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WHAT CAN ROMANIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT LEARN FROM
THE “V4” COUNTRIES?
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ABSTRACT — The so called Visegrad countries have differemfiomal planning approach and
tradition, but thanks to this colourful pattern, Ranian regional planning may learn from results
gained by analyzing the current 2007-2013 progrargrpieriod context. The paper argues that there is
a major need for a detailed comparative analysishia respect in favour of preparing planning
capacities for the period after 2014.
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INTRODUCTION

In the present paper | would like to put into tloaitext of the so called “Visegrad Countries”
(V4) the Romanian regional development issues @emoto obtain some useful findings on the future
orientation of regional development planning of Rmma. The V4 countries, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Poland and Hungary may serve as modelgwfmember states’ regional planning, even if
we can find that there is no single way of regigulahning in these countries and the differences ar
much bigger than the common solutions.

The analysis below put in the focus only basicoegi data:

- GDP per capita in PPS,

- GDP growth,

- unemployment rate,

- nights spent by foreign tourists,

- research and development expenditures in the %gadmal GDP,

- Regional Operational Programme sources.

As the comparative study of these regional data ibit positivist, even it fits current
mainstream regional analysis trends (Wong, 200&)sd would like to emphasis some other issues,
like the development of network of small towns (E®P 1.1.1) and also governance issues in the
context of regional planning (ESPON, 2.3.2). By neaf the below detailed complex approach | will
hopefully show some useful results that may coateldfor a more harmonious and effective regional
planning of the next programming period of Romafoathe post-2014 period.

BASIC DATA OF V4+ROMANIA REGIONS

In order to clarify the context of the analysigsffiof all | would like to show some basic
figures of the regions of the V4 countries and Roiaaln Table 1, one can find some relevant data of
all regions form the area. Population, GDP perteapt&D, unemployment and tourism data if from
the year 2005, as most of regional developmentnghgnprocesses were based on data from the
named year in these countries. GDP growth dataatsflthe average of GDP growth from 2001 to
2005 for each region. The NUTS 2 column indicakesdfficial name of the given region as defined
by the NUTS 2003 nomenclature and its later modaliiins.
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Table 1.Regional data of the selected regions

(Source: EUROSTAT)
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GDP .
Member NUTS 2 Population per GDP R&D | Unemployment Nights
state capita growth spent

Czech Praha 1170571 205Q0 43 2.2 3.5 97877194

Republic | Stredni Cechy 1144071 9 000 49  2{77 5.2 507|591
Jihoz4pad 1175 33D 9 000 38 087 5.1 837505
Severozapad 1126721 7 800 24 025 135 2174512
Severovychod 1480 144 8 300 3.4 107 5.6 1950/418
Jihovychod 1 640 354 8 700 37 1.p6 T.7 719 [166
Stredni Morava 122583 7 600 3.4 1)05 9.7 391|542
Moravskoslezsko 1257 554 8 300 3.5 D.7 13.9 236(96

Hungary | Kdzép-Magyarorszag 2840972 14 300 5.6 1.37 5.1 656301
Kdzép-Dunéantul 1110 89f 8 300 48 042 5.3 541 565
Nyugat-Dunantul 1 000 348 8 700 25 0RB1 59 1526
Dél-Dunantul 977 464 6 100 25 044 8.8 617 298
Eszak-Magyarorszag 1271111 5 800 4.2  0.32 10.6 6 068
Eszak-Alf6ld 1541 814 5 600 44 0.84 9 415 772
Dél-Alfold 1 354 938 6 00( 3.1 0.78 8|1 173 017

Poland Lédzkie 2 587 702 5900 34 52 17.4 175 542
Mazowieckie 5145997 10 1d0 41 1.1 14.8 1490199
Malopolskie 3260 201 5 500 35  1.02 153 1683p21
Slaskie 4700771 6 900 312 0.384 19 500 §10
Lubelskie 2 185 156 4 400 2/4  0.48 14.3 120 897
Podkarpackie 2097 975 4 400 2.6 D.3 16.7 871438
Swietokrzyskie 1288 693 4800 25 0.p8 19 103 B25
Podlaskie 1202 425 4700 33 0.7 114 51738
Wielkopolskie 3 365 283 6 80D 41  0.47 17.2 186 B27
Zachodniopomorskie 1 694 865 5900 1.9 017 227 58w
Lubuskie 1 009 164 5 80D 34 0.15 19.1 906 401
Dolnoslaskie 2 893 055 6 600 28 045 2p.8 968 266
Opolskie 1051531 5 30D 29 0.13 16.9 62 841
Kujawsko-Pomorskie 2 068 258 5600 3.2 0]25 19.8 591
Warminsko- 1428714 4 90( 28 024 204 516 566
Mazurskie
Pomorskie 2194 041 6 300 3.0 0.p2 18.9 453 517

