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Abstract. The amelioration of the local government efficierin Romania as prerequisite of
economy’s sustainable growth largely depends orreasing exports and improving the business
environment at regional and local level, factoratthan help reducing the development gap. For Rdeman
several policies and instruments to improve localegnance are proposed, firstly by increasing the
absorption capacity of structural funds, which ablgad to develop business and exports, impli¢dly
alleviate regional disparities. Nevertheless, oorstand medium term, given the under-size of fubdth
from the EU and national sources) major changesmproving the local government efficiency are not
foreseeable and, under the circumstances of intemnal imbalances (turbulences on financial markets
uncertainties in crude oil prices), which could adsely affect the Romanian economy, attaining the
objective of reducing development disparities mayebpardized in the long run.
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1. Introduction

In the early '60, the Council of Europe showed eons about the excessive growth of regional
disparities, the Parliamentary Assembly adopting esolution 210/1961, which stipulated that a
harmonious economic development cannot be achiesbdut an adequate territorial policy having
as fundamental objectives:

- Balanced socio-economic development of regions;

- Improving the quality of life;

- Responsible management of natural resourcesrambemental protection;
- Rational use of land.

While traditional models of territorial developmefibcused on single issues (physical
infrastructure, transfer of technologies etc.) avate characterized by a relatively small number of
actors with a common type of speech, the concegusfainable development, having an increasing
importance in regional policies, opened the way fiew tools and partnerships to exploit the
interaction potential of central and local authest non-governmental organizations, business and
academics. In our view, the issue of territoridbhbae is not easy to deal with, so that any initéabr
solution in this regard should avoid imposing obl&s to comparative advantages in some areas,
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which are benefiting from more attractive businessironment, accelerating development in their

geographical spaces. As follows, one of major engies of Romania regional policy is restoring the

territorial equilibrium, primarily by focusing orhé least developed areas, but not harming those
advanced.

We intend to examine further the policy issueseafitorial development strategy and local
governance in EU and Romania, the foreign trade RIbdflows at regional and county levels, the
situation of the local budgets, both on the fororatand allocation side, and identify other finahcia
opportunities to support the local governance gttening its administrative capacity, particularly
through access to European funds, which is supposeéévelop the business environment and related
exports.

2. Regional Development and Local
Governance. European Lessons

At the EU level, the program ESDP (“European Spdiavelopment Perspective") was
launched in 1999, starting from the idea under tvleconomic growth and convergence of certain
indicators are not sufficient to achieve the oljecof economic and social cohesion of the Member
States, so that a concerted action in the fieldeofitorial development to correct the detected
disparities is needed, including two major compdsienamely the continuous progress of economic
integration and the increasing role of regional kxaadl authorities.

This challenge has been amplified in the contexgdfenlargement during 2004 and 2007:
Brussels has been aware that the accession of rawbers, less prosperous countries, tends to
increase the risks of regional disparities andetduce the margin for conducing regional policies,
discussing new priorities for the future convergernd Member States. Therefore, the revision of
ESDP, based on the assessment of territorial imgfaét) enlargement, has as essential priority the
involvement of local authorities of hew Member 8tatn managing European funds and other
financial instruments, including through creatiohnetworks for monitoring the transnational and
inter-regional development and cooperation.

The Territorial Agenda of European Union (sub-titl§owards a Europe of different regions
more sustainable and competitive"), aimed at wiat cohesion was released in May 2007. Among
new challenges to Europe are mentioned the imphdlimate change, increasing energy prices,
accelerating regional integration under the cirdamses of global economic competition, the impact
of EU enlargement, in particular on energy infrastiire and transport, overexploitation of ecoloica
resources and territorial effects of ageing poputat

In order to ensure a growing integration of MemBeates, the European Union proposed a
development model aimed to avoid excessive coraorof population and of economical, political
and financial power only in some dynamic areasatarg decentralized structures which will allow
relatively balanced development of all regions ofdpe and reduce regional disparities. The new
European model of sustainable development involaese than simply encouraging links between
suburbs and key areas i.e. the establishment @raeareas of economic integration, a balanced
system of metropolitan regions and clusters o&sjtpromotion of strategies for urban development
integrated within Member States, strengthening ecatpon in specific areas, including between local
authorities and companies operating in urban arad business environment.

It is worth mentioning that the new initiative ofu®pean Union is connecting the
development issues at regional economic convergstaeing from the Lisbon Agenda objectives on



economic modernization of EU countries and boodtimayr competitiveness on the world market. In
order to achieve these objectives for the periddl’22013, the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF) and the §lohdé~und are providing a sum of 350 billion
EUR, plus 150 billion EUR national co-financing rimgublic sources and/or private, so that the total
amount of European investments targeted, as atpritr less developed areas, stands for around 500
billion EUR.

The initiative "Regions for Economic Change" is lmmpented through two instruments,
namely the European Regional Policy and the Progoérnter-regional Cooperation and Urban
Development, the main efforts focusing on improvihg attractiveness of member countries, regions
and localities by growing accessibility to qualitgervices, encouraging innovation and
entrepreneurship, job creation, exploiting the oagl development potential of local government,
giving attention to geographical particularities; this regard, one of main priorities is unlocking
business potential, particularly of SMEs.

The EU investment and organizational efforts sténms the requirement for transformation
of local authorities into the main actor at temiab level. In this regard the experience of thatebh
Kingdom, which has launched a document under theenaf "Transformational Local Government”,
containing the main guidelines and prospects ftoas on short and medium term has been relevant.
Thus, it is considering the reconfiguration of palskervices for citizens and/or business, by imprgv
the ability to provide these services, strengthgrtime powers at local level and the governance
transparency, increasing the degree of servicasdatdization, accompanied by an ameliorated
knowledge of business community - and the problgrasface - which should provide services with a
larger margin of options. In a new approach, theeition of adequate segmentation models for
different groups of customers, which reflects tbguirements of public services and the development
of information and analysis instruments, such as th@anks with business opportunities (“business
data warehousing”). Starting from the fact that thedernization of local governance involves a
systematic approach of business development, psdfidces, in turn, will be oriented and disposed i
the form ofend-to-engnot only from the first point of contact. Althdudpcally there are a number of
committees and commissions, their work remainegnfiented and even superficial, without notable
effects on setting up adequate services; it wasladad that they should be strengthened, including
through ICT structures. Under these circumstanttesjnvolvement of services users are integrated
into Local Community Strategy, focused on two comgias, namely the Local Strategic Partnership
(local authorities and private community) and Loégreements. The functioning mechanism for
coordination of activities is monitored and suppdrby the Association of Local Authorities (Local
Government Association, whose document is signifigatitied "The Future is Local"). As noted in
the document above mentioned, cooperation andgrahips are not always easily achieved, because
of the political dimension at the local level, wis extremely important.

