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Local Autonomy Index 2.0 (2015-2020): Romania (ROM)

Introductory remarks
Since the previous assessment of local autonomy indicators in Romania there has been one major change of legal framework. In 2019 an Administrative Code was passed by emergency ordinance (no. 57 from 2019) with the intent to simplify and better correlate legal provisions concerning local and public administration in Romania. It produced effects starting with January 1st, 2020. However, it did not bring significant change in key aspects of local autonomy, despite some setbacks in terms of regulating the intergovernmental division of tasks. A more significant area of change has concerned local public finances, where the central government has taken steps toward increasing its discretion over local government budgets by dismantling legal provisions concerning equalization grants. Thus, Romanian local government still operates under the dual influence of the strong constitutional protection to its autonomy and the fiscal and financial aspects of intergovernmental relations. 

Three technical aspects must be noted here. The first concerns the question of how to deal with the potential consequences of the pandemic over local governments and local autonomy. Since March 2020 Romania has been either in a state of emergency or state of alert, which allow the central government to limit local autonomy. However, any changes / limits are time specific and would automatically expire once the current state of alert expires. Limitations were imposed, however none of them touched the key areas of local autonomy. Consequently, the report disregards these minor and time-specific limits when providing the coding for 2020 on both the self-rule and interactive-rule dimensions. The second concerns the coding for the 1990-2014 period. It was re-examined during the writing of this report, however no changes were suggested. Third, this report was written as a companion to the national report for the Local Autonomy Index 1990-2014, hence it is focused predominantly on the changes occurring since 2014 and does not discuss the wider context which was already detailed in the first report.
Self-rule
1. Institutional depth
CODING: 2015-2020 = 2
In Romanian policy discourse, local autonomy is very careful defined with reference to administrative and financial terms. It is also clearly specified that local autonomy can only be exercised within the limits established by national law. Such provisions effectively exclude the idea of local governments taking over unoccupied policy space / residual competencies. This exclusion is implicit. A 2015 decision by the High Court makes this exclusion a bit more explicit (all local regulations concerning parking and towing of illegally parked cars were annulled on grounds that local governments did not have the right to regulate the respective area, even though the central government was not regulating it). 

Since a framework for decentralisation was introduced in 2004 and further detailed in 2006 there is a distinction between three types of tasks of local government units: exclusive tasks, shared tasks, and delegated tasks. The exclusive competence category is wide and comprises public utility services, local transport infrastructure and services, planning, child protection services, services for the victims of domestic abuse and for the elderly, and some tasks related to healthcare. Equally wide is the shared competences category, which includes centralized heating systems, social and youth housing, pre-university education, public order and safety, social benefits, assistance for people with disabilities, caring services, population records, and local transport infrastructure in rural municipalities. Moreover, it is clearly specified that any other tasks are exercised “according to legal provisions”. This separation has been perpetuated into the 2020 Administrative Code. However, the explicit enumerations of exclusive and shared tasks were removed from the law. Most of the exclusive tasks are, however, implicitly stated in the list of prerogatives of the local councils. This removal does not seem, so far, to have produced actual changes in the intergovernmental division of tasks or conflictual situations. 
2. Policy scope
Education
CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 0.75 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.75
The provision of pre-university education (excluding special needs education) is a shared task, therefore local governments are partly responsible with education provision. Local governments were tasked first with school maintenance expenditures (in 1995), then with capital expenditures (2001). Since 2004 local governments oversee planning the budgets of all schools on their territory and are represented in the newly introduced administration councils of the local schools. However, the central governments de-concentrated agencies at county level – the County School Inspectorates, CSIs – strongly influence budgetary planning for schools based on nationally regulated formulas and effectively decide on the number of schools (Bischoff and Herczyński 2009). The base funding for educational service provision (mostly for salaries) comes from the central government based on a formula (earmarked transfers from the central government). Local governments contribute very little to this component (0.6 percent in 2016, according to the Court of Accounts). Local governments have no say in fixing salaries of teachers. Local governments have limited control. There has been no significant change in this respect since 2014. 
More recently there has been some debate over funding centred on two topics: the scholarships for pupils (until 2020 payable by local governments from their own resources with 67 percent of them not paying anything, which led to imbalances from one local government to the next, Weber and Manda 2020) and covering the costs of local public transport for pupils. In both cases, in 2021, the central government has regulated amounts and granted earmarked funds to local governments to cover all costs. 
Since being charged with capital expenses for schools, local governments have a very limited influence over the school network (the school inspectorate decides, but it needs to consult the local government providing the buildings). However, opening a new school is and has always been a prerogative of the Ministry of Education and the de-concentrated CSIs.

