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(A) Context 
EURES was launched in 1993 as a network for co-operation between the public employment 
services (PES) of Member States and the Commission to exchange vacancies and applications for 
employment ("clearance"). Chapter II of Regulation (EU) 492/2011 on freedom of movement of 
workers within the Union introduced the obligation for the Commission and the Member States to 
undertake this clearance, share information concerning living and work conditions and background 
information on the state and trends of the labour markets, and cooperate together towards the 
resultant placement of workers. In 2012, the Commission adopted a Decision modernising the 
functioning of EURES, which was however challenged by the European Parliament. This report 
analyses how to address this situation and how to make EURES reach its full potential in 
supporting intra-EU mobility. 

(B) Overall opinion: NEGATIVE 

While the report has been revised to some extent along the lines of the Board's 
recommendations, it needs further substantial work in a number of important 
respects. It also appears that the report is incomplete as it does not describe and 
assess the envisaged authorisation systems for private employment services, including 
the quality criteria to be applied. Moreover, an ex-post evaluation of EURES has not 
been carried out and the Commission's minimum consultation standards have not 
been met The report still needs to provide an in-depth analysis of the bottlenecks in 
implementing EURES at national level, and should demonstrate how these would be 
addressed by the envisaged measures. It should present a fully developed baseline 
scenario that would better reflect the on-going or planned improvements to EURES 
and national public employment services (PES), as well as the agreement between the 
Commission and Member States to reflect during 2014 on how to open up EURES at 
national level. On that basis, the report should clarify the need for and value added of 
prescriptive obligations on Member States (including support services) and provide 
greater clarity on how these are expected to be implemented in practice. It should 
then provide more insights into the actual changes and costs for private operators 
and Member States' authorities, indicating clearly how their views and concerns have 
been taken into account 

* Note that this opinion concerns a draft impact assessment report which may differ from the one adopted. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Strengthen the problem definition. While having provided a number of illustrative 
examples and clarified the main concepts (i.e. basic information, support services and 
active labour market measures), the report still does not show in a comprehensive manner 
which Member States hamper the functioning of EURES (and how exactly). It should 
therefore further explain and corroborate with additional evidence the assertions that: (i) 
providing access to EURES services on explicit demand by users is not sufficient; (ii) there 
is a need to ensure that every potential candidate for outbound mobility is offered 
individual assistance (such as drawing up of job applications and CVs or carrying out 
referrals on social security issues); and that (iii) there is a need to put PES on an equal 
footing with private actors in EURES, despite a variety of existing cooperation mechanisms 
at national level and Member States' concerns in this respect. 

(2) Develop the baseline scenario and the analysis of subsidiarity. The report should 
present a clearer and a fully developed baseline scenario that duly reflects the elements of 
the 2012 Decision expected to be implemented (such as the mainstreaming, matching etc.), 
as well as other on-going or planned improvements of a technical nature or related to the 
functioning of PES in general. In doing so, it should clarify what exactly is meant by the 
agreement between the Commission and the Member States to "reflect in 2014 on how to 
open up" EURES to non-PES actors and how it relates to this initiative. On this basis, the 
report should better demonstrate the need for the envisaged "prescriptive" obligations on 
Member States (such as a detailed description of EURES support services). 

(3) Present options in concrete terms and demonstrate their proportionality. While 
having better described the policy options, the report remains unclear as regards their 
implementation in practice. This is particularly the case for the envisaged authorisation 
system and the quality criteria that private service providers would have to comply with. 
The report remains equally silent on: (i) which traineeships/apprenticeships (and in which 
Member States) are likely to fall under the definition of "worker" status and how they could 
be incorporated into EURES; (ii) how exactly the mainstreaming of EURES could be made 
obligatory for all employment services at national level (by providing more information on 
the national registration systems); and, more generally, (iii) which elements are to be 
defined by implementation measures and whether these would be accompanied by impact 
assessments. Finally, the report still needs to demonstrate the proportionality of the 
preferred option, given the shortcomings in identifying the scale and scope of the problems 
and the absence of alternative policy packages. 

(4) Better assess impacts and quantify costs. While the report provides some illustrative 
estimates of implementation costs, it remains unclear to what extent these correspond to the 
changes required in the Member States (as compared to the baseline scenario). This should 
be clarified, including the underlying assumptions, such as the envisaged 2 hours of support 
services per applicant. In addition, the report should indicate in which Member States these 
services could lead to 'positive' discrimination in favour of some applicants and assess the 
likelihood that some of them might pretend to have a firm interest in working abroad in 
order to qualify for the support. Furthermore, the report still needs to assess the costs of the 
envisaged authorisation systems and to provide details on the likely up-take of this 
initiative by private employment services as well as on the corresponding information and 
reporting obligations. Finally, despite some clarification on the availability of EU funding, 
the report still fails to estimate the likely impact on the most affected Member States (e.g. 
CY, MT and LV), which is currently assessed as "difficult". 
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(5) Better present stakeholders' views. While having provided some feedback on 
stakeholders' views, including Member States' reaction to the 2012 Decision, no 
consultation has been carried out on the envisaged options/measures and their estimated 
impacts, thus falling short of the Commission's minimum standards on consultation. 
Furthermore, the report still needs to clarify if, and how, stakeholders' concerns (at least 
those that are known) have been taken into account. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 
The report should avoid presenting the 2010 report on EURES as its ex-post evaluation, 
which has not been carried out. It should propose concrete indicators that would allow the 
success of the initiative to be evaluated and should indicate the underlying data collection 
costs. The executive summary should not exceed 10 pages and the executive summary 
sheet should be included in the main report after the Table of Contents. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 

Reference number 2013/EMPL/015 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting Written procedure 

An earlier version of this report was submitted to the IAB in 
September 2013, for which the Board issued an opinion on 16 
October 2013 
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