) strategy development and 
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regulations (policy management), which are the steering functions providing strategic direction 

to the ministries activities; and (ii) investment programs and projects (operational management), 

which comprise the rowing functions, the set of activities (mostly investments) that help the 

ministry achieve its strategic objectives and realize impacts on the ground.   

  

9. In practice, at its core MRDT functions mostly as a public works agency, 

emphasizing the rowing functions (investments) at the expense of defining and providing 

strategic direction (steering).  The majority of ministry activities and expenditures are related 

to implementation of a wide range of investment programs, some of which are EU-supported 

while others are financed entirely by the national budget (henceforth ―budget programs‖).   

These budget programs, while important, are characterized by a significant amount of 

duplication and inefficient allocation of resources when placed in the context of (i) ongoing 

investment programs within MRDT itself and (ii) investment programs undertaken by other 

ministries with formal responsibility for infrastructure investments, such as the Ministry of 

Environment and Forests, the Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, and the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development. 

 

10. Structural instability and lack of attention to steering functions are the root causes 

of the most of the programmatic duplication.  The ministry structure changed four times in the 

past five years, through a series of mergers of ministries and agencies.  This has not helped to 

develop a consistent sphere of operation.   Equally important are the fundamental weaknesses in 

its approach to policy formulation, strategy development, and performance monitoring and 

measurement, most of which are severely neglected.  Many programs are holdovers from past 

incarnations of the ministry. 

 

11. As a result, the sum of its investment programs do not add to a consistent whole, nor 

is there any clear way of assessing progress toward achievement of the ministry‘s stated goal of 

developing ―a country with balanced development at territorial and regional levels, which 

provides opportunities to meet citizen‘s aspirations in terms of access to utilities, housing and 

basic infrastructure, allowing for harmonious development and competitive tourism.‖ 

 

12. MRDT needs to reorient its focus on the overwhelming emphasis on investments by 

rebalancing and repositioning itself as a strategic policy actor in its core sectors.  This 

would  mean that MRDT would articulate the policy framework for regional development, 

tourism, and public works and position itself to steer the direction and nature of sector 

investments within its own units and across the Government of Romania as a whole.   This 

enhanced policy role would require MRDT to alter its current approach significantly and develop 

a much stronger commitment to the development of sector strategies and policy frameworks. 

 

13. To begin with, the ministry needs to develop a coherent overarching strategy and 

vision for regional development and tourism in Romania.   In practice, these sector strategies 

may be either distinct or interrelated.  The strategies need to be supported by clear and realistic 

performance indicators to measure ministry and national progress toward achieving sectoral 

outcomes.   MRDT will also need to assess current and proposed future investment programs 

against how likely they are to contribute to the strategic objectives of the ministry and sectors, 

and to the achievement of real measurable and monitorable outcomes. 
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14. The Institutional Strategic Plan (ISP) 2010-2013 is MRDT’s only document that 

attempts to articulate an overarching strategy for the ministry.  It was developed by the 

Public Policy Unit (PPU), which is mandated to coordinate strategic planning, policy 

development, and performance monitoring within the ministry but is largely marginalized.   

Looked at in isolation, the document is quite good, summarizing what each individual unit within 

the ministry is doing and outlining simple performance indicators to track past performance and 

set future targets.  It is accompanied by a programmatic budget that specifies necessary funds for 

achieving these targets, and the programming timeline is set to correspond with the timelines of 

EU structural funds. 

 

15. In reality, the ISP does not have strong MRDT management buy-in, as it responds 

to an external mandate rather than internal recognition of the need for a strategy.  The ISP 

was required by General Secretariat of the Government (GSG), Government Decision GD 1807 

(2006)—Management Component and GD 158 (2008)—Budgetary Programming Component;  

preparation was delegated to the PPU.  Rather than providing a clear vision and strategy for 

MRDT with measurable and monitorable indicators, the ISP weaves together a narrative of the 

functions assigned to MRDT into a strategic document.  The preparation of the ISP appears not 

to have benefited from senior management oversight or guidance. 

 

16. While the PPU is supposed to help other departments draft needed policy papers to 

underpin new legislation, in actuality it is rarely consulted. Policy changes are usually 

initiated in a vacuum, with little consideration of how these changes might affect other units and 

other sectors.  In addition, policy papers are rarely developed prior to drafting new proposed 

legislation.  The PPU has an understanding of how all the units within the ministry work, and as 

such should be involved in coordinating policy initiatives to ensure synergies and improve 

efficiency and effectiveness. Most DGs acknowledged that the lack of a coherent policy 

framework often severely impedes their work. 

17. MRDT faces a critical challenge in minimizing inconsistencies in its approaches to 

the management and implementation of investments between EU-supported and 100 

percent government budget programs.  These are currently very significant and will require 

both improvements in the strategic underpinning of all programs and a clear and consistent 

approach to the selection and evaluation of all programs implemented by MRDT, irrespective of 

funding source.  

 

18. The rules of the game are far better articulated and much more transparent for EU-

supported programs than for 100 percent budget financed programs.  EU-supported 

programs, namely the Regional Operational Programme (ROP) and the European Territorial 

Cooperation (ETC) programs, are governed by clearly articulated programming guidelines, 

eligibility criteria, application procedures, and evaluation processes.  The same cannot be said for 

the MRDT budget programs, for which the rules of the game are very unclear, there is little 

transparency in terms of eligibility criteria and evaluation processes, and the governance of 

investment programs appears to be very weak.  This has created a strong public perception that 

MRDT investment programs that are financed 100 percent from state budget are more political 

than technical and strategic. 
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19. Absorption of EU-supported programs (ROP, and ETC), while among the best in 

Romania, is very low compared to other EU member states.  The ROP is the best performing 

program among Romania‘s sector operational programs.  However, at 5.11 percent absorption it 

is one of the worst performing among EU member states.  Hence, there can be little comfort in 

the ROP‘s position as the best among an overall set of extremely poor performers. 

 

20. MRDT has taken several important steps to further improve program performance in 

terms of absorption of the ROP.  The disbursement rate since in January 2011 indicates that 

after years of delay the absorption may speed up significantly.   Performance in terms of impact 

is far less clear, and it is not certain that recent disbursement acceleration with be sustained, 

especially if beneficiaries are not provided adequate implementation support (such as 

procurement and contract management discussed in the report).    

 

21. Simultaneously, state budget programs, including the new €4 billion National 

Programme for Infrastructure Development, appear to significantly duplicate EU 

supported investments, especially ROP activities (most of which receive an 85 percent subsidy 

from the European Regional Development Fund) and have a relatively low fiscal impact on the 

state budget.   Given the fiscal impact of the financial crisis on budgetary resources, such 

duplication is highly inefficient and costly.  It will also challenge absorption by creating 

incentives for localities to shift from EU to budgetary investments. 

 

22. EU-supported programs are likely to be crowded out by duplicate and less rigorous or 

transparent budget programs.  The weak governance of budget investment programs and 100 

percent financing from the state budget for projects proposed by local authorities has led to 

significant crowding out of EU-supported programs as local political leaders seek the least costly 

and rigorous path to realizing local infrastructure aspirations.   Freed from the need to clearly 

justify strategic the fit with objectives articulated in the ROP—or the technical and financial 

sustainability to independent evaluators—the emerging trend is for lower quality projects with 

far less likelihood of contributing to the stated mandate of MRDT being diverted to budgetary 

programs, with significant implications for both effective and efficient use of public resources, 

and strategic impact of local investments. 

 

23. As MRDT scales up the size of its investment programs (for example, Programme for 

National Development Investments, or PNDI), it will need to build up its implementation 

capacity on public procurement. Currently, DG Public Procurements is understaffed and has 

very limited technical capacity on public procurement of civil works. The massive numbers of 

local beneficiaries of MRDT budgetary programs have no resources at the level of the ministry 

to help interpret basic requirements or learn best practices in contract management. 

 

24. Much greater alignment of strategy and investments is also critical for the 

development of the tourism development sector.   There is a National Tourism Development 

Master Plan 2007–2026, which was prepared for the ministry and was intended to be used as the 

―umbrella policy‖ by the National Tourism Agency (now General Directorate for Tourism within 

MRDT).   While it can be improved, the Master Plan provides a road map for the sustainable 

development of tourism in Romania.  However, it is not being implemented, nor is any part of 

the DG Tourism accountable for ensuring its implementation. Further, investments and tourism 
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promotion activities are weakly coordinated and integrated and do not address the main 

challenges for the sector as identified by the Master Plan or by the private sector stakeholders 

who were widely consulted in the context of this functional review. The Institutional Strategic 

Plan and the Master Plan are the only documents that attempt to anchor MRDT activities in a 

strategic context.  

 

25. MRDT can address these observed weaknesses in its programming through a 

significant push to develop a clear strategic vision, strengthen its policy development and 

formulation processes, and introduce robust performance monitoring and measuring processes 

with a results framework, which can serve as the basis for assessing how well it is contributing to 

the key regional development and tourism challenges facing Romania. 

 

26. This functional review includes a wide range of suggestions aimed at helping MRDT 

address its current challenges.   It is hoped that the structure of the ministry remains stable long 

enough for the management team to develop and implement the recommended reforms.    The 

ministry has not been well served by the constant changes to its structure and functional domains 

over the past five years. 

 

27. The ministry has some key strengths that it can build on to improve its overall 

effectiveness across the broad range of mandates.  These pertain to staff motivation and pay, 

budget execution, senior management commitment to enhancing effectiveness and efficiency of 

ministry performance, and continuity and existing capacity of staff implementing EU-supported 

programs, both ETC and ROP. 

 

28. Staff is motivated and relatively well paid.  Despite the well-publicized staff and wage 

cuts for public administration staff, the base pay is among the best of all ministries. A significant 

number of staff qualify for the 75 percent bonus for implementation of EU-supported programs. 

 

29. MRDT is one of the better performing ministries on budget execution. While the 

budget is designed in a functional and not programmatic fashion, MRDT is among the best 

performing ministries and executes its budget relatively well within the established guidelines of 

the Ministry of Public Finance.  Comprehensive software for financial management functions is 

being used in some parts of the ministry. 

 

30. The ministry has a good record on stakeholder consultations and public outreach 

though Web sites and other media.   It has done a better job on beneficiary consultations than 

most other ministries with investment programs, through there is room for improvement. 

 

31. There is some capacity already for enhanced strategy and policy formulation.  There 

are several units, especially the General Directorate for Territorial Development and the Public 

Policy Unit, which possess many of the core skills needed to help mobilize the strategy 

development and performance management and monitoring processes.  Now they need to be 

empowered to play this enhanced role within the ministry. 
 

32. Preparations for the 2014–2020 EU programming period provide an excellent 

opportunity for MRDT to strengthen its strategic focus and influence EU strategic 

directions.  Romania will be expected to be an active participant in the dialogue on the future 
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EU Regional Policy Framework, currently under discussion.   Strengthening the overall internal 

strategic discussions of the ministry will enable it to help Romania be less passive and reactive 

than during the lead up to accession. 

 

33. The ministry has piloted e-applications under the ETC programs.   Though it has had 

limited success, it is ahead of the game on this innovation and can build on this for future 

programming periods.  

 

34. The appraisal framework of the EU-supported programs, especially the pool of 

independent evaluators, provides a model for project evaluation that can easily be extended 

to budget programs.   This would introduce consistency in the implementation and management 

of MRDT‘s investment programs and enhance their transparency and governance.   Since these 

systems are already in place, MRDT can apply them across programs while avoiding some of the 

negative aspects of structural funds program implementation to date: delay and excessive 

bureaucracy. 

 

35. Senior management is highly motivated to improve the functioning of the ministry 

and increase its overall effectiveness and efficiency.   Therefore, there is an excellent 

authorizing environment for instituting fundamental changes, and this can significantly enhance 

the functioning of MRDT and the overall performance of regional development and tourism 

sectors. 

 

36. Below, we highlight some of the core issues and critical actions that would help to address 

the key challenges and opportunities identified in the context of this functional review. 

Recommendations for Improving Policy Management 

37. The first priority for MRDT should be to develop a clear overarching vision and 

strategy that underpins its activities.   Such a strategy, which would serve as the basis of 

designing investment programs, and developing policies and regulations for regional 

development, tourism, and public works, is critical for helping the ministry to develop a strategic 

approach to its operations, and address broad sectoral challenges in a coherent and consistent 

manner.   This will require that the ministry rebalance its focus from an overemphasis on 

investments toward providing the overarching strategic direction and policy frameworks within 

which regional development and tourism can flourish.  

 

38. The ministry should strengthen the internal processes for introducing new legislation 

and policies, beginning with mainstreaming the use of policy papers.  These papers should be 

seen as an initial step to outline the rationale for proposed legislation and investment programs, 

and should identify ways of monitoring intended outcomes and impacts. Only one technical DG 

prepares policy papers regularly, and in 2010 no policy papers were prepared by MRDT despite 

the number of legislative changes proposed and introduced for government decision.  Policy 

papers can be developed and reviewed in close consultation with the PPU, which might also lead 

the process based on inputs from technical units, and the unit should be fully integrated into the 

policy-making process of MRDT.   
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39. A policy performance monitoring and measurement system should be developed and 

introduced to measure impacts of policies and investment programs on sector outcomes. 
Currently, the efforts to build an effective performance-oriented system are only at the beginning 

stage, and they should be much more oriented towards measurement of policy outcomes 

measurement rather than just outputs (completed projects) or inputs.  The performance 

monitoring system should be linked to clear and measurable results articulated in the new 

strategic vision and plan for MRDT. 

 

40. The quality of public consultations and outreach to stakeholders and intended 

beneficiaries should be enhanced to clarify rules of the game and refine proposed 

investment programs. Stakeholders and public consultation are embedded both in policy-

making procedures and in transparency laws. Public consultations were used for the ROP during 

the planning/programming phase, as a specific requirement of EU-driven policies and 

procedures. The public consultation in MRDT is usually limited to publication of major legal act 

proposals on the MRDT Web site, in accordance with the transparency law requirements.  Not 

all legal acts are published or updated to reflect the versions to be submitted for the 

Government‘s approval. Inadequate consultation up-front is widely seen as contributing to 

significant violations of program eligibility rules by beneficiaries during implementation.  These 

violations require a significant amount of DG Legal staff time to recoup costs of ineligible 

projects. 

Key Recommendations for Improving Operational Management 

41. Start preparing for the 2014–2020 ROP cycle now with a strong partnership across 

the ministry. Though the ROP is the best performing Sectoral Operational Programme  (SOP) in 

Romania, it is lagging behind most other member states and will have to significantly speed up 

disbursements in the remaining four years (to 2015) to maximize absorption.  Ensuring both 

absorption and impact at this stage will be difficult.  However, several lessons have been learned 

by the managing authority (MA) and can be used to prepare the 2014–2020 programming period 

and avoid current difficulties.  Given the very slow start to the ROP, it would be important to 

start planning now in order to expedite the rollout of the 2014–2020 program.  The MA for ROP 

and Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) should start identifying the strategic priorities, and 

work collaboratively with the DG Territorial Development to conduct the regional needs 

assessments that would help develop a more strategic program for 2014–2020.   

 

42. Simplify application procedures for ROP and ETC programs for the next EU funding 

cycle, keeping the possibility of scaling up e-applications.  Both ROP and ETC were plagued 

by complex application procedures, partly because of learning by doing and beneficiary capacity 

constraints.  It is recommended that the e-application process that was piloted be fully introduced 

by the next programming period, and the Romanian legislation be modified to recognize e-

applications as valid for submission of projects.  Introduction of e-signatures by MRDT would 

enable ROP and ETC programs to speed up all pre-contracting activities, minimize error rates, 

and reduces costs of overall program management.   E-applications and signatures would also 

reduce the level of bureaucracy and save time and project submission costs for beneficiaries. 
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43. Develop clear procedures to enable effective collaboration of DG Territorial 

Development (DG-TD), PPU, and DG-ROP.  DG-TD is under-utilized relative to its potential 

to help with the strategic articulation of regional and territorial development priorities of MRDT 

and to facilitate coherence of investment programming.  Therefore, it is recommended this DG 

be assigned the tasks of articulating regional strategies and developing programming documents 

for 2014–2020 ROP and the ETC operational programs, as well as the investment strategies for 

DG Public Works and DG Tourism. This will ensure not only that the internal ministry resources 

are more efficiently used but that intra- and inter-ministerial coordination also takes place.  

 

44. Streamline contracting and disbursement procedures for beneficiaries. A number of 

measures can be taken to address the lag often faced by beneficiaries during contracting and 

disbursement stages.  In some cases, project implementation can take as much as two years to 

begin after the MA and the beneficiaries have signed the financing agreement (formally 

approving a project).  There is a range of reasons for this, including local legal procurement 

challenges, difficulties with cadastre, poor quality of detailed technical designs, or delays 

securing the required final permits (for example, construction permits and environmental 

permits).  By imposing a strict timeline for procurement and contracting of works once the 

financing agreement has been signed, disbursement can be accelerated for these programs.  

 

45. Rationalize audit and control procedures.  The audit and control procedures for 

operational programs far exceed the minimum requirements needed to ensure good fiduciary 

management of resources either at the MA or the beneficiary level.  This has emerged as a major 

tax on implementation capacity at all levels, as a significant amount of time and resources are 

utilized to create and support audit trails. For the purpose of simplifying project implementation 

as well as coordinating ETC program procedures with other partner countries, audit and control 

procedures should be reviewed to remove redundant and unnecessary requirements, and all 

remaining checks and balances should be fully rationalized.  Where these requirements are 

introduced by the Court of Accounts or other external auditors (such as the Anti-corruption 

Bureau), MAs, and national authority (NAs) should work with them to streamline and reduce 

these requirements. This will require allowing greater accountability thorough the 

implementation system. 

 

46. MRDT should rationalize the investment priorities of the PNDI to avoid duplication 

with EU-supported programs and other ministries.  The PNDI is a €4.0 billion program 

recently launched by the Government or Romania to fill gaps in infrastructure at the regional and 

local level and address excess demand compared to available EU financing during the current 

(2007–2013) cycle. However, many of the eligible investments appear to duplicate categories of 

projects financed by other parts of the Government.    

 

47. Strengthen the synergies and demarcation of government budget programs among 

ministries to help MRDT achieve its strategic objectives and EU convergence objectives for 

regions.  At the moment, beyond PNDI there is significant overlap between investment 

programs of MRDT and other ministries, especially the Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, 

Environment and Forests, and Agriculture and Rural Development (MARD) that do not exist 

among EU-supported programs of the same ministries.  In the context of programming for EU-

supported operational programs, the European Commission (under Regulation 1698/2005) 
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required the Government of Romania to identify synergies and demarcations among sector 

operational programs to avoid duplication and overlap.  This created significant internal 

collaboration and debate and ultimately achieved the intended result.   For example, it was 

decided that to distinguish between target beneficiaries for local infrastructure of the ROP and 

those of the Rural Development Plan implemented by MARD, only localities with populations 

larger than 10,000 would be eligible for ROP financing.   The remainder would be required to 

apply to the Rural Development Programme, financed by the European Agricultural Fund for 

Rural Development (EAFRD).  No such demarcation is observed between 100 percent budget 

funded programs, many of which appear to duplicate each other. 

 

48. Enhance the governance, rigor, and transparency of the approvals process for 100 

percent budget financed investment programs.  Building on lessons learned and processes in 

place for EU-supported programs, MRDT should introduce clear and rigorous systems to 

evaluate project technical and financial readiness and strategic fit with broad goals for 

investment programs.   It should introduce systems with calls for proposals and independent 

technical appraisals of projects and limit presentations of projects by elected local authority 

heads to very specific circumstances where interjurisdictional collaboration and cost-sharing 

need to be confirmed.   This will enhance the objectivity and fairness of project selection, 

significantly enhance the quality of the pipeline of investments funded through the budget, and 

improve the ability of budgeted investments to contribute to strategic sector objectives. 

 

49. Systematically implement the Tourism Sector Master Plan 2007–2026 and put in 

place a mechanism to monitor outcomes and introduce periodic updates when needed.  This 

will provide a national strategic planning context for tourism development in Romania.  DG 

Tourism should establish a unit or designate a team that manages and monitors implementation 

and coordinates with other departments, agencies, ministries, and organizations. A system of 

regular reporting and monitoring and evaluation (M&E) can be established by regional and local 

tourism development authorities to ensure national and interregional coordination of tourism 

development plans, policies, and programs. 

 

50. Establish a steering committee with decision-making authority that manages and 

monitors implementation and coordinates with other departments, agencies, ministries, 

and organizations. Given the central importance of this role, it is recommended that this 

committee include stakeholders from outside the ministry and report directly to the director 

general. Without this context and committee, it is nearly impossible to achieve concrete results 

based on the Master Plan and thus implementation of the country‘s tourism policy. 

51. Enhance the data generation capacity and policy relevance of the National Research 

Institute for Tourism Development.  The institute is expected to provide critical data to the DG 

Tourism and the private sector, especially related to implementation of the Master Plan and the 

marketing strategy and plan. However, it is currently not playing this role effectively nor is its 

potential research contribution recognized by the private sector.  The institute should also be 

available to provide special studies commissioned by the industry. It should maintain a National 

Information System for Tourism that aggregates data and other content from the industry and 

localities and maintain a registry of ―tourism patrimony.‖  
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Main Recommendations for Budget and Financial Management 

52. Shift to a full-program-budgeting approach with performance indicators.   While 

consistent with the requirements under the public finance law, the current budget structure is 

functional rather than programmatic, which limits its usefulness as a tool for strategic resource 

allocation, effective management, performance measurement, and accountability. The proposed 

shift to program budgeting, if combined with a renewed formulation process, would provide for 

more strategic and efficient use of scarce resources by enhancing strategic allocations and would 

promote the decentralization of decision-making powers. It would also create more 

accountability, foster financial monitoring and feedback, and inform budget formulation for the 

next cycle. 

53. Introduce monthly financial reports and eliminate delegated controllers (double-visa 

system). The management team, with the help of the General Directorate for Economics and 

Administrative Affairs (GDEA), can produce an easy-to-read, easy-to-update monthly financial 

report, with performance indicators, to help management make strategic decisions, signal needs 

for intervention, and provide feedback for future budget formulation. Budget reporting and 

formulation should cover both nationally funded and EU-supported programs to provide a 

strategic overview on resources/programs managed by MRDT. The Ministry of Public Finance 

(MOPF) should proceed with its current plan of eliminating ex-ante delegated controllers by 

December 31, 2012, in order to reduce the extra administrative burden currently generated by the 

double-visa process. 

54. Roll out the financial management system to the entire ministry. MRDT uses a 

comprehensive software system for its financial management functions.  However, only MRDT 

headquarters and a couple of other entities are using the financial management system; MRDT 

should consider rolling out the system to the entire sector.  Additionally, it would be desirable to 

improve the interface of the MRDT software to allow an easier transfer to MOPF.  

Recommendations to Improve MRDT Public Procurement 

55. Develop standard tender documents for each procurement procedure, including 

standard contracts for works, goods, and consultant services, especially intellectual services such 

as technical design and technical assistance. 

56. DG Public Procurement should organize an advisory service team (such as a help 

desk) including staff with solid knowledge on procurement procedures and contracts for 

each type of task to be procured. The team would provide support to beneficiaries of MRDT 

financing in implementation of standardized procedures and contracts.   

57. Provide procurement capacity-building support to beneficiaries through workshops 

and training programs organized and delivered by the advisory service in DG Procurement.  This 

would be a great service to the technical and procurement staff of beneficiaries who are in charge 

of procurement and contract management and strengthen overall performance. 



1 

 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Objective 

1. The  objective of the Functional Review of the Ministry of Regional Development 

and Tourism (MRDT FR) is to assess the key functional strengths and weaknesses of 

MRDT with respect to its mandate, and to recommend, where appropriate, key actions that 

can help strengthen its efficiency and effectiveness.  The review was undertaken as part of 

Phase II of the series of functional reviews of Romania‘s public administration by the World 

Bank, as requested by the Government of Romania and the European Commission in a June 

2009 Memorandum of Understanding.  This review was conducted in close collaboration with 

the Minister of Regional Development and her senior leadership team, and includes key 

recommendations that are intended to be practical and implementable in the short, medium, and 

long terms.  

1.2  Scope of the Functional Review 

2. The functional review of regional development and tourism covers the main general 

directorates (DGs) and departments of MRDT as well as related institutions such as URBAN-

INCERC and the National Housing Agency.  Many of the issues at the heart of the MRDT‘s 

mandate are beyond the scope of this review, such as how to bring Romania closer to Western 

European markets and how to achieve balanced, harmonious internal growth and converge to EU 

regional averages.  However, the report will assess the effectiveness and efficiency of MRDT in 

areas and programs that aim to contribute to these broader objectives.   These would include 

programs such as the Regional Operational Programme (ROP) and European Territorial 

Cooperation (ETC), both of which are EU-supported, and the Public Works and other investment 

programs of the ministry that are financed entirely by national budget.  However, given limited 

time, this functional review does not cover the functions and effectiveness of the National 

Company for Investments.  The authors note that this may represent a significant gap in their 

analysis that could be assessed in the future. 

1.3  Review Methodology 

3. This functional review assesses how well MRDT is organized to carry out its 

functions and stated objectives/mission.  Where necessary, the review provides 

recommendations for strengthening the effectiveness and efficiency of the ministry across its 

core functional domains.  

4. To the extent possible, effectiveness of functional operations is assessed in terms of how 

well MRDT delivers on the outcomes for which MRDT is accountable.  

5. Operational efficiency will be measured in terms of MRDT‘s ability to achieve 

maximum results with minimum financial and human resources and within the shortest time 

possible: optimizing the use of available financial and human resources, including both EU-

supported and purely government financed investment programs.   
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6. The following areas have been assessed as part of the functional review:  (i) Policy 

Management, including strategy formulation and performance measurement and monitoring; (ii) 

Operational Management and Investment Programs; (iii) Budget and Financial 

Management; and (iv) Public Procurement. 

7. Policy Management:  This section of the report provides important background and 

general information related to the mandate of MRDT and its organizational structure as 

articulated in the Organizational and Functional Regulations (ROF).  It provides an overview of 

the range of responsibilities of the ministry and the sectors and themes in its functional domain.  

The policy management section also outlines strategy development within the ministry as 

understood by the team through meetings with the senior leadership team, and looks at issues 

related to overall prioritization of activities, coordination and synergies across domains, and 

issues of internal coherence between activities and mandates of the ministry.   The policy 

management section also looks as the issue of performance monitoring in the ministry, as a tool 

for assessing the impacts of both the implementation of policies and regulations of MRDT and 

the contribution of the significant number of investment programs to the achievement of 

MRDT‘s goals and mandates.   In this section, we include a review of two cross-cutting units— 

the Cabinet of the Minister and the Public Policy Unit—given their potential contributions to the 

effective management of policy in MRDT. This section also includes reviews of the DGs for 

Territorial Development and Technical Construction, the latter being responsible for most of 

MRDT‘s regulatory functions.   While DG Legal was not formally reviewed, several of the 

recommendations were heavily influenced by discussions within this DG—such as the 

recommendations on the use of public policy papers as inputs into the drafting of legislation for 

investment programs and the need for deeper public consultations on the design and eligibility 

criteria of investment programs,. 

 

8. Operational Management and Investment Programs: In many respects this is the core 

of the current set of priority activities of MRDT.   This section contains several chapters, each of 

which focuses in some detail on the operational workings of the key DGs of MRDT:  DG 

Regional Operational Program (managing authority for the Regional Operational Programme—

henceforth DG-ROP) and DG European Territorial Cooperation (DG-ETC).   These two DGs 

manage EU-supported operational programs, and DG-ETC is also the national authority of six 

programs.  This section also includes reviews of the DGs for Territorial Development, Tourism, 

Technical Construction, and Public Works.  The first of these is also the national authority for 

the ESPON Programme.  Finally, while the External Relations and Protocol (ERP) Unit was not 

formally reviewed, several recommendations were influenced by discussions with this team.  

One key example related to the management of ETC programs and the need to strengthen the 

interface between the ERP Unit and DG-ETC so as to better manage external relations.  And 

while the Tourism Intermediate Body was not reviewed separately, its functions were assessed in 

the context of the review of DG Tourism. 

9. Each of the subsections 4.1 through 4.4 is written in a modular form so that they may 

serve as self-standing pieces that can be used directly by the concerned DGs to review strengths, 

weaknesses, and recommendations.   These subsections are structured similarly into six sub-

areas:  (i) Structure and Responsibilities; (ii) Programming and Budgeting; (iii) Staffing; (iv) 

Internal and External Collaboration and Synergies; (v) Challenges; and (vi) Recommendations.    

The recommendations are subdivided into three timeframes depending on the feasibility for 
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easy/quick implementation:  (a) short-term (less than 6 months); (ii) medium-term (6 to 18 

months); and (iii) long-term, which are expected to require more time for implementation.  

10. Budget and Financial Management: This section assesses budget formulation and 

execution as well as procurement.  It covers the functions of the DG for Economics and 

Administration and the Internal Audit Unit.   The main topics covered are the budget 

formulation, accounting, reporting and internal audit, and the budget structure and sources of 

funding. 

11. Public Procurement: This section reviews the systems, procedures, and internal capacity 

of MRDT, as well as the application of the Public Procurement Law (PPL) from the perspective 

of beneficiaries of MRDT programs.  The section examines the overall procurement as well as 

the role of DG Public Procurement in supporting public procurement capacity of localities and 

other beneficiaries of EU and budget-supported public investment programs.   

1.4 Audience 

12. The main audience of the functional review is the senior leadership team of the 

Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism.  In particular, this review aims to recognize 

current institutional strengths and areas of effectiveness/success, as well as provide a set of 

practical recommendations for short-, medium-, and long-term actions that can help strengthen 

the effective functioning of MRDT. 

 

13. Given the context of the review, there are other stakeholders who have a keen interest in 

the review findings, including the European Commission and the General Secretariat of the 

Government of Romania.  However, a successful outcome of this review will require general 

acceptance and endorsement of the report findings by the senior leadership team of the ministry, 

as well as staff at all levels whose ownership of the findings will be critical to successful 

implementation of any of the report‘s recommendations. 

14. The functional review team has therefore tried to work as collaboratively as possible with 

key staff of the ministry to develop the analysis and recommendations in this report.  This has 

been somewhat of a challenge for everyone involved given the time constraints, but we are very 

grateful for the excellent collaboration of the MRDT team and their willingness to openly discuss 

strengths, weaknesses, and challenges faced in executing the MRDT mandate, and options for 

addressing remaining challenges. All errors of fact remain the responsibility of the team. 

1.5      Context 

15. Romania’s eight planning regions were among the poorest and fastest growing in 

the EU’s 27 regions until the financial crisis (see figure 1.1), and overall, Romania‘s gross 

domestic product (GDP) rapidly converged to the EU average, from less than 10 percent of the 

EU average in 1998 to about 20 percent by 2007.  While rapidly converging to the EU mean, 

Romania‘s planning regions remain among the poorest in the EU, having started from a 

relatively low base.   All except Bucharest-Ilfov are expected to remain Objective 1 regions in 

the 2014–2020 EU programming period (regions with less than 75 percent of EU average 

regional GDP).   
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Figure 1.1: Regional Distribution of Wealth in the EU 

 
 Data Source: EUROSTAT; © EuroGeographics for the administrative boundaries. 

 

16. An important challenge is to sustain the convergence momentum of the past decade.  

Between 2000 and 2007, Romania‘s regions were among the fastest growing in Europe. The 

recent financial crisis has dampened growth, however, with significant decreases in both exports 

and internal consumption. To help mitigate the impacts of future economic downturns, Romania 

will need to strengthen its internal markets and diversify export markets. Cross-boundary 

projects and agreements can potentially play a crucial role, and many such activities fall within 

the responsibilities of the MRDT. 

17. Another key challenge is to encourage the growing regions, while offering lagging 

regions the opportunity and tools to catch up.  One of the mandates of the Ministry of 

Regional Development and Tourism is to encourage harmonious development of all of 

Romania‘s regions. Some research, such as that presented in the World Development Report, 

2009: Reshaping Economic Geography, indicates that development is inherently uneven. As 

economies grow, some regions—usually the larger urban agglomerations—tend to develop faster 

than others.  In 1998, counties outside Bucharest had an average GDP per capita that was about 

56 percent of Bucharest‘s. By 2007, average per capita GDP of all 41 counties had decreased to 

only 37 percent of the capital. At the low end of the scale, lagging counties such as Vaslui and 

Giurgiu had an estimated GDP per capita that was only about 20 percent of Bucharest‘s.  The 

maps in figure 1.2 confirm that the counties with the highest gross regional product per capita 

were those that were closest to developed markets in the West or to international trade routes 

(Constanta and Timisoara). These counties also tended to be more urbanized, with a higher pool 

of skilled people and with a greater share of overall investments. 
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Figure 1.2: Romania-Regional Development Indicators 

 
  Data Source: Anuarul Statistic al Romaniei, MRDT, and EUROSTAT. 

18. EU membership has provided Romania with an important convergence opportunity 

through significant support to regional policy.  One of the main pillars of EU regional policy, 

from which Romania is expected to benefit greatly, is the convergence objective (Objective 1) 

which aims to address uneven development and decrease the gap between the poorest and the 

richest regions of Europe. Structural and Cohesion Funds aim, inter alia, to support this 

convergence objective. During the 2007–13 programming period, Romania is eligible to receive 

€19 billion in structural funds under Objective 1, across seven operational programs funded 

through the three structural instruments: European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), 

European Social Fund (ESF), and Cohesion Fund (CF).
1
 This financial support presents a unique 

opportunity for Romanian stakeholders (public authorities and private sector) to undertake 

investments that will speed up sustainable growth and regional convergence to EU averages. 

MRDT implements significant EU-supported programs, including (i) the ROP—of which it is 

the managing authority (MA)—a €4.4 billion program (including €3.7 billion in ERDF funding) 

that finances investments in subnational infrastructure, small and medium-size enterprises 

(SMEs), and tourism; and (ii) €1.5 billion in ETC funds for various cross- and transborder 

programs with neighboring countries financed through ERDF, the European Neighbourhood 

                                                      
1
 Romania will also receive an additional €13 billion in Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) funds during 2007–13.   
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Policy (ENPI), and the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA). The EU-supported 

programs managed by MRDT are graphically presented below in table 1.1, and will be discussed 

in some detail in section 3 of the report. 

Table 1.1: EU Funded Programs Managed by MRDT 

19. Strategic use of national budget investments can also help MRDT make a significant 

impact on regional development and convergence.  The Government of Romania has recently 

launched the National Program for Infrastructure Development through which MRDT will 

receive €4 billion in national budget funds to undertake complementary investments in local and 

regional infrastructure.   
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2.   Overview of Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism  

2.1  Overall Mandate 

20. The mandate of the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism (MRDT) is a 

summation of main activities carried out by individual and general directorates and 

constitutes a disparate mix of policy, regulatory, and investment activities.  The Institutional 

Strategic Plan for 2010–2013 states that the mandate of MRDT is to ―realize government 

policies in the areas of regional and territorial development, cross-border, transnational, and 

interregional cooperation, territorial planning, urbanization and architecture, housing, municipal 

management and real estate development, public works, construction and tourism, through 

functions of strategic planning, regulation and certification, representation, authority, 

administration and implementation of programs financed by national, EU, and other legally 

established sources, and promotion and coordination of national tourist destination, in 

accordance with Governmental Decision (GD) 1631/2009 on the organization and operation of 

MDRT, as amended and supplemented,‖ toward the vision of making Romania ―a country with 

balanced development at territorial and regional levels, which provides opportunities to meet 

citizens‘ aspirations in terms of access to utilities, housing and basic infrastructure, allowing for 

harmonious development and competitive tourism.‖     

21. MRDT is responsible for a complex array of activities.  Many activities are specialized 

and compartmentalized, and  the complexity creates challenges in achieving the ministry‘s 

objectives, including coherence of the ministry‘s activities; coordination of operations to 

generate synergies and minimize redundancies; streamlining of procedures;  rationalization of 

functions and resources through collaboration, multitasking, and cost-sharing;  recruiting and 

retaining a complete set of human resources that meets the diversity of skills required in covering 

all functions of the ministry; and  delegating authorities and providing oversight. 

2.2  Organizational Structure  

2.2.1  Main Directorates and General Directorates 

22. The ministry has had many incarnations. According to the provisions of GD No. 

1631/2009, the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism is a specialty body of the central 

public administration, with legal status, organized and functioning under the subordination of the 

Government.  In the previous five years alone it has changed names, organization, and 

attributions four times. It evolved out of the joining of Ministry of European Integration and the 

Spatial Planning and Public Works Delegation of the Ministry for Transport, Construction and 

Tourism in 2006.  In 2007 it was transformed into the Ministry of Development, Public Works 

and Housing. In 2008 the nomenclature changed once again, to the Ministry of Regional 

Development and Housing. That ministry took on the current name in 2009 when the Ministry of 

Tourism (formerly National Agency for Tourism) was merged with it to form one ministry. The 

current, multifaceted mandate of the ministry, in part, is a result of such a complex evolution.  

See figure 2.1 for the full functional organigram. 
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Figure 2.1: Organizational Structure of the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism 
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23. There are 10 general directorates and 12 divisions, one technical directorate (DT), 

and 14 other individual teams, directorates, divisions, and units in the ministry.  Key among 

these are (i) DG Managing Authority for Regional Operational Programme (DG-MA ROP), 

which is responsible for regional development programming; (ii) DG European Territorial 

Cooperation (DG-ETC), which manages cross-border, transnational, and interregional 

cooperation; (iii) DG Territorial Development,
2
  responsible for territorial planning, urban 

planning, housing policy, and architecture; (iv) Technical Directorate for Construction; (v) DG 

Public Works
3
 for housing, municipal management, and public works; and (vi) DG Tourism,

4
 

which manages tourism development and promotion.  

24. Most DGs, divisions, and units of the ministry report to one of the two state 

secretaries or the secretary-general of the ministry.  These two positions are the most senior 

political appointees (after the minister) in the MRDT hierarchy, and the most senior civil 

servants. The Minister‘s Cabinet, Advisory Council, Ministerial Leadership Team (Ministry‘s 

College), Control Body of the ministry and the Diplomatic Councilor, are exceptions that report 

directly to the minister.  The secretary-general delegates the oversight of DG Legal and several 

other divisions to the deputy secretary-general.  One of the state secretaries oversees DGs and 

divisions that mainly work on nationally funded programs, national policies and regulations, and 

programs funded by non-EU external resources.  The other state secretary oversees DGs that 

work on EU-funded programs (DG-MA ROP, DG-ETC, and DG Tourism).  DGs and divisions 

in charge of general administrative functions concerning procurement, monitoring and control, 

human resources, internal policies, protocols, auditing, legal affairs, etc., are under the 

supervision of the secretary-general. 

25. The reporting structure facilitates planning and coordination within nationally 

funded programs and EU-supported programs; it also complicates coordination between 

these programs and encourages duplication.  Similar types of public investment projects are 

financed by both EU-funded and nationally-funded programs; ensuring synergies and 

complementarities and reducing duplication require constant communication among the 

programs.    These programs should be seen as complementary and part of an overall strategy to 

enhance regional development, tourism, and public works sectoral outcomes. 

26. In practice, there is significant inefficiency and duplication of programs within the 

ministry and between MRDT and other Ministries.   This duplication is a significant tax on 

the public budget, especially in times of financial crisis.   Worse yet, it contributes to low 

absorption of EU-supported programs by encouraging potential beneficiaries to shift to 

nationally funded projects that seem to be much easier to access because of unclear rules, weak 

                                                      
2
 DG Territorial Development does strategic planning for territorial development, co-finances the development of 

urban plans, and develops methodologies for local development policies. 
3
 DG Public Works, Housing, and Construction handles public investment projects in a variety of fields (e.g., social 

housing, water networks, sewage systems, schools, sports halls, road infrastructure), and also offers grants (e.g., 

thermal-insulation of apartment buildings, guarantees on mortgage loans, or subsidies for new housing 

construction).  
4
 DG Tourism has assumed the attributes and responsibilities of the former Ministry of Tourism (e.g., international 

marketing, investments in the rehabilitation of cultural heritage sites, coordination of EU tourism funds, and 

privatization of state-owned hotels). 
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appraisal criteria, 100 percent financing from state budget, and little systematic monitoring and 

oversight.   