Romania | Nord-Vest 2742 676 3500 50 0.26 59 328 099
Centru 2533421 3 60D 41  0.15 8.4 564 918
Nord-Est 3735512 250D 41  0.19 5.7 207 416
Sud-Est 2 849 959 3200 45 0.13 1.9 801 p0O7
Sud — Muntenia 3338195 3100 50 0§37 9.2 252|577
Bucuresti — Ilfov 2209 768 8 100 913 1.13 6.9 8ap
Sud-Vest Oltenia 2313903 2900 27 018 6.6 63|38
Vest 1 935 094 4 200 47 0.18 q.7 296 135

Slovakia | Bratislavsky kraj 601 132 17400 5,5 0.88 5.3 836 b
Zapadné Slovensko 1863 940 6 700 4.9 0.45 12.5 6887
Stredné Slovensko 1352497 5 500 3.1 Q.31 19.6 7984
Vychodné Slovensko 1567 253 51p0 3.5 0.28 23.1 919¢
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The first step of describing the V4+RO region migbtthe comparison of GDP per capita in
PPS indicator of 2005. If one takes a look at Féglrthe following classification can be concluded:

- capital city areas,

- western regions,

- eastern regions.

GDP per capita in V4+RO average; (100%=6830 euro)
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Figure 1. GDP per capita in PPS in the V4+RO region
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Capital city areas can be characterized by outstgr@DP level in macro-regional and also in
member state context. The most developed capitibnmeis Prague and Stredni Cechy, the region
around Prague — and it is not a contradiction asght at first seem, as the Czechs divided ther@en
Bohemian region into the capital city and its néigiwring areas in order to maximize the eligible
territory for Objective 1 of the current cohesiamligy. In this context, Prague is well above 75% of
EU average, but Central Bohemian region remainegeuconvergence objective and can receive
much higher level of European Regional Developnkemid sources than Objective 2 regions.

Bratislavsky kraj and Kozep-Magyarorszag include ¢hpital cities of Slovakia and Hungary,
so none of them can receive convergence objectugcses — these regions are eligible for
competitiveness and employment sources only. |lghalso mention that Bratislavsky kraj has only
600,000 inhabitants, while the region of Budapéstl{ding the capital and Pest county) has more
than 2,800,000. So Bratislavsky kraj is not a teah region, it is more close to a metropolitaraare
if we can use the word for an area with a poputetib600,000.

On the contrary, Mazowieckie region, which includféarsawa, the capital of Poland, is a real
term capital region, as it has a population of mtbes 5 million. This latter data can tell us wig t
region is lagging behind other capital areas. @fse, | should mention also the more balancedapati
structure of Poland, as there are other large taamdsMEGAS (for a detailed definition of MEGAS
see also www.espon.eu) — this is not the case ofyaly and Slovakia, where the number of large
cities above 500,000 is quite low. Buatire- lifov region will qualify, in a short periodn the capital
city areas’ group as the region has the highesvtproate in the studied macro-region, nearly the
double of other capital regions.

The next category of regions in the V4+RO spadbas of the western regions and includes
six regions, namely 4 regions form the Czech Repulohd 2 from Hungary. Jihozapad region is
situated in the south-west of the Czech Repuhllibas the highest accessibility to the core of the
EU27 economic area and the best access to westketst Nyugat-Dunantul is in the north of
Hungary, right on the border of Austria and Slogakicloser to Viena and Bratislavksy kraj, then to
Budapest. The accessibility can be defined as thprfactor of the development of the region.
Jihovychod, Moravoslezsko and Severovychod regamesall neighboring Austria and the effects of
the Prague-Bratislava transport axis (both motossaayd rail) are explicit here.