Teacher recruitment for permanent positions can be done since 2001 either by competition organised by the administration councils of the schools or via centralised competitions organised by the CSIs. However, most schools still prefer to rely on the centralised competitions. Moreover, the CSIs control the employment via applying national norms concerning class-size and curriculum. Formally, local governments have some influence over teacher recruitment; this has however not yet materialised in practice in what concerns the permanent teaching positions.
Social assistance

CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 0.5 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5

Out of the three dimensions of social assistance identified in the codebook one is highly relevant for Romania, namely the ‘economic assistance’ dimension. Out of the other two the ‘integration of refugees’ dimension needs a particular mention – due to the rather low number of refugees in Romania this is a relatively remote policy issue in the national context and local governments themselves would argue against it being relevant to assess their autonomy. 
Social assistance is a shared task. Romania presents a complex social assistance system in which financing of benefits and social services is divided between the central government, the county councils (second tier local government) and local councils (first tier local government). The complexity of the system is thought to hide the fact that in fact it is underdeveloped at local government level (Buzducea 2008). The main safety net is comprised of a means tested social assistance benefits (minimum guaranteed income, MGI), heating benefits, family support benefits, child-related benefits, special needs benefits, as well as emergency support. For most of these benefits the central government sets the amount, sets the criteria, entrusts local governments with applying the criteria and making the payments, then provides earmarked transfers. In some cases, local governments are requested to use some of their own funds to pay partially or fully for one benefit or another. In what concerns the key benefit, the MGI, local governments make authoritative decisions in relation to the recipients (they can suspend the payment of benefits for several reasons). The bulk of social assistance expenses is paid from the national budget (which has moved to restrict access to benefits and reduce expenses, Arpinte 2019), with local governments acting as paymasters. It must be noted that a 2016 legal text aimed to merge several benefits, including the MGI, into one had its implementation successively postponed until 2021. (Code is 0.5 for Policy scope and 0.5 for Effective political discretion).
Local governments do not have significant responsibilities in what concerns the provision of training for the unemployed or other services aimed to facilitate their return to employment. These prerogatives rest with the National Agency for Employment and its county level branches which fund these programmes from the National Unemployment Budget (Government Decision no. 129/200 concerning the professional training of adults). (Code is 0 for both Policy Scope and Effective political discretion).
The number of recognised refugees in Romania, given its perceived status as a ‘transit country’, is very small although it has increased in the past years. Responsibility in this area lies with the General Immigration Inspectorate (GII) of the Romanian Police, who oversees the official social integration programme and the Regional Centres for Accommodation and Procedures for Asylum Seekers. The implementation of this programme requires coordination with some central government actors (Ministry of Labour, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Foreign Affairs) and cooperation with local governments and local civil society in the areas where refugee centres are based. Applicable legislation (Decision no. 44 from 2004 concerning the social integration of foreigners receiving international protection) states that local governments should cooperate with the GII to provide cultural accommodation sessions and counselling. Also, they play a role if requested by the GII to assist with housing, if the refugee request social housing when the support received through the social integration programme expires, or if the refugee requests some other form of social assistance (to which he or she is entitled under the exact same conditions as Romanian citizens). Moreover, they are requested to nominate civil servants ask contact persons for refugees. However, local governments do not bear a direct policy responsibility and have no authoritative decision-making powers. (Code is 0 on both Policy scope and Effective political discretion).
Health

CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 1.25 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1.25