27. The Management Group, which consists of all DGs and directors of the ministry, 

coordinates interdirectorate activities and is chaired by the secretary-general.  Its purpose is to 

adopt measures to create and implement an integrated internal managerial control system; draft, 

implement, and evaluate the ministry‘s Institutional Strategic Plan; and ensure the achievement 

of the ministry‘s objectives in an efficient, effective, and economic manner. There are five 

subgroups: (i) Regional Development; (ii) Territorial Cooperation and Development; (iii) Public 

Works, Housing, and Construction; (vi) Tourism; and (v) Functional Capacities of the Ministry. 

All members of the subgroups are appointed by the broader group and are supposed to 

coordinate the ministry‘s work in these five areas.  Clear arrangements are not yet in place to 

allow these groups to play an effective coordination role, and they are not yet empowered to 

influence the coordination of the programs with external partners such as other ministries. 

2.2.2 Subordinate Agencies, Companies, and Research Institutions 

28. There are two entities under the coordination of MRDT. URBAN-INCERC, which 

conducts research in construction and territorial development to inform technical regulations, is 

coordinated, from the technical perspective, by the General Directorate for Territorial 

Development (DG-TD), the General Directorate for Public Works (DG-PW), and the Technical 

Directorate for Constructions (DG Constructions).  The National Institute for Research and 

Development in Tourism (INCDT), whose main tasks include marketing studies to inform 

decision-making on tourism promotion, is coordinated by DG Tourism.  

29. Two other entities are under the authority of MRDT.  The National Housing Agency 

(ANL), which currently implements programs on mortgage-financed housing units, rental 

housing units for young people, and housing units for young specialists who work in the rural 

areas, works under the authority of MRDT, with its board of directors chaired by the director 

general of DG-PW.  The National Investment Company (CNI), a joint stock company founded in 

2001 to run programs of public and social construction and rehabilitation, is also under the 

authority of MRDT, but the lines of authority far more obscure and the governance arrangements 

for CNI are neither obvious nor transparent.   

30. One entity is directly subordinated to MRDT.  The National Center for Seismic Risk 

Reduction (CNRRS) processes seismic records collected by the national seismic network system, 

assesses risks of existing buildings, issues new codes for seismic resistant design, and introduces 

technologies for retrofitting earthquake-vulnerable buildings and structures. It is subordinate to 

DT Constructions, which is required to endorse its intervention solutions.  

2.2.3 Regional Development Agencies and ETC Offices 

31. Eight Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) function as intermediate bodies for 

the ROP.  Their main tasks include (i) supporting the beneficiaries to prepare project proposals, 

(ii) processing project applications through management of calls for proposals and registration of 

applicants, (iii) organizing technical and financial evaluation sessions of project proposals, (iv) 

processing financial contracts with beneficiaries, and (v) verifying payment claims received from 
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beneficiaries.  Law 315 (2004) states that RDAs are legally registered nongovernmental and  

nonprofit bodies established by and subordinate to the Regional Development Boards (RDBs).  

In principle, RDAs are subordinated to MRDT (DG-ROP) only in terms of their role as 

intermediate bodies for implementation of the ROP.   There is an RDA in each of the eight 

NUTS II development regions: North-East, South-East, South, South-West, West, North-West, 

Center, and Bucharest-Ilfov.  (NUTS stands for the EU‘s Nomenclature of Units for Territorial 

Statistics.) 

32. For Cross-Border Cooperation programs (financed by ERDF, IPA, and ENPI) 

managing authorities and national authorities have five branch offices to facilitate 

communication and implementation of programs.  These offices are located in Oradea for 

Romania-Hungary; Calarasi for Romania-Bulgaria; Suceava for Romania-Ukraine; Timisoara for 

Romania-Serbia; and Iasi for Romania-Moldova. 

2.3 Budget Structure 

33. In 2010, the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism administered policy 

measures funded by a budget allocation of about RON 4.65 billion, RON 2.1 billion of 

which represented the state budget portion administered by the DG-EA. More than 65 

percent of the budget is dedicated to EU-related transfer payments, financed by EU funds 

(primarily the European Regional Development Fund) and national counterpart financing from 

state budget sources. The remaining 35 percent of the budget primarily covers interagency 

transfers for nationally funded programs (25 percent) and other state budget allocations (10 

percent) for purposes of operational expenses and capital investments of the MRDT and other 

state entities (figure 2.2).  

 

Figure 2.2: MRDT 2010 Budget by Funding Sources (in million RON) 
 

 
Data Source: MRDT Budget Department 
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2.4  Staffing 

34. The evolution and consolidation of the ministry has also significantly impacted its 

staffing and budget resources.  In particular, when the Ministry of Tourism and the Ministry of 

Regional Development and Housing were combined in 2009, the number of staff across entities 

was reduced from 1,300 to the current 725 (figure 2.3). 

Figure 2.3:  Distribution of Staff in MRDT (as of July 2010)
5
 

 

Data Source: MRDT Budget Department 

 

 

35. The MRDT has a relatively flat hierarchical structure. Most departments have a 

general director in charge, or a chief officer (sometimes both), with working staff directly under 

them. The salary structure is also flat, with a small pay difference between directors and their 

subordinates. However, staff that work on EU projects can receive salary augmentation of up to 

75 percent of their base pay.  Such a difference can affect morale and productivity among those 

who do not receive the extra funds, and it can also create incentives for other units to rationalize 

their involvement in management of EU-supported programs, thereby increasing the bureaucratic 

layers of these programs. The salary cuts of 25 percent of base pay, and personnel restructuring 

which were prompted by the crisis, added complexity and stress to the staff conditions of service. 

                                                      
5
 Graph prepared with data from MDRT‘s ―Tabel cu salariile nete incasate de salariatii M.D.R.T. in luna IULIE 

2010‖ found at www.mdrl.ro/_documente/organigrama_nou/iulie_2010.pdf, accessed March 2011.  Numbers 

indicate the posts in place, including those that are vacant. Some posts have since been abolished.   
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2.5  Toward Decentralization of Regional Policy Implementation (2014–2020 and 

Beyond) 

2.5.1   Current Subnational Framework for Implementation of Regional Policies 

36. Romania’s longer term agenda must include resolution of the structural weaknesses 

in the current regional model and strengthening of regional and local synergies among 

operational programs with territorial dimensions.  One of the key issues that Romania needs 

to address for the 2014–2020 programming period is how to strengthen the institutional 

structures and framework of regional development in future programming periods.  The 

emphasis of the 2007–2013 period was rightly on efforts to streamline and operationalize the 

ROP and establish clear lines of responsibility for managing authorities and intermediate bodies.  

However, the experience of the roles and responsibilities of RDAs, Regional Development 

Boards, counties, municipalities, towns, and social partners have underscored the need to address 

the fundamental structural issues and to strengthen the decentralization of regional policy 

implementation for future programming periods.   Below, we present a review of some 

experience of EU member states that Romania will need to draw on as it develops its regional 

structures. 

2.5.2 Romania’s Regional Development Model 

37. Romania has eight NUTS II regions, but it lacks a clear intergovernmental structure 

at this level as the NUTS II regions have been established primarily as planning regions.  

Under the Law on Regional Development (151/1998),
6
 Romania was divided into eight regions 

to implement preaccession programs:  North-East, South-East, South, South-West, West, North-

West, Center, and Bucharest-Ilfov. This regional structure has endured for the 2007–2013 

programming period.  These regions, however, do not represent formal administrative levels, and 

their intergovernmental status, not clearly defined, remains somewhat ambiguous.
7
  Each region 

has a Regional Development Agency, a regional technical body created to manage territorial 

programming.  Under Law 151/1998, RDAs were accorded NGO status rather than being 

designated formal government agencies.  The law also established a Regional Development 

Board in each of the eight regions.  RDB members include the county council president (usually 

the chair, appointed on a rotating basis) and the mayors of selected cities, towns, and communes. 

38. RDAs work differently in the various regions, although some evidence indicates a 

degree of collaboration in approach among some of them.  Some have embraced local power 

dynamics and political structures and are known to have good relations with the RDBs.  Others 

have had much more difficulty reconciling their technical role with the political realities and 

needs represented by the RDBs.  And as mentioned above, all RDAs serve as intermediate 

bodies for the MRDT, to undertake basic front-line responsibilities for ROP implementation. 

39. Strengthening Romania‘s regional model will require building a consensus on these 

various approaches and roles, including rethinking the legal status of the councils and agencies, 

                                                      
6
  Law 151/1998 was replaced by laws 315/2004 and 58/2005, but the principles remain unchanged. 

7
 The Romanian Government has so far decided not to amend the constitution to incorporate regions into the formal 

intergovernmental structure. 
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reexamining the attributions of existing regions, and reevaluating the overall process.  The main 

issues are summarized below. 

40. The limited and ambiguous legal status of the NUTS II regions is a constraint on the 

regional model and on the implementation of the regional convergence agenda.  The EU 

experience suggests that decentralized and subsumed systems evolve more easily in the context 

of formal levels of regional government, with their own parliaments and corresponding executive 

branches of government.  In a country recognizing 41 counties at the formal intermediate level, 

the regions have not been imbued with either the political or the technical capacity to negotiate 

with the central government or to drive a coherent regional development agenda in a 

postaccession context.  The EC strongly supported the continuation of the RDAs as ROP 

intermediary bodies for 2007–2013, building on the preaccession experience, and while the 

Government ultimately agreed, their role has been diluted over time and their capacity is 

generally underutilized. 

41. Governance and accountability framework within the regions must be strengthened.  
Under existing law (No. 315/2004), the regional governance structure is as follows:  The RDC  

coordinates the RDA, which has a nonprofit, nongovernmental status under the law.  As per the 

law, RDBs are required to (i) analyze and decide on regional development programs and 

strategy; (ii) approve regional development projects; (iii) present RDB proposals with regard to 

the National Regional Development Fund to the National Regional Development Council; (iv) 

approve the criteria, priorities, allocation, and destination of fund resources; (v) monitor the 

utilization of funds allocated to RDAs from the national fund; and (vi) ensure observance of 

regional development objectives.  The ROP, however, does not provide any information on the 

role of RDCs in project appraisal processes, and governance and partnership arrangements in the 

regional decision-making framework are not clearly articulated. 

42. RDBs need a broader basis of stakeholder consultations and participation with 

respect to local and regional priorities to better reflect local development aspirations and 

priorities in approved projects. The RDB comprises the president of each of the County 

Councils and representatives of commune, town, and municipal councils designated by each 

county over the duration of the mandate.  While in practice these designated RDB 

representatives are the mayors of these localities, the law permits the county to select any 

alternative it desires without overtly imposing a basis for the selection.  The law also includes 

county prefects (the national government head of deconcentrated county-level agencies) as 

members of the RDB, although without voting rights.  The RDB includes a mix of elected local 

representatives and appointed central government officials.  The law, however, is confusing with 

regard to the participation of commune, town, and municipal council representatives.  While 

article 7, paragraph (6) stipulates their participation outright, article 7, paragraph (8) allows such 

representatives to be invited depending on the nature of the issues under discussion.  It is unclear 

from the law whether this refers to additional representatives of localities invited to defend 

specific projects or to a more general framework overriding paragraph (6).  Romania‘s national 

and local administration electoral systems are all governed by proportional representation by 

party list.  At any given time, the president of the county council speaks for only part of the 

council.  Thus the RDB framework risks political capture by the majority party in a county or a 

region.   
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43. Below, we present a review of some experience of member states which Romania will 

need to draw on as it develops its regional structures. 

2.5.3  Lessons from Other Member States 

44. The comparison of other member states’ systems illustrates that there is no single 

successful model for regional policy implementation, yet the robustness of the institutional 

arrangements do matter.  EU member countries can be classified as federal, regionalized, 

decentralized, and two-tier unitary states in terms of regional development policy making. Spain, 

which is a unitary regionalized country, and Germany and Austria, which are federal states, are 

regarded as successful in the management of EU funds for regional development. The common 

point of these countries is their strong institutional arrangements at the regional level; both 

government and social partners are active at the regional level. Italy is a successful unitary 

regionalized state that has strong regional government authorities and well-established 

implementation arrangements. Ireland, which is a smaller country, has the reverse model of 

implementation arrangements when compared with Italy. Ireland is one of the most centralized 

states within the EU. However, it is very successful in the absorption of EU Structural Funds.  

 

 
 

45. Each member state has developed its own program management arrangements for 

implementation of regional policies. These include the approaches to program development, 

project generation, appraisal, selection, and monitoring.  In each member state, national 

Box 2.1  Regional Assemblies in Ireland 

The Republic of Ireland, which covers a land area of 68,895 sq. km and has a population of 4.1 million 

(2006), has a relatively centralised administration. However, the local and regional levels have 

important responsibilities in a number of key areas. Local authorities are elected every 5 years and are 

the main providers of local government services at county and city level. At regional level 8 Regional 

Authorities ( NUTS III) co-ordinate certain activities of the local authorities and play a monitoring role 

in relation to the use of EU Structural Funds. The country is further designated into two NUTS II 

Regions and two Regional Assemblies are responsible for managing the Objective 2 Regional 

Competitiveness & Employment programmes.  

There are no direct elections to the two NUTS II regional assemblies: instead members are nominated 

to these levels by their local authorities.  Each local authority has a certain number of nominations to 

an Assembly, based loosely on the population of the local authority area. The Regional Assemblies 

also have an Operational Committee, which is composed of Chief Executive Officers of public 

authorities in the region and the Directors and Cathaoirligh (Chairpersons) of the Regional Authorities 

in the region. This committee is chaired by the Cathaoirleach of the Regional Assembly and its key 

tasks are to advise and assist the Assembly in the discharge of its functions.  Each assembly has a 

Monitoring Committee for the implementation of the Regional Operational Programme, and role of the 

MC is to: (1) satisfy itself as to the effectiveness and quality of the implementation of all expenditure; 

(2) to consider the progress and impact of both co-financed and non-co-financed expenditure in the 

region; and (3) to make recommendations to the Regional Assembly, the relevant implementing 

government department at national level and the Department of Finance. Each Regional Assembly has 

a Director and a number of policy, programme, and administrative staff.   

Source: www.iro.ie/regional_assemblies.html 
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government and subnational actors have different degrees of participation in decision making 

and power. The role of nonstate actors or social partners also varies considerably.  These 

institutional arrangements for managing programs play a key role in shaping regional 

development decision making in member states. Box 2.1 presents the example of Ireland. 

46. The experience of the EU 15 and some new member states broadly points to four 

kinds of regional development governance structures that govern central and local 

relations (table 2.1). First is a primarily federal regional development regime, where 

subnational actors take the lead in defining policy priorities as well as in implementation of 

projects. Germany, Belgium and Austria fall within this category. Second is a regionalized 

unitary regional development regime where regional actors have formally defined rights and 

political autonomy, but limited budgetary autonomy. For example, in Spain, the logic is to jointly 

run structural policies because, despite the strong decentralization of the last years, in many 

policy areas the national level dominates. Other regionalized countries are France, Italy, 

Portugal, Czech Republic, and Poland. Third is a decentralized unitary regional development, 

where regions have limited powers and are not vested with real legislative autonomy—this 

would include countries such as Denmark, Finland, Ireland, and Sweden. Fourth is a primarily 

unitary regional development regime where central actors dominate the process of defining goals 

as well as how the goals are likely to be achieved. There are no politically elected regional 

governments and there are only two tiers of government, representing the national and local 

levels. This model includes countries such as Greece and Hungary.  Romania‘s current structure 

places it among this last group of member states. 

Table 2.1: Typology: The Territorial Structures of EU Member States 

Federal States Regional authorities (elected) with genuine 

legislative powers and institutionalized 

participation in federal decision making: 

three level systems 

Austria, Belgium, 

Germany 

Regionalized States 

(Unitary) 

Regional authorities (elected) with limited 

legislative powers and weakly 

institutionalized participation: three-level 

systems 

France, Italy, Spain, 

Portugal, Czech 

Republic, Poland 

Decentralized States 

(Unitary) 

Subordinate intermediate authorities above 

the local level with qualified autonomy and 

no legislative powers 

Denmark, Finland, 

Sweden, Ireland 

Two-tiered States 

(Unitary) 

No politically elected regional governments 

but with two-tier systems representing 

national and local levels 

Greece, Hungary, 

Romania 

     Adapted from Committee of the Regions (COR) 2002.  

47. The quality of social partnerships also matters to the success of regional 

development programming and implementation.  Social partners at the local level participate 

in the regional development programming cycle comprehensively via consultations. This 

illustrates that a centralized country can be successful in regional development if it has strong 

social partners at the local level and an effectively decentralized administrative structure.   

Romania should take note.  
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3.   Review of Policy Management 
  

48. By far the most underdeveloped area of responsibility of MRDT is strategy and 

policy development, and its system for performance monitoring and measurement.   The 

sphere of responsibility of the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism is very wide, yet 

its current policy making activities are very limited, compared with what would be expected to 

effectively provide the policy and strategic underpinnings for regional development and tourism 

sectors. This can partially be attributed to the fact that, as a concept and sector, regional 

development is quite complex and comprehensive, and still poorly understood, as is the 

appropriate policy role of government in development of the tourism sector. Many of the policy 

tools that have a bearing on these sectors come under the purview of other ministries – 

particularly the large ―traditional‖ ministries that have not been subject to many changes over 

time (e.g. the Ministry of Administration and Interior, the Ministry of Education, Research, 

Youth, and Sports, the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, the Ministry of 

Transportation and Infrastructure, or the Ministry of Environment and Forests). Currently, much 

of MRDT‘s work focuses primarily on investments, with little attention to policy making which, 

when done, is often ―outsourced‖ rather than developed by MRDT itself.  Where policy making 

is undertaken, it is done in a very ad hoc manner, with little attention to good practice in policy 

formulation. 

 

49. In practice, there are three parts to MRDT, each of which requires stronger 

attention to strategy formulation and development:  (i) Regional Development; (ii) Tourism; 

and (iii) Public Works (to which there is a strong bias in the ministry‘s budget supported 

activities).  All these three areas are complementary in nature, which is why they were clustered 

together under one ministry to begin with, but they also have idiosyncratic traits. Policies in the 

Tourism sector were previously under the purview of the Ministry of Tourism. Policies in 

Regional and Territorial development are less easy to define and implement, as they are fairly 

complex. There are several levels at which such policies can be implemented, each with distinct 

challenges: the regions, counties, metropolitan areas, municipalities, urban areas, and rural areas.  

Finally, there are a range of policies related to public works, such as housing writ large, and 

housing for different special groups, urbanization policies etc, which fall within the purview of 

this ministry.   Most policy making seems to happen in a fairly ad-hoc way, and is usually driven 

by ad-hoc assessments of measures needed to help facilitate implementation of public investment 

programs.  

  

50. While there is a Law 315/2004 on Regional Development in Romania, there is no 

clearly articulated national strategy for regional development.  Similarly there are no formal 

policy papers which have been developed on regional development that articulate how the 

Government of Romania (with MRDT playing a lead/coordinating role) intends to address the 

key regional development challenges outlined previously— such as inter-regional balance, 

convergence to EU mean, and increasing access to markets.   Law 315/2004 provides the broad 

statement of objectives and identifies the main actors.  However the roles envisioned for most of 

these actors and instruments (structures), especially the National Fund for Regional Development, 

National Board for Regional Development, Regional Development Boards, and Regional 

Development agencies have been diluted over time.   There is apparently no National Fund for 

Regional Development and this has in effect been replaced by the ROP.   The National Board for 
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Regional Development is not convened, and the role of the Regional Development Agencies and 

Boards has been circumscribed.    

51. Regional development programming is driven entirely by the EU-supported 

Regional Operational Programme.  It does not appear to be embedded in any specific national 

strategy for regional development.  Attention to broader formulation of regional policies is 

lacking, and critically, MRDT also does not play a coordinating role with respect to regional 

policy and strategy beyond the role of developing the programming justification for 

implementation of the priority axes of the ROP and ETC programs. 

52. There is no clear policy or strategy governing the specific public works investments 

undertaken by MRDT.  This is a major contributor to the duplication of public works 

investments with both the ROP and ETC programs and investment programs of other ministries.   

A more clearly articulated vision and strategy by MRDT for what public works are undertaken 

and for what purposes and outcomes, would help to rationalize the investment choices and 

exploit/explore synergies with other Ministries‘ programs. 

53. The Tourism Development Master Plan (2007-2026) which was intended to serve as 

the ―umbrella policy‖ for the sector is not in fact serving as a strategic guidepost.  DG 

Tourism does not formally implement it and is not held formally accountable for the results 

envisioned therein.   Most activities in the sector appear to be disconnected from the plan, which 

should be periodically updated and be used as a clear roadmap for sector interventions.  This is 

not to say that the plan cannot be improved, as it has all the basic elements needed and should be 

owned by the DG Tourism. 

54. MRDT functions more as an implementing agency for public works, regional 

development, and tourism investments, with some regulatory responsibilities, than a driver 

of sector policies and strategies that provides the vision and overall strategic coherence for the 

sectors and domains under its responsibility.  Not surprisingly, it does not have a strong system 

for monitoring the impact of investments of sector performance, or a clear system in place for 

measuring and monitoring sectoral outcomes.   While it does develop regulations and policies, it 

is relatively weak on enforcement of them given lack of staffing, capacity, and a general 

preoccupation with implementing investments, programs, and projects.    

55. MRDT still largely functions as a public works ministry and far less as the strategic 

anchor for the Government of Romania’s vision and strategies for regional development 

and tourism sectors.   The investment focus is acknowledged by MRDT as a source of pride, 

missing the obvious implication of failing to drive and coordinate the strategic direction of 

regional and tourism policies across the Romanian public sector.   Investments are seen as the 

priority, much more concrete.  The ministry has developed substantial experience and an 

impressive portfolio over the years, and even as the MRDT has moved through the various 

incarnations, the public works focus has been a constant. 
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3.1  Strategy Development: Priorities, Synergies, Coordination, Coherence 

3.1.1 The Institutional Strategic Plan (ISP) of MRDT (2010-2013) 

 

56. The development of the Institutional Strategic Plan (ISP) 2010-2013, to articulate an 

overarching strategy for the ministry, has been the main effort to date..  This was undertaken in 

2010 by the Public Policy Unit (PPU), which is mandated to coordinate strategic planning, policy 

development, and performance monitoring within the ministry but is largely marginalized within 

MRDT.   Looked at in isolation, the document is quite good. It summarizes what each individual 

unit within the ministry is doing and outlines simple performance indicators, which are meant to 

be used to track past performance and set future targets.  The indicators are accompanied by a 

programmatic budget that specifies necessary funds for achieving the targets, and the 

programming timeline is set to correspond with the timeline of EU Structural Funds.  The ISP 

results chain is summarized in figure 3.1 below. 

Figure 3.1: Results Chain of ISP
8
 

 

57. In reality, the ISP was written fairly quickly after the latest reincarnation of the ministry. 

It was aimed more at weaving a narrative of the functions assigned to MRDT into a strategic 

document, rather than being an expression of a coherent vision and strategy, with clear 

                                                      
8
 Some statements are abbreviated.   
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measurable and monitorable outcomes related to sector challenges.  The PPU was tasked with 

the challenge of creating a story-line for the activities of the widely varied units of the new 

ministry, and does not appear to have benefited from senior management guidance and strategic 

vision. 

58. The ISP suffers from several fundamental weaknesses, in particular: 

 The strategic and program objectives are in fact not objectives but sets of desires and 

actions that are vaguely expressed, not closely related to each other, and difficult to 

measure in terms of outcomes and impacts. 

 The activities listed are not well connected to the program objectives 

 Indicators are not clearly defined and often not much more than statements of intentions 

 The program budget is not connected to the activities, and some of the programs funded 

by structural funds are not presented in any significant detail. 

59. Few of the units within the ministry seem to pay attention to the ISP or appear to be 

guided by its contents, and most units craft their own strategies, in a relative vacuum. The 

DG Public Works, for example, has already set an investment program for the upcoming years 

that completely ignores the Institutional Strategic Plan. This DG represents the main investment 

arm of the MRDT for 100 percent budget-supported investments, undertaking a wide range of 

projects, from thermal-insulation of apartment buildings to developing water, sewage, and road 

infrastructure. However, those investments have not been undertaken very strategically; in effect, 

each county in Romania received about the same amount of funding, regardless of actual 

endowments and needs.  

60. While the Public Policy Unit (PPU) is supposed to help other departments draft 

needed policy papers to underpin new legislation, in actuality it is rarely consulted. Policy 

changes are usually initiated in a vacuum, with little consideration of how these changes might 

affect other units and other sectors.  In addition, policy papers are rarely developed prior to 

drafting new proposed legislation.  The PPU has an understanding of how all the units within the 

ministry work, and as such should be involved in coordinating policy initiatives to ensure 

synergies and improve efficiency and effectiveness. Most DGs acknowledged that the lack of a 

coherent policy framework often severely impedes their work. 

61. The newly launched National Program for Infrastructure Development (PNDI), a 

very ambitious investment program, which lacks strategic underpinning.  DG Public Works 

has been tasked to implement a significant share and MRDT will be responsible for investments 

totaling over €4 billion, through the end of the decade.  Like most others, this program is 

justified in terms of filling infrastructure gaps but beyond that has no clear links to key regional 

development challenges such as internal convergence, convergence to the EU mean regional 

GDP, balanced regional development, or strengthening Romania‘s links with the main markets 

of Europe.  Current indications are that each county will be assigned roughly the same amount of 

funding, namely €100 million for investments in infrastructure, irrespective of actual 

infrastructure endowments. However, as the maps in figure 3.2 below indicate, counties in 

Romania vary greatly in terms of infrastructure endowments and their ability to contribute to the 

broad strategic challenges mentioned above. As such, dividing the investment resources equally 

among counties would not appear to be a strategy that is likely to address the challenges at hand.   
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62. PNDI appears to be a significant duplication of investments undertaken by other 

programs and ministries, which is unfunded and likely to create massive long-term fiscal 

liabilities for the state.  Despite the Government decision to launch this program, it is unfunded 

and in the short term the financing burden is expected to be shifted to the private sector, with 

guaranteed lines of credit and IOUs.  Given the lack of a technical and strategic rationale for this 

new program or its links to any clear strategy that addresses regional development challenges, it 

does not appear to be an optimal use of resources during a major fiscal crisis. 

Figure 3.2:  Romania - Selected Regional Indicators 

 
 Source: Institutul Naţional de Statistică 
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63. This national infrastructure investment program is supposed to complement the 

Regional Operational Program (ROP) and cover investments that could not be covered 

under the ROP. This includes, for example, projects that are on the ROP wait-list, as well as 

projects that would add value to completed or financed ROP projects (e.g. completing a road that 

was started with ROP financing). The way it is currently structured however, might create  direct 

competition to the ROP.  Since DG Public Works does not require any co-financing from 

beneficiaries (e.g. county and local councils), they might well crowd-out ROP investments. The 

latter not only require co-financing from beneficiaries, but also presuppose complicated and 

intricate application procedures. Furthermore, the selection process for projects to be financed 

under the PNDI appears to be completely separate from process evaluation processes followed 

by the ROP, far less rigorous or transparent. 

64. The lack of a strategic vision and approach for DG Public Works, also affects the 

activity of subordinate agencies – the National Housing Agency and the National 

Investment Company. The investment programs of these agencies, and the DG as a whole, are 

marred by volatility and incertitude – e.g. they might be involved in a set of projects one year, 

and in a completely different set n another year. For example, the DG‘s thermal insulation 

program (which offered incentives for the insulation of apartment buildings) has been rather 

successful in several cities, spurring private initiative and interest very early on. In 2011, 

however, the program has been phased out with incentive packages reduced substantially – 

covering only bank guarantees for private loans. The reasoning behind this move is that the 

program is moving too slowly – i.e. there are only a limited number of apartment blocks whose 

thermal insulation can be financed every year. However, no studies have been conducted to 

assess the impact at the local level. Anecdotal evidence shows that in some cities, this public 

initiative has been widely mirrored by private initiative. Thus, housing associations that did not 

make it on the local waiting lists (those that would receive public support for insulation work), 

often resorted to completely financing insulation projects from private resources. Such a 

multiplier effect could be replicated in other cities, and the program as a whole could be used as 

an example for generating other public initiatives that, in turn, spur private interest and 

investment. 

65. Furthermore, it is not clear how MRDT strategies leverage or are influenced by 

policies and strategies of other ministries and agencies. For example, DG Territorial 

Development is drafting the Territorial Development Strategy of Romania, which will have 

implications for many other ministries (e.g. Ministry of Transport, Ministry of Agriculture, 

Ministry of Administration and Internal Affairs).  

66. Lack of data, staff, and necessary skill-sets are likely to be some of the most 

important road-blocks for enhancing future strategy development and policy formulation. 
Critical local or regional level data is not always available, nor its potential uses well understood. 

Several ministry units appear to be understaffed, and they often lack people with the right 

expertise to lead the process of policy formulation and strategy development. There are, for 

example, few planners in Romania that combine good design training (most have a background 

in architecture) with a good grasp of socio-economic principles and trends. There are also few 

economists that could assess the impact of proposed projects (direct, indirect, and induced), with 
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a higher level of precision. Even for the ROP, the goals set in the Program seem to be both 

modest and arbitrary, with no clear indication of how they were arrived at.  

67. Better data collection at the local level could create a more solid foundation for 

investment decisions, and could help to direct public funds where they are most needed. 
DG Public Works, for example, could organize its sports halls development program based on 

in-depth local surveys, targeting areas that have a dramatic increase in sports activities, and areas 

that have few sports facilities per capita. Similarly, DG Tourism could invest in expanding the 

tourism infrastructure in areas that have seen a dramatic increase in tourist arrivals, or in areas 

that could boost tourism revenues if the proper infrastructure were in place (e.g. ski lifts in 

mountain resorts). Better local and regional data could also benefit activities and programs of 

other ministries and agencies. 

3.1.2  Policy Formulation:  Recommendations 
 

68. It is important that the investment programs MRDT be based on clear strategies, 

and that are anchored in a well defined overarching vision is main sectors. MRDT needs an 

overarching strategy, a set of guiding principles that ensures the ministry functions as a 

collective entity and  can pull together the activities of its many units.   At this point, the work of 

most DGs is poorly integrated, and unit level strategies that have been devised so far by some 

individual units (DGs) appear to have  limited impact ore relevance from  overall strategy 

formulation our outcomes in the regional development and tourism sectors. 

69. A clear vision and a well-defined strategy would foster the adoption of a coherent 

policy framework, as policy making in Romania is mostly a reactive process. However, MRDT 

is not unique in this challenge, as policies across Romania‘s public administration are drafted in 

response to immediate needs rather than as a result of careful planning. For example, Emergency 

Ordinances have become more commonplace then actual legislative initiatives underpinned by 

policy papers or other evidence of fully developed strategic thinking. This type of uncoordinated 

policy-making is not only ineffective, but can also create much confusion. Often, policies are 

taken in response to a particular sector challenge, without consideration of the side-effects such a 

policy would have within and outside the sector.  

70. The MRDT could dramatically increase its efficiency and effectiveness if its 

activities were carefully planned to ensure that maximum impact is achieved with minimal 

public spending. To this end, strategic planning is critical for coherent and sustained sector 

development, and improved administrative performance. A clear VISION for the ministry should 

be translated into a coherent STRATEGY, which in turn should be operationalized through a 

PLAN or PROGRAM. Such a blueprint could not only ensure the coherence of all actions and 

policy instruments employed by the ministry, but also an efficient allocation of resources (staff, 

budget, IT). With the exception of the ROP and the ETC, which disburse EU funds according to 

clearly defined mandates, most other MRDT units have failed to either clearly define or achieve 

their strategic objectives.  
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3.2 Performance Monitoring in MRDT 
  

71. Strategies and policies for regional development and tourism require constant 

adjustments to maintain and enhance their effectiveness and relevance in a dynamic 

environment.  Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) functions constitute an important part in this 

process by informing the policy makers of the effectiveness of existing strategies and policies.   

 

72. The key strategies of the MRDT are outlined in the Institutional Strategic Plan 

(ISP), which is structured according to overall mandate, vision, sectoral priorities, and 

strategic activity directions for five areas: (i) regional development; (ii) territorial cooperation 

and development; (iii) public works, housing, construction; (iv) tourism; and (v) ensuring the 

functioning of MRDT.  Each strategic activity direction states an overall objective, accompanied 

by a set of budgetary programs through which the direction is pursued.  In turn, the ISP spells out 

program objective, impact, and outcomes for each of the programs and provides a set of output 

indicators and target values to monitor the performance of the programs (figure 3.1 above).  

Accordingly, in the given framework of the results chain, one would expect budgetary program 

outputs to contribute to the achievement of program objectives and impacts, which in turn 

contribute to the achievement of corresponding strategic activity directions outlined in the ISP.   

 

 

3.2.1 Challenges 

 

73. The objectives and outcomes as outlined in the ISP do not necessarily follow the 

logic of a results chain.  Often, the link between program outcomes and program impacts are 

either weak or not easily attributable.  Logically, program outcomes should help achieve 

program impacts and the overall objectives of strategic activity directions, not vice versa; 

however, in the case of ISP, some objectives are expressed as activities that contribute to 

budgetary program objectives.  For example, most of the SAD objectives are statements of 

activities, while budgetary program objectives are a mixture of higher level outcomes, activities, 

and specific physical outputs delivered through activities. In the case of SAD 2, for instance, one 

of the objectives is to ―support balanced development of eligible areas through ETC programs‖, 

for which four budgetary programs are put in place.  The objective of one of the budgetary 

programs is ―integrated territorial development through transnational partnership‖.  The lack of 

specificity also makes the interpretation of objectives and outcomes difficult, possibly causing 

the directions of the programs to fluctuate.  Vague statements of objectives and outcomes also 

make the monitoring and evaluation difficult.  It is difficult to interpret, for example, what it is 

meant by ―cooperation among border regions, communities, and authorities‖— which is clearly 

not an outcome.     

74. Many indicators do not measure the progress towards reaching the objectives and 

outcomes, as they only measure the amount of inputs disbursed, activities implemented, or 

outputs delivered. (For a complete set of indicators, see annex 3, table 2) Input level indicators 

are listed at the same level as activity and outcome level indicators, creating a long list of 

unrelated measures.  In practice, it would be difficult for these to inform policy makers as to 

whether policies and strategies are effective.  Many indicators may be measuring the level of 

disbursements or the delivery of specific outputs (products), but these indicators alone would not 

indicate to what extent the inputs and outputs are generating impact on the higher level 
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objectives. For example, for SAD 1, output indicators include the number of contracted projects, 

finalized projects, and equipment purchased.  These indicators measure activities and inputs, but 

not results.  Similarly, output indicators for SAD 2 include the number of project applications, 

selected projects, and projects in implementation, and only track implementation progress. 

3.2.2 Recommendations 

75. Revisit the objectives and outcomes of the ISP and reorganize them to form a 

logically structured results chain.  This action will help crystallize the difference and 

relationships between ends and means, and will require real strategic thinking by management to 

clearly articulate priority objectives and specific interventions required for each objective.  The 

results chain should consist of the following five links: (i) impact—the higher-order objective to 

which interventions are intended to contribute; (ii) outcomes—the short-term and medium-term 

effects of interventions‘ outputs; (iii) outputs—the products, capital goods and services delivered 

through interventions; (iv) activities—actions taken or work performed through mobilization of 

inputs to produce specific outputs; and (v) inputs—financial, human, and material resources (See 

figure 3.3). 

Figure 3.3: A Generic Results Chain Framework 

 

Terms as defined in OECD/DAC: Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management 

76. Redesign indicators to improve measurement of progress and analyze the 

effectiveness of strategies and policies.  Indicators should be carefully selected to monitor the 

progress towards objectives, in addition to the implementation status of interventions.  If 
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properly designed, analyses can be made on the correlations between the progress towards 

objectives, outcomes, and outputs, in order to evaluate the effectiveness of interventions.  

SMART principles, (which stand for: specific, measurable, achievable and attributable, 

relevant, and time-bound) should be applied in selecting the indicators.  Since monitoring of 

indicators entails periodic collection of necessary data, the availability and ease of collecting 

such data should also be taken into account in selecting the indicators.  Proxy indicators can be 

used where the data for desired indicators is hard to collect.  To assure timely and consistent 

monitoring of indicators, it is also advisable to assign a party responsible for providing the data 

for each indicator (as opposed to processing and analyzing the data, which are roles assigned to 

PPU).      

77. Allocate sufficient financial and human resources for PPU to establish and operate a 

truly functioning Management Information System (MIS) for IPS monitoring.  At present, 

in an effort to implement the Minister of Public Finance Order 946/2005 regarding the internal 

standards for performance audit, MRDT is in the process of establishing an effective 

performance-oriented management system. Within the ISP, PPU is formally tasked to monitor 

the performance of ISP under SAD 5; however, the system in place has been rather ad-hoc so far, 

with the PPU making weekly briefings to one of the prime minister‘s advisers on an informal and 

procedural basis.  An effective monitoring and interpretation of a comprehensive MIS would 

require an operational capacity that assures consistent and periodic collection and processing of 

monitoring data.   

 

 3.3  General Directorate for Territorial Development—Regional Development Policies 

and Planning  

3.3.1 Structure and Responsibilities 

 

78. In principle, DG Territorial Development plays a pivotal strategic and planning 

role, setting the principles for sound and balanced territorial development.  This includes 

the assurance of the proper legislative framework for the policies described above.  Such 

planning and policy development requires data and research on territorial development trends 

and challenges.  DG is aided by URBAN-INCERC, a public institute that sits under the umbrella 

of the MRDT and conducts research on issues pertaining to territory, urban development, 

construction, and architecture.  

 

79. In practice, the responsibilities of the DG-TD are diffuse and diverse and it is a 

marginal player in decision-making within MRDT. On the one hand, it has been difficult for 

investment-focused DGs within the MRDT and other relevant ministries to understand because 

of its more upstream conceptual role. DG-TD has also struggled to create a coherent work plan 

to promote public policies for the ministry as a whole, or inform strategy formulation within 

MRDT and across the Ministries as decisions on budget financed programs are not guided 

normally by upstream strategic planning and policy formulation linked to a coherent vision. DG 

Territorial Development represents the ministry and the Government in EU and international fora 

on territorial/regional/spatial issues (e.g. the European Network of Territorial Cohesion, the 

European Council Urban Development Group, the European Commission Work Group on 

Territorial Cohesion and Urban Matters, UN-HABITAT).  However such representation does not 
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translate into influence with respect to actual design of investment programs or definition of 

measurable outcomes. 

80. The DG-TD promotes public policies in three main fields: urban and territorial 

development; housing; tools (e.g. IT systems and databases) for sustainable urban and 

territorial development. In the ministry‘s Regulations for Organization and Functioning (ROF), 

the DG-TD is considered to be ―a technical body which shall coordinate its activity at a national 

level and shall prepare and promote for approval laws, guides, and rules of application in the 

following fields: strategic territorial planning, territorial development and cohesion, territory 

arrangement, urban development and architecture, management of public utilities, real estate 

development, and housing.‖ This is a wide field to cover, and the DG is not equipped to cover it 

efficiently. 

81. In terms of strategy setting, the DG-TD should ideally be thought of as a cross-

cutting unit helping with strategy setting within the ministry as a whole, and ensuring that 

initiatives are territorially and regionally coordinated. For example, the DG should work 

with DG Public Works and offer scientific backing and guidance for planned development 

projects. In reality however, its activity is poorly understood within the ministry. Much like the 

PPU unit, the DG Territorial Development is working on defining a more active and strategic 

role for itself. The challenge is to do so while providing value added for the other units, rather 

than being seen as an additional burden. 

82. To support policy and strategy making, the DG-TD manages spatial and territorial 

databases and performs analysis and research. It is the National Authority which coordinates 

and manages the ESPON 2013 program (European Network for Territorial Development and 

Cohesion) in Romania. ESPON provides data and research to support policy development within 

the EU. The program focuses on the spatial dimension of development, and looks in particular at 

how the European territory can be developed in a cohesive and harmonious fashion. DG-TD has 

also developed a national spatial analysis tool—Atlasul României—that tracks trends and current 

spatial issues within the country. At the local level, the unit is in the process of developing a 

digital database—SISDIEBDU—that is expected to inform policies and strategies in urban and 

territorial development.  Under Law 350 (2001) art. 14 a Territorial Observatory is envisaged as 

one of the main instruments needed for monitoring the implementation of the Territorial 

Development Strategy.   A Territorial Observatory project is also envisaged to support 

formulation and monitoring of public policies relevant for territorial development. 

