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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The present report has been prepared for Task 1: “Annual Synthesis” of the service “ESF
Performance and Thematic Reports”. It provides a summary of monitoring information reported
by Member States in their Annual Implementation Reports as delivered until September 6th,
2017. This reporting cycle covers 2016, and aggregates 2014-2016 implementation data and
information.

Annual reporting follows the 'intervention logic' adopted in Operational Programmes (OPs). The
definition of OPs starts with the identification of development needs and the changes the
programme is intended to bring about to meet specific objectives addressing these needs. Each
programme must set 'specific objectives' and the related expected results that are intended to
be achieved while taking into account the policy needs and characteristics of the area to which
it relates. Expenditure, output and result indicators have to be monitored by the Managing
Authorities (MAs) and reported upon in the framework of the Annual Implementation Report.

This report provides input for a Strategic Report. This Strategic Report shall be transmitted to
the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the
Committee of the Regions (Article 53(1)). The report shall be based on the annual
implementation reports of the Member States, the progress reports delivered in 2017 as well as
a synthesis of the findings of available evaluations of programmes.

Figure 1.1 Overview contents of report

Consistency of reporting / GEXAC7

eAn assessment of the consistency of reporting by MA and the reporting on progress on
aeneral ex ante conditionalitv 7 based on the AIRs.

Reported progress of implementation

eAn overview of the progress made in the implementation, as expressed by the common
and programme specific output and result indicators at national level and also by
thematic objective, investment priority and target group.

*An overview and assessment of the performance, as shown by cumulated achievements
in relation to financial allocations and quantified achievement targets, along with success
rates.

oIn addition to standardised monitoring data, MS also report qualitative information on
progress in implementation in their AIRs and the progress reports. This qualitative
information was analysed in a structured way and used to complement and contextualise
the quantitative findings.

Achievements towards Performance Framework

eAn overview of the progress towards the milestones and targets of the performance
framework.

Contribution to EU policy objecctives

eAn analysis of the contribution to the main EU policy objectives. The assessment of the
contribution of the ESF and YEI to these objectives is based on the monitoring data in the
AIR 201, further complemented by the progress reports submitted by Member States in
2017 and the preliminary evaluation findings available.

Specific actions undertaken by MA

eThe progress reports, and in some cases AIR, also report on specific actions undertaken
on a number of areas required by the Common Provisions Regulation and ESF Regulation.
These specific actions have also been analysed in a structured way and reported upon in
chapter 8.
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1.2 Methodology

This report is based on a total of 187 Annual implementation reports, collected until 6 September
2017. Five of these reports were considered as non-admissible by the EC, while another 72 were
considered admissible!. The table below displays figures on AIRs broken down by MS and
aggregated by approval status.

Table 1.1 Number of AIRs by status

Total no SeTEté " AIRs LIRS _.

MS op appraisal non Returned AIRs Admissible | Accepted by EC
yet Admissible | for modification

AT 1 1
BE 4 2 2
BG 3 1 2
cY 1 1
cz 3 2 1
DE 17 2 7 6 2
DK 1 1
EE 1 1
ES 23 23
FI 2 1 1
FR 33 3 14 16
GR 17 16 1
HR 1 1
HU 5 1 2 2
IE 1 1
IT 29 1 7 14 7
LT 1 1
LU 1 1
LV 1 1
MT 1 1
NL 1 1
PL 17 3 14
PT 10 5 4 1
RO 2 2
SE 2 1 1
SI 1 1
SK 2 2
UK 6 1 1 4
EU 187 4 5 69 72 37

Source: SFC2014, AIR 2016 by September 6, 20177

In order to prepare this year’s synthesis report of AIRs, different methodological steps were
undertaken, as follows:

1. First of all, data was collected from all OPs and AIRs submitted through SFC until
September 6th, 2017. Data was exported from SFC2014 by the EC IT service, including
information on (1) programme architecture (MS; CCI; PAx; IP; type of region); (2)
financial tables (Table 6 and 7 in Section 3.4 of the AIR), common output and result
indicator tables (table 2A and 4A in section 3.2 of the AIR), YEI result indicators (Table
2B), programme specific output and result indicator tables (table 2C and table 4B in
Section 3.2 of the AIR) and performance framework (table 28 of the OP). Furthermore,

! This synthesis report aggregates all AIR received, also when considered not-admissible. This methodology was also
followed in the 2016 synthesis (on the basis of AIR 2015).

2 As per the latest SFC extraction at the time of finalising the report (22 November 2017), only 3 AIR were sent and
awaiting appraisal, 1 non-admissible, 30 returned for modification, 13 admissable, and a total of 140 were accepted by
the EC.
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the free text provided by MS in their own language was extracted separately for a
qualitative analysis.

Secondly, an assessment was carried out on the extracted data (addressing missing
values, ‘'zero’ values, extreme values, coherence between output and result values, unit
costs, identification of measurement of units) by defining ‘alert’ and ‘remedy" rules for
(1) the detection of trivial errors (gaps, inconsistencies and format errors) and for (2) for
the detection of performance peculiarities (under- or over performance, etc.) in the form
of a set of thresholds. Annex I reports a number of possible quickfixes that the consultant
team recommends based on these tests, while Annex II/III presents in more detail where
inconsistencies were identified. Where necessary for aggregation, data was corrected or
manipulated (e.g. in case percentages needed to be recalculated to absolute values). In
order to allow comparison at EU level and further aggregation and analysis, some of the
data was further screened and categorised. In particular, programme specific output and
results indicators were labelled according to a standard set of categories.

. Thirdly, an analysis was made of the data collected by: aggregating financial, output and

result indicators; measuring progress in target achievement; calculating success rates of
individuals supported; calculating costs per output and result; benchmarking with the EU
average, analysis of outliers, categories of qualitative information in AIR; and also
conducting a socio economic context analysis, and ESF contribution analysis.

Finally, the main findings are synthesised into this comprehensive report. The values
reported refer to the data reported by MS in their AIR, as submitted by September 6,
2017. To compare ongoing validity of the data reported, an additional check was
conducted on the AIR versions submitted by November 22, 2017. These updated data
are reported exclusively in footnotes to the report. All other values reported in the text
and tables of the main text of the report refer to the AIR versions of September 6, 2017.
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2 Ex ante conditionality on statistical systems and result
indicators

In order to strengthen the result orientation of ESI funds and to create incentives for
Member States that will ensure the effective progress towards the attainment of Europe
2020 objectives and targets through cohesion policy, the Common Provision Regulation
defines a number of ex ante conditionalities that MS and MA must meet in order to qualify
for support from the European Structural Funds. Section 2.1 further explores the definition
and requirements of ex ante conditionalities in the CPR. Subsequently, section 2.2 explores
to what extent MS have been able to meet these requirements in the first years of
implementation.

2.1 Ex ante conditionalities in the CPR

Ex ante conditionalities are key to ensuring that all institutional and strategic policy
arrangements are in place for effective investment and consist of thematic and general
conditionalities. Thematic ex ante conditionalities include requirements such as the
existence of personalised labour market services or the existence of a policy framework for
poverty reduction. General ex ante conditionalities apply to all programmes and consist of
requirements on procurement or the use of reliable statistics, for instance (conditionality
7). Through a process of self-assessment by MS and subsequent assessment and approval
by the EC, applicable ex ante conditionalities are selected and included in every OP. As
General Ex Ante Conditionality 7 (GEAC7) applies to all programmes, all OP must indicate
whether the programme already fulfils this requirement. In order to allow monitoring of
the implementation of the required ex ante conditionalities, CPR Article 19(2) requires MS
to report on the actions to be taken, the bodies responsible and the timetable for
implementation.

This report assesses the reporting by MS on general ex ante conditionality 7, which sets
requirements on the statistical system and result indicators in place. More specifically, this
ex ante conditionality requires MS to have the statistical basis in place to undertake
evaluations to assess the effectiveness and impact of the programmes3. This section thus
analyses the extent to which MS report on the fulfilment of general ex ante conditionality
7 in AIR2015. Since all ex ante conditionalities need to be fulfilled the latest by the end of
2016, information provided in AIR2014 and 2015 served as an important opportunity to
spot possible delays in implementation and take targeted action in 2016. The reporting in
AIR2016 now provides a final overview of the fulfilment of ex ante conditionalities.

2.2 Fulfilment of requirements on statistical systems and result
indicators

General ex-ante conditionality 7 sets a number of detailed sub-criteria for (statistical) data
collection and result indicators. This is to allow for monitoring progress, undertaking
evaluations and learning about the more effective actions. All sub-criteria defined should
be finalised by the end of 2016, and are summarised in the figure below.

3 Based on part II of Annex XI in Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013 of the European Parliament and the Council of
17 December 2013, 0.]., L 347, 20.12.2013, p. 320
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Figure 2.1 Overview general ex-ante conditionalities 7
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For each of these sub-criteria, the table below reports the stage of fulfilment of ex ante
conditionalities by MS that have to report their progress on ex ante conditionalities. Table
2.1 below lists all the actions required to fulfil the sub-criteria that were not fulfilled at the
time of finalising the partnership agreements. Note that where AIR of MS report on multi-
fund OP, the ex-ante conditionalities can also refer to actions that are not necessarily

eArrangements for timely collection and aggregation of statistical data with
the following elements are in place: the identification of sources and
mechanisms to ensure statistical validation.

eArrangements for timely collection and aggregation of statistical data with
the following elements are in place: arrangements for publication and public
availability of aggregated data.

*An effective system of result indicators including: the selection of result
indicators for each programme providing information on what motivates the
selection of policy actions financed by the programme

*An effective system of result indicators including: the establishment of
targets for these indicators.

eAn effective system of result indicators including: the consistency of each
indicator with the following requisites: robustness and statistical validation,
clarity of normative interpretation, responsiveness to policy, timely collection
of data.

eProcedures in place to ensure that all operations financed by the programme
adopt an effective system of indicators.

related to ESF implementation.
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Table 2.1 Number of actions (to be) taken towards fulfilment of general EXAC7
To be fulfilled

Fulfilled
% result
indicator
with
target

71 7.2 73 7.4 7.5 7.6 7.1 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.6

AT 100% Not reported Not reported

BE 95% Not reported Not reported

BG 97% Not reported Not reported

CY 91% 1 1 1 1 1 5

cz 100% 6 3 4 3 3 19

DE 100% 1 2 1 1 5

DK 96% Not reported Not reported

EE 70% 8 8

ES 98% 1 1 1 1 4

FI 92% Not reported Not reported

FR 91% 1 1 7 1 3 1 22 1 3 42

GR 95% 9 3 1 6 1 2 144 48 16 43 16 32 321

HR 100% Not reported Not reported

HU 79% 8 4 6 10 6 15 5 5 5 10 80

IE 100% 1 1 3

IT 96% 1 11 5 5 24

LT 100% Not reported Not reported

LU 100% Not reported Not reported

LV 85% Not reported Not reported

MT 100% 1 1

NL 100% Not reported Not reported

PL 100% 1 14 1 16

PT 85% Not reported Not reported

RO 72% 2 2 2 2 2 10

SE 87% 1 1 1 1 4

SI 100% 1 1 1 3

SK 81% 2 2 1 4 2 2 13

UK 91% 2 2
Total 94% 18 8 7 26 7 18 169 57 31 119 38 62 5

Source: AIR 2016

First of all, the table shows that considerable efforts have been undertaken to fulfil the
criteria; monitoring data from AIR 2015 showed that 89% of the criteria still needed to be
fulfilled, while the data from AIR 2016 shows that 15% of the criteria still need attention.
The best illustration of the considerable efforts made over the last year, is the addition of
1 373 targets to result indicators; as a result, currently 88.7% of programme specific now
have a target. Though a large improvement has been made across the EU in comparison
to last year, DE, FR, GR, HU and UK still leave criteria unfulfilled. These cases are further
assessed below.