Public primary health care in Romania is dominantly conducted through the family doctors or the general practitioner system, as well as through a network of policlinics and other services. In 1998 the notion of family doctor is introduced and GPs taking on these positions are required to independently organise their practice (premises, equipment, utilities, and staff). They are contracted by the public health insurance funds and their pay is combined of weighted capitation and fee-for-service payments (Bara, Van Den Heuvel, and Maarse 2002). Local governments can assist with premises (building premises and renting them at affordable rates), while some rural local governments have tried to create incentives for GPs to move into their communities (such as providing housing for the GP). Local governments have residual responsibility for funding this type of health care. Local governments do not formally recruit doctors and do not influence their level of pay. Since 2009, local governments are responsible for community medical assistance services, health services in schools, socio-medical assistance for specific groups, which they are supposed to finance using transfers. In these areas the responsibility of the local governments includes the recruitment of doctors (payment is regulated by the central government). (Code is 0.25 for Policy scope and 0.25 for Effective policy discretion)
Hospital decentralization was initiated in 2002 and furthered in 2010.  Local governments are responsible for the hospitals, whose management they control via administration councils. Thus, local governments are directly involved in deciding on the organization and functioning of specialized health care and indirectly involved in doctor’s recruitment (payment is still regulated by the central government). The central government has retained control over highly specialized hospitals of national importance and hospitals of regional importance. County hospitals as well as specialised hospitals which were not deemed of national importance were generally taken over by county councils. Hospital decentralisation has provided a contentious issue of intergovernmental relations after the central government decided in 2011 to close off some hospitals which were recently decentralised. Some local governments have fought back in court and won, yet the central government has effectively blocked the reopening of the respective hospitals by refusing to transfer the necessary funds. The episode shows that legal provisions giving significant prerogatives in specialised health care to local governments are effectively limited by the structure of revenues (dependency on transfers). (Code is 0.5 for Policy Scope and 0.5 for Effective policy discretion)
Dental services represent the most privatised area of healthcare in Romania, as most of the practitioners work in private practice. Public services are limited to specialised hospitals and dental practices in schools. The latter fall under the responsibility of local governments which organise these practices and hire the medical staff. Funding for the premises and materials is to be paid from own revenues while the central government provides funding for the pay of medical personnel. However, the low level of pay compared to income in private practice has made these positions not very attractive and local governments struggle to fill positions. Moreover, the situation in which these practices do not exist altogether is not that unusual if the local government involved does not have sufficient own revenue (predominantly in rural areas). (Code is 0.25 for Policy scope and 0.25 for Effective policy discretion)
Land use

CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 2 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 2

Since 1991 local governments in Romanian can issue building permits and make decisions concerning zoning. If local governments are unable to maintain a specialised department, the county council (second tier local government) steps in and provides assistance in zoning and issuing building permits. Zoning and the issuing of building permits must be done in accordance with national regulations. The initial development of local urbanism regulations (building permits & zoning) was funded by the central government through earmarked transfers. The legal framework for decentralisation specifies urbanism and territorial planning as an exclusive task. There has been no significant change since 2014 (for details see Stănuș, Pop and Dragoman, forthcoming). 
Public transport
CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 0.5 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5
Railway transport services fall under the competence of central government entities (coding is 0 for both Policy scope and Effective political discretion). The state if the owner of the entire railway infrastructure and manages it through the national railway company. 5 private operators are licensed for railway transport alongside the publicly owned national company, on a very limited number of routes.
The short discussion below is strictly focused on other transport services. It must be noted that rural local governments do not generally provide local public transport. Since 2007. transport links between rural and urban local governments are either provided by private companies operating bus routes as part of a county council directed public transport programme (won by competition, strict criteria apply) or by public or private companies acting as regional operator on the territory of an inter-municipal cooperation arrangement for public transportation services (not very common). Urban local governments oversee organising and running local public transport on their territory since 1991, within the limits of national regulations. They usually do this by operating public companies. Transportation is provided, depending on local conditions, using buses, trolleybuses, and trams. There is one exception, the underground transportation system in Bucharest is under the control of the Ministry of Transport.
Housing

CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 1 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1