Kozep-Dunantul region is situated between Nyugatdhiul and Kozep-Magyarorszag, the
most developed regions of Hungary. The best trahsgportunities of the V4+RO area cross the
region and it traditionally had a developed higthtendustry even before 1990. In the case of Kozep-
Dunantul, three major factors play crucial rolethe development: industrial tradition, transportl an
the spill-over of neighbouring regions’ development

Severozapad and Stredni Morava regions start $heflithe so called eastern regions, even if
Severozapad is in the west of Bohemia, as Seveadzaad undergone major structural change from
heavy industrial past, inherited from the era betbie Velvet revolution. From Stredni Morava region
to Nord-Est region of Romania, the GDP figurestseoming lower and lower in a gradual way from
the West to the East. This phenomenon can be dijjds@en also at country level in Hungary,
Slovakia and Romania, if we consider the eastegions group of the V4+RO macro-region. In the
case of Poland, as the spatial pattern of econalmelopment is polycentric, Wielkopolskie and
Slaskie, the second and the third region is noatd on the western border: the first is on thsteve
border of the capital city region, including theéycof Poznan, the latter is in the south, with majo
cities of Katowice an€CzestochowaNevertheless, the three less developed regioRelahd are on
the eastern border, so the general rule of westgeadual decline can also be observed in Poland.

The dynamics of GDP can be most easily measurelddeb6DP growth. In Figure 2, | tried to
show the breakdown of four year GDP growth ratelbthe regions in the studied area. The factors in
the background of dynamics will be detailed in tiext section.

| have already mentioned that Buaiirdifov was going to qualify as a capital city reg in the
V4+RO space, as it has the highest growth rate3%®n average. Budapest and Bratislava are well
after Bucursti, with their 5-6% growth. Kozep-Magyarorszag aWdzowieckie regions are above
V4+RO regional average of 3.76%, which means tbtt bapital regions can sustain their supreme role
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in their countries. Praha and Stredni Cechy, ddfad@aove as a single capital city region, are diswvel
macro-regional average growth, so Prague can sltstdop GDP level even in long terms.
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Figure 2. GDP growth in the V4+RO region

It is favourable for Romania that 6 out of 7 eastgroup regions have above regional average
GDP growth. Sud-Muntenia, Nord-Vest had nearly 3%rage growth, but Centru and Nord-Est have
lower levels, not mentioning Sud-Vest Oltenia. Thakies of the 3 latter regions reflect the fact tha
Romania, the inner regional disparities may havenedium term solutions and | should also mention
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that Centru region’s growth rate is below naticmatrage, and it may cause the relative declinbeof t
region in medium term.

When analyzing the growth table, | would like toraduce a non-spatial factor too, namely
the time or the history of a given region. For eplamNyugat-Dunantul region has a poor growth rate,
which might show that the region is of a problem&ind. As Nyugat-Dunantul has a GDP of 130%
of the macro-regional average and it is includedhm above defined western regions category, we
must conclude that Nyugat-Dunantul is full, whicleans that the region has already passed the first
period of FDI boom during the nineties and nowas la relatively mature and developed economy. In
the last period planners of the region tried toosr# development by the means of R&D, innovation
and higher education as these activities were lefere 1990 because of the iron curtain.

In a nutshell, one can say that capital city agea$ western regions can sustain and enforce
their economic strength while eastern regions hastejust low GDP but also poor growth rate —
excepting the Romanian regions, where the sustéityatf the fairly high growth rate should be the
overall policy issue in regional planning of theuntry. In the following part of the present pager,
would like to highlight these aspects, too, in ¢tbatext of cohesion policy in practice.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT OVERVIEW

In this section | try to focus on some basic regiatata which are supposed to have influence
on GDP as a major indicator of regional economicettgoment (Horvath, 2003; Polese, Shearmur,
2005). In Figure 3, the level of GDP growth averegghown in function of the rate of unemployment.

Unemployment and GDP growth [%)] ‘ *Cz mHU APL &RO osSK

) 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25

Figure 3. Unemployment and GDP growth in the V4+RO macradeneg

The pattern may show that high unemployment is sl with low growth of the GDP,
while the function of a trend-line is around y=/5"he function is most evident in the case of
Slovakia, where west-east gradient can also be $égjor labour market problems in Poland caused
that we can find all Polish regions in the grouph® 17 regions with highest unemployment rate in
2005. The highest rate of unemployment is in tteeza region of Slovakia, in Vychodne Slovensko.
We can easily see that there are country-levelgings of regions regarding unemployment, and the
only country with a pattern of 5 to 23% is SlovaKidis phenomenon is caused by the fact that the
data is from 2005, only one year after V4 countjggsed the EU. Not belonging to the EU used to be
the major obstacle of workers’ mobility and all sedabour markets had closed character at that time
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Figure 4. Nights spent by foreign tourists and GDP per aapitthe V4+RO macro-region

