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Glossary of terms
CfP: Call for Proposals
COM: European Commission
CSR: Corporate Social Responsibility
EaSI: Programme for Employment and Social Innovation
ESF: European Social Fund
EURES: European employment services
IT: Information technology
LLP: Lifelong Learning Programme
M&E: Monitoring and evaluation
MFF: Multiannual Financial Framework
MS: EU Member State
NEETS: Not in Education, Employment, or Training
SME: Small- and medium sized enterprises
PBs: YfEj Project beneficiaries
PES: Public Employment Services
PMR: Progress Measurement Report
PrES: Private employment services
QMF: Quarterly Monitoring Factsheet
SEPE: The State Public Employment Service (ES - Servicio Público de Empleo Estatal)
TFEU: Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
TMS: Targeted Mobility Schemes
YfEj: Your first EURES job
YEI: Youth Employment Initiative (adopted by the Commission on 12 March 2013 to
support the Your Employment Package)
ZAV: International Placement Services (DE - Zentrale Auslands- und Fachvermittlung)
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Aims and approach
The YfEj preparatory action
The European Commission launched the Your first EURES job preparatory action in
2012 to support the intra-EU labour mobility of young (unemployed) people. Under EU
law, preparatory actions may take up to three years and consume a budget of
maximum five million Euros on annual basis. Based on the experience with YfEj, the
Commission is exploring the possibilities to continue an up scaled YfEj in future.
The YfEj preparatory action is implemented via the projects of employment
organisations at Member State level. YfEj supports young people aged 18-30 to take
up work in other EU Member States by contributing to the costs of conducting
interviews abroad, of relocating to another EU Member State as well as to the costs of
preparatory trainings. In addition, YfEj supports SMEs by paying for integration
trainings as soon as they hired a young person from abroad with support of YfEj. YfEj
provides associated matching, placement and recruitment services for free.
Study objectives
This study was intended to monitor and evaluate the YfEj preparatory action. Because
YfEj is still on-going, this evaluation is not ex-post, but rather reflects an interim
exercise to take stock of the results achieved to date and the main issues to be
addressed in future.
The aims of this study were to:
Support the Commission and the project beneficiaries with methodological
issues and data collection on the YfEj in order to produce consistent and
reliable monitoring data that can feed seamlessly into the evaluation of YfEj;
Evaluate the results, efficiency, relevance, organisation and management and
EU-added value of YfEj. This backward looking evaluation relates both the
intervention as a whole and to the individual projects run by labour market
organisations and their partners;
Support the Commission in its decision to continue and upscale the
intervention via a forward looking evaluation. The necessary evidence-based
arguments and hands-on information are captured in a tool-box.
Research methodology
To fulfil these tasks the research team undertook the following research activities:
 Project monitoring on the basis of Quarterly Monitoring Factsheets (QMF) and
Budget Consumption forms and the publishing of findings in quarterly Progress
Measurement Reports and associated summaries;
 Desk research on intra-EU mobility, labour market policies, labour market
information and EU-level policies;
 Interviews with European Commission officials;
 Visits to all projects to learn from projects as they progressed;
 An expert workshop on the future of YfEj with a group of practitioners.
The study was conducted between march 2013 and April 2014. A steering group that
comprised representatives from DG EAC, DG Employment A3 on impact assessment
and evaluation as well as C3 on “Skills, Mobility and Employment Services” which is
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responsible for the implementation of YfEj coordinated the study. The outcomes of this
study do not necessarily reflect the opinions of all members of the steering group.
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Monitoring YfEj
The purpose of the monitoring activities was two-fold:
 As a method of accountability, particularly in relation to the evaluation
questions;
 As a source for learning and improving and to develop the scenarios for
potential up-scaling of YfEj.
The monitoring activities combined the collection and analysis of data, the provision of
methodological support to project beneficiaries and the stimulation of mutual learning.
Through the monitoring activities it has become evident that the design of the projects
and the organisational structure of the project beneficiaries are significantly different.
This is by and large due to the experimental nature of the preparatory action and
allows for the testing of various project design options.
Whether and how these organisations provided matching services complicated a
comparison of results. It is for example, not possible to compare the efficiency and
effectiveness of one project that exclusively focuses on job-seekers who have already
found a job abroad (by providing support with the relocation and information on the
new country of destination) with a project that provides services to jobseekers who
have not yet found a job.
Monitoring YfEj nevertheless yielded several lessons learned: Both qualitative and
quantitative research methods are used to monitor YfEj on a quarterly basis. The
monitoring draws on various sources, including the implementing organisations, jobfinders as well as statistics. By doing so, the activities have become an appropriate
and effective way to learn from the YfEj projects.
The monitoring proved particularly useful to understand:
 The obstacles and success factors amongst the different projects;
 The implications of the design and set up of the projects;
 The differences between the implementing organisations;
 The learning effect amongst the projects;
 The cost of YfEj over time.
The monitoring was furthermore an important method for the accountability of YfEj in
terms of:
 The results of the projects;
 The geographical reach of the services;
 The labour market context;
 The cost of YfEj services.
Finally, the monitoring produced valuable insights for future monitoring of TMS like
YfEj.
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Evaluating YfEj
The analytical tasks of the evaluation of YfEj focus on the criteria of relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, complementarity and EU-added value used in the EC
guidelines for evaluation of socio-economic programmes. In addition, the evaluation
analyses the organisation and governance. The key insights obtained for each
evaluation criterion are presented in the following sections.
Relevance
The preparatory action reflects a relevant intervention. YfEj clearly anticipates on
several profound needs on labour markets in the EU, most notably on youth
unemployment. By matching labour supply and demand, it appears relevant to
existing needs of both young jobseekers and employers with (bottleneck) vacancies.
YfEj also provides a relevant service package to reduce the obstacles to first time
labour market entry and thereby facilitating the transition from education to work.
The scheme provides services tailored to overcome individual non-financial obstacles
to labour mobility, such as the lack of labour market information and appropriate
language skills. In addition, institutional obstacles related to the recognition of
qualifications are expected to be tackled with new services delivered by the third call
project beneficiaries via a financial contribution to the applicant for the process of
recognition.
In addition, support may indeed overcome financial or other obstacles to labour
mobility. These financial obstacles are particularly prominent among young people
who are unemployed or working under precarious conditions in low paid employment
relationships and/ or are still (financially) dependent on their parents. By providing
these services, a scheme like YfEj may serve in particular as a cushion to provide
psychological comfort for those going or moving abroad.
Finally, from a stakeholder point of view, a scheme like YfEj can provide incentives at
national level to start similar initiatives. This can be particular helpful since quite a few
Member States are confronted with similar labour market challenges that require
coordination at EU level.
Complementarity & EU-added value
YfEj reinforces the EURES network by adding new measures –financial support- to the
service catalogue. In this way YfEj is complementary to EURES. This seems however
less the case for matching, placement and recruitment services since the EURES
network already provided these services. In practice, YfEj turned out be an
opportunity for the piloting of EURES members to render their procedures and
organisations more employment focussed and to improve cooperation among
themselves and with other types of employment organisations. The possibility to
provide financial support to participants contributed to this. The introduction of YfEJ
coincided with the launch of the EURES reform and could be said to have indirectly
contributed to demonstrating its added value, pointing out a way forward on how to
operationalize the general idea of the reform, a more result-oriented and employment
focussed approach in the EURES network. At project level however, complementarity
is high, both among YfEj project beneficiaries that belong to the EURES network and
those which do not.
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Complementarity with other EU mobility schemes is also high because of the focus on
young workers.
Because only few non-EU funded national mobility schemes for young workers exist,
the complementarity of YfEj with such mobility schemes is limited. The added value of
the preparatory action is potentially high, since it constitutes together with EURES the
main infrastructure for labour mobility in the EU. The main difference with EURES is to
be found in its exclusive focus on young people and existence of a funding mechanism
for target groups.
By delivering services to young people, YfEj achieves considerable added value, in
particular when providing financial support to jobseekers for undertaking interviews
abroad.
Added value is less for relocation support. Despite the fact that it most often provided
and highly popular among users.
The Commission should take measures in order to prevent YfEj of becoming a vehicle
of support to temporary work agencies.
YfEj achieves additional added value through the provision of services like matching,
placement and recruitment and the provision of information in particular.
Organisation & governance
The YfEj projects resemble complex undertakings. Their implementation is prone to
challenges. Many of these challenges are unique and are less likely to occur again. It
might therefore be worthwhile to consider ways of keeping project beneficiaries
involved in YfEj over longer periods of time to increase the return on investment.
Keeping experienced employment organisations involved in the implementation of YfE
is also likely to guarantee the involvement of strong networks that are crucial for the
successful implementation of the projects.
The scheme could also benefit from the introduction of several additional quality
standards and risk containment procedures to reduce fraud and to avoid jobseekers
undertaking work that does not comply with the standards on fair mobility as defined
by the Commission.
The fact that YfEj was initiated through open calls for proposals resulted in the
identification of a broad range of project beneficiaries. This has contributed to the
innovative nature of YfEJ. It may well have enabled the EURES members participating
in the projects or those examining from a distance the development of YfEJ, to reflect
on the overall benefits of a more open network and to review the modalities under
which such benefits outweigh any possible costs or risks perceived with the opening
up of the network and the interaction with employment services of another nature
than the PES.
The two CfPs resulted in many different types of employment organisations that fit the
experimental character of the preparatory action. Divergence in the types of
employment organisation is likely to increase now that the third call of YfEj opened up
to apprenticeships and traineeships.
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Effectiveness
Research on effectiveness provided valuable insights on the contract duration and the
importance of well-established networks for the success of YfEj projects and ultimately
the scheme as a whole. There are multiple lessons to be learned on the effectiveness
of YfEj.
All projects demonstrate a learning curve and most of them produced improved results
with each passing quarter. Yet, only two projects achieved their targets.
With regard to contract duration, the evaluation found that 18 months is too short to
achieve 500 placements unless the leading organisation has prior experience and a
well-established internal system in place. In addition, 12 months is too short to
dedicate to the delivery of services if the leading organisation has no prior experience;
the start-up phase is a crucial component of YfEj.
In order to be effective projects furthermore crucially depend on their own dedication
and on the commitment and reliability of a network of partner organisations. The YfEj
projects of Aarhus, Provincia di Roma and Werkcenter NL characterised themselves
through a dedicated staff and management. This dedication generated innovative
approaches, take for example the web platform from the Provincia di Roma, and
subsequently high level results.
The evaluation also produced a key insight on the conditions under which services are
provided by YfEj projects are highly effective. The Aarhus project only offers financial
support to jobseekers and job finders that arranged a job abroad by themselves. Since
they don’t or only to a minimum extent provide other types of services, their success
rate shows that young people can become mobile by themselves. They only seem to
require financial support.
The YfEj project of the Provincia di Roma however, illustrates that if sufficient financial
means are made available, a project that provides extensive matching services and
genuinely supports young seekers to find a job abroad by deploying all types of
support that YfEj allows for, can become just as effective as the project from Aarhus in
terms of the number of placements achieved.