3.3.2 Programming and Budgeting 

83. While DG Territorial Development has a mandate to help develop the strategic 

agenda of the ministry, it has a very small budget – mainly for staff salaries. In 2010, the 

budget that was allocated to the unit was around €3.6 million, or 0.4 percent of all funds 

managed by MRDT. Since it does not have a clear work program, the DG is in a poor position to 

ask for more resources. The DG-TD is supposed to help other units with their strategy setting, 

but it does not have a strategy of its own. The ministry‘s Regulations for Organization and 

Functioning state that the DG-TD has to establish activity objectives for the unit, as well as 

quantitative and qualitative indicators to measure them. However, the performance indicators 

that are outlined in the ministry‘s Strategic Institutional Plan do not adequately reflect the 
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breadth of the DG‘s area of responsibilities or its potential value-added. These indicators include: 

territorial management and functional tools; number of localities where SISDIEBDU works have 

been finalized; number of co-financed General Urban Plans finalized; number of urbanism and 

territorial documentations for cultural heritage sites; and number of updated territorial 

improvement plans. 

84. URBAN-INCERC is in theory self-funded, generating a significant part of its 

revenues from contracts within its area of expertise. In reality, it still depends on contracts 

and work done for the MDRT, and often faces cash-flow problems. In 2010, the research 

institute benefited from €0.46 million of state budget funds. The institute is also involved in 

attracting EU funds through proposed research projects, and offers consultancy advisory services 

to interested parties. For example, they help local authorities craft integrated urban development 

plans, which can be funded under Axis 1.1 of the ROP. The research institute could handle a 

larger work load and could be a more active player in attracting EU funds themselves, but in 

most cases they lack necessary co-financing. 

3.3.3  Staffing  

85. The DG Territorial Development has been particularly hard hit by the staff 

restructurings that followed the financial crisis. Thus, from a staff of 54 they lost 20 over the 

course of 2010. Since a hiring freeze is in place, the DG cannot replace staff lost through natural 

attrition (e.g. retirees, staff on maternity leave, or staff leaving the institution). However, even if 

the hiring freeze were to be lifted, there is no clear picture of what the staffing needs would be, 

as this is evolving. 

86. Given the DG’s area of responsibilities the unit does not appear to be adequately 

staffed to handle its potential work load – neither in absolute terms nor in terms of skill 

mix. There is a wide array of activities that have to be completed and not enough staff to deal 

with them all. For example, the SISDIEBDU database has to cover 320 cities and towns, and 

2,861 communes with 13,512 villages. In 2010, only 19 localities (mainly cities) were introduced 

in the database – and most have yet to be entered into the database. 

87. The existing skilled staff is often assigned work that is below their skill level and 

roles and responsibilities need to be better optimized. For example, researchers are assigned 

to respond to petitions and complaints received by the MRDT, rather than focusing on policy 

work. Some of them spent more than 30 percent of their time on such non-essential tasks that are 

bellow their skill level. This both disrupts the normal work-flow and leads to sub-optimal staff 

and skill allocation.  

88. URBAN-INCERC, for its part, has difficulties attracting qualified young 

researchers. The research institute is supposed to be financially autonomous, but it is a public 

institution that is governed by clear national rules and regulations. Some of these rules dictate 

who and how the institute can hire. –e.g., the academic achievement and set of publications a 

researcher needs to have to be eligible for a certain salary level. This is hoped to help mitigate 

nepotism and discretionary hiring, but it also serves as a serious barrier to entry for young and 

talented people.  
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89. In 2010, URBAN-INCERC had a staff of 347 and faced the challenge of keeping 

them all optimally engaged. The institute is doing research in a wide array of fields and some of 

its activities are in higher demand than others. In effect, some of its departments require 

additional labor force (e.g. IT, urban planning), while others are not aligned to market demand. 

3.3.4  Collaboration and Synergies 

90. DG Territorial Development should ideally inform the work done by every other 

unit in the ministry. As of now, its contribution to the ministry‘s work is fragmented and ad-

hoc. The unit more than often responds to demand-driven requests, rather than playing an active 

role in the way the ministry is organizing its work program and developing the strategic vision 

and policies underpinning its investment plans and programs. Pre-accession, the DG worked 

closely with the MA-ROP to try to articulate the growth pole strategy for the ROP Axis 1 of the 

Regional Operational Programme.  It also works well with the PPU and DG-ETC, but again this 

is ad-hoc rather than systematic.  

91. The DG-TD involvement with DG Public Works, DG Tourism, and DG Technical 

Construction is very weak. The DG-TD sometimes limits its work with these larger DGs to just 

providing maps when required. Since its activity is poorly understood, it has not managed to 

demonstrate how it can provide value added to the investment and policy work carried-on 

elsewhere in the ministry. 

92. Beyond MRDT, DG-TD is also supposed to provide expertise to other Government 

entities. According to the Regulations of Organizing and Functioning, it has to cooperate with 

expert divisions within the Ministry of Environment and Forests, the Ministry of Administration 

and Interior, and the Ministry of Culture and National Patrimony. It has also worked with the 

Ministry of Transport on identifying infrastructure needs and devising the spatial layout for new 

transport investments. To inform its research activities, the DG-TD sometimes collaborates with 

the National Institute of Statistics to secure territorial and regional data.  

3.3.5  Challenges  

93. The main challenge of the DG Territorial Development is to play a more active role 

in how the ministry plans, strategizes, and makes policy. To do so, the DG is in the process of 

crafting the Territorial Development Strategy of Romania, which, in principle, will have bearing 

on national, regional, county, urban, and zonal plans. It is hoped that the Spatial Planning 

Strategy will also inform the ROP and ETC OPs for the next programming period, as well as 

other OPs and strategies with a territorial component. However, without the proper legislative 

backing, it is unclear how the Territorial Strategy will influence patterns of development, 

especially the kinds of investments undertaken in the territory. Urban areas lack many legislative 

instruments needed for balanced and sustainable growth (e.g., legal framework for cross-

jurisdictional cooperation and metropolitan project implementation). 

94. Government-wide, DG-TD has to be more actively engaged with Ministries that do 

work with a territorial dimension. It has worked with the Ministry of Environment in 

determining flood areas and protected zones, with the Ministry of Culture in devising urban 

plans for cultural heritage areas, and also with the Ministry of Transport in determining 
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infrastructure needs. However, this work tends to be fragmented, and as the unit becomes less 

visible within MDRT, it runs the risk of becoming even less visible within the Government as a 

whole. 

95. Country-wide, DG-TD has poor links to localities. As such, it cannot accurately assess 

the main challenges in the territory nor adequately respond to them. Without an interface to 

municipalities all over the country, the policies promoted by the DG are likely to be done in a 

top-down fashion and only poorly reflect challenges in the territory. Urban development in the 

transition years has taken place in a haphazard fashion, and local authorities have usually 

responded to new urban changes rather than pro-actively guiding urban growth in a sustainable 

fashion.  

96. To address such urban challenges DG Territorial Development is trying to develop a 

framework for crafting general urban plans. Such a framework would offer local authorities 

the legal backing for addressing some of the development issues they are facing (e.g., dealing 

with illegal construction). The framework has to be built on close consultation with localities and 

communities to accurately capture the most pressing local development issues.   

97. Developing, implementing, and monitoring an urban development framework will 

require an adequate number of staff with the right skills-mix. In particular, the DG-TD 

requires specialized economists and planners with a good understanding of socio-economic 

issues. There is a good cadre of people with backgrounds in design, architecture, geography, and 

planning, but few that have a full understanding of complex socio-economic issues. In particular, 

there is a need for specialists that can measure the local impact of investments and policies 

promoted by the ministry.  

98. The quality of research activities and analysis will be dependent on the quality of 

data and information available. Right now, the DG-TD largely relies on data it receives from 

the National Institute for Statistics and Euro Stat, and develops little of its own data. In 

particular, there is a dearth of centralized and publicly available city level data. Such data is 

crucial for promoting sustainable urban and territorial development. 

3.3.6  Recommendations 

99. Sound and balanced territorial and regional development is a complex challenge, and the 

DG-TD has a complex mandate. To efficiently fulfill its mission, this DG has to play a more 

important role within the ministry, in terms of development of both polices and upstream 

articulation of the strategic vision for regional development.   If the ROP has the most diverse 

investment portfolio, the DG-TD has the most diverse set of thematic responsibilities, and needs 

to be empowered and properly staffed to fulfill its mission. 

 

Short-term Recommendations 

100. Develop a clear vision and strategy for enhancing the effectiveness of the DG with 

respect to its diverse thematic responsibilities.  This should include a clear set of objectives 

and monitoring indicators. As of now, the work the DG does is piecemeal and is driven by 
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responses to requests from other units within the ministry. A clear vision is the first stepping 

stone to developing a strategy and an action plan. A clear action plan can translate into more 

efficient staff allocation and better coordination with other units. 

101. Identify skills gaps and initiate a process of continuous staff training, skills 

upgrading, and strategic recruitment (e.g. replacement of retirees). The DG-TD needs to 

adjust its skills-mix to efficiently perform its various tasks. In particular, it needs more urban 

development economists, and urban planners skilled in incorporating socio-economic issues. 

102. Work with the PPU and MA-ROP, using clear and detailed procedures developed 

based on actual requirements of the Institutional Strategic Plan (ISP) 2010-2013, to 

monitor impact of projects designed under ROP Axis 1: Integrated Urban Development 

Plans. This activity will not only help track the performance of the ROP, but it will also provide 

the basis for an improved design of ROP 2014-2020, particularly in relation to urban and 

territorial development. 

103. Organize regular workgroup meetings (e.g. every three months) on urban and 

territorial issues. The DG-TD could work with the PPU to coordinate meetings and ensure 

attendance of vested stakeholders from within and outside the ministry. These workgroups would 

ideally serve as a platform for sharing resources and achieving synergies within the MRDT. For 

example, workgroup meetings on urban development challenges could inform the MA-ROP and 

DG Public Works about areas where investments would be most beneficial for sustainable city 

growth.   

Medium-term Recommendations 

104. DG-TD should play a central role in articulating the regional strategy and 

developing the programming documents for 2014-2020 ROP and the ETC OPs, as well as 

the investment strategies for DG Public Works and DG Tourism. This will not only ensure 

that internal ministry resources are more efficiently used, but will also ensure intra- and inter-

ministerial coordination. In effect, all MRDT investments and policy initiatives should have, 

whenever possible, a unique planning vision and a factual/empirical backing. This can help 

dispel accusations of collusion, corruption, biased decisions and political resource allocations. 

105. Create, maintain, and update a territorial and regional database, and make data 

public. In addition to the SISDIEBDU system, the DG-TD should also have a database of local 

socio-economic and urban planning data to inform its activities. The task does not necessarily 

have to be done in-house. It could, for example, be outsourced to URBAN-INCERC, who not 

only have greater capacity, but also have a more flexible hiring policy. Relevant local and 

regional data can be collected from already established sources (e.g. Institute for National 

Statistics, Ministry of Finance, and Local Chambers of Commerce) or could be collected using 

an internal methodology. When needed data is not available, the DG should look into ways of 

collecting it independently.  

106. Develop better communication lines with the territory. The DG-TD is tasked to 

design territorial and urban development policies, but it has insufficient connections to localities 

to be fully effective. Policy making is thus bound to happen in a top-down fashion, and it is less 
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likely to be embraced by local authorities throughout Romania. Being able to continually 

communicate with municipalities can not only lead to more informed urban and territorial 

policies, but it can also build a sense of ownership and commitment among local authorities. 

People are more likely to implement and enforce policies they had a say in. In a sense, the DG 

should do municipality outreach the same way localities should do community outreach. 

107. Work with the Cadastre Agency, and build on the SISDIEBDU database to develop 

a public platform for more efficient land transactions. Land in Romania, particularly around 

cities, is highly fragmented, and matching demand and supply is a difficult task. For example, to 

develop and industrial park on the outskirts of a city, a developer might have to identify over 20 

property owners, and convince them all to sell at a reasonable price. Having a public GIS 

database with all parcels of land, along with contact information of the owners, can ease land 

transactions, and ultimately allow cities to develop in a more sustainable fashion. This can also 

reduce the need for intermediaries, such as real estate agents, and can significantly reduce 

transaction costs.  

Long-term Recommendations 

108. Continually monitor and address territorial and regional development challenges. 

Urban and rural areas are in a perpetual process of change, facing a multitude of challenges. 

Local authorities are not always equipped to address some of these challenges and require 

backing from the national level. 

109. Continually promote and enforce good planning. New developments have sprung-up 

in the absence of clear planning guidelines, and because of poorly enforced building standards. 

The DG-TD should continually take stock of current urban challenges, discuss those with local 

authorities that are affected by them, and adequately respond to them. 

3.4  Technical Directorate for Constructions (TDC)—The Regulatory Role of MRDT 

3.4.1  Structure and Responsibilities 

110. The Technical Directorate for Constructions (TDC) is the national regulatory body 

for construction activities and is formally part of MRDT.  TDC is in charge of formulation of 

policies and regulations for the construction sector including technical requirements, building 

codes, conformity assessment of new construction materials, legislation on quality control in 

construction, methodological norms (e.g. for seismic safety investigation, licensing of freelance 

professionals in site supervision, design verification, technical experts, and auditors for 

insulation of buildings).   

111. TDC comprises two units, one in charge of development and monitoring implementation 

of technical regulations, and another in charge of monitoring and implementation of EC 

legislation in construction.  The main technical responsibilities assigned to TDC are: 

 Formulation of regulations for the construction industry including legislation and 

regulations regarding quality assurance, licensing, standard content of design documents, 
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reduction of seismic risk, guidelines for design, execution, and operation of 

constructions, harmonization with the Euro codes, and cost standards 

 Implementation of EC directives and norms regarding free circulation of products for 

construction and energy saving performance of constructions 

 Notification to EC and member states of Romanian draft technical regulations for 

constructions 

 Professional licensing of design verifiers, technical experts, site supervisors, and auditors 

for energy saving of buildings 

 Provision of technical information through Information Points for products for 

construction, energy saving of buildings, and recognition of freelance professions. 

112. TDC represents Romania in various EC Committees and working groups of the 

Council of Europe for technical harmonization in the construction sector.  It also serves as 

the technical secretariat of the Technical Committee for Seismic Risk Reduction in charge of 

review and endorsement of designs for seismic retrofitting and leads the Technical Council for 

Products for Constructions in charge of the review and agreement for use of new products and 

technologies for construction. 

113. TDC is also in charge of monitoring implementation of three special programs: 

 Program for seismic retrofitting of residential buildings with high seismic risk (in 

Bucharest and other municipalities).  Under this program TDC has responsibilities 

covering preparation of annual programs, organizing the review and approval of the 

designs for seismic retrofitting of buildings programmed for the following year, and 

mobilizing financing for design and implementation of projects, through transfers from 

state budget to county local administration. 

 Program for technical review, design and emergency intervention for buildings 

vulnerable to other hazards than earthquake, financed from MRDT budget.  Under 

this program, TDC plays a similar role of technical and financial programming, preparing 

for review and approval by the Technical and Economic Committee (CTE) of MRDT of 

the feasibility studies for the projects included in the annual programs, and technical and 

financial monitoring of program implementation by the National Company of Investment 

(CNI).   

 Pilot Program for ―in situ‖ testing of new materials and technologies for local roads, 

aimed at diversification of alternative solutions and enlarging the scope of use for new 

materials and technologies for rehabilitation of roads with low traffic.  This program is 

implemented on roads sectors proposed by local authorities and approved by MRDT.  In 

implementation of this program, TDC has similar responsibilities as for the other two 

programs.   

3.4.2  Programming and Budgeting 

114. TDC programs its annual activities in accordance with the requirements for 

updating, amending the existing legislation/regulations or drafting new 

legislation/regulations.  These activities also include the requirements for alignment of 

Romanian legislation to new EC directives or regulations.  For these activities, TDC needs 
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budget to recruit technical specialists to contribute to technical sections of the respective 

regulatory documents.   

115. For implementation of works under the special programs, planning is done in the 

previous year according to the work programs included in the contracts, but the final program is 

adjusted in accordance with the budget allocated to them.  In general, the budget allocated is 

about 80 percent of the estimate and has proved sufficient to respond to demand and contractors‘ 

implementation capacity. 

116. TDC holds regular meetings of the licensing commissions for freelance specialists, based 

on the applications received, and issues earlier notifications of the meetings for interested parties.   

3.4.3 Staffing 

117. TDC has 20 staff of which 11 are civil engineers.  However. the skill mix is inadequate to 

comply with the tasks assigned and insufficient to respond to tasks with the required quality.  

Despite this, it is difficult to recruit new technical staff with a wide range of experience in 

construction (design, execution) because of restrictions in staffing and low, unattractive salaries.  

However, given the increasing demand for review of technical standards and harmonization with 

EC regulations, recruitment of new staff with additional skills. including good command in 

foreign languages. may become a requirement  in the near future. 

118. In addition to the high demand for performance, the morale of TDC staff is affected by 

the differences in salary levels between them and staff involved in implementation of EC-funded 

programs.  This schism created tensions among staff and triggered low productivity not only in 

TDC but in all other similar units of the ministry where the staff is paid regular salaries (affected 

by the cuts imposed in 2010). 

3.4.4  Collaboration and Synergies (internal and external to MRDT) 

119. TDC has extensive internal and external collaborations, required for efficient 

implementation of its mandate.  Internally (MRDT), TDC leads or participates in various 

committees and commissions, and Information Points, acting as the technical regulatory body in 

the constructions sector. 

120. Externally, TDC represents MRDT with the technical universities (civil engineering), 

national institutes for research and development for constructions (Urban-Incerc, Institute for 

Earth Physics), and professional associations in the construction industry.  It participates in the 

Ministerial Committee for Emergency Situation, collaborates with the General Inspectorate for 

Emergency Situations, State Inspectorate for Constructions, National Regulatory Agency on 

Energy, and local public administration.   

121. Another dimension of TDC‘s external activity is its participation in activities organized 

by the DG Industry and Enterprises (representing MRDT), in the Permanent Committee for 

Construction, DG Energy and Transport, and Executive Agency for Competitiveness and 

Innovation.  In these activities, TDC contributes with Romanian experience in the construction 
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sector and provides information on new European regulations, technological experience, 

approaches and solutions applicable in Romania. 

3.4.5  Key Challenges  

122. TDC has two major challenges in implementing its mandate at a high level of 

performance, related to recruitment of staff and consultants. 

 Recruitment of staff with the required new skills is TDC’s biggest challenge.  The 

restriction in contracting new staff and unattractive salaries for the skills and performance 

required obstruct progress and improved performance. TDC has therefore found it very 

difficult to attract qualified new staff and develop the appropriate skills mix to match the 

changed scope of work and responsibilities assigned.   

 Recruitment of highly qualified consultants for intellectual activities has also proved 

difficult.  This is because of deficiencies in the practical application of public 

procurement rules where intellectual services are not appropriately weighted during the 

evaluation process.  Similar assessment procedures are used for intellectual services and 

other consultant services (such as cleaning, catering, etc.) where the weight of cost equals 

the qualifications.  As a consequence, consultants with lower qualifications get jobs 

because of the low price quoted. 

3.4.6  Recommendations  

Short-term Recommendations 

123. Standardize procedures for selection of consultants to facilitate recruitment of highly 

qualified specialists having the skills required by the assignment.  For this, the weight associated 

to price should not exceed 30 percent of the total and be, in general, around 20-25 percent. 

Medium-term Recommendations 

124. To enhance the skills mix of the staff under the restrictions imposed to recruitment of 

new staff, retired staff should be replaced with technical staff holding the required skills. 

125. Provide attractive incentives to staff holding the required skills and qualifications to join 

the ministry.   

3.5 State Inspectorate for Construction (ISC)—Enforcement of Regulations 

126. The State Inspectorate for Construction is subordinated to the Ministry of Regional 

Development and Tourism.   Its rules of organization and functioning were amended through 

August 2010 amendments of GD No. 1631/2009 regarding the organization and functioning of 

MRDT, and GD No. 405/2007 concerning GSG.   
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127. The changes to ISC and its corresponding Territorial Inspectorates for Construction at 

county level were reorganized given the fiscal constraints and the number of staff positions 

reduced from 1030 to 875.  The amendment to the government decision defines the role of ISC 

in the public administration, and eliminated the attributions that were overlapping with other 

specialized bodies of central public administration.   

128. Administrative and technical capacity of ISC seems to have been reduced exactly 

when there appears to be need for additional capacity to monitor the quality of public and 

private civil works.  The real paradox is that the scale-down in staff capacity of ISC due to 

fiscal and budgetary constraints has been followed by a significant ramping up of budgetary 

programs for civil works by MRDT and the Ministry of Environment and Forests, through the 

National Program for Infrastructure Development. 

129. There appears to be some conflict of interest in terms of the uniform 

implementation of ISC’s mandate.  Since the ISC is a subordinated unit of the MRDT 

responsible for ensuring compliance with construction regulations (developed by TDC), its 

ability to enforce the regulations and technical standards on public works investments 

implemented by MRDT is unclear.  And as a subordinated body rather than an independent 

agency, ISC‘s capacity to enforce construction standards on other ministries that manage 

significant public works programs is also very unclear.  ISC also has responsibilities for 

enforcement of regulations related to urban planning which further argue for independence from 

MRDT.  Under Law No. 350 (2001) on spatial planning and urban development and Law No. 50 

(1991) on construction quality, ISC is responsible for ensuring the quality of urban planning 

documents as per the regulations established by DG Territorial Development. These institutional 

conflicts of interests need to be addressed in order to maximize the effectiveness of ISC, 

especially in light of the generally weak enforcement of technical construction and urban 

planning standards in Romania. 

 

130. ISC should be reinstated as in independent agency subordinated to the Office of the 

Prime Minister or GSG.  This would reduce the potential conflict of interest likely to arise if it 

is placed under any line ministry which implements major civil works programs directly, e.g. 

Transport and Infrastructure, Environment and Forests.  
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4.   Review of Operational Management 

4.1  Regional Operational Programme (ROP) 

  

131. The Regional Operational Programme is one of the largest and most important EU 

funded program in Romania. To date, it is the most successful OP in terms of overall absorption 

of EU funds. It is also one of the most appreciated OPs, as a recent survey among 4,713 

beneficiaries indicated (fonduri-structurale.com). However its good performance within the 

country is marred by the fact that Romania is the one of worst performers in the EU in terms of 

overall absorption of EU funds. In January 2011, four years after the start of the programming 

period, Romania had only managed to absorb 9 percent of EU funds. This figure also includes 

pre-financing from the State Budget, which puts actual disbursements of EU funds at an even 

lower level. Thus, for four years in a row, Romania has been a net contributor to the EU, and it 

has five years to absorb 91 percent of remaining funds, while at the same time starting 

preparations for the 2014-2020 planning period. 

 

132. In addition to poor overall absorption, Romania also had one of the lowest relative 

allocations of EU funds out of any New Member Country. At €1,276 EU Funds per Capita, it 

receives less than half of what Hungary and Slovakia receive (€2,863 and €2,470 respectively), 

and significantly less than Poland (€2,181) (figure 4.1). It is true that the other countries, with the 

exception of Bulgaria, had the experience of the 2004-2006 programming period, and were better 

prepared to absorb EU funds. But, this still raises the question of whether Romania will be 

capable of absorbing more in the future.  

 
Figure 4.1: EU Structural Funds: Absorption Rate in January 2011 

 
Source: www.fonduri-structurale.ro 

133. Banking on good leadership and the experience of its staff, which previously worked 

on PHARE projects, the ROP performed well above the national mean. In fact, if taken 

individually, the ROP performed better than Bulgaria and the Czech Republic taken as a whole. 

In January 2011, it had an overall absorption rate of 14.89 percent. Actual disbursements from 

the EU, for completed investments, represented only around 3.7 percent of allotted funds.  
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4.1.1  ROP Structure and Responsibilities 

134. ROP is guided by the approved Programming Document and Implementation 

Guidelines.  The Managing Authority (ROP MA) is supported by intermediate bodies (IBs), the 

most important of which are the eight Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) that correspond 

to the eight NUTS2 regions of Romania:  South, Central, Southeast, Southwest, North, 

Northeast, Northwest, and Bucharest-Ilfov.  (There is also a Community Funds Management for 

Tourism Directorate, which is the IB for Axis 5 – Tourism). The MA-ROP and the IBs work 

together towards achieving the strategic objective set in the Programming Document: support 

―the economic, social, territorially balanced and sustainable development of the Romanian 

Regions, according to their specific needs and resources, focusing on urban growth poles, 

improving the business environment and basic infrastructure, in order to make the Romanian 

Regions, especially the ones lagging behind, more attractive places to live, visit, invest in and 

work.‖ Although this vision reads more like a summation of activities, it provides a foundation 

for strategizing and planning. 

135. The RDAs support the MA-ROP by undertaking administrative and financial eligibility 

checks (mostly), and are contracted by the ROP MA for these tasks. They also undertake a wide 

range of support and capacity building activities for eligible beneficiaries including support for 

understanding the processes and development of complex inter-locality projects. RDAs have 

about twelve years of experience and were created under PHARE Technical Assistance projects 

during the pre-accession period.   

136. The future and status of RDAs will need to evolve with the status of the Regions.   
The RDAs have NGO status, which on the one hand does not give them much administrative 

power, but on the other hand enables them significant flexibility as regional IBs – they are both 

implementers and service providers. The experience of the ROP shows that performance can be 

enhanced when responsibilities are devolved and results are accrued at the regional level. The 

ministry is currently researching opportunities to increase regionalization, which could not only 

improve public sector performance, but also boost the amount of EU funding that can be 

received in the 2014-2020 programming period. 

4.1.2  Programming and Budgeting 

137. The ROP is guided by a clear program with clearly allocated budget resources. ROP 

beneficiaries can access €4.3 billion (€3.7 billion of which are EU funds) for the 2007-2013 

programming period, and have to implement projects through the end of 2015. Funding is 

structured around 6 main Priority Axes,
9
 and the main beneficiaries are localities with population 

greater than 10,000, and to a lesser extent, NGOs, and small and medium enterprises (SMEs). 

Projects spearheaded by public entities and NGOs require only a minimum of 2 percent co-

financing, the rest being covered by EU grants (up to 85 percent) and the State Budget (up to 13 

percent). Private entities have to provide at least 30 percent co-financing, and can access up to 70 

percent of EU funding. 

                                                      
9
 Axis 1: Urban Development; Axis 2: Local Transport Infrastructure; Axis 3 Social Infrastructure; Axis 4: Local 

Business Environment; Axis 5: Tourism; Axis 6: Technical Assistance 
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138. The MA-ROP receives an annual budget allocation to cover both operational costs of the 

unit, and payments to the beneficiaries of the ROP. In 2010, the MA-ROP received a budget 

allocation of around €634 million, which represented 55 percent of all funds managed by MDRT.  

139. The allocated budget is usually less than actual expenditures. While a clear program 

is in place, following this program has proved to be difficult for the MA-ROP. To begin with, the 

ROP was approved by the EU relatively late, in June 2007, and the first call for proposals (for 

Axis 2.1: Regional Transport Infrastructure) went out in September of the same year. 

(Nonetheless, the Romanian ROP was one of the fastest approved OPs in the EU, and other 

Member Countries started their programs even later).  Furthermore, disbursements of EU funds 

did not proceed at the speed hoped by the MA, so overall there has been under-spending. 

140. Since disbursement of EU funds was slow in the previous 4 years, it will have to pick 

up speed in the next 5 years in order to meet overall disbursement targets for the 

programming period. This means that the MA will have to handle a high number of requests in 

a short period of time, and the ROP system will be under significant pressure. Requests for 

reimbursement go through the RDAs, the MA-ROP, the Ministry of Finance, the EU, and then 

back to beneficiaries. If a high number of reimbursement requests come in at the same time, 

there is a real possibility of a process slow-down.  

141. Due to low disbursement, funds from Axis 4.2: Brownfield Redevelopment have been 

re-allocated to other Axes. With the exception of two regions (West and Center), no projects 

have been received for this axis, for reasons that will be discussed later. Consequently, the MA-

ROP took the decision to move funds from 4.2 to other axes. The way funds were re-allocated 

varies depending on demand (e.g. number of applications for other axes) and on perceived needs.  

There is also a difference in performance across the other axes. 

142. Several ROP axes have been closed, while others still receive applications. In general, 

axes which funded projects that beneficiaries were comfortable with performed much better than 

axes where beneficiaries had a more limited experience. Most notably, Axis 2: Local Transport 

Infrastructure had a 48 percent absorption rate at the end of 2010, as opposed to Axis 1: 

Integrated Urban Development Plans, which only managed to disburse 2 percent. This 

difference in performance will require an adequate adjustment of current programming, and will 

offer valuable lessons for the next programming period (2014-2020). 

4.1.3 Staffing 

143. Overall, the MA-ROP and the IBs seem to be well staffed. They not only have the 

right skill mix and adequate number of staff (105 in total), but they also have very low attrition 

rates. Teams have been built and nurtured over a longer period of time (many of them worked on 

PHARE projects before working on the ROP), and they are in general very experienced. Staff in 

the MA receives a 75 percent top-off on their base salaries, as an incentive for the work they do 

on EU structural funds, but there is no differentiation based on performance. The IBs have an 

NGO status, and as such have a more liberal salary policy – they can adjust pay based on 

performance and based on needs, and have been quite adept at attracting qualified personnel. 

Interviewed beneficiaries remarked that they have a good working relationship with both the 
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RDAs and the MA, and appreciated the level of professionalism encountered when applying for 

ROP projects.  

144. However, for Axis 1, there seems to be a lack of qualified personnel that 

understands the complexities of urban agglomerations. Beneficiaries have experienced 

particularly long delays. Many have submitted applications in March 2009 and expect to sign the 

contracts in March 2011. The delays were in part caused because the MA did not have staff with 

experience in the field, and because it did not manage to find many expert evaluators with the 

necessary skills. Urban planners in Romania receive little training on socio-economic issues, so 

there are few specialists in the country that can tackle complex urban development problems. 

The MA plans to move staff working on Priority 1.3: Urban Centers, where most contracts were 

signed, to Priority 1.2: Development Poles. Also some staff will be moved other priority axes to 

work on Priority 1.1: Growth Poles. 

145. Further staffing needs of the MA will be covered by transferring people from 

PHARE projects that are winding down. The crisis has made new hiring in the public sector 

very difficult, as the Government has cut staff and salaries across the board, and has instituted a 

hiring freeze. This does not pose a problem directly to the MA, but they have indicated that they 

are sometimes left short-handed when young mothers take their annual leave for child-care. This 

problem is encountered in most public institutions. 

4.1.4  Collaboration and Synergies 

146. The MA-ROP works well with some units in the MDRT, and less well with others. 

There is some collaboration between the MA-ROP and DG Territorial Development. The latter 

helped define the strategy and structure of Axis 1 (e.g. identifying the growth poles and the urban 

development poles), but have not been involved in defining the overall ROP strategy (mainly 

because the two units were part of two different ministries at the time the strategy was written). 

The same issues in strategy mismatching are encountered in the Tourism sector, with the 

Ministry of Tourism being a separate entity up to 2009, and with the DG Public Works. 

However, synergistic working relationships are not yet in place and there appears to be some 

programmatic duplication across these DGs. 

147. Collaboration and synergies between the MA and the IBs can also be improved. 

Some of the RDAs are strongly of the view that further decentralization, both in terms of 

planning and implementation, would greatly improve the performance of the ROP. Some RDAs 

were disenchanted with their NGO status as it introduced a lot of uncertainty in their work with 

the MA. In particular, they complained about having to renew their working contracts with the 

MA every two years, although these are sole source contracts and they are expected to serve as 

IBs for the entire programming period. Re-signing the contracts is often delayed and RDAs have 

to provide bridge financing until contracts are finalized. Most RDAs faced cash-flow problems at 

some point and had to take out credits to pay staff salaries and other current costs. 

148. In terms of inter-ministerial collaboration, the working collaboration between MA-

ROP and counterpart DGs in Transport, Environment, and Administration could be 

enhanced. Many of the ROP investments are complementary to, and depend on investments and 

adjustments in these sectors. However, since the inter-ministerial prioritization mechanism is not 
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functioning well, opportunities for synergies have been missed. For example, a highways project 

financed through the OP Transport could inform where an ROP-financed industrial park will be 

situated. Similarly, a regional solid waste management system financed through the OP 

Environment could be complemented by improvements in the local infrastructure. Such 

synergies have rarely been encouraged though, with most SOPs focused primarily on speeding 

up absorption within their own sectors. 

4.1.5  Challenges 

149. The ROP has a mandate that was informed by a prior analysis of regional 

development challenges in Romania. Chief among those identified were (i) an increasing 

concentration of wealth and investments in the primate city, Bucharest; (ii) general urban decline 

across the country; (iii) the loss of urban functions in many one-company towns and industrial 

centers; (iv) an increasing gap between the West and the East of the country; (v) economic 

decoupling in under-developed areas along the Danube Delta and along the Northern border with 

Ukraine; (vi) massive out-migrations and a lack of needed skills in many industries; (vii) a 

declining and ageing population; (viii) the weak competitiveness of many businesses; (ix) the 

poor quality of available public infrastructure; and (x) the lack of experience of public officials 

in managing regional local development programs.      

150. These are basically the areas where the ROP is hoping to have an impact. However, with 

the pressure to absorb EU funds at a faster rate, the impact of the ROP expenditures is becoming 

secondary. Given the slow start and disbursement lag, the focus has increasingly shifted to 

spending allocated money, without much thought to quality of the project pipeline. It is therefore 

not clear whether the MA will be able to rebalance disbursement with impact, given the 

disbursement pressure.  

151. Generally, there needs to be a balance between absorption and impact. This delicate 

balance has to be kept at all times to ensure that ROP objectives are achieved (figure 4.2). If the 

focus is predominantly on impact (e.g. through careful screening of projects based on the 

multiplier effect they are expected to have locally), there is the risk that the application and 

evaluation process will become unduly long, affecting the share of EU funds that could be 

absorbed. If the focus is predominantly on absorption, there is the risk of having money spent 

without any real results. Or, worse, completed investments may be unsustainable and burden 

local budgets. 

152. A third major risk scenario involves a situation in which the EU and the National 

legal framework change so much as to jeopardize the progress that has been made so far on 

the ROP. In fact, such a scenario is possible since the legal system in Romania is highly volatile. 

For example, the recent crisis has prompted the Government to pass a law that both reduced the 

salary of public officials, and imposed staff cuts within public institutions. This left many 

beneficiaries (e.g. local councils) without the man-power needed to start projects eligible for EU 

funding. 
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Figure 4.2: ROP: Balancing Absorption and Impact 

 
 

153. Both absorption and impact partially depend on factors that are outside the 

influence of the ROP. For example, many infrastructure projects are halted because property 

issues have not been solved by beneficiaries. The beneficiaries themsleves often do not have the 

legal backing to acelerate project implementation.  Similarly, achieving the highest possible 

impact for every Leu invested rests on support received from other sectors – e.g. the presence of 

well functioning international transport corridors; an educated and skilled local workforce; and 

adequate adminsitrative capacity.  In more general terms, the level of development at which 

Romania finds itself creates a number of economic, social, and political inertias that are hard to 

overcome regardless of how well the MA and the IBs are organized. 

ROP Impact 

154. The ROP is driven by a Programming Document that spells out specific targets. 
From all the units of the MRDT, the ROP and the ETC are the only ones that actually have sets 

of indicators meant to measure impact of invested funds. As annex 3, table 2 indicates, the ROP 

anticipates that by 2015, 9,500 new jobs will either be created or saved, that 877 km of county 

roads will be rehabilitated/built/modernized, that 130 schools will be modernized, and that 500 

ha of Brownfield will be cleaned up and redeveloped.   

155. ROP outcome targets seem to be arbitrary, and vastly under-estimated. For example, 

creating or saving 9,500 jobs by investing €4.2 billion, means that every job created or saved will 

require a €4.4 million investment. In reality, it is likely that the ROP will have a much more 
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significant impact on local economies. Since the targets that are put in place are artificially low, 

there is no pressure on the MA, IBs, and the beneficiaries to achieve the highest possible impact. 

The onus is thus taken off public officials, and efforts are mainly spent on increasing the amount 

of EU funds attracted, not on using them diligently. (See annex 4 for ROP targets). 

156. Although the ROP had an impact assessment and prioritization function in place, it 

was taken out in October 2008, as it was perceived as both slow and ineffective. The 

Regional Committee for Strategic Evaluation and Correlation (CRESC) was a regional body set-

up with representatives from member counties - both public officials from county and local 

councils, and civil society and private sector representatives. Its role was to assess incoming 

applications and locally prioritize those based on the expected impact. The idea behind this 

Regional Committee was sound. How it ended up working in practice was less so. An interim 

analysis revealed that the process was highly politicized. Since local and regional authorities did 

not have a mechanism at their disposal to correctly assess the impact and importance of each 

individual project (e.g. standard tools such as an Input-Output system, or a Social Accounting 

Matrix), they resorted to political bartering to select projects. A project that was deemed 

important by a local official became a bargaining tool in discussions with other members of the 

Regional Committee. If the local official managed to get his or her project selected, they would 

respond in-kind, by voting-in the projects of the people that supported them.  

157. Projects are now contracted based on a First-Come First-Serve (FIFO) basis, as 

long as they score above the minimum threshold of 3.5 points. This has helped speed-up the 

application process, and ultimately helped speed-up absorption. While higher scores can be 

obtained for more innovative project proposals,  FIFO  has reduced the pressure on beneficiaries 

to apply for more innovative projects. On the whole, beneficiaries, especially from the public 

sector, have applied for run-of-the-mill projects that they were fairly comfortable with (e.g. road 

rehabilitation, modernization, or extension). These are likely to be approved if submitted early 

enough, and there has been a push to finish projects as fast as possible, so as to secure financing. 

For the future however, as experience is built up, it is crucial to aim for a more balance approach 

which gives more weight to quality of projects.  

158. The only Axis where prioritization of projects is still taking place is Axis 1, on 

Integrated Urban Development Plans (PIDUs). There are three types of PIDUs that can be 

submitted: for growth poles (the 7 largest cities outside Bucharest), for development poles (13 

medium-sized cities), for urban centers (all of the other cities and towns with a population of 

10,000 or over, including Bucharest). Funding for PIDUs for growth poles and development 

poles is fixed (the City of Oradea, for example, is an urban development pole that can access 

funds of up to €10 million for its PIDU). These cities know the amount of funding they will 

receive and they are working on submitting quality projects that will have the maximum impact 

locally. Urban centers are in an open competition for securing funding for their PIDUs, and the 

quality of their applications is evaluated and scored by experts from the region. Urban poles with 

applications that have higher scores are ultimately selected for financing. 

159. Given that preparations for Axis 1 have started relatively late, and given that PIDUs 

are more complex and undergo a more rigorous selection process, it is no surprise that Axis 

1 is the axis with the longest delays. Almost all regions in Romania were underperforming on 

this Axis. The long delays can be attributed both to beneficiaries, who often lack the skills to put 
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together relatively complex applications, and with the authorities in charge of the process. For 

example, many beneficiaries indicate that substantial time has been lost by the MA-ROP, 

because it was understaffed, and unable to easily identify qualified independent evaluators for 

PIDUs. Evaluators were selected in the middle of the process (there was no predetermined pool 

of evaluators that the MA could easily draw on), and many of them did not have the necessary 

expertise to assess PIDUs. They have therefore taken longer to go through these projects than 

authorities have anticipated. 

160. The other Axes are performing relatively well, and most had projects under 

evaluation or contracted that fully covered allocated sums. However, even these took a long 

time to get to the contracting phase and there were many unnecessary delays along the way. The 

next section will look at how some of these delays occur, and how absorption is being slowed 

down.   

ROP Absorption 

161. Improving ROP absorption is, to a large extent, dependant on improvements in the 

ROP process. As it stands now, the ROP process up to contract signing includes several key 

stages, each with its own challenges: 1) filling in the application, submitting it, and receiving the 

financing request; 2) administrative and eligibility evaluation; 3) technical and financial 

evaluation; 4) the analysis of the technical project; 5) site visit; and 6) pre-contracting.  

162. Applications have to be submitted to RDAs, including three hard copies of the original 

and a digital copy. The RDAs do the administrative and eligibility evaluation, ask for 

clarifications if information in the application is not clear, and if the applications meet the 

eligibility criteria they send it to the MA-ROP for technical and financial evaluation. The MA-

ROP contracts-out the technical and financial evaluation to independent evaluators, and requires 

them to finish their part of the process in a set time. If the evaluators score the application above 

the minimum accepted threshold, the applicant is required to submit a technical project. This is 

in turn evaluated by experts to ensure that estimated costs and timelines are realistic, and that 

expected outcomes can be achieved. If this step is also passed, a site visit is arranged to make 

sure that everything is in order and as described in the application, before proceeding to pre-

contracting.  Once contracting is done, the implementation stage comes with its own steps, which 

vary from project to project—e.g. tendering, contracting, procurement, and reimbursement. 

