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For a state struggling to pay 
pensions and salaries to its civil 
servants, Romania looks as if it´s 
living through an absurd drama. It 
has finances for various investments 
but is unable to make use of them. It 
must spend no less than €15 million 
per day until 2015 in order to absorb 
the total funds allocated by the EU 
for the budgetary exercise 2007-
2013, and judging by the fact that 
the present absorption rate is €1.13 
million per day, under the “no policy 
action scenario” the prospect of full 
absorption seems completely 
unrealistic. 

In fact, after four years of EU 
membership Romania spent only 
8.6% of total allocation for the 
budgetary cycle 2007-201316. Nor is 
Romania’s position encouraging from 
an international perspective, for 
together with Bulgaria, our country 
sits at the very bottom of the ranking 
of new member states. The average 
absorption rate of the other EU-8 
countries for the equivalent period is 
around 22%.  

Based on the most recently released 
data Romania could lose money in 
the area of transport, administrative 
capacity and technical assistance. 
However, an internal comparison of 
the implementation of the seven 
Operational Programs (OP’s) throws 
a different light on the Romanian 
case, although with variable results. 

 

                                                                          

16 Absorption rate is calculated including 
pre-finance allocations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. What do we get from 

Structural and Cohesion Funds 

and what are the main 
challenges? 

Structural and cohesion funds are 
“widely perceived in Central and 
Eastern Europe as manna from 
heaven”, as a 2007 IMF report 
notes. By the logic of these funds, 
that perception is only partially 
accurate. Run via the EU Cohesion 
Policy, they are financial allocations 
dedicated to member states for the 
very purpose of increasing their 
convergence, competitiveness and 
employment. The main vehicles to 
support those three objectives are 
the three funds: European Regional 
Development Fund (ERDF), the 
European Social Fund (ESF), which 
are usually called structural funds, 
and the Cohesion Fund. From that 
perspective the Operational 
Programs (OPs) sit at national level 
as policy implementation 
instruments.  

When discussing structural and 
cohesion funds the key concept is 
the absorption rate. In our analysis 
absorption rate is defined as the 
percentage of the total funds 
allocated from the EU budget 
(usually referred as EU contribution) 
and paid by the Romanian 
authorities to the final beneficiaries. 
If absorbed effectively, structural 
and cohesion funds could make a 
difference to the overall 
development of a country. By some 
reports they can increase economic 

Hungry, with money in their pockets 

For the Romanian authorities, spending €15 mil per day 

proves to be too much of a burden 
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growth by 0.7 % annually, but 
others say not more than 0.1%17.   

For the former communist countries 
the funds could be fuel for their 
modernization. They can cover areas 
systematically neglected or, where 
State intervention, although 
enormous, has utterly failed both 
under communism and during the 
transition years: under-investment 
in modern infrastructure or human 
resources, catch-up by less 
developed regions, strengthening 
sub-national administration. 

In May 2004, all Polish regions were 
below the 75% of GDP/capita EU 
average. The country received €435 
million as structural funds, and in 
2007, €3.1 billion. As a result, a 
positive impact of 0.6-0.9% GDP 
growth rate was estimated for 2007. 
The employment rate increased by 
6% from 2003 to 2007, and 3.700 
km of road and more than 200 km 
of motorways had been built or 
brought up to modern standards by 
the end of 2007. In Latvia, the 
GDP/capita increased from 43% of 
the EU average in 2004, to 60% in 
2007 and the unemployment rate 
there has fallen by about 5% while 
120 water-supply systems have 
been upgraded.  