Efficiency
With the reported 35 % of the budgets, 55 % of the targets have been achieved. This
indicates that the same results may be achieved with less funding. This is a strong
indicator that there are significant hidden costs, particularly among public
organisations.
On average 75 % of the budget has been used for direct costs, i.e. jobseeker and SME
support, although this varies in practice.
From the one example that exists, namely the Danish project, it can be determined
that projects operate more efficiently in the second year.
Not been part of the EURES network means significantly higher start-up costs,
particularly to set up a partner network.
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Recommendations for the future
Learning from other EU mobility schemes
1. Continue to manage YfEj at EU level. Following the experience of Erasmus
mobility activities, it is recommended that a continued intervention should have
an EU dimension. Allowing for EU-level measures enables the possibility for
reallocating funding between implementing bodies or geographical locations,
where needed.1
2. Actively steer to ensure a balance of project types and geographical
coverage. The creation of a balanced group of project beneficiaries in terms of
type and geographical location is not likely to occur naturally. Both in YfEj as
well as in the Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs scheme there was a clear
overrepresentation of implementing organisations from Italy and Spain (four
out of nine projects under YfEj and 40% of all Implementing Organisations in
Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs). A likely cause for this geographical
concentration is that organisations in these countries tend to be more focused
on, experienced with, and therefore better geared up for application procedures
for EU funding opportunities.2
3. Avoid high administrative burdens on partner organisations. The
administrative burden for application and implementation for partner
organisations can be an important factor for success. In both mobility schemes
Comenius3 and Leonardo da Vinci,4 partner involvement is considered an
important factor for success, which can easily be reduced by a high
administrative burden. YfEj has not encountered a high burden for partners
yet, but has encountered significant delays in problems with partnership
agreements. This should be reduced or resolved without adding unnecessary
administrative burden.
4. Continue to avoid a high administrative burden on both the
implementing organisations as well as the jobseeker/participant. In
several mobility schemes (e.g. Leonardo da Vinci, Youth in Action5), the lack of
an efficient or user friendly application or selection system is in some cases
found to be an important burden on the implementation of the scheme.6
Developing such systems may require a relative long period of development, as
for example is concluded in the evaluation of Erasmus for Young
Entrepreneurs.7 The experience with these schemes shows that simplifying
application procedures quickly translate in higher user satisfaction.

1
2

3
4

5
6

7

European Commission (2012). Interim Evaluation of Erasmus Mundus II (2009-2013).
European Commission (2011). Interim evaluation of the Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs Pilot Project/
Preparatory Action.
See http://ec.europa.eu/education/tools/llp_en.htm#tab-4.
European Commission (2007). Joint Report on the Final Evaluation of Socrates II, Leonardo da Vinci II
and eLearning.
European Commission (2011). Youth in Action. Interim Evaluation.
See European Commission (2007). Joint Report on the Final Evaluation of Socrates II, Leonardo da Vinci
II and eLearning and: European Commission (2010). Ex-post Impact Assessment study concerning the
„Marie Curie Actions‟ under the Sixth Framework Programme.
European Commission (2012). Interim Evaluation of Erasmus Mundus II (2009-2013).
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5. Invest more in visibility at centralised level. The recommendations for
several schemes (e.g. Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs,8 Youth in Action,9
Comenius10) include better branding and more visibility. In the context of the
Comenius scheme, it is recommended that an EU dissemination tool is used in
order to achieve this goal.11 Indeed, under YfEj this has been found to be an
obstacle as well and should thus be addressed by keeping in mind the lessons
learned from these mobility schemes. Linking YfEj closer to the EURES
network, for example by restricting participation to EURES members and
partners, may facilitate to take benefit from the EURES portal and the EURES
brand.
6. Continue to provide implementation guidelines and continue to monitor
the progress of the activities, both at process and result level. Within
several mobility schemes (e.g. Leonardo da Vinci,12 Youth in Action13) the
availability of proper monitoring tools, including central management (e.g. the
appointment of a single unit or person to coordinate the supply of
information14) and measurable indicators, is important. A lack of the
implementation of such tools from the start of a project can result in the
inability to identify progress and results on scheme level. The implementation
guideline for YfEj is thereby an innovative and important tool and should
continue to be used and updated as the design of the intervention evolves.