Apart from actual reimbursement, the MA and the IBs have little influence on systemic issues in 

the implementation phase. However, they can impose strict dead-lines and a system of incentives 

and/or penalties to encourage faster implementation.  

163. Axis 4.2 on Brownfield Redevelopment has been a particular challenge to 

implement. With the exception of some projects submitted in the West Region and in Bucharest-

Ilfov, no other region has managed to submit projects on this axis. Brownfield redevelopment is 

of critical importance to all cities, particularly to cities from Eastern Europe, which have large 

tracts of underused or idled industrial land in prime real estate locations. Redeveloping 

brownfields could not only help cities grow more sustainably (by avoiding Greenfield 

development and re-using existing infrastructure), but it could also help them revive 

communities and jolt local economies.  
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164. In Romania, a large part of existent urban brownfields are now in private ownership. 

Following 1989, industrial enterprises were hastily privatized in a push to modernize and 

increase the efficiency of Romania‘s industrial sector. Many of the enterprises that were 

privatized this way ended up being scaled-down or closed-down, with the owners waiting to sell 

the properties at a premium. Axis 4.2 only allows financing of brownfields that are in public 

ownership; however local authorities in Romania own very few brownfields. To this one can add 

the relative high complexity of Brownfield redevelopment projects (requiring expertise on 

environmental, economic, planning, social, legal, and design issues), the lack of experience of 

most local authorities with complex urban projects, and the stringent EU legal framework (which 

strictly prohibits the use of State Aid for redeveloping brownfields that are in private ownership). 

165. Since 2007, the MA, the IBs, and the Government have worked to reduce the length 

of the pre-contracting stage. Constant adjustments have been made to shorten the duration of 

individual steps, and application time was reduced from around 350 days in 2009, to around 280 

currently. There is however still room for improvement.  

166. The excessive bureaucracy is considered to be one of the main causes of the slow 

absorption process. In 2008, the Structural Consulting Group performed several surveys among 

beneficiaries of EU structural funds, using the fonduri-structurale.ro portal. They asked 3,266 

respondents to indicate what they thought to be the biggest problem of how structural funds were 

managed. 2,071 respondents came from the private sector (62.31 percent), 267 were NGOs (8.03 

percent), 380 were consulting companies (11.43 percent) and 606 were local, regional, and 

national public authorities (18.23 percent). Respondents considered that the best way to reduce 

application times was to reduce the amount of paperwork. For example, one beneficiary 

indicated that for a simple road project, they had amassed a total of 24,000 pages – 6,000 pages 

in original plus three hard copies. All of the 6,000 original pages had to be stamped and signed 

individually. In effect, the mayor had to assign a staff person who spent much of her time signing 

and stamping all of these pages.   Box 4.1 below highlights an initiative undertaken by the 

French government to accelerate SF expenditures. 

 

167. Beneficiaries also acknowledge that their limited capacity to co-finance and finance 

projects, as well as their lack of experience in preparing such projects (especially the 

financial and technical sections), is a serious impediment to accessing EU funds. Simplifying 

the application could help improve beneficiary capacity. In addition, the ROP funding 

opportunities and information on the program are not always publicized, and many potential 

Box 4.1:  Initiative by the French Government to Accelerate Structural Fund Expenditure 

In France, where decommitment has been a problem for many programs (especially Objective 1), a holistic 

approach has been developed to deal with it. In 2002, the government launched a package of measures aimed at 

increasing expenditure, including a substantial simplification of procedures, intensification of activities for 

animation and generation of projects, and greater involvement of local authorities and regions in managing 

funds. Specific actions included establishing regional-specific animation teams addressing needs identified by 

Regional Prefects and local partners and creating a national network of regional teams for the exchange of good 

practice. Application, commitment, and payment procedures were substantially simplified, including the 

creation of local competitive funds that enabled Regional Prefects to receive EU funds directly within one week, 

without going through the ministries‘ central accounts.  In the Alsace region, a decentralization pilot scheme 

was implemented to experiment with the transfer of management authority functions to a region. 
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beneficiaries (especially in more remote small cities and towns) lose the opportunity to access 

funding. A survey done by the MA does indicate that over 60 percent of people in Romania do 

not know that the ROP exists, and 54 percent are not aware of any EU funded projects in their 

localities.  

168. Another fonduri-structurale.ro survey was performed in February 2010, and respondents 

were asked again to indicate the main challenges in absorbing EU funds. Answers were sent in 

by 637 beneficiaries; representatives of the MA, consulting companies, and the banking sector 

(see results in table 4.1 below). 

Table 4.1 Results of Stakeholders Survey 

What Affects the Absorption of EU Funds? (February, 2010) 

1. Excessive Bureaucracy  33,59% 

2. Long evaluation and reimbursement times.  16,22% 

3. Lacking co-financing and banks‘ reticence in lending (given that completed 

construction and purchased equipment cannot be mortgaged)  

16,22% 

4. Applicant‘s Guides that are rigid and unclear, with last-minute corrections. 9,65% 

5. Poorly trained staff in the MA and the Intermediary Bodies, and poor communication 

with applicants/beneficiaries.  

7,72% 

6. Poor promotion of funding sources.  6,95% 

7. Lack of quality of consultancy services.  6,56% 

8. Lack of transparency.  3,09% 

Source: www.fonduri-structurale.ro 

 

169. The excessive bureaucracy was again considered to be one of the main impediments to 

faster absorption. The fact is that the bigger the paper pile, the more time one needs to spend 

reading the pile, evaluating, auditing, and controlling, and monitoring it. One local county 

official indicated that the room where their applications are kept is called the ―Dark Room‖, 

because application documents take up every inch of space. This not only creates work-flow 

issues, but has also caused them problems with the Court of Accounts, which has inquired about 

the large sums of money spent on paper, printing ink, folders, and other office supplies. 

 

170. A long evaluation time is another issue that has been flagged by applicants. 

Beneficiaries have complained in particular about the time their applications spent with the MA-

ROP and about not knowing the causes of the delays. Beneficiaries indicated that they had a very 

good working relationship with the RDAs. They had direct communication lines to these 

intermediary bodies, and usually managed to solve problems they had with relative ease. They 

rarely communicated with the MA-ROP and had a poor understanding of what happened to their 

applications once they got to the managing authority.  

171. Frequent changes in applicant’s guides and frequent requests by the MA and IBs to 

correct mistakes were another perceived problem. For example, the MA would frequently 

change applicant‘s guides to include additional eligibility criteria. Applicants who used earlier 

versions of the applicant‘s guides in preparing a project would be required to make changes to 

the application mid-way through.  

http://www.fonduri-structurale.ro/
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172. The First-In First-Out (FIFO) system that is currently used has some advantages, 

but also some constraints. The FIFO approach was primarily introduced to reduce application 

times and increase absorption, in the absence of an efficient prioritization mechanism. Some 

RDAs expressed the view that the FIFO approach should only be used for Axis 4.3 Micro-firms  

, where a large number of projects of relatively small value from micro-enterprises have to be 

processed and evaluated. 

173. Stages where significant time savings can be achieved is technical and financial 

evaluation of projects, and the time applications spend in auditing, controlling, and 

monitoring. Applications spend a significant amount of time with the MA because has tendered 

contracts for 3 evaluators contractors based on two year frameworks, instead of having a pool of 

evaluators. In addition, evaluators often lack the expertise and experience to efficiently perform 

the evaluation. The fact that they are selected through a tendering process that focuses on lowest 

price, means that price trumps quality and experience of evaluators.   And companies selected to 

undertake evaluation often bid very low to secure the contract then adopt a range of profit 

maximization strategies that ultimately translate into a combination of delays and poor work. In 

some cases, evaluators have been in a passive conflict of interest, as they also submit projects.  

174. Numerous other issues affect absorption at the implementation stage (see annex 4 

for application stages). Key among these are: cash-flow problems of beneficiaries; cumbersome 

tendering procedures; unclear contracting rules (with winning contractors often under-bidding 

during the tender and then raising the price once the contract has been won); and legal quagmires 

(contractors that lose a tender often sue the beneficiary and slow down the process significantly, 

without incurring any significant penalties if the lawsuit is frivolous). These issues will be 

discussed in greater detail in other sections.   

175. In terms of reimbursement, most beneficiaries have so far had a positive experience 

as funds were wired into their accounts at a relatively fast rate. However, the bulk of 

reimbursement request is just about to come, and the MA and RDAs will have to handle a 

significant volume of work in a short time span. It is thus critical that they prepare and analyze 

different scenarios that might slow-down or even block the process. 

176. Many needed changes cannot be implemented directly by the MA or the RDAs. 

However, both have the support of the Government, which considers the absorption of EU funds 

to be one of Romania‘s top priorities. Past experience indicates that the Government has been 

more than willing to work with the MA to improve the performance of the ROP.  

4.1.6  Recommendations 

177. The MA-ROP should look at how the unit can balance impact and absorption over 

the short, medium, and long term. Impact is likely to be less of an issue in the short-term, at 

least until the current programming is over, but it should play a more pivotal role in the future. In 

particular, the ability to design and measure regional impact of ROP should be one of the 

cornerstones of the 2014-2020 Strategy. Recommendations for speeding up absorption could 

look at how some of the pre-contracting steps can be shortened, as this is the stage where the 

MA-ROP has the highest influence, and at how post-contracting steps (where the Government 

can play a bigger role) can be streamlined with the assistance of the Government. 
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Short-term Recommendations 

178. Start preparing for the next programming period now. Even if talks with the 

European Commission on the future of Structural Funds have not been finalized yet, the MA-

ROP and the RDAs should start thinking about what needs to be done for the next programming 

period, and start drafting a strategy early– e.g. start with an analysis of regional performance and 

needs. The MA has actually requested the RDAs to identify regional needs for the next 

programming period and start drafting their own strategies. These strategies will be developed 

based on consultations with regional stakeholders and would culminate in a list of projects that 

could be financed with EU funds. 

179. Shorten the pre-contracting stage. At this stage, the MA-ROP receives the full 

application package from the RDA and ensures that everything is in order. What often happens 

in practice however is that the MA-ROP performs a de-facto re-evaluation of the financing 

request, asking for clarifications, additions, or requesting redone budgets and procurement lists. 

In effect, it is doing again the work that the evaluators are doing, or are supposed to be doing.  

180. The MA should undertake an analysis of potential bottlenecks in the 

implementation phase (e.g. tendering, procurement, contracting), and identify mitigation 

strategies. A large number of projects will start implementation in 2011, and many are likely to 

encounter some of the difficulties discussed. Therefore the MA should try to pre-empt these 

bottlenecks. 

181. Streamline control and monitoring procedures. Such procedures are delaying 

absorption, sometimes unnecessarily. There are no clear rules on what needs to be controlled and 

monitored (e.g. no standard documents), so auditors often ask for clarifications and documents 

based on what they perceive as being wrong. Often times identified irregularities are nothing 

more than the interpretation of auditors. Clear control and monitoring procedures would ideally 

leave little room for interpretation. 

182. Standardize tender documents in the implementation phase. The Government is 

already discussing such an option, and it would be good if a decision on the issue is reached 

quickly to benefit the beneficiaries that are now going into implementation. 

183. Impose a strict time-line for tendering and contracting of works after signing of 

project financing agreements. Many beneficiaries take a long time to move into 

implementation once they have signed the financing agreements. The MA could consider 

introducing a series of penalties that oblige beneficiaries to finish certain implementation steps 

within a set time-line. Beneficiaries that request pre-financing already have to present tender 

documents before they can access these funds. 

184. Simplify and streamline procurement procedures for public beneficiaries across 

MRDT including EU-supported programs. Consider using standard forms that will streamline 

the process and reduce the potential for misinterpretation.  For example, it would help to have 

standard procurement documents for school buildings, hospitals, or business offices. Firms 

frequently win bids with low prices only to subsequently raise their prices by claiming extra 
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expenses. At the same time, procedures need to be stabilized as the procurement legislation has 

already been modified twice in 2008. 

185. As recommended in procurement, revise procedures for procurement of intellectual 

services to increase the importance of qualifications vs. price. If price is the main criteria for 

procuring technical services such as design, public institutions will continue to contract services 

based solely on price which often leads to low quality (e.g. inexperienced engineering or IT 

consultants or work-site supervisors).  This recommendation will also help to address the issue of 

low quality evaluators. 

186. Consider ways in which the disbursements can be streamlined. As of now, 

beneficiaries report that they receive reimbursements quite fast. Given the anticipated substantial 

increase in payment requests (as disbursements accelerate), there is the possibility that there will 

be future backlogs. A reimbursement request goes from the beneficiary, to the RDA, the MA, the 

Ministry of Finance, (and ultimately to the EC), and then back through the same chain. The links 

along this chain have to function well, so that the process is not unduly delayed. 

Medium-term Recommendations 

187. The MA-ROP and the RDAs should better publicize ROP opportunities in the 

territory. In this programming period, such an action is likely to have little impact as a good 

share of contracts have already been signed or are under evaluation. However for the next 

planning period, it is important that the ROP reaches as many potential beneficiaries as possible. 

A survey done by the MA indicated that many organizations that could have benefited from ROP 

did not know that they could access EU funding for a variety of projects. Reaching a larger base 

of potential beneficiaries would not only help sign more contracts earlier, but would potentially 

increase the quality of the project pipeline. 

188. Consider putting together a booklet with success stories from the current 

programming period. Such a booklet could be used in the next programming period to increase 

support and interest for the program. It could cover projects (both innovative and relatively 

simple ones) done across all priority axes, and would offer potential beneficiaries a better idea of 

how the ROP could assist them. 

189. To stimulate beneficiary interest, especially for those that have low capacity, the MA 

should look to continually simplify and stream-line Applicant Guides and application 

forms and requirements. This should not necessarily entail cutting out steps in the application 

process that serve a clear purpose, but rather identifying ways in which the volume of required 

paper can be reduced. This would allow for time savings both from the beneficiary side, as well 

as from the evaluators‘, auditors‘ and controllers‘ sides. Not all necessary changes can be done 

by the MA itself; many require Government intervention. Since the Government has declared 

that EU funds absorption is a national priority, it should be more pro-active in creating an 

enabling legislative framework. Examples from other EU countries can be used to simplify and 

streamline the process. Several improvements to the process have already been made, e.g. certain 

eligibility requirements have been simplified (such as financial status, registration of profit, 

lower number of documents needed to prove ownership); the evaluation and selection process 

has been shortened (e.g. by clustering administrative and eligibility evaluation in one stage).  
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190. Move all application requirements that are not absolutely necessary for financial 

and technical evaluation to the contracting stage. This will lift some burden off the 

beneficiaries, would speed-up application times, and will ensure that less time and money is 

invested in this initial stage. A complex initial application can scare off potential beneficiaries, 

especially those with poor capacity and small budgets. Some steps of the technical and financial 

evaluation have already been moved by the MA (e.g. ownership of site where investment will 

happen, and the requirement for a valid certificate of urbanism), and the MA should look into 

potentially moving others. 

191. Consider introducing progressive levels of complexity for applications, with tighter 

requirements for projects of high value, and laxer requirements for projects of small value. 

For example, application procedures ask for a Cost-Benefit Analysis for all projects, regardless 

of actual project value. For projects of small value, this step could be cut out, especially if it is 

found to improve application time and if it is not crucial to assessing project feasibility. Also, in 

some cases all applicants have to submit the Technical Project when they first apply for funding. 

However, whereas growth poles (seven in total) and development poles (13 in total) have 

funding already allocated, the urban poles enter in an open competition for funding. 

Consequently, if these projects are not selected, beneficiaries lose funds spent to prepare the 

Technical Project.  

192. To reduce the level of bureaucracy, the MA should consider switching to e-

applications. This is the area that beneficiaries complain about most often. Application times 

could be reduced significantly simply by not having to sign and stamp each page of the main 

application, and not having to mail/send the application to the RDAs. In addition to shortening 

processing times, e-applications can also save costs to beneficiaries, RDAs, and the MA itself. 

Such a reform would require that an e-Signature system be introduced at the level of the 

Government and implemented at MRDT. An e-signature system can also reduce the time 

documents spend circulating within the ministry. The internal flow of documents within the 

ministry, and all the approvals that have to be obtained before a document can go out is a major 

cause of delays in the processing time of applications. 

193. To reduce the time taken for technical and financial evaluations, the MA should 

build its capacity to deploy pools of experienced independent evaluators to regions 

simultaneously. In the selection of evaluators, greater weight should be given to their experience 

and expertise, as experienced and skilled evaluators can undertake project analyses much faster 

than those that lack experience. For the 2014-2020 programming period, the MA is actually 

considering having all application steps be handled by the RDAs, except actual contract signing 

– which the RDAs are not legally empowered to execute.  

194. Performance monitoring of evaluators has to be fine-tuned. Initially, evaluators were 

paid based on the number of days they worked. This has created an incentive for them to unduly 

lengthen evaluation times. Later, evaluators were paid based on the number of applications 

evaluated. This has created an incentive to go through the process fast, and has created a 

tendency to do superficial evaluations. 

195. Introduce a prioritization mechanism to ensure projects have the maximum 

regional impact. Beneficiaries and RDAs alike indicate that the First-Come First-Out system 
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maybe be efficient for disbursement but is not effective for ensuring maximum impact of 

projects that are approved; many projects with higher potential impacts may be rejected because 

the allocated funds are allocated are quickly exhausted in a FIFO approach.  The regional 

prioritization, undertaken by the Regional Committees for Strategic Evaluation (RCCSE) does 

not appear to have worked well and they were excluded at the request of the European 

Commission due to lack of clarity on how they were undertaking the prioritization.   Given the 

resulting strategic gap, it is recommended to reintroduce the RCSSE but with very clear 

procedures and terms of reference (TORs) on how to conduct the prioritization or assign this 

responsibility to the regional development boards, again with clear procedures and TORs. 

196. Introduce a monitoring and evaluation system to follow and report on the 

performance of ROP investments. Consider having an already existing unit fill that function 

and task it to not only monitor progress and performance, but to also ensure that ROP 

investments are coordinated with other investments within and outside the ministry. The Public 

Policy Unit would probably be best suited to fill the position, as they have both the mandate and 

the potential capacity to address such challenges. 

Long-term Recommendations 

197. Consider focusing on larger projects, with more pronounced regional impacts. Such 

projects are associated with higher risks, but they can significantly cut down processing times 

and improve absorption. 

198. Establish an Inter-ministerial committee to resolve property issues. One of the 

biggest impediments to starting EU-funded investment projects, and a major cause of project 

delays, has been unclear property titles. No project can be started until property issues are solved, 

and many public and private beneficiaries have had to invest considerable amounts of time in 

clearing property issues before they could proceed with the application for funding. 

199. Improve eminent domain law and performance of land markets to benefit large 

public projects of strategic importance. Many projects, especially large infrastructure projects 

(e.g. ring roads or new regional roads), require that land is secured for development. However, 

expropriation procedures are cumbersome and slow, and land parcels in Romania are very 

fragmented (i.e. many parcels of land with many owners), imposing high transaction costs on 

public authorities that attempt to assemble land for investments. 

200. Continue using the pre-financing mechanism in the new programming period. Pre-

financing is an effective tool in speeding up absorption, and should be also used in the next 

programming period. To access pre-financing (of up to 30-35 percent of the contract value) 

beneficiaries are required to have a work contract in place, and are obliged to forward a 

reimbursement request within six months of receipt pre-financing (otherwise risk have to return 

the funds received). 

201. Review the status of the regions and consider options for future decentralization of 

regional developing programming and prioritization to the regions. Many beneficiaries have 

indicated that the application process would be more efficient if pre-contracting steps were 

organized at the regional level. Beneficiaries have a good working relationship with RDAs, but 
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are somewhat detached from the MA-ROP. Many expect further decentralization of the ROP to 

speed-up absorption. Furthermore, since the Bucharest-Ilfov Region does not fit convergence 

rules anymore (GDP per Capita is more than 75 percent of the EU average), the regional 

configurations may need to be adjusted.   In addition, if RDAs are to play a stronger role in the 

management of ROPs they will need to adjust their current roles  with regard to beneficiary 

support and capacity building to avoid any perceived conflicts of interest.  

4.2  General Directorate for European Territorial Cooperation 

4.2.1  Structure and Responsibilities 

202. The General Directorate of European Territorial Cooperation (DG-ETC) is one of 

the two main general directorates directly responsible for implementing EU-supported 

programs.  It manages €1.5 billion of EU supported programs; a total of ten operational 

programs funded by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) for Objective 3 

(European Territorial Cooperation), the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument 

(ENPI), and the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA).
10,11

  Of the 10 programs
12

 DG-

ETC is the Managing Authority and National Authority (NA) for four programs: Romania-

Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation Programme; Romania-Serbia Cross-Border Cooperation 

Programme, Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 

(Joint Operational Programme); and Black Sea Basin Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 

(Joint Operational Programme). DG-ETC serves as the National Authority for the following six 

programs: Hungary-Romania Cross-Border Cooperation Programme; South-Eastern Europe 

Transnational Cooperation Programme; Interreg IV C Interregional Cooperation Programme; 

URBACT II Interregional Cooperation Programme; INTERACT Interregional Cooperation 

Programme 2007-2013; and Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENPI Cross-Border 

Cooperation Programme 2007-2013. 

228. The Implementation Structure differs slightly by programs, but the programs 

mostly share a similar structure.  The key implementation structures for these programs are: 

1) (Joint) Monitoring Committee (JMC or MC), which is the ultimate decision-making 

body of the program, usually comprised of representatives from the national, regional, 

and local levels, as well as of the civil society (social partners).  Representation is usually 

balanced among participating  partner countries; 

2) (Joint) Steering Committee (JSC) or Evaluation Committee, which is usually a 

subcommittee of the JMC, also represented by all partner countries, is responsible for 

selecting projects to be implemented by the program; 

3) (Joint) Managing Authority (MA), which is responsible for managing the overall 

implementation of the program in accordance with EC regulations.  This role is 

designated to a specific partner country in the program; 

                                                      
10

 MRDT manages a total of 11 Programmes funded by the above three EU funding sources.  DG ETC covers ten of these.  The 

other programme (ESPON interregional cooperation programme) is managed by DG Territorial Development, which is covered 

in Section 3.4 of this report.  
11 DG ETC is also responsible for the implementation of national and European policies in the fields of the European 

Territorial Cooperation and territorial cohesion.   
12

 These programmes are also funded by national contributions. 
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4) National Authority (NA), which is responsible for implementing the program at the 

national level in accordance with the EC legislation as well as the Memorandum of 

Understanding that regulates the responsibility of participating countries.  When a 

country is designated as the Managing Authority, the MA also performs the role of NA 

for the country.   

5) (Joint) Technical Secretariat (JTS), which undertakes the secretariat function for the 

JMC, JSC, and MA, and supports daily implementation and coordination of the program; 

6) Information Points (IPs) or Contact Points (CPs), representing the program at the 

regional and local levels, serve as information points for potential applicants.  

Sometimes, these functions are undertaken by regional branch offices of the JTS; 

7) First Level Control (FLC), whose main responsibilities are to verify and validate the 

expenditures reported by project partners (beneficiaries);  requests for payment are 

submitted to the MA; 

8) Certifying Authority (CA) submits certified statements of expenditure and applications 

for payments to the European Commission and receives payments; 

9) Audit Authority (AA), an independent body responsible for verifying the effective 

functioning of the management and control system.   

203. Of the above nine functions, DG-ETC performs the roles of MA, NA, JTS, CP 

(contact point) depending on the structure of the programs.  The role of FLC is performed by 

DG Coordination of Activities in the Territory (MRDT); CA by the Ministry of Public Finance; 

and AA by an operationally independent body affiliated to the Court of Accounts.   

204. DG-ETC is led by a general director and has a Programmes Implementation 

Directorate and an International Territorial Cooperation Directorate each headed by a 

Director.  Most of the front-line implementations roles of DG-ETC as the JMC, JSC, MA, NA, 

JTS, and IPs are performed by the International Territorial Cooperation Directorate.  The 

Programmes Implementation Directorate
13

 is entrusted with ―activities related to the assurance of 

the implementation of the European Territorial Cooperation Programmes managed within DG-

ETC.‖
14

  This includes support to carry-out all tasks in accordance with related European and 

national regulations by contributing to the improvement of procedures, identification of potential 

risks, and preparation of work plans and technical assistance managed by the DG.  

205. The International Territorial Cooperation Directorate consists of seven units: (1) MA for 

the Romania-Bulgaria CBC Programme 2007-2013; (2) JMA for the Romania-Ukraine-Republic 

of Moldova Joint Operational Programme 2007-2013; (3) JMA for the Black Sea Joint 

Operational Programme 2007-2013;(4) MA for the IPA Romania-Serbia Cross-Border 

Cooperation Programme; (5) National Authorities and National Contact Points; (6) The 

Programmes Management Assistance Office; and (7) JTS for the Black Sea Basin Cross-Border 

Cooperation Programme 207-2013.  The Programmes Implementation Directorate is divided into 

(1) the Unit for the Coordination of the Regional Offices of the Cross-Border Cooperation and 

(2) the Programmes Implementation Service.  

                                                      
13

 Programmes Implementation Directorate has also been responsible for coordinating and ensuring the technical 

management of Poland and Hungary: Assistance for Restructuring their Economies (PHARE)—whose final year of 

programming was 2003, contracting 2005, payments 2006—and Interreg III B CADSES programmes (2000-2006).  

Since the administrative functions of DG ETC for PHARE and Interreg III programmes concluded in FY2010 and 

no administrative budget has been allocated for these programmes, they are not covered by this functional review.     
14

 Organization and Functional Regulations, MRDT (August 18, 2010).   



54 

 

4.2.2  Programming and Budgeting
15

 

206. The following is a brief summary of the 10 programs managed by DG-ETC with program 

amounts: 

 

1) Romania-Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€262 million).   

2) Romania-Serbia Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€23 million)   

3) Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 
(€138.1 million)  

4) Black Sea Basin Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€25.3 million)  

5) Hungary-Romania Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€275 million)  

6) South-Eastern Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme (€210 million)  

7) Interreg IV C Interregional Cooperation Programme (€321.3 million)  

8) Urban Development Network Programme URBACT II (€67.8 million)  

9) INTERACT Interregional Cooperation Programme 2007-2013 (€40 million)  

10) Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENPI Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 

2007-2013 (€74.8 million)  

 

4.2.3  Staffing 

207. DG-ETC has 87 staff assigned to the nine units in the two directorates (68 positions 

currently filled).  It is also supported by staff in other DGs of the ministry to deal with cross-

cutting issues such as DG Economics and Administration and DG Legal.  For the evaluation of 

project applications, DG-ETC contracts a pool of independent project assessors.    

4.2.4  Collaboration and Synergies (internal and external to MRDT) 

208. The 10 programs managed by DG-ETC have significant overlaps both in terms of 

priorities and geographical coverage.  One example is the overlap between the transnational 

cooperation and interregional programs.  Since all counties in Romania are eligible for the South 

Eastern Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme, Interreg IV C, and URBACT, all of 

which deal with priority areas of growth, employment, and innovation, coordination is critical to 

avoid duplication and generate synergies and complementarities.   While coordination of 

programs is expected to be done by the EC, in practice it has not worked well. 

209. Many Cross-Border Cooperation programs also work in the same counties on 

similar priority areas.  Satu Mare County, for example, is eligible to apply to as many as six 

different programs to implement projects on growth, employment, and innovation.  Suceava, 

Galati, Tulcea, and Constanta counties are eligible for up to five programs on growth, 

employment, and innovation; up to four programs on environment and emergency preparedness; 

                                                      
15

 See Annex 4.2.2a for summary of each programme 
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and also up to four programs on accessibility (transport, communication, information).  Annex 4, 

table 5 shows the overlaps of the 10 programs for each county and by priorities.16   

210. Each program receives hundreds of projects with different deadlines, and it is 

challenging to coordinate different application processes.  Applications are made through a 

lead-partner who consolidates different activities proposed by individual partners. Therefore, 

when the application for the same activity is submitted as part of different consolidated projects 

through different lead partners for different programs, it becomes more difficult to identify 

duplications, or disqualify only duplicated components of approved consolidated projects.   

Withdrawals of applications after approval, triggered by duplicate approvals by different 

programs, can also affect the overall program implementation and absorption.  Under such 

circumstances, selecting projects based on synergies and complementarities with projects applied 

to/implemented through other programs is even more challenging.  During the review, it was not 

clear how this potential duplication risk was managed across programs, which have separate 

staff. In order to avoid such forms of duplications and permit generation of synergies, a 

mechanism or a system that allows the JTS to check whether the same applicant has submitted 

similar applications to other programs. There is however a requirement for project partners to 

provide a declaration that they do not have the same activities financed under another project.   

4.2.5  Challenges 

211. One of the key challenges for DG-ETC is to improve the very low absorption rate of 

its programs.   As of March 2011, the absorption rates were less than 1 percent for all of CBC 

programs; 3.91 percent for South East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme; and less 

than 1 percent for the three Interregional Programmes (as of December 2010)
17

 managed by DG-

ETC. Total absorption increased from 0.61 percent in December 2010 to a mere 1.3 percent 

overall in March 2011.  Despite these very low absorption rates, ETC programs managed by 

Romania are among the better performing ones across the EU, indicating that overall ETC 

programs do not  perform well. 

212. A project cycle bottleneck analysis on Cross-Border Cooperation and Transnational 

Cooperation Programs conducted for this functional review underscored the need to 

improve evaluation and contracting efficiency. The analysis assessed the five stages of 

program implementation: (1) Application (demand), (2) Evaluation of applications, (3) Quality 

of project proposals (approval rate), (4) Contracting, and (5) Disbursements.
18

  Interregional 

                                                      
16

 The table summarizes which programmes work on what priorities in which counties.  The table regrouped 

programme objectives slightly differently from the original groupings made in the individual programmes, since 

many of the programmes classified similar objectives under different priority focuses. The definitions may not be 

exact for some programmes, but the table still gives us a good idea of where the overlaps are. The table is useful to 

spot where the geographical and sectoral coverage of programmes overlap.  The table does not include other 

programmes such as the SOPs, including ROP, funded by European Structural Funds and other nationally funded 

programmes, which also have to be taken into account for coordination.   

 
17

 Since INTERACT is a programme of technical assistance, and does not involve selection and implementation of 

projects, its absorption rate is not analyzed.   
18

 The demand for programmes was assessed by comparing the total value of project applications received against 

the available programme budget (including national contributions).  Evaluation efficiency is the percentage of 

received project applications evaluated (in terms of value).  Approval rate refers to the percentage of evaluated 
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Programs are not analyzed in detail, since they concern all 27 EU member states and the 

attribution of Romanian projects to the absorption of the overall program is limited.  The analysis 

is based on data provided by DG-ETC as of March 1, 2011, and since it does not fully take 

account of the timing of calls for proposals, project evaluation, and contracting, some of the 

performances could be under-estimated.  For example, for those programs whose calls for 

proposals have recently closed, its evaluation efficiency can be understated.  The findings of the 

project cycle bottleneck analysis for the seven programs are summarized in figure 4.3.  

213. Applicant demand does not seem to be a key constraint to the absorption in most 

programs.  (Overall, the value in Euros of applications submitted to all programs by March 

2011 amounted to 151 percent of available funds.  So far applications amounting to 86 percent of 

the total available funds have been reviewed, and applications equivalent to 51 percent of the 

available funds have been approved.  Assuming a similar approval rate, by the time all received 

applications are evaluated, about 89 percent of available funds for these seven programs will be 

allocated.  However, in many programs the percentage of applications received that have been 

evaluated (evaluation efficiency) could be improved, especially for the Romania-Ukraine-

Moldova, and Romania-Bulgaria programs. 

214. The analysis identified evaluation, contracting, and disbursement as bottlenecks for 

the Romania-Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation Programmes.  While applicant demand is 

high at 231 percent of available funds, evaluation has not caught up with the applications 

received.  So far applications comprising 57 percent of the total value of submitted applications 

have been evaluated and 57 percent of these have been approved.  At this approval rate, the 

program is already oversubscribed, as approvals are projected to reach 131 percent of available 

funding.  Of the approved projects, contracts have been concluded for about 52 percent of the 

total value of projects; and 1 percent of contracted project amounts have been disbursed.   

215. The Romania-Serbia Cross-Border Cooperation Programme is making good 

progress, in terms of the volume of projects approved (94.05 percent of available budget) and 

contracted so far (100 percent of approved projects have been fully contracted). Demand for 

this program is about three times the available budget, and all proposed projects have been 

evaluated.  However, no disbursement has been made so far. Timely absorption of the program 

depends on the improvement of disbursements.   

216. The Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Cross-Border Cooperation Programme has 

bottlenecks in evaluation and contracting. Demand is high for this program as the total value of 

project applications received so far is almost three times the amount of funding available.  

However, only 14 percent of the total project applications have fully evaluated. In addition, 82 

percent of all evaluated projects have been approved, indicating that the program may run out of 

funds long before the majority of projects get evaluated.   

217. The two main bottlenecks of Black Sea Basin Cross-Border Cooperation 

Programme are the limited available funding and contracting efficiency.  The demand for 

the program is high (approximately 2.5 times the available funding), and the program has 

                                                                                                                                                                           
applications approved (in terms of value).  Contracting efficiency is the percentage of the total value of approved 

projects for which contracts have been concluded.  Disbursement efficiency is the total value of disbursements made 

so far compared with the total value of contracts.   
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efficiently evaluated all received applications.  However, only a tiny fraction (9 percent) of all 

evaluated projects has been approved so far due to limited funds.  No contracts have been 

concluded for any approved projects. The reasons for the low contracting rate relate to 

insufficient staff within the JMA, and the large number of parties to contracts across nations.     

Figure 4.3: Implementation Status of CBC and TNC Programs, as of March 2011 (in millions) 

 

Program Demand 

Evaluation 

Efficiency Approval Rate 

Contracting 

Efficiency 

Disbursing 

Efficiency 

Overall 

Disbursement 

Overall 151% 57% 59% 50% 5% 1.3% 

RO-BU 231% 57% 57% 52% 1% 0.61% 

RO-SE 285% 100% 33% 100% 0% 0.00% 

RO-UA-MD 295% 14% 82% 0% 0% 0.00% 

Black Sea 246% 99% 9% 0% 0% 0.00% 

HU-RO 81% 80% 82% 37% 2% 0.82% 

SEE 53% 99% 60% 100% 13% 3.91% 

HU-SV-RO-UA 123% 100% 49% 35% 0% 0.00% 

Source:   DG-ETC 

 

218. The Hungary-Romania Cross-Border Cooperation Programme is one of the few 

programs whose demand is lower than the available budget; its main challenges are low 

demand, contracting efficiency, and disbursement efficiency.  Projects equivalent to about 80 

percent of the total value of received applications have been evaluated so far, and 82 percent of 

these were approved.  37 percent of approved projects have been contracted, of which 2 percent 

has been disbursed.     
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219. The South-Eastern Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme is the other 

program that suffers low demand.  It also has low disbursement efficiency.  Although 99 

percent of applications received were evaluated, demand is only about 53 percent of the available 

budget. So far 60 percent of the applications have been approved and all of these contracted, but 

disbursement is 13 percent of approved projects.  While low, this is significantly higher than any 

of the other programs (and about six times higher than the next best disbursement performer). 

The absorption of the program will depend on increased applicant demand and disbursement.   

220. The Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Cross-Border Programme has three 

bottlenecks: quality of project proposals, contracting, and disbursement. All applications for 

this program have been evaluated, of which less than half were approved.  Contracts have been 

made for 35 percent of the value of approved projects.  There has been no disbursement to date.   

221. Across all programs, with an exception of Romania-Serbia and South Eastern Europe, 

contracting efficiency has been a major bottleneck.  Disbursement efficiency has also been 

generally low for all programs.  Additionally, evaluation efficiency has been a bottleneck for 

Romania-Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation and Romania-Ukraine-Moldova Cross-Border 

Cooperation Programmes.     

Figure 4.4 Performance of Programs for which Romania is MA 

 

222. Comparing those programs for which Romania is MA against those for which Romania is 

not, the following observations can be made (see figure 4.4):  

1) Romania MA programs have high demand compared to non-Romania managed 

programs. 
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2) Evaluation efficiency has been lower for Romania MA programs (about a third of 

applications have been evaluated), compared to 90 percent for non-Romania MA 

programs. 

3) The approval rates are lower for Romania managed programs, but this is possibly due to 

the higher competition and high volume of applications.   

4) Contracting Efficiency is similar for both Romania MA and non-Romania MA programs.  

Disbursement efficiency is very low in both cases.   

223. Since some of the programs are financed by more than one EU funding source, it is not 

possible to make a strict comparison of the performance of the programs by funding source; 

nevertheless, a simple analysis suggests the following (figure 4.5 below): 

1) IPA funded programs tend to have lower demand, but high evaluation efficiency.  The 

percentage of approved projects out of the total value of evaluated projects is highest for 

ERDF funded programs, and lowest for IPA funded programs.   

2) While IPA funded programs have the highest contracting efficiency, ENPI funded 

programs have the lowest.   

3) Disbursement rates are very low across all funding sources.   

224. A big question emerging from these analyses is whether the bottlenecks in evaluation, 

contracting, and disbursement stages can be eliminated by simplifying the procedures, increasing 

the capacity of beneficiaries, or increasing the staffing of DG-ETC?  

225. According to DG-ETC, delays in the evaluation process are mainly due to the extra 

time required for contacting the applicants to gather missing information.   Application 

forms are often completed incorrectly, requiring evaluators to request additional information.  An 

e-application form was introduced on a pilot basis for South Eastern Europe Transnational 

Cooperation Programme to minimize errors in applications, but the impact was insignificant 

since applicants continued to make mistakes and the information provided in hard-copy often did 

not match the information registered in the e-application form. 

226. Introduction of E-Applications have been frustrated by the fact that only hard-copy 

documents are legally recognized under current Romanian legislation, and without the 

submission of the hard-copy, e-applications are not processed. Yet, an E-application system, if 

applied appropriately, still has potential to help beneficiaries prepare applications correctly and 

save the extra time spent on evaluation. At present, E-applications are only used for the South 

East Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme, on a pilot basis, and applicants are still 

required to submit identical hard copy versions in parallel.   

227. Complexities in securing TA budget for program management and beneficiary 

capacity support make planning and staffing difficult. For example, the evaluation process 

can be accelerated by increasing the capacity of evaluators or simply deploying more evaluators, 

but such measures require more administrative budget than is available in most of the ETC 

programs. In this context, predictable and constant flow of financial resources for program 

management is helpful.  At the moment, it is not always clear how the EU sources allocated for 
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program management is actually disbursed to DG-ETC and under what conditions, as the rules 

differ by ETC program.     

Figure 4.5: Comparison of Implementation Status by Funding Source 

 

228. A major challenge faced during the contracting stage was the large number of 

clarifications requested by beneficiaries.   Often, beneficiaries have been unable to clearly 

understand the regulations explained by program documents only. Therefore the MAs and NAs 

spend a significant amount of time providing clarifications to beneficiaries.  More user-friendly 

guidance sources, such as FAQ information, are required to reduce the efforts put into 

responding to the questions of beneficiaries.   

229. Other factors affecting the contract rates include (1) the withdrawal of proposals by 

beneficiaries after approval and (2) discovery of ineligibility of beneficiaries after approval.  
Such issues can be avoided by assessing the credibility and eligibility of beneficiaries during the 

evaluation stage, or after receipt of project applications.     

230. The experience from application and contracting stages suggest that there may be 

disbursement bottlenecks associated with payment requests.   It is difficult to identify 

constraints in the disbursement stage, since most of the programs have not fully entered into the 

disbursement stage.  However there is a high likelihood that many beneficiary payment requests 

will be prepared incorrectly during the initial stages of contract implementation.   For timely 

disbursement, it will be important to assure that beneficiaries clearly understand the rules and 

make the payment requests correctly.   

231. Difficulties with reconciliation of varied legislations of participating countries on 

programming and application procedures have affected absorption. Since each program had 

to be established in compliance with the legislations of all participating countries, and since 
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every program involved a different set of participating countries, extensive negotiations were 

required to agree on procedures for each program, resulting in delaying the launch of programs. 