It is true to say that it is hard to 
discern the precise effect of the EU 
funds in a period of rapid growth 
across the whole region, when new 
EU members and non-EU countries 
alike have converged towards 
Western standards. The actual 
impact of EU structural and cohesion 
funds is hard to measure other than 
through conjectures and counter-
factuals, while the Cohesion Policy is 
permanently criticized18. Yet, a net  

                                                                          

17 See for example Zaman G, Georgescu 
G 2009, “Structural Fund Absorption: A 
New Challenge for Romania?” Romanian 
Journal of Economic Forecasting, no 1, 
pp. 136-154, http://www.ipe.ro 
18 See a good summary in Santos I 2009, 
“EU Cohesion Policy: Some fundamental 
Questions”, Bruegel, 
http://www.bruegel.org  

Tab 1: Total allocations and 

absorption, international comparison 

in Dec 2010 

 Allocations 

2007-2013, 

bn€ 

Absorption, 

Dec 2010, % 

Estonia 3.5 26 

Latvia 4.6 29 

Poland 67.3 20.4 

Czech Rep 26.7 12.4 

Bulgaria 6.9 10.2 

Romania 19.7 8.6 

Source: European Commission, Ro Gov  

 

Tab 2: Absorption in the first three 

years (2004-06 allocations,  in Dec 

2007)19 

 Allocations 

2004-06,  

bn€ 

Total 

paym, 

2007 

Absorption

% 

Czech Rep 2.3 1.5 64 

Estonia 0.6 0.4 64 

Hungary 2.8 2.1 75 

Latvia 1.0 0.7 67 

Lithuania 1.4 0.9 62 

Poland 11.5 7.8 68 

Slovakia 1.4 1.0 72 

Slovenia 0.4 0.2 58 

Source: European Commission   

 

Tab 3: Absorption in the first three 

years (2007-09 allocations, in Dec 

2010) 

 Allocations 

2007-09,  

bn€ 

Paym, 

end 

2010 

Absorption

% 

Romania 5.6 1.6 29 

Bulgaria 2.2 0.7 30 
Source: European Commission; Romanian & 
Bulgarian Authorities for Coordination of 
Structural and Cohesion Instruments (ACIS) 

 

 

                                                                          

19Table 2 and 3 are a detailed display of 
allocations and payments. For the sake of 
accuracy when comparing the 2004 wave with 
Romania and Bulgaria we considered the 
allocations of for the first three years after 
accession for the EU8 and payments at the 
end of 2007. Similarly for Romania and 
Bulgaria (EU2) we took the allocations for the 
first three years after accession (2007, 2008, 
2009) and the payments made by end 2010.  
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injection of 2.1% to 5% to a country 
GDP is far from negligible.  

Despite the supposed “free lunch” 
nature of EU funds, the absorption 
rates are not similar across member 
states – and hardly “manna from 
heaven”. The two tables bellow point 
explicitly to the discrepancy between 
the countries which joined the EU in 
2004 and the most recent member 
states, Romania and Bulgaria. They 
show the difficulty of gaining access 
to the funds and reinforce the idea 
that there is indeed no such thing as 
a free lunch.  

2. What does the EU funds 

absorption mean? 

In Romania, structural and cohesion 
funds were eagerly awaited by many 
of their beneficiaries, but when the 
funds were launched, the process of 
acquiring them proved to be more 
intricate than expected. A quick look 
at the contextual problems and at 
the state of affairs regarding 
absorption problems in new member 
countries suggests two main 
questions to be investigated for the 
Romanian case. First, is the low 
absorption rate explained by 
contextual economic factors, such as 
the international financial crisis? And 
second, is the low performance 
rather to be associated with a more 
fundamental problem such as poor 
administrative capacity? Let us look 
closely at both questions.  

In the last few years the financial 
crisis has placed great pressure on 
the banks operating in Romania and 
on their ability to lend money. It has 
had two implications: first, the 
capacity of private companies to co-
finance potential projects financed 
through structural and cohesion 
funds has decreased considerably 
since such resources would normally 
come from the banking sector; 
second, because of the general 
business downturn, payments have 
been slowed among all businesses. 
That slowness has created far-
reaching congestion in day to day 
economic activity among contractors 

and beneficiaries, clients and 
providers, and so on. The entire 
process is illustrated by a rise in 
private debt (in Romanian currency) 
of ordinary Romanian households as 
well as businesses, from 880 million 
RON in January 2008, to 4.85 billion 
lei in February 2010, according to 
BNR. The scarce liquidities in the 
markets have made different 
categories of beneficiaries unable to 
commit resources to projects of this 
type. 