It is an overall idea that tourism has a major iotgn GDP, and even in rural development
context media and politics is very much focusingaurism (MONOD, Castelbajac, 2008). If we take
a look at Figure 4, we can see that in the cagsheoCzech Republic or Hungary, a linear trend-line
can be defined and the deviation of Czech regiserfairly low from the trend. But in the case of
Poland, Romania or Slovakia, one can hardly fingdfanction that may fit the pattern. If we consider
all regions from the V4+RO macro-region, we canatode that the critical mass of nights spent per a
year in a region is above 1,000,000 nights, asrémel line can be reasonable to be used only &seth
regions. The ranking of these regions of “real’rism importance is as follows:

- Praha (Prague)

- Kozep-Magyarorszag (Budapest)

- Severozapad (Karlovy Vary)

- Severovychod (Hradec Kralove, Pardubice)

- Malopolskie (Krakow)

- Nyugat-Dunantul (Gyor, Sporon)

- Mazowieckie (Warsawa)

The awkward character of the tourism-GDP pattern ba the best shown through the
example of Slovakia, where the ranking is led bie@te Slovensko (the Tatras) and others show a
gradual east-west decline — quite the contrarycohemic development. So we can say that it is not
that simple to say that if we invest in tourismeriitourism will have an effective impact on GDP. It
might be true only if a region can attract tourestsl there is a tourism destination and the aduwégsi
is good too — otherwise any public investment edae place, the effects will be poor on the GDP.

Another overall concept in regional developmenthist research and development can boost
economy at regional scale (Duranton, 2008), s@d ahecked it in V4+RO macro-regional context.
We can see in Figure 5 that there is no uniformdra R&D effect on GDP growth, but we can find
that Czech regions are nearly on the trendline.tMbshe regions (29 out of 43) are below average
(0.6% of regional GDP), while there is only one €&reegion in this group. The extremities of the
equations:

- Romania: y=5,4x

- Czech Republic: y=0,83x
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Figure 5. R&D expenditures and GDP growth in the V4+RO regio

The equation of the macro-regional trendline is,8868, which means that successful
R&D-based regional development planning may useGhech Republic as a medium term
good example, which also means that the high vafugomania is not about real R&D-led
development, but it reflects the fact that both R&Rivities and investment are concentrated
in Bucursti coincidently. If we take the regions country dguntry, we can conclude that the
higher the GDP, the closer the trendline is toGaech one.

PLANNING OF ROP SOURCES

While planning the regional breakdown of convergesaurces, several principles have to be
borne in mind (Horvéath, 2003; Csak, 2006). We atrasnon-complete list of policies’ as follows:

- the Treaties,

- community strategic guidelines on cohesion pglicy

- community law on the Funds (especially the 108062EC regulation),

- regional policy of the given member state.

We can also add to the list some specific and hbgatory documents, like the European
Spatial Development Perspective, the TerritoriaeAdp of the EU, the Charter of Leipzig, or at
national level any spatial development or regiodevelopment law and policy. As the planning
situation is quite complex, any planner of a reglavperational programme (ROP) can find itself in
an awkward situation, as the list of documents lmamlways detailed and some political issues also
cause interferences in a planning context (Campbalhstein, 2005; McCarthy, 2007). The aim of a
planner can be based on both EU and member stlidg, gmut also has to take into account the urgent
need of politics regarding short term outcomes.tiis respect, cohesion principles and other
knowledge based ideas of experts can be overwtiyea certain hurry for the Funds. If the overall
aim is the short term absorption of EU Funds, thecfples and goals of common policies and also
those of member state policies can hardly be reachean be obtained only by mistake.

In the present section, | would like to comparerbgans of very simple comparison the
breakdown ROP of sources in the Czech Republicgliynand Romania. In the previous sections |
dealt with macro-regional data of all “Visegrad”ucries, but now | focus only on the Czech and
Hungarian experience, because Slovakia has ndaealROP, as the eligible activities are focusing
on regional accessibility and the sources are eaityrhave regional cohesion character. In the ofse
Poland, every region has its ROP, but there ishtematpecial OP for unique issues of the eastern
regions. This OP has a strong territorial charabter officially it is not a ROP. So the data from
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Poland on ROP sources is not quite correct, agmagions also receive fundings from the Eastern
Poland OP. | have to mention that both HungarythedCzech Republic has one “non-objective one”
region, Praha and Kozep-Magyarorszag, and in #8pact | only concerned sources allocated for
convergence regions.
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Figure 6. Regional Operational Programme sources and poputan
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania

In Figure 6, we can see that ROP sources are vach melated to the population of a given
region, so the higher the population, the higherRIOP allocation, but it is true only if we congidé
these convergence regions in general. At membé¢e $ael the correlation of ROP sources and
population is only 0.25 in the case of the CzeclpuRéc, 0.79 in Hungary and 0.82 in Romania.
Based on these results, in the Czech Republic ¢yeok understanding of the breakdown of ROP
sources is not the population of a region. In Hupgee must add that regions with high population
have low GDP per capita and those with low popofathave higher GDP — not including Del-
Dunantul, where both population and GDP is low.eSen if the correlation of population and ROP
sources is high in Hungary, one can not easily tte¢f Hungarian planners just designed the
breakdown by using Census data on population.

In order to make clear the design of the namedthrember states’ ROP allocation, and at the
same time, checking if the cohesion principle ipriactice or not, | suggest taking a look at Figre

In the above figure | tried to make clear the catioa between GDP per capita and ROP
sources per capita. GDP is that of the year 20@¥ Rer capita is calculated based on total ROP
allocation from 2007 to 2013 of a given regionolchthe opinion that the result of this figure isitq
shocking as we can see two very different appraatiheegional planning. In Hungary and the Czech
Republic, ROP sources have been allocated bastgk@ohesion principle, so they tried to give more
funds for those with less GDP per capita in ordegriforce activities which may lead to the redutctio
of regional disparities. In Romania, allocatioroidy based on the population of the regions, which
means that all regions have equal opportunitigetd=U fundings, but the allocation can lead toenor
cohesion only by mistake.

In the Czech Republic and in Hungary, planners usmdplex methods to determine the
source a region can receive, but as all these mietivere based on indicators of economic and social
development and GDP per capita is the major and swamonly used indicator of this kind, they
had similar results. Although their results are based on the single GDP per capita indicator, they
can be correctly interpreted by using it.
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Figure 7. Regional Operational Programme sources per capitd GDP per capita in
the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania

We can also see a slight difference between Huagaahd Czech allocations, as a given
region may get higher ROP sources if it is in tteeeh Republic than in Hungary, but the difference
between the trendlines is not big. This is notdhse of Romania, where the function is parallehwit
axis “x”, which means that no matter how low is B®P per capita indicator of the region, ROP
allocation is nearly the same and it varies betwbé® and 226 euros per capita — | would like to
highlight that Vest region receives the seconddsrgamount from ERDF while it has the second
largest GDP per capita figure. Nevertheless, théiferences in Romania may not lead to the
intensification of regional disparities, becauspdfally they have no critical mass in this respect.

We can see that in Hungary and in the Czech Rapuwolhesion policy principles are in practice
as regions with lower GDP per capita receive hig@P sources. In Romania, the ROP might not have
any impact on member state level regional disgatitBut we can also mention that the average tével
Romanian ROP per capita is only 174 euros, whiteatverage of these countries is 409, which means
that it is 2.3 times higher than the figure of Rama In addition, if ROPs have impact on reducing
regional disparities, they may cause an incread@srcontext, as the less well off regions frormoia
are going to receive much fewer ROP sources thametions from Hungary or the Czech Republic.
While Eszak-Alfold, with a GDP of 5,600 euros, wiliceive 632 euros ROP, Nord — Est region is going
to get 163 euros with a GDP which is only 44% et tf Eszak-Alfold region.

| also have to add that even if there are diffeesnioetween the Czech and the Hungarian
trendlines, in Hungary some other sources do hag@mal or territorial character, because the so
called “programme of poles” integrate R&D and otlsmilar fundings from other operational
programmes, which means that if we consider thecesuallocated using the territorial development
principles, even Hungarian trend is going to haverg similar value with the Czech one.

Regions are different not just in the context of B5ut also in the context of their needs
(Healey, 2007; Courlet, 2008). Regional transpuairiastructure, educational needs are very different
Hungarian authorities decided to let all regionsdé&sign their own ROP, so the allocation of the
sources by priority axis is different in every @gi In Romania the case is quite the contrary. sWe s
that ROP allocation is more or less about the g of a given region, but the issue is of a much
more problematic kind, because it is true for aibfity axes included in the single ROP of Romania.
The ROP includes the allocation of sources foryepeiority axis, but if we check the figures, wenca

20



WHAT CAN ROMANIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT LEARN FROM HE “V4" COUNTRIES?

see that they used the same percentage as thla¢ obtal allocation. So regions receive the same
allocation for example on tourism development, radter if they have real potential or not.