Town development and housing is an exclusive task of the local governments. While theoretically post-1989 reforms have maintained a hierarchical nature of spatial planning and development policies, in practice there is little vertical co-ordination and each municipality it is free to pursue its own development strategy. Housing is one of the sectors where there has been the most abrupt retreat of the state post-1989, following a large-scale privatisation of housing units and the largest home ownership rate in Europe. Since 1996 local governments can use funds coming from transfers, the privatisation of housing, and their own revenues to build other housing units. However, they largely refrain from doing this. In cooperation with the central government agency responsible for housing they can build new housing units for young adults or for certain categories of professionals (for example physicians), which can be rented and, after a certain time, sold to the tenants. Local governments are supposed to provide land and the necessary utilities, while the central government agency covers the building costs. While this is by far the most successful housing programme run by the government it accounts for only a fraction of the housing market in Romania.
Social housing has been defined as a shared task between local governments and the central government. In practice, the bulk of new housing units in Romania was developed by private companies, by 2001 the percentage of new housing units built with public funds had dropped to 5 (Dan and Dan 2003). Local governments are responsible for building, managing, and maintaining social housing. They can access central government funds for building new social housing units for targeted groups (vulnerable categories, Roma) or they can use their own funds. However, they consider some of the national regulations concerning social housing (especially those concerning evictions) to be too intrusive, so they avoid having to deal with social housing altogether. This has led to a serious deficit of social housing units.
Police
CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 0.5 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5

According to the law public order policing is a shared task. The local police, organised and managed by the local government, ensures public order in co-operation with the Romanian Police and the Romanian Gendarmerie (central government institutions) and the enforcement of local council decisions. Moreover, it has some very limited own prerogatives in policing traffic on the territory of the respective local government (especially fines concerning parking, pedestrian traffic) and is supposed to co-operate with the traffic police on several other tasks. Specialised policing is a prerogative of the central government exercised through the Romanian Police and its county-level de-concentrated inspectorates.

Caring functions
CODING Policy scope 2015-2020 = 1.5 Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1.5
Since 2001 local governments are required to set specialised structures in charge of local social assistance whose task is to manage service delivery and ensure the payment of benefits. Essentially, the central government decides what the priorities are; while county and local governments examine local needs and define local priorities and strategies in accordance with national regulations. Local governments can provide social services themselves or they can cooperate with NGOs or private companies or other accredited providers, case in which they can provide a subvention instead of fully funding the provision of service by local government employees. Local governments are supposed to organise local social service delivery, however there are few provisions for the situation in which local governments decide they cannot afford to provide these services (most likely rural local governments). If a specific service is deemed necessary and the local government claims it is unable to provide it then the county government must step in and take over. Where services exist transfers from the central government apply, provided the local government also contributes. Standard costs for social services provision are set by the central government. Local governments can recruit their own staff and, since 2007, set their wages. Coding is 0.75 for Policy Scope and 0.75 for Effective policy discretion.
Local governments share with the county governments and the de-concentrated agencies of the central government responsibility concerning the socio-medical services provided to people with ‘social problems’, a broad definition which includes the elderly. Also, they share responsibility concerning primary care for people with disabilities, as specialised care is divided strictly between the counties and the de-concentrated institutions. Services for children with special educational needs are also managed at the second tier of local government. Services for the elderly, for the disabled and children with special educational needs benefit from transfers from the central government, with standard costs applying, but local governments must also contribute. Coding is 0.25 for Policy Scope and 0.25 for Effective policy discretion.
Child protection is a shared task between local governments, the counties through their specialised agencies, and the central government. Local governments oversee identifying children in need of protection, monitoring, and counselling them and their families, as well as preparing the necessary paperwork so that families receive benefits they are entitled to. In order to fulfil this mandate, they can organise daycentres for children, by themselves or in cooperation with local NGOs. The county level specialised agencies (General Direction of Social Assistance and Child Protection, working under the authority of second tier local governments) decides on special protection measures, manages residential centres for children, adoptions, and other aspects of child protection. Coding is 0.5 for Policy Scope and 0.5 for Effective policy discretion.

3. Effective political discretion

Education
CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.75

Social assistance

CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5

Health

CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1.25

Land use

CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 2

Public transport
CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5

Housing

CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1

Police
CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 0.5
Caring functions
CODING Effective political discretion 2015-2020 = 1.5
4. Fiscal autonomy

CODING: 2015-2020 = 1
Since 1992 the property tax is one of the key sources of own revenues for local governments. A minimum and a maximum are mandated by the central government, with local governments being able to set the rate within those limits. The maximum is set at +50 percent in relation to the minimum amount specified. The minimum amount specified by national regulations varies between the three categories of Romanian municipalities: municipia, towns and communed. 