In an interview round20 with various 
stakeholders held in Timişoara, the 
matter of financial crisis has become 
more obvious. One of the 
beneficiaries interviewed explained: 

“Access to loans is very difficult 
and that is a real problem now. 
Banks are very reluctant to 
actually lend money to people 
even if that concerns structural 
funds. They do not have sufficient 
guarantee that clients would be 
able actually to get 
reimbursement from the EU for 
the expenses incurred in the 
project. Despite different 
government actions, i.e. 
Guarantee Funds, etc., banks do 
not readily take the risk. They 
treat SME's applying for structural 
funds no differently from those 
who are just looking for an 
ordinary loan.” 

In a different interview, Mr. Aurel 
Saramet, the President of FNGCIMM, 
says that there is a conflict between 
the managing authorities, who are 
under pressure to increase 
absorption rates, and the banks. A 
lot of banks complain that approved 
projects, around 30%, are, from the 
point of view of the Banks, 
financially unsecured or at least 
unsustainable. That discredits the 
evaluation process and general faith 
in approved projects, because an 
approved project must be bankable 
if it is to be sustainable21. Clearly, 
                                                                          

20 We thank the European Stability 
Initiative (ESI) for its support in this 
research.  
21 Newschanel.ro 
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the financial crisis seems to have 
had a detrimental effect on the 
implementation of structural and 
cohesion funds in Romania. We shall 
see in the next section if that is 
indeed the case and how.  

The second problem is Romania´s 
administrative capacity, which has 
implications for the management 
and implementation of any public 
policy, including coordination of the 
European Structural and Cohesion 
instruments. Those funds are 
managed by the public authorities 
and success there depends on the 
reform of public bureaucracies. Poor 
administrative capacity can be 
broken down into two categories of 
problems: human resources 
problems, both in terms of 
insufficient personnel or lack of 
relevant skills, and recruitment 
difficulties, often of a political 
nature. There tends also to be a lack 
of horizontal management, with 
weak coordination and poor 
adaptability to the needs of 
stakeholders.  

The human resources problem within 
Romanian administration is not a 
new topic. A year before EU 
accession, a SIGMA report showed 
that even though essential steps had 
been made, reform of recruitment 
and promotion “remained 
theoretical” 22. 

“Promotion based on merit and 
professional background would 
have to be implemented first in 
order to prove any change (...). A 
functioning, fair and transparent 
salary system, which is a key to 
reform, is still missing and its 
introduction will be unnecessarily 
delayed due to technical and 
methodological difficulties. 
Disciplinary mechanisms need to 
be strengthened (...). Civil service 
reforms in Romania tend to 
search for short-term, piecemeal 
answers to issues of the day 
instead of addressing the deep 

                                                                          

22 SIGMA, 2006, “Romania Public Service 
and the Administrative Framework 
Assessment”, Assessments Reports 

systemic problems that exist.” 
(SIGMA, 2006)  

These findings point to a chronic 
human resources problem for 
Romanian public administration and 
although five years have passed 
since the publication of the SIGMA 
report, it still perfectly describes the 
current situation. 

Nevertheless that is not something 
unique to us in Romania! The 
experience of the other former 
communist countries teaches us that 
public personnel management 
contains an inherent dilemma, and 
even more so after joining of the EU. 
First, the aspect of the politicization 
of the Civil Service becomes 
prominent. Second, incentives and 
management systems are generally 
inadequate for ensuring the 
recruitment of high quality staff in a 
changing labor market which offers 
more attractive opportunities in the 
private sector. Although the matter 
of administrative capacity was put 
on the agenda of all new candidate 
countries, it was done mostly 
formally and in a rush, to allow a 
box to be ticked and negations to be 
started. 

The second concept associated with 
weak administrative capability is 
horizontal management, a core 
concept for the entire management 
mechanism of structural and 
cohesion funds. There the focus is 
on interdependence, negotiation and 
persuasion, rather than on 
relationships of control and power. 

