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Romania is preparing all since the pre-accession period to absorb for its 
own benefit and for the fulfilment of the Community Strategic Guidelines 
both structural and complentary funds. The non-superposing principle of 
public financing together with the complementary dimension can raise 
issues in integrated approaches. 
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The method employed in this paper is the desk research of the 
policy-programme-project cycle deployment of EU policies together with 
their support instruments (the funds) in the case of Romania, spotting the 
level of its operational programmes on both structural instruments and 
complementary instruments for agriculture and rural development. The core 
focus moves towards the need of concerted actions in order to induce 
structural changes in all branches of the Romanian economy and the 
complementarity among the earlier mentioned policy instruments. 

All since the 2004 accession wave of the new member states to the 
European Union the absorption of the EU public funds became a hot issue. 
Although the accessing countries were entering almost at the end of the 
financial programming period 2000-2006 the structural funds use and 
impact was of high interest especially in the Central and Eastern Europe. 
After the success stories from Poland and the demi-failure from Czech 
Republic the Romanian authorities in charge of the preparation of the new 
programming documents and operational programmes have granted a 
special attention to any recent EU experiences in order to avoid potential 
bottlenecks in the use and implementation of supported actions and projects. 
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The same previous programming period we mentioned earlier had 
included the agriculture and rural development funds under the category of 
the structural funds. This could be the source of confusion and the common 
mistake made by certain Romanian authors and public speakers, which are 
treating today the same funds as still being structural funds. In order to 
clarify this aspect we should state that beginning with the current financial 
programming period 2007-2013 all funds designated for agriculture, rural 
development, forestry and fishery are complementary funds and not 
structural funds anymore. Going even further with the clarifications, we 
make the difference between the structural funds and the structural 
instruments! The European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the 
European Social Fund (ESF) represent the structural funds, while as 
structural instrument (but not fund!) we have to add the Cohesion Fund (CF). 
Again, two funds and three instruments and none of them addressing the 
agriculture, rural development, forestry or fishery. The European 
Agricultural Fund represents the equivalent of the structural funds for these 
sectors for Rural Development (EAFRD). The other financial instruments to 
support the Common Agricultural Policy are represented by the European 
Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) with its two sections: 
Guidance and Guarantee. To get a clearer picture, the direct payments are 
coming from the EAGGF while the funds for the farm investments in 
modernisation are coming from the EAFRD. 

This description above relates to the policy instruments of the 
European Communities – the funds, aiming to transpose the strategic 
objectives form the Community level through the strategic objectives at 
national level. The basic components of this transposition are represented by 
the national programming documents: the National Strategic Reference 
Framework and the National Strategic Plan (corresponding to the 
Community Strategic Guidelines), the National Development Plan breaking 
down specific objectives by each sector concerned within the current EU 
budget exercise (2007-2013) and the Operational Programmes. At this last 
level we need to state that Romania has one Regional Operational 
Programme and seven Sector Operational Programmes (Increase of the 
Economic Competitiveness, Development of the Human Resources, 
Environment, Transport, Administrative Capacity and Territorial 
Cooperation – this last one has sub-components for cross-border, 
transnational and interregional cooperation detailing one Operational 
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Programme for each neighbour country, e.g. OP Romania-Serbia). To this 
suite we need to add the National Rural Development Programme, which 
stands for agriculture, forestry, and rural development. 

A basic principle of all funds mentioned earlier refers to the non-
superposition of the interventions. In this respect no project should be 
financed at the time from more than one public fund. Continuing this 
principle the complementarity arise between interventions comprised in 
different operational programmes and this situation is emphasised for each 
measure along the different operational programmes and the National Rural 
Development Programme. For the purpose of this paper we will address this 
issue beginning from the National Rural Development Programme and 
focusing on different complementarities with other measures form the 
Romanian Operational Programmes. 

The field of intervention for the transport infrastructure addresses 
the communal roads and other roads inside the communes within the 
National Rural Development Programme (NRDP) while the county and 
urban roads are treated by the Regional Operational Programme (ROP) and 
the national roads and the Trans European Networks for Transport are 
covered by the Sectoral Operational Programme for Transport (SOP T). 

The small projects on water and the sewerage systems in rural 
communes except the spa resorts and the regional projects are supported by 
the NRDP while the small-scale projects in urban areas and spa resorts are 
undertaken by the ROP leaving all large scale integrated projects in urban 
and certain rural areas to the Sectoral Operational Programme for 
Environment (SOP E). 

Regarding the bio-fuels under the renewable energy the tiny 
difference between producing and using this type of energy at the same time 
for processing or for other ends makes the complementarity between NRDP 
and the Sectoral Operational Programme for the Increase of the Economic 
Competitiveness (SOP IEC). The meaning is that the support granted via 
NRDP can be used only for producing the bio-fuels or using them in the 
production process but not outside it. In the case of the SOP IEC the support 
is directed for both producing and using the renewable energy fuels, also to 
other ends than processing the fuels.  