Improving the relevance of YfEj
Overall, YfEj has been found relevant to the needs it aims to address. To further
increase its relevance the following adaptations can be considered:
1. Continue to address real obstacles to intra-EU labour market mobility for young
people, as determined by evidence-based research. These obstacles may
change over time, as EU and Member State policies and actions may reduce
existing obstacles. The relevance of the support provided should thus continue
to be assessed over time. Thus, the intervention should remain flexible to
respond to structural changes.
2. Consider increasing the age limit of the intervention to 35. By increasing the
age limit, the intervention will be in line with the greater EU objectives, namely
the EU2020 objectives for both education and mobility. Increasing the age limit
to 35 would furthermore respond to the obstacles encountered by the project
beneficiaries under the first and second call for proposals, particularly in
relation to bottleneck vacancies, but also in regards to the late graduation age
of those following tertiary education.

8
9
10
11
12

13

Ibid.
European Commission (2011). Youth in Action. Interim Evaluation.
See http://ec.europa.eu/education/tools/llp_en.htm#tab-4.
This tool is called the European Shared Treasure: www.europeansharedtreasure.eu/.
European Commission (2007). Joint Report on the Final Evaluation of Socrates II, Leonardo da Vinci II
and eLearning.
European Commission (2011). Youth in Action. Interim Evaluation.
See the Leonardo da Vinci recommendations in:
European Commission (2007). Joint Report on the Final Evaluation of Socrates II, Leonardo da Vinci II
and eLearning.
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Improving the complementarity and EU-added value of YfEj
The complementarity of YfEj has been found limited at programme level but high at
project level, indicating that the services provided through the intervention are
appropriate, but lacking a structural framework. The added value has been found to
be high, especially serving an incubator function for change. To improve the
complementarity of YfEj the following changes could be made:
1. Embedding YfEj within the services of EURES, thereby guaranteeing continuity
placed within the structure tasked with intra-EU job mobility and allowing for
the flexibility and change required in a continuously changing labour market.
This recommendation is also in line with the findings related to the necessary
partners and network for an efficient and effective implementation.
2. Allow for and encourage the incorporation of specialised (public and private)
employment organisations into the delivery of services. Keeping the
intervention accessible for organisations that have proven to be successful, are
motivated and innovative will provide the renewal and specialisation required
for these services and target group. This recommendation is in line with the
reform of the EURES network r with regards to its opening to EURES partner
organisations.
3. Continue to assess the added value of the types of services provided and focus
the intervention on those that generate the highest level of added value. At this
interim stage of the preparatory action this appears to be the financial support
to interviews rather than relocation grants.

Improving the organisation and governance of YfEj
Despite its relative straight-forward set-up and the high level of commitment of the EC
services to YfEj, there have been several significant issues related to the organisation
and governance of YfEj at programme and project level. These are likely to continue
and may increase if un-addressed in an up-scaled version. To reduce and overcome
these obstacles, we recommend:
1. Outsourcing the management of the programme to an external agency. This
would reduce the burden on the EC and allow them to focus on their priority
services.
2. Embedding a permanent but limited, in terms of demand, role for the EC staff
involved in EURES into the intervention. By doing so, the intervention will
continue to benefit from the knowledge and network from the unit and have a
close line to those involved in the policies and actions relevant to its setting.
3. Provide more communication and marketing materials from the centralised
level to avoid an overlap in activities/ unnecessary cost by the project
beneficiaries and reduce time lost during the start-up phase. Support project
beneficiaries with the translation of these EU communication tools to the needs
of their particular target groups.
4. If it is chosen to continue YfEj on a project basis, be them EURES members or
other labour market stakeholders: involve implementing organisations for
longer periods of time to overcome the obstacles of the start-up phase, also
allow them to apply again for a second project when they are finished. A fairly
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simple way of resolving this is to prolong the duration of contracts to 24
months.
5. Strengthen obligatory procedures via the Implementation Guide and the CfP to
prevent fraud and to avoid jobseekers undertaking work that does not comply
with the fair mobility principles set by the Commission. These procedures
include the registration of all participants in a common database and an
obligatory background check of employers. This should be designed with
minimal administrative burden on the jobseeker and employer.

Improving the effectiveness of YfEj
Only two of the nine projects were able to achieve their target thus far. However,
many demonstrate the potential to do so with more time. We therefore recommend:
1. Increase the tasks of the centralised (EC level) support services to reduce the
burden of the start-up phase at project level. Areas for improvement include
the centralisation of design of the communication materials, providing
templates for contract agreements and further expanding the implementation
guide towards the needs of the projects. This may also be achieved by limiting
the range of service providers via restricted CfPs.
2. Increase the running time of the projects to take advantage of the learning
curve. This is in line with the recommendation to allow projects to apply for a
second and subsequent call for proposals (if this form is chosen for up-scaling).
3. Only allow the provision of interview grants if the implementing organisation
can demonstrate its ability to track the success of the interview.
4. Continue to allow for variation and flexibility in the model of implementation; it
is evident that young people benefit from YfEj after finding a job abroad
themselves as well from a full support package providing matching and
placement services. These models also take into account the different needs of
young people (employment status, education background, and financial means)
and employers. Projects with both types of designs have demonstrated to be
effective.
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Improving the efficiency of YfEj
There are only few conclusive results on the efficiency of YfEj as the projects are still
ongoing and may thus incur more (management and overhead) costs that will alter
the average placement cost. Some recommendations can however already be made,
namely to:
1. Continue to strongly monitor the distribution of costs per project. This should
provide insights into the different expenditures per budget line in general and
per project model, and thus allow for the calculation of the average placement
cost as well as compare the efficiency between the different project models.
2. Ensure the real costs of the intervention become evident during the next phase
of projects, thus stringently monitoring the investment of the leading
organisations (particularly in terms of staff costs). This is essential to
determine the required investments and potential for co-funding in the future.
3. Only select projects that demonstrate that their intra-EU partnerships are well
established and can come into action swiftly after the awarding of the projects.
This seems essential to avoid crucial start-up time being lost to significant
investment in building partnerships.
4. Build in the flexibility for the leading organisations to change their service
model if it is found that a new model or part of the model can be made more
efficient.

Improving the monitoring of YfEj
It has been found that quarterly monitoring is appropriate to the cycle of the projects
as they are designed at this stage. The methods used have been adapted to the
projects and evaluation needs throughout the duration of the year. However, there are
some changes that can improve monitoring in the future, namely:
1. Establish a common database in which all YfEj participants are registered. This
would not only ensure that valid information is gathered, but will also reduce
the chances of fraud from the job-finders (by not being able to apply for
support at multiple projects).
2. Ensure that more basic background details (age, gender, employment status,
educational achievement etc.) are collected from the recipients of the financial
support before the payment is made, for example via obligatory surveys.
3. Consider adding new indicators in line with the objectives of an up-scaled
programme to measure the impact of the intervention beyond placement
results (i.e. soft skills from trainings).
4. Ensure that sufficient time is reserved in the Steering Group meetings to
explain the importance of monitoring, to agree upon indicators and generate
support for the monitoring exercise.
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Toolbox
Developing a future YfEj scheme
YfEj is set to finish as a preparatory action in 2014. It is not yet certain what the
future of YfEj will look like. It has become evident though that for 2014-2020 an
overall budget of approximately 5-9 million Euro from the 2014-2020 EU Programme
for Employment and Social Innovation (hereinafter referred to as EaSI programme)15
would in principle be made available for Targeted Mobility Schemes (TMS). This
budget may be used for a future YfEj if young people continue to be a necessary
target group. At the same time, the budget for YfEj could also be derived from the
European Social Fund (ESF). In addition, it is also not unthinkable that YfEj ceases to
exist as soon as a need for targeted action for a different group arises. But even if the
need for targeted mobility services for young people continues to exist, the future of
YfEj will depend on a variety of choices.
In light of the evolving dynamic policy environment mid-2013, the European
Commission services brought to the attention of Ecorys a series of ideas for the future
of YfEj that have been taken forward. When developing these ideas, Ecorys
disentangled the services provided by YfEj from the idea of a programme as a whole.
This allowed for further exploration of the possibility to integrate YfEj services in the
new EURES network. Other policy options for the future however build further on the
YfEj scheme as a whole. As options are not mutually exclusive, some options can be
combined with each other.
Five stages of development
To structure the approach, five stages in the development of the future targeted
mobility scheme for young people have been identified. The different policy options
have subsequently been developed along these stages. Each stage concerns either the
programme or project level and involves several core elements that are needed to
establish a future YfEj. These are depicted in the figure below.