 

3. Disaster looms: some OPs 

stand to lose the EU funds 

Somewhat understandably, as 
latecomers Romania and Bulgaria 
are among the worst managers of 
structural and cohesion instruments. 
A comparative view across the seven 
Romanian OPs is given in the Tab. 4.  
As we can see, the performances are 
different among operational 
programs, which creates a strong 
rationale for an internal comparative 
analysis among OPs. The variation 
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opens up the discussions about 
similarities and discrepancies, about 
the likely patterns among the 
successful and unsuccessful 
performers.  

According to the EU regulations for 
the Cohesion Policy, the spending 
rule for the new member states, 
including Romania and Bulgaria, is 
n+3 (for the financial allocations 
2007-2010) and n+2 (for the 
financial allocations 2010-2013), 
which means that by 31st December  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2010 the financial allocations for 
year “n”, 2007 in our case, should 
have been spent. Otherwise, the 
money is lost.  

On 31st December 2010, at the end 
of the “n+3” cycle, Romania was 
unable to fully absorb money for 
three OPs: Transport, Development 
of Administrative Capacity and 
Technical Assistance. According to 
the rules, Romania has lost roughly 
81% of funds in the areas of 
Transport, 49% for administrative 

Tab 4: Overall absorption rates for the 2007 allocations (Mil EUR) under 
each one of the Operational Programs (OPs) 

OPs Total 

alloc 

2007-13 

Payment 

until Dec 

2010 

Total 

absorption 

rate,       

% 

Absorption 

rate at n+3 

(2007 alloc) 

% 

Environment 4,512 318 7 1171 

Transport 4,565 47 1 19 

Regional OP 3,726 555 14.8 168 

Economic 

Competitiveness 
2,554 251 9.8 147 

Human Resources 
Development 

3,476 464 13 218 

Administrative 

Capacity Development 
208 10 4.9 50 

Technical Assistance 170 9 5.3 53 

Source: Yearly allocations taken from the final OP’s signed by the EU; the Authority of 
Structural Instruments Coordination, 2010 

 

Tab 5. The calendar of the approval of the OP by the EC (overview) 

OP Date of approval 

by EC 

Date of first call for 

applications 

Environment  11/07/2007 08/10/2007 

Transport 12/07/2007 03/10/2008 

Regional OP 12/07/2007 10/09/2007 

Economic Competitiveness 12/07/2007 17/03/2008 

Human Resources Development 22/11/2007 15/02/2008 

Administrative Capacity 

Development 
21/11/2007 15/05/2008 

Source: MA’s Annual Implementation Report of the individual OP’s 
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capacity and 47% for technical 
assistance. That makes a total loss 
of EUR222 million. The OP for  

Development of Human Resources is 
in a better situation, followed by the 
Regional OP and, closely, by 
Economic Competitiveness. In those 
last cases the allocations for 2007 
have been exceeded.  

One thing that can at least partly 
explain the differences among OPs is 
their decoupled calendar of 
approval. Some were signed by the 
Commission in the summer of 2007, 
but in two cases the negotiation 
process was delayed until autumn. 
Accordingly, 2007 was mainly an 
“adjustment” year but we can 
already see that the Environment 
and Regional Development OP had 
an early start, which has 
implications for the entire dynamic 
of implementation. We can see that 
there is quite a good correlation 
between the delay in launching the 
first calls for applications and the 
success of the OPs. The Transport 
OP is the most striking example 
from this perspective.  

The financial crisis is a general 
background which has affected the 
entire performance of implementing 
structural and cohesion funds in 
Romania. It is significant for the 
overall absorption rate but not an 
ingredient causing the variation 
among OPs. For instance, despite 
having a category of beneficiaries 
closely exposed to financial market 
fluctuations, the OP for Increasing 
Economic Competitiveness is one of 
the best performing. That is true for 
the Regional OP too. 

In the case of the Transport OP , 
which has been the worst performer, 
we can assume that the financial 
crisis is a major factor since it is the 
Romanian state which is charged 
with co-financing – but so it is in the 
case of the Environment OP, which 
is also dedicated to the public 
authorities. In fact, a closer look at 
the management of the Transport 
OP points out to problems of a 

different nature. More about that 
below.  