Although it is possible to finance investmentsniroutside sources (for example, the central
government can support the development of natignfehstructure, funds from the private sector
and/or the EU could be attracted, and some log#h@as can provide specific expertise), a significa
part of it should be provided by the local governindét the same time, there is an increasinglyrclea
link between the local taxes on the one hand amgbtiblic interest for the quality of supplied seed
on the other hand, putting in evidence the issuedtwing the real costs and benefits of providing
these services on different channels. An essentainer of raising funds of local authorities is,
therefore, to support the development of an attradiusiness environment, including by providing
appropriate assistance to exporters and investarding to the increase of their business turnawer



therefore the tax base, both at business and esgdolevel, implicitly of population income in the
area.

3. Territorial development strategy of Romania

Cumulating the essential elements of Romania'soNatiStrategy of Regional Development
and considering the objective of reducing dispesitbetween regions, the Regional Operational
Program 2007-2013 (ROP) has been approved, finamcéte European Regional Development Fund
of the European Union and co-financed from theeStaidget, with a budget of 4.6 billion EUR (out
of which around 3.7 billion EUR from EU contributip It is worth mentioning that the primary
framework document has been the National DeveloprRlam 2007-2013, its implementation being
planned through Operational Programs (5 on se@nds one regional, plus a further program of
technical assistance). Over the period, Romaniafiiesf a total budget of 19.2 billion EUR coming
from the Structural Funds of the European Unionspiational contributions (the state budget, local
budgets and private sector) of around 10 billiorREU

The territorial development strategy of Romanialbesn developed taking into account the key
problems identified by the analysis of regional remnic and social situation, within counties and
localities also, including:

- Increasing development disparities between the &8s - lifov and other regions;

— Unbalanced development between Eastern and Wesgions i.e. between North- East,
South-East, South, South, South-West regions asdectively West, North- West and
Center;

— Significant intraregional disparities which refledhe disequilibrium of economic
development, within regions co-existing underdepetb areas with relatively developed
areas;

— Massive decline of small and medium-sized citiegpeeially the mono-industrial cities,
generated by industrial restructuring;

- Socio-economic degradation of many large urbanecsrand their diminishing role in the
development of adjacent areas;

— Low degree of attractiveness for investors of megtons.

Following the dynamics of regional disparities imrRania, the general objective of ROP
became supporting and promoting economic and satgaklopment balance of all regions, by
improving infrastructures and encouraging investisiém economic activities, with priority in areas
which recorded development delays, through theitiquaar resources - not sufficiently exploited so
far - in order to accelerate the growth of thesmasr The main modality find to achieve this objexti
has been an allocation of funds differentiated bgian, inversely proportional to the size of
GDP/capita, so that the least developed areasiefibérom a higher financial allocation. In pripés,
these funds are going to finance projects consideyeénduce a major impact on local and regional
development: rehabilitation and modernization aingport infrastructure, education and health,
improving the business environment through the ldgwveent of specific structures (industrial and
technological parks etc.), supporting tourism isfracture, fostering related entrepreneurial
initiatives, and the development of urban centensrig growth potential.



The implementation of ROP is expected to reducerirggional and intra-regional disparities
between urban and rural, between urban centersadjagent areas, between the attractive to non-
attractive areas for investors. Also, it seeks krfzeed development of all regions through better
regional synergies and an integrated approachdb@asea mix of public/private investment in local
infrastructure, fostering business activities angp®rting local resources recovery. Several psiorit
axes has been settled, one of the most importaidyit? Axe 4 (Supporting regional and local
business environment), having a budget of 794 anilEUR, out of which 633 million EUR coming
from UE contribution.

In this context, due to the fact that investmena igey tool for improving the local business
environment and that, if available, modern businsssctures could capitalize the comparative
advantages of regions, ROP provides a range dftitzgias the access to public utilities and/ordlan
seeking financial support for local authorities /andrivate entrepreneurs in areas with development
potential, by creating jobs and using labor avéglatthe area.

The development potential of localities is ratedtmytradition that they have in industrial acist
the existence of basic infrastructure, transpdragtructure and civil constructions, of econondlations
with more developed areas and, last but not laasrking force skills on requested profile of istraents
attracted. This potential could be revealed asgemeral trend of cities, in terms of population and
economic growth, but also the trend of areas thejoaated, knowing that a large investment atraire
small investments in the whole area and lead toréegion of economic ties between localities efshme
geographical space.

The support for increasing of SMEs investment cditias has to be accompanied by
qualitative and quantitative improvement of sersigerovided by local authorities to business
communities, both for existing businesses and lfier newly created, having an important role in
ameliorating competitiveness, productivity and perfance of companies operating at regional and
local levels, including through their participatiom the economic circuit, nationally and
internationally.

The ROP also aims to support the creation and dprednt of micro-productive activities
and/or services and the use of regions potentiatural resources, raw materials, human resources -
helping to diversify their economic structure, impng the access to new technologies and
innovations. The final goal is accelerating thecpss of restructuring and economic recovery ofsarea
in decline, particularly small and medium-sizedesit enabling them to adapt to the requirements of
dynamic market economy.

Of course, the successful implementation of ROPndu2007 - 2013 depends on a number of
factors (a favorable evolution of the economic eaht internal and international - territorial ségies
synchronization with the sectors one’s, improvingtitutional and financial capacity of local auikies,
the size of national and European funds and thmrcgpriate allocation at inter-regional and intra-
regional level etc.), any slippages jeopardizing #thievement of its fundamental objective, namely
reducing regional disparities.

4. Foreign trade and FDI inflows at local level, esentials for business environment

The contribution of external trade and foreign stweents to economic development, including
at territorial level, has been generally recognizedrldwide, more recent, in the context of



globalization of world economy. Aiming to study asfs of Romania’s external trade and business
environment at local level, especially its pradtiogplications, the territorial disparities showiedthis
regard, which are influencing also the overall parfance of the Romanian economy, including the
external competitiveness of products, may proveerdggd to increase the effectiveness of local
governance. The impact of improving the businesé&r@mment on local exporters as well on foreign
investors, may put in evidence new modalities toovmd exports, including by the effectiveness
increase of actions taken by local authorities.

Analysis of external trade development at eachihef 8 Development Regions of Romania
(NUTS 1l level) reveals significant differences Wween them. The most of international economic
exchanges are carried out by Bucharest-llfov regitmich concentrated around 21 percent of totabesp
and about 40 percent of total imports in 2006 tithde deficit of this region representing nearly & the
registered deficit throughout the country. For etgdhe share of other regions varied betweepdé&éent
(Region North- East) and 15.3 percent (Region Wasl)for imports between 2.7 percent (Region South-
West) and 12.4 percent (Region Center). Many faréigde companies have headquarters in Bucharest
and most of commercial transactions are concluded, livhat could explain the high degree of teiator
concentration of international economic exchanddomania. In many cases the goods in question may
have another origin or destination as comparedthwin statistical location.