5. Financial transfer system
CODING:
	
	% of conditional transfers
	Coding
	

	2015
	51.28%
	1
	Conditional transfers: subventions, share of VAT for rural sports infrastructure, share of VAT for road construction, share of VAT for ‘decentralized’ expenses (such as education, transferred directly by the central government or indirectly through the county councils)

Unconditional transfers: equalization grants (shares of PIT and VAT transferred directly by the central government or indirectly through the county councils)

	2016
	52.52%
	1
	

	2017
	51.42%
	1
	

	2018
	34.50%
	2
	

	2019
	26.20%
	2
	

	2020
	Not yet available
	1
	


During the analysed period there was a significant change to the financial transfer system. Starting with 2015 the equalization mechanism was changed to increase central government discretion over local government finances (Governmental Ordinance no. 14/2015). Thus, the existing formula for equalization transfers included in the Law on Local Public Finance was replaced with a yearly decision concerning the shares of PIT and VAT which were to be transferred to local governments, as well as a minimum revenue level per administrative unit. This decision is included in the yearly National Budget Law. The implementation of this provision has led to a significant financial shock for many local governments (Hințea, Moldovan, and Țiclău 2021) and has opened the door to yearly negotiations between representative organisations of local governments and the central government over the amount and destination of transfers. 
Moreover, in 2017 the rate of PIT was lowered from 16 to 10 percent, which has automatically led to a drop in revenues for (especially urban) local governments. Consequently, there was significant variation in the amount transferred from one year to the next, as well as variations in the ratio of conditional transfers. 2019 was a particularly challenging year from the point of view of the local governments as some of the social assistance expenses, previously funded to a large extent by the central government, were transferred to them. Following a change of government and intense negotiations between the Association of Municipia in Romania (AMR), in 2020, these expenses were returned to the responsibility of the central government and the share of the PIT allocated to local governments increased.
The data concerning the revenues of expenses of local governments in Romania in 2020 was not yet available when this report was finished. Several elements suggest a significant change for 2020. First, through the Law on the National Budget there was an increase of the share of PIT which was allocated to local governments, in what was aimed to be a return to the situation from before 2018. Moreover, the social assistance expenses which were transferred to local governments in 2019 returned to the central government. Third, transfers for some of the pandemic-related expenses included by the central government appeared in the mix. Lacking the official data, the coding for 2020 is an estimate and should be interpreted with caution.
6. Financial self-reliance

	
	% of own revenues
	Coding

	2015
	27.45%
	2

	2016
	22.96%
	1

	2017
	24.59%
	1

	2018
	29.96%
	2

	2019
	29.16%
	2

	2020
	Not yet available
	1


CODING: 
The discretionary revenues of Romanian first tier local governments come from local taxes, fees and charges, as well as from a system of tax sharing, which includes a share of the personal income tax and a share of the value added tax. Moreover, they are recipients of subventions and earmarked grants for certain decentralised services. The PIT and VAT shares are administered by the central government but are designated as local government own revenues in Romanian law. The coding provided here does not count them as own revenues. Revenues associated with EU-funded projects, where local governments do have an influence / decision (if to apply or not, for what projects, what amounts) were counted as own revenues. 
The percentage of own revenues for the analysed period varies between 22.96 in 2016 and 29.96 in 2018, based on data from the Department of Local Fiscal and Budgetary Policy (DLFBP) of the Ministry for Regional Development and Public Administration, available at the http://www.dpfbl.mdrap.ro/sit_ven_si_chelt_uat.html
For the 2020 coding see explanation under 5. Financial transfer system.

7. Borrowing autonomy

CODING: 
2015-2020 = 1 
Since 1998 local governments can borrow under specific conditions, which have varied over time. Thus, starting with 1998 local governments could issue bonds or contract loans from commercial banks for public investment or for refinancing local public debt or they could take on short term loans from the treasury to address short term cash-flow issues (Călușeru et al. 2003; Coman et al. 2001). Until 2003 they were able to borrow from internal sources, provided they did not surpass a 20 percent threshold in relation to their projected own revenues (including the share of personal income tax) and they informed the Ministry of Finance. External/foreign borrowing was only allowed with prior approval from a central government commission regulated through Government Decisions no. 611/1999 and no. 978/2001. In 2003 the threshold for borrowing is raised to 30 percent of projected revenues. 
From 2005 local government borrowing is further limited, as central government approval becomes compulsory for internal borrowing as well. In 2008 provisions for borrowing were further changed, so that the 30 percent debt service is calculated in relation to the average actual revenues of local governments instead of projected revenues. In 2010 a Law on Fiscal-Budgetary Responsibility is introduced (no. 69/2010) which creates a framework through which local government borrowing is further restricted via the introduction of nominal limits for borrowing (e.g., 1.2 billion Lei in 2016 for all local governments). Also, since 2010, local governments can surpass the 30 percent threshold if they borrow to facilitate the implementation of EU funded projects. 
8. Organisational autonomy