Nonetheless, the problem of the 
financial crisis was tackled both by 
the EC and the Romanian 
authorities. The EC took some steps 
forward and extended the amounts 
of money advanced to member 
states: 

“The EU went beyond (...) and 
further adapted it to meet the 
demands of the crisis. The focal 
point of changes introduced on 
the eve of 2009 was to provide 
additional liquidity to Member 
States in order to speed up 
implementation of projects or at 
least to keep the pace originally 
foreseen in spite of the credit 
crunch. To that end, early in 2009 
Member States received over €6 
billion in additional advances on 
top of the originally foreseen €5 
billion.”23  

Romania in particular received an 
advance payment of €260 million on 
top of the initial advance payments, 
which increased the total amount of 
allocations for the year 2007 at 
€1.95 billion24 (EC Romania, 2010). 
The Government too responded to 
the challenge. In June 2009 the law 
regarding pre-financing was 
amended so that pre-financing could 
be up to 30%.  As an exception, for 
the Development of Human 
Resources OP, pre-financing could 
be up to 40% for social inclusion 
projects. Therefore, the financial 
crisis hypothesis plays rather a side 
role.   

All in all, the global financial crisis 
does not explain the dismal state of 
EU funds absorption in Romania. On 
the contrary, the problem of low 

                                                                          

23 EC 2009b, Paweł SAMECKI European 
Commissioner responsible for Regional 
Policy, Keynote Speech Conference "The 
geography of the financial crisis and 
policy response" Warsaw, Poland, 21 
September 2009 
24 Let us remember that the allocations 
for the year 2007 have initially been €1.3 
billion (Tab 2).  
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public administration capacity is a 
more significant factor. The human 
resources aspect is a cross-cutting 
problem. Without exception, all the 
OPs struggle with personnel 
shortages, both in terms of pure 
numbers, and skills. For instance, in 
the case of the Transport OP, 
qualified personnel cannot be 
retained because of low salaries. 
Among the main points discussed in 
the monitoring visits of 5th 
November 2009 and 3rd June 2010 
was the severity of personnel 
shortages at the level of 
management authority (MA), and 
the weak association between salary 
level and personnel responsibilities. 
That has created 
continuous fluctuations 
and thus affected the 
entire management 
process. MA for OP 
Environment makes 
clear in its annual report 
that lack of personnel is 
a constraint. In the case 
of OP Economic Competiveness and 
Human Resources the matter is even 
more pressing and it is reinforced 
both by beneficiaries25 and the 
management authorities’ directors.  

The problem seems real and could 
affect absorption rates. Yet, the 
question is how significant an aspect 
it is, and even more, is there any 
guarantee that if the human 
resources problem were solved 
quantitatively, would absorption 
rates for structural and cohesion 
funds pop up?  We argue that they 
are more likely not to. While it is a 
cross-cutting problem, it is certainly 
not the chief factor reducing the 
successes of the management 
authorities. Since OPs facing the 
same personnel shortages show 
such divergent performance, the 

                                                                          

25 On 26th January 2010 a large group of 
NGO’s consultancy and business 
associations sent a join complaint to the 
Romanian Prime Minister, underlining the 
matter of personnel as being most 
pressing (Resource Centre for Public 
Participation, 2010) 

causes must surely lie somewhere 
else.   

In fact, a key aspect of the human 
resource problem is politicisation, 
and there are two important things 
related to that. First, politicisation 
can be seen at the level of political 
involvement in recruitment policy, 
although that is not easy to assess. 
It was reported in the case of the 
Environment OP, and the annual 
reports of the Regional Development 
and the Administrative Capacity OPs 
flag up politicisation at the level of 
local public administration. 
Fluctuations in leadership are 
harmful to the continuity of projects 
and to the submission of new 

proposals. However, 
in the Transport OP, 
alleged conflict of 
interests were 
indicated by the 
Commission 
representative in the 
monitoring visit of 
2009. The conflict 

involved staff positions with 
responsibilities both at MA level and 
within the National Company of 
Railways and the National Company 
for Roads and Motorways, the main 
beneficiaries of the OP. 