Table 1
Exports and FDI per capita at region level

Region Exports Imports (EUR Deficit/ Exports per capita | FDI per capita
(EUR mill.) mill.) Surplus (EUR) (EUR)

NORTH-EAST 1714.4 1808.4 -94.0 466.6 109.7
SOUTH-EAST 3454.9 3836.5 -381.6 1213.1 400.6
SOUTH 3479.4 4337.6 -858.2 1029.7 378.5
SOUTH-WEST 1766.1 1092.7 673.4 757.6 89.2
WEST 3964.3 4020.2 -55.9 2023.6 422.2
NORTH-WEST 2972.4 4074.7 -1102.3 1084.8 256.2
CENTER 3057.6 5066.5 -2008.9 1211.9 247.3
BUCHAREST-ILFOV 5440.9 1650.,4 -11068.5 2444.2 3851
Total economy 25850.5 40745.9 -14895.4 1192.3 593.6

Source:Regional Disparities at 2010 HorizoMational Commission for Prognosis, July 2007. Thelstf FDI per
capita at the end of 2005 is based on data provimethe National Office of Commerce Register.

With regard to exports per capita as an indicatdh@ development level, from data in Table 1 is
found that significant disparities recorded in 2@@dveen the regions Bucharest- llfov and Westhen
one hand, and those of the South-East, CentehMéetst and South (gap about 2:1) and especialgetho
of the South-West and North-East (gap about 4riidhe other.

The breakdown of foreign trade by counties in 208€ Appendix 1) shows that Bucharest
deals, by far, the most important position withiege international exchanges, with 20.4 billion EUR
holding almost a third of total exports and impof@her counties with a significant share in oJeral
foreign trade of Romania are Tygnand Galé (about 6.5 percent), Argeand Consta@a (about 5
percent), Prahova (4.5 percent), Arad, Bihor andsd@r (about 3.5 percent). Top exporters is
dominated by Bucharest (about 20 percent of totallowed by Timi and Arge counties, and top
importers also by Bucharest (37 percent), follolwedhe counties of Sibiu and Tigni

Regarding the trade deficit, Bucharest, with mbient10 billion EUR, holds 67.5 percent of the
total at the country level, other counties withngigant deficits being Sibiu and llfov. Instead, a
number of counties (lalona, Mehedifi, Teleorman, Vrancea a.o.) recorded surplusekarbalance
of foreign trade, which reveals rather a relativiely level of their involvement in internationahtte,
including in business activities.

When examining per capita exports at the counsl Isee Appendix 2), territorial discrepancies are
more obvious; thus, while counties as Fimirad and Bucharest recorded per capita exporteafly
3.000 EUR, compared with a national average ofab@00 EUR, there are 11 counties with the vahiies
this indicator below 500 EUR and two counties (Gowgl Giurgiu), even under 100 EUR, the gap between
the first and last positions being about 25/1.

Obviously, the increase in export potential depeodsthe extent of improving the business
environment and attracting foreign investments tvhibrough technology transfer, could contribute to
the growth in the products manufactured locally ahtheir external competitiveness. From this point
view, territorial disparities even more significaxtmpared with the situation revealed by extenzald
were found, which means that in many geographicehsa of Romania the business environment
continues to remain non-attractive to foreign ineess due to the economy’s general deficiencies (lo
quality and transparency of business environmerstability of prices and fiscal regime, etc.) and
particular ones (local shortage of materials anéiaman resources, inadequate infrastructure, non-
efficient local authorities, etc.).



The absence of such basic prerequisites has slaapsatlest evolution of foreign investments
inflows in Romania, their imbalance appearing eweme evident if one examines the stock of FDI per
capita accumulated during 1990-2005, in its tematdreakdown. Thus, the data in Table 1 show that
large areas of Romania (especially the North-BlagtZouth- West) recorded an average of FDI stock
per capita of only about 100 EUR, six times lessttihe national average, the gap as comparedveth t
region Bucharest-llfov reaching 1/35. Furthermdine, Appendix 3 shows that a number of 16 counties
(not only in the mentioned areas) were below thestiold of 100 EUR in respect of FDI stock per
capita, Gorj county even reaching 5 EUR, what emplalso the low rank that it holds regarding per
capita exports.

5. Policies and tools for improving local governare

5.1. Rebounding local budgets

In accordance with the Law no. 215/2001, the gawemt of Romania cannot establish or
impose any sort of responsibility for local autties in the process of decentralization of public
services or the creation of new public servicedauit providing adequate financial resources toycarr
out such responsibility. It is worth pointing obat any passage of competences regarding managing
and financing matters by the government to loc#th@rities as a result of decentralization, as asl|
other new public spending, is possible only by law.

The examination of local budget size showed a §jesteral conclusion, as a defining measure
for the degree of public finances decentralizatighich is, we think, in the first stage. Thus, vehih
Romania the total expenditure of the local bud@®ss5 billion RON in 2004, the equivalent of about
5 billion EUR, respectively about 250 EUR per capiis less than half of the state budget
expenditures (34.1 billion RON), in Germany, Landed local communities benefited in 2005 of
around 400 billion EUR (about 5,000 EUR per capi@)percent higher than the federal budget (280
billion EUR). In Germany, knowing also its expeenn decentralization of public administration at
the federal and local governments, it is worth rimgring that out of public debt - which amounted to
about 1500 billion EUR in 2005 — more than 60 peteeere at central level and 38 percent in charge
of Lander and municipalities.

The data presented in Table 2 show that in Romieissituation is completely different, the
local budgets (at regional and county level) endimighout exception, with surpluses, which leads to
another conclusion, not necessarily positive, ¢ivatall, local governments have not contractedipubl
debt and they are limited to spend as much asutigdtary revenues allow.

Table 2
Revenues and expenditures of local budget
per capita at Regional level in 2005
Region Revenues, of Subsidies Expenditure Surplus Subsidies per| Expenditure per

which: (RON mill) (RON mill) (RON mill) capita capita

(RON mill) (RON) (RON)
NORTH-EAST 2337.4 122.7] 2301.9 35.5 33.4 626.5
SOUTH-EAST 1989.8 126.8 1942.0 47.3 44.5] 681.9
SOUTH 2041. 134.2 2005.2 35.8] 39.7] 593.4
SOUTH-WEST 1424.p 85.8] 1399.6 25.3 36.8 600.5




WEST 1505.4 75.1 1467.1 38.3 38.3 749.7%;
NORTH-WEST 1876.p 96.3 18374 38.6 35.1 670.6
CENTER 1829.8 10.,9 1782.7 46.6 42.8 706.6
BUCHAREST-ILFOV 2952.% 85.3 2804.9 147.7] 38.3 125..9
Total economy 159558 834.1 15540.79 415.1 38.9 716.9

Source: Finance Section, Statistical Yearbook oh&wa, National Institute of Statistics, 2006.