Communicating and harmonizing with partner countries takes up a great amount of time and 

resources.  Support from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on this front at the onset of the 

programs might have greatly helped reduce the burden of DG-ETC and facilitated the 

negotiation of programs.   

232. Along the entire project cycle, key implementation decisions were not always taken 

efficiently by the Monitoring Committee, due to inadequate guidance of political 

representatives of the partner countries who were often not fully briefed on issues, 

technical options, and proposed solutions.  MC meetings generally have become an arena in 

which broader inter-governmental and cross-border disputes dominate, rather than meetings that 

focus on the technical and strategic decisions needed to ensure that project partners have the 

necessary support to efficiently and effectively implement their projects.  Romania‘s Ministry of 

External Relations representatives on MCs were not always clear about their role in facilitating 

the desired outcome for MC meetings.   

4.2.6 Recommendations  

Short-term Recommendations 

233. Introduce standard contracting documents for beneficiaries as recommended in the 

public procurement section; and publish contracting guidance notes, taking account of most 

commonly made mistakes and frequently asked questions (FAQs).  Sample formats with do‘s 

and don‘ts can also be prepared.  (See details in the procurement section of this report). This 

recommendation will address the issue of the high number of clarifications requested by 

beneficiaries during the contract (project) implementation stage, and help to support and enhance 

beneficiary capacity to accelerate project implementation (and disbursements).  

234. In order to manage the complex cross-border relations, the DG-ETC should work 

much more closely with the External Relations and Protocol Unit to manage external 

partner relations.   External Relations and Protocol Unit needs a dedicated staff member to 

support DG-ETC by working closely with Ministry of External Relations to develop an effective 

diplomatic interface with relevant counterparts from partner countries.  This would ensure that 

political representatives of the partner countries are fully briefed on issues, technical options, and 

proposed solutions prior to MC meetings and substantially increase the decision-making 

effectiveness of MC meetings.   All technical decisions should be proposed by the MA/JMA 

through the JTS and agreed and communicated at the political level among partners such that the 

MC can focus on implementation decisions rather than degenerating into a forum for airing 

political and diplomatic grievances.   Since this is not a core competency of the DG-ETC, the 

External Relations and Protocol Unit, which is working closely with the Diplomatic Counselor of 

MRDT, can help to facilitate political briefings and negotiations around the desired (and agreed) 

technical outcomes. The collaboration with the External Relations and Protocol Unit would 

significantly enhance Romania‘s ability to negotiate and establish procedures for new programs 

anticipated for the next EU programming cycle.  

 



62 

 

Medium-term Recommendations 

235. Develop and publish guidance notes for preparation of payment requests by 

beneficiaries, with samples, FAQs, and anticipated common mistakes.  This recommendation 

will help reduce documentation errors with payment requests anticipated at the disbursement 

stage, since the experience from application and contracting stages indicate a high likelihood that 

many payment requests will be prepared incorrectly.        

236. Introduce electronic applications combined with E-signatures for all ETC programs 

to speed up review, appraisal, and approval of projects.  E-applications will m reduce the amount 

of time and resources required in reviewing the applications.  Systematic roll out of E-signatures 

will make the duplicate submission of applications in hard-copy unnecessary (current 

requirement for the one program where it is implemented) and greatly reduce the additional 

administrative burdens of checking the consistencies between e-applications and hard-copy 

applications.   

237. Prepare more user-friendly application forms and procedures for the next EU 

Funding Cycle keeping the possibility of scaling-up e-application to more programs.  To benefit 

most from e-application, legislations can be modified to recognize applications without a hard-

copy, as is currently required.  This recommendation will reduce the frequency of errors made by 

beneficiaries in filling-in project application forms in future programs, saving the time and 

resources required in the evaluation of project applications. 

 

Long-term Recommendations 

238. Simplify program audit and control procedures. Work with the Court of Accounts to 

rationalize and streamline procedures in order to reduce the reporting and administrative burden 

on the managing authorities and beneficiaries. By identifying and removing redundant and 

unnecessary regulatory requirements applied specifically to Romania, project implementation, as 

well as coordination of program procedures with other partner countries can be greatly 

simplified. 

239. Build a common database to keep track of project applicants across all CBC and 

TNC programs. The intended use of the database is to spot duplicate applications, ineligible 

applicants, and identify potential synergies among projects.  This recommendation will reduce 

the occurrence of incomplete contracts by enabling verification of the eligibility of beneficiaries 

at the reception of applications and reducing the number of withdrawals of project applications 

due to duplicate applications.  

240. Increase the predictability of funds allocated for program management.  Under the 

current situation, TA funding financed by EU sources for program management is not 

necessarily fully disbursed to DG-ETC.  More predictable flow of program management 

funding will facilitate sufficient staffing to avoid delays in project evaluation. 
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4.3  General Directorate for Public Works (DG-PW) 

4.3.1  Structure and Responsibilities 

241. The General Directorate Public Works (DG-PW) is responsible for monitoring four 

investment programs initiated and financed by the Government, in full or in part, from the state 

budget: 

 

 Program for construction of new dwellings which includes nine government sub-

programs. Some of these programs are expected to end in 2011 - either because there is 

no more demand, or no scope for continuation.   

 Program for infrastructure development in rural areas and small urban localities (e.g. 

roads, water systems, sewage). This program was approved in 1997 and ends in 2011. 

 Program for construction of social-cultural and sports facilities, which mainly 

focuses on sport halls, swimming pools, ice skating rinks, and building/rehabilitation of 

public cultural facilities in rural areas or small towns. 

 Program for thermal insulation of buildings, which will be scaled down in 2011, 

offering smaller financial incentives to potential beneficiaries.  

242. DG-PW is led by a director general and includes two units: one in charge of monitoring 

the implementation of programs for water supply, sewage systems and roads in rural areas, and 

the other responsible for monitoring implementation of programs for thermal insulation of 

buildings, construction of social dwellings, and coordination of activities of the National Agency 

of Housing. 

243. Recently, DG-PW was assigned the responsibility for implementation of a large 

share of the National Program for Infrastructure Development (PNDI) approved by the 

Government in November 2010.  The program will finance projects of national importance for 

Romania‘s convergence to EU standards with respect to environmental protection through 

construction of new sewage networks and wastewater treatment plants.  In addition, PNDI will 

finance modernization and rehabilitation of county and local roads, as well as improvement of 

life standards in rural areas.  The funds allocated to MRDT for these projects are RON 17.2 

billion (about €4.05 billion equivalent) of the RON 20.9 billion total program cost.  The balance 

of RON 3.7 billion (€0.87 billion) is allocated to the Ministry of Environment and Forests for 

water management (water and wastewater treatment, water supply and sewage networks), flood 

protection and dam safety projects.  PNDI will complement the programs funded from EC funds 

on environment, roads and rural development through the Regional Operational Program (ROP), 

Environment Operational Program (EOP) and National Rural Development Program (NRDP).   

244. PNDI seems to duplicate and overlap with budgetary and EU-supported investment 

programs managed by other ministries.  This duplication is observed even though PNDI is 

supposed to finance projects submitted for EC funding and found eligible but could not be 

financed because of insufficient resources.  Under the financial mechanism of PNDI, the 

government plans to borrow from commercial banks or infrastructure developers at private 

market interest rates with a grace period of three years and a maturity of seven years.  This is 

likely to increase the financial cost of the works and create significant fiscal liabilities for the 
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state while potentially reducing the rate of absorption of the ROP and ETC programs which are 

85 percent subsidized by the EU.   

245. Considering that the purpose of this program is to accelerate EU convergence for the 

general benefit, it would be advisable that the beneficiaries of these programs be requested to 

contribute to the projects and cover a portion of the total costs.  The experience of other 

programs and EC requirements that the beneficiary country contributes a minimum of 15 percent 

to the total project cost, indicates that a similar contribution of 15 percent should be requested 

from the local administration benefitting  from PNDI thus ensuring also local ownership, and 

avoid potential crowding-out of EU-supported programs where co-financing is required.  The 

local contribution of 15 percent could be paid to contractors by the beneficiaries as the advance 

to initiate the works contracts. 

246. The roll-out of PNDI has substantially increased the workload of DG-PW.  The DG 

is expected to review the feasibility studies and applications for financing submitted by the 

beneficiaries and also organize their review and approval by the Technical and Economic 

Committee (CTE) of MRDT.  This process revealed the poor quality of documentation provided 

by beneficiaries (feasibility studies, application for financing).  Yet such projects were difficult 

to reject given the substantial bottom-up pressure exerted by local elected authorities. In 

addition, in several cases, projects inconsistent with PNDI objectives and scope have been 

submitted for approval packaged with other projects fitting the PNDI objectives, in the hope that 

they would be approved.  

247. Implementation of PNDI is expected to overwhelm existing DG-PW capacity.  
Because all projects will be implemented by MRDT, all downstream activities including 

selection of consultants for preparation of engineering designs and procurement of works 

(application of the procurement procedures design and build is strongly considered, to reduce the 

duration of contracting time), selection of site supervisors, and monitoring of implementation 

will remain under the responsibility of MRDT, involving not only DG-PW but also DG 

Procurement, DG Legal, and DG Economics and Administration.  A Project Implementation 

Unit (PIU) was formally established, including 30 staff currently mapped to the above units.  

Because these staff have not been exempted of their current duties, the PIU staff is very likely to 

be inefficient and also hamper the performance of the units where they belong.   

248. DG-PW also serves as the Technical Secretariat of the Inter-ministerial Commission 

for Approval of Investment projects; it receives and reviews the large infrastructure projects 

which would cost more than RON 25 million, exceeding the competency of ministries, and 

requiring Government approval.  The Inter-ministerial Commission also reviews the investment 

projects initiated by local authorities and exceeding their approval competences (RON 13 

million), as well as all investment projects financed from foreign loans (reimbursable) regardless 

of their cost.  This requirement of Law 500/2002 has also affected the implementation of 

externally financed projects. 

249. Another DG-PW task is to serve as the technical secretariat of the Technical and 

Economic Committee (CTE) of MRDT which reviews and approves all projects for which 

MRDT is the main budget holder / investor.  These include the projects implemented by the 
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National Agency of Housing and National Company of Investment, which are fully responsible 

for preparation of designs. 

4.3.2  Programming and Budgeting 

250. The annual implementation of the on-going programs is uncertain in the absence of 

multi-annual programming, causing confusion among beneficiaries and local authorities.  

Multi-annual budget allocations are needed to ensure continuous financing of legacy programs 

and avoid delayed completion due to shifting annual program priorities for local development 

(e.g., the program for rehabilitation of roads and construction of water supply and sewage 

systems in rural areas is still limping 13 years after its approval).  It is commendable that MRDT 

decided to stop contracting of new projects under these old programs and give priority to 

completion of on-going projects for rural water and roads in 2011.  It is also envisaged that on-

going projects that cannot be completed in 2011 will be incorporated for financing under PNDI, 

thus reducing the number of programs under DG-PW responsibility. 

251. Budgeting for implementation of the program for thermal insulation of buildings, which 

started in 2005, has changed in 2011 after the Government decided to change the financing 

arrangements.  Until 2010, government financing covered 50 percent of insulation costs, while 

the local administration covered 30 percent and the beneficiaries 20 percent of the costs.  From 

2011, the Government decided to increase the financing share of owners while decreasing the 

state budget financing; the Government financing will only cover the bank interest for loans 

taken out by owners to cover their increased share.  Although it is still uncertain whether and  

how the contribution of the local budget would change, the new financial arrangements will slow 

down the implementation of this program which has the potential to make a significant 

contribution to energy efficiency in Romania. 

4.3.3  Staffing 

252. The current staffing of DG-PW, comprising 30 staff with various backgrounds, is 

both insufficient and inadequate to comply with the tasks assigned.  For a unit with 

particular technical duties, the weighting of technical staff is insufficient and needs to be 

improved through recruitment of new civil engineers.  Although the DG-PW staff are required to 

visit the projects under implementation (and site visits should be done at least once a year), the 

insufficient number of staff makes this duty impossible to fulfill.  Staff only seldom participate in 

the specific phases of large projects.   

253. The workload of the staff increased substantially once preparatory work began for 

launching implementation of PNDI.  A large number of feasibility studies submitted are stored in 

the corridors and are being reviewed in a hurry; meanwhile, beneficiaries continue to bring new 

documentation for PNDI consideration.  Under such circumstances, it is difficult to thoroughly 

and consistently apply stated evaluation criteria for assessing project and quality and readiness 

for implementation.  It is thus of paramount importance that new technical staff are promptly 

recruited to reduce the current pressure on existing staff who are also implementing legacy 

investment programs.   



66 

 

4.3.4  Collaboration and Synergies (internal and external to MRDT) 

254. Before the enactment and start of PNDI, DG-PW had internal collaboration with the 

economic department (monthly) and legal department (as needed).  Once PNDI became 

operational, the internal collaboration extended and included the procurement department, while 

the collaboration with legal department became more frequent.  It is important that these links be 

strengthened for PNDI implementation, in order to provide all support to the PIU and build 

implementation synergies.  Staff from the procurement and legal departments will also need to 

be assigned full time to PNDI-PIU, not only until designs and works are procured and contracts 

are signed for all projects envisaged but for contracts management during project 

implementation.  

255. DG-PW has also had external collaboration with beneficiaries of projects financed from 

various MRDT programs, with other ministries and local authorities which promote projects 

requiring review and endorsement of the Inter-ministerial Committee for Investment Approval 

prior to Government approval.   The activity of the Inter-ministerial Committee also helps build 

synergies with other ministries and institutions, working towards improvement of performance in 

promoting efficient and opportune investment projects. 

4.3.5  Challenges (to implementation and mandate) 

256. Performance at the expected levels of DG-PW is hampered by a number of challenging 

factors stemming from internal and external sources.  The new work load will be too much for 

the current number of staff and also require a different skills mix for success; otherwise PNDI 

implementation will suffer.  

257. Another challenge to good DG-PW performance is the poor quality of technical 

documentation submitted for review and approval.  This is also a result of superficial review of 

projects by the technical bodies of the entities which submitted the projects, particularly local 

administration.  Capacity building for project reviews at local level needs to be strengthened 

through technical assistance financed, if possible, from the TA axis of ROP (Axis 6).   

258. Collaboration with other MRDT departments, particularly with economic and legal, is not 

always good and this hampers DG-PW performance.  Bureaucratic forms of internal 

communication delay resolution of seemingly simple matters, which could be easily dealt with 

through email communication.  This requires enhanced IT usage of e-applications and e-

signatures to streamline processes, training of staff in usage of these modern means of 

communication and, ultimately, enforcement of these procedures at all levels. 

4.3.6  National Agency of Housing 

259. The National Agency of Housing (ANL) operates as an economic entity under MRDT 

authority.  The Administration Board has seven members, is chaired by the Director General of 

DG-PW, and has six MRDT staff as members.  According to its Internal Regulation of 

Organization and Functioning (ROF) approved by the Government, ANL has a wide scope of 

activity, including development of real estate markets, financial arrangements for real estate, 

mobilization and coordination of financial resources for construction of dwellings, granting 



67 

 

mortgage loans for construction, procurement or expansion of dwellings, construction of rental 

accommodations for young people, acquiring of land for dwellings construction, technical 

intervention for existing constructions, and implementation of social housing programs. 

260. Currently, ANL is responsible for implementation of three main programs: 

 Program of housing for young people (rental conditions) 

 Program for construction of dwellings for young specialists in rural areas, started in 2010 

 Program of housing under mortgage loans (similar to a private developer) 

 

261. Because the first two programs are fully financed from the state budget, the strategy for 

their implementation is set in accordance with the local needs (based on information provided by 

the respective authorities) and the availability of funds communicated by the Ministry of Public 

Finance.  The third program is financed from the beneficiaries‘ resources and the implementation 

strategy is set according to demand.  The performance in meeting the objectives is assessed 

together with MRDT management against the number of dwellings completed annually and 

financial resources allocated to the respective programs.  The ten year implementation trend of 

two programs is shown in figure 4.6 below. 

Figure 4.6 Implementation Status of Housing for Young People and Construction of 

Dwellings Programs 

 

 
262. The new Government program for construction of dwellings in rural areas for young 

professionals would finance corporate dwellings to be rented to teachers, physicians, police 

officers, and nurses who work in the commune, for the period of their service.  The program has 

recently started and the insufficient funds allocated to it have delayed its implementation. 

 

263. Programming and budgeting for program implementation are based on the need to 

continue the implementation of ongoing projects and start new projects to secure 
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continuity of programs.  Later, the programs are adjusted in direct correlation with the 

resources made available from the state budget.  To allow for construction of a larger number of 

dwellings, in accordance with the increasing demand from young people, the legal framework 

enabling purchase of such dwellings by the tenants was created and the resulting amounts are 

incorporated into the funds for financing construction of new such dwellings.  

264. ANL has its own technical division in charge of verification of projects prior to 

submission to the MRDT Technical and Economic Commission for Investment Approval.  This 

division is staffed mainly with civil engineers in sufficient number to allow periodic visits to the 

project sites under construction.  Also, ANL has its own procurement unit in charge of selection 

of consultants and procurement of works and goods needed for program implementation.  The 

procurement unit is not subordinated to the DG Public Procurement of MRDT but collaborates 

with it when needed. 

4.3.7  Recommendations  

Short-term Recommendations 

265. It is recommended to rationalize the investment priorities of the Program for 

National Development Investments (PNDI) to avoid duplication with EU-supported 

programs and other ministries.  The following measures are proposed to minimize duplication 

and make PNDI complementary to other available EU-supported and national budget programs:  

1) finalization of all ongoing works through prioritized allocation of funds as soon as 

possible;  

2) establishment and enforcement of clear eligibility criteria for beneficiaries;  

3) requirements of co-financing by beneficiary communities to ensure ownership (and a 

beneficiary contribution of 15 percent of project cost could be paid to the contractor 

as advance payment to launch the works contracted);  

4) consolidation of projects financed under Ordinance 7/2005 to assure uniformity of 

approach; and  

5) Enhancement of collaboration and cross-support among departments involved. 

266. Maintain the same synergy and demarcation of responsibilities and beneficiaries for 

each ministry as in EU-supported programs, especially ROP, Rural Development and 

Environment SOP; for example, MRDT should maintain responsibilities for beneficiaries over 

10,000 population.  Rationalization of target beneficiaries in this way will help MRDT to focus 

on projects of significance for regional convergence as described in Section 1.5 above.    This 

will help to minimize the duplication of project types and programs between ministries and 

clarify target beneficiaries. 

267. MRDT should focus PNDI on projects of regional significance likely to help it 

address Romania’s regional development challenges.  It makes little sense for MRDT to 

continue to implement project and programs at the village level.   Such interventions have little 

to no chance of helping the ministry to achieve its mandate of balanced regional development 

and enhancing convergence of Romania‘s regions to the EU mean, or contributing to regional 

competitiveness. 
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268. DG Public Works should also introduce standardized procurement procedures for 

both selection of consultants to prepare designs, and execution of works, based on international 

practice.  Detailed recommendations are included in the public procurement section below. 

269. New technical staff need to be recruited (as contractual staff if necessary) to support 

PNDI implementation (exclusively) as part of the PIU assigned to this task. DG-PW staff would 

also benefit  from periodic support of the specialized departments of MRDT, as needed.  

270. DG-PW should draw on lessons from the ROP to create a robust and transparent 

system of project evaluation for projects to be financed under the PNDI.   At the moment, 

the only mechanism in place for selection of projects to be approved for funding under the PNDI 

appears to be the Inter-ministerial Committee chaired by the Secretary of State in charge.   There 

is no system for independent assessment of projects, nor is there a programming document 

clarifying the eligible types of projects with priority areas.  Hence, the basis for prioritizing one 

type of project over another, or approving different projects is unclear.   In the absence of a clear 

and robust appraisal process, there is significant lack of transparency around the project approval 

process. 

271. In the short term PNDI should prioritize projects already appraised under ROP.  
Since PNDI is supposed to address needs unmet by the ROP, it should start with financing 

projects already approved and appraised by ROP for which there are not enough funds.   The 

remaining projects should be rigorously appraised to create a pipeline of potential projects for the 

2014-2020 programming period. 

Medium-term Recommendations  

272. DG-PW will need to staff up significantly in order to manage both the technical 

appraisal and implementation processes for the PNDI.  Relatedly, DG-PW can enhance 

creativity of technical staff through provision of performance incentives, and internal and 

external training to upgrade skills and introduce cutting edge knowledge and practices. 

273. The DG should introduce a performance monitoring system and improve data 

management for programs to allow continuous and permanent updating of the information 

system, and integration of databases on various programs to allow prompt reporting on the 

current status and monitoring of program implementation. 

274. DG-PW should develop a pool of technically qualified independent technical 

appraisers to perform the first level appraisal of strategic fit, financial and social 

sustainability, and technical quality of projects submitted by localities.   This first line 

analysis should be conducted as the basis for developing the pipeline of projects eligible for 

budget financing.   Projects that do not receive a minimum cut-off score from at least two 

independent appraisers should not be considered for approval by the Inter-ministerial Committee 

(of Technical and Economic Committee).  

275. Only in very specific and clearly defined circumstances should a mayor of country 

council be expected to present a project to the Inter-ministerial Committee in Bucharest.  
One example would be projects that are particularly complex, of regional significance, and cut 

across subnational units.  In such cases the committee might want to confirm directly the 
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political commitment to the inter-jurisdictional financial, cost-sharing, or long term operational 

and maintenance arrangements prior to final approval of the project.  And such a project would 

need to first pass the independent technical appraisal stage. 

Long-term Recommendations 

276. DG-PW needs to develop a clear mission, vision, and strategy for its public works 

investment programs.   This should be tied to the development of an overarching strategy for 

MRDT of which this would be a subcomponent.  

277. Decisions on future investments programs, including whether to introduce new 

programs or discontinue existing ones should be assessed within the context of the strategy 

for public works, and data emerging from the performance monitoring system as to how well 

programs are helping to achieve targets (or have  the potential to help achieve the strategic 

sectoral objectives of MRDT in the case of new programs).   This will require a rigorous internal 

process of evaluation, policy and program analysis. 

4.4  General Directorate for Tourism 

278. Romania has many of the key ingredients to create a more competitive tourism industry: 

 Cities and towns—cultural heritage, including food and wine, and traditional architecture 

 Rural communities—authentic traditional lifestyles 

 Mountain tourism—winter sports, facilities have been receiving investment for 

improvements. 

 Coastal tourism—active private sector has made the coast a prime attraction. 

 River cruises—attracting an increasing number of higher end visitors. 

 Business travel—growing number of international hotels with meeting facilities. 

 Spa tourism potential—8,000 mineral springs of which only a quarter are being used with 

spa facilities.   

 Hotel options have increased with several major international chains now operating 

around Romania. 

279. The industry offers substantial direct and indirect benefits to the Romanian people, 

economy, natural and cultural heritage. While there has been some progress since Romania 

entered the European Union in January 2007, the country is not leveraging its tourism potential 

to maximum benefit. There is certainly substantial room for improvement, particularly in 

addressing several key issues from within the ministry and in the ministry‘s relationships with 

authorities at all levels and the private sector.  

280. International tourism in Romania increased from approximately 867,000 in 2000 to an 

estimated 1.3 million in 2010, thus 54.5 percent growth amounting to an annual average of 7.7 

percent, according to the tourism statistics issued by the National Institute of Statistics and 

subsequently processed and republished by the UN World Tourism Organization.  From 2009 to 

2010, the average increase in tourism worldwide was 6.7 percent, well above the international 

tourism growth in Europe at 3.2 percent and in Central and Eastern Europe at 4.2 percent. 
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281. However Romania experienced a significant decline in international tourist arrivals 

after 2007.  In particular, in 2009 international tourist arrivals to Romania dropped 13 percent 

whereas worldwide, Europe, and Central/Eastern Europe average declines were 4 percent, 5 

percent, and 10 percent respectively.   On a slightly positive note, some European countries 

experienced worse declines in tourist arrivals: Latvia (-21.4 percent), Lithuania (-16.8 percent), 

Monaco (-18.3 percent), Slovakia (-26.5 percent), and Ukraine (-18.3 percent). In 2010, the 

decline in Romania seems to have bottomed out with arrivals down only 6 percent.
19

 

282. Romania‘s ranking improved from 66th most competitive in 2009 to 63rd out of 139 

countries, in the March 2011 release of the World Economic Forum‘s Tourism Competitiveness 

Index (see table 4.2). However, the country ranked low on several significant indicators, which 

are impacting tourism competitiveness: 

 Lack of transparency in government policymaking (137
th

 out of 139) 

 Lack of sustainability in travel and tourism development (118
th

) and quality of the natural 

environment (104
th

) – this should be alarming given that Romania has been trying to 

position itself as an environmentally friendly destination. 

 Access to sanitation and drinking water (88
th

 and 90
th

) 

 Low Government prioritization of the travel and tourism industry (116
th

) 

 Effectiveness of marketing and branding (118
th

, although this is due to change with a new 

plan and infusion of marketing funds) 

 Quality of air transport infrastructure (102
nd

) 

 Quality of roads (134
th

; seems unfairly low and ironic given that Romania is number 1 for 

car rental agencies) 

 Extent and effect of taxation (131
st
) 

 Availability of research and training services (95
th

) 

 Tourism openness (123
rd

) 

Table 4.2:  Key WEF Indicators Compared with Competitors 

Country Overall Tourism 

Competitiveness 

Ranking/139 

Transparency of 

Government 

Policymaking 

Lack of 

Sustainability 

Extent of Taxation 

Bulgaria 48 130 123 83 

Hungary 38 94 102 138 

Moldova 99 67 128 55 

Romania 63 137 118 131 

Serbia 82 97 98 120 

Ukraine 85 114 133 136 

283. None of Romania‘s regional competitors, except perhaps Hungary overall and Moldova 

on transparency and taxation, were particularly exemplary, and all face critical challenges to 

develop international tourism compared to more established destinations in nearby European 

countries. 

                                                      
19

 Romania Tourism Report, Business Monitor International, February 2011, p. 6. 
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4.4.1  Structure and Responsibilities 

284. Fundamentally, the role of the Tourism DG is to create an enabling environment for 

tourism development by promoting policies that support the sector and monitoring 

implementation of these policies, rather than managing tourism resources itself.  As stated in the 

Master Plan 2007-2026, the Government‘s role in tourism is to ―provide leadership for the total 

industry as an economic force in the nation‖ and it should ―only intervene where the industry 

itself is unable to act effectively‖.  

285. The DG Tourism originated with the Ministry of Tourism, which was absorbed into 

the MRDT in 2009. It comprises six sub-units, five of which have defined sets of tasks:  

 The Tourism Development Division collaborates with local public authorities and 

Regional Development Agencies to promote local and regional development in the 

tourism sector; collaborates with the National Institute of Research and Development in 

Tourism and with other institutions and organizations in the field in establishing research 

topics and preparing tourism development studies; to prepare sectoral strategies; and, 

organize colloquia, symposia and other similar actions in the field of adults‘ vocational 

training.  

 The Division for the Management of Community Funds for Tourism works as an 

intermediate body for the ROP, provides technical assistance, and manages relations with 

MA-ROP, conducts evaluations of project applications, selection, and contracting of 

applications for tourism projects, and performs project monitoring and verification.  

 The Privatization and Post-Privatization Section ensures that investors in public tourism 

assets respect the clauses of privatization contracts, proposes legal measures, and initiates 

procedures for re-structuring unprofitable tourism companies.  

 The General Division of Control for Tourism initiates or modifies normative documents 

for tourism development, authorizes tourism businesses and specialized personnel in 

tourism, and monitors quality in accommodations, restaurants, spas and other tourist 

facilities. They also manage the tourist complaint telephone line. 

 The General Division of Authorization is responsible for issuing construction permits for 

new buildings and renovations that have a touristic purpose. They also manage the hotel 

classification process and issue licenses for tour guides, hotels, travel agencies, tourist 

beaches, ski slopes, trails and water sports. 

 The General Tourism Marketing Division promotes Romania as a tourist destination at 

local, regional, and international levels and organizes Romania‘s participation in 

regional, national and international tourist events (e.g. fairs and exhibitions). 

286. Creation of an autonomous or independent tourism body seems less important than 

genuine partnership with industry stakeholders.  The Master Plan included a recommendation 

to establish a semi-autonomous National Tourism Organization (NTO) with a board comprised 

of representatives from the tourism industry and public sector as the lead organization for 

developing and implementing the Master Plan, which is the basis for the ministry‘s tourism 

policy. While this may not be necessary, the key to success is a clear strategic direction and 

strong consultations with direct input of industry stakeholders in the DG Tourism‘s policy and 

priority setting, research and monitoring activities. In addition, it is essential for policy making 

and implementation that an entity with decision-making authority – a steering committee – 
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be established immediately to systematically manage and guide implementation of the Master 

Plan.    

287. The functions of the NTO were specified in the Master Plan as follows: 

 

 Marketing Romania as a tourist destination domestically and internationally. 

 Provision of tourist information services to visitors. 

 Development of high standards for tourism facilities, amenities and services, and 

monitoring quality and safety through licensing and classification measures. 

 Assistance to industry in the development of marketing skills and initiatives. 

 Establishment of a ―Human Resources Development Advisory Committee‖ to coordinate 

the development of human resource education and training in tourism. 

 Promotion of the development of tourism products, services and facilities that could 

attract tourists. 

 Generation of increased awareness in Romania about the benefits of tourism. 

 Administration of annual budgets. 

4.4.2  Programming and Budgeting 

288. Historically, the tourism Sector in Romania has long lacked a clearly crafted and 

effectively implemented strategic plan. In 1996, a Tourism Development Master Plan for 

Romania was developed, but its recommendations were poorly implemented, if at all. Other 

fragmented efforts in this direction have been supported by the UNDP, USAID, GTZ, and other 

IFIs and NGOs. A new Master Plan was developed in 2006 by the World Tourism Organization 

and Romanian counterparts. The Romanian National Tourism Development Master Plan 2007-

2026 defined a clear vision for the sector, and crafted a well-articulated and comprehensive 

strategy and action plan. 

289. The Master Plan 2007-2026 is the ―umbrella policy‖ for the sector, and provides a 

―road map‖ for the sustainable development of tourism in Romania. The vision of the Plan 

is that Romania will become ―a quality tourism destination based on its natural and cultural 

heritage which matches EU standards of product and service delivery by 2013 and to generate 

environmentally sustainable growth in tourism at a rate in excess of other European destinations‖ 

(see box 4.2 below). The strategy lays out clear goals and targets, setting out to increase the 

number of foreign visitors by 4.8 percent annually, through 2026, and to increase the share of 

visitor expenditure in GDP to 4.3 percent in 2011, and 6.9 percent in 2026. Since the crisis 

severely affected the Romanian tourism industry, there is a high probability that the 2011 GDP 

target may not be reached.  

290. The shorter term strategic plan issued by the ministry for the period of 2010 to 2013 

specified the following objectives for ―the program budget‖: 

 Increase tourist traffic from Western Europe and North America at an average annual 

rate of 5 percent. 



74 

 

 Reduce seasonality by stimulating interest for Romanian tourists spending weekends 

and short holidays especially during the slower seasons of spring and autumn. 

 Achieve balance of payments surplus of tourism and travel.  

 Increase international tourism receipts at an average annual rate of 3 percent for 

the next three years. 

 Increase by 10 percent by 2010, the occupancy rate of accommodation facilities 

resorts for rest and treatment in Romania. 

 

 

291. Final data for 2010 for all of these indicators was not yet available, but based on industry 

interviews, the arrivals and receipts did not recover yet. 

292. The Master Plan also stresses the importance of EU Structural Funds in the 2007-

2013 programming period, and includes a concurrent action program (2007-2013). Under 

the ROP (Axis 5: Tourism), the Romanian tourism sector has access to around €612 million for 

tourism infrastructure development projects, cultural heritage site development, and tourism 

promotion. This is a significant amount and an important opportunity for the sector – especially 

since DG Tourism government budget allocation to perform its mandate in 2010 was €44 

million, or 4 percent of the funds managed by MRDT, plus an additional €40 million for the 

Tourism Development Division to implement local tourism infrastructure projects. 

Implementation has not been conducted according to the Tourism Master Plan or other strategic 

plan and appears to be ad hoc, partly based on requests from localities. Centralized monitoring of 

projects is conducted, but accountability for results is unclear.  

293. MRDT has capitalized on the available ROP funds to develop a Tourism Brand and 

an accompanying marketing strategy for Romania. The Brand and Strategy were developed 

by THR, a Barcelona-based company that developed the successful Spain brand and logo. The 

objective is to set Romanian Tourism apart from other countries in the region. However, the 

driving values of the brand have not yet been effectively communicated to the public, and 

concerns have been raised about the cost, usefulness, and design. It is also not clear if the Brand 

Box 4.2: The Tourism Policy of Romania 

The Master Plan is Romania‘s ―umbrella policy‖ for the tourism sector in the country. It provides a 

Vision, set of Goals, Targets and Strategic Directions for Romanian tourism. Within the latter, it 

describes structural arrangements, infrastructure needs, human resource development, product 

improvements, as well as improvements in research, information services, destination marketing and 

investment policy. However, nobody in the DG Tourism is accountable for implementation of the 

Master Plan and thus policy. There are no procedures for measuring performance in implementation, 

so consequently, very little of the Plan has been realized. Lagging tourism receipts and lack of growth 

since 2008, which can partially be attributed to international economic problems, have been the 

results. Tourism in Romania will not improve unless the Master Plan and policy, with or without 

updates, are followed and become a clear roadmap for the sector. 
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and Strategy are integrated into implementation of the Master Plan. The Master Plan, while in 

place, has not really been implemented.  

4.4.3  Staffing  

294. When the Ministry of Tourism was assimilated into the MRDT, it lost some staff. 

The crisis and subsequent restructuring resulted in further staff reductions, which department 

managers assert have limited their resources to effectively implement the Master Plan.  It also 

altered the organizational structure envisioned in the Master Plan.  

295. All of these NTO functions are typical of tourism administrations in many other 

countries. And although a semi-autonomous NTO was not established, most of these functions 

can be found among the six divisions described below. The current structure runs the risk of 

subjecting decision-making to political preferences, rather than what makes the most sense for 

tourism development.  Annex 5 is a graphic illustration of the alignment for systematic 

implementation of the master plan. 

296. The Tourism Development Division has 12 staff, which included geologists, tourism 

graduates, and a former lawyer. They need specialists in infrastructure, especially related to 

architecture and construction, although specialists in both of these areas are in the General 

Division of Authorization.  Three staff each spend a day a week just calling local authorities to 

check on the 50 projects that their division is funding. The effort is often fruitless because it is 

difficult to determine from a phone call how efficiently the funds are being used locally. 

Improved systematic monitoring and accountability is urgently needed. 

297. The Division for the Management of Community Funds for Tourism (Formerly 

outside the DG) has 25 staff and three units:  (i) Selection and contracting of projects; (ii) 

Financial monitoring; and (iii) Relations with managing authorities.  

298. The General Division of Control for Tourism has 48 staff, 36 of whom comprise four 

person monitoring teams for each of eight regions and Bucharest. 

299. The General Division of Authorization has 11 staff, which include a director, a 

secretary, specialists in architecture and construction, a database administrator, a licensing 

official, and six hotel inspectors. The latter‘s role was about to change as hotel classification 

became a self-reporting system. The database administrator‘s role is totally technology-

dependent. The Virtual Fox database program has not been updated since 2000. No technical 

support seemed to exist anywhere within the DG Tourism.   

300. The General Tourism Marketing Division has ten staff in Bucharest, which includes a 

Director, Assistant Director, Chief Officer and six additional ―executive positions.‖ Roles of 

each position were not specified. It also includes: 

 Ten offices overseas each staffed by one professional. Since 2008, the number of offices 

was reduced from 28.  

 Ten information centers are planned for destinations around the country, each of which 

will be staffed by at least one person, perhaps provided by local authorities.  
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301. The lack of a general director for the DG appears to have contributed to the general 

lack of coherent direction.  There were no regular management meetings, management plans, 

internal staff training and professional development, or any strategy for use of information 

technology. In addition, while there are staff evaluations, they do not hold staff accountable for 

results in planning, implementation and deliverables.   

302. The 25 percent salary reduction is also believed to have adversely affected staff 

morale and added to the challenges facing the Tourism General Directorate.   The salary 

reduction, while across the public sector, may be affecting the capacity of DG Tourism to retain 

and attract the high quality capable staff needed to revitalize its functioning and effectively 

implement the Tourism Development Master Plan and recommendations of this FR. 

4.4.4  Collaboration and Synergies 

303. The DG Tourism is the newest addition to the Ministry of Regional Development, 

and as such it is still trying to define its space and build stronger links to other units.  

Obvious areas of synergy and collaboration are with the MA-ROP on ROP Axis 5 measures 5.1 

(Cultural Heritage) and 5.2 (Tourism Infrastructure), and with the Community Funds 

Management for Tourism Directorate which is the Intermediate Body for measure 5.3 

(Marketing).  The DG played a key role in helping to develop the programming priorities for 

Axis 5. At the same time, the Tourism Master Plan has made special provisions for the ROP 

2007-2013 and has integrated it within the overall strategy. The ETC OPs also have several 

tourism projects, but it is not clear how the DG Tourism is and should be working together with 

the ETC, given the special inter-governmental nature of ETC projects, and the associated 

complexity of programming and implementation rules. 

304. At the Government level, the DG Tourism is attempting to improve collaboration 

with a number of ministries. Thus, it represents the MRDT in its relations with the Ministry of 

Education on educational issues in the tourism field. It collaborates with the Ministry of Labour 

on national and regional programs for vocational re-training in the Hotels and Restaurants field. 

On issues pertaining to tourist services at border-crossings, it collaborates with the Border Police 

within the Ministry of Administration and Interior. It also works with other specialized bodies of 

the State for conducting common thematic controls (e.g. the Control Department of the 

Government, the Police, the Financial Guard, the Sanitary-Veterinary and Food Safety National 

Authority, the Consumer‘s Protection National Authority, the Environment Protection Agency, 

the Ministry of Health). There is, however, room for improvement, particularly in 

communicating a better understanding of the benefits of tourism on the country‘s economy, 

natural and cultural heritage. 

305. This lack of understanding by other Ministries has resulted, at least in part, from 

limited qualified and specially trained personnel in the Tourism Industry. This was 

highlighted in the Master Plan, but little has been done to remedy the situation so far. To begin 

with, there are no Bachelor‘s or graduate level degrees in hospitality and/or tourism in Romania. 

Hospitality programs exist at universities, but a well-known and respected industry entrepreneur 

said that the programs are a ―catastrophe‖ and useless. Another entrepreneur is managing a 

private hospitality education program that has been unsuccessfully pursuing accreditation from 

the Ministry of Education. Without adequately trained tourism specialists, it is unlikely that 

Romania will turn the Tourism industry into a competitive growth engine. 
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306. The DG Tourism is working to improve its presence throughout the country and 

better respond to local challenges and opportunities. The DG Tourism is supported in this 

endeavor by the National Association of Travel Agencies (ANAT). ANAT has 850 members and 

a growing network of regional councils that provide channels for ad hoc communications 

between the government and the industry.  However, one of the chief complaints from ANAT 

officials is the lack of institutionalized, systematic communication with Government or MRDT 

as discussed above.  

307. Links between the tourism industry and the DG Tourism are suboptimal from the 

perspective of the private sector stakeholders.  Industry stakeholders repeatedly emphasized 

what they considered to be the absence of direct private sector involvement in the decision-

making for activities in each division, including in the determination of research priorities of the 

National Research Institute for Tourism Development.  In their view, this has resulted in a lack 

of clear communications and understanding about the direction of tourism. While individual 

managers seem to maintain frequent contact with industry stakeholders, there appears to be no 

institutional ―vehicle‖ through which stakeholders can be consulted about the strategic choices 

and directions of DG Tourism‘s work.  And the private sector feels that this lack of consultation 

directly impacts the effectiveness of their businesses. 

4.4.5  Challenges  

308. Many of the challenges that the DG Tourism is currently facing have already been 

identified in the Master Plan 2007-2026, and most of these are still current. The major ones 

include: 

309. The strategic direction for the staff of the Tourism General Directorate is unclear.   

This is in part due to incomplete implementation of the United Nations World Trade 

Organization (UNWTO) Tourism Master Plan. There is no framework for coordination and 

cooperation across departments and between ministries. The Government‘s approach to tourism 

development remains fragmented, thus minimizing its ability to support the country‘s tourism 

growth.  It is Government‘s role to help establish and realize a vision for tourism in the country 

and then provide the enabling environment, especially in regard to human and physical 

infrastructure, investment and tax incentives, and destination marketing. 