In DE, there is one instance where an effective system of result indicators, including targets
set is reported as unfulfilled. However, a closer look suggests that the progress is simply
not reported in the AIR 2016. There is only one instance where a criterion is left unfulfilled
(Niedersachsen - 2014DE16M20P001), and the deadline for the planned actions taken is
December 2015. The AIR itself reports that in January 2016 the EC had already confirmed
that the OP had met all the criteria. Moreover, it can also be objectively verified that all
relevant programme specific indicators in this OP do have a target; as such, the issue
seems to have been resolved, but not reported.
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In FR, issues have been reported in 5 regional OP in mainland France, requiring
improvements to the reliability of target values*. The AIR of the Champagne OP, reports
that the necessary decisions have been taken by the end of 2016, but that revisions of
result targets are planned to be implemented in early 2017. In Auvergne, all necessary
actions to adjust targets have been completed on time, so it is unclear why the criterion
itself is still reported to be unfulfilled. In Languedoc-Roussillon, the final targets will be
confirmed once the regional strategy is in place, and it is known in which regions exactly
the operation will take place. Initially, it was planned to have this decided in the course of
2015, but no updates have been reported by the end of 2016. In Provence-Alpes - Cote
d’Azur, revisions to the target values were planned on the basis of new data to be made
available by the regional governments. However, no updates or results of such activities
have been reported by the end of 2016. In Midi-Pyrénées et Garonne, the criteria 7.1/7.2
and 7.6 are reported to be unfulfilled. Based on an ex-ante evaluation of financial
instruments by the end of 2016, more reliable estimates were made of the foreseen
impacts; as a result, targets could be revised in the course of 2017. The regional OP has
set a new deadline by the end of 2017 to conclude the final activities.

In GR, unfulfilled criteria are reported for the Southern Aegean Sea OP, where the issue of
effective system of result indicators (7.4) depended on an updating of the targets based
on changed price levels. While the AIR reports that the activities have not been concluded
by the deadline of December 2016, it also reports that it has been concluded successfully
and confirmed by the EC in the first half of 2017. For the Greek TA OP a range of different
general ex-ante conditionalities were unfulfilled by the end of 2016 (7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5,
7.6). However, the results of all actions have been formally confirmed and deemed
acceptable by mid-July; as such these can be considered completed as well.

HU also reports several unfulfilled ex-ante conditionalities with regards to data quality in
the Human Resource Development and Competitive Central Hungary OP. Both depend on
defining data sources to be used for target setting, and subsequently to set such targets
in line with the EU and national targets. Moreover, these need be verified by the Monitoring
and evaluation task-force, set up for this purpose.

Initially, a deadline had been set for these activities to be concluded by December 2014.
After this deadline was reportedly not met, a new deadline of December 2016 had been
confirmed. No reasons are provided on why the deadline of 2016 has not been set, neither
has a new deadline been confirmed. For a number of specific indicators, the territorial
scope still needs to be defined, which also has a direct effect on the target setting.

Thirdly, activities are planned to set the baseline value in a number of education
operations, based on additional surveys. Even though these activities are reported as
pending, the AIR reports that these methodological activities have been completed (though
no date has been provided). In the Public Administration and Public Service Development
OP, a reported issue pertains to the available of data sources that allows a statistical
validation of data for a future evaluation. Even though it is marked as not completed, the
AIR reports that it had reported on these activities by formal letter to the EC by December
2016. The Economic Development and Innovation OP refers to the activities necessary for
developing reliable data collection to support monitoring and evaluation.

It requires integration employment information from the Employment Service statistics
into the ESF monitoring system. Here, the data will be aggregated for the common
indicators and program-specific indicators; it requires that for the various ESF OP in the
country, a uniform methodology and definitions are agreed upon to ensure that the data
collected is consistent throughout. The AIR reports that these activities have been
successfully concluded before the deadline. For reasons not clarified however, the criteria
are still marked as unfulfilled. Other unfulfilled criteria and follow-up actions in this OP
refer to the ERDF operations in that OP and are not further assessed here.

Finally, two instances of unfulfilled criteria are reported in UK (East Wales). The non-
compliance refers to a missing target in a specific indicator. Initially, it was planned to
establish a target on the bases of an impact evaluation in 2016. To do so, extension of the

4 2014FR16M0OP002, 2014FR16M0OOP004, 2014FR16MOOP006, 2014FR16MOOP007,2014FR16M0OOP013
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deadline was requested and granted to February 2017. The criteria can be considered as
completed, even though in the end no target value has been set; the indicator will be used
for monitoring purposes only. It was agreed that progress would be adequately measured
by the two existing result indicators, each of which has targets defined.

2.3 Overview

The above shows that the implementation of general ex ante conditionality 7 has been
completed by December 2016 in almost all MS. The exceptions to this observation were
analysed in more detail above, and in most cases MS report that the underlying activities
necessary to fulfil the ex-ante conditionality have been completed, and often have been
confirmed by the EC to meet the requirements. Nonetheless, this chapter has also shown
that in around half of the MS not all programme-specific indicators have been assigned a
target. This is not necessarily a problem, and in most cases is in line with the Regulation;
MS are required to have at least one target for one relevant indicator per specific objective,
so do not have the obligation to formulate targets for all programme-specific indicators.
When assessing the overall results, some follow-up remains necessary in HU. Here, a
number of actions still need to be undertaken and confirmed; not coincidentally, this MS
also has a relatively low share of targets assigned to result indicators (79%).
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3 Overview of evaluations

Ongoing evaluations of ESF programming are a crucial tool to monitor progress and adjust
national or regional implementation of ESF in 2014-2020. The Common Provisions
Regulation requires in article 56 that Managing Authorities adopt detailed evaluation plans.
An analysis of these evaluation plans is provided in section 3.1. The CPR also requires MS
to provide a synthesis of the findings in the evaluation conducted throughout the
programming period. Section 3.2 provides additional details at the EU level of MS reporting
towards this requirement.

3.1 Evaluation plans

Evaluation plans represent an important element towards the result-oriented approach
characterising the 2014-2020 programming period. These are to be submitted for approval
to the monitoring committee no later than one year after the adoption of programme
(article 114). The Commission Staff Working document on the 2016 Synthesis of Evaluation
Results and Plans under the ESIF programme 2014-2020, indicates that by 30 June 2016,
128 ESF (including multi-fund) Evaluation Plans were submitted to the monitoring in
Committees for assessment and approval, covering an estimated 75% of ESF resources.
Some Spanish ESF Ops, Italian regional ESF Ops and the Dutch ESF OP did not submit an
evaluation plan covering their ESF programmes by that time.

Based on the evaluation plans available, the DG REGIO/EMPL Evaluation Helpdesk® made
an inventory of the type, number and thematic coverage of the evaluations planned. Note
that for multi-fund OP, evaluations may also cover non-ESF thematic areas. Below, the
figure presents the distribution of all planned evaluations. Only a very limited nhumber of
evaluations were already planned in 2015, 115 evaluations in 2016, while a substantial
number are foreseen to take place in the coming years.

Figure 3.1 Overview planned evaluations over time
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Figure 3.1 differentiates the types of evaluation that are included in the various evaluation
plans (ranging from evaluations assessing the implementation process, the progress,
impact, and combinations of these types of evaluation). Some evaluations were labelled

5 The aim of the contract is to provide an “Evaluation Helpdesk” to the Commission that reviews the 2014-2020
evaluation plans, identifies evaluations undertaken by Managing Authorities in 2015-2019, reviews a sample of
evaluations, and provides support to Member States in refining their evaluation plans and designing and managing
evaluations. In addition, the Helpdesk provides structured information on the outcome of the reviews of
evaluations to support the European Commission’s syntheses of evaluation findings.
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as ongoing or not available. As indicated, one needs to consider that this figure also
includes evaluations in multi-fund OP that may not necessarily focus on ESF themes (going
beyond TO8-TO11). The Common Provision Regulation seeks to strengthen the result
orientation of policies, and requires that evaluations assess notably effectiveness,
efficiency and impact. The figure shows that in the early programming years, evaluations
tend to be mainly process oriented. The initial focus of most planned evaluations is on the
extent to which funding is managed in implementation of projects (implementation), or the
extent to which programmes meet the targets set by the various indicators (progress).
From 2018 onwards, the situation is reversed and most evaluations planned are more
clearly result-oriented, and aim to measure the impacts achieved by the various
programmes. The increasing importance of impact evaluations over time are in line with
what could be expected; as the programmes come closer to their ends, impacts can be
better evaluated. At the same time, process oriented evaluations are important during the
start-up phase of programmes and the first period of implementation, as their lessons
learned can still be taken on-board in adjusting the programming.

The schedule of evaluations also matches the reporting schedule foreseen by the Common
Provisions Regulation. Additional reporting requirements are foreseen for spring 2017 (AIR
2016), and the considerably higher number of evaluations planned for 2016 should be seen
in this context. These should provide the input for the annual reporting, and should serve
to verify to what extent programmes are on the right track to meet the 2018 milestone
targets. Another crucial reporting milestone is in the spring of 2019, when the AIR2018
should be submitted. This round of reporting shall report on the extent to which the 2018
milestone targets have been met, and therefore provide crucial input on whether the
performance reserves may be activated.

Figure 3.2 Overview of planned evaluation on ESF per TO and year versus budget
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Based on the data provided by the Evaluation Helpdesk, it was also analysed to what extent
MS have planned evaluations for the thematic objectives related to ESF®. While throughtout
the years the evaluations seem relatively well spread out across TO, the large share of
evaluations targeting TO9 (Active Inclusion) in comparison to the other themes in 2019 is
remarkable. No clear explanation can be drawn for this. The figure clearly shows a peak of
evaluations finalising in 2017, again, to provide the data for the reporting on the 2018
milestones. For 2016, 115 evaluations were planned to be finalised (of which 36
evaluations address all TO). Overall, the number of evaluations per thematic objective is
very well balanced against the financial significance of the allocated budgets. The figure to
the right shows that the evaluations pay only marginally more attention to TO9 and TO11
than to the share of the total allocated budget.