As concerns the local budgets revenues (about Ili6GnbRON for total economy) should be
noted that their main source is the state budgesters (about 12 billion RON, mainly from taxes on
wages and from VAT), the revenues related to |teaés having a share of only 14 percent in total
revenues. On the other hand, expenditures of thal Ibudgets (about 15.5 billion RON) were
allocated in proportion of over 50 percent for peilsiocio-cultural services (education, health, @oci
assistance, etc.). The services provided by lathicgities benefited of only about 10 percent @fsth
expenses. The subsidies from the state budget1(88dlion RON) represented about 5 percent of
total revenue in local budgets, which means thamtdid not mattered, not as a dimension of absolute
value, nor as instrument of redistribution of furidsless developed areas, given that, compardd wit
an average of 38.5 RON per capita throughout thitey, the territorial differences are insignifitan
and in no case in favor of the said areas.

By dividing the expenditures of local budgets te gopulation, some territorial discrepancies
occur, nonetheless lower than it would have be@e&ed. One should note that the region Bucharest
(including llfov county) is receiving the largedlogation (about 1,260 RON per capita), other ragio
registering levels ranging between 600-750 RONgagita. Thus, the gap between the highest local
budget expenditures per capita (Bucharest-lIfovorggand the lowest (South, South-West and North-
East) is more than 2/1. Inequalities appear moreoob at counties breakdown, in general, poorly
developed counties registering lower levels of lemending per capita, which confirms the earlier
assertion regarding the inadequate support oktiearial balance by financial instruments.

A paper on local budgets issued by the InstitutePiablic Policy pointed out that the financial
decentralization started in 1999 - based on the 1881998 regarding local public finances, which in
terms of transferring responsibility for public gees, enabled the introduction into local budgpetg
of taxes on salaries and on global income - lesbtoe significant results: in 2003 the revenueef t
local budgets were higher, in real terms, by 2res as compared with 1999. However, the degree of
financial autonomy of local authorities is stilinited, including the ceiling of percentage increfzse
imposing local taxes to maximum 20 percent angudllhe fiscal reliefs introduced by the
government in 2002-2004 regarding the local taxesiderly and low-income persons, lead even to
the increase of financial dependence of local athtnations on the central government. The above
mentioned study also points out that the local ktsiguffer of significant vertical imbalances
(responsibilities going beyond their financial chifiies) and horizontal, inter-county and espdgial
intra-county (their own financial capacities diffeg from each local administration to another) tiAd
same time, poorer regions @da, Giurgiu, Vaslui, Vrancea) are the most affeldby the phenomenon
of financial arrears, partly due to the non-cotietabetween transfer of responsibilities with ficzl
resources, as it happened in the case of sociatarsse (subsidies of household heating price dnd o
local transport, payment of guaranteed minimumnmep



Accordingly, even under the circumstances of af lamalysis of how local budgets are currently
used, some deficiencies become obvious. Among resechat might be taken under discussion in
this regard, we appreciate as important at leastafowing ones:

Reassessment of the public institutions’ role anehgthening local autonomy, including in
fiscal matters (taxation, but also possible exeoms), which is expected to contribute to the
enhancing of financial resource generation capaeitgompanied by the increase in local
governance effectiveness through an election cbsysiem able to ensure the transparency
of governing in front of local communities, primgriwith regard to how resource
management and budgetary allocations are relatgdrformance standards;

Budgetary decentralization and setting up a meshamor redistribution of the state budget
funds (including financial instruments to promotgerts) in favor of geographical areas
(regions, districts, municipalities), i.e. inversgbroportional to their level of economic
development;

Changing the ratio between the components of theamlated budget in order to increase
the share of the local budgets (at a higher shratba state budget), mainly by increasing
transfers from central revenues (fiscal and nocafljsthrough adequate levies;

Increasing the proportion of expenditure allocategublic authorities in the local budgets
so that they can provide higher financial resourtesliversify the services offered and
improve their quality, with positive effects on ess environment recovery and on
increasing the attractiveness of the area for toveswhich would lead also to rebounding
exports;

The creation of specialized financial instituticiossupport the local economy (municipal
development banks, municipal financial corporatjoa.) witch are expected to help
development financing through the launch of bondstlee capital market (internal and
external), but also by increasing the absorptigracay of European funds. In this respect, it
is worth mentioning the proposal of the Associatioh Romanian Municipalities for
establishing in 2008 a Guarantee Fund to suppoiegis of the poorest local authorities,
who cannot bring the required guarantees;

The transition from a passive budgetary behaviolooél authorities, strictly limiting the
expenditures to the size of budgetary revenues taffensive one in order to obtain funding
for the development of local economy, even withribk of recording budget deficits - under
the conditions of excessive deficit control, imtsrof maintaining its sustainability - and the
accumulation of public debt at the local level tban alleviate, on the other hand, the burden
of debt at the central level.

5.2 Attracting European funds

Although ROP has the merit of cumulating basic eeit® of the Regional Development
Strategy, aimed at reducing territorial disparitieshould be noted that the management of this
program - whose main beneficiaries are local aitiber- by the Ministry of Development, Public
Works and Housing (as management authority), tegethith the eight Regional Development
Agencies (as intermediary bodies), showed sigmifickelays, at least for now. Thus, by the end of



2007, the Applicant Guide (final version) had béamched only for Priority Axis 2. Given the time
required for the approval of funding applicationsubject to assessment, selection and contracting
procedures that require the passing of 8 steps fitst projects under this axis are likely to begi
towards the second half of 2008. For the otherriiaxes we think that, even under conditions of
effective issue of Applicant Guides, the startinfhcing for most projects will not occur soonedrth
the end of 2008. This means that basically moghefstructural funds for 2007 and 2008 will be
carried over for the period 2009-2013, putting @lenge the ability of local government to absorb
these funds.

However, as opposed to possible limited absorptepacity of European funds which could
occur in the case of many local authorities, mik&yl, at national level, it seems to be the scenair
modest results of the ROP implementation generbyedhsufficient - and, predictably, inadequate
allocation - of the structural funds provided thgbuhis program. Starting from the total budge# &
billion EUR of ROP scheduled on 7 years, a simplieuwdus reveals an average of about 650 million
EUR annually, meaning about 80 million EUR per depment region or about 15 million EUR per
county, for all 5 Priority Axes (for Axis 4 beingqily 2-3 million EUR), which seems insignificant in
relation to the real financial needs and even weitinrent investments in Romania coming from
national source€ven in the case, realistic in fact, that the mgjdROP funds allocated for 2007 and
2008 will be carried over for the period 2009-20t% annual average would be maintained below
120 million EUR at the regional level and below r28lion EUR at county level, for all 5 Priority
Axes.