310. The Government’s vision for tourism development is unclear to the industry, in part 

because implementation of the Master Plan – the central policy document – has not yet been 

institutionalized into the ministry. There is no unit or coordinator to oversee implementation. 

311. Communication channels are weak within DG Tourism and with other Government 

ministries and units, as well as with the private sector.   Without improved and systematic 

communications with the tourism private sector, Government actions of any type will continue to 

be perceived as obstacles and the country will continue to deserve the World Economic Forum‘s 

very low rating on transparency in policymaking (137
th

 out of 139
th

).  A lack of communications 

between departments related to roles and objectives among staff in the Tourism Directorate 

threaten to undermine whatever sustainable progress is possible. 
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312. Each department has a budget, but does not seem to have control over crucial 

activities such as program prioritization, and as part of a civil service structure also has 

little control over staffing decisions such as recruitment, hiring and termination.  This has 

led to deficient processes for staff development and capacity building.   Without strategic 

direction, it has been difficult to pursue cohesive and integrated planning, especially between 

regions and the national government. Each region seems to be pursuing its own plans and 

strategies – although whether there is any strategic planning between the region and local 

communities and between the region and the national government is questionable.  

313. A common complaint among industry stakeholders is the lack of clear regulations 

and rulemaking. An industry leader pointed out that sometimes tourism regulations and rules 

were contradictory. Apparently the situation is dire and reflects the country‘s low ranking by the 

WEF on transparency in policymaking as indicated earlier. 

314. The guidance and linkages between DG Tourism and – the National Research 

Institute for Tourism Development are inadequate. Since the Institute is only partly financed 

by MRDT budget, it both sells research privately and provides research to the MRDT. Their 

status as a group to which research is outsourced or as an internal research group is unclear.  The 

industry could benefit from the research, but is hindered by lack of: (i) Awareness of the 

capabilities of the Institute; (ii) outreach by the Institute and DG Tourism related to research 

opportunities, including the possibility of cost-sharing studies; and (iii) input into the research 

agenda of the institute. Consequently, data does not flow regularly from the private sector and 

vice versa, and the statistical base for market and product analysis   is weak and insufficient. A 

lack of targeted market-based research and analysis has resulted in a weak and uncompetitive 

brand. It will be very difficult to implement the new marketing strategy and plan without 

improvements in data collection, monitoring and measuring impacts.   

315. The ecotourism and spa tourism strategies remain separate activities apart from the 

Master Plan and are not integrated into the ―whole‖ of the ministry’s tourism approach. 
While there is substantial potential for especially the spa sector, it has not taken off because 

investment is needed in infrastructure and facilities to match standards in the EU and become 

more competitive. Another challenge for the spa sector is that spa sites often have multiple 

owners. Prior to nationalization just after World War II, spa sites included multiple individually 

owned villas, all of which were nationalized and are now being reclaimed.  

4.4.6 Recommendations 

Short-term Recommendations 

316. Systematically implement the Master Plan 2007-2026 as a way of providing a 

national strategic planning context for tourism development in Romania The Master Plan, 

though not perfect, is comprehensive and provides a good framework for organizing the sector 

and promoting the expansion of tourism opportunities. 

317. Immediately establish a Steering Committee with decision-making authority that 

manages and monitors implementation and coordinates with other departments, agencies, 

ministries and organizations. Given the central importance of this role, it is recommended that 



79 

 

this committee include stakeholders from outside the ministry and report directly to the Director 

General. Without this context and committee, it is nearly impossible to achieve concrete results 

based on the Master Plan and thus implementation of the country‘s tourism policy. 

318. Enhance intra-DG coordination by strengthening communication and reporting 

among the departments.  This will help to improve the internal operations of the DG and 

increase team work and internal synergies.  Specifically: (i) Conduct regularly scheduled 

department and inter-departmental meetings, so that colleagues are systematically kept apprised 

of one another‘s work; and (ii) provide training for the improvement of management, knowledge 

and team building among departments.  

319. Conduct a comprehensive organizational development analysis to determine the 

optimal institutional structure to achieve objectives for DG Tourism and implement the 

Master Plan activities managed by the Steering Committee. Provide each Department with a 

budget that they directly control, but with reporting and accountability for results regularly 

monitored and evaluated. Without some budget control, department heads have been unable to 

implement activities with the necessary staff and resources. 

320. Establish a regular system of reporting and monitoring and evaluation by regional 

and local tourism development authorities to ensure national and inter-regional coordination 

of tourism development plans, policies and programs. Monthly reporting online and quarterly 

meetings in person are recommended. The current situation is very fragmented and thus nearly 

impossible to monitor and track. 

321. Conduct an assessment of technology needs within the DG Tourism in coordination 

and integrated with the rest of the ministry. Upgrade technology within the Directorate – 

hardware, software, training and technology support – especially for improved internal 

communications, monitoring and evaluation of tourism assets, improved market research, data 

collection and analysis.  Include IT training for DG Tourism staff so that skills keep up with the 

technology.  Establish a position for IT support in the DG Tourism so that staff have an internal 

expert to call upon to solve IT problems. 

322. Establish a private sector advisory board that meets with department managers 

regularly. The advisory board should be closely involved with the Steering Committee and 

implementation of the Master Plan, including the development and implementation of hospitality 

training and education programs. 

Medium-term Recommendations 

323. Provide staff with access to information resources and training in order to improve 

performance and expand learning and knowledge. Currently, staff must obtain information 

and training on their own without support from the DG Tourism.  Establish a physical and virtual 

library for staff.  Educate the staff on access to the e-library of the UNWTO; the DG Tourism 

has full online access to this e-library, which includes resources that are useful to all roles within 

the DG.  Expand the exchange of knowledge and expertise with international and national 

tourism organizations, including tourism business associations. 
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324. Identify and replicate best management practices of other tourism administrations 

in comparable countries.  The DG Tourism does not have to invent its own management and 

administrative practices. Success stories from other countries‘ tourism administrations, 

particularly in the EU, should be studied, analyzed and replicated.  

325. Establish clear tourism-related investment priorities. With each Region pursuing its 

own tourism development agenda, tourism investment opportunities have not been based on 

strategic planning priorities and market analysis. Determining government support for 

investments should be based on objective criteria and market demand. 

326. Enhance the capacity of the National Research Institute for Tourism Development 

to provide critical data to the DG Tourism and private sector, especially related to 

implementation of the Master Plan and marketing strategy and plan. This may require that the 

Institute‘s research agenda be established in consultation with the industry and DG Tourism. The 

Institute should also consider publishing a newsletter and maintaining a blog of research and 

analysis updates on industry trends that impact tourism development. By establishing a continual 

flow of analysis and information, the Institute would better serve both the DG Tourism and the 

tourism industry. The Institute should also be available to provide special studies commissioned 

by the industry. A National Information System for Tourism should be maintained by the 

Institute that aggregates data and other content from the industry and sub-national organizations, 

as well as maintains a registry of ―tourism patrimony.‖ 

327. Conduct an annual national conference for tourism development, marketing and 

promotion to help generate more inter-municipal, inter-regional and national level 

cooperation. With a lack of coordination between Regions, communities and national 

authorities, it has been nearly impossible to be kept informed of developments throughout the 

country.  

328. Regulations and rules should strengthen rather than weaken tourism development. 
However, as mentioned above, Romania ranked 137

th
 on transparency in policymaking and 

consequently on rulemaking. A review of regulations and rules needs to be conducted, 

particularly with regard to simplification of industry licensing. Solicit input from licensees and 

potential licensees on simplification. 
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5.   Review of Budget and Financial Management 

329. The main activities of the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism in the 

budget execution area include (i) in-year financial planning and release of funds, (ii) payment 

processing, (iii) accounting and reporting, (iv)internal financial control, and (v) internal audit.  

These responsibilities are divided between the Economic and Administrative General Directorate 

(DG-EA), which is responsible for the first four activities, and the Internal Audit Unit. 

5.1  General Directorate for Economics and Administration  

330. DG-EA manages the cash releases and therefore plays a key role in budget execution and 

cash planning in addition to its functions in expenditure programming and budget preparation. 

331. This General Directorate comprises four departments: (i) Financial Accounting, (ii) 

Budget Financing, (iii) Planning and Budgeting, and (iv) Logistics. It also has two divisions: 

administrative and car fleet.  The internal financial preventive control functions are organized 

within the DG-EA as per the legislation. The DG-EA is headed by the general director, who 

reports to the MRDT minister and to the general secretary, who is in charge of finance, 

economics, and administrative activities along with other cross-cutting activities.  The staff 

structure of DG-EA appears appropriate, with 54 staff in place (out of the total 58 staff positions 

included in the DG-EA organogram). The DG-EA staff structure does not have major 

shortcomings, but it lacks of a chief of department for the Financial Accounting Department. 

5.2  MRDT Budget and Funding Sources 

332. In 2010, the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism administered policy 

measures funded by a budget allocation of about RON 4.65 billion, of which RON 2.1 billion 

represented the state budget portion administered by the DG-EA (see table 5.1 for the MRDP 

budget). More than 65 percent of the budget is dedicated to EU-related transfer payments, 

financed by EU funds (primarily the European Regional Development Fund) and national 

counterpart financing from state budget sources. The remaining 35 percent of the budget 

primarily covers interagency transfers for nationally funded programs (25 percent) and other 

state budget allocations (10 percent) for purposes of operational expenses and capital 

investments of the MRDT and other state entities.  

 

333. As per applicable financial management provisions, the administration of nationally 

funded programs and of key EU-supported activities is being carried out by different budget 

entities (DG-EA for all state-budget-funded mandates, and the MAs and NAs for EU programs).  

334. In 2010, MRDT received EU funding from the following main sources: 

 

 European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), which accounted for 84 percent of 

MRDT’s EU funding. The ERDF aims to strengthen economic and social cohesion in 

the European Union by correcting imbalances between its regions by financing direct aid 

to investments, infrastructure, financial instruments, and technical assistance measures. 



82 

 

The ERDF can intervene in the three objectives of regional policy: convergence, regional 

competitiveness, and employment, and also European Territorial Cooperation. 

 Remaining allocations from Romania’s pre-accession funds (predominantly PHARE) 

accounted for 11 percent of MRDT‘s EU funding. 

 Allocations under the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Initiative (ENPI) 

accounted for 3 percent of MRDT‘s EU funding. The allocation covers Cross-Border-

Cooperation and international programs with ENPI eligible countries (e.g., Black Sea 

riparian states, Ukraine, Moldova). 

 Allocations from the Instrument of Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) accounted for 1 

percent of MRDT‘s EU funding. These funds are obtained for purposes of the Cross-

Border-Cooperation with Serbia. 

 

335. About 75 percent of MRDT’s EU funds allocation is administered under a single 

operational program, namely the Regional Operational Program (ROP). Transfer payments 

under this program are granted mainly for purposes of: (i) Support to Sustainable Development 

of Urban Growth Poles (Axis 1); (ii) Improvement of Regional and Local Transport 

Infrastructure (Axis 2); (iii) Improvement of Social Infrastructure (Axis 3); (iv) Strengthening 

Regional and Local Business Environment (Axis 4); (v) Sustainable Development and 

Promotion of Tourism (Axis 5); and (vi) Technical Assistance (Axis 6). 

 

336. As is the case in other reviewed ministries, the current budget structure and 

accounting system are consistent with the requirements under the public finance law.  The 

budget is primarily a functional budget, in line with legislation and reporting requirements from 

the Ministry of Public Finance and consistent with that ministry‘s medium-term framework.  

Table 5.1 MRDT Budget 2010 by Funding Sources  

 

Share in total 

State Budget EU funded adminstered budget

[million RON] [million RON] [%]

TOTAL 2,078,966 2,569,348 100.0%

EU resources 2,569,348 55.3%

- ERDF transfers 2,165,788 46.6%

- ENPI transfers 82,071 1.8%

- IPA transfers 19,714 0.4%

- Pre-Accession Fund transfers [PHARE] 301,775 6.5%

State Budget allocation for EU-funded transfers 470,758 10.1%

State Budget allocation for nationally-funded programs 1,164,219 25.0%

- Inter-Governmental Transfers 843,751 18.2%

- Other Transfers 320,468 6.9%

Other State Budget allocations 443,989 9.6%

- Other programs/activities with external financing 172,310 3.7%

- Capital Expenditure 138,206 3.0%

- Recurrent expenditure 83,673 1.8%

- other 49,800 1.1%

Note: In addition, MRDT had budgeted RON 185m of own revenues.

Source: MRDT Budget Department

Ministry of Regional Development & Tourism

2010
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337. However this budget’s structure limits its usefulness as a tool for strategic resource 

allocation, effective management, performance measurement, and accountability.   It does 

not allow for a clear and easy-to-read delineation of spending between the ministry and the 

individual subordinated units, nor a distinction between budgeting for current activities, payment 

of past debt, or uncertain future activities. It also does not identify which department is in charge 

of which budget. The use of performance parameters is basic and oriented toward outputs rather 

than strategic outcomes. It therefore provides very little accountability and little feedback on 

implementation and performance, and it does little to inform leadership about simple strategic 

questions such as the administrative cost of delivering key policy programs. 

338. Beginning with the 2011 budget cycle, a basic display of policy programs is annexed 

to the annual budget, with the objective of facilitating strategic resource allocation.  

However, the budget structure applied across the Romanian administration remains functional 

and not programmatic.  

339. The usefulness of the budget annex is constrained by a relatively high fragmentation 

of program delineations: Budget formulation and execution for the Ministry of Regional 

Development and Tourism are currently structured along a voluminous list of more than 30 

programs, which include programs for investments in water and sewage systems,  thermal 

rehabilitation of apartment buildings, buildings for young people or Roma dwellers/dwellings, 

seismic risk reduction, investment in and the promotion and development of tourism and sport 

infrastructure, as well as programs supporting the accrual of personal savings earmarked for the 

construction or rehabilitation of residential structures.  

340. Although this functional review did not include a detailed financial review of the 

individual programs, a streamlined structure for budget formulation would enhance management 

and oversight of policy programs. 

341. The initial programs detailed in the budget annex do not include program 

performance measurements. Ideally, both programs and subprograms would be accompanied 

by a selective set of key performance indicators to link budget and performance management 

functions in the ministry (see box 5.1). These indicators would help guide operational budget 

monitoring, transpose strategic priorities into budget priorities, or justify budget allocations for 

subsequent budget cycles. 

342. Ultimately, the MRDT would benefit from a shift to a full program budgeting 

approach. This, together with a renewed formulation process, would provide for a more 

strategic and efficient use of scarce resources by enhancing strategic allocations and promoting 

decentralization of decision-making powers. It would also create more accountability, foster 

financial monitoring and feedback, and inform budget formulation for the next budget cycle.  

Program budgeting would allow the ministry to clearly match the budget to its priorities. It 

would define objectives for each program, and its supporting budget would be consistent with  
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measurable objectives.  It would take into consideration the timing of program implementation 

and would identify departments or agencies responsible for budget implementation and results. A 

program budgeting format would also improve the formulation process as it would more easily 

identify strategic tradeoffs. Rather than receiving requests from subordinated agencies primarily 

based on current spending levels and trying to ―fairly‖ divide up scarce resources, the ministry 

management and its policy unit would set clear priority guidelines on a yearly basis, within a 

continuously updated medium-term expenditure framework.  These priority guidelines would, in 

turn, help the agencies and directorates propose a budget. The program budgeting approach 

would also improve the consultation mechanism and empower each managing unit to design and 

be accountable for their own budget. A working committee of the ministry‘s leadership would 

then make final budgetary decisions.  

5.3  Budget Formulation Process 

343. The budget formulation process in MRDT is similar to that in other ministries.  Typically, 

MRDT will propose an initial budget to the MOPF based on projections and strategies of the 

ministry and its subordinated units, but not necessarily guided by the  medium-term expenditure 

framework (MTEF). MRDT then negotiates the final envelope at the central government level.  

After the approval of the annual budget law, the MRDT subordinated spending authorities 

(ordonatori) draft quarterly budget implementation plans, which are reviewed by the DG-EA and 

ultimately approved by the minister. The main spending authorities distribute the approved 

budgetary credits for their own budgets and for their subordinate public entities or units, whose 

managers are secondary or tertiary spending authorities.  

344. Budget administration and formulation for EU-supported and national programs 

provide substantial potential for better integration. The budget formulation and planning 

currently follows a bipolar approach between EU-supported and national programs. The 

only programs for which planning information is consolidated are the EU-supported programs, 

primarily for two reasons: (i) the underlying expenditures under the structural funds are executed 

through two subordinated agencies and (ii) the financial architecture underlying these programs 

is subject to much clearer financial management rules and multi-annual programs agreed upon 

with the European Commission. Budget formulation for national programs, however, does not 

reflect clear underlying medium-term strategic priorities, but mainly seems to be a function of 

Box 5.1: An Example of Performance-Based Program Budgeting: Slovakia 

All budget lines in Slovakia‘s line ministries are associated with underlying performance indicators (most of 

them qualitative). Progress toward target realization is closely monitored. Mid-year reviews assess progress 

toward target achievement. Activities at risk of underachievement are put under close monitoring and 

management supervision. A sanction system for nonperforming budgetary positions is in place and also applies 

to subordinated or associated institutions that receive budget support. Budget-supported agencies and institutions 

face the risk of having to return budgetary contributions in the case of nonachievement of defined targets 

stipulated in their performance-based contracts; discontinuation of budget support might be the consequence of 

repeated underperformance. Overall, the strict enforcement of performance-based program budgeting has 

substantially contributed to the quality of the monitoring and management of budget chapters.  

 Source: Slovakia 2008 Public Expenditure Review (Washington, DC: World Bank, 2008). 
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semiconstant allocation of previous year expenditures.  This approach tends to lead to regular 

increases in expenditures but not necessarily increased efficiency.
20

  

345. There appears to be little systemic consolidation of information on the entire budget 

envelope on the operational level. A potential consequence is that budget and activity planning 

activities do not sufficiently reflect sectorwide perspectives and priorities.   

346. Quarterly spending limits reportedly do not constitute a notable constraint to 

budget execution. As is the case in other line ministries, 2011 data suggests a significant 

improvement in MOPF matching quarterly budget needs of line ministries. This is particularly 

true if compared to 2010, which showed problems of underfunding in the earlier part of the year 

and overfunding in the last quarter (figure 5.1).  However, and contrary to other line ministries 

(e.g., Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development, where income support payments to 

farmers are due along an EC-mandated schedule), quarterly mismatches in MRDT allocations do 

not induce financial penalties by the EC.  

                                                      
20

 Nonstrategic elements in budget preparation were reported to have increased following the MOPF‘s 2010 move 

from general quarterly spending limits to the establishment of ceilings on a per-title basis. The latter were reported 

to largely coincide with previous period‘s allocations, thus suggesting a rather mechanistic allocation approach. 

Figure 5.1:  Quarterly Spending Limits, 2010/11 

 

 

 

                       Source: MRDT  
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5.4  Budget Execution 

5.4.1  In-year Financial Planning and Release of Funds 

Allotment Procedure 

347. After the approval of the annual budget law, the main spending authorities 

(ordonatori) draft quarterly budget implementation plans, which are reviewed by the DG-

EA and approved by the MRDT minister. The main spending authorities include presidents of 

subordinated agencies, heads of other public authorities and specialized agencies, and chiefs of 

autonomous public entities and state-owned enterprises.  Once the quarterly budget 

implementation plans are approved, the main spending authorities distribute the approved 

budgetary credits for their own budgets and for their subordinated public entities or units, whose 

managers are secondary or tertiary spending authorities. The secondary spending authorities then 

distribute the approved budgetary credits for their own budgets and their subordinate tertiary 

spending authorities. 

348. To ensure prudent budget execution, the main spending authorities are required to 

allocate in their budget implementation plan 10 percent of approved funding as a reserve, 

with the exception of personnel expenditures and funds related to external liabilities, which are 

entirely distributed. This reserve is distributed during the second half of the year. 

Cash Releases 

349. Cash is released through monthly ―credit opening‖ (deschidere de credit). Each 

month, main spending authorities present several requests to the DG-EA for cash releases, which 

should be in line with the quarterly spending limit. These requests are accompanied by a note 

presenting the operations that will be financed. After these requests are reviewed, the credit 

openings are authorized and cash availability is released to main spending authorities. These 

credit openings are recorded in the Treasury payment system. Then the authorized cash releases 

are distributed in cascade within the main spending units.  

350. The DG-EA exercises tight control over credit releases, through the combination of 

quarterly cash limits and monthly credit opening. Such controls may help keep cash under 

control when the budget is not based on realistic revenue estimates. However, this process is 

time consuming and involves a large number of checks and verifications. The process negatively 

affects expenditure management at the lowest administrative level when the distribution of credit 

openings within MRDT is approved with some delays. It also risks generating arrears if the cash 

releases do not take into due account the payment schedule related to the existing commitments, 

or if the cash releases are limited due to the overall limited availability of funds.  

5.4.2 Payment Processing 

351. MRDT has an effective Treasury Single Account system. All cash transactions are 

channeled through the Treasury account at the Central Bank, except for transactions in foreign 

currency, which are processed by commercial banks. The MRDT and subordinated entities‘ 

accounts are kept with the Treasury.  Payments are made to these accounts through the Treasury 
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information system generally within one day. The subordinated entities lack an effective system 

to monitor whether the funds have been made available to them and they rely heavily on frequent 

informal checks by telephone with MRDT financial staff and with the Treasury to confirm the 

availability of the funds. 

352. Spending authorities have to bring payment orders (ordonantare) to the Treasury branch 

offices. This procedure, required by the Law on Public Finance (500/2002), is cumbersome and 

time consuming and involves significant paperwork and signatures. Up to now, problems related 

to the legal authorization for electronic signature prevent the automation of the transmission of 

payment orders from spending authorities to Treasury branch offices. At the Treasury branch 

offices, the payment orders are generally scanned (a payment order includes a bar code) or 

manually processed to be registered in the Treasury data base. 

353. The General Directorate closely monitors compliance with budget and procurement 

plans to avoid overspending of the budget. Budget execution mainly for state budget 

funded mandates is closely monitored by the DG-EA and regular (weekly reports) are 

provided to senior and operational managers across the ministry. The various spending units 

have their own budget monitoring and technical General Directorates get regular updates on 

absorption data.  

354. Although the DG-EA does produce a fairly voluminous amount of data, which is 

circulated to MRDT management, the format and content of that information may not be the 

most appropriate for management monitoring and action. This report should not be an accounting 

statement of the various line items of the budget but should contain indicators for their use in 

helping management make strategic decisions (such as reallocations), focus their attention for 

monitoring closely (orange) or intervening (red), and help provide a feedback for budget 

formulation for the following year (box 5.2).   

 

 

Box 5.2: Sample Report on Budget Performance for Management 

 

JUNE 2011 MONTHLY REPORT May Target May Actual June Target June Actual

Absorption rate of ERDF annual envelope 24% 15% 34% 32%

… 75% 72% 96% 96%

Actual over planned overall budget execution 46% 50% 63% 62%

Actual over planned administrative cost execution 42% 40% 50% 49%

 - Program 1 42% 43% 50% 55%

 - Program 2 42% 45% 50% 60%

… 42% 42% 50% 44%

Admin. Cost of Program 1 as % of disbursement 8% 7% 4% 5%

Admin. Cost of Program 2 as % of disbursement 4% 5% 4% 3%

EU Contestations as % of disbursement 3% 7%

Overall % of performance indicators on target 90% 86% 90% 91%

 - Program 1 90% 95% 90% 92%

 - Program 2 90% 70% 90% 95%

… 90% 90% 90% 91%
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355. MRDT has some flexibility to reallocate funds throughout the year, but it is unclear 

whether reallocations are based on strategic priorities and with systematic coordination 

from management. The ministry is subject to a detailed set of regulations on budget 

reallocation. Some expenses can be reallocated at will (e.g., among subordinated agencies but 

within the same line items), while others can reallocated done only after June 30 (among 

budgetary chapters) and within certain limits. Reallocations above these limits require budget 

rectification. For the ministry this leads to a need to ―micromanage‖ the spending structure of the 

various spending units.   

5.5  Accounting and Reporting 

356. Main, secondary, and tertiary state budget holders and other government entities 

use accrual accounting (e.g., they account for depreciation of fixed assets). There is a unified 

chart of accounts for the central and local government units. During 2003–2010 the Government 

implemented 18 International Public Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS), which are accrual 

accounting standards among a total of 31 current standards. Consolidating the implementation of 

these standards and implementing further IPSAS standards will require additional training and 

close supervision.  This is being addressed separately by the Bank, through technical assistance 

with the Ministry of Public Finance (MOPF), and will impact MRDT in the future. 

357. MRDT and the main spending authorities prepare quarterly and annual financial 

statements.  MRDT consolidates these financial statements, which are then centralized by the 

Public Institutions Accounting Methodology General Directorate (PIAMGD) within MOPF 

through dedicated software. Quarterly reports are transmitted to the PIAMGD within 45 days to 

60 days from the end of the quarter under review. In parallel, the Treasury Information System is 

able to produce budget execution reports on a cash basis, nearly in real time. 

5.6  Financial Accounting and Reporting Software Systems 

358. MRDT uses a comprehensive software system for its financial management 

functions.  The main system used is the financial management software developed by a 

Romanian firm, Aseco, which has almost all standard modules included in an Integrated 

Financial Management Information System: accounting, reporting, contracts and procurement, 

fixed assets, inventories, logistics, treasury functions, and others. The firm has provided 

appropriate training, and there are systems manuals available, as well as online help. There is 

also a maintenance contract with the software firm, and regular system updates are carried out. 

However, the software is used only at the MRDT headquarters and a few other entities and not 

within the entire regional development and tourism sector structure.  In addition, the data transfer 

from the MRDT software into the format requested by MOPF PIAMGD is done manually, based 

on MRDT‘s trial balance; information is first put on paper in the format requested by MOPF and 

then uploaded. The process takes time and it is prone to errors. Improving the interface of the 

MRDT software to allow an easier transfer to MOPF would be desirable. 

5.7  Budget Execution Financial Controls  

359. Law No. 500 on Public Finance defines four stages of budget execution (ALOP 

norms: commitment, verification, payment order and payment) and stresses the principle 
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of separation of duties. There are written internal control procedures within MRDT.  The 

system of preventive (ex ante) financial controls performed in MRDT is as follows: 

 Internal financial controllers perform ex ante financial control of all expenditure 

transactions (commitments, cash opening, and payment order); these are regulated by the 

own financial preventive control norms. 

 MRDT is subject to the ―delegated‖ MOPF financial controllers who belong to the staff 

of the MPF Central Harmonization Unit (CHU) for Financial Management and Control. 

They perform financial controls on transactions above a certain amount, which is 

generally in the range of 25,000 RON for state budget funds. These transactions are 

submitted to a ―double visa‖ system, consisting of both the visa of the internal own 

―preventive‖ financial controller and the visa of the MOPF ―delegated‖ financial 

controller. This limit is significantly lower than the similar limit for EU funds, which is  

€200,000, resulting in substantially more transactions with the state budget funds that are 

subject to the delegated controllers, even though their values are relatively low. 

360. The ―double visa‖ system increases the paperwork and risks to making line 

ministries think that they are relieved of their accountability requirements, as their 

transactions are being verified ex ante by an MOPF controller. The MOPF intends to phase out 

its delegate financial controls within line ministries by December 2012. After this date, only 

financial controllers reporting to line ministers will make preventive controls. This desirable 

measure may need further actions to strengthen internal control within line ministries, who are 

preparing a program of work for this purpose. The MOPF CHU for Financial Management and 

Control will have to review and monitor these work programs.  As of March 2011, MRDT is still 

among the ministries that are subject to the visa of the MOPF delegated financial controller. 

5.8  Internal Audit 

361. The internal audit unit within the MRDT is established in accordance with the Law 

on Public Internal Audit (672/2002).   This internal audit unit is monitored by the MOPF CHU 

for internal audit, which reviews the internal audit work plan and methodology, carries out 

training activities, and participates in sectoral audits involving several ministries.  

362. The internal audit department in MRDT is relatively well organized and has a higher 

capacity compared to other line ministries‘ internal audit structures, with a comprehensive skills 

mix, experience, and qualifications among its internal auditors.  However, the department is still 

facing some the internal audit issues that are generic to the whole country, i.e., reduced visibility 

of internal audit (since 2010 reorganized from a directorate to a compartment); staff reduced 

from about 15 people to 10 persons now, with the selection of a new auditor just started; reduced 

training budgets that impede the ability to ensure appropriate continuous professional 

development (the minimum CPD requirement was not completed during 2010 but the situation 

has improved for 2011); extensive time required to implement the recommendations following 

the internal audit findings; and a need for better cooperation with the Audit Authority with a 

view to improve and streamline the internal audit activities related to EU funded programs. 

363. Some problems related to budget formulation and executions are clearly cross-

sectoral by nature and would require an amendment to laws or regulations.  However, the 
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MRDT could already build several internal budget management tools within the current legal 

framework. Rather than wait for changes to public finance law, the MRDT can start building an 

internal program budgeting tool that would facilitate strategic budget formulation, monitoring, 

and accountability toward program objectives.  Instead of building a program budget based on 

the official functional budget, the MRDT could put in place a process of program budgeting that 

would then provide the basis for the functional budget for MOPF. Such a program would include 

strategic priorities of the MRDT, outcome indicators, detailed budget, and headcount and would 

identify which department is in charge of implementation. It should allow for clear and regular 

updates not only on sectoral indicators but also on process performance. 

5.9  Recommendations 

364. A summary of the recommendations for the budget formulation and execution areas 

is presented below. 

365. Short-term recommendations: 

 Hire a suitably qualified candidate as chief for the Financial-Accounting Department as 

soon as possible. 

 Improve the software interface for the reporting to MOPF. 

 Increase internal audit capacity. 

 MOPF should consider increasing the delegated control state budget funds threshold for 

MRDT. 

 MOPF should eliminate credit openings. 

 Management Team, with help from DG-EA, should produce an easy-to-read, easy-to-

update monthly financial reports, with performance indicators, to help management make 

strategic decisions, signal needs for intervention, and help provide feedback for future 

budget formulation. Budget reporting and formulation should cover both nationally 

funded and EU-supported programs to provide a strategic overview on 

resources/programs managed by MRDT. 

366. Medium- to long-term recommendations: 

 Consider rolling out the financial management system to the entire sector. 

 MOPF should eliminate ex ante delegated controllers by Dec 31, 2012. 

 MOPF should enhance the IPSAS implementation. 

 Government should adopt and implement the legislation on electronic signature. 

 Shift to a full program-budgeting approach with performance indicators, which together 

with a renewed formulation process, would provide for more strategic and efficient use of 

scarce resources by enhancing strategic allocations and promote decentralization of 

decision making powers 
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6.  Review of Public Procurement  

6.1  Review of Public Procurement Procedures  

367. Romanian public procurement procedures are governed by (i) the most recent European 

Union directives, including G.E.O. No. 34/2006, regarding public procurement contract awards, 

public works concession contracts, and services concession contracts, and (ii) the amended and 

completed public procurement law (PPL).  These directives are mandatory for all purchases of 

goods, services, and works undertaken by contracting authorities acting in the public or private 

sector and in the utility sector. In Romania, public procurement contract awards are subject to 

principles of nondiscrimination, equal treatment, mutual recognition, transparency, 

proportionality, efficient utilization of public funds, and assumption of responsibility, which are 

common among EU member countries. See annex 6 for the Legal Framework for Public 

Procurement.  

368. The most critical stakeholders in public procurement are shown in table 6.1. These are 

entities that apply the PPL. Contracting authority categories recognized by the PPL are presented 

in table 6.2. Procurement process interactions among stakeholders and contracting authorities are 

found in annex 6, figure 1.  As illustrated, the interactions are complex.  The Romanian public 

procurement process is characterized by the attributes in the subsections beginning with 6.1.1. 

 

Table 6.1:  Stakeholders in Public Procurement  

Stakeholders Roles Functions  

National Authority for Regulating 

and Monitoring Public Procurement  

(NARMP)  

Regulatory 

body 

Develops policy for public procurement  

Provides daily support and advice to contracting authorities 

Electronic 

surveyor  

Monitors publication of all contract notices  

Ex post control Controls awarding procedures—Ex post function 

Empowered to nullify contracts in breach of PPL 

Ministry of Public Finances—

Central Unit for Verification Public 

Procurement (CUVPP) 

Ex ante control Verifies procedures related to public procurement contract 

awards processes.  

National Council for Solving 

Complaints (NCSC) 

Remedial body Conducts administrative-jurisdictional activity by resolving 

complaints raised during procurement procedures, prior to 

contract signing.  

Court of Audit  

(CofA) 

Ex post  

control 

Exercises control and external audit for structural funds.  

National Centre for Management of 

Information Society—operator of 

the Electronic System for public 

procurement (ESPP) 

Operator of 

electronic 

system 

Provides technical facilities for contracting authorities for 

implementing award procedures, in part or in whole through e-

procurement system:   Electronic System for Public 

Procurement 
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Table 6.2:   Contracting Authorities  

Sector  Contracting Authorities Categories of contracting authorities  

Classical or 

Public  

State entities 

Public institutions/authority at central level 

Public institutions at local level 

Public institutions/authorities at regional level 

Entities subject to public 

governance, specifically 

established to deliver public goods, 

without either industrial or 

commercial interests 

Bodies financed primarily by public institutions or by other 

body under public governance  

Bodies subordinated or under supervision of a public authority 

or other body under public governance 

Bodies in which more than half of the 

administrative/managerial board or supervisory body members 

are appointed by a public authority or other body under public 

governance 

association formed by one or more contracting authorities - state organisms or other body under 

public governance 

Utility  

Public undertaking that carries out 

one or more so-called ―relevant‖ 

activities 

Relevant activity in public utilities:  water, energy, transport 

services, postal services, prospecting or extracting crude oil, 

natural gas, coal or other solid fuels, and providing transport 

by air, sea or fluvial with airports, maritime/fluvial ports or 

with other transport network terminals Other subjects of law that conduct 

one or more of the so-called relevant 

activities based on social or 

exclusive right 
 

6.1.1 Internal Departments Specializing in Public Procurement 

369. Each contracting authority must establish an internal department (PPL, art. 3041) for 

awarding procurement contracts. The department must fulfill the following responsibilities: 

 

 prepare and update an annual public procurement program as a management tool to plan 

the acquisition process 

 prepare or coordinate preparation of award documentation 

 organize a design contest and prepare contest documentation 

 advertise competitions 

 apply and complete award procedures; 

 establish and preserve public procurement file 

6.1.2 Unique Electronic Platform for Advertising Procurement Contracts  

370. Through PPL the Electronic System for Public Procurement (ESPP), www.e-licitatie.ro, 

is the unique platform for national-level publishing of procurement contract notices. Also, 

through ESPP, contract notices are submitted for publication in the European Public 

Procurement Journal, Tender Electronic Daily (TED), a supplement of the Official Journal of 

European Union. Public procurement documents published on ESPP include the following: 

 

http://www.e-licitatie.ro/
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 prior information notice 

 contract notice/invitation 

 tender documentation, including answers to requested clarifications and other information 

regarding the procurement process 

 award notice 

6.1.3 Thresholds for Opening the Competition to National-, EU- or WTO-Level and 

Applicable Advertising Rules 
 

371. Competitions are open to national level if the estimated contract value exceeds €15.000 

but does not exceed national thresholds (see annex 6, table 1). 

372. Direct purchase is not considered an award procedure; €15.000 is the Romanian threshold 

for direct purchase of goods, services, or works under PPL art.19.  

373. Competition must be opened to EU and World Trade Organization (WTO) countries if 

the estimated contract value exceeds thresholds indicated in annex 6, table 2 (EU Thresholds). If 

the competition is open to EU and WTO levels, all notices are published in the Official Journal 

of European Union and on the ESPP—the prior information notice, contract notice, and award 

notice. National-level competitions do not exclude EU economic operators, but national-level 

and EU-level competitions differ in the time allocated for elaborating tenders. 

6.1.4 Single Remedy Mechanisms 

374. The PPL provides a single mechanism for remedies through the National Council for 

Solving Complaints (NCSC), which issues decisions on complaints before the courts that arise in 

procurement procedures. To ensure that the remedy mechanism is effective, the legislator 

imposes a standstill period after contract award, which means that the contracting authority can 

conclude a public procurement contract or framework agreement only after 

 

 11 days from the date of transmitting the result, if the estimated contract value is larger 

than EU thresholds; 

 6 days from the date of transmitting the result, if the estimated contract value is smaller 

or equal to EU thresholds 

Any contract or framework agreements concluded before the above terms are fulfilled will be 

considered null and void. 

 

375. Complaints should be addressed to the NCSC within 

 

 10 days from the day of knowledge of an act deemed illegal, if the value of the contract is 

equal to or greater than the EU threshold, or 

 5 days from the day of knowledge of an act deemed illegal, if the value of the contract is 

smaller than the EU threshold. 
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376. The NCSC must issue a decision within 20 days of receipt of the public procurement file 

from the contracting authority, although a 10-day extension may be granted. If the NCSC rejects 

a complaint, the contracting authority will retain an amount from the guarantee of participation, 

determined by the PPL, relative to the estimated contract value. Any contract or framework 

agreement concluded before complaints or appeals are resolved is considered null and void. 

6.1.5 Types of Procedures for a Public Procurement Contract Award 
 

377. Under the PPL, awarding procedures include (i) open, (ii) restricted, (iii) competitive 

dialogue, (iv) negotiated procedure with prior publication, and (v) negotiated procedure without 

prior publication. annex 6, table 3 presents Romanian Public Procurement Procedures, PPL 

awarding procedures, and their characteristics. The PPL also provides for special modalities for 

awarding public procurement contracts that include (a) framework agreement, (b) dynamic 

purchasing system, and (c) electronic auction, which are found in annex 6, table 4, Special 

Modalities for Awarding/Concluding a Contract/Framework Agreement. 

378. Government Decision no. 1660/2006, amended and completed, states that the contracting 

authority must use electronic means for at least 40 percent of annual public expenditure 

procurement. The PPL recognizes selection criteria for contract awards. For example, electronic 

means are unsuitable for service contracts related to intellectual property; a dynamic purchasing 

system is inappropriate for a works contract; and a competitive dialogue is inappropriate for a 

common supply or services contract. 

6.1.6 Estimated Duration of Contract Awarding Procedures  

379. Under the PPL, duration is calculated in calendar days from date of dispatch of contract 

notice or invitation until contract signing, excluding time required to resolve complaints. 

Regardless of the procedure type, the contract should be awarded within 20 calendar days from 

the date tenders are opened. In exceptional cases, contracting authorities may be granted one 

extension. Results for each award procedure are found in annex 6, table 5.   

6.1.7 Public Procurement Contract Types  

 

380. Three PPL-recognized categories of public procurement contracts exist. (They can be 

found in annex 6, table 6). The PPL does not distinguish among works, supplies, or services 

contracts for the award procedure, relying instead on estimated contract value.  Therefore, for all 

categories of contract with an estimated value of €5,000,000, the contracting authority must 

observe the same rules, time limits, and steps.  However, time limits for tenders differ according 

to the level of competition: for example, opening public procurement to EU and WTO countries 

for works contracts with estimated values greater than €4,845,000, regardless of whether they are 

for supply or services.  A compulsory public opening of bids is required in all cases for an 

estimated contract value of at least €125,000—or €387,000 in the case of supply and services 

contracts awarded by contracting authorities from the utility sector. 

381. In practice, problems arise due to the lack of legal provisions related to how to choose a 

specific procurement contract and how to elaborate contractual clauses. For example, a 

contracting authority that awards a public works contract must have a comprehensive design and 



95 

 

a corresponding realistic estimated value to allow eligible economic operators to make serious 

bids. Otherwise, multiple problems arise during contract implementation. If design omissions are 

discovered, the contractor will demand additional funds to complete the works and will invoke 

the design or specification omissions to justify the request. 

382. More problems arise if the contracting authority awards a public works contract for both 

design and execution of works, because the contracting authority must have a comprehensive 

feasibility study with an associated value that covers the period for both design and execution of 

works. In this circumstance, all the problems appear during the execution of works period when 

the contractor asks for more funds to complete the works, citing an incomplete feasibility study 

and incomplete initial estimates for contract value. In addition, poorly skilled consultants 

exacerbate these problems because the services contract lacks specifications related to essential 

activities that are not covered by the contract value.  