The support for the micro-enterprises breaks down into 
complementarity as follows: SOP IEC only hi-tech and spin-offs, ROP only 
micro-enterprises from urban areas and except hi-tech and spin-offs and 
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NRDP only micro-enterprises in rural areas with the same exception as 
previously. Worth to add that the supported micro-enterprises from the rural 
areas are excluding the activities of agricultural and forestry products 
processing. 

When addressing the support for the SMEs the complementarity 
spreads out within four programmes! The productive investments for 
agricultural products processing and food industry are supported via the 
NRDP while the productive investments for any other kind of activities than 
the previously mentioned are supported by the SOP IEC. However the 
SMEs in tourism are supported by the ROP while the training activities 
correlated to the sectors supported by the SOP IEC are granted by the 
Sectoral Operational Programme for Human Resources Development (SOP 
HRD). 

The entrepreneurship is “split” between the NRDP and SOP HRD 
concerning the entrepreneurial and management skills, the difference being 
represented by the agriculture and forestry sectors. 

The tourism infrastructure in urban areas, the tourism resorts in 
rural areas above a threshold value and the spa resorts regardless their 
locations are supported by the ROP. The tourism infrastructure in rural areas 
including tourism resorts below a threshold value and excluding the spa 
resorts is financed by NRDP. 

The social interventions are covered as follow: the rehabilitation, 
the modernisation, the development and the equipping of social 
infrastructure are comprised in ROP; the new infrastructure related to social 
service in rural areas are financed by the NRDP; and the social economy 
development is covered by SOP HRD. 

The training activities, which are typical activities financed by the 
ESF have complementary measures in ROP and NRDP as well. All training 
related to the infrastructure is covered financially by ROP while all short-
term vocational training but with no qualifications for persons involved in 
agriculture, forestry or agro-food sectors are granted via NRDP. Certainly, 
the largest part of trainings including persons active or willing to become 
active in agriculture, forestry or agro-food business, shifting sector activities, 
inclusively towards agriculture and others named earlier but obtaining a 
qualification are supported by the SOP HRD. 

The list of complementarities between NRDP and the other 
Operational Programmes can continue but we believe we have sufficient 
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and conclusive elements to make our point. The NRDP itself is a complete 
reference on this sense illustrating all major intervention fields and the break 
down by complementarity. 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
The aim of the current paper is not to blame the complementarity but 

to emphasise the need for a differentiate approach of further integrated 
activities for a given territory. The absence of any policy bridges between 
the rural development and the regional development, the lack of 
coordination between the support instruments can easily drive to punctual 
visions and interventions instead of broader ones dictated by the financial 
limitations within the exposed frame. 

Complementarity means that named activities can and will be 
supported and financed within different programmes but never at the same 
time. This has no common point with the best value for money although we 
speak here only about public finances and the best interest of the 
interventions should be a greater impact not only notable results at sectoral 
level. 

All local strategies, even from rural areas have more than 
agricultural, forestry or agro-food objectives. Moreover, if joint strategy is 
compiled for a territory managed by a communes’ association it will 
certainly include environmental, human resources or entrepreneurial 
elements, which will have to be addressed separately by different projects.  

LEADER Axis allows Local Action Groups integrating urban 
localities which will either stick to the rural development of the territory 
they belong to, either develop separate initiatives and projects to achieve the 
proposed strategic objectives of that respective city. Integrating those 
elements cannot be done via integrated projects. 

A number of identified environmental priorities constitute the 
exception to all these conclusions by the Master Plans elaborated. Also, not 
all activities designed to be developed into a territory have to be covered by 
a single large project, but these elements need to be known before the action 
plans derived form the local strategies are finalised. 

Considering the need for diversification of the rural economy and 
the potential pressure given by the Axis 1 in the NRDP aiming to increase 
the competitiveness of the agriculture and forestry we believe that a number 
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of complementarities such as those addressing the entrepreneurship, training, 
tourism, and the list can continue, could have been placed differently to 
favour at maximum the potential beneficiaries, namely, those implementing 
the projects and further on those benefiting from this implementation in 
terms of impact and effects. 

The NRDP and all Operational Programmes are now operational not 
through all their measures at this moment but this means that elements can 
be hardly changed in their content, including the described complementarity. 
It is also early to talk about lessons learned within the current 
implementation period but it could be worth remembering this paper when 
the preparations for the next programming period will begin. 

The complementarity could be easily seen as an extra bourdon to 
certain initiatives and especially for those comprising more than one 
individual or one standardised activity. 
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