15 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=1093&furtherNews=yes.
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PROJECT LEVEL
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Business Case

Communication

Monitoring & Evaluation
The first stage concerns the business case for the intervention and entails the legal
framework that responds to the needs identified for an up-scaled YfEj.
The second stage concerns the funding and the management of the future YfEj
scheme. Whereas funding involves can be derived from the EU and (sub) national
funding arrangements, the particular management mode distributes the roles and
responsibilities between the funder and the implementer (in this case the European
Commission and project beneficiaries).
The third stage concerns the selection of the most suitable implementing bodies/
project beneficiaries.
The fourth stage is the design of YfEj at project level. This entails the procedural,
organisational and institutional design of projects, the number and types of partners
involved, the Member States covered, the extent to which YfEj is integrated in the
employment organisation, the specific target group addressed and the services offered
to them. This stage also clarifies communications as well as arrangements for the
management and control systems to ensure the proper translation of common YfEj
objectives by the project beneficiaries.
Finally, the fifth stage concerns the monitoring and evaluation of both the
programme and the projects in order to ensure a comprehensive feedback loop.
Real life policy making will unlikely follow these precise stages in this particular order.
Also the boundaries between the five stages will not be that clear. Each stage however
includes those core elements that are required for the development of any up-scaled
YfEj scheme.
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Three policy options
By applying the above mentioned five core elements, three different policy options
have been formulated:
The first option foresees the continuation of YfEj under direct management of the
European Commission. In this option, the design of the current YfEj preparatory action
could remain similar with the exception that the budget could be increased to some
extent. In addition, this option includes two possible solutions regarding the scope and
nature of the organisations participating in the scheme: either the scheme is open to
all employment organisations (option 1a) or it is restricted to EURES members and
their partners (option 1b). Note that it will be financed through the EaSI programme.
In the second option YfEj services may be integrated in Member States’ programmes
under shared management. Financial contributions to stimulate taking up work in
another EU Member State would either be funded by the national budget or be cofinanced by actions under ESF and would probably be, in principle, an integral part of
EURES. In this option, it will be up to the Member States to decide whether to
maintain YfEj as a separate programme or to offer financial support as a regular
EURES service available at national level to end users.
In case this option is preferred, integrating YfEj in EURES services would resemble a
sustainable solution for the future, given the mandate and expertise in intra-EU
mobility which is the hallmark of EURES. It appears key to centralise experience in the
area where it is likely used in the future, in particular when considering that the
current YfEj project beneficiaries generally had limited experience with transnational
matching, placement and recruitment.
In addition, the current EURES network however is under reform. In order to
contribute more effectively to the Europe 2020 goals, the network will be from 2014
onwards much more focused on employment results. These reforms also include a
new way of financing the network with significant implications for the financing of
national activities, coming de facto into effect in 2015. Whereas national EURES
activities previously were financed through grants from the Commission issued under
direct management, Member States can now only apply for funding of the EU via ESF.
If they do so, they are to programme the actions under the ESF thematic objective 4
vii on enhancing labour mobility in their national Operational Programmes. Not all
Member States will choose for ESF funding. Some Member States, Germany, the
Netherlands and Austria for example, have already announced that they won’t finance
their EURES activities via ESF but that they allocate funding from their own state
budget.
The third option includes the creation of an entirely new EU financial instrument.
Such a “EURES Jobs for Young People programme”16 or “Erasmus for jobs” could
complement and add an employment dimension to the existing EU mobility
programmes in the field of vocational training and education. It would however require
a new legal act and, either require reallocation of resources, on the basis of the
appropriations set within the EU budget for the multiannual financial framework 2014
– 2020, or be introduced as part of the package for the next multiannual financial
framework (for the period 2020-2027), under the condition that a policy case has
been formulated. This scheme would be implemented under indirect management by
the Commission, in line with the above EU mobility programmes.

16

COM(2012)727 final.
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The three options presented here do not include the option to discontinue the scheme
as this option for the future rests upon the conviction that there continues to exist a
need for a TMS for young people. Indeed, the evaluation found that the YfEj scheme is
relevant to the challenges that young people face on the labour markets in the EU. At
the same time, the scheme has proven to deliver added-value. Finally, the promotion
of labour mobility is one of the major policy areas where the European Commission
has the competence to act when it comes to combatting youth unemployment.17
Combining options
The proposed policy options are not mutually exclusive and can be implemented
simultaneously. In the light of the most recent policy developments, the simultaneous
implementation of YfEj through EaSI (option 1) and through EURES/ ESF (option 2)
has become a probable outcome. The question is whether simultaneous
implementation is desirable and how this can be justified.





Option 1 & Option 2
Pros
Cons
Business case;

Overlap in service provision;
Financial resources available;

Competition between service providers;
Volume of services/ accessibility to

Coordination costs.
jobseekers and employers.

Branding

The possibilities for implementing different policy options simultaneously are limited
by the fact that EU funding rules do not allow double funding, i.e. service providers
may not use the same EU funds for the implementation of the same actions. In
principle, the funding of all options depends on adequate complementarity of the
different EU sources: For option 1 and option 2 these are the EaSI programme and the
ESF. When simultaneously implementing option 1 and option 2, the YfEj elements in
the EURES service catalogue (option 2) could be financed through ESF (or via national
constructions like in Germany). In addition, the Commission could provide funding via
EaSI to employment services other than EURES that are interested in providing these
services (option 1a). However, the Commission may also decide to restrict the scope
of YfEj funded by EaSI to the EURES network, whilst including the new ‘EURES
partners’ (option 1b). In this way also EURES members (and partners) who are unable
(for whatever reason) to apply for funding through ESF could still implement the YfEj
scheme via EaSI.
Different service providers can offer similar YfEj services in the context of separate
schemes, including the EURES network and other types of project beneficiaries. It
would make sense for the EURES network to provide the same services as other
organisations do in the context of a different programme (EaSI) if these services
prove useful for EURES.
The simultaneous implementation of policy options is likely to generate risks of
overlap and will therefor require a clear approach towards complementarity. Similar
services are offered by a number of service providers in the context of separate
schemes. An overlap in service provision can be currently witnessed most clearly in
Italy where three different project beneficiaries provide YfEj services.
It requires further exploration how overlap can be avoided. This can be done for
example by focussing on different target groups, i.e. age groups sectors, countries or
17