6.1.8 Procurement Process 

383. The PPL rules govern and affect the three main stages of procurement:  precompetition, 

competition, and postcompetition. Each stage includes activities and subactivities, which are 

found in annex 6, table 7. The procurement process duration depends on contracting authority 

capacity to finalize technical specifications. For this reason, the PPL considers the day of 

publishing the contract notice or the invitation to tender as ―day 0.‖ Also, procedures start when 

the invitation/contract notice is dispatched to be published on ESPP. Contract durations are 

calculated in working days; the PPL duration is in calendar days.  

6.2  Constraints and Challenges to High-quality Procurement  

384. Among the key constraints and challenges faced in procurement are inadequate skills, 

knowledge, and experience in managing the overall process. Many contracting authorities 

underestimate the value of procurement specialists‘ contributions to the process and overestimate 

the importance of technical staff. A high-quality procurement process requires the specialties to 

work closely together. Technical staff understand which goods and services are needed and 

procurement staff understand contracts, specifications, bids, and qualifications. Common 

potential problems in procurement processes are highlighted in table 6.3 and the ensuing text. 

Table 6.3: Issues in Public Procurement Process 

Stage  Activity Potential problems  

Precompetition 

Prepare technical 

papers 

Imprecise technical specifications 

Miscalculated estimates for contract value  

Disproportionate qualification requirements  

Irrelevant or imprecise awarding factors 

Prepare tender 

documentation 

Poor quality bidding documents  

Bidding documents main provisions are changed after contract notice 

is published  

Evaluation committee appointees lack knowledge of public 

procurement rules / contract scope 
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Stage  Activity Potential problems  

Competition Evaluation period  

Bidder qualifications are not thoroughly checked 

Superficial evaluation of technical and financial proposals  

Weak criteria for establishing unacceptable, irregular ,or inadmissible 

bids 

Award criteria applied incorrectly  

Postcompetition Postaward period 

Multiple complaints received  

Approach to resolving complaints is erratic  

Contract suspension by NCSC decision court challenge 

Poor quality works/services delivered 

 

1) Imprecise technical specifications:  

 an earlier procurement procedure may have been carried out with vague 

specifications and generic contract clauses, or  

 an independent specialist was not engaged to verify specifications. 

In practice, many contracting authorities neglect to award another contract to verify the 

design; instead they ask the contractor to supply verification.  

2) Miscalculated estimated contract value:  

 lack of project planning knowledge, and 

 prior procurement procedure may have been carried out with vague requirements and 

generic contract clauses, and consultant selection was based on lowest price criterion. 

3) Disproportionate qualification requirements: 

 Invoking the proportionality principle, the PPL limits qualification requirements in 

tender documentation. Legislators aim to curtail contracting authorities‘ ability to 

restrict competition through qualification criteria disproportionate to the contract 

scope. However, these limits could result in selecting a low-bid operator with little or 

no experience in implementing a public procurement contract.  

4) Irrelevant or inappropriate award criteria:  

 imprecise technical specifications, 

 insufficient skill to differentiate between minimal technical requirements and project-

specific desired requirements,  

 lack of criteria guidelines for establishing awards, and 

 perceived lack of independence from government decision makers. 

5) Poor quality bidding documents:  

 lack of standard national-level bidding procedures and tender documents for 

procurement of works, goods, and consultant services that specify procurement 

processes, and include standard bid content and standard contracts. 

6) Postpublication revisions to main bidding documents:  

 responding to requests for clarifications, 



97 

 

 responding to perception of potential for complaints, and 

 attempt to compensate for low-quality bidding documents.  

7) Underqualified evaluating committee appointees:  

 Many appointees lack knowledge of public procurement rules or contract scope.  

 Procurement department staff turnover is high; staff with experience and training 

leave due to high-level risks that must be undertaken.  

8) Evaluation period problems: 

 These result from issues named in table 6.3 and are exacerbated by the brief PPL 

evaluation period.  

 The contract may be awarded on the basis of a price that falls short of full contract 

obligations; the contractor may assume this risk knowing that technical specifications 

are not comprehensive, thereby creating a loophole for price increases. This practice 

manifests in both typical and electronic auction award processes, and results from 

imprecise technical specifications and superficial contract valuations.  

9) Postaward problems:  

Dissatisfied bidders formulate a complaint in an attempt to elicit an affirmative NCSC 

decision. This may occur if:  

 A bidder is seeking to challenge the procurement process.   This occurs if the bidder 

strongly believes that it should have rightly won the contract and is therefore willing 

to risk losing the guarantee amount if the challenge is not successful.   

 An unsuccessful bidder wants to negotiate with the winning bidder for a 

subcontract—and is therefore willing  to lose the guarantee amount by withdrawing  

the complaint before the time has elapsed for NCSC decision. 

Other postaward problems relate to the quality of works and associated services. During 

any contract execution period, a natural conflict arises between the contractor or 

consultant and the contracting authority regarding any missing technical specifications or 

contractual clauses. The contracting authority would like to avoid further expenditures 

and the contractor or the consultant would like to be compensated for the extra work. 

This situation is avoided if technical specifications and contractual clauses are 

comprehensive, including those governing the relations between the consultant and the 

contracting authority.  

385. Most of the issues discussed above occur in any procurement process developed by a 

contracting authority. However, if a ministry is running a national-level development program 

with thousands of beneficiaries, the situation is particularly complex. Adding bureaucratic levels 

to the procurement process without specifying responsibilities and all activities and processes 

can enlarge existing problems because the blame for failures is passed along the hierarchy of 

project staff.  

386. For example, if a ministry assumes sole responsibility for procurement procedures, 

beneficiaries may argue that the wrong contractor was chosen and the conflict between 

beneficiaries and contractor could escalate. A similar conflict occurs if the ministry assumes 
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payment responsibility, because the ministry‘s tendency to exercise extreme caution before 

making a payment could result in delayed payments or worse.  

6.3  Recommendations for Improving Procurement Quality  

387. To improve and accelerate the procurement process, a set of actions and deadline for 

completion follow: 

6.3.1 Short-term Actions (6 months or less) 

1) Establish an action framework for each development program, specifying information 

flow, activities, and responsibilities as an internal procedure from project approval, 

through procurement strategy, and to contract implementation. 

 

2) Elaborate guidelines to   

 Prepare and verify technical specifications 

 Select the applicable procurement procedure 

 Select the applicable contract  

 Define qualification and award criteria for project types 

3) Elaborate standard tender documents for each procurement procedure, including standard 

contracts for works, goods, and consultant services (intellectual services for design, 

technical assistance, etc.). 

4) Organize an advisory service team (help desk) including staff with solid knowledge on 

procurement procedures and contracts. The team will support beneficiaries of MRDT 

financing to implement standardized procedures and contracts.  

6.3.2  Medium-term Actions (6 to 12 months) 

5) Support beneficiaries on procurement capacity building through workshops and training 

programs organized and delivered by the advisory service team to beneficiary 

procurement staff and contract management (technical and procurement staff). 

6.3.3 Medium-term Actions (6 to 18 months) 

6) Strengthen quality control of designs and technical specifications at beneficiary and 

ministry levels to avoid deficiencies in contract implementation through short training 

courses for inexperienced or low-technical-capacity beneficiaries. 

7) Strengthen evaluation committee member capacity to conduct quality timely bid/tender 

evaluation through a training and certification process prior to bid submission dates.  

8) Elaborate activities checklists to be completed during implementation of any contract to 

accelerate reimbursement and, implicitly, flow of funds. *** 
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Annex 1:  Proposed Action Plan for MRDT 

 

Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

  Critical 

impact; 

 

High 

impact;  

 

Enabling 

condition 

Short: < 6 

months; 

 

Medium: 6-

18 months; 

 

Long: >18 

months 

 Indicator  0= none; 

 

€= low (< 

€100k);  

 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 

 

€€€= high (> 

€500k) 

1. Institutional Policy Formulation and Strategy Development -- Strengthening Strategy and Vision for Ministry of Regional Development and 

Tourism 

Towards an Overarching Strategy and Vision for Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism 

Strategy and 

Policy 

Formulation  

(SPF) 

Strengthening the necessary 

framework for integrated 

sector policy and strategy 

coordination, based on the 

MRDT competences. 

Critical <3 months MRDT Policy 

Coordination 

Committee 

created with 

clear Terms of 

Reference 

PCC 

organizational 

and functional 

regulations 

established. 

  

Coherence in 

Policy and 

Strategy of 

MRDT 

 

0= none 

 Revaluating the vision and  

mission of MRDT, based on 

the Report conclusions 

Critical 3-6 months Minister, State 

Secretaries, 

General 

Secretary, 

Redefining the 

vision and 

mission of 

MRDT. 

Strengthening 

the existent 

strategic 

framework at 

0= none 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

Deputy General 

Secretary 

MRDT.  

 Update of the Institutional 

Strategic Plan  (ISP) for 

MRDT with (a) vision, (b) 

quantifiable outcome targets 

(c) supporting cost benefit 

analysis and (d) programmatic 

funding requirements  

 

Critical  12-18 

months  

MRDT Policy 

Coordination 

Committee, 

with PPU 

support 

 

Working group 

(WG) and 

operational  

Stakeholders 

consulted and 

MRDT strategy 

and action plan 

finalized. 

 

Revised ISP 

Sector strategy 

(ies) and action 

plan (s) with 

vision, policy 

targets, costs 

and timetable(s) 

 

 Develop Strategies for 

Tourism, Regional 

Development, and Public 

Works that are integrated into 

the overall MRDT Strategy to  

provide an aggregate, 

integrated and correlated 

roadmap for sectoral 

interventions 

Critical 12 – 18 

months 

MRDT senior 

management 

PCC with  

support 

especially from 

GD TD, GD 

MA ROP, GD 

Tourism, GD 

PW, GD ETC 

and PPU 

General 

Directorates 

have clear sector 

strategies. 

Each investment 

programme is 

articulated in 

terms of how it 

contributes to 

strategic sectoral 

objectives 

Clearly defined 

sector strategies 

that form the 

basis of long-

term investment 

planning and 

programming, 

of both EU-

supported and 

Budget 

Programmes 

 

€€€= high (> 

€500k) 

 Update Tourism Development 

Master Plan 2007-2026 with 

emphasis on 2013-2020 

Critical 12 months MRDT with DG 

Tourism as 

lead, and heavy 

involvement of 

key private 

sector 

stakeholders  

Updated, 

forward-looking 

strategy and 

Master Plan 

Extensive 

consultations 

with private 

sector during 

strategy update 

MRDT has a 

clearly 

articulated role 

in Tourism 

sector which is 

understood and 

endorsed by 

private and 

private sector 

stakeholders 

 

 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

Performance Measurement and Monitoring – Strengthening Results Focus of MRDT 

 Strategic 

Planning and 

M&E  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strengthen the role of the PPU 

in development of the results 

indicators and measuring and 

monitoring performance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Systematically use public 

policy papers when 

introducing new or revised 

legislation and investment 

High  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Critical 

 

Continuous  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Continuous, 

during the 

elaboration 

MRDT 

leadership, 

represented by 

the Minister, 

with the PCC 

support, 

respectively of 

the State 

Secretaries, 

General and 

Deputy General 

Secretary, and 

General 

directorates 

support as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MRDT 

leadership, 

represented by 

the Minister, 

with the PCC 

support, 

respectively of 

Ensure 

necessary 

personnel within 

the PPU to 

fulfill enhanced 

performance 

measurement 

and monitoring 

role.   

 

Proper 

implemention 

of:  a) 

provisions of 

ministerial order 

MPF Order 

946/2005 on 

strategic 

planning;  and 

b) HG 158/2008 

regarding 

Budgetary 

programming. 

 

 

Supplement the 

number of staff 

within PPU with 

qualified 

personnel for 

ensuring 

activities within 

the frame of 

PPU resourced 

and tasked to 

support policy 

coordination and 

M&E  

 

 

New and revised 

legislation 

introduced 

systematically 

rather than ad 

hoc with 

adequate fiscal 

impact analysis; 

assessment of 

contribution to 

strategic 

objectives of 

MRDT, and 

clear articulation 

of how its 

impact will be 

measure and 

monitored. 

 

€= low (< 

€100k); 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

programmes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

process of 

new law 

papers and/or 

the 

introducing 

of new 

programs 

the State 

Secretaries, 

General and 

Deputy General 

Secretary, and 

General 

directorates 

support as well, 

especially GD 

EA, GD 

Authorization 

and Programs 

Payments, GD 

Judicial and the 

specialty 

directions 

which have 

initiated the law 

 

 

Co-opt GSG, 

and 

international 

experts 

specialized in 

fiscal impact 

analysis and 

monitoring.  

designing, 

monitoring and 

evaluating 

public policies/ 

strategic 

planning and 

internal 

managerial 

control , 

including clear 

technical 

competences (on 

judicial, 

economics, etc)  

 

 

 

 

 

Public Policy 

Papers produced 

for the 

development of  

new investment 

programs and 

legislation 

 The establishment of 

monitoring and reporting 

procedures for implementation 

of strategy(ies) and action 

plan(s) at MRDT level. 

High  12 -18 

months  

MRDT senior 

management, 

PCC, with the 

involvement of 

all coordinators 

of the directions 

(The 

Management 

Monitoring and 

reporting 

framework in 

place and 

working  

 

Ongoing policy 

development 

and reporting 

against progress  

€= low (< 

€100k); 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

Group) 

 Introduce clear performance 

indicators for each  

programme and functional 

domain of MRDT 

High  Continuous  MRDT senior 

management, 

PCC, with the 

involvement of 

all coordinators 

of the directions 

(The 

Management 

Group) 

Annual reports  Informed 

regional 

development 

and tourism 

sector and 

ongoing policy 

development  

€= low (< 

€100k); 

Development of Regional and Territorial Development and Other Spatial Policies 

Develop an  

harmonized and 

Integrated system 

of planning for 

regional 

development and 

other spatial 

policies and 

facilitate 

coherence of 

investment 

programming 

Empower DG Territorial 

Development to have a key 

role in the strategic 

articulation of the ministry‘s 

policies ensuring that 

initiatives are territorially and 

regionally coordinated; 

develop all spatial policies for 

MRDT:   Territorial 

Development Strategy, 

Regional Development 

Policies, Urban Development 

Policies 

High Continuous Minister, State 

Secretary, 

Secretary 

General,  

Human 

Resource 

Department  

DG TD 

Ministerial 

Order
21

 

designating DG 

Territorial 

Development as 

lead cross 

cutting unit for 

strategy 

development;  

Assigned tasks 

of articulating 

regional 

strategies and 

developing 

programming 

documents for 

2014-2020 ROP 

and the ETC 

operational 

programs, as 

well as the 

investment 

Integrating 

policy making at 

MRDT 

 

0= none 

                                                      
21

 It will be taken into consideration ROF modification 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

strategies for 

DG Public 

Works and DG 

Tourism
.
 

Enhance the 

planning capacity 

of the DG 

Territorial 

Development to 

fulfil the strategic 

role in the ministry 

1.a Improve the skill mix of 

DG Territorial Development 

to develop and monitor spatial 

policies and where necessary 

increase the number of 

specialists (strategic 

recruitment of urban planners, 

economists, socio-economists) 

and financial resources 

High 12 months MRDT, DG TD 

and Human 

Resource 

Department 

Realign staff 

skills mix to fit 

enhanced policy 

and strategy 

role; introduce 

new skills 

through staff 

recruitment 

Enhanced Policy 

Design Capacity 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 

 1.b Continuous staff training  Enabling  12 months MRDT 

DG Territorial 

Development 

Human 

Resource 

Department 

Staff Training 

Strategy 

Enhanced Policy 

Design Capacity 

 

 2. Develop the National 

Strategy for Territorial 

Development  

 

High 18 months  

 

 

DG Territorial 

Development  

 

Strategy 

formulated  

 

Strategic frame 

for balanced 

territorial 

development  

€€€= high (> 

€500k) 

 

 3. Set up a Territorial 

Observatory, integrated 

informational system in 

support of territorial 

development policies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Enabling  12 months  DG Territorial 

Development 

Integrated 

territorial 

observation 

system 

established  

Improved 

decision - 

making process 

in the 

formulation of 

public policies  
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

 

 

 

 4. Establishment of a 

communication platform 

consisting of stakeholders 

from central and local level 

(this platform should facilitate 

better policy formulation and 

implementation and replaces 

the top down approach in 

policy making). 

Enabling 12 months DG Territorial 

Development 

Communication 

platform 

established 

Realistic 

evaluation of the 

main problems 

in the territory 

in order to 

adequately 

address those 

problems. 

 

  

5. Work with the Cadastre 

Agency to develop a public 

platform for more efficient 

land transactions, including 

the use of the SISDIEBDU 

database 

High 18 months DG Territorial 

Development 

ANCPI 

Collaboration 

platform 

established 

Efficient land 

management on 

local level in 

order to improve 

investment 

frame 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 

 6. Strengthen the partnership 

between URBAN-INCERC 

and MRDT (especially DG 

TD) to improve and ensure 

and policy-making on spatial 

development issues 

Enabling 6-12 months MRDT Clear TOR for 

URBAN_INCE

RC support to 

MRDT 

Improved data 

for policy 

analysis and 

monitoring 

€= low (< 

€100k); 

Substantiation of 

the 2014-2020 EU 

programming 

documents  

 

 

Develop a framework to 

enhance collaboration with 

PPU, MA ROP and DG CTE 

in order to monitor the impact 

of the projects and develop the 

new programming documents 

for the 2014-2020 period as 

well as performing the 

regional needs assessment  

High  3 months  ROP MA 

DG ETC 

PPU 

DG Territorial 

Development 

Clear 

procedures 

established  

New strategic, 

improved 

programmes  
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

 Participation to the elaboration 

to the future programming 

documents  

 

 

High In 

accordance 

with the 

calendar 

established 

for the new 

programming 

period 

ROP MA 

DG ETC 

PPU 

DG Territorial 

Development 

Programmes 

elaborated 

  

Facilitating the 

coherence of 

investment 

programmes 

Contribution to the 

formulation of investment 

strategies  

 

High  DG Territorial 

Development 

DG Tourism  

DG PW 

 Coordinated 

investments  

 

Enhancing Effectiveness of Regulatory Functions of Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism 

Strengthen 

Regulatory 

Capacity of MRDT  

Improve the technical capacity 

of Technical Construction 

Directorate 

High continuous MRDT senior 

management 

Retiring staff 

replaced with 

new staff with 

the required new 

skills 

 

Recruitment 

incentives 

provide to 

attract skills 

with necessary 

skills 

Technical 

Capacity of 

Directorate 

upgraded  and 

regulatory 

framework 

strengthened 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

Improve 

Enforcement of 

Regulations 

Review Staffing Needs and 

Implementation Capacity of 

State Inspectorate for 

Construction (SCI) to ensure 

capacity to properly enforce 

construction regulations and 

increase staffing if needed 

 

High 

 

Medium 

Term 

 

SCI  

   

 Improve  Technical Capacity Enabling Continuous SCI Comprehensive Staff with €= low (< 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

and knowledge of SCI staff 

through Training and Learning 

Exchange Programmes 

Condition skills 

development 

programme 

launched 

cutting-edge 

skills 

€100k) 

 

2.  Operational Management – Strengthening Governance, Quality, and Implementation of Investment Programmes 

 DG-MA Regional Operational Programme 

Programming for 

the Regional 

Operational 

Programme 2014-

2020 

Initiate and rapidly finalize 

planning for ROP or other 

programs for the 2014-2020 

High 18 months MRDT senior 

management, 

with the support 

of the PCC 

Joint 

Programming 

Committee set-

up with MA 

Programming 

Team, DG 

Territorial 

Development 

and PPU 

Strategic Up-

stream 

Programming 

Document that 

links ROP to 

broader MRDT 

Strategy. .  

Enhanced 

capacity to 

articulate 

GOR‘s strategic 

priorities for 

Regional Policy 

in EU policy 

discussions for 

2014-2020 

 

Expedite ROP 

Implementation 

for 2014-2020 

Develop a High Pipeline of 

Projects eligible for 2014-

2020 ROP funding 

High 18 months MRDT 

(DG Public 

Works and DG 

ROP) 

List of High 

Quality Projects 

likely to be 

eligible for 

2014-2020 

financing once 

SOP is approved 

 

 

List of High 

Quality Projects 

Capacity to 

balance MRDT 

strategic 

investment 

priorities with 

available budget 

and ERDF 

funding 

 

Eliminate 

implementation 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 



108 

 

Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

ready for formal 

approval under 

relevant axes 

and immediate 

implementation 

as soon as SOP 

is approved. 

delays in some 

major priority 

axes of ROP  

Establish an Implementation 

Help Desk within the MA to 

support the Beneficiaries and 

the IBs. 

 

High < 12 months  MRDT  Consistency in 

approach of 

beneficiaries to 

basic contract 

management 

and procurement 

 

 

 

 

Procurement 

guidance shifted 

from MA ROP 

to DG Public 

Procurement 

 MRDT and 

target 

beneficiaries 

have enhanced 

capacity to 

implement 

projects based 

on international 

good practice. 

 

Consistent 

application of 

public 

procurement 

across rules and 

procedures in 

MRDT budget 

and EU 

supported 

programmes 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

Enhance Synergies 

between EU 

supported and other 

Public Budgeted 

Programmes. 

Rationalize programmes based 

on of potential value added  

Critical continuous MRDT senior 

management, 

with the PCC 

support, and 

General 

directorates 

support as well 

Clear synergies 

and demarcation 

among all 

MRDT 

investment 

programmes 

Duplication and 

Overlaps of 

Eliminated 

between MRDT 

investment 

programmes and 

with other 

ministries 

€= low (< 

€100k) 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

DG European Territorial Cooperation 

Strengthen 

Capacity of DG 

European 

Territorial 

Cooperation to 

Implement ETC 

Programmes 

Enter into Agreement with 

External Relations and 

Protocol Service on 

partnership for managing 

external relations of 

programme 

Critical >6 months MRDT, 

Ministry of 

External 

Relations 

At least 1 staff 

member 

recruited to 

work in external 

relations unit on 

external 

relations 

management for 

DG ETC 

Reduction of 

MC conflicts 

and more 

efficient 

decision making 

by MCs 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

Harmonize and streamline 

procedures across ETC 

Programmes 

High 12-18 

months 

DG-ETC, 

European 

Commission 

Agreements on 

harmonization 

in the 

Monitoring 

Committees  

Simplification 

of 

implementation 

modalities 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

Launch E-applications and e-

approvals for all ETC 

Programmes 

High  Post 2013 

(The next EU 

programming 

period 

supposed to 

be 2014-

2020) 

GGS, MRDT 

senior 

management 

with support of 

IT 

compartment, 

PCC and/or that 

of an external 

specialized IT 

soft 

Faster 

processing of 

beneficiary 

applications and 

payments 

Efficient 

application 

processing 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

Apply standardization rules 

from MRDT to the ETC 

beneficiary contracts 

High Post 2013 

(The next EU 

programming 

period 

supposed to 

be 2014-

2020) 

 

 

MRDT See procurement 

action 

See procurement 

action 

 



110 

 

Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

DG Public Works – Promoting Regional Convergence and Territorial Development with Enhanced Governance and Transparency in Investments 

National 

Programme for 

Infrastructure 

Investments 

Link National Programme for 

Development in Infrastructure 

(NPDI) Investments to a clear 

strategy and mission of 

MRDT 

Critical During the 

implementati

on period of 

the NPDI 

(2011-2020) 

MRDT senior 

management, 

GD PW and 

PCC 

Strategic 

Programming 

Document with 

clear priority 

areas liked to 

MRDT overall 

mission and 

monitorable 

indicators 

Linking of 

NPDI with 

strategic sector 

outcomes 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

Strengthening 

governance and 

Transparency of 

MRDT Investment 

Programmes  

Revision of the evaluation 

criteria for budget investment 

programmes 

 

Critical Continuous MRDT 

(DG-PW, DG 

MA ROP, DG 

Tourism 

Development) 

System of 

Independent 

Technical 

Evaluations and 

clear project 

evaluation 

criteria 

introduced and 

published at 

launch of 

investment 

programmes. 

 Increased 

public 

perception of 

transparency 

and good 

governance in 

MRDT 

investment 

programmes 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

DG Tourism – Creating Shared Strategic Vision with Private Sector, and Policies and Investments for the Sector 

Master Plan (MP) 

2007-2026 

Update and systematically 

implement Master Plan 

High 12 months 

for 

actualization

2007 – 2026 

for the period 

of 

implementati

on  of the 

MP 

MRDT 

management, 

especially GD 

Tourism 

Updated Master 

Plan endorsed 

by management 

of MRDT 

Clearly defined 

strategic 

directions 

understood by 

all stakeholders  

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

 Ensure alignment of tourism Critical 12 months MRDT Investment Policy and  
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

strategy and investments DG Tourism Programme 

consistent with 

Master Plan 

with 

measureable 

outcome 

indicators 

investment 

programme 

consistency and 

predictability 

 Strengthen links and 

partnership with the private 

sector 

High Permanent MRDT Establishment of 

Private Sector 

Advisory 

Committee 

Partnership 

between DG 

Tourism and 

private sector 

with clearly 

defined roles  

 

0 

 Consolidate collaboration with 

and research capability of the 

National Research Institute for 

Tourism Development 

High Permanent MRDT  MOU  between 

National 

Research 

Institute for 

Tourism 

Development, 

DG Tourism, 

and key private 

sector 

associations 

Analysis based 

on studies 

regarding  

tourism 

development in 

Romania and 

turning 

Romania‘s 

tourism brand 

more 

competitive 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 

        

3. Budget and Financial Management – Improving Budget Formulation and Execution 

DG Economics and Administration 

Budget 

Formulation 

Establishing 

criteria/performance indicators 

for investment programs 

budgeting. 

High 12 to18 

months 

MRDT 

GD EA and all 

directorates that 

are managing 

programs 

Performance 

and Programme 

Budgeting 

systems in place 

Strategic 

resource 

allocation, 

effective 

management, 

performance 

measurement 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k); 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

and 

accountability 

Budget Execution 

and Financial 

Management 

Mainstream the use of the 

comprehensive software 

system across all financial 

management functions of 

MRDT 

Enabling 6 to 12 

months 

MRDT 

GD EA (there is 

already an 

integrated soft 

that needs to be 

generalised) 

 

 Comprehensive 

software for 

financial 

management 

adopted for the 

entire MRDT 

 

 Introduce and Adopt 

Electronic Signature 

Enabling 6 to 12 

months 

Government of 

Romania – 

Cabinet (with 

the involvement 

of all Ministers) 

Electronic 

Signature 

Introduced in 

Ministry; and 

used inter alia 

for approvals of 

key business 

processes 

Significant 

reduction in 

time lag and 

paper generated 

for 

authorizations 

and approvals 

across MRDT 

 

Staffing Recruit Qualified Financial-

Accounting Department Chief 

High <6 months MRDT 

(Secretary 

General) 

Accounting 

Department 

Chief Hired 

  

        

4.  Public Procurement -- The proposed actions support the EC- approved ―Reinforced Action plan for promoting absorption of the Cohesion 

instruments in Romania.‖  

Public 

procurement – 

enhance the 

process from 

project 

preparation to 

contract 

management  

Set-up a framework of action 

for each development program 

(information flow, actions and 

responsibilities, internal 

procedures)  

 

Enabling  < 6 months  MRDT, 

ANARMAP, 

ACIS  

   

0 

 Elaborate guidelines on:  

of technical specifications,  

Enabling  < 6 months  MDRT, 

ANARMAP 

 Streamlined and 

consistent 

procurement 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 



113 

 

Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

procedure applicable,  

type of contact applicable,  

criteria and award criteria 

applicable for types of 

projects.  

 

rules and 

procedures 
 

 Elaborate standard tender 

documents for each 

procurement procedure 

including standard contracts 

for works, goods and 

consultant services 

(intellectual services for 

design, technical assistance, 

etc.).  

Critical  < 12 months  ANARMAP 

with MRDT 

suport, 

UCVAP, ACIS  

 

Standard tender 

documents 

developed 

Consistency in 

contract 

provisions 

across MRDT 

investments 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

 Organize an advisory service 

team at MRDT level (of help 

desk type) including staff with 

solid knowledge on 

procurement procedures and 

contracts for each type of task 

to be procured; the team will 

provide support to 

Implementing Bodies and 

beneficiaries of ROP in 

implementation of 

standardized procedures and 

contracts.  

High  < 12 months  MRDT (with 

ANARMAP 

support)  

Advisory Team 

Staffed 

Beneficiary 

procurement 

capacity 

strengthened 

€€= moderate 

(€100k-500k) 

 Workshops and training 

programs for procurement 

capacity building of 

beneficiaries by the advisory 

Enabling  < 12 months  MRDT (with 

ANARMAP 

support)  

Training 

program 

designed 

Skilled 

Procurement 

Team 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 
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Objective Sequenced Actions 

Impact/ 

Priority 

Implementa

tion Period Responsibility 

Progress/ 

Output 

Target/ 

Outcome 

Estimated 

Resource 

Requirements 

service team to staff in charge 

with procurement / contract 

management (technical & 

procurement staff).  

 

 Strengthen the capacity of 

evaluation committees to 

conduct quality and timely 

evaluation of bids/tenders 

through short training courses 

held before bids submission 

date and concluded with 

certification of knowledge on 

evaluation of bids.  

High  < 18 months  MRDT (with 

ANARMAP 

support  

 Improved 

transparency in 

public 

procurement 

 

€= low (< 

€100k) 

 

        5. Internal Audit 

Strengthening 

the internal audit 

capacity  

Strengthening the internal audit 

capacity by amended the 

Government Decision no. 

595/2009 for application of Law 

no. 490/2004 - completion of 

article 2, paragraph 1, letter „b‖ 

with „internal audit 

departments” 

Strengthening the administrative 

internal audit capacity (human 

resources) 

High <6 months 

 

 

 

<12 months 

Government of 

Romania – 

Cabinet / 

MRDT 

(Secretary 

General) 

Strengthening 

the capacity of 

internal audit 

activity 

Strengthening 

the capacity of 

internal audit 

activity from 

MRDT  

€= small (< 

€100k) 
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Annex 2:  Official Organogram of MRDT 
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Annex 3:   Summary of the MRDT Institutional Strategic Plan (2007-2013) 

 
1. Overall Rationale 

 

Mandate: MRDT realizes the policy of Romanian Government in the following domains: 

regional and territorial development; trans-border, trans-national and inter-regional cooperation; 

urban and territorial planning, architecture; housing, development and management of housing 

infrastructure; public works; tourism. MRDT undertakes the following key functions: strategic 

planning, regulatory and endorsement, legal authority, management and implementation of 

programs financed by EU funds or by national budget in its mandate domains, tourism 

promotion. 

 

Vision: Romania a balanced developed country from the territorial and regional perspective, 

which offers opportunities for the achievement of the citizen aspirations related to the access to 

housing, utilities and infrastructure and offers good chances for the harmonious and competitive 

development of tourism.  

 

Common Values: 

 Transparency 

 Flexibility, adaptability and openness to communicate 

 Respect over the citizens 

 Professionalism 

 Honesty and correctness 

 Accountability 

 Quality 

 

Sectoral Priorities: 

 Reducing the inter-regional disparities, lasting development of the territory and 

infrastructure; 

 Rising the absorption ratio of the EU structural funds; 

 Rising the energetic performance of the buildings, extension of the thermic rehabilitation 

of the block-houses; 

 Development and promotion of the tourism at national and international level 

 New housing programs; 

 Legal and regulatory harmonization with the European rules and legislation in the domain 

of construction, urban and territorial planning and housing.   

 

Horizontal Priority: Consolidating the administrative capacity of the MRDT. 
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Table A3.1: Strategic Activity Directions (SAD) 

Strategic Activity Directions Budgetary Programs assigned to the Strategic Activity Directions 

1. Regional Development 1.1. Budgetary Program ―Supporting the regional development‖ 

2. Territorial Cooperation and 

Development 

2.1. Budgetary Program ―Consolidating the trans-border, trans-

national and interregional cooperation‖ 

2.2. Budgetary Program ―Territorial Development‖ 

3. Public Works, Housing, 

Constructions 

3.1.Budgetary Program ―Public works, housing and constructions‖ 

4. Tourism 4.1.Budgetary Program ―Marketing and tourism promotion‖ 

4.2.Budgetary Program ―Development of touristic services‖ 

5. Ensuring the functioning 

framework of MRDT 

5.1.Budgetary Program ―Ensuring the functioning framework of 

MRDT‖ 

 

2. Regional Development 

 

Overall Objective: reducing the economic and social inter-regional disparities, preventing the 

apparition of new disparities and supporting the general development of all country regions. 

 

Regional Policy: This is implemented through the Regional Operational Program. MRDT is 

Implementing Authority for the ROP. 

 

The Main Domains of the Regional Policy: lasting city development—potential growth poles; 

regional and local transport infrastructure; improving social infrastructure (health, education, 

social services, emergency situation services); supporting the business environment (support 

structures for business and micro-SMEs); development and promotion of tourism.    

 

2.1 Policy/Program Objective: Supporting a territorial balanced and lasting economic and 

social development of Romania regions, according with their specific needs and resources. 

 

Specific policy/program impact: 

 reducing the inter-regional disparities in GDP per capita 

 

Specific policy/program outcomes: 

 Improved local and regional infrastructure   

 Business environment improved and more competitive 

 Implementing environment protection projects 
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Table A3.2: ISP Results Monitoring Indicators 

Strategic Activity Directive (SAD) 1: 

Indicator 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Impact indicator – Convergence Index (σ) 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.19 

Output indicators related to Specific Outcome 1.1.1.  

Number of contracted projects for medical units: 

rehabilitated/modernized/equipped 

13 14 17 8 0 

Number of contracted projects for social centers: 

rehabilitated/modernized/extended/equipped 

26 122 73 37 0 

Number of purchased specific equipment for the mobile 

emergency intervention teams  

132 150 100 0 0 

Number of contracted projects for education units (schools): 

rehabilitated/modernized/equipped 

38 36 36 36 18 

Number of km of county roads, streets, ring roads 

rehabilitated/modernized 

17 150 250 450 627 

Number of business and tourism infrastructure finalized 

(PHARE CES)  

7 20 0 0 0 

Number of regional and local transport projects finalized 

(PHARE CES) 

4 3 0 0 0 

Output indicators related to Specific Outcome 1.1.2. 

Number of financed companies 322 250 250 200 0 

Output indicators related to Specific Outcome 1.1.3. 

Number of environment projects finalized (PHARE CES) 76 206 0 0 0 

 

SAD 2: 

Indicator 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 2.1.1. “Cooperation among the border regions, 

communities and authorities” 

Activity 2.1.1.1: Monitoring projects – evaluation PHARE programs  

Number of projects in implementation phase 724 318    

Activity 2.1.1.2.: Implementation of Trans-border Cooperation Program Romania – Bulgaria 2007-2013 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

14% 92% 1.2% 1.24% 3.7% 

Activity 2.1.1.3.: Implementation of Trans-border Cooperation IPA Program Romania – Serbia 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

1.4% 50.04% 100%   

Activity 2.1.1.4.: Implementation of Trans-border Cooperation Program Romania – Hungry 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

9.5% 45.7% 9.2% 12.5% 23.1% 

Activity 2.1.1.5.: Implementation of Common Program Romania – Ukraine - Moldova  
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Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

0.51% 33.53% 41.5% 17% 7.03% 

Activity 2.1.1.6.: Implementation of Common Operational Program Black Sea 2007-2013 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

0.36% 21% 28% 24% 26.64% 

Activity 2.1.1.7.: Implementation of Common Operational Program Hungry–Slovakia–Romania-Ukraine 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

10% 52.44% 23.32% 14.24% 0% 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 2.1.2. “Integrated territorial development by trans-

national partnership in strategic domains” 

Activity 2.1.2.1.: Implementation of the Trans-national Cooperation Program South-East Europe 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

45% 24% 14% 4% 13% 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 2.1.3. “Increasing the efficiency of the urban and 

territorial development policies, of regional cooperation, promoting territorial research and the institutional 

capacity development” 

Activity 2.1.3.1.: Implementation of the Interregional Cooperation Program URBACT II 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

90.5% 2.8% 2.45% 2.25% 2% 

Activity 2.1.3.2.: Implementation of the Interregional Cooperation Program INTERACT 2007-2013 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

9.84% 16.96% 23% 24.39% 25.81% 

Activity 2.1.3.3.: Implementation of the Interregional Cooperation Program INTERREG IV C 

Using Ratio (Ratio between the total sum allocated to the 

program and annual committed sums of the approved 

projects) 

     

Activity 2.1.3.4.: Implementation in Romania of the Program ESPON 2013   

Number of Romanian institution participations to applied 

ESPON projects  

14 8 15 0 0 

Number of Romanian institution participations to selected 

ESPON projects  

1 4 5 5 5 

Fund using ratio by Romanian partners in ESPON projects 

(ratio between estimated drawn funds by Romanian 

partners and used funds by Romanian partners in ESPON 

projects) 

0% 40.36% 64.29% 76.92% 80% 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 2.2.1. “Developing modern and functional tools for the 

territorial management” 
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Number of specific tools implemented at the level of local 

government 

92 107 107 112 118 

Activity 2.2.1.1.: Implementation of the IT System for real estate and urban data base in Romania SISDIEBDU 

Number of localities where SISDIEBDU is implemented 19 16 16 17 18 

Activity 2.2.1.2.: Co-financing the drawing up/updating of localities General Urban Plans (GUPs)and Local 

Urban Regulations(LURs) according with the  actual legislation 

Number of co-financed GUPs and LURs finalized  70 86 86 90 95 

Activity 2.2.1.3.: Drawing up territorial and urban development plans for the areas with world patrimony 

monuments  

Number of territorial and urban plans for areas with world 

patrimony monuments realized 

3 3 3 3 3 

Activity 2.2.1.4.: Drawing up territorial development plans: National Territorial Development Plan (NTDP) and 

Regional Territorial Development Plans (RTDPs) 

Number of territorial development plans realized/updated 0 2 2 2 2 

 

SAD 3: 

Indicator 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.1. “Improving the basic infrastructure within local 

communities” 

Ratio of localities with drinking water infrastructure  70% 75% 80% 83% 87% 

Ratio of county and communal roads modernized  84% 87% 89% 90% 92% 

Activity 3.1.1.1.: Program for local roads rehabilitation and modernization 

Number of local road km modernized every year  417 300 273 368 497 

Activity 3.1.1.2.: Program for rural drinking water infrastructure 

Number of beneficiary localities 206 104 350 320 300 

Activity 3.1.1.3.: Program for realizing drinking water systems in rural area based on Memorandum approved by 

GoR in 15
th
 July 2009. 

Number of beneficiary localities 0 100 250 250 0 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.2. “Supporting and realizing the building of houses and 

other social destination buildings; rehabilitation of the actual housing stock” 

Ratio between the number of houses financed by MRDT 

and total number of houses built  

9% 7% 12% 11% 10% 

Activity 3.1.2.1.: Realizing rent houses for youth 

Number of houses realized 3455 1396 4500 5000 5000 

Activity 3.1.2.2.: Supporting the construction of social houses  

Number of houses realized 1225 578 1000 1200 1500 

Activity 3.1.2.3.: Construction of social houses destined to persons evacuated from given back houses 

(nationalized during communist period) 

Number of houses realized 1259 224 1500 500 400 

Activity 3.1.2.4.: Supporting the construction of personal ownership houses 

Number of houses subsidized 256 332 650 850 900 

Activity 3.1.2.5.: Supporting the development of the financing system for housing constructing by the savings banks 

Number of contracts supported by state budget 88097 158675 160000 160000 160000 
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Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.3. “Realizing leisure and sport facilities: concert halls, 

sport halls, swimming pools, skating rinks” 

Ratio of financed project to proposed projects 0 30% 30% 30% 30% 

Activity 3.1.3.1.: Realizing/rehabilitation of cultural destination buildings  

Number of buildings realized/rehabilitated 0 14 80 83 85 

Activity 3.1.3.2.: Sport halls construction 

Number of realized sport halls 146 85 150 160 180 

Activity 3.1.3.3.: Rehabilitation of sport halls 

Number of rehabilitated sport halls 7 7 8 9 10 

Activity 3.1.3.4.: Swimming pools construction      

Number of realized swimming pools  0 8 15 20 2 

Activity 3.1.3.5.: Skating rinks 

Number of realized skating rinks 0 1 2 2 2 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.4. “Increasing the buildings energetic efficiency” 

Number of thermic rehabilitated houses 24834 29000 54500 55000 60000 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.5. “Diminishing the seismic risks” 

Ratio of the number of buildings consolidated to the 

number of buildings expertized  

3.67% 5.5% 11% 14% 15.6% 

Activity 3.1.5.1.: Reducing the seismic risks for multi-floor buildings classified in the first risk class   

Number of multi-floor buildings consolidated 2 3 8 10 12 

Activity 3.1.5.2.: Consolidating the buildings used for essential public services 

Number of buildings consolidated  6 12 16 0 0 

Activity 3.1.5.3.: Emergency consolidation interventions on vulnerable buildings which represent public danger 

Number of buildings consolidated 12 12 15 20 20 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 3.1.6. “Designing and implementing the construction 

regulatory framework” 

Number of technical regulations, research subjects 

contracted 

55 62 60 60 60 

 

SAD 4: 

Indicator 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 4.1.1. “Increasing the tourism circulation” 

Number of arrivals in touristic resorts  7575 

(?!) 