Turning to Priority Axis 4 (Supporting developmesft business environment at regional and
local levels) the major areas of intervention aelkhted funding provided for the period 2007-2013
are:

- Sustainable development structures to support bssiat regional and local levels, with the
objective of creating and/or improve the structunésegional and local business support,
interventions aimed at attracting investment, rengjvand developing local and regional
economies. The budget of this field is 274 millBdR, out of which 233 million EUR from
EU contribution and 46 million EUR national contriton (out of which 40 million EUR
from the state budget and 6 million EUR from lolcatigets);

- The rehabilitation of polluted and abandoned indaissites and preparing them for new
activities, aimed at reintroducing these sites imustrial economic circuit through de-
pollution, cleaning and rehabilitation. The budgéthis field is 235 million EUR, out of
which 200 million EUR coming from EU and 35 millidBUR from national contribution
(out of which 30 million EUR from the state budget 5 million EUR from local budgets);

— Supporting development of micro-companies, aimetiedping these companies to boost
competitiveness using local labor and material wessgs. The budget of this field is 285
million EUR, out of which 200 million EUR from EUnd 85 million EUR from national
contribution, exclusively private.

The first two areas of intervention are targetipgdfically local authorities, the maximum
amount of funding granted to one project being leetw0.5 million EUR and 25 million EUR. In the
case of an average on 5 million EUR per projed,tthal budget of around 500 million EUR related
to these areas (see Appendix 4) can only finanoetalD0 projects aimed at supporting structures of



business (on average, 2-3 projects for a countyl lmathority), throughout the period of 7 yearsatvh
seems totally insufficient relative to the real dedor increasing attractiveness of the business
environment, especially in less developed areakingainto account that the total number of local
administrations in Romania exceeds the figure @i03(®2800 localities and 300 municipalities and
cities), and assuming that only a third of them Mlaequire funding to support business environment,
the allocated funds should cover only about 10%hisfpotential demand.

In addition to the problems generated rather bylélo& of structural funds than the limited
capacity to absorb them, the risks of ROP failuend) the attempt to increase the effectiveness of
local governance and to reduce the regional disgsare amplified by approving the applications fo
projects funding, based on the principle "first erfirst served” (by the exhaustion of funds) antl n
on the basis of a comparative analysis of thegat$f on improving the business environment. Also,
from data regarding the distribution of ROP fungsrégions (see Table 3) is found that, despite the
recommendations of the European Commission, thisoiscomplying with the principle of inverse
proportionality with the existing level of developnt, namely with the priority allocation of funds t
the local communities recording the most signiftcgaps in GDP per capita. Thus, for the most
deprived regions (North-East and South), charastdrby a level of GDP per capita less than 1.2 to
1.5 times compared with the national average, wel60 EUR per capita were allocated from ROP
funds, also lower than the national average. Onother hand, this national average of ROP funds
(about 205 EUR per capita over the period 2007-26%3%ning bellow 30 EUR per year), is eloquent
for showing the undersized structural funds.

In our opinion, attracting these funds stands @slya complement to national effort to be made
in this regard, the less developed regions in Raenlaving to cover a double gap, one as compared
to other regions of the country, but above all @ation to the European regions. It is worth
mentioning that the gap in GDP per capita betwhemnithest and the poorest regions of the European
Union increased from 2.6 in the EU-15 to 4.4 in H\¢-25 and 6.0 respectively in the EU-27. Inside
the new Member States there are some regions V@RRe per capita stands for less than 25 percent
compared with the EU average (for instance, RomaneBulgaria include the poorest 12 regions of
the EV).

Table 3
GDP and ROP Funds per capita gap, in 2006
ROP Funds
Region GDP per capita| Gap compared Total per capita (EUR)| Gap compared
(EUR) with national (EUR) with national
average (%) average (%)
NORTH-EAST 3051,y 67,9 724.9 197, 96,3
SOUTH-EAST 3935, 87,4 587,8 206,4 100,9
SOUTH 3680,% 81,4 631,6 186,9 91,3
SOUTH-WEST 3730,p 82,9 621,6 266,7] 130,4
WEST 5256,9 116,89 458, 7] 2341 114,4
NORTH-WEST 4282,6 95,1 536,4 195,8 95,7
CENTRE 4725,2 105,( 483,49 191,7 93,7
BUCHAREST-ILFOV 9040,0 200,84 393,1 176,6 86,1
Total economie 4502{0 100,d 4437, 1 204, 100,0

Source: Regional Disparities at 2010 Horizon, Naéib@ommission for Prognosis, July 2007. Data on RQfl$ufor
development regions, from the portal of the Ministr{pevelopment, Public Works and Housing.



Under the circumstances of planning to increaseetfextiveness of local governance and to
reduce regional disparities, Romania should lelaendsson from other countries which have recently
joined the European Union. For instance, Hungalthoagh had access to notable structural funds,
failed to speed up economic development of mostidegh zones or localities (particularly those in
Eastern counties), on the contrary, registeringes@wvterritorial disparities compared with Budapest
and adjacent areas. Furthermore, the absorptiumdé aimed at regions’ development stood for only
25 percent in 2005 and 23 percent in 2006, whielcgd Hungary on the penultimate rank between
EU member countries in this regard. According toghrian specialists, this situation has been caused
by the slow pace of institutions empowered to meviend approve the projects, the excessive
bureaucracy and over-centralization, the delayaming of qualified staff in structural funds igsy
which have been added to the inability of locahatities to provide co-financing of projects sulbjec
to approval. The strict procedures of access twsiral funds should be considered also, for exampl
the rule “n+2” requiring projects to be contractedmpleted, paid and implemented within maximum
2 years from their finance beginning. All the ssatéhich joined the EU in 2004 faced difficultiesthvi
local authorities in this regard, especially in adlsing the first payments, which has created detays
project implementation, this kind of problems beprgdictable to occur also in Romania.

5.3. Developing the administrative capacity at ldezel

Limited absorption capacity of structural fundslocal level, as well as from other external
sources, and poor quality of decentralized puldiwises to cope with the requirements of Romania's
accession to the EU could threaten the objectiiebatancing the regional development and of
increasing the local governance effectiveness. éfbeg, starting from the structural changes require
for developing administrative capacity, which cou@&hd to fundamental transformations of the
relationship between central and local governmeantshe context of Romania’s National Plan of
Development for the period 2007- 2013, the OpenatioProgram for the Development of
Administrative Capacity at local level (OP DAC) wasinched. The general objective of OP DAC,
financed by the European Social Fund, is that ehating an efficient public administration in the
socio-economic benefit of Romania. OP DAC focuse$wmn important priority axes (the third being
related to technical assistance), which is aimiog, the one hand, to improve the sustainable
management of the public policies and, on the ottaard, to ensure the quality and efficiency of
public services, with emphasis on decentralizatitach of the two priority axes is organized by ¢hre
major areas of intervention, which tries to be stated into reality through several types of openrat
or actions.

