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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 Π 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 

The report should be significantly improved in a number of important respects. It 
should clarify what exactly the problems related to the functioning of EURES are, 
including more insights into the situation and apparent limited commitment of some 
Member States. The report should better reflect the uncertainty surrounding the 
validity of the 2012 Decision, and further develop the subsidiarity analysis, namely as 
regards the need to address gaps in national labour market measures. It should then 
better present the content of the options/measures, such as the involvement of private 
employment services or the criteria for licencing them as EURES services providers. 
On that basis, the report should demonstrate that the envisaged measures are 
proportionate to the identified problems, for example by presenting alternatives as 
regards their level of ambition. It should then provide estimates of the 
implementation costs and administrative burdens, in particular for the most affected 
Member States and/or private operators. It should clarify under which conditions, 
and in which Member States these costs are likely to be compensated by reduced 
payments of unemployment benefits, and/or funded by EU funds. Finally, the report 
should clarify if the minimum consultation standards have been complied with and 
present the views of different categories of stakeholders, including Member States, on 
the envisaged options and measures. 

* Note that this opinion concerns a draft impact assessment report which may differ from the one adopted 
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Given the nature of these concerns, the IAB requests DG EMPL to submit a revised 
version of the IA report on which it will issue a new opinion. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Strengthen the problem definition. The report should clarify what exactly the 
problems related to the functioning of EURES are, and provide more insights into the 
apparent limited commitment of some Member States. For example, it should better 
analyse the reasons behind the very low proportion of vacancies transmitted to EURES in 
Member States such as Spain, and explain why the "passive" approach to mainstreaming 
EURES in Member States such as in the Netherlands or the United Kingdom is considered 
a problem. As regards mobility support services, the report should clarify if the problem 
lies in the performance of EURES advisers or in the lack of "complementary" services in 
general. The report should also better explain if, and to what extent, the current regulatory 
framework prevents the opening of EURES to non-public employment services, and 
discuss in more depth the concerns of national public employment services (PES) in this 
respect. The problem description should be underpinned by detailed analysis of the 
situation in Member States, including: (i) an overview of EURES-related processes and 
services per individual Member State (or, at a minimum, per group of similar Member 
States); (ii) the mapping of the role and importance of private actors such as temporary 
agencies; and (iii) the views of service providers, public authorities, j obseekers and 
employers. In this context, the report should justify why a full evaluation of the EURES 
set-up and performance has not been carried out. Finally, it should clarify if this initiative 
envisages including traineeships and apprenticeships in the EURES framework, and if so, 
under which conditions. 

(2) Develop the baseline scenario and the analysis of subsidiarity. The report should 
clarify if the 2012 Decision is part of the presented baseline. It should better explain what 
type of improvements could be made without revising the regulatory framework and, on 
that basis, better demonstrate how the problem and its drivers would evolve. In doing so, 
the report should clearly identify which obligations Member States are currently not 
fulfilling (e.g. linked to transparency), and demonstrate the need for further EU action in 
areas not harmonised so far. In particular, it should better explain: (i) why this initiative is 
considered to be the right framework for addressing the alleged gaps in national active 
labour market measures such as language, vocational trainings or relocation services; (ii) 
how it would relate to the existing measures/policies at national and EU level; and (iii) how 
the minimum standard level of such services would be defined. 

(3) Present options in concrete terms and demonstrate their proportionality. The 
report should clarify the precise content of the options and measures, how they differ from 
the baseline and work in practice. For example, it should clarify the status of private 
employment services' involvement under each measure, explain how the PES would be 
"obliged" to cooperate with private operators, how (and by whom) the criteria for licencing 
these operators as EURES services providers would be defined, and how the offers of 
apprenticeships and traineeships would be screened and/or transmitted to EURES. The 
report should then demonstrate that the options and measures are proportionate to the 
identified problems, namely by explaining how exactly they would improve the functioning 
of EURES (such as the envisaged on-line language courses) and by presenting alternatives 
as regards their level of ambition (e.g. on EURES mainstreaming, cooperation with non-
PES actors or mobility support services). It should also clarify which elements (and on 
what basis) would be defined by implementation measures (i.e. implementing or delegated 
acts) and whether these would be accompanied by impact assessments. 
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(4) Better assess impacts and quantify costs. The report should provide estimates of the 
implementation costs for national authorities, at least in an illustrative manner, and for the 
most affected Member States in particular. It should clarify under which conditions and in 
which Member States these costs could be compensated by reduced payments of 
unemployment benefits and/or funded by EU funds. The report should better assess and, if 
significant, also quantify the administrative burden for private operators related to the 
envisaged reporting obligations. It should also better assess the effectiveness of measures 
that largely rely on voluntary participation/cooperation of non-PES providers, namely by 
clarifying what their assumed level of commitment is, and how it translates into the 
expected impact. Finally, the report should discuss how realistic it is to expect that Member 
States, namely the ones with the highest unemployment rates, would be able to financially 
support the envisaged measures. 

(5) Better present stakeholders' views. The report should justify why an open public 
consultation has not been carried out, despite the wide range of actors involved, the 
reluctance of Member States to implement the 2012 Decision and the potentially significant 
cost for a number of PES. It should clarify if the minimum consultation standards have 
been complied with, clearly indicate the views of the main affected stakeholders (including 
Member States) on the envisaged options and measures, and explain how this initiative 
takes their views into consideration and/or addresses their concerns. 

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 propose more operational monitoring and evaluation arrangements. An 
overview of related EU initiatives/measures and summaries of stakeholders' replies should 
be included in the Annexes. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 

Reference number 2013/EMPL/015 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting 16 October 2013 
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