CEPS (2013). “Unemployment is the scourge, not youth unemployment per se. The misguided policy
preoccupation with youth.” In: CEPS Policy Brief, No. 294, 26 June 2013.
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professions. In this way multiple target groups who are seriously interested in working
abroad can be addressed by different schemes. It is recommended that at least one of
the schemes focuses on sectors where shortages or surpluses of skilled professionals
exist. Targeting sectors in particular appears to be the most essential since the most
difficulties stem from attracting employers and vacancies instead of jobseekers. The
sectoral organisation of the German ZAV services could serve as an example.
By combining policy options moreover, the financial resources available for services to
stimulate the mobility of young workers (or other target groups) will increase. As a
result, the volume of service provision may also be up scaled and more mobility
support services may become available for a larger number of jobseekers and
employers. At the same time, a larger number of service providers may ultimately
result also in a stronger competition when trying to attract the same jobseekers and
job vacancies for their individual project.
Furthermore, management and coordination costs may be doubled, because not only
the mobility schemes need to be managed and monitored separately, the various
schemes may also need to be coordinated in order to guarantee a ‘level playing field’
for service providers and customers. Combining options with different eligibility and
implementation criteria can also give rise to unequal treatment of target groups.
Lastly, it is unclear if the increase in available resources and in the volume of projects
would facilitate a consistent branding of YfEj. It currently benefits from the EURES
brand but it is likely that ESF-granted schemes, as foreseen under option 2, may
adopt a different 'national' brand, as was the case with the German MobiPro-EU ‘the
Job of My Life’ scheme.
Disclaimer
At the time of writing this report it is not known how the transformation of EURES into
a network focused on employment results as well as the new financing modus via ESF
is working out in practice. The subsequent recommendations on options and
recommendations for the future may therefore need to be reconsidered in light of
those changes.
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Stage 1: Business case
Description: The solidity of a genuine business
case refers to the quality of the intervention
logic (justification for existence) of the
intervention, in this case, YfEj. Usually the
business case includes a clear legislative or
policy framework responding to a particular
need. The solidity of the business case is thus
understood in terms of the existence of the
need, e.g. the level of youth unemployment
and the lack of or insufficient presence of the
mobility of young people, and the associated
EU legislative framework that supports the
implementation of a potential YfEj.

Solidity of the business case per policy option
Option 1: Continuation of
the call for proposals
Promotion of mobility of
young people as currently
motivated
by
COM
and
supported by EP:
 Intra-EU mobility as a
solution for the
continuous simultaneous
existence of high youth
unemployment and
bottleneck vacancies in
EU;
 Creation of a European
labour market.

Option 2: Integrated in and
funded through ESF
 Inclusion of ESF thematic
objective 4 vii on
enhancing labour mobility
in national Ops;
 Possibility to make a clear
connection with national
labour market needs
(support jobs for
unemployed registered in
PES data bases or attract
skilled candidates from
elsewhere for employers
who face recruitment
difficulties at local level or
have hard to fill vacancies
as established according to
national data or analysis,
such as labour shortage
lists etc.).

Option 3: New stand-alone
programme
This scheme can be called
“Erasmus for Jobs” and should
be
based
on
new
EU
legislation (Regulation) with
respect to: “Member States
shall, within the framework of
a joint programme, encourage
the
exchange
of
young
workers" (TFEU, Art. 47). The
new scheme is intended for
young people who:
 Require support to enter
the labour market;
 Are particularly hit by the
economic crisis;
 Are willing and able to
move abroad.

A sustainable business case is at the time of reporting only evidently present in policy
option 2 with the inclusion of the thematic objective 4 vii on enhancing labour mobility
in the ESF Regulation for the next programming period 2014-2020. Member States
may use the ESF to fund, within a national framework for support to intra-EU labour
mobility, in particular EURES services. YfEj, i.e. a scheme providing financial incentives
to promote mobility of young workers, could become integrated into EURES and
become a standard service of EURES in the near future, whilst being funded under this
ESF objective. YfEj would be continued to some extent, on a national basis, at least
until the next ESF programming period.
However, it remains to be seen to what extent Member States respond to this
particular thematic objective in their Operational Programmes, as the promotion of
labour mobility may be in conflict with other national priorities. Several Member States
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have already indicated interest to use this part of the programme for the promotion of
intra-EU mobility (ES, IE, BE, PL, PT, SE). They are nonetheless developing their own
framework for this.18 Leaving it up to the Member States to decide may thus result in
the absence of YfEj altogether. In addition, experience with ESF has shown that a
common framework in the sense of an EU scheme is diluted by the influence of the EU
Member States on the design and implementation (logic of shared management
concept).
A temporary business case underlies the first policy option and includes mainly a
reference to the high levels of youth unemployment and the corresponding EU policy
package. YfEj is currently based on a decision from the budgetary authority for the
period 2011-2013 and therefore will end in 2014. TMS to be co-financed by the
Commission under direct management, under the EaSI programme, can be the basis
for a continuation of YFEJ for the period 2014-2020.
The business case for the third policy option still needs to be made in the form of
appropriate analysis for the preparation of such legislation. It requires a political
decision, including a decision on the allocation of funds under the EU budget, possibly
within the post-2020 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF).
Overview pros and cons per option
Option 1: Continuation of the call for proposals

Pros
 Positive experience project beneficiaries;
 TMS for youth that transcends national
priorities
and
exists
regardless
of
preferences in EU MS;
 TMS
exists
independently
from
the
uncertainty as to the integration of EURES
in ESF.

Cons
 No legislative basis;
 Development, implementation and success
of YfEJ mainly depend on motivation of
project beneficiaries;
 Experimental character limits sustainability
as such;
 Support MS cannot be assumed, especially
because jobseekers placed abroad may not
come back and therewith contribute to
brain drain.

Option 2: Integrated in the EURES reform and, where appropriate, co-financed through ESF

Pros
 Integrated into the EURES reform and a
‘standard’ new service of EURES (rather
than integrated after the reform) if EURES
is chosen as an action under the ESF
programme and a Member State either
opens it up to other beneficiaries (open
call, other service providers than PES) or
keeps it as a basic governmental action
(restricted to PES, as part of the EURES
function);
 Could provide impetus to EURES reform
through project experiences in matching,
recruitment and placement.

18

Cons
 Uncertain times for the existence of YFEJ;
 Risk of losing a common logical framework
for the YFEJ scheme; steering by the
Commission is only based on inspiration
and persuasion;
 Purpose of the project to promote intra-EU
mobility may be in conflict with national
priorities.

http://www.tln-mobility.eu/EN/Home/home.html.
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Option 3: New stand-alone programme

Pros
 Such an “Erasmus for Jobs” would extent
the existing range of EU mobility schemes
with a scheme for young workers and
therewith complete the ‘Erasmus cycle’;
 A new scheme offers the possibility to
adjust the scheme in the light of the
experience with YfEj (for example with
regard to the definition of the target
group).

Cons
 New legislation to be proposed
approved by the co-legislators under
future MFF, requiring time, political will
a clear choice about the direction and
of EU appropriations (applicability of
scheme only as of 2016 or later).

and
the
and
size
the
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Stage 2: Funding and management
Description: The funding and management
constitute the core elements of the future YfEj
scheme. The two are closely interlinked. A future
YfEj can be (co-)funded at EU level in a variety
of ways, e.g. through means of the ESF or the
EaSI. The management mode refers to the
division of roles and responsibilities between the
Commission and EU Member States or project
beneficiaries.

Funding and management per policy option
Option 1: Continuation of

Option 2: Integrated in and

Option 3: New stand-alone

the call for proposals

funded through ESF

programme

Funding:
 From 2014 onwards funded
through EaSI (proposal for
PSCI estimated about 5 to
9 million for TMS in general
on an annual basis);
 Co-funding rate of up to
95%
(5%
matched
funding);
 Options between opening
up
to
any
eligible
employment organisation
(option 1a) or only to
EURES
and
partners
(option 1b).

Funding:
 ESF
funding
for
the
modernisation
and
strengthening of labour
market
institutions,
including
actions
to
enhance
transnational
mobility.
 MS co-funding of ESF and
EURES (where applicable)
The earmarking of the
Youth
Employment
Initiative for NEET in the
ESF OPs supporting a first
job
experience
and
mobility.