Thus, Priority Axis 1 aims to develop the admirastre capacity, both at central and local
levels, by promoting structural changes to suppbg strategic management and improve the
government performance, including through approprimethods, instruments and procedures. For
responding to problems generated by the low lef/glfficiency in providing public services (due to
the lack of clarity in setting goals, insufficieztiordination of actions between public administnadi,
weaknesses of assessment and feedback mecharosmsublic administration credibility, etc.), the
areas of intervention for this axis are: improvitfte process of decision-making at politico-
administrative level, extending the competencgsublic administration and improving organizational
effectiveness by introducing a package of reformguiblic management at central and local levels.



On the other hand, Priority Axis 2 is targeting nigipublic administration at the local level,
focusing on mechanisms for policies implementatitie, provision of public services through fiscal
and administrative decentralization, improving #ssessment and quality of public services, in order
to attract and diversify the financial sources focal development projects. Starting from the
problems generated by the weaknesses of the legaétvork, the effects of administrative barriers to
the business environment, the weak inter-instin#iocoordination, the overlaps between existing
structures and the limited absorption capacitytiefcsural funds from the local authorities, theaesref
intervention for this axis are: supporting the gss of services decentralization, as a basic priofi
public administration reform strategy and improvihg quality and efficiency of services.

It is worth mentioning that OP DAC will be fundeg h total of 246 million EUR over the
period 2007-2013, out of which 208 million EUR starfor the contribution of the European Union
and 38 million EUR national contribution (35.5 nalh EUR from the state budget and 2.5 million
EUR from local budgets). For Priority Axis 1, 131llian EUR and for Priority Axis 2, 98 million
EUR are allocated. As in the ROP case, we think tte amount of funds allocated is much lower
compared with the real financing needs of admiaiste capacity development; by dividing the total
funds provided, respectively 246 million EUR fory@ars of the reference period, an average of 36
million EUR is resulting, meaning 4.5 million EURarly per region and bellow 1 million EUR per
county. Starting from the maximum amount of fundavgilable for a project (from 100 thou. EUR to
5 million EUR) and assuming an average of 1 milkgR for a project, it results that the total budge
related to OP DAC would allow for financing onlyalt 250 projects throughout the period 2007-
2013. If we take into account the total number oferthan 3,000 local administrations - disregarding
that also central administrations can benefit ffomds of the OP DAC budget - and supposing that,
more or less, all of them would require an ametioraof their administrative capacity, it appedratt
the amount allocated could cover bellow 10% ofribeessary, a similar situation with ROP program.
Obviously, these hypothetical calculations are amilling to show a numerical example revealing the
under-sizing of structural funds in relation to teeal financial needs of Romania.

The final version of OP DAC, involving changes, soafi them deeper if compared with previous
ones, what affected areas of intervention and atémt funds has been approved by Brussels only in
November 2007. One should note that by mid-2008Ftaenework Document to implement OP DAC
has not been finalized. In the absence of its ajahrthe program cannot be started, at least aayeha
half being lost in this regard. In the case, pdggiwards the end of 2008, that strategic document
planning and implementation of OP DAC, includingesuon expenditures eligibility, are completed, it
can be assumed that the auction of projects caliimched in 2009, and the financing of the first
projects to be started during the same year. Takitagaccount the period of implementation and the
time required for OP DAC to produce effects atgmificant scale, in the most favorable situatiam, a
improvement in administrative capacity at localelevncluding the absorption of structural funds, i
expected only after years 2010 -2012, when it sedvious that it is too late, at least for accapSIOP
funds. If elements of uncertainty coming from tlomduct of both local and parliamentary elections in
2008 are added and also delays resulting fromaielegiment of political equilibrium at the level of
central and local administrations, we can appredist the distortion of OP DAC implementation
timing (as of other programs) is unavoidable.

As a result, referring at OP DAC, we believe tllte to insufficient funds and to management
deficiencies, this program has minimal chancescbfexing its overall objective (an effective public



administration), including the improvement of Stural Funds absorption capacity in order to revive
the business environment at local level and tocedagional disparities.

5.4. Action Program for Sustainable Development

In the context of long-term vision for achievingstainable development, integration into the EU
and accessing European funds require to increaseftictiveness of local governance, including by
application of appropriate strategies at the |l®@fedach local community. It is worth mentioning ttha
starting from the Local Agenda 21 (LA 21) agreedhat United Nations Conference on Environment
and Development (Rio de Janeiro, 1992) and its glamplementation adopted at the World Forum for
Sustainable Development (Johannesburg, 2002), Ranfsas taken some concrete steps in this
direction. The LA 21 project is proposed to suppbe incorporation of sustainable development
principles into the strategies of local developmaeiitich, through an adequate inter-sector coondinat
and an increased horizontally responsibilitiessipposed to strengthen the administrative capatity
local level for developing policies and programs]uding financed by the European Union. Thus, unde
the coordination of the National Center for Susthie Development, as executive branch of UNDP and
with support from the Local Authorities Federatidying the years 2000-2003 was passed at the first
stage ("pilot phase") for implementing the LA 2t fiine cities of Romania (Baia Mare, Gal&iurgiu,
lasi, Miercurea-Ciuc, Oradea, Plete Ra&mnicu-Valcea and Targu-Mgje In 2002, view some
encouraging results obtained, the Government dedle extension of LA 21 program to over 40
municipalities and 4 counties (Bmv, Mures, Tulcea and Alba) for the period 2003-2007, follogv
that, by 2009 when this program is revised, it fthbe applied in other localities.

From available information, relatively few, regargithe status of LA 21 achievements, it may
be deduced that most projects are ongoing, paatigulthose from the extended phase, the
implementation of this program putting in evideaceumber of weaknesses arising from the lack of a
coherent vision for the long term horizon, bothtleé local authorities and other actors at the local
level, the scarcity of technical know-how in prépgrthe necessary documents, the low investments
because of insufficient financial resources, tlgalenconsistencies (laws without implementing sule
and/or overlapping responsibilities) the precariodgastructure and the low quality of services for
water supply, waste management, transport, enbegalth. We believe that solving these weaknesses
constitute as many actions for improving the edficy of governance at local level and also the
premise of improving the quality of projects to bleathem obtaining the available financing,
including financing from the UE structural funds.

In order to achieve the objective of a territosaktainable development it proved necessary to
supplement the LA 21 with specific programs of emwmental protection at regional and local level,
permitting also an alignment with the environmergtndards of the EU. Thus, with the aim of
strengthening the institutional capacity of locatharities, in order to improve the local commuasti
environment, Environment Local Action Plans (ELAR)\e been developed under the coordination of
the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Develept and its territorial agencies, based on a
participatory methodology. ELAP involves assessamyironmental issues (for each factor), setting
priorities and identifying the most appropriatei@uts to improve the environment quality. Also, ELAP
is a tool for the local implementation of Europdagislation, in compliance with the obligations
assumed by Romania in this regard, implying pupédicipation in decision-making at local level, in
accordance with the provisions of the Aarhus Cotigen



It is worth mentioning that all the 42 ELAPs (coutevel) have been developed, out of which, at
the end of June 2007, 15 were in the stage of imgheation of the first version, 10 in the
implementation of the revised version, 7 beingsediand submitted for approval, while 10 are igesta
of reviewing. The reports for monitoring and evéiug the progress of implementation of ELAP noted
that at the end of June 2007, from a total of d@thou Actions for the environment, only about08,5
were achieved, about 4,400 were ongoing, the fastes 2,100 shares being uncompleted, postponed or
cancelled.