CODING:
2015-2016 = 2.5 2017-2020 = 3
Local executives and election system
Since 1992, executives (mayors) are elected directly by citizens. Until 2004 a majority formula was used, in 2008 a plurality formula was introduced. The core rules governing local elections (formula, constituencies, number of seats) are determined nationally. Coding for organisational autonomy in what concerns local executives and rules concerning local elections 2015-2020 = 1. 

Staff and local structures
(a) Hiring staff. Local governments in Romania employ two types of personnel: civil servants and staff falling under special statutes (such as staff in pre-university education), and contractual personnel. Hiring the civil servants is governed by Law no. 188/1999 regarding the status of civil servants and is supervised for legality by the National Agency of Civil Servants. The contractual personnel in areas such as social assistance, culture, research, sport bodies, cadastre and land registration (World Bank 2009) occupy both management and functional positions. Local governments effectively recruit and hire their own staff. Coding for staff hiring 2015-2020 = 0.5.
(b) Fixing salaries. Currently, local governments set the base wage of all subnational government employees (both civil servants and contractual personnel). Before 2009, beyond the national rules setting base wages, local governments effectively controlled the salaries of their employees via a system of bonuses and allowances, which has led to overall increases in local government spending and significant variation from one local government to the next (World Bank 2009). Between 2009 and 2011, as part of a set of measures aimed to reduce personnel spending in local (World Bank 2011), absolute ceilings of staffing levels and ceilings on personnel spending were introduced for the first and second tier units (Governmental Ordinance no. 34/2009) and the system of bonuses and allowances was scrapped (Law on Unitary Pay no. 284/2010). Following the return to government of the Social Democratic Party (PSD) the system of bonuses and allowances was slowly rebuilt and, in 2017, a new law on public sector salaries (no. 153/2017) allows the local governments to set the base wage of their employees. The staffing level regulations were maintained. Coding is 2015-2016 = 0 2017-2020 = 0.5
(c) Organisational structure. Local governments can choose their organisational structure. It is done by decision of the local council (elective legislative body) following a proposal of the mayor (elective executive position). Coding and 2015-2020= 0.5 
(d) Establishing legal entities and municipal enterprises. Local councils are entitled to establishing legal entities and municipal enterprises since 1991. Coding 2015-2020 = 0.5

Interactive-rule
9. Legal protection

CODING: 2015-2020 = 3
Local self-government is recognised in the constitution. Disputes between local governments and the central government can be settled in court. If the case, disputes which cannot be settled into lower courts can be referred to the constitutional court. A combination of the 1991 constitutional provisions and the signing and ratification of the European Charter of Local Self-Government in 1998 prevents forced mergers of local governments.

10. Administrative supervision

CODING: 2015-2020 = 1
Administrative supervision over local governments is exercised through four different channels. The first two channels are rather explicit, while the third and fourth are rather implicit. The direct channels for administrative supervision are the office of the county prefect and the National Agency of Civil Servants. Indirect supervision is exercised by the Court of Accounts and by de-concentrated agencies of the central government. This might also be linked to the fact that a part of the Romanian legal scholars consider opportunity to be a subset of legality (Bezerita 2014; Dragoş 2004).