For additional insight, let us take a 
closer look at the Regional 
Development and Environment OPs. 
The two MAs have a clear 
organizational structure, with IBs at 
regional level. That has created 
opportunities to better coordinate 
both with public authorities and 
beneficiaries at the grassroots level. 
Their structures are accommodated 
within a single ministry and their 
capacity to solve tasks does not 
involve complicated channels of 
communication. Moreover, they 
have been the first MAs to start 
launching calls for applications 
showing better strategy and 
planning capacity.   

What is more, they had a head start 
with the pre-accession EU funds 
such as PHARE. One of the Directors 
of the Regional Development  

After four years of 
membership Romania 

stands to lose €200 mil 
on OP Transportation 

alone, i.e. 81% of the 
money allocated to the 

sector 
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Agencies reinforced the argument in 
an interview: 

“Currently a total of 65 people are 
fully employed within the Agency 
(including outlets in the counties) 
and many of them have the 
necessary experience of EU funds 
by working on PHARE. However, 
this is not sufficiently exploited 
because many intermediary 
bodies were created from scratch 
without having the necessary 
experience and personnel to deal 
with EU funds. My agency is far 
more prepared for this than other 
public authorities in charge of 
Structural Funds, but they have 
more decision making power than 
we do.”  

The MA for the Environment OP 
during the pre-accession years26 
managed the complex ISPA program 
which largely prepared the ground 
for the arrival of the environment 
cohesion funds. On the other hand, 
the MA for Regional Development  

                                                                          

26 The ISPA program has closed at the 
end of 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

coordinated many components of the 
PHARE program, and hence both 
personnel experience and overall 
organizational structure allowed a 
smooth shift to structural funds. All 
that has resulted in better absorption 
of funds by the end of the “n+3” 
cycle. However, the Transport OP 
has also managed ISPA projects in 
the past and in spite of that its 
results today are a disaster, as the 
textbox shows. 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The assessment of MAs supporting 
the implementation of structural and 
cohesion funds in Romania finds that 
indeed administrative capacity – and 
not the global economic crisis – is 
the most serious obstacle to 
increasing the rate of absorption. In 
2009 the Romanian government had 
to turn to a joint loan from the IMF 
and the European Commission in 
order to be able to sustain its public 
budget. A complete absorption of 
cohesion and structural funds 

Box 1. Operational Program Transport 

OP Transport is the least successful program. Despite the fact that its 
allocations are the highest (€4.51 bn for the 2007-2013 budget period) by 
the “n+3” rule the commitments for the year 2007 have been absorbed only 
at a level of 18%.  

Until recently, OP Transport was also the most opaque. Annual 
implementation reports, although mandatory by EC regulations, were not 
published on the websites. Monitoring meeting reports are sometimes posted, 
but not generally. In our local interview session OP Transport branches were 
mostly un-contactable and any meeting with them is hard to organize. For 
the OP with the biggest share of EU cohesion funds the lack of transparency 
is alarming and it proves to  be closely correlated with its weak results. 

The overall performance of this OP is maybe the last wake-up call that the 
government will have to reorganise the whole system of management of EU 
Funds. Often enough reallocations have been mentioned as an option to 
correct for poor absorption of this OP. However, that is not an option here, 
given the desperate need for such infrastructure in Romania. The separation 
of the OP from the political ministerial layer would probably be more effective, 
but would clearly imply a complete reorganisation of the management 
authority and of its public beneficiaries: SNCFR, CNDAR, etc. Performance 
indicators could be established and if adequate personnel policy were 
implemented, skilled people could be recruited. 
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becomes in that context the utmost 
priority. We urge decisive policy 
actions along the lines detailed 
below. 

Public administration reform 

must be seen as a strategic 
priority. This is not a simple 
declarative or political objective but 
a complex process that needs to be 
seriously considered. The present 
Romanian Government made the 
absorption of EU funds one of its 
core objectives. However, that has 
no real substance unless the 
underlying problems are solved. 
Public administration reform is a 
complex task for which there are no 
ready-made models, while EU-
inspired creations are not always 
feasible. For example the Civil 
Service Policy Department was 
gradually diminished in Hungary; 
the Civil Service Office has been 
completely abolished in Poland and 
Slovak Republic, etc.  