5060 

(?!) 

6800 

(?!) 

7140 

(?!) 

7497 

(?!) 

Activity 4.1.1.1.: Participation to national and international tourism exhibitions  

Number of participations  57 32 49 49 56 

Activity 4.1.1.2.: Promotion actions through  Internet and other electronic tools 

Number of actions 0 1 1 1 1 

Activity 4.1.1.3.: Organization of information and educational visits 

Number of actions 35 15 23 23 26 

Activity 4.1.1.4.: Organization of events in Romania and abroad 

Number of actions 13 1 1 1 2 

Activity 4.1.1.5.: Promotion and advertising activities by air companies and airports 
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Number of actions 0 0 1 1 1 

Activity 4.1.1.6.: Advertising insertion in tour-operators catalogues  

Number of insertions 5 9 13 15 15 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 4.2.1. “Developing and diversifying the touristic services” 

Activity 4.2.1.1.: Increasing the number of investment tourism projects in tourism infrastructure 

Number of investment tourism projects  62 104 110 120 130 

Activity 4.2.1.2.: Designing and implementing the tourism policies 

Number of designed initiative 3 0 2 3 4 

 

SAD 5: 

Indicator 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 5.1.1. “More efficiency in the MRDT activity” 

Ratio of administrative expenses in total MRDT budget 1.8% 3.6% 1.6% 2.4% 3.6% 

Activity 5.1.1.1.: Improving the efficiency the management of financial and material resources 

Budgetary execution 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Activity 5.1.1.2.: Increasing the management capacity of Human Resources 

Turnover of  the MRDT staff 27% 15% 15% 15% 15% 

Activity 5.1.1.3.: Developing effective communication mechanisms, both internally and externally  

Number of actions (meetings, conferences, working 

workshops) organized by MRDT specifically according 

with its mandate 

210 150 200 250 300 

Number of actions with the target groups from the civil 

society, Parliament, social partners 

260 280 300 330 350 

Number of communication actions and tools 508 515 520 525 530 

Activity 5.1.1.4.: Increasing the quality of the internal audit 

Achieving the internal audit plan  129% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Activity 5.1.1.5.: Increasing the efficiency in the use of EU funds by prevention and control actions 

Ratio of control plan realization 75% 95% 100% 100% 100% 

Ratio of solving the received petitions 90% 95% 100% 100% 100% 

Output indicators related to Policy/Program Objective 5.1.2. “Developing an effective management system based 

on objectives” 

Activity 5.1.2.1.: Creating an integrated managerial control system 

Number of internal control standards implemented 15 25 25 25 25 

Activity 5.1.2.1.: Consolidating the system for designing, implementation and evaluation of policies 

Number of approved policies 0 1 2 2 2 
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Annex 4:   Regional Operational Programme (ROP) of Romania and the 

European Territorial Cooperation Programmes (ETCs) 

 

Table A4.1: ROP Priority Axes and Measures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contracted and Under-evaluation ROP Projects (as % of total allocated funds, in Nov. 2010) 

    

North

-East 

(%) 

South

-East 

(%) 

South 

 

(%) 

South

-West 

(%) 

West 

 

(%) 

North

-West 

(%) 

Cente

r 

(%) 

Bucharest

-Ilfov 

(%) 

Axis 1: Urban 

Development 
93.2 44.5 69.7 82.0 83.4 75.8 68.3 114.6 

  Growth Poles 46.3 3.5 8.3 39.3 34.6 45.7 15.6 0.0 

  Development Poles 
89.2 95.2 

100.0

% 
66.5 70.5 100.6 78.4 0.0 

  Urban Centers 174.1 78.9 151.9 163.6 173.2 109.5 149.2 114.6 

                    

Axis 2: Local Transport 

Infrastructure 
261.5 178.8 198.8 229.4 314.1 212.0 224.3 108.3 

  2.1 Roads 261.5 178.8 198.8 229.4 314.1 212.0 224.3 108.3 

                    

Axis 3: Social 

Infrastructure 
195.3 192.3 194.4 157.6 293.0 200.7 223.6 285.6 

  3.1 Health  156.3 109.0 199.5 149.4 278.7 199.3 158.7 145.2 

  3.2 Social Services  140.6 163.9 144.8 162.9 153.3 174.5 172.1 83.6 

  

3.3 Emergency 

Situation Equipment 
97.1 73.8 69.4 69.1 93.4 81.6 77.4 96.6 

  3.4 Education 272.6 294.3 252.3 191.6 420.3 252.4 332.3 507.6 

                    

Axis 4: Local Business 

Environment 
108.9 87.5 113.9 141.8 160.2 114.7 130.0 154.9 

  

4.1 Business 

Infrastructure 
132.5 65.5 106.7 235.1 159.6 106.8 217.2 253.6 

  4.2 Brownfields 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 135.7 0.0 19.6 0.0 

  4.3 Micro-firms 202.8 217.8 254.8 179.8 189.3 257.7 140.4 200.6 

                    

Axis 5: Tourism 156.8 127.7 196.8 126.0 135.5 137.8 191.1 107.6 

  5.1 Cultural Heritage 210.7 185.1 289.1 165.5 159.3 150.9 303.6 53.2 

  

5.2 Tourism 

Infrastructure 
171.6 120.9 185.6 151.8 186.3 190.4 154.3 181.0 

  5.3 Marketing 51.1 50.2 72.2 25.7 21.0 37.0 74.9 78.1 
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Table A4.2: Expected Outputs and Results of ROP Investments 

   Indicator Unit Target (2015) 

A
X

IS
 1

 

Integrated Urban Development Plans 

Implemented 

No. 30 

Inhabitants benefiting from the implementation of 

integrated urban development plans 

No. 400,000 

Companies established in the "urban action 

zones" 

No. 400 

Jobs created/saved in "urban action zones" No. 1,500 

A
X

IS
 2

 

Length of rehabilitated/modernized county road Km 877 

Length of rehabilitated/modernized urban streets Km 411 

Length of rehabilitated/constructed by-passes Km 219 

Increase passengers and freight traffic on the 

rehabilitated, constructed, modernized roads 

% 10 

A
X

IS
 3

 

Rehabilitated/equipped health care units (total and 

by type) 

No. 50 

Rehabilitated/equipped social services 

infrastructure 

No. 270 

Mobile unite equipped for emergency situations No. 510 

Rehabilitated/equipped schools in compulsory 

education 

No. 130 

Rehabilitated/equipped pre-university campuses No. 30 

Rehabilitated/equipped centers for continuous 

vocational training (CVT) 

No. 35 

Rehabilitated/equipped university campuses No. 15 

Increased access to the rehabilitated/equipped 

health care units 

% 10 

Increased access to the rehabilitated/equipped 

social service centers 

% 10 

Average response times of mobile units Min. Up to 12' in rural 

areas (down from 

30'-45' currently), 

and up to 8' in 

urban areas (down 

from 20' currently) 

Increased access of the disadvantage group (rural 

pupils, Rroma pupils, etc.) to compulsory 

education 

% 10 

Increase the schools with IT equipments No. of PC/100 pupils 15 

Increase of participants in continuous vocational 

training (CVT) 

% 15 

Increase of students number in 

rehabilitated/equipped university campuses 

% 10 

A
X

IS
 4

 

Business support structures assisted No. 15 

Unused polluted industrial sites rehabilitated and 

prepared for new economic activities 

Ha. 500 

Micro-enterprises supported No. 1,500 

Occupation rate in business support structures 

(after 2 years since the project was finalized) 

% 50 

New jobs created in the supported business 

structures 

No. (full-time 

employees) 

4,000 
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New jobs created in the supported micro-

enterprises 

No. (full-time 

employees) 

3,000 

A
X

IS
 5

 

Tourism infrastructure/accommodation No. 400 

Companies supported (direct and indirect) in 

tourism field 

No. 350 

Promotional campaigns for advertising the 

tourism brand at national and international level 

No. 10 

National Tourism Information and Promotion 

Centers supported 

No. 10 

Increase of tourist number % 15 

Increase of overnight stays % 5 

Jobs created/saved at the end of project 

implementation 

No. 1,000 

Tourists visiting the Information and Promotion 

Centers 

No. 1 mil. 

Web-site visitors No. 1.5 mil. 

Source: ROP 2007–2013. 
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Figure A4.1: Regional Operational Programme Project Cycle: Key Steps in Application Process 
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Figure A4.2: Regional Operational Programme Project Cycle: Key Steps in Evaluation Process 
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Figure A4.3: Regional Operational Programme Project Cycle: Key Steps in the Project 

Implementation Phase 
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2. The European Territorial Cooperation Programmes (ETCs) 

Summary Description of EU Supported European Territorial Cooperation Programmes 

1) Romania-Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€262 million) aims to 

improve (1) accessibility, (2) environment, and (3) economic and social development.  

The program has a TA component and 6% of ERDF funding is allocated to support the 

management of the overall program. The program is funded by ERDF € 217.8 million = 

83%), along with Romanian and Bulgarian national contributions of (EU 44.2 million = 

17%), and includes seven Romanian counties (and their localities): Mehedinti, Dolj, Olt, 

Teleorman, Giurgiu, Calarasi, Constanta.  

2) Romania-Serbia Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€23 million)  has three 

priority areas: (1) economic and social development, which include economic and social 

infrastructure, tourism sector, SME development, R&D and innovation; (2) environment 

and emergency preparedness; and (3) ―people to people‖ exchanges, including 

development of civil society and local communities, improvement of local governance, 

increased educational, cultural and sporting exchange, and social and cultural integration 

of border areas.  The Programme is funded by IPA (€19.6 million= 85%) and national co-

financing by Roman and Serbia (€3.4 million= 15%).  Of IPA funding, €1.95 million 

(10%) is allocated for program implementation TA.  €0.34 million (10%) of national 

contributions are equally allocated for program implementation.  In Romania, counties of 

Timis, Caras-Severin, Mehedinti and their localities are eligible areas to participate in this 

program.   

3) Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 
(€138.1 million) has three priority areas: (1) more competitive border economy, (2) 

environmental challenges and emergency preparedness, and (3) people to people 

cooperation. The program has a TA component, for which 10% of ENPI funding is 

allocated to support the management of the overall program. The program is funded by 

ENPI (€126.7 million = 91.7%) and national contributions of (€11.4 million = 8.3%).  In 

Romania, Suceava, Botosani, Iasi, Vaslui, and Galati, and Tulcea counties plus localities) 

are eligible beneficiaries.  

4) Black Sea Basin Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€25.3 million) also has three 

priority areas: (1) Support cross border partnerships for economic and social development 

based on common resources, which includes strengthening of accessibility and 

connectivity, creation of tourism networks, and enhancement of local administrative 

capacity; (2) Share resources and competencies for environmental protection and 

conservation; and (3): Support cultural and educational networks for the establishment of 

a common cultural environment in the Basin.  The program is funded by ENPI (€18.3 

million), and IPA (€7 million).  South-East Development Region of Romania (localities 

in the counties of Braila, Buzau, Constanta, Galati, Tulcea, and Vrancea) is eligible to 

participate in the program. Up to 10% of the total EU contribution to the programme can 

be used for TA on program implementation.   

5) Hungary-Romania Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (€261.7 million) focuses 

on two priorities: (1) Improve the key conditions of joint, sustainable development of the 

cooperation area (Improvement of cross-border transport, communication and 
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environmental protection); and (2) Strengthen social and economic cohesion of the 

border area (Cooperation in the fields of business, RTD, education, labor market, health 

care and risk management).  The Programme, funded by ERDF (€224.5 million) and 

national contributions (€37.2 million), covers Arad, Bihor, Satu Mare, and Timis counties 

(and their localities) of Romania.   

6) South-Eastern Europe Transnational Cooperation Programme (€210 million) has 

four priority areas: (1) facilitation of innovation and entrepreneurship, (2) protection and 

improvement of the environment, (3) improvement of the accessibility, and (4) 

development of transnational synergies for sustainable growth areas.  The program is 

funded by ERDF (€206.7 million) and IPA (€3.3 million). 

7) Interreg IV Strand C (Interreg IV C) Interregional Cooperation Programme 
(€321.3 million) aims to improve the effectiveness of regional development policies in 

the areas of innovation, the knowledge economy, the environment and risk prevention as 

well as to contribute to economic modernization and increased competitiveness of 

Europe. Its two priority focus areas are:  (1) Innovation and the knowledge economy, 

including promotion of innovation, research and technology development; 

entrepreneurship and SMEs; the information society; employment, human capital and 

education; and (2) Environment and risk prevention, including natural and technological 

risks and water management. The program is funded by ENPI (€321.3 million), of which 

6% is allocated for TA on program management.  All 27 EU member states, Norway, and 

Switzerland participate in the program.   

8) URBACT II Interregional Cooperation Programme (€67.8 million) is a European 

exchange and learning program promoting sustainable urban development. Its aims is to 

enable cities to work together to address urban challenges and reaffirm their role in facing 

increasingly complex societal changes by supporting development of solutions and 

sharing of knowledge throughout Europe. Its priority axes are: (1): Cities, engines of 

growth and jobs and (2) Attractive and cohesive cities.  It also has a technical assistance 

component for implementation management of the program, to which €8.6 million has 

been allocated.  The Programme has a total budget of €67.8 million,
22

 of which 78.6% is 

funded by ERDF, 7.6% by national contributions, and 13.8% by local contributions.   

9) INTERACT Interregional Cooperation Programme 2007-2013 (€40 million) provides 

support, training, and advice to European Territorial Cooperation Programmes funded by 

ERDF and Cross-Border Cooperation Programmes funded by ENPI and IPA on 

management techniques, financial issues, European regulations, communication, strategic 

orientation, and policy development.  These services, provided free of charge, are funded 

by ENPI (€34 million=85%) and national contributions (€6 million=15%).  

10) Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine ENPI Cross-Border Cooperation Programme 
(€74.8 million) works on four areas of priority, which are:  (1) Promote economic and 

social development--Knowledge transfer and practice-sharing to promote joint 

developments of businesses and increase touristic attractiveness of the area; (2) Enhance 

environmental quality—enhance the quality of air, waters, soil and forestry resources and 

reduce risks of damages on natural environment; (3) Increase border efficiency--increase 

efficiency of border management on the Ukrainian border; and (4) Support people to 
                                                      
22

 In addition, Norway and Switzerland contribute EUR 0.35 million and EUR 0.23 million respectively. 
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people cooperation—to improve the effectiveness of public services and increase mutual 

understanding of various groups of the society.  The program is funded by ENPI (€68.6 

million), of which contribution to individual projects should not exceed 90% of the total 

forecasted eligible costs of the Action.  At least 10% of project costs must be financed by 

partner countries or beneficiaries, at least half of which must be financed by 

beneficiaries.  The Romanian counties eligible for this program are: Maramures, Satu-

Mare, Suceava (adjacent area with limited participation). 
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Table A4.3: Implementation Status of Cross-Border and Transnational Cooperation Programmes 

(Data) 

 

 

Program 

Budget 

Allocated (A)  

Total Amount 

Applied (B) 

Total Amount 

Evaluated ( C) 

Total Amount 

Approved (D) 

Total Amount 

Contracted (E) 

Amount 

Disbursed 

(F) D
em

a
n

d
  

 (
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) 
/(

A
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E
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a
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o
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 E
ff
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n
cy

  
(C

 )
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B
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A
p

p
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v
a
l 

R
a
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(D
)/

(C
 )

 

C
o
n
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a
ct
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g
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ff
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n

cy
 

 (
E

)/
(D

) 

D
is

b
u
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em
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t 

E
ff
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ie

n
cy

 

 (
F

)/
(D

) 

O
v
er

a
ll

 D
is

b
u

rs
em

en
t 

R
a
te

  

(F
) 

/(
A

) 

CBC 

Romania 

Bulgaria 

(ERDF) € 262,003,541 € 604,298,219 € 343,354,493 € 195,183,487 € 100,915,174 € 1,601,334 231% 57% 57% 52% 1% 0.61% 

CBC 

Romania 

Ukraine 

Moldova 

(ENPI) € 138,122,693 € 407,072,958 € 55,615,027 € 45,463,325 € 0 € 0 295% 14% 82% 0% 0% 0.00% 

CBC  

Black Sea 

(ENPI +IPA) € 25,305,944 € 62,170,035 € 61,845,544 € 5,873,759 € 0 € 0 246% 99% 9% 0% 0% 0.00% 

CBC 

Romania 

Serbia (IPA) € 17,603,156 € 50,167,015 € 50,167,015 € 16,706,867 € 16,706,867 € 0 285% 100% 33% 100% 0% 0.00% 

CBC 

Hungary 

Romania 

(ERDF) € 275,179,861 € 222,569,660 € 177,748,463 € 146,492,061 € 53,614,727 € 2,256,788 81% 80% 82% 37% 2% 0.82% 

CBC 

Hungary 

Slovakia 

Romania 

Ukraine 

(ENPI) € 61,774,455 € 75,692,929 € 75,692,929 € 37,100,082 € 12,806,295 € 0 123% 100% 49% 35% 0% 0.00% 

TNC South 

East Europe 

(ERDF + 

IPA) € 245,111,974 € 128,753,792 € 127,069,709 € 76,628,855 € 76,627,881 € 9,587,366 53% 99% 60% 100% 13% 3.91% 
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Table A4.4: Summary Findings of Project Cycle Bottlenecks Analysis 

Program 

 Demand 

(Applica
tion) 

Evaluatio

n 
efficiency 

 Quality 

of project 
proposals 

Contracting 
efficiency 

Disbursement 
efficiency 

Overall 

Disburse-
ment Rate  Constraints Potential Solutions 

CBC Romania Bulgaria 

(ERDF) (4 Calls for Proposals 
so far) 

09/07/2008 – 30/09/2008 

12/12/2008—15/01/2009 
01/10/2008 – 30/10/2009 

26/03/2010 – 30/04/2010 

231% 57% 57% 52% 1% 0.61% 

- Applications not correctly filled-in 

- Changes of partners 
-Lead partners withdrawing proposals 

after approval 

- Ineligible partners identified at 
contract stage 

- E-application 

- Identification of ineligible 
partners at an earlier stage 

- FLC and LP capacity 

training 

60 days 118 days 
 

60 days 195 days 433 days 

CBC Romania Ukraine 
Moldova (ENPI) 

(1 Call for Proposals so far) 

07/01/2009—28/10/2009 

295% 14% 82% 0% 0% 0.00% 
-Evaluation  committees with members 

from 3 countries 
-difficulties mobilizing evaluation 

experts 

-high number of incomplete applicatons 
-beneficiary cofinancing delays 

 

90 days* 
120-180 
days**  

30-120 
days** 

195 days*  
435-590 
days** 

CBC  Black Sea (ENPI +IPA) 
(1 Call for Proposals so far) 

30/06/2009 – 04/11/2010 

246% 99% 9% 0% 0% 0.00% 
  

90 days* n.a. 
 

n.a. n.a. 
90 days for 
application 

only 

CBC Romania Serbia (IPA) 

(1 Call for Proposals so far) 

30/04/2009 -- 29/07/2009 

285% 100% 33% 100% 0% 0.00% 

- At the contracting stage, a large 
number of clarifications are requested 

from beneficiaries 

- Evaluators need more capacity 

- Introduction of E-
application 

60 days 306 days 
 

120 days 280 days* 766 days 

CBC Hungary Romania 

(ERDF) 
(4 Calls for Proposals so far) 

15/10/2008 – 30/01/2009 

03/12/2008 – 16/02/2009 
08/10/2009—22/01/2010 

10/12/2010-01/03/2011 

81% 80% 82% 37% 2% 0.82% 

- Number of external evaluators not 

sufficient, discrepancies in evaluation 
(rating) of applications by different 

evaluators 

- Modification of Evaluation 

Guidelines  

90 days 210 days 
 

37-67 days n.a 

Minimum 

337-367 

days 
through 

contracting 

CBC Hungary Slovakia 

Romania Ukraine (ENPI) 
(2 Calls for Proposals so far) 

 16/06/2009 -- 22/09/2009 

24/06/2010 -- 26/10/2010 

123% 100% 49% 35% 0% 0.00% 
  

99 days 184 days 
 

14 days n.a. 

297 days 

through 

contracting 
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Program 

 Demand 

(Applica
tion) 

Evaluatio

n 
efficiency 

 Quality 

of project 
proposals 

Contracting 
efficiency 

Disbursement 
efficiency 

Overall 

Disburse-
ment Rate  Constraints Potential Solutions 

TNC South East Europe 

(ERDF + IPA) 

(2 Calls for Proposals so far) 
05/05/2009-- 21/11/2009 

24/11/2009-- 21/12/2009 

53% 99% 60% 100% 13% 3.91% 

- Minimum 60 days required for 

conditions clearing  at the contracting 

stage, 
- Assigning first level controllers takes 

time,  

- Ineligible expenditures reported, 
-  Takes time for the lead partner to 

complete progress reports.  

- E-Application was 

introduced for the 2nd call on 

trial basis. However, it did 
not resolve the issues--there 

have been inconsistencies 

between the hard copy and 
the electronic version of 

applications  

- More regular 

communication with 

controllers  

42-49 
days 

NA 
 

131 days 204-246 days 

387-436 

days 
(excluding 

evaluation) 

 
      

  

 

 

*Maximum number of days allowed per program guidelines.  Actual number of days required unknown.   

**Estimated required number of days envisaged in the Programme Document.   Actual number of days required unknown.   
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Table A4.5: Geographical and Priority Coverage of CBC, TNC, and Interreg Programmes
23

 

Development 

Region County 

Environment and 
Emergency 

Preparedness 

Accessibility 

(Transport, 
Communication, 

Information) 

Tourism, 

Attractive Cities 

People to People, 
(sports, culture, 

education) 

Innovation, entrepreneur, 

employment, HR Dev,  
R&D, SME, Business 

Infra. 

North West 

Bihor  

HU-RO 

SEE 
Interreg 

HU-RO 

SEE 
Interreg 

 

 
 

URBACT 

HU-RO 

 
Interreg 

HU-RO 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Bistrita-Nasaud  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Cluj  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Maramures  

SEE 

Interreg 

 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

 

Interreg 

 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

Satu Mare  

HU-RO 
SEE 

Interreg 

 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

HU-RO 
SEE 

Interreg 

 
 

 

URBACT 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

HU-RO 
 

Interreg 

 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

HU-RO 
SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 
HU-SV-RO-UA 

Salaj  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Center 

Alba  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Brasov  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Covasna  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Harghita  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Mures  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Sibiu  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

                                                      
23

 Table prepared by the FRT based on information gathered from programme websites.   RO-BU= Romania-

Bulgaria Cross-Border Cooperation Programme; RO-SE= Romania-Serbia Cross-Border Cooperation Programme; 

RO-UA-MD= Romania-Ukraine-Republic of Moldova Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (Joint Operational 

Programme); Black Sea= Black Sea Basin Cross-Border Cooperation Programme (Joint Operational Programme); 

HU-RO= Hungary-Romania Cross-Border Cooperation Programme; SEE= South-Eastern Europe Transnational 

Cooperation Programme; Interreg= Interreg IV C Interregional Cooperation Programme; URBACT= URBACT II 

Interregional Cooperation Programme; HU-SV-RO-UA= Hungary-Slovakia-Romania-Ukraine Joint Operational 

Cross-Border Programme. 
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Development 

Region County 

Environment and 
Emergency 

Preparedness 

Accessibility 

(Transport, 
Communication, 

Information) 

Tourism, 

Attractive Cities 

People to People, 
(sports, culture, 

education) 

Innovation, entrepreneur, 

employment, HR Dev,  
R&D, SME, Business 

Infra. 

North East 

Bacau  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Botosani  

SEE 
Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

 
 

URBACT 
 

 
Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 
RO-UA-MD 

Iasi  

SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

 

 

URBACT 
 

 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 
RO-UA-MD 

Neamt  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Suceava  

SEE 
Interreg 

 

HU-SV-RO-UA 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 
Interreg 

 

HU-SV-RO-UA 
RO-UA-MD 

 
 

URBACT 

HU-SV-RO-UA 
 

 
Interreg 

 

HU-SV-RO-UA 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

HU-SV-RO-UA 
RO-UA-MD 

Vaslui  

SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 
RO-UA-MD 

South East 

Braila  

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

Black Sea 

 
 

URBACT 

Black Sea 

 
Interreg 

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Buzau  

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
 

 

URBACT 

Black Sea 
 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Constanta  

RO-BU 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

Black Sea 
 

 

URBACT 

RO-BU 

Black Sea 
 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Galati  

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 
 

 

URBACT 
 

Black Sea 
 

Interreg 

 
RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 
RO-UA-MD 

Tulcea  

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

 

RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

 

RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 

 
 

URBACT 

Black Sea 

 
Interreg 

 

RO-UA-MD 

Black Sea 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

RO-UA-MD 

Vrancea 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
 

 

URBACT 

Black Sea 
 

Interreg 

Black Sea 
SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

South 

Arges  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Calarasi  

RO-BU 

SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

 

 
URBACT 

RO-BU 

 

Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 
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Development 

Region County 

Environment and 
Emergency 

Preparedness 

Accessibility 

(Transport, 
Communication, 

Information) 

Tourism, 

Attractive Cities 

People to People, 
(sports, culture, 

education) 

Innovation, entrepreneur, 

employment, HR Dev,  
R&D, SME, Business 

Infra. 

Dâmbovita  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Giurgiu  

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
 

 
URBACT 

RO-BU 
 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Ialomita  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Prahova  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Teleorman 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

 
 

URBACT 

RO-BU 

 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Bucharest-

Ilfov 

Bucharest 

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Ilfov  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

South West 

Dolj  

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
 

 
URBACT 

RO-BU 
 

Interreg 

RO-BU 
SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Gorj  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Mehedinti  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

URBACT 

Olt  

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

 
 

URBACT 

RO-BU 

 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Vâlcea 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

 
 

URBACT 

RO-BU 

 
Interreg 

RO-BU 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

West 

Arad  

HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 

HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 

 
URBACT 

HU-RO 

 

Interreg 

HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 

Caras-Severin  

SEE 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

 
 

URBACT 

 
Interreg 

SEE 
Interreg 

URBACT 

Hunedoara  

SEE 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 

 

 
URBACT 

 

Interreg 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 
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Development 

Region County 

Environment and 
Emergency 

Preparedness 

Accessibility 

(Transport, 
Communication, 

Information) 

Tourism, 

Attractive Cities 

People to People, 
(sports, culture, 

education) 

Innovation, entrepreneur, 

employment, HR Dev,  
R&D, SME, Business 

Infra. 

Timis  

HO-SE 
HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 

HO-SE 
HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 

HO-SE 
 

 

 
URBACT 

HO-SE 
HU-RO 

 

Interreg 

HO-SE 
HU-RO 

SEE 

Interreg 
URBACT 
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Annex 5: Sustainable Business Capabilities Alignment for Systematic Implementation of the Tourism Master Plan 2007–2026 
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Annex 6: Review of Public Procurement in Romania 

1.  Legal Framework for Public Procurement 

 

Government Emergency Ordinance No. 34/2006 regarding the awarding of the public procurement 

contracts, public works concession contracts and services concession contracts, amended and completed. 

Government Emergency Ordinance no. 30/2006 regarding verification functions of procedural aspects 

concerning public procurement contracts.  

Government Decision No. 925/2009 for approval of rules of implementation of provisions regarding 

awards of public procurement contracts.  

Government; Emergency Ordinance No 34/2006 regarding award of public procurement contracts, 

public works concession contracts and services concession contracts, amended and completed.  

Government Decision no. 1660/2006 for approving the application norms of the provisions referring to 

the award of procurement contracts by electronic means from the Government's Emergency Ordinance 

no. 34/2006. 

Government Decision no. 71/2007 for approving the application norms of the provisions referring to the 

award of the public works concession contracts and of services concession contracts from the 

Governments' Emergency Ordinance no. 34/2006.  

Government Decision no 942/2006 for approving the application norms of G.E.O. no. 30/2006, with the 

amendment and supplements of Law 1083/2007. 

 

  

http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_30_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_30_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_1660_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_1660_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_1660_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_71_2007_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_71_2007_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_71_2007_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_942_2006_en
http://www.anrmap.ro/indexro.php?page=legislatie_nationala_942_2006_en
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Figure A6.1: Romanian Public Procurement System  
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Table A6.1: Thresholds for Choosing Procurement Procedures: Thresholds below EU  

Scope of 

contract 

National level =invitations/notices published only in ESPP 

Classical sector Utility sector 

Supply 

(goods) 
€15,000 < EVC<€125,000 

Request 

for 

tenders  

€15,000 < EVC<€125,00 
Request for 

tenders 

€125,000<EVC<€387,000 

“Short 

competitive 

procedures” 

Services  
€15,000  < 

EVC<€125,000 

€15,000< VC<€125,000 
Request for 

tenders 

€125,000<EVC<€387,000 

Short 

competitive 

procedures 

Works €15,000<EVC<€4,845,00

0 

€15,000<EVC<€4,845,00

0 

Request for 

tenders 

 

 

Table A6.2: Thresholds for Choosing Procurement Procedures: EU Thresholds 

 

 

 

  

Scope of contract 
European level 

Classical sector Utility sector 

Supply (goods) EVC>€125,000 EVC>€387,000 

Services  EVC>€125,000 EVC>€387,000 

Works EVC>€4,845,000 
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Table A6.3:  Romanian Public Procurement Procedures 

Procedure  Features  

Open  Single step qualification and tender evaluation.  

Electronic auction is possible. 

Can be applied entirely electronically. 

Contract could be awarded if one economic operator submits an admissible tender. 

For utility sector, time limit can be shortened for tender elaboration if estimated value is 

€125,000 to €387.000. 

Typical for awarding a public procurement contract (along with ‗restricted‘) 

Contract is awarded or framework agreement is concluded by applying this procedure. 

Restricted  Two steps—qualification and selection of applicants; and evaluation of tenders. 

In the first step the minimum number of selected applicants must at least five, but it is 

possible to go ahead to the second step with one applicant selected. 

Contract could be awarded if one economic operator submits an admissible tender. 

Procedure can be accelerated justified by shortening the time limits for receiving the 

applications and tenders. 

For utility sector, the time limit for tender elaboration can be shortened if the estimated 

value is €125,000and €387.000. 

Can conclude with electronic auction. 

Can be applied entirely electronically. 

Typical for awarding a public procurement contract (along with ‗open)‘. 

Contract is awarded or framework agreement is concluded by applying this procedure. 

Competitive 

dialogue 

Three steps: (i) qualification and applicant selection; (ii) dialogue to identify one or 

more suitable solutions; and (iii) tender evaluation. 

Applicable if two conditions are fulfilled: (i) the contract is complex; and (ii) applying 

the ‗open‘ or ‗restricted‘ procedures would not allow awarding of the public 

procurement contract. 

A contract is designated ‗complex‘ when the contracting authority is unable to define 

technical specifications objectively; technical means that can satisfy the needs and 

exigencies and/or to establish the legal and/or financial framework for project 

implementation. 

The only award criterion is the most advantageous tender  

It is not possible to conclude the third step with electronic auction. 

It is not possible to be entirely applied electronically. 

As result of applying this procedure a complex contract awarded.  

Negotiation with 

prior publication 

of a contract 

notice 

This procedure is applied by a classical sector contracting authority in circumstances 

provided by PPL and does not depend on estimated value 

In the first step the minimum number of preselected applicants must be at least three, 

but it is possible to go ahead to the second step with one applicant preselected. 

Can take place in successive stages to reduce the number of proposed tenders to be 

negotiated. 

PPL provides for concluding the third step with electronic auction. 

For utility sector, time limit for tender elaboration can be shortened if the estimated 

value is €125,000 to €387.000. 

It is not possible to be entirely applied electronically. 

The procedure could be accelerated justified – shortening the time limits for receiving 
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Procedure  Features  

the applications and tenders. 

Only for utility sector, this procedure together with open and restricted procedure 

represents the rule for awarding a public procurement contract. 

As result of applying this procedure a contract is awarded or a framework agreement 

concluded. 

Negotiation 

without 

publication of a 

contract notice 

Contracting authority carries out consultations with economic operators and negotiates 

contractual clauses, including prices, with one or more operators.  

Can be applied only in the circumstances provided by PPL  

It is not possible to be entirely applied electronically. 

It is not possible to conclude the third step with an electronic auction. 

Request for 

tenders 

One step for qualification and tender evaluation.  

Similar to open procedure, differing only in the time limits for tender submission.  

It is possible to conclude with an electronic auction  

It is possible to be entirely applied electronically. 

Contract could be awarded if one economic operator submits an admissible tender. 

Used only to award procurement contract below thresholds provided by art.124 of PPL.  

As result of applying this procedure a contract is awarded or a framework agreement 

concluded. 

Design contest A special procedure by which it purchases, particularly in the field of territory or town 

planning, architecture, engineering or data processing, a plan or project selected by a 

jury through a competition, with or without prize awards.  

May be applied with or without a selection stage. 
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Table A6.4:  Special Modalities for Awarding/Concluding Contract/Framework Agreements 

Modalities Features  

Framework 

agreement 

Provides a base to award subsequent contracts with similar scope/objects  

Typically should not exceed four years duration; exceptional cases must be duly 

justified. 

During execution signatory parties should remain the same. 

May be concluded with either one, or at least three economic operators. 

Upon conclusion with more than one economic operator, subsequent contracts could be 

awarded either without reopening competition, or by reopening competition among 

signatory operators. 

Typically a framework agreement is concluded by applying open or restricted 

procedures. 

Dynamic 

purchasing system 

Can be applied using only ESPP  

Can be used for the purchase of commonly used products only, with characteristics 

generally available on the market that can satisfy contracting authority needs. 

Should not exceed four years duration. 

Open only during the period that it is launched, which means that any economic 

operators can ask to be accepted. 

Electronic auction Used to conclude a common procedure.  

When a contracting authority decides to conclude a procedure by an electronic auction, 

time limits for evaluation provided by the PPL include the auction duration.  
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Table A6.5: Estimated Duration of Procurement Procedures Calculated in Calendar Days 

Awarding Procedure Estimated calendar days 

Request for tenders for works and 

services contracts 

Time limit for tenders =10 days  

NARMPP‘ verification= 2 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Stand still period = 6 days 

Total Duration: 38 - 61 days 

Request for tenders for Supply 

contracts 

Time limit for tenders = 6 days  

NARMPP‘ verification= 2 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation = 20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6 days 

Total Duration: 34 - 57 days 

Open procedure Time limit for tenders=40 days  

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 11days 

Total Duration: 74 - 96 days 

Open procedure with prior notice 

published with 52 days before the 

contract notice 

Time limit for tenders= 29 days  

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 11days 

Total Duration: 63(115)–85(137) days 

―Short‖ Open procedure - for utility 

sector 

Time limit for tenders=20 days  

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6 days 

Total Duration: 49 - 71 days 

Restricted procedure Time limit for applications =30 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time limit for tenders=35 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 11days 

Total Duration: 119 - 156 days 

Accelerated restricted procedure Time limit for applications = 10 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time limit for tenders=10 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 11days 
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Awarding Procedure Estimated calendar days 

Total Duration: 74 - 116 days 

Restricted procedure with prior 

notice published with 52 days before 

the contract notice 

Time limit for applications =30 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time limit for tenders=22 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 11days 

Total Duration: 106(158)–148(200) days 

―Simplified‖ restricted procedure - 

for utility sector 

Time limit for applications =10 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time limit for tenders=10 days 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6 days 

Total Duration: 49 - 71 days 

Negotiated procedure with contract 

notice 

Time limit for applications =10- 30 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time for negotiations the tenders = 20-40 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6- 11days 

Total Duration: 76 - 166 days 

Accelerated Negotiated procedure 

with contract notice  

Time limit for applications = 10 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time for negotiations the tenders = 20-40 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6- 11 days 

Total Duration: 76 - 146 days 

―Simplified‖ Negotiated procedure 

with contract notice - for utility 

sector 

Time limit for applications = 10 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time for negotiations the tenders = 20-40 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6- 11 days 

Total Duration: 76 - 146 days 

Competitive dialog  Time limit for applications = 20 - 30 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time for dialog with candidates = 20-40 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6 -11 days 

Total Duration: 89 - 166 days 
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Awarding Procedure Estimated calendar days 

―Simplified‖ Competitive dialog Time limit for applications = 20 - 30 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for selection = 20-40 days 

Time for dialog with candidates = 20-40 

Time for evaluation =20 – 40 days 

Standstill period = 6 -11 days 

Total Duration: 89 - 166 days 

Design contest Time limit for submitting the designs = 52 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for evaluation = 40– 60 days 

Total Duration: 95 - 117 days 

Design contest with pre-selection Time limit for submitting the designs = 52 days 

NARMPP‘ verification= 3 - 5 days 

Time for pre- selection = 20-40 days 

Time for evaluation =40 – 60 days 

Total Duration: 115- 157days 
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Table A6.6:  Types of Public Procurement Contracts 

Type Object by categories of contracts‘ types  

Public works 

contract 

- execution of works related to one of the activities classified under NACE – F 

Construction, or the execution of a work 

- both design and execution of works related to an activity classified under NACE – 

F Construction, or design and execution of a work 

- the realization, by whatever means, of a work corresponding with the necessities 

and objectives of the contracting authority  

Supply contract - supply of one or more products, through purchasing, renting or hire purchase, 

leasing, with or without the option to buy 

- supply of products is the main object and as an incidental matter, their siting and 

installation operations 

- supply both products and services if the estimated value of products is higher than 

the estimated value of services provided in the respective contract; 

Services contract - execution of one or more services, so these are provided for by Annex 2A – services 

covered by PPL and Annex 2B – services not covered by PPL. 

- supply of services is the main object and only incidentally activities classified under 

NACE - F- Construction. 

- supplying both products and services if estimated services value is higher than 

estimated products value provided in the contract. 
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Table A6.7:  Procurement Process Detailed on Activities and Subactivities 

Stage Activity Sub- activities 

Before competition  

 

 

Prepare technical papers 

Technical specification approved 

Preparing justification for qualification requirements  

Preparing justification for awarding criteria  

Preparing the Estimated Value Note  

Prepare tender 

documentation 

Nominated Contract Award Responsible (CAR) 

Update public procurement plan (PPP) 

Prepare bidding documents & contract notice 

Approve bidding documents & contract notice 

Prepare the contract notice 

The competition 

Bid elaboration period 

Dispatching the contract notice 

Obtain approval of NARMPP 

Publish contract notice  

Bid elaboration period 

Receive questions  

Prepare and publish answers  

Receive any complaints (if applicable) 

Adopt corrective measures (if applicable) 

Publish corrective measures (if applicable) 

Appoint Evaluation Committee & other experts 

Receive bid package in established deadline  

Opening bids Open bids  

Evaluation  

Check compliance with formal requirements 

Check qualification requirements  

Request clarifications  

Receive and evaluate answers  

Evaluate technical proposals  

Request clarifications  

Receive and evaluate answers 

Evaluate financial proposals  

Request clarifications  

Receive and evaluate answers 

Establish unacceptable, irregular and admissible bids  

Analyze situation & cancel the procedure (if applicable)  

Apply awarding criterion to admissible bids  

Prepare Award Report  

Submit Award Report for approval 

Award Report approved  

Notification of procedure result  

Post contract awarding 

activities 

Standstill  Standstill period 

Manage received 

complaints 

Complaints received (if applicable) 

Prepare opinion on complaints  

Prepare support document for opinion  

Solve complaints NCSC Decision  
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Stage Activity Sub- activities 

Adopt corrective measures (if any) 

Contract signing 

Prepare contract  

Contract signing  

Distribute contract to relevant parties  

Publish Award notices  

Closing the procedure Complete procurement file 

 

 