6 Some evaluations address more Thematic Objectives at the same time. In these cases, one evaluation is counted
several times.

10
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3.2 Reporting on evaluation findings
3.2.1 Evaluation Helpdesk

According to the Evaluation Helpdesk, in total 38 ESF/YEI evaluations have been published
in 2016 on the programme period 2014-2020. This include 2 evaluations that solely focus
on YEI, 16 evaluations focusing on ESF and YEI at the same time, and 20 solely on ESF.
The dominance of YEI evaluations is in line with the ESF Regulation, which explicitly
requires all MA implementing YEI to assess the effectiveness, efficiency and impact of YEI
including for the implementation of the Youth Guarantee by December 31, 2015.

Evaluations were published in 14 out of 28 MS, namely in Belgium (total 2), Bulgaria (1),
Cyprus (1), Germany (5), France (1), Hungary (1), Ireland (1), Italy (1) Lithuania (2),
Latvia (1), the Netherlands (4), Poland (15), Romania (1), and the UK (2). Poland, the
Netherlands, and Germany report the highest number of published evaluations. Most
published evaluations in 2016 focused specifically on IP 8.ii (11) and IP 9.i (4).

Looking at the number of evaluations (ESF +YEI) that were planned to be finalised versus
those that have been published, one see that for 2015 in total 12 evaluations were planned
to be finalised, while 27 evaluations were published. For the year 2016 in total 115
evaluations were planned to be finalised, while only 38 evaluations have been published in
2016, pointing on delays finalising evaluations.” As a result implementation of the
evaluation plan is not always aligned with planning.

For only 19 of the published evaluations in 2016 a summary has been made available by
the Evaluation Helpdesk (being half of all published evaluations).® Most summaries (total
10) are related to YEI evaluations (such as for Hungary, Latvia, Cyprus, France, Belgium,
Italy, Romania, the United Kingdom, and Bulgaria). Summaries of non-YEI evaluations
(total 9) are available for the Netherlands (total 3 evaluations including a feasibility study
for conducting quasi experimental evaluation on ESF activities for social inclusion and
sustainable employment; evaluation of projects promoting sustainable employment; and
the evaluation of ESF support to active inclusion), Latvia (the evaluation of the State
Employment Agency), Poland (the evaluation of the management and implementation
system of the regional OP for Swietokrzyskie), the UK (the evaluation of the Parents,
Childcare and Employment project), Ireland (the evaluation of the Social Inclusion and
Community Activation Programme), and in Germany (total 2 evaluations including the
evaluation of the consultation network for supporting skilled labour, and the evaluation on
women and careers).

YEI evaluations

Having a closer look at the key findings of YEI evaluations that were published in 2016,
the summaries of the Evaluation Helpdesk show that evidence on the effectiveness of
the supported YEI measures is not available for all Ops, because several operations
have not been implemented long enough to produce concrete outputs and results, or in
several cases have not started up yet. Although YEI implementation was frontloaded in
several MS in the years 2014-2015 to assure finalisation of YEI in 2018, delays were
reported, such as the case in Scotland where the evaluation focused much on the reason
for delays.® As a result, several YEI evaluations focused on the implementation process

7 Please note that evaluation could be (almost) finalised, but not published yet, so these are not screened by the
Evaluation Helpdesk.

8 The Evaluation Helpdesk of DG REGIO and DG EMPL record the following information of published evaluations:
summary statement; objective; methods used; main findings; limitations/ policy implications, and main findings
per IP.

° The evaluation report five main reasons for delays, namely: (1) difficulties to focus on 25-29 year olds, a target
group which is most likely to need specific policies for employment; (2) although Southwest of Scotland represents
the most deprived area in terms of high levels of unemployment, the Scottish Government aimed at combating
early school leaving in this territory through the YEI but the European Commission did not admit early school-
leaving as a target of the Initiative; (3) Skills Development Scotland, the national skills agency, withdrew from
the YEI discussions at the end of 2014, deciding to focus its activity on mainstream ESF funds and to provide
specific measures also to the young non-eligible for the YEI; (4) the MA requested a geographical flexibility clause

11



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

and the ‘expected’ potential effects of the operation, to further support the implementation
phase, providing concrete recommendations for assuring an effective and efficient
operation.

The process oriented evaluations across MS conclude that YEI operations generally
provide support to those areas that are in greatest need (like mentioned in the evaluation
of Hungary and Cyprus), such as the long-term unemployed, the inactive, and discouraged
young people. Moreover, it was indicated that the operations are considered appropriate,
and are therefore expected to produce a significant positive impact. Nevertheless, some
evaluations pointed out that that the socio-economic situation changed over the years,
influencing the number of NEETS in the country / region (such as the case for Lithuania,
as well as Romania where the number of NEETS decreased over time). In these cases, the
remaining NEETS are likely to be those furthest away from the labour market and need
therefore more specific support. For Belgium, it was indicated that reaching out to NEETS,
especially those belonging to the most vulnerable groups, is challenging, pointing on the
importance for differentiating support between target groups. This was also concluded in
the evaluation for Lithuania, suggesting providing care services to those furthest away
from the labour market.

Some evaluations report on differentiated regional approaches while implementing
YEI across regions, due to the regional set up of administration (by regional Ops or not).
The evaluation in Lithuania points on the fact that the selection criteria for YEI support are
not homogeneous across Municipalities. This was considered a factor that might hinder
participation of NEETs with the same characteristics in different Municipalities.

Also, the evaluation in Italy points on heterogeneity in the average effort of Public
employment services (PES) among regions in terms of taking on responsibility for
beneficiaries. The evaluation in France pointed on the fact that integrating the YEIs into
ESF Ops has enabled a higher EU co-financing rate to be obtained, but it meant
decentralisation of the management which is administratively more demanding. The aim
was to integrate the YEI operations into the already existing national measures (e.g.
Accompagnement Intensif Jeunes de Pole Emploi) to respond rapidly to the needs of young
people and create leverage effects. Nevertheless, this was not easy to achieve at the
regional level mainly due to the heterogeneity of the territorial situations.

In the cases evaluations could report on outcomes, generally positive outcomes are
reported, like the case of Cyprus were one operation has been implemented which is
considered successful, even though it has not met all its targets (35% of the 2 500
participants were reached; 33% were employed six months after leaving the operation;
and 40% were still employed in the same company). In Bulgaria, positive outcomes were
reported as well, with 45% of participants having a job after leaving the scheme.

The Ministry of Finance in Bulgaria even estimated (by using the SIBILA 2.0 impact
assessment model) that by 2023 the YEI will have helped to increase the employment rate
of the target group by 10.9% and to decrease the unemployment rate by 4.6%. One of
the evaluations in France concluded that the exit rate of participants was higher than
expected.

The evaluation in Italy indicated that around 35% of the young who have completed the
activities are now employed. The evaluation in France also showed a positive net impact
on the employability of young NEETs, with participants in YEI operations having more
chance to be employed (almost 8 percentage points higher in terms of probability for those
of 25 and over, and 9 percentage points higher for participants up to 25). The evaluation
in Italy stated that if the measures were implemented uniformly across the country, the
average employability of participants would increase by 20% in relation to non-

to be applied due to the high level of youth unemployment experienced in some specific areas. Due to time
constraints, this request was withdrawn. Finally, a Simplified Cost Option was envisaged by the Scottish
Government to be applied to all categories of individuals (adult rate, development rate, 16-17 year olds rate,
apprentice rate) amounting to £6.50 per hour. However, the European Commission rejected this unit cost model.
According to the survey carried out, the application of the unit cost model would have made the implementation
of the interventions easier.

12



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

participants, pointing on a positive net effect. Comparing the YEI training and the non-YEI
training in the Italian evaluation, do not show significant differences in terms of outcomes
directly after completing the programme. Nevertheless, two months after completion, the
evaluation shows that the non-YEI training performs better in terms of those in
employment. A few evaluations point on problems monitoring and reporting on YEI results,
like the case of Belgium, concluding that the YG integrated monitoring and reporting
system is not developed yet. It is planned to implement soon a single monitoring and
evaluation system of ALMP measures, which will provide information on YEI indicators.

Several evaluations concluded that the most effective operations differ per specific
target group, but are generally considered training, individual labour mediation and
vocational guidance. Less effective operations were considered training for
entrepreneurship and apprenticeship places (based on the result of the evaluation in
Romania, Lithuania, and Italy). A personalised approach is considered more effective,
taking into account the specific conditions like the area of residence the family and the
health situation of the young person.

Next to direct personal benefits, evaluations also showed that YEI contributed to the
establishment of new partnerships between agents implementing different type of
actions and to strengthen the existing ones enhancing the expertise available. The YEI
contributed to the launch of innovative actions as well (such as the integrated training-
accompaniment actions managed by the VDAB in Belgium). Overall, the best results were
experienced where project partners and stakeholders like the Public Employment Services,
schools, and municipalities cooperate. The evaluation for Belgium recommended the
promotion of Corporate Social Responsibility in enterprises, and consider employers as
actors who can contribute to the establishment of an effective public-private partnership.
This would help to increase their participation rate to the programme measures and thus,
the effectiveness of the YEI.

With regards to efficiency, several evaluations reported that limited progress was made
absorbing the allocated budget for YEI (such as for Italy where only 15% of the total
amount of financial resources was spent per September 2015). Also, the evaluation of YEI
in Cyprus pointed out that the resources for the operations implemented, seem to be
adequate as the target number of participants was not yet achieved. Some evaluations
calculated unit costs, like the one for Cyprus. In one of the evaluations in Belgium, it was
indicated that accompanying measures have the lowest average costs, while placement
actions (CPE) have the highest costs.

Having a closer look at the challenges identified and (policy) solutions found, the
summaries show that effectiveness and efficiency of YEI operations are hampered by
changing socio-economic context (redefining target groups and operations, provision of
accompanying measures), but also by the fact that operations were not implemented yet
at time of the evaluation. A specific challenge is the difficulty of approaching the NEETS,
especially those belonging to the most vulnerable groups. Moreover, NEETS are a very
heterogeneous target group and each target group needs another combination of
operations, also considering the labour market needs.

Creating partnerships between public and private actors is also considered a challenge.
With regards, policy implications, evaluations point on the fact that operations should
better consider the level of education, the area of residence and the health issues of the
young (as mentioned in the evaluation for Romania). Moreover, the evaluation in Bulgaria
recommended that the operations should be monitored on a regular basis to ensure that
the scheme addresses the needs of the different target groups. Moreover, it was indicated
that some target groups should be better addressed, like early school leavers and people
with lower qualifications (as addressed in the evaluation for Bulgaria). The evaluations in
Italy, France and Romania point on improvements to be made in the governance of YEI,
improving the alignment between national and regional policies (Italy), increase employers’
participation (Romania) and Public Employment Service (Italy and Romania), and wider
group of territorial actors (France).