Romanian public authorities 
should start to change their logic 

of action. Structural and cohesion 
funds are almost crying out for a 
different approach: coordination with 
stakeholders is needed, coordination 
between management authorities, 
flexibility of procedures and rules, 
orientation towards final outcomes, 
and perhaps most importantly, 
innovation. For instance, the 
majority of MAs sought to increase 
their management capacities by out-
sourcing their evaluation procedure, 
due to the large number of 
applications received and to the 
scarcity of in-house human 
resources. The technical assistance 
money has largely been used for 
that although it proved quite 
unsuccessful in the end, because the 
approach was not bold enough, 
amounting as it were to half 
measures. No MA has brought a 
complete and innovative technical 
solution27 for solving this problem. 
                                                                          

27 An IT management solution for 
structural and cohesion funds, called 
SMIS, already exists but its functioning 
seems inappropriate. In fact, the MA 
Development for Human Resources was 

Therefore, hugely wide scope is left 
for creating technical applications, 
i.e. automatic call centers and other 
software solutions for management, 
and while e-Governance may still 
sound over ambitious for the 
Romanian public authorities, the 
nature of structural and cohesion 
funds is again the best window of 
opportunity for them to design and 
implement such tools.  

●  Reorganization of 

management authorities, by 
broadening the role and scope of 

public organizations which show 
a good track record with EU 

funds. If there are public authorities 
such as Regional Development 
Authorities which are better 
equipped to deal with EU funds, why 
should they not be more 
empowered?  

●  Decreasing of political 

involvement in recruitment 
policy, both at local and central 

level. The involvement of the 
political appointee in the 
management system has proved so 
far to be completely unsustainable. 
More qualified personnel are needed, 
especially in areas such as transport 
where great expertise is required. A 
pragmatic personnel policy targeting 
experts and creating incentives to 
keep them in the system should 
overcome the current short-sighted 
personnel plan. That would be 
closely linked to our next 
recommendation.  

●  Human resources 
management within Romanian 

public administration must be 
reconsidered. Again, innovative 
solutions should be found to retain 
skilled people and avoid fluctuations. 
Money is not always the main reason 
why good people leave – 
empowerment, the coupling of 
responsibility with the freedom to 
decide, and a better working 
environment also count.  
                                                                                                 

sanctioned by the EC for, among others, 
a sub-optimal functioning of SMIS. See 
the declaration of the MA representative 
(HotNews.ro, 31st March, 2010).  
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●  Couple flexibility and decision 

discretion for middle 
management positions, i.e. ACIS 

Director, MA Directors, with 
performance measurement and 

incentive systems. The 
management system of EU funds is 
best suited to a modern public 
management approach. The system 
has clear objectives and tasks, and 
above all a clear indicator to follow: 
the absorption rates. Allowing on the 
one hand flexibility and decision 
making power for managers, but on 
the other hand holding them 
accountable via a performance 
measurement scheme could 
introduce a different dynamic to the 
entire structure. The people in 
charge of absorption should have 
their contract tied to the monthly 
level of that indicator. Starting with 
the people inside the Authority for 
Coordination of Structural and 
Cohesion Instrument (ACIS) and  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ending with the intermediary body 
(IB’s) personnel, in fact everyone 
should have a remuneration package 
tied to specific achievements.  

●  Relevant and more 

transparent evaluations, with a 
focus on real problems and not 

shying away from pointing out 
policy trade-offs, gaps and 
controversies. This is a public 
learning process crucial to the 
quality of governance, which should 
be piloted on EU funds where 
evaluations are mandatory, but 
subsequently expanded to other, 
non-acquis areas too. The tendency 
of ACIS to treat information on OPs 
spending and impact as top secret, 
to be shared only between the 
government and DG Regio, should 
be cut short. In its stead, 
transparency and public discussion 

should prevail. ���� 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