Funding:
The new programme requires
a separate EU budget line in
compliance with a MFF.

Management:
 Direct management, either
by the Commission or
delegated to an executive
agency.

Management:
 Shared
management;
decision of the Member
State concerned on the
programming,
in
consultation
with
the
Commission;
 key role for the ESF
management
authority
who will monitor funding.

Management:
 Commission in cooperation
with National Agencies as
is the case under the EU
mobility programmes.

Sources of funding
The sources of funding are obviously a key indicator to safeguard any future YfEj
scheme. None of the proposed policy options however guarantee continuous funding
for YfEj.
Scenario 2 foresees potentially continuous funding for an up scaled YfEj, built upon
national targeted mobility schemes or similar services for young people via ESF.
Nevertheless, using ESF as a source of funding entails competition amongst other
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national projects and priorities and could therefore fluctuate from year to year and
between Member States. Funding for option 1 and option 3 still needs to be arranged.
Despite the recent arrangements, funding for option 1 competes with funding for other
experimental TMS that the Commission may want to implement as soon as labour
market needs arise. Policy option 3 requires completely new resources to be allocated,
which may be achieved through budgetary arrangements under the current MFF 20142020 or in future under the MFF 2020-2027.
The allocation of resources to an up scaled YfEj requires sufficient political will to
supply a budget as resources always compete with other (political) priorities, which
makes it less likely to occur in reality.
Management mode
The management mode that applies for a particular policy option follows directly from
the applicable legislation and funding arrangement. The future YfEj can be managed
either directly (option 1) or indirectly (option 3) by the Commission or can be placed
under shared management between the Commission and the Member States (option
2). Each policy option has significant implications for the way the programme is
implemented and against which costs.
In option 1 YfEj is implemented via the common framework established by the
Commission as laid down in the Implementation Guide to the calls for proposals. So
far, the Commission allocated 1 FTE in DG EMPL for the overall management of the
scheme. Additional human resources were used for various work processes related to
the management of the scheme, such as evaluation, communication, organisation of
steering group meetings etc..
Option 2 likely brings diverging approaches as the implementation of YfEj will be
tailored by Member States to meet their national policy priorities. YfEj may be
integrated into other funding schemes, in line with the approach chosen for the
management of actions under guidance of the ESF management authority; it may be
integrated under national schemes without any reference to EU budget and
management rules.
Option 3 is less prone to the risk of losing the common framework as the role of
Member States on projects is circumscribed by the general framework set at EU level
on the organisation of the calls implemented at national level. Project beneficiaries will
be efficiently be selected by national coordinators (NCs) on the basis of national rules.
These NCs should be well equipped to identify and anticipate on the relevant issues in
their country, within the overall framework set by the Commission.
Pros and cons
Option 1: Continuation of the call for proposals

Pros

Cons

Funding:

Funding:





Continuous funding source until 2020 for
YfEj
Advantages
of
central
management
(common framework for implementation).





YfEj may have to compete for funding with
TMS for other target groups;
No co-funding from EU MS required, only
from project beneficiaries, and therefore a
lower political commitment.

April 2014

25

Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion
Executive summary & toolbox

Pros

Cons

Management:
 Advantages

Management:
 High administrative burden for a non-

of
central
management
(common framework for implementation).

specialised agency/ High opportunity costs
for COM.

Option 2: Integrated in the EURES reform and, where appropriate, co-financed through ESF

Pros
Funding:
 Funding immediately available in 2014, if
decided by the MS to be used for this
purpose;
 Funding available at least until 2020, if
decided by the MS that it is to be used
throughout the entire period;
 Ownership and accountability by MS
through own investment (lower cofinancing percentage than in the past
EURES grants).

Cons
Funding:
 In competition with other YEI/ESF projects
or activities and not necessarily guaranteed
funding (decision depends on national
priorities);
 Under
YEI
the
target
group
and
geographical coverage will be narrowed;
 Funding cycle of ESF provides flexibility in
the length of projects to a maximum of 7
years.

Management:
 Management is tailored to national policy
priorities;
 Fitted within an existing legal framework
for dispersion of funding;
 Integrated and aligned with the day-to-day
management
within
specialised
organisations for funding (ESF authority)
and intra-EU mobility (EURES) reducing the
burden on and opportunity.

Management:
 Management
of
the
scheme
is
in
competition with other national policy
priorities;
 Will require negotiated decisions on
implementation per MS;
 Potential for breakdown in the levels of
subsidiarity with four levels of management
involved (EC/ESF Authority/EURES/PBs).

Option 3: New stand-alone programme

Pros
Funding:
 Potential for more funding than is currently
the case with YfEj and may also generate
larger sums of funding than ESF-funded
EURES services for youth.

Cons
Funding:
 The current MFF doesn’t (yet) foresee any
funding for such a programme;
 Strong dependence on potential willingness
to supply such a budget;
 Negotiations on how to distribute the
resources among national agencies /MS
(which criteria to apply).

Management:
 Project beneficiaries can potentially be
selected by NC’s more efficiently on the
basis of national selection procedures
and/or procurement law;
 NC’s potentially better equipped to identify
and anticipate on key issues in their
country;
 Promotion of the scheme is easier via NCs
(cf. EYE interview).

Management:
 Risk of losing brand identity if ever
launched in the framework of other EU
mobility schemes.
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Stage 3: Participation
Description: This stage concerns the method
for selection by the most competent service
providers able to anticipate on labour market
needs across the entire EU.

Precise selection methods differ per policy option
Option 1: Continuation of

Option 2: Integrated in and

Option 3: New stand-alone

the call for proposals

funded through ESF

programme

1a) Selection of project

PES/EURES, calls for

Calls for proposals and/or

beneficiaries on the basis of

proposals, tenders or specific

tenders at EU and national

open Calls for Proposals

arrangements based on

level.

issued by COM (target:

government monopolies at

employment organisations);

national level.

or:
1b) Selection of project
beneficiaries on the basis of
restricted Calls for Proposals
issued by COM (target: EURES
network).

In the first option project beneficiaries are selected on the basis of annual Call for
Proposals (CfPs). This method allows for a selection on the basis of individual
motivations of potentially different employment organisations from across the EU,
covering regions with significant employment challenges. A CfP may be open to all
employment organisations (option 1a) or restricted to EURES and partners (option
1b).
The present evaluation of YfEj found that project beneficiaries were initially not that
experienced with transnational matching, placement and recruitment as the
Commission originally had foreseen. Project beneficiaries were not immediately ready
to implement YfEj and required long start-up phases caused by incomplete expertise
and the new and innovative character of the scheme. The long start up phases that
project beneficiaries needed to get their projects on track may be a reason to exclude
some employment organisations and to restrict CfPs.
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It is it is thus a matter of choice whether to involve organisations other than PES/
EURES. Another argument for applying a restricted CfP is related to the fact that
EURES will be accessible to employment organisations other than PES from 2014
onwards. In this way, also the current non-EURES YfEj project beneficiaries could be
included in the restricted CfP as soon as they are recognised as EURES partners. A
broader scope of service providers is beneficial for YfEj, especially in terms of market
share for vacancies.
Since service providers could in option 3 also be selected through CfPs a restricted call
could potentially be also applied in this case.
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Overview pros and cons per policy option
Option 1: Continuation of the call for proposals

Pros
 Allows for selection of project beneficiaries
on the basis of their individual motivation;
 Requirements set in CfP seem manageable
for project beneficiaries;
 Areas with significant labour market
challenges
are
covered
by
project
beneficiaries and/or partners;
 Experimental nature of YfEj is confirmed by
the diversity among project beneficiaries
and their partners;
 1b) Possibility to attract EURES members
and associated partners, not interested in
creating a national driven scheme under
the ESF (EURES will be kept in the loop);
 1b) A restricted call may attract more
experienced
and
competent
service
providers.