13
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Evaluation of non-YEI support

As already indicated, most evaluations published in 2016 concern YEI, and to a lesser
extent other themes and investment priorities. Only six MS report on findings in other ESF
themes, including the evaluation of the labour market integration and careers of women
(DE); consultation network for supporting skilled labour networks (DE); unemployed and
single parents or parents in workless household (UK); management and implementation
system of OP (PL); active inclusion (NL); sustainable employability (NL); the state
employment agency (LV); and finally a feasibility study for conducting a quasi-
experimental evaluation of the effectiveness of policy measures that are co-financed by
the ESF (NL). The findings of these evaluations are further described below per MS, since
the limited number of published evaluations does not allow a meta evaluation of studies
per Thematic Objective.

The evaluation of the State Employment Agency in Lithuania concluded that there was
a positive effect on job placement of participants from training on the job and on youth
volunteer work (although not being statistical significant). The effect of vocational
education, non-formal education and paid temporary public work was negative, though not
statistically significant. Overall, employment measures that are closer to the labour market
are, on average, more successful in getting the unemployed into work in the short term,
than those that require the development of general skills and competences.

The evaluation in the Netherlands on ESF support to sustainable employment at the
work floor, reports that the provision of the scheme was efficient, since the clear majority
of participating organisations would otherwise have not implemented the project, or would
downsize the scale and size of the project. Concerning the effectiveness of the operation
the evaluation concluded that awareness has increased amongst employers and employees
to further invest in sustainable employability, while more than half of those interviewed
stated that substantial changes relating to the organisation of work were made. In addition,
measures were implemented to support employees, such as the provision of coaching,
training, education courses and changes in the way projects were undertaken.

The ESF subsidy succeeded in reaching a wide variety of small, medium and large
enterprises in all sectors. Another evaluation in the Netherlands focused on ESF support
to active inclusion, concluding that the financial progress made was considered positive
and first results showed that 20% of participants (of 93 820 in total) in the first two years
of the programme were still employed at the end of the programme.

The evaluation highlights the fact that operations started only recently and consolidated
data are not available at this stage. More robust findings will become available during the
programme period. Moreover, monitoring data do not cover self-employment or
participation in educational pathways. The most effective operations in meeting the needs
of employers, and so favouring integration into the labour market, turned out to be those
featuring a mix of instruments (e.g. for students, training and school-to-work transition
schemes were the most effective; for older people, intensive personalised guidance and
counselling proved the most effective). It was recommended that the use of demand-
oriented instruments should be fostered and cooperation with employers and schools,
including at municipal level, should be improved.

The evaluation of the management and implementation system of the regional OP
for Swietokrzyskie in Poland, found out that he division of tasks and responsibilities
between the MA, the IB and the certifying authority is appropriate, just like the current
procedures and instructions governing the management, implementation, control and
certification processes, ensuring an efficient implementation of the OP. In addition, the
current resources are considered adequate. Nevertheless, in terms of human capital, the
lack of an incentive scheme and insufficient wages for the employees involved in the
management and implementation of the OP was highlighted.

The evaluation recommends the introduction of bonuses/awards based on performance as
well as a greater emphasis on the professional development of the employees involved in
the management and implementation of the OP. Specific training tailored to the capabilities
of the employees should be organised. In addition, reduction of staff turnover is necessary
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to improve the effectiveness of the work. To increase communication within the institution,
a common repository of knowledge including examples of good practices in addressing
difficulties should be created.

The evaluation of the procedure and the implementation of the Parents, Childcare
and Employment (PaCE) project report positive outcomes on the way policy operates
(shifting some tasks from local authorities to PaCE Advisers). Most PaCe Advisors have
been successfully integrated into Jobcentres, but their integration has been more
challenging in some family-based settings. The flexible, person-led approach is welcomed
by all stakeholders and participants. Nevertheless, the foreseen employment outcomes of
20% of participants (the PaCE target) is challenging (particularly in rural areas which suffer
from poor infrastructure).

Summaries are provided of two evaluations in Germany, namely the evaluation of the
consultation network for supporting skilled labour, and second, the evaluation on
women and careers as part of the Schleswig-Holstein ESF OP. The first evaluation
concludes that targets are not achieved for 2016, and that the process of recruiting
enterprises for the consultation was underestimated in terms of the high costs incurred
and the time required. The evaluation recommended to revise the indicator system and set
more realistic targets for the remaining period and improve the overall cooperation
process, particularly about the design of advisory services, exchange of knowledge and the
consistency and coherence in the consultations provided. The other evaluation on women
and careers provides a positive assessment of the counselling activities, as well as the data
quality.

Evaluations hardly make use of a Counter Factual Evaluation. Some MS, like the
Netherlands, conducted an evaluation exploring the possibility for implementing a
Counter Factual Evaluation. The feasibility study in the Netherlands concluded that a
quasi-experimental evaluation only seems feasible for part of the policy measures co-
financed by ESF, i.e. those targeted at the disabled. In case it is not possible to perform a
counter factual evaluation, the evaluation proposes non-experimental methods instead.

3.2.2 Evaluation findings reported in the AIR 2016

Article 50 of the Common Provision Regulation requires MS to annually prepare a synthesis
of all evaluations findings of the programme that have become available during the
previous financial year. While in the AIR for 2014/2015 limited attention was given to
evaluations, the AIR2016 reports provide more detail on the evaluations implemented, now
the programme has been running for several years. All AIR include some information on
evaluations. A total of 56 AIR report that evaluations were conducted/ ongoing in 2016,
for which results are reported in the AIR, while in 29 AIR it was indicated that the
evaluations were conducted/ ongoing, but result were not reported in the AIR. In 23 AIR
it was indicated that evaluation were planned, but not conducted yet, while in 75 AIR it
was indicated that no evaluations were planned and conducted in 2016.

The AIR report on findings of in total 134 evaluations in 18 MS (AT, BG, CZ, DE, ES< FI,
FR, GR, HU, IT, LT, LV, NL, PL, PT, RO, SL, and the UK). This is more than presented in
the section discussing the findings of the Evaluation Helpdesk. This difference is mainly
caused by the fact that AIR also report on findings from evaluations published before 2016
(including findings from the 2007-2013 period) and/or ongoing evaluations in 2016. Having
a closer look on the number of evaluations, in contrary to the outcomes of the evaluation
helpdesk, AIR report a high number of evaluations in ES (47), DE (24), PL (16), IT (9), FR
(6), and CZ (5). Around 79 evaluations are combined evaluations covering more than one
objective, and in 53 cases the evaluation is focused only on one specific TO. In total 103
evaluations are reported that focus on TO8 (including YEI), followed by 89 evaluations that
focus on TO9, 79 evaluations that focus on TO10, and 17 on TO11 (evaluations that cover
several TO are counted double).

In total 40 of all evaluations, that are reported in the AIR, are largely positive on the
implementation, addressing only minor challenges, while around 80 evaluations were
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considered more critical on the implementation (addressing a few positive findings). In
total 12 evaluations are more negative on the implementation (addressing no positive
findings).

Many success factors were identified in the 134 evaluations on which AIR report. A first
group of success factor relates to the relevance of ESF support, addressing the close
alignment of ESF support with national and local polices, the alignment with socio-economic
needs, and finally individual needs of target groups. In some evaluations, it was indicated
that the economic recovery helped projects achieving project targets. Other success factors
are more related to the design of the operation, such as using outcomes of previous
evaluations and studies for improving the intervention(logic), providing guidance and
counselling accompanying other measures (such as the use of ‘job coaches’ in IP8i),
integration of ESF operations in mainstream policies, mainstreaming horizontal principles
like gender equality and non-discrimination, employing outreach strategies for
disadvantaged groups (IP9i), having motivated participants in projects (like migrants),
focus on preventive measures, application of work based learning, use of a mix of
operations at the same time, and applying a partnership approach in projects.

Other success factors are more related to programme management, such as having
competent project staff responsible for the delivery of ESF, a well-functioning project
selection procedure, the use of simplified cost options to reduce administrative burden,
and central management of funds.

Challenges that are hampering ESF implementation are reported as well in the AIR of 2016.
Most challenges relate to the problem to reach out to certain target groups in ESF, such as
SMEs, the most disadvantaged, as well as women (providing accompanying measures for
improving work life balance).

Other challenges relate to procedural issues like the lack of clarity in calls for proposals
about specific objectives and the type of operations to be supported, the length of the
project selection procedure, the high administrative burden for applicants, and limited
communication about the call for proposals. Another group of challenges relate to the lack
of alignment of operations and the specific needs of target groups (e.g. skills level) and
lack of alignment between ESF support and other policies and operations.

Some evaluations refer to a too narrow definition of the target group, hampering
participation of other groups in need, as well as problems with the use of the declaration
of consent and documentation to proof that participant belongs to the target group. Other
challenges have to do with problems monitoring progress (IT system and data availability
on indicators) as well appropriateness of target values.

At last, evaluations point on the administrative burden for beneficiaries, especially to
attract smaller organisations and newcomers to ESF. Evaluation findings also refer to the
complexity of working with a new ESF regulation in the beginning of the programme period.
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4 Scope of the ESF

In the 2014-2020 programme period, the European Social Fund is structured into 187 ESF
OPs, adopted by the 28 MS. The total EU budget for ESF is over EUR 83 billion for 2014-
2020, which totals EUR 86.4 billion when including the YEI ESF matching support. MS are
required to match EU funding with a certain level of national co-financing. As set out in the
Regulations, the levels of co-financing are determined by the economic status of the
regions targeted with funding.

4.1 Scope of ESF budget

Table 4.1 below summarises the total EU budgets and total ESF amount available to all
MS. The allocation of the funds under the Youth Employment Initiative is also reported

here.