The county prefect, the central government’s representative at county level, is supposed to supervise the legality of all decisions made by local councils (Constitution of Romania 1991, 2003). The prefect is required to challenge in administrative courts all decisions deemed illegal. Since 2001, prior to resorting to administrative courts, the prefect is required to communicate with the respective local government and ask it to repeal the act in question. While legally administrative supervision does not involve an assessment of the opportunity of a decision, in practice we can find situations in which some opportunity control is present. For example, prefects are known to have attached the legality of the decisions concerning the allocation of a share of the VAT for development projects by the county councils, as they were unhappy with how funds were distributed among different local governments, and to have lost the case in administrative court. These actions must be seen in relation to the fact that even after their legally defined status changes from political appointees to senior civil servants in 2004 prefects have been widely seen as acting on the behalf of the governing parties and against their political opponents. Consequently, in 2021 the office of the prefect was reverted to its previous status. 
The National Agency of Civil Servants, set up by Law 188/1999, is also allowed to challenge in administrative court the legality of decisions made by local governments in what concerns the employment of civil servants. 

The Court of Accounts is supposed to control that local government spending is made in accordance with the law. However, it also has other prerogatives which open the window for opportunity control. Thus, the Court of Accounts must assess the subjective quality of the economic and financial management, if this affects the rights of the state, the administrative-territorial units, or the public institutions or if obligations are imputed to them (Law no. 94/1992); and the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of public acquisitions (introduced later). This in fact gives the Court of Accounts the right to indirectly review spending priorities.

Moreover, in the case of shared and/or delegated competencies and de-concentrated agencies of the central government are in fact able to supervise the activity of the local governments and quite often this supervision is focused on opportunity (Baba et al. 2007).
Although the administrative supervision procedures defined in legal texts are considered proportional (Hințea, Moldovan, and Țiclău 2021) in practice supervision still goes well beyond the legally defined limits and has not changed significantly since 2015. 
11. Central or regional access

CODING: 2015 – 2020 = 1
Prior to 2001 there was consultation, but no formal mechanism was established. Since 2001 representative organisations of local governments, named explicitly in the applicable law, must be consulted in all matters concerning them. Therefore, the legal framework concerning central government policymaking explicitly states that all policy proposals must provide details concerning the consultation of these organisations (National Union of County Councils in Romania – UNCJJR, Association of Municipia in Romania - AMR, Association of Towns in Romania - AOR, Association of Communes in Romania - ACR). These representative organisations are indeed consulted; however, the extent of their influence depends on the topic. No systematic assessment of how influential these organisations are is currently available. Judging by the two most visible contentious topics in intergovernmental relations in the past years – financial transfers and the ability of local governments to take over major local/regional projects eligible for EU structural funding – the UNCJJR and the AMR have a slightly larger influence since 2019. However, this does not amount to a significant and permanent change (it is likely linked to the change of national government) and, therefore, there it is not reflected in coding.
Additional questions (2020 only)
In what follows scoring is provided strictly for those items where either reliable data sources exist or the author of the report believes an assessment can be made based on partial information.
Implication of Covid-19 Pandemic

	Implication of Covid-19 pandemic
	The extent to which the autonomy of local government has been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic
	0-3
	0 local government autonomy has generally decreased with the Covid-19 pandemic

1 local government autonomy has not been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic

2 local government autonomy in health has increased with the Covid-19 pandemic

3 local government autonomy in health and in other fields related to the Covid-19 pandemic has increased


CODING:1
There have been minor temporary changes to the ability of local governments to make autonomous decisions as a direct consequence of a national state of emergency (later state of alert) being declared. For example, they were required to cover some costs of adjusting service delivery to new more stringent standards (residential centres, hospitals, schools, kindergartens, creches), to provide locations for institutionalised quarantine, and to set up vaccination centres. For some of these required actions funding was at some point provided by the central government. Their ability to oversee things such as the opening hours of local shops and restaurants or to authorize marches and demonstrations was limited, as these became subject of national decisions. Moreover, municipalities can be placed in quarantine (if necessary, against the wishes of the local government) via a decision of a county level emergency committee. The local police were temporarily placed under the command of the national police. Also, in very few specific cases and for short time, military command was imposed on hospitals managed by local governments with the agreement of the respective local governments. The ability of the central governments to limit local government autonomy is included in Law no. 453 / 2004 which concerns the state of emergency and the state of alert. However, none of these pandemic related central government decisions has touched the key areas of local autonomy.
Satisfaction with local government service delivery

	Satisfaction with local government service delivery
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local government service delivery
	0-3
	0 citizens are generally not satisfied at all with local government service delivery

