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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A)Context 

The European Globalisation Adjustment Fund (EGF) was established by Régulation 
(EC)No 1927/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council ('EGF Régulation'). 
The EGF should 'provide support for workers made redundant as a resuit of major 
structural changes in world trade pattems due to globalisation where thèse redundancies 
hâve a signifîcant adverse impact on the régional or local economy'. Article 20 of the 
EGF Régulation provides that the Commission may submit a proposai to review the EGF 
Régulation on the basis of its first annual report. In this report, adopted on 2 July 2008, 
the Commission indicated that it would examine ways to improve the performance of the 
EGF and outlined a number of issues to be looked into, including expanding the EGF to 
cover changes in international markets, the intervention thresholds and the length of 
implementation periods. Présent draft IA report accompanies the proposai to amend the 
EGF Régulation as foreseen by the procédure described above. 

(B) Positive aspects 

The revised version of the draft report has taken on board many recommendations from 
the Board's first opinion. The views of Member States are better reflected, the problem 
définition covers a wider range of issues and proposed changes in eligibility criteria are 
partially substantiated. The cohérence of the assessment is improved by providing a set of 
operational objectives which are later used as évaluation criteria for the évaluation of 
policy options. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order ofdescending importance. 

General recommendation: The analysis provided in the report should further 
strengthen the arguments for an amendment to the régulation at the présent time. 
The report needs to show that the revised eligibility crîteria would increase the 
willingness and ability of Member States to use the EGF support. Given that the 
eligibility criteria of Option 3B 'Market' are left open-ended, the report should 
further clarify how they can be implemented fairly and appropriately, and explain 
how the estimate for potential growth rate of eligible cases under this option has 
been established. The report should attempt to assess the increased uptake of the 
fund as a resuit of the présent économie slowdown and demonstrate why the 
additional support in thèse conditions is needed and can best be given at EU level. 

(1) The report should complément the analysis of the Member States* willingness 
and ability to use the EGF support. The EGF is a demand-driven support instrument, 
and its performance dépends on the initiative and commitment of Member States. 
Therefore the report should make a further attempt to analyse the eligible cases where 
Member States hâve not applied for the EGF support. While on p.8 the report currently 
states that there is no relevant data to support such an analysis, it also states on p. 12 that 
Member States hâve provided information on the reasons why the applications were ndt 
made uhder current raies and thèse cases should be analysed. If appropriate, increasing 
Member States' commitment should be set as an operational objective and used as;a 
criterion for the assessment ofpolicy options. 

The report states that one of the reasons why Member States hâve not applied for eligible 
cases is a lack of relevant régional and sectoral statistics. Given that régional data lare 
essential to apply trader the conditions of Article 2 (b) of the EGF Régulation 
(redundancies in sectoral cases), their absence might impede the performance of the fund 
and cause inequality of its régional distribution. The report should address this issue, i <. 

(2) The report should provide clarification of how the eligibility criteria Under 
Option 3B 'Market' will be applied consistently and appropriately. As the eligibility 
criteria under Option 3B 'Market' (extends the eligibility from 'Trade' criteria to ail 
structural changes in global markets) are left quite open-ended, the report should clarify 
how the eligibility of cases will be established. As the report contains no empirical 
évidence, it should substantiate the estimation that the 'Market' principle would add a 
potential extra number of cases of about 30% over and above the 'Trade' option and 
explain why this estimation is considered to be more appropriate than the growth factor 
of 50% provided by the previous version of the IA. If the reliability of the estimations 
cannot be established, the report should provide a sensitivity analysis to compensate the 
lack of appropriate data. 

(3) The report should attempt to assess the likely increase in demand for the EGF 
that will resuit from the économie slowdown, and strengthen the assessment of how 
the additional support made available by the revised eligibility criteria âffects EU 
value added. In addition to the 'normal' year which is assessed on p. 29, the report should 
also try to evaluate the potential take-up of the fund in case of more serious économie 
disruption and assess the impact of changed eligibility criteria in this context. It should be 
demonstrated why this additional support can best be given at EU level, what concretely 
the EU value added is compared with possible national assistance programmes and why it 



is considered that support programmes at the Member State level alone would not be 
sufficient. The report should further substantiate the argument that the threshold of 500 
redundancies is the proper level for distinguishing European-level shock from a national 
one. The report should therefore assess the cross-border nature of cases in différent 'size-
classes1 contained in the EGF. It also should estimate the extent to which the increase of 
the EU intervention rate from 50% to 75% is expected to encourage the less advantaged 
régions to apply for the EGF support. 

(D) Procédure and présentation 

The report should better differentiate the various steps in the analysis. The problem 
définition, description of policy options and their assessment should be presented in 
separate analytical stages. The discussion on the suitability of possible solutions (p. 13 -
suitable eligibility threshold) and the justification of the proposed changes in the 
eligibility criteria should be transferred from the problem définition to the sections 
describing and assessing the policy options. The analysis of EU value added (presently 
Section 6.2) should be a part of the problem définition and might be integrated to the 
description of légal basis for the EU action in Section 2.6. 

Due to the tight deadlines no impact assessment steering group was set up. On the 
procédural side, the report should identify the social partners who participated in the 
consultations. The executive summary should contain a clear présentation of the results 
of the quantitative analysis. 
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