Table 4.1 Allocated ESF / YEI Budget (2014-2020)

ESF budget ESF budget

MS

AT
BE
BG
cY
cz
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI
FR
GR
HR
HU
IE
IT
LT
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL
PT
RO
SE
SI
SK
UK

N . . Total
OPs|ESF budget C(()'r:‘t‘;'ibﬁﬁgn (dedicated | ESF budget Cé:‘t‘;'ibﬁﬁgn (ESF+ESF-
YEI+YEI)

1 442.1 442.1 - 875.7 875.7 875.7
4 986.3 1028.7 42.4 2195.8 2 280.6 2323.1
3 1466.4  1521.6 55.2 1722.9 1787.8 1843.0
1 117.4 129.0 11.6 138.1 151.8 163.3
3 34164 34300 13.6 4202.6 4218.6 4232.2
17 7495.6  7495.6 - 12 570.5 12 570.5 12 570.5
1 206.6 206.6 - 399.2 399.2 399.2
1 587.0 587.0 ; 690.6 690.6 690.6
23 6646.1  7589.6 943.5 9721.1  10831.1 11 774.6
2 515.4 515.4 - 1030.7 1030.7 1030.7
33 5716.7  6026.9 310.2 10 099.5 10 518.0 10 828.2
17 35121 36837 171.5 4528.2 4 749.4 4921.0
1 1449.9 1516.0 66.2 1705.7 1783.6 1849.7
5 4662.4  4712.1 49.8 5 644.8 5 703.4 5753.1
1 474.3 542.4 68.1 948.6 1084.9 1153.0
29 9900.9 10 468.4 567.5 17608.7 18 554.6 19 122.1
1 1095.5 1127.3 31.8 1288.8 1326.2 1358.0
1 20.1 20.1 - 40.1 40.1 40.1
1 609.5 638.6 29.0 717.1 751.2 780.3
1 105.9 105.9 - 132.4 132.4 132.4
1 507.3 507.3 - 1024.8 1024.8 1024.8
17  12939.7 13 192.2 252.4 15217.1  15514.1 15 766.5
10 73823 75431 160.8 8 925.5 9114.6 9 275.4
2 4668.0  4774.0 106.0 5 487.1 5611.8 5717.8
2 730.2 774.3 44.2 1460.4 1548.7 1592.9
1 707.7 716.9 9.2 884.6 896.2 905.4
2 20454  2167.6 72.2 2 461.3 2 605.1 2677.3
6 47365  4942.6 206.1 8 739.2 9133.1 9339.2

EU28 187 83 143.7 86 405.0 3 211.2 120 461.0 124 928.6 128 139.8

ES

Includes Technical assistance

Source: Operational Programmes / AIR 2016 (updated until 6-9-2017)

To better understand the priorities chosen by the MS within these overall budgets, the
figure below summarises the share of ESF investments across all analysed OPs in the EU
for the four ESF-relevant Thematic Objectives.
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Figure 4.1 ESF allocation to thematic objectives

Budget allocation by TO

AT - 31%

40% 60% 80% 100%
26% [ 132% 4%
| 48% 6%

[ 309% [——————_I=f

cY
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. -
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EE
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LT %_ 20%

[ 42%

LU — — 0% — 20%
R I : 38%
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NL 70%
—
PL | 131%
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—L_
SE 21% . [ 28%
I—l
S| . {29%
SK 22% . 229% ==
UK 23% . 43%

mTO8

TO9 OTO10 mTO11 mTA

Source: SFC2014, based on latest submitted versions OP (by September 6, 2017)1°

10 values reported exclude YEI funds and ESF-share of YEI allocation
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4.2 Changes to Operational Programmes

Since the previous synthesis report of ESF monitoring data, some MS have adjusted
programmes to the objectives and target groups. In most cases, such adjustments took
place within thematic objectives and as such are hardly visible at the EU level. Overall,
these adjustments are marginal in comparison to the total budgets allocated.

Still it is insightful to understand which MS have adjusted their programmes, how they
have done so, and whether this impacts the overall funds allocated to the ESF. In BE
(2014BEO5SFOP002), DK (2014DKO5SFOP001), FR (2014FR16MOOP004 and
2014FR16M20P012), IE (2014IEO5M90P001), and SI (2014SI16MAOP001) these
adjustments in the programming have increased the overall budget available for ESF; at
the EU level the total budget has increased with 28.2 million EURO in comparison to last
year. Only in SE (2014SEO5M90P001), the reverse can be observed; here the total
allocation of ESF is €20.5 million lower than last year’s Operational Programme. Looking
at specific Thematic Objectives, the table shows a minor rebalancing away from TO 10 (IT
- 2014ITO5M20P001, DE - 2014DEO5SFOP015), at the benefit of the other thematic
objectives. However, as the table below shows, these adjustments are marginal in
comparison to the total budgets allocated.

Table 4.2 Development of OP over time

Comparing OP 2016 against latest submitted version OP (as of September 2017)

TO08 TO09 TO10 TO11 TA

€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € 132925 € - € 368.0 € 13660.5
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ -5940.0 € 16 022.8 € -10082.8 € - € - € -
€ 93825 € 23456 € - € - € - € 11728.2
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ 595.8 € 47059 € - € - € - € 5301.6
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ 41585 € - € - € - € - € 4158.5
€ - € - € -60 000.0 € 60 000.0 € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ -9591.7 € -4181.9 € -5903.0 € - € -819.9 € -20496.4
€ 3750.0 € 9070.2 € 0.0 € 1000.0 € 0.0 € 13820.2
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ - € - € - € - € - € -
€ 2355.2 € 27962.6 € -62693.2 € 61000.0 € -451.9 € 28172.8

Source: SFC2014, based on latest submitted versions OP (by September 6, 2017) and July
2016. Amounts include EU + national co-financing

19



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

5 Achievements of ESF: Programme outputs and results

The main purpose of annual implementation reporting is to inform the EC on the progress
made by the programme. This section presents the overall progress in terms of output and
results in section 5.1, and against their targets set in the performance framework in section
5.2. Both sections present the output and results of ESF / YEI separately.

5.1 Total outputs and results reported
5.1.1 Total outputs for individuals

Table 5.1 below shows that the cumulative participations significantly increased over the
years from 1.2 million in 2014, towards 3.84 million in 2015 (320% increase), and 7.8 in
2016 (203% increase)!!. A larger number of participations is reported for 2014 and 2015,
compared to what had been reported in the latest synthesis report, due to updated figures
in SFC2014 that were entered in the database at a later stage.'? Most participations are
reported for more developed regions (3.8 million), followed by less developed regions (1.4
million), and transition regions (1.3 million). 1.3 million participations have been recorded
for the YEI'3. From the AIRs it is not always clear whether indicator values are based on
“fully” versus “partially” implemented operations (see article 5(3) of ESF Regulation), thus
not allowing a detailed analysis on the distribution of values amongst these categories.

While in 2014 a few MS did not report any participations (such as AT, BG, CZ, EE, FI, HR,
HU, LU, MT, RO, SL, and SK), in 2015 only for HR and RO did not. In 2016, the only country
without outputs reported is Romania, due to problems with the IT system and system of
data exchange, as well as delays at governance level due to a focus on preparation / setting
up organisation / programme management, not yet on setting up calls for proposals.

For 2016, ES, FR, IT, DE, BE, PL, PT, GR, IE, LT, NL, HU, and the UK report a particularly
large number of participations (all above one million participations), most of them being
the larger MS in terms of population size. There are also several MS that report a relative
lower number of participations such as MT, LU, DK, CY, SL, CZ, EE, SE, and AT, almost all
MS with a small population size. Reasons for a slow take up in the number of participations
as reported in Croatia (2014HRO5M90P001) are delays due to a focus on setting up the
organisation of the programme (setting up necessary procedures for tendering,
implementation of designation procedure, enhancing capacity of relevant bodies) as well
the monitoring system (missing data on household status) and lack of fulfilment of the ex-
ante conditionality on the ‘the existence of a national and/or regional strategic framework
for lifelong learning policies’.

For Malta (2014MTO5SFOP001), the MA indicates that the work to finalise all ongoing
reporting obligations under ESF 2007-2013 have prevented to enter all 2014-2020 data in
the monitoring system.. For Luxembourg (2014LUO5SFOP0Q01), it was reported that there
were complications with the management and monitoring system (end beneficiaries not
providing the values for completing the common output indicators). Denmark
(2014DK0O5SFOP001) experienced specific challenges such as competition with other
schemes (e.g. national business promotion scheme), lack of interest from beneficiaries and
target groups, and difficulties to find co-financing. For Cyprus (2014CYO5M90P001), delays
were reported especially for PA3 and PA4. For Slovenia (2014SI16MAOPO001) it was
mentioned that the improved economic situation in the country lead to lower interest in
ESF funding and projects.

Some MS report rapid increase of participations in 2016, compared to previous years like
EE, HU, LU, MT, SE, SL and SK. In these MS for various reasons reporting in 2014/2015

1 The monitoring data does not allow differentiating between unique participants and individuals who participated
in ESF multiple times. Throughout this report, the number of participations are reported, thus possibly including
the same participant multiple times.

2 European Commission (2016), Synthesis Report of ESF 2016 Annual Implementation Reports

3 Note that the type of region are not recorded for YEI participants.
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had been below expected, which are being corrected in the 2016 AIR. This particularly
caused the rapid increase in these countries.

Table 5.1 Total number of participations per MS (ESF / YEI / ESF + YEI) Cumulative until 2016
(compared to 2014/2015) and Grand total

Participations Participations|Participations| Participations Participations “G&:Egr‘ttsfal" Grogond
MS (ESF + YEI) (ESF + YEI) (=51 (YEI) (ESF + YEI) in SFC Total
Cumulative Cumulative .
until 2014  until 2015 CllmulEAs oy ZONE

AT 0 15 818 41 909 - 41 909 62 322 67%
BE 56 933 250 556 399 695 62 782 462 477 470 639 98%
BG 0 21 847 54 039 22 168 76 207 76 281 100%
cYy 1100 3 007 1642 1774 3416 3416 100%
Ccz 0 14 304 17 244 199 17 443 2583 675%
DE 19 116 333 709 703 411 - 703 411 788 095 89%
DK 85 1 248 3319 = 3 319 3433 97%
EE 0 1222 33 999 = 33 999 36 531 93%
ES 371 405 763 203 1269 717 327 867 1 597 584 1734918 92%
FI 0 17 467 67 130 - 67 130 70 101 96%
FR 193 139 895 032 1180 975 234 929 1415904 1 500 258 94%
GR 92 926 204 159 273 537 45 061 318 598 360 264 88%
HR 0 0 2 052 - 2 052 5529 37%
HU 0 28 109 83 923 32 969 116 892 34865 335%
IE 92 281 180 954 294 246 23762 318 008 365 506 87%
IT 25 582 367 053 892 385 307 713 1 200 098 1169049 103%
LT 9 486 35924 184 507 11 661 196 168 196 168 100%
LU 0 620 3314 = 3 314 3314 100%
LV 6 077 27 753 35 653 20 452 56 105 56 992 98%
MT 0 309 2 558 = 2 558 2558 100%
NL 43 530 91 963 152 880 = 152 880 152880 100%
PL 8 318 173 578 248 259 141 241 389 500 389 501 100%
PT 264 203 344 567 317 173 43 175 360 348 375 537 96%
RO 0 0 = = = = 0%
SE 856 8 328 21 589 14 234 35 823 34 721 103%
SI 0 39 13 750 2931 16 681 16 698 100%
SK 0 5949 73 121 10 536 83 657 83657 100%
UK 16 658 56 815 107 300 5262 112 562 141 923 79%
EU28 1201695 3843533 6479327 1308716 7 788 043 8 137 739 96%

o,
Participations|Participations|Participations|Participations| Participations “GFi:Egrtthal” Gr;ond
Type of | (ESF + YEI) | (ESF + YEI) (ESF) (YEI) (ESF + YEI) in SFC Total

EIETE Cumulative | Cumulative
until 2014 | until 2015 e by 2016

Less 267 799 573 464 1421 693 - 1421 693

developed

More 615 035 1 892 335 3 763 880 = 3 763 880

developed

Transition 124 331 650 777 1293 754 - 1293 754

No region 194 530 726 957 1308 716 1308 716 8 137 739

Total participations in first three columns calculated by sum of the following common outputs: Unemployed (CO1),
Inactive (CO3), and Employed (CO5), as reported in table 4a AIR

Discrepancies in totals reported by MS (last column) and totals in first 3 columns are caused when MS do not collect
all non-sensitive background characteristics or when participants refuse to report on some of these characteristics,
such as household status.