The situation of the stage of ELAP implementatignrégions (see Table 4) reveals that the
North-East region, which has also the lowest lesfeldevelopment, has the greatest delays, the
percentage share of environmental protection actioralized (including non-achieved, postponed or
cancelled ), reaching nearly 40%. In most casespthin causes are related to the lack of funds for
investments planned, which makes necessary togstrem the administrative capacity of local
authorities to identify viable sources of finangimgth internal and external, including accesshmg t
structural funds from EU, which could contribute restoring environmental parameters and to
provide the prerequisites for the entry of Romamiaa sustainable trajectory.

Table 4
The stage of environment action plans at RegionagVel, in 2007
Region Achieved Ongoing Non-achieved Postponed Canceled Total

NORTH-EAST 509 362 439 97 26 1433
SOUTH-EAST 402 839 146 1 5 1393
SOUTH 617 856 342 157 41 2013
SOUTH-WEST 173 247 52 4 8 484
WEST 407 587 132 24 23 1173
NORTH-WEST 886 643 435 6 33 2003
CENTRE 265 769 156 30 3 1223
BUCHAREST-ILFOV 235 49 29 10 17 340
Total economy 3494 4352 1731 329 156 10062

Source: Report on the stage of environment actianght regional and local level in the first haff 2007, NAEP,
Bucharest, July 2007.

6. Conclusions

The local budgets are the main source of finanitiegocal government (municipalities, cities and
localities) and the related public services. Thappr sizing of these budgets is a necessary conditit
not sufficient to increase the effectiveness ofalogovernance and attractiveness of the business
environment, depending on the improvement of teétutional framework and on the reform of budget
planning and of public policies in order to ensarebalanced regional development. Referring to
European funds, in our opinion, the paradox of Rumaonsist in, on the one hand, their under-
dimensioned sized at national level as compared Wieé huge needs for funding the recovery of
development gap, and, on the other hand, in theséaable limitation of their absorption in the cafse
many local authorities, especially from poorly deped areas, which make necessary to improve the
administrative capacity at local level, manageaiaility to submit eligible projects, sufficient &ncial
resources to co-finance these projects, etc.

In conclusion, we appreciate that, at least ontsand medium term, given the deficit in
competence of the government (both central and)l@a the planned funds (both from the EU
structural funds and national sources) one caroresée a perspective of essential changes in tespec



of improving the efficiency of local governance, ol would allow a significant business

environment development, able to attract flows arkiign investment and to support the growth of
exports to an extended area, thus leading to ateeviegional disparities in Romania. Under the
circumstances of imbalances persistence both in Ebe (including budgetary) and globally

(turbulences on financial and capital markets, tag#y concerning the international prices of @ud

oil), which could adversely affect the Romanian remay, attaining the objective of reducing

development disparities may be jeopardized ondhg term also.



The Foreign Trade of Romania by counties in 2006

Appendix 1

- million EUR -
County Exports Imports Sold County Exports Imports Sold

1.Alba 477.9 303.6 173.922. Harghita 196.8 296.5 -100.2
2.Arad 1311.6 1209.4 102.2/23. Hunedoara 526{3 505.5 20.8
3. Argss 1466.5 1671.5 -205.¢ 24. lalomia 137.1% 68.6 69.1
4. Badiu 542 4 609.0 -66.625. Iai 282.1 337.5 -55.4
5. Bihor 976.9 1311.0 -334.226. lifov 220.9 1253.6 -1032.9
6. Bistrita-N. 297.] 278.3 18.8/27. Maramurg 462.2 451.5 10.7]
7. Botaani 199.2 178.8 20.4128. Mehediti 118.6 78.8 39.8]
8. Briila 220.9 220.3 0.6/29. Mureg 497.2 611.0 -113.8
9. Brgov 976.3 1269.7 -293.430. Neam 399.7 319.5 79.7
10. Bucureti 5215.7 15228.9 -10013.131. Olt 830. 255.9 574.1
11. Buzu 219.9 262.4 -42.9/32. Prahova 117019 1807.4 -636.3
12. Gilarasi 213.6 154.1 59.5/33. Silaj 198.1 253.7 -55.6
13. Cara-Sev. 95.1 92.1 3.0/34. Satu Mare 4859 554.5 -68.6
14. Cluj 552.] 1225.9 -673.935. Sibiu 735.9 2337.2 -1601.3
15. Constata 1284.4 1959.1 -674.336. Suceava 15611 245.3 -89.2)
16. Covasna 174}5 248.9 -74.0/37. Teleorman 100}{6 78.1 22.5
17. DAmbovia 366.4 458.2 -91.3/38. Timis 2031.9 2213.2 -181.9
18. Dolj 349.4 461.9 -112.939. Tulcea 320.3 202.9 117.4
19. Galai 1255.7 1063.9 191.840. Valcea 4371 256.4 180.7
20. Giurgiu 23. 100.1 -77.141. Vaslui 135.4 118.2 17.2)
21. Gorj 31.4 39.6 -8.6/42. Vrancea 1537 127.9 25.8
ROMANIA 25850.5 40745.9 -14895.4
Source National Statistics Institute of Romania (portal wansse.ro)

Appendix 2

Counties ranking according to Exports per capita in2006
County Exports Population Exp./cap County Exports Population Exp./cap
(thou. EUR) | (thou. EUR) (EUR per (thou. EUR)| (thou. EUR) (EUR per
capita) capita)

1. Timis 2031.3 677.9 2996.922. Covasha 174|5 222.5 784.3
2. Arad 1311.6 461.9 2840.423. Badu 542.4 706.6 767.6
3. Bucurati 5215.7 1926.3 2707.624. lifov 220.4 300.1] 735.7
4. Arges 1466.5 652.6 2247.225. Neam 399.2 554.5 719.9
5. Galai 1255.7 619.6) 2026.6 26. Dambovia 366.9 541.7] 677.3
6. Constata 1284. 715.2 1796.4 27. Gilarasi 213.9 324.9 658.0
7. Sibiu 735.9 421.7 1745.1 28. Harghita 1963 326.2 601.8
8. Olt 830.( 489.3 1696.3 29. Biila 220.9 373.2 591.9
9. Brasov 976.3 589.0) 1657.6430. Dolj 349.4 734.2 475.9
10. Bihor 976.8 600.2 1627.931. lalomia 137.1 296.9 464.3
11. Prahova 117019 829.9 1410.932. Buziu 219.5 496.2) 442.3
12. Satu Mare 4859 367.3 1322.933. Botgani 199.7 452.8 439.9
13. Tulcea 3208 256.5 1248.7 34. Vrancea 153[7 387.9 396.5
14. Alba 477.% 382.7 1247.7 35. Mehediri 118.6 306.7 386.7
15. Hunedoara 526(3 485.7] 1083.4 36. lai 282.1 816.9 345.3
16. Valcea 43711 413.2 1057.4 37. Vaslui 135.4 455.0 297.9
17. Bistrta-N. 297.1 311.7 953.1] 38. Carg-Sev. 95.1 333.2 285.4
18. Maramurg 462.2 510.1 906.1) 39. Teleorman 100}6 436.0 230.7
19. Murg 497.2 580.9 855.9 40. Suceava 156]1 688.4 226.8
20. Silaj 198.1 248.0 798.8 41. Gorj 3L 387.3 80.0
21. Clyj 552.3 702.8 785.9 42. Giurgiu 23.0 297.9 77.2
ROMANIA 25845.5 21681.( 1192.7