The problematic side of this solution can be thst ldemonstrated in the case of the urban
development priority axis. One third of the tot@R funding has been allocated for the realizatfon o
the so called integrated urban development plaido¥ns or urban microregions with a population
of more than 10,000 inhabitants are eligible foestlh sources. Authorities decided to divide the
amount into three parts:

- growth poles (one city in each region expect Bugtiitov),

- urban development poles (1-3 cities from each regiot including Bucurgi-IIfov),

- urban centres (all towns not included in the aboeationed categories).

As there are no growth pole or urban developmela ipothe Bucurgti-lifov region, all urban
development sources will be spent in towns fromddtegory of urban centres. In order to make clear
the results of this decision, | suggest checkirgdata in Figure 8.

BUCURESTI-ILFOV
SUD-EST
SUD-VEST OLTENIA
NORD-VEST
NORD-EST

VEST

SUD MUNTENIA
CENTRU

40

M small towns in 2000 new small towns

Figure 8. Number of small towns in Romanian regions in 2008

In the above figure one can see the evolution efrihmber of small towns in the Romanian
regions. Small towns are defined in Romania byl#we on spatial development, in the part on the
system of localities (351/2001), as third gradertswvith no county level importance. The number of
these small towns was increasing between 2001 @@id, 2s it used to be quite simple to make a town
out of a bigger commune or of some nearby commuRas.law aimed at increasing the number of
towns in areas where only rural communes couldbed, but only 10 of the new towns are situated
in these areas. The network of towns and citid®dmania is very different from region to regiondan
it has a very dynamic character. The number of Istoais grew by 31%, while 6% of them became
second grade towns (towns of county level imporandavour of a more balanced network of towns
and cities), which cased a 26% increase in the eumibsmall towns.

But the spatial pattern of this process is notrud, because the regions are very different
(Csék, 2009). The number of small towns in the Begtillfov region is now four times bigger then it
was in 2001 — it is surely not about the need fbian settlements in a rural area. In 2001, Nord-Est
region had the second smallest number of smalld@mad now the region is at the fourth place bylpear
doubling the figure. We can conclude that the Roamaregions are different also in the context &f th
maturity of the urban system, which supposes a pleening of urban structure (Healey, 2007; Brunet,
2004; McCarthy, 2007), and it should be considevhide planning the ROP. In the case of the above
mentioned integrated urban development projectsuigti-lifov region can have sources which have
been calculated based on the population of themeagi general, including Bucugte In Centru region,
where the number of towns eligible for the so chlieban centres call is nearly five times highleeyt
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may receive only 30% of all urban development fagdj as there are other poles in the region. No one
can say that this is in favour of a more balanagedm system in Romania.

CONCLUSIONS

| do hope that some useful results can be gath&rmd my present text and | could
demonstrate that Romania can learn something ftemsb called V4 countries in the context of
regional development. | also want to highlight ttiee above detailed analysis considered only basic
regional data and | did not refer to the governaaee planning issues of high importance — these
should be studied in detail in the future.

Regarding tourism and regional development, | agedi that if we only take into account the
effective usage of EU funds, tourism developmentresult in higher GDP only in regions where the
critical mass of tourists, around 1,000,000 niglgsyear, can be reached. We also saw that the R&D-
growth function can be easily planned by using®@zech experience. The most useful result of the
present analysis is that we could see that Romdd@ planning is very different from the Czech or
the Hungarian ones and it can hardly be a usebllitofavour of member state level reduction of
regional disparities, but also insufficient at ntaoegional level.

Romanian planning should learn from the Czechs’ R&id tourism development, while from
the Hungarian colleagues the wise planning of urb@velopment. Polish planners have shown the
example of a regional-like non-ROP solution foritheastern regions. There is vast experience in
capital city areas’ planning in Slovakia and inestW4 countries. So, there are plenty of documents
that can be checked in favour of gathering goodtjues.

Nevertheless, maybe the key for a successful ragjaanning for the period beginning with
2014 is the governance of regional policy (ESPOBI22.Healey, 2006), as only by applying the
principle of subsidiarity at regional level can Irearm regional planning begin. By means of
partnership based planning, like regional foresightivities and other means of collaborative
planning, Romania can boost regional planning aapand this latter can solve the issues caused by
the top-down planning of the 2007-2013 period his tontext, Romania should pay more attention to
solving regional bottleneck related issues by lgdregional level planning and management
capacities, and also focusing on the legal comikatreal term regional governance.
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