The totals reported for YEI are labelled as 'no region’.

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016, updated until September 6, 20174

14 In order to check for differences between data reported in AIRs submitted by the cut-off date of this report
(September 6, 2017) and the time of writing, data from AIR updated until November 22, 2017 were compared
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Total participations compared to the previous programme period 2007-2013

The monitoring data allows to aggregate common output indicators at EU level (as defined
in the Annex 1 of the ESF regulation at IP level). In figure 5.1, an overview is provided of
the total aggregation at EU level (including common output indicators for YEI). In total,
8.1 million participations'® are registered in ESF operations (compared to 1.3 million in
2014 and 4.2 million in 2015).%¢ If compared with the total number of participations for
reported in the previous programming period (Annex XXIII data), this figure is still much
lower than that registered for the first three years of the 2007-2013 programming period
(19.8 million participations recorded in the third year). This delay in implementation is
further confirmed in the figures on financial implementation (see figure 6.1 in Chapter 6)
showing that the financial implementation rates for the first three years of the current
programming are lower than those of the 2007-2013 period.

Figure 5.1 Cumulative number of participations over the programme years 2014-2016
based on ‘Grand Total’ versus 2007-2013 (first 5 years)

Development number of participations
2007-2013/2014-2020

a . 52.2
5 2007-2013 Implementation
. =50
2 3 2014-2020
T 40 36.1
o
= 30
= 19.8
o 20
v 8.3 8.1
E 10 2.9
S 14 08 :
= 0
Year O Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4

(2007 /2014) (2008 /2015) (2009/2016) (2010/2017) (2011/2018)

Source: SFC 2007 and SFC2014, based on AIR 2016 (Grand total of participations)

Based on these figures, one could conclude that ESF 2014-2020 has a considerable amount
of catching up to do over the coming years. Nevertheless, one should be careful when
drawing such strong conclusions, because the large difference between outputs can
perhaps also be explained by the fact the ESF Regulation (Annex I) is more clearly stating
that participants are those directly benefiting from an ESF operation; this is in contrast to
the 2007-2013 programming period where MS sometimes reported on persons that
indirectly benefited from it. Another important difference is that Annex XXIII data of 2007
and 2008 include data for almost all MS, except for the CZ and MT, while some MS did not
yet report any data for 2014-2016 (due to delays in the designation process as well as set
up of monitoring systems).

However, in terms of financial implementation, data also show that implementation of ESF
2014-2020 is slower than in 2007-2013 (see chapter 4 for more details). In view of the
relatively lower number of participations reached in the first three years of ESF 2014-2020
implementation in comparison to 2007-2013, and the similarly slow take-up of eligible

to the values reported in the table above. This data update shows only marginal changes; MS recorded a total
number of participations (ESF+YEI) at EU level of 7 834 199. This difference is almost entirely explained by an
additional 47 444 participations recorded in the OP for Flanders (2014BEO5SFOP002).

15 Monitoring systems record participations in ESF supported interventions, As a result, one individual person
can participate in one or more ESF supported interventions over the programming period, For the purpose of
this report we further refer to the number of participations,

6 In order to provide figures on the total number of participations, the grand total of participants is taken as
reference point, Note that it is also possible to use the common output indicators on number of unemployed
(CO01), employed (CO05) and inactive (CO03) were aggregated, since these are mutually exclusive and
exhaustive categories, However, note that this aggregation is lower than the total number of participants (Z22)
reported, Such discrepancies in totals are caused when MS do not collect all non-sensitive background
characteristics.
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expenditures declared to the EC, considerable action will be needed to catch up towards
the targets set for 2018 and 2023.

Background characteristics of participants

Table 5.2 provides information on the total number and relative share of participations per
type of common indicator, showing that the largest group of participants consists of the
unemployed (54% of total participations in ESF + YEI). The largest age group is 25-54-
year-old (55%), followed by persons below 25 years old (39%). In terms of education
level, most participants have ISCED level 1 or 2 (36%), followed by ISCED level 3 or 4
(31%).

Table 5.2 Totals common outputs for participations per MS (ESF / YEI / ESF + YEI),

cumulative until 2016, by indicator
Total ESF Total YEI

Description Common Output indicator
Employment status

CO01 Unemployed, including long-term 3153 217 49% 1024 241 78% 4 177 458 54%

unemployed
COO02 of which Long-term 1177 467 18% 362477 28% 1 539 944 20%
unemployed

CO03 Inactive 1 820 546 28% 284 475 22% 2 105 021 27%
CO04 of which not in education 425 879 7% 268 535 21% 694 414 9%
or training

COO05 Employed, including self-employed 1 505 564 23% - 0% 1 505 564 19%

Total CO1+CO3+CO5 6 479 327 1308 716 7 788 043

Age

COO06 Below 25 years of age 2 091 937 32% 939351 72% 3 031 288 39%

*Estimated between 25-54 years of age 3925 798 61% 369 365 28% 4 295 163 55%

COO07 Above 54 years of age 461 592 7% - 0% 461 592 6%
CO08 Above 54 years of age who 246 977 4% - 0% 246 977 3%

are unemployed, including Long
term unemployed, or inactive not
in education or training

Education
C0O09 With primary (ISCED 1) or lower 2 966 631 46% 433771 33% 3400 402 44%
secondary education (ISCED 2)
CO10 With upper secondary (ISCED 3) or 2 003 533 31% 581910 44% 2 585 443 33%
post-secondary Education (ISCED 4)
CO11 With tertiary education (ISCED 5-8) 1002 182 15% 253006 19% 1 255 188 16%
*Qther / unknown ISCED level 506 981 8% 40 029 3% 547 010 7%
Other background characteristics
CO12 Participants who live in jobless 1 302 925 20% 169912 13% 1472 837 19%
households

CO13 Participants who live in 578 931 9% 64 225 5% 643 156 8%

jobless households with
dependent children

CO14 Participants who live in a single 535 941 8% 55 201 4% 591 142 8%
adult household with dependent children

CO15 Migrants, participants with a foreign 1107 058 17% 108 418 8% 1215476 16%
background, minorities

CO16 Participants with disabilities 598 703 9% 34 759 3% 633 462 8%
CO17 Other disadvantaged 1199 164 19% 114 080 9% 1313 244 17%
C0O18 Homeless or affected by housing 84 560 1% 11 422 1% 95 982 1%
exclusion

CO19 From rural areas
963 695 15% 183217 14% 1146 912 15%

% of participants calculated on the basis of the sum of Unemployed (CO1), Inactive (CO3), and
Employed (CO5), These 3 categories (presented bold in the table) add up to 100%

* refers to indicators that are not common output indicators in the sense of Annex I. These are
calculated by authors

Source: SFC2014, based on 2016 AIRs
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Table 5.3 Totals common outputs for participations by type region (ESF only), cumulative
until 2016, by indicator

Description Common Output Less developed More developed Transition Total ESF
indicator % Total %
Employment status
CO01 Unemployed, including long- 589 561 41% 1838 49% 724 966 56% 3153 217
term unemployed 690
C002 of which Long-term 223 555 16% 680216 18% 273696 21% 1177467
unemployed
CO03 Inactive 570 122 40% 959 479 25% 290945 22% 1 820 546
€004 of which not in 53924 4% 258 097 7% 113 858 9% 425 879
education or training
CO05 Employed, including self- 262 010 18% 965 711 26% 277 843 21% 1 505 564
employed
Total CO1+CO3+CO5 1421 693 3 763 880 1 293 754 6 479 327
Age
CO06 Below 25 years of age 597 519 42% 1110 29% 384216 30% 2091 937
202
*Estimated between 25-54 years of 683 874 48% 2407 64% 834 385 64% 3 925 798
age 539
COO07 Above 54 years of age 140 300 10% 246 139 7% 75 153 6% 461 592
€008 Above 54 years of 86 049 6% 111 848 3% 49 080 4% 246 977
age who are unemployed,
including Long term
unemployed, or inactive not
in education or training
Education
CO009 With primary (ISCED 1) or 603 040 42% 1760 47% 602 811 47% 2966 631
lower secondary education (ISCED 780
2)
CO10 With upper secondary (ISCED 508 720 36% 1103 29% 391201 30% 2003533
3) or post-secondary Education 612
(ISCED 4)
CO11 With tertiary education 229 419 16% 610 407 16% 162 356 13% 1 002 182
(ISCED 5 to 8)
*Other / unknown ISCED 80 514 6% 289 081 8% 137386 11% 506 981

Other background characteristics
CO012 Participants who live in jobless 196 010 14% 837881 22% 269 034 21% 1302925
households
CO13 Participants who live 80476 6% 362 892 10% 135563 10% 578 931
in jobless households with
dependent children
CO14 Participants who live in a 74 161 5% 334 632 9% 127 148 10% 535941
single adult household with
dependent children

CO15 Migrants, participants with a 65122 5% 876982 23% 164 954 13% 1 107 058
foreign background, minorities

CO16 Participants with disabilities 109 882 8% 364 139 10% 124 682 10% 598 703
CO17 Other disadvantaged 113730 8% 801742 21% 283692 22% 1199 164
CO18 Homeless or affected by 4239 0% 61 458 2% 18 863 1% 84 560
housing exclusion

CO19 From rural areas 362 645 26% 435914 12% 165136 13% 963 695

% of participants calculated on the basis of the sum of Unemployed (CO1), Inactive (CO3), and
Employed (CO5), these 3 categories (presented bold in the table) add up to 100%

Values not assigned to CO (between 25-54 years, and other ISCED level, indicated by "*”)
‘calculated by authors

Source: SFC2014, based on 2016 AIRs

The table above and figure below presents the distribution of common output indicators
across the three different types of regions. The figure shows clearly how operations in more
developed regions reach considerably higher participation (58% of participations are in
more developed regions) than less developed regions (22%). Such large disparities could
not be expected on the basis of budget allocations, which are considerably higher for less
developed regions. While operations in less developed regions more often tend to include
more structural measures (possible with lower participation), this also does not explain the
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dominance of more developed regions in participation. Rather this is a result of uneven
implementation of operations between different types of regions.

Also in terms of the types of target groups targeted, relevant differences can e observed.
A high share of inactive people ( is approached in less developed regions (31% of these
participations are targeted in less developed regions, compared to on average 22%
overall). At the same time operations in more developed regions target employed persons
more often (64% of all respondents compared to an average of 58%).