Source: Author'salculation based on data issuedNgtional Statistics Institute of Romania.

Appendix 3



County ranking according to FDI stock
per capita at end-2005

County FDI (mill. Population |FDl/cap (EUR County FDI Population FDl/cap

EUR) (thou. pers) per capita) (mill. EUR) | (thou. pers) | (EUR per
capita)
1. Bucursti 6718.4 1926.3 3487.7] 22. Maramurg 77.7 510.1 152.3
2. lifov 966.0 300.1 3218.9 23. Covasna 33J0 2225 148.3
3. Argss 732.8 652.6 1122.9 24. Alba 52.7 382.7 137.7
4. Galai 553.9 619.6 894.0 25. Hunedoara 64,7 485.7 133.2
5. Timig 524.6 677.9 773.9 26. Neam 66.3 554.9 119.6
6. Constata 461.4 715.2 645.1127. Vélcea 39.p 413.2 95.8
7. Cluj 316.2 702.8 449.928. Teleorman 400 436.0 91.7
8. Prahova 3090 829.9 372.329. lgi 67.3 816.9 82.4
9. Braov 218.( 589.0 370.130. Buziu 39.9 496.2 80.4
10. Bihor 212.3 600.2 353.731. Mehedin 23.6 306.7 76.9
11. Cara-Sev. 112.1 333.2 336.432. Bistria-N. 23.93 311.7 74.7
12. Murg 168.9 580.9 290.833. Vaslui 32. 455.Q 72.1]
13. Arad 126.0 461.8 272.834. Biiila 23.9 373.2 64.0
14. Badu 181.9 706.6 257.435. Suceava 43)2 688.4 62.8
15. Sibiu 100.8 421.7 239.036. Silaj 13.6 248.0 54.8
16. Olt 111.3 489.3 227.5937. Dolj 32.4 734.2 43.6
17. Dambovia 122.4 541.7 226.3 38. Vrancea 16/5 387.6 42.5
18. Tulcea 45.6 256.5 177.439. Giurgiu 114 297.9 38.3
19. Gilarasi 53.3 324.4 164.240. lalomia 10.2 296.6 34.4
20. Satu Mare 58|5 367.3 159.341. Botgani 11.4 452.8 25.2
21. Harghita 50.f 326.2 155.442. Gorj 1.4 387.3 4.6
ROMANIA 12868.9 21681.( 593.6

Source:Author’scalculation based on data issued Mgtional Office of Commerce Register



Funds for ROP Priority Axis 4

Appendix 4

-EUR -
UE National Contribution Total
Year TOTAL Contribution | State Budget | Local Budget | Other public National Private
(FEDR) sources Contribution | Contribution

AXE 4 — Consolidation of regional and local businesenvironment
2007 70,503,424 56,128,618 5,872,724 903,494 0 6,776,22 7,598,58
2008 86,296,19 68,701,429 7,188,217 1,105.879 0 8,294,091 9,300,671
2009 94,199,109 74,993,033 7,846,503 1,207.154 0 9,053,65 10,152,41
2010 111,834,41% 89,032,711 9,315,471 1,433.149 0 10,748,62 12,053,084
2011 118,891,011 94,650,551 9,903,264 1,523.579 0 11,426,84 12,813,617
2012 141,753,428 112,851,594 11,807,63f 1,816.559 0 13,624,194 15,277,64
2013 172,168,964 137,065,764 14,341,15 2,206.332 0 16,547,49 18,555,71
TOTAL 795,646,54 633,423,700 66,274,96 10,196.149 0 76,471,117 85,751,72
DMI 4.1 Sustainable development of business envirament at regional and local levels
2007 24,315,92 20,668,538 3,161,071 486,319 0 3,647,39( 0
2008 29,762,691 25,298,291 3,86915( 595,254 0 4,464,404 0
2009 32,488,331 27,615,081 4,223,483 649,761 0 4,873,25 0
2010 38,570,572 32,784,987 5,014,174 771,411 0 5,785,58" 0
2011 41,004,321 34,853,673 5,330,567 820,084 0 6,150,644 0
2012 48,889,341 41,555,941 6,355,614 977,787 0 7,333,401 0
2013 59,379,351 50,472,452 7,719,314 1,187,581 0 8,906,903 0
TOTAL 274,410,548 233,248,962 35,673,37 5,488,211 0 41,161,58 0
DMI 4.2 Rehabilitation of polluted and abandoned mdustrial sites and their preparation of new activties
2007 20,858,87 17,730,04 2,711,653 417,177 0 3,128,830 0
2008 25,531,257 21,701,569 3,319,063 510,624 0 3,829,68$ 0
2009 27,869,384 23,688,974 3,623,02 557,388 0 4,180,408 0
2010 33,086,897 28,123,862 4,301,291 661,734 0 4,963,031 0
2011 35,174,634 29,898,439 4,572,703 703,493 0 5,276,195 0
2012 41,938,62 35,647,827 5,452,021 838,777 0 6,290,793 0
2013 50,937,24 43,296,65 6,621,843 1,018,744 0 7,640,581 0
TOTAL 235,396,905 200,087,369 30,601,598 4,707,934 0 35,309,53¢ 0
DMI 4.3 Supporting of micro-companies development
2007 25,328,624 17,730,04 0 0 0 0 7,598,584
2008 31,002,241 21,701,569 0 0 0 0 9,300,672
2009 33,841,394 23,688,974 0 0 0 0 10,152,418
2010 40,176,944 28,123,862 0 0 0 0 12,053,084
2011 42,712,054 29,898,439 0 0 0 0 12,813,617
2012 50,925,467 35,647,827 0 0 0 0 15,277,64
2013 61,852,364 43,296,65¢ 0 0 0 0 18,555,71
TOTAL 285,839,098 200,087,369 0 0 0 0 85,751,729

Source: Framework Document of ROP Implementation for 2008, Romanian Government, August 2007.
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