Cons
 Currently relatively low response to CfPs;
 All YfEj project beneficiaries faced long
start-up phases and efforts required to
promote
YfEj
among
target
groups
appeared to be extensive;
 Project beneficiaries or partners in one
Member
State
potentially
lead
to
competition for the same vacancies and
jobseekers.

Option 2: Integrated in the EURES reform and, where appropriate, co-financed through ESF

Pros
 Access to public and private PES within the
EURES network;
 EURES services are specialised in intra-EU
mobility;
 Potential for increasing lasting partnerships
(‘permanent bridges’);
 New possibility to involve non-EURES
service providers as (associate) EURES
partners.

Cons
 Groundwork for EURES/ESF collaboration is
still a work in progress; no prior
collaboration
between
ESF/EURES
–
instability factor;
 Matching, recruitment, and placement
services are new to EURES;
 If MS do not consider to use ESF, they may
consider it not necessary to do anything at
all in the area of intra-EU-labour mobility.
At the same time however, MS may choose
to use other funds than ESF because of the
administration associated with ESF or their
concentration of ESF priorities;
 EURES organisations are not necessarily
specialised in the needs of the target group
and may need support from PrES or
agencies specialised in matching and
recruitment of certain professions in certain
sectors.
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Option 3: New stand-alone programme

Pros
 Open to all types of labour market
organisations;
 Timing of the calls and length of
implementation time can be determined
based on most effective strategy/ not
dependent on other services;
 No competition with other projects;
 Awarded based on best proposals/ most
potential for success;
 Effective projects can continue to receive
funding, ineffective projects can be
stopped;
 Coverage of EU 28 because of Common
Provisions Regulation.

Cons
The successes of each project may be difficult
to attribute to specific characteristics, because
of the potential variation in organisation types
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Stage 4: Design of individual projects
Description: This stage concerns the
procedural, organisational and institutional
design of projects, the number and types of
partners involved, the Member States
covered, the extent to which YfEj is
integrated in the employment organisation,
the specific target group addressed and the
services offered to them. This stage also
clarifies
communications
as
well
as
arrangements for the management and
control systems to ensure the proper
translation of common YfEj objectives by the
project beneficiaries.

Three options for the design of the future YfEj projects
Option 1: Continuation of

Option 2: Integrated in and

Option 3: New stand-alone

the call for proposals

funded through ESF

programme

Design of individual projects:
 1a) Ad hoc service delivery
defined by diverse types of
project beneficiaries and
their partners operating
under
a
common
framework defined by the
European Commission;
 1b) Ad hoc service delivery
by
EURES
(PES)
and
partners (to be defined)
guided by the common
framework defined by the
European Commission.

Design of individual projects:
 PES/ EURES and/or other
services as defined at
national level. These other
services may act under the
umbrella of EURES or are
otherwise associated to
EURES.

Design of individual projects:
 Consistent EU-wide service
package in accordance with
a
new
EU
regulatory
framework.

Management and control:
 According to the rules as
defined by the call guide
and
the
Financial
Regulation.

Management and control:
 According to national rules,
within the framework of
the Common Provisions
Regulation.

Management and control:
 According to the new EU
regulatory framework, in
compliance
with
the
Financial Regulation.

Reimbursement rules:
 According to the rules as
defined by the call guide,
in accordance with the
possibilities
under
the
Financial Regulation for
simplified
cost
options
based on flat rates and
lump sums.

Reimbursement rules:
 According to national and
ESF rules, allowing for
simplified
cost
options
based on flat-rates and
lump sums in accordance
with
the
Common
Provisions Regulation.

Reimbursement rules:
 According to the new EU
regulatory framework and
dependent
on
the
possibilities
under
the
Financial Regulation for
simplified
cost
options
based on flat-rates and
lump sums.
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Option 1: Continuation of

Option 2: Integrated in and

Option 3: New stand-alone

the call for proposals

funded through ESF

programme

Communication tools:
 By the Commission and by
project beneficiaries.

Communication tools:
 By
the
national
organisations
managing
the ESF, the organisations
running calls (ESF/PES/
EURES) and by the project
beneficiaries
(EURES
and/or other).

Communication tools:
 By the Commission, the
national
agencies
and
project beneficiaries.

Design of individual projects
The design of individual projects in option 1 and 3 is determined by a common
framework for implementation set at EU level. The project design in option 3 is still
fairly open and will depend on the local/ regional/ national needs as identified by
beneficiary involved in the implementation of YfEj. The design of projects in option 1 is
largely determined by existing framework as set out in the CfPs. Yet, the specific
design may differ between option 1a and option 1b, since the latter option will rely
more on the EURES network than the former option. This may also enhance the scope
for more harmonisation of procedures, for example through bi- or multilateral
partnerships within the context of the scheme.
In option 2 the design is determined entirely at national level. Project beneficiaries
may include PES/ EURES and/or other services. These other services may act under
the umbrella of EURES or are otherwise associated to EURES. If service delivery,
matching in particular, is provided by EURES however, it becomes difficult to attribute
results to YfEj. Also, the innovation incubator function is likely to be reduced because
of the set EURES framework in which YfEj would be implemented. If YfEJ service
provision in scenario 2 is limited to PES/ EURES, the project is most easily fully
integrated in the EURES service catalogue. This may facilitate administrative processes
and ensure mainstreaming of the activities, especially with regard to matching,
placement and recruitment services. Depending on the extent to which EURES is
involved, YfEj in scenario 1 and 3 may also capitalise on EURES expertise.
The present YfEj evaluation is likely to bring forward several amendments to the
existing YfEj service catalogue. These amendments are ideally taken into account in all
policy options for the future up scaled YfEj.
Management and control systems
Management and control systems determine the rules for ensuring a proper
translation of common YfEj objectives by the project beneficiaries under Option 2,
under the new Common Provisions Regulation (CPR). Management and control in the
other policy options is outlined in the call guide in scenario 1 and under the legal act
and other implementing rules in option 3. Both types of arrangements are required to
be compliant with the Financial Regulation. Whereas national rules are in principle
open for solutions in line with national legislation, the prevalence of EU rules offer a
common framework for implementation and hence foster a more homogenous
management and control.
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Reimbursement rules
In the first option, reimbursement rules are defined by the call guide and foresee, in
accordance with the possibilities offered by the Financial Regulation, simplified cost
options: flat rate grants and a reservation 20 % of the project budget for management
costs.
These flat rates allow for a simple and efficient distribution of grants, regardless of
whether the levels of these flat rates are appropriate. It also does not foresee the
coverage of hidden costs following from project design and/ or the requirements set
by the common framework from the Commission. Furthermore the internal
procedures/ requirements set by the common framework may delay payments.
With regard to the coverage of the management costs by the programme, the YfEj
evaluation found out that network building, both between project beneficiaries and
partners and between project beneficiaries themselves, is very important for the
success of the programme. The future YfEj should therefore facilitate network building,
for example by allowing for the coverage of a greater share of management costs, e.g.
for the financing of visits to partners and to invite partners to the project beneficiary.
The first two calls of the YfEj preparatory action have foreseen a 20% reservation for
the coverage of management costs (30% in third call, VP/2013/014), out of a grant
covering 95% of the overall project costs. The Commission originally assumed that
YfEj would seamlessly fit in the day-to-day operations of project beneficiaries and that
there could be economies of scale by benefiting of existing infrastructure and
resources of applicant organisations.
In option 2 reimbursement rules are based on national and ESF rules that would also
allow for simplified cost options based on flat rates and lump sums in accordance with
the Common Provisions Regulation. Whereas this option foresees flexibility at national
level to set eligibility rules as well as the level of flat rates and lump sums. The variety
of reimbursement rules and levels of financial grants under the different schemes may
create competition between the schemes (forum shopping).
The reimbursement rules in option 3 are also determined by the Financial Regulation
and can include therefore simplified cost options based on flat rates and lump sums.
Communication tools
Based on experience with mobility schemes like Erasmus and the current YfEj projects
it has become obvious that communication tools are essential for the success of YfEj.
All three options provide their own challenges in respect to the clarity in brand
recognition, communication amongst project beneficiaries and instructions to
jobseekers and employers. In particular through the second option it is likely to ‘lose’
the European brand and become integrated in the general national EURES portfolio or
– at best - only ensure visibility of the EU through the ESF logo, in accordance with
the usual shared management rules. At the same time however, national managing
authorities (option 2) turned out to be often well placed to promote the scheme.
Within the first option, ‘YfEj’ has slowly gained brand recognition, albeit fragmented.
This process may be accelerated with restricting service providers to EURES and
partners (option 1b). A stand-alone programme (option 3) would need to develop the
image from the ground up. This third option could however, build on the experiences
and reputation of ‘Erasmus’ which has managed to become synonymous of EU mobility
of young people, though not in the field of employment.
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Pros and Cons
Option 1: Continuation of the call for proposals