1 citizens are generally moderately satisfied with local government service delivery

2 citizens are generally mostly satisfied with local government service delivery
3 citizens are generally entirely satisfied with local government service delivery


CODING: 1
Survey data from 2020 on citizen satisfaction with local government service delivery is only available for a sample of urban areas. The data shows that 50 to 60 percent of the citizens are satisfied with local public service delivery, with lower scores for administrative services or health facilities and higher scores for educational services or local public transport (Ministerul Lucrărilor Publice, Dezvoltării și Administrației and The World Bank 2020). However, satisfaction is dependent on the scope and complexity of local public service delivery. The scope / coverage of certain local public services is still limited in rural areas, hence the subjective expectation that citizens in those areas are even less satisfied. The coding reflects these subjective expectations.
Importance of local government for citizens

	Importance of local government
	The extent to which local government has an important role in the daily life of citizens
	0-3
	0 local government is not important at all in the daily life of citizens

1 local government is somewhat important in the daily life of citizens

2 local government is important in the daily life of citizens

3 local government is very important in the daily life of citizens


CODING: 2
This is a subjective evaluation, based on the fact that citizens tend to attribute responsibility to the local government for a range of issues which is sometimes wider that their formal tasks.

Satisfaction with local democracy

	Satisfaction with local democracy
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local democracy
	0-4
	0 citizens are not at all satisfied with local democracy

1 citizens are rather not satisfied with local democracy

2 citizens are neither dissatisfied nor satisfied with local democracy

3 citizens are rather satisfied with local democracy

4 citizens are entirely satisfied with local democracy


CODING: 2
There is no reliable data available for this item. The assessment made here is based on measurements of trust (see details below) and the subjective opinion of the author of this report. 
Turnout at local elections

	Turnout at local elections
	Electoral turnout at local elections (approximately, last general elections)
	0-4
	0 no elections

1 between 1 and 25 %

2 between 26 and 50 %

3 between 51 and 75 %

4 between 76 and 100 %


CODING: 2
The turnout at the last local elections (September 27, 2020 – postponed from June 2020) was, according to official data published by the Romanian Electoral Authority, 45.65.

	Electoral participation on local level compared to electoral participation on national level
	The extent to which electoral participation on local level is higher than on national level 
	0-2
	0 electoral participation on local level is generally lower than electoral participation on national level

1 electoral participation on local and on national level are very much the same

2 electoral participation on local level is generally higher than electoral participation on national level


CODING: -----
Turnout in local elections is higher than turnout in parliamentary elections and lower than turnout in presidential elections since 2008. Before 2008 parliamentary and presidential elections were held together; they were separated when the term of the president was expanded to 5 years. Presidential elections are, in the Romanian political system, of equal rank to parliamentary elections. Consequently, local electoral participation should be compared with turnout in both parliamentary and presidential elections. Hence a coding cannot be provided for this item.
Trustworthiness of local politicians

	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians
	The extent to which local politicians are trustworthy
	0-4
	0 local politicians are not at all trustworthy

1 local politicians are rather not trustworthy

2 local politicians moderately trustworthy

3 local politicians are rather trustworthy

4 local politicians are very much trustworthy


CODING: 2
Survey data available does not measure trustworthiness of local politicians. It does measure trust in the mayoral office (as a proxy for trust in local government). A survey conducted in the first ten days of 2021, puts trust in the mayoral institution at 61 percent (Institutul Român pentru Evaluare și Strategie 2021).
	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians compared to national politicians
	Whether local politicians are more trustworthy than national politicians
	0-2
	0 local level politicians are generally less trustworthy than national politicians

1 local and national politicians are similar in terms of trustworthiness

2 local level politicians are generally more trustworthy than national politicians


CODING: 2
Survey data available does not specifically reference “trust in politicians”. However, it does measure trust in institutions. Data concerning trust in the parliament (as a proxy for trust in national politicians) can be contrasted with data concerning trust in the mayoral institution. A survey conducted in the first ten days of 2021, puts trust in the mayoral institution at 61 percent, while trust in parliament is at 13 percent (Institutul Român pentru Evaluare și Strategie 2021). It must be noted that trust in central government institutions is usually very low in Romania (for details see Voicu, Rusu, and Tufis 2020).
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