Figure 5.2 Share of type of Common outputs per type of region
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—
Total |22% | ]58% | %
Unemployed, including long-term unemployed —119% |1 58% %
Long-term unemployed —]19% [ 58% %
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Employed, including self-employed |l7%| I 164% | ﬂ
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of which unemployed / inactive / not in education 35% | I 45% | %
ISCED 1/2 :' 20% |1 i59% %
,-"'i — 1 | 1
SCED3/4 —25% | [55%] - 20%
ISCED 5-8 23% [T 161% | m
Participantsin jobless hh |15%II [64% | %
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Participants in a single adult hh ] 14%[I 62% %

Migrants / minorities | 6% 79% | 15%
Participants with disabilities :ig.%i I 61% | - 21%
. | 1
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OLess developed Homeless |5% | 173% | %
. 1 |
EMore developed From rural areas |38% | I | 45% | w

H Transition

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
Gender sensitivity

From analysing the gender distribution of participations, one sees that the participation of
women and men is equally spread at EU level. There are, however, significant differences
among MS. In GR, 82% of participations are female, while in DE they are 41%. RO does
not report any data on performance yet (and is not included in the figure below).
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Figure 5.3 Relative share (%) of (fe)male participation across MS over 2014-2016 (all IP)
including YEI)

100% IIIIIIIIIIII

4 53 53 52 50 50 49 49 48 47 46 46 =

g1 59 58 57 57 57 57 56 55 5
65
60% I I
W 'Women
0O Men

) 53 54 54 55 56 57 29

50 50 51 51
44 45 46 47 47 48
55 39 41 42 43 43 43 43

10%

0%
GR EE HR Lv CY SK BG PL FI CZ ES SI HU PT IE UK LT IT SE DK FR MT AT BE NL LU DE

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

Women are more often recorded among: participants who live in a single adult household
with dependent children (70%), participants with tertiary education (64%), participants
who live in jobless households with dependent children (60%), participants of 25-54 years
old (56%), employed (56%), participants with upper secondary (ISCED 3) or post-
secondary education (ISCED 4) (55%). Men are overrepresented in the groups of
homelessness or affected by housing exclusion (63%), participants with disabilities (56%),
participants below 25 years old (55%), participants with primary or lower secondary
education (55%), and participants without education attainment (55%). Groups that show
a more equal distribution are the inactive, participants who live in jobless households,
participants above the 54 years old who are unemployed, including long term unemployed,
or inactive, not in education or training, from rural areas, migrants and minorities.

When assessing the gender balance per IP, a number of IP have a majority of male
participants: IP 8v (62%), IP 10iv (58%), IP 11ii (55%), IP 10i (4%). Women make up
the majority of participations in in IP 8iv (90%), 8vi (88%), and IP 9iii (69%).

Types of projects supported

The common output indicators measuring the number of projects and entities supported,
report a total of 7 413 projects by social partners or non-governmental organisations, while
5 694 projects were supported that are dedicated to the sustainable participation and
progress of women in employment. Another 3 975 projects were targeting public
administration / public services. ESF supported a total of 197 463 SME in the first three
years of the programme. The number of projects shows a steep increase from 2014
towards 2016.

Overlooking the number of projects across MS, 59% of the total humber of projects by
social partners or non-governmental organisations in the EU are reported by Germany,
followed by Spain (10%), Czech Republic (9%), and France (5%). Germany also reports
the bulk of projects dedicated at sustainable participation and progress of women in
employment (61%). France reports 70% of the total supported micro, small and medium-
sized enterprises.

Most projects that are implemented by social partners or NGOs are reported for IP 9i
(2 105), 8v (2 061) 10i (844), 10iii (486), while fewer or no projects were reported for IP
10iii, 9v1, 8vii, and 9ii, The largest number of projects dedicated at sustainable
participation and progress of women in employment is reported for IP 8v, 9i, 8iv, while the
largest number of projects targeting public administrations or public services at national,
regional or local level are to be found under IP 10iv, 10i, 8i, 9i, 8vii and 9i; surprisingly, a
lower number of projects were reported in IP falling under TO11. Projects related to micro,

26



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

small and medium-sized enterprises are mainly reported under IP 8iii, 8v, 9i, 8vi, 8i and
10iii. Table 5.4 below confirms that implementation started relatively slow in 2014, but in
2015 and 2016 considerably higher output numbers are being reported.

Table 5.4 Total number of projects / SME at EU level over 2014-2016 (all IP, ESF + YEI)

Sum of  Sum of CS;”JI:;V
Row Labels 2015 2016
e value
total
total
Number of projects fully or partially implemented by 142 3115 4 156 7 413
social partners or non-governmental organisations
Number of projects dedicated at sustainable 115 1 604 3975 5 694
participation and progress of women in employment;
Number of projects targeting public administrations or 144 985 2 846 3975

public services at national, regional or local level

Number of supported micro, small and medium-sized 68 371 88454 40 638 197 463
enterprises (including cooperative enterprises,

enterprises of the social economy)

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

Number of participations per TO and IP

By looking at the total aggregation of participations for each Thematic Objective and
Investment Priority, one sees that some TO have reached higher participations over 2014-
2016 than others. For TO8 especially (and IP 8i and 8ii more specifically), the largest
number of participations were reported (total 4 068 226). This was followed by TO10 (more
evenly distributed around the different IP) and TO9 (main IP 9i), which both have
supported 1914 149 and 1 735 876 participations respectively. TO8 and TO10 are
traditionally the areas where the highest participations are achieved with ESF (see also the
previous programming period). Nevertheless, since TO8 supports existing ALMP measures,
it is easier for the programme to achieve results than it would be for operations related to
schools in the first years of programming. A smaller number of participations are reported
for TO11 (69 792), which has traditionally covered the ESF priority areas where the lowest
number of participations are recorded (supporting ESF operations at system level and
training of public government officials).
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Table 5.5 Total number of participations per TO and IP across MS until 2016 (sum of COO1, COO03, and COO5, ESF + YEI)Y

10iii

AT - - - - 31078 7 557 3274 41909 1%
BE 33679 116 609 840 1396 - 140817 | 622 - - 2577 165 937 - 462 477 6%
BG 3579 23380 = o 510 o = 48 182 = = ° ° ° 556 76 207 1%
CcY = 3416 o o o = ° ° ° ° 3416 0%
Cz 14 954 199 2074 o o 216 = o = = ° ° 17 443 0%
DE 8454 26 207 11899 14341 |122 414 174 403 268 - 123 367 1315 69 494 151 249 703 411 9%
DK 2 065 637 - 225 354 38 3319 0%
EE 15194 3496 2752 2354 9399 804 33999 0%
ES 564 378 328 419 193 604 42 448 | 26587 ° 211362 6205| 16302 3705 2 365 92 280 1741 22684 85504 1597584 | 21%
FI 19284 518 | 10566 10281 26481 - 67130 1%
FR 111934 245633 57219 123811 74 4113 724438 | 311 - - 232 20213 - 123484 4442 - - 1415904 | 18%
GR 30185 45061 = 92 145 ° o 65 207 = 1241 = = = 494 3425 20015 60 825 318 598 4%
HR = ° o o = = ° 2052 o = = 2052 0%
HU 40096 41931 - - - - - - - 34 865 - - 116 892 2%
IE 59 099 23762 9 140 53 34 897 191 057 318 008 4%
IT 391 689 508 206 = 7780 | 29622 51 o 35546 = 11449 44 150 475 14 292 8497 36216 5426 | 805 1200098 | 15%
LT 41685 23327 1138 1292 14 246 110211 1381 2 886 2 196 168 3%
LU 687 2022 89 516 3314 0%
LV 30036 20452 17 3795 1469 129 - - - 207 56 105 1%
MT 1142 947 - - - 453 16 - - - 2558 0%
NL 800 ° 152 080 152 880 2%
PL 107 467 216 168 1400 518 808 | 341 ° 5457 2752 3151 11115 5662 9780 23775 1106 389 500 5%
PT 14 217 66518 159 - 19 - 30889 - - - 20959 79725 34236 113 626 - - 360 348 5%
RO = ° = ° o = = S S o o o o o 0%
SE 2304 18918 1946 12 655 = 35823 0%
Sl 4600 4009 ° 653 = = 6997 361 61 ° 16 681 0%
SK 63 079 10536 4145 - 796 - 4321 - - - 780 - 83 657 1%
UK 8754 22511 578 11862 - 5613 50870 12374 112562 1%
Total 1567 296 1748 231 267 186 164 547 |315877 | 466 4623 | 1614914 [7138| 17864 75922 20038 546 850 139 960 778 959 448 380 68987 | 805 7788043 | 100
% 20% 22% 3% 2% 4% 0% 0% 21% 0% | 0% 1% 0% 7% 2% 10% 6% 1% 0% 100%

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

17 For IP 9ii no participations were reported for CO01, CO03, and CO05
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The figure below describes the share of participations per category of regions, split out by
investment priority. This allows further assessment on what types of regions achieve more
participation in each individual investment priority. The number of participations differs strongly
per category of region, and confirms the dominance of more developed regions at this stage of
implementation. Most participations for 2014-2015 were reported in the more developed regions
(3 763 880), followed by the less developed regions (1421 693), and transition regions
(1 293 754). In 2015, the number of participations reported was still low compared to those in
more developed and transition region, but significantly increased in 2016. This is partly explained
by the problems that programmes face when starting up the implementation during the early
years of the programming period, as well as the problems with IT systems tracking
participations. For IP 8vi, 9iv, 9v, and 10ii, a relatively large number of participations are
reported in the less developed regions, mainly because these operations are set up to be
considerably larger in these regions than in more developed regions. At the same time, three
social inclusion IP (9i, 9ii, 9iii) see only marginal participation (6%, 8% and 7% respectively) in
less developed regions. This is particularly problematic for IP9ii (Integrating marginalised
communities), where less developed regions have allocated more than 10 times the budget of
more developed regions (1.6 billion in less developed regions, compared to 0.15 billion in more
developed regions). Particularly telling is the lack of participation in IP11ii in less developed
regions, while these operation supposedly target institutions in less developed regions. Though
this can be due to different methods of counting (counting institutions, rather than individuals),
the difference is telling and warrants additional attention in the coming years.

Figure 5.4 Relative share of participations per TO and IP and category of region (cumulative
until 2016)
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Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 201618

18 The monitoring system does not require MA to report the type of region for YEI participants. These are therefore coded
as without region in IP8ii.
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5.1.2 Total results of ESF

The total aggregation of the common result indicators (for ESF as well as YEI) is reported here.
Table 5.6 shows the immediate results of participants upon leaving an ESF supported operation
at EU level. In total 810 397 participants found employment (of which 192 977 YEI participants),
750 166 participants gained a qualification (of which 82 258 YEI participants), 148 426
participants became engaged in job searching, and 275 478 persons had entered in education
(of which 39 591 YEI participants).