Pros

Cons

Design of individual projects:
 COM
framework
steers
project
beneficiaries,
same
time
such
a
Commission
led
system
allows
for
integration of TLMS in the PES workflow/
EURES and in the business model of private
organisations;
 Innovation incubator function;
 Experimental nature of the scheme is
confirmed by the diversity among projects;
 1b) If limited to the EURES network, the
scheme
could
benefit
from
further
harmonisation of procedures, for example
through bi- and multilateral partnerships.

Design of individual projects:
 COM framework reduces flexibility to
address individual issues;
 Diversity in project design reduces ability to
communicate and build synergies between
projects;
 Administrative burden for applicants may
vary between projects, depending on the
design chosen.

Management and control:
 Common framework for implementation.

Management and control:
 Prevents solutions more in
national legislation (e.g. ES).

Reimbursement rules:
 Project beneficiaries and partners can
operate efficiently;
 Flat rates allow for a simple and efficient
distribution of funding to end users.

Reimbursement rules:
 Hidden costs following from project design
and/ or requirements set by COM
framework;
 Appropriateness of the levels of flat-rates
subject to debate;
 Internal procedures/ requirements set by
COM framework may delay payments.

Communication tools:
 Communication strategies are tailored to
individual projects;
 Communications may benefit from EURES
experience under option 1b.

Communication tools:
 Project
beneficiaries
are
often
not
specialised in developing communication
strategies and will have to have recourse to
specialised
communication
staff
or
outsource such activities;
 Several project beneficiaries from one
country may send unclear and incoherent
messages to target groups, especially if the
projects could not have been selected
beforehand on them having established a
clearly demarcated target group definition
in light of a sound needs based analysis;
 Distinction YfEJ and EURES may remain
unclear.

line

with

April 2014

34

Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion
Executive summary & toolbox

Option 2: Integrated in the EURES reform and, where appropriate, co-financed through ESF

Pros

Cons

Design of individual projects:
 Tailored to national/regional/local needs;
 If PES/ EURES: Most easily integrated into
the EURES network, therewith facilitating
administrative
processes
and
ensure
mainstreaming of the activities, especially
with regard to matching, placement and
recruitment services. The new EURES
allows
for
inclusion
of
non-EURES
employment organisations.

Design of individual projects:
 Matching occurs through EURES; difficult to
attribute results to YfEj;
 Given the current EURES framework, the
potential for innovation incubator factor is
potentially reduced.

Management and control:
 Common objectives are translated
national projects;
 Projects in line with national needs.

Management and control:
 Heterogeneity may increase complexity for
control at EU level.

in

Reimbursement rules:
 Simplified cost options based on flat-rates
and lump sums;
 Flexibility at national level for eligibility
rules (and flat-rates and lump sums).

Reimbursement rules:
 Risk of diversity in setting of flat rates and
lump sums and competition because of
different
reimbursement
rules
under
different
national
schemes
("forum
shopping").

Communication tools:
 Can make use of existing ESF/EURES/YEI
branding in terms of tools and (wide)
audience;
 National mainstreaming of YfEj brand.

Communication tools:
 Branding may diverge between MS (EURES,
ESF, YEI, YfEj, MS name etc.);
 Risk of losing its common EU identity
during up-scaling process.
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Option 3: New stand-alone programme

Pros

Cons

Design of individual projects:
 Can
be
tailored
to
the
local/regional/national needs identified per
project.

Design of individual projects:
 The position of a project in each project
beneficiary’s overall organisation (and
ability) may vary and influence the quality
of the programme;
 All systems (IT, matching etc.) may need
to be built from scratch.

Management and control:
 Common framework for Implementation.

Management and control:
 Risk of preventing solutions more in line
with national legislation.

Reimbursement rules:
 Flat rates allow for a simple and efficient
distribution of grants.

Reimbursement rules:
 If procedures are made too complex,
hidden costs may arise and payments
delayed.

Communication tools:
 A specific brand for the programme can be
developed;
 May benefit from the “Erasmus” brand.

Communication tools:
 Branding will need to be built from scratch;
 Not having a brand will delay effectiveness.
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Stage 5: Monitoring & evaluation
Description:
This
stage
refers
to
generation of high-quality, reliable and
comparable data which depends on the
capacity to extract monitoring information
and on the project design.

Three options for monitoring and evaluation
Option 1: Continuation of

Option 2: Integrated in and

Option 3: New stand-alone

the call for proposals

funded through ESF

programme

Existing monitoring

Under the framework of the

Designed for the programme.

framework.

ESF/ YEI management and
control systems and the
monitoring and evaluation
arrangements.

Regardless of the policy option choices, accountability will require reporting,
monitoring and evaluation. All options come along with challenges for the production
of high-quality, reliable and comparable data. The generation of such data depends on
the capacity to extract monitoring information and on the project design. These
factors appear particular important for option 1 and option 3. The capacity of
implementing organisations is largely determined by the way internal (registration)
processes are set-up. In addition, the generation of data depends on the specific
project design, e.g. the variation in the delivery of services. In order to overcome this,
the implementation framework of the Commission under option 1 and 3 should offer a
monitoring system that anticipates on the differences in the capacity for monitoring
and project design.
Option 2 already foresees monitoring frameworks associated with EURES and ESF.
These include the (new) monthly reporting mechanism for EURES and project-based
monitoring for ESF. Monitoring tools are herewith already available. The integration of
EURES and ESF however, might render the attribution of results to YfEj difficult.
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Pros and cons of the various options
Option 1: Continuation of the call for proposals

Pros

Cons

Regular M&E system in place

Data supplied depends on individual project

1b) Synergy/embedded in with EURES

design: given the expected diversity between

activities monitoring?

projects, data will be only to a limited extent
coherent.
1b) More coherence to be achieved with
exclusively EURES member participants? Or
difficulty to separate what will be TMS and
EURES activities?

Option 2: Integrated in the EURES reform and, where appropriate, co-financed through ESF

Pros
Tools for adequate reporting, monitoring and
evaluation exist within the ESF.

Cons
 Comparability between Member States and
overlap
in
registrations
will
require
additional attention;
 Indicators may vary per MS;
 Due to the integration into EURES it may
prove difficult to attribute results to YfEj
specifically.

Option 3: New stand-alone programme

Pros
Can be mainstreamed and designed to
attribute results.

Cons
 PBs may not have the tools to provide M&E
data;
 PBs will need clear instructions and initial
support – this may result in an
administrative burden.
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