When overviewing the common result indicators that are addressing more specific target groups,
one sees that, in total, almost 0.5 million disadvantaged participants achieved a positive result
in terms of employment, gaining a qualification, education or training, or engaging in job-search
(of which 138 221 YEI participants). Immediate results for ESF were reported by all countries,
except for CY, LU, and RO. BE, DE, ES, FR, IE, and PL, report the largest number of results,
while BG, CZ, DK, and HR only report a few immediate results.

When assessing the programme achievement on the common result indicators that capture
longer-term effects, 14 MS already report on results six months after completing the operation
(compared to 7 MS in 2015). These are BE, CZ, DE, EE, ES, FR, HR, HU, IE, IT, PL, SE, SI, and
the UK. AT, BG, CY, DK, FI, GR, LT, LU, LV, NL, PT, RO, SK do not yet report long-term results
for ESF, while for YEI CY, CZ, GR, HR, HU, LT, PL, PT, RO, SI and UK do not yet report on
common ESF long-term result indicators?'®.

MS are not obliged to do this as the regulation only obliges Member States to report on these
indicators for the first time in AIR2018, to be submitted in 20192%). In these MS ESF contributed
to 0.2 million participants finding employment six months after leaving an ESF supported
operation (of which 122 179 YEI participants), while sixteen thousand have gained an improved
labour market situation (of which fourteen thousand YEI participants). Upon closer inspection of
the reporting on elderly and disadvantaged individuals, 3 266 participants above the 54 years
old are in employment six months after leaving and ESF supported operation, while 47 334
disadvantaged persons are in employment 6 months after leaving and ESF supported operation
(of which 26 221 YEI participants).

The number of disadvantaged participants engaged in job searching, in education/ training,
gaining a qualification, or in employment (including self-employment) upon leaving that have
been reported is particularly high, especially compared to the share of disadvantaged
participants among total outputs. The large number of results for this indicator could potentially
be explained by the fact that this individual result indicator includes different types of results.
As a result, MS could more easily place a result in this category, instead of the more difficult to
measure employment situation after the operation.

The table below presents the aggregated results per type of common result indicator. The
immediate results (common result indicators 1-5) are split out from longer-term results
(common result indicators 6-9). Totals are presented for categories of common result
indicators that can be summed. Indicators in italics are sub-indicators that are not included in
the totals.

19 Seven YEI eligible MS do not yet report on common longer-term result indicators for YEI (common result indicators
11 and 12): CY, CZ, HR, HU, RO, SI, UK.

20 As required by Annex I of the ESF Regulation, which ties this reporting to the reporting requirements stated in Article
50(5) of the Common Provisions Regulations.
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Table 5.6 Total aggregated results reported by AIR per type of common result indicator until
2016, and relative share of women (for ESF and YEI)

Total ESF 0
Common result indicator (immediate) Total ESF | Total YEI women of | women
+YEL ESF YEI

CRO1 - Inactive participants engaged 129 580 18 846 148 426 49% 41%

in job searching upon leaving

CRO2 - Participants in 235 887 39 591 275 478 50% 45%

education/training upon leaving

CRO3 -  Participants gaining a 667 908 82 258 750 166 49% 44%

qualification upon leaving

CRO04 - Participants in employment, 617 420 192977 810 397 52% 54%

I ncluding self-employment, upon

leaving

Total (CR1-4) 1650795 333672 1984 467 50% 50%
CRO5 = Disadvantaged 322 206 138 221 460 427 48% 49%

participants engaged in job
searching, education/ training,
gaining a qualification, or in
employment, including self-
employment, upon leaving

Total ESF e o Ef
Common result indicator (longer term) | Total ESF | Total YEI women of | women
+YEL ESF YEI

CRO06- Participants in employment, 100 012 122179 222 191 49% 46%
including self-employment, 6 months
after leaving

CRO7 - Participants with an improved 11 999 3765 15 764 51% 42%

labour market situation 6 months after

leaving

Total (CR6-7) 112011 125944 237 955 49% 46%
CRO8 - Participants above 54 3265 1 3 266 43% 0%

years of age in employment,

including self-employment, six

months after leaving

CRO9 = Disadvantaged 21113 26 221 47 334 47% 46%
participants in employment,

including self-employment, 6

months after leaving

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016 updated until September 6, 20171

Comparing categories of region, table 5.7 below shows that the highest aggregate result figures
are reported in the more developed regions (867 686) followed by the transition regions
(419 999) and the less developed regions (363 110). While less developed regions show the
lowest number of immediate results, these show a particularly high increase in comparison to
2015.

21 1n order to check for differences between data reported in AIRs submitted by the cut-off date of this report (September
6, 2017) and the time of writing, data from AIR updated until November 22, 2017 were compared to the values reported
in this table above. This data update shows only marginal changes in comparison to the data presented in the table
above, and only recorded an additional number of 23 305 short-term results in Belgium - Flanders (2014BEO5SFOP002).
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Table 5.7 Overview immediate result indicators, by MS until 2016 and type of region (ESF only)

CRO2 -

into

Immediate result indicators

CRO4 -

AT
BE
BG
cY
cz
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI
FR
GR
HR
HU
IE
IT
LT
LU
LV
NL
PL
PT
RO
SE
SI
SK
UK
EU28

Less dev,
More dev,
Transition

Jobsearching
239
2 346

11131
23

10 244
230
91779
2230
129

249
2173
126

16

50
271

7 869

166

307
129 580

education

405
50 231
14

44 743
40
1908
11 945
1035
57 114
1539
40

44 083
2175
1347

403
86
1257
9736

401

7 385

235 887

gualified
2781
51 933

15

132 925
32

6 708
104 282
3974
86 262
51 080
22

17 441
72 656
31 804
23 366

9 033

19 715
16 688

241
752

36 199
667 908

employed
1 808
34 396
69

38 193
63

1 506
148 954
2 048
184 330
3273
33

4 836
6 994
31101

2513
2 330
115 311
21910

968

475

10 364
5945
617 420

5233
138 906
83

15

226 991
158

10 124
275 425
7 287
419 485
58 122
224

17 441
121 824
43 146
55 940

11 965
2 466
136 554
56 203

1776
1227

10 364

49 836

1 650 795

result results
4 428 85%
36 087 26%
27 33%
14 93%
98 804 44%
110 70%
4 543 45%
56 725 21%
2 859 39%
30 717 7%
2 886 5%
40 18%
0%
1 998 2%
6 787 16%
5124 9%
1 446 12%
2 466 100%
54 705 40%
7 030 13%
1 356 76%
367 30%
0%
3 687 7%
322 206 20%

Immediate result indicators

CRO1 -
Jobsearching

11 498
78 839
39 243

CRO2 -

into

education

29 783
144 387
61 717

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

gualified
148 489
374 308

145 112

CRO4 -

employed
173 340
270 153
173 927

363 110
867 686
419 999

Disadvantaged

CR5 - any
result
69 284
176 695
76 227

advantaged
19%
20%

18%
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Table 5.8 Overview longer-term result indicators, by MS until 2016(ESF only)

Long term result indicators

| Allresults | Above 54 years of age Disadvantaged

CRO6 - CRO7 - better CROS8 - % of CRO9 - % of
employed position Total employed employed | employed | employed

BE 2 606 26 2 632 34 1% 0%
BG

cY

cz 8 - 8 4 50% 5 63%
DE 6 974 7 609 14 583 172 2% 2941 42%
DK

EE 1149 221 1370 233 20% 872 76%
ES 14 655 2 045 16 700 770 5% 10 916 74%
FI

FR 6 292 759 7 051 132 2% 2 585 41%
GR

HR 43 36 79 0% 21 49%
HU 16 23 39 0% 0%
IE 6 930 6 930 1 630 24% 178 3%
IT 59 700 1280 60 980 203 0% 2170 4%
LT

LU

LV

NL

PL 11 11 0% 0%
PT

RO

SE 683 683 32 5% 602 88%
SI 5 5 4 80% 4 80%
SK

UK 940 940 51 5% 819 87%
EU28 100 012 11 999 112 011 3 265 3% 21113 21%

Long term result indicators

Above 54 years of age Disadvantaged

| Alresults |
CRO6 - CRO7 - better CROS8 - % of CRO9 - % of
Employed position Total employed employed | employed | employed

Less dev, 1 563 409 1972 252 16% 1189 76%
More dev, 86 814 7 756 94 570 2 610 3% 12 507 14%
Transition 11 635 3 834 15 469 403 3% 7 417 64%

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

5.1.3 Total results of YEI

Out of all 187 OPs funded through the ESF, there are 34 OPs supported by the Youth Employment
Initiative. The ESF regulation defines common result indicators to monitor YEI achievements??,
as presented in the table below. The previous sections already provided information on the
achievement of YEI on the common output indicators, which is a significant proportion of all ESF
outputs (ESF+YEI) due to the earlier start of YEI and initial deadline set for YEI implementation
of 201823,

Below, an overview is presented of the total of results achieved by YEI in each of the MS,
measured by the ESF Common result indicators.

22 Annex II, ESF Regulation
23 In June 2017, the Council and the Parliament agreed to an increase of the YEI by €2.4 billion for eligible Member
States for the period 2017-2020
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Table 5.9 Overview common result indicators, by MS (YEI only)

Immediate result indicators
Disadvantaged

. Mlresuts | Disadvantaged |
% of
CRO1 - CRO2 - into CRO3 - CRO4 - CR5 - any| all
Jobsearching education gualified employed Total result results

BE 3618 3 856 3936 8 446 19 856 401 2%
BG = 43 475 670 1188 188 16%
CY
Cz
ES 6 552 3 968 43 934 43 859 98 313 16 127 16%
FR 8 206 25 145 11778 48 654 93 783 71 984 77%
GR = 723 555 5610 6 888 1916 28%
HR
HU
IE 58 1534 5 650 = 7 242 162 2%
IT
LT > > > 1741 1741 321 18%
LV 136 625 4 180 2 304 7 245 1 295 18%
PL 75 1 555 11 091 72 296 85017 40 093 47%
PT = 455 = 3 609 4 064 2621 64%
RO
SE 170 1461 550 5274 7 455 2 700 36%
SI
SK
UK 31 226 109 514 880 413 47%
EU28 18 846 39 591 82 258 192 977 333 672 138 221 41%

Not reported by region, because YEI indicators are not labelled to one type of region

Table 5.10 Overview common result indicators, by MS (YEI only)

Long term result indicators

Above 54 years of age Disadvantaged

| Allresults |
CRO6 - CRO7 - better CROS8 - % of CRO9 - % of
employed position Total employed employed | employed | employed

BE 467 9_ - 0% - 0%
BG 1397 - - 0% - 0%
cY
cz
ES 11 466 - 11 466 - 0% 2109 18%
FR 45 026 3207 48 233 1 0% 22 981 51%
GR
HR
HU
IE 99 39 138 - 0% 17 17%
IT 53 727 - 53 727 - 0% - 0%
LT
LV 4131 - 4131 - 0% - 0%
PL 144 *ox
PT
RO
SE 3339 - 3339 - 0% 970 29%
SI
SK 2 527 - 2 527 - 0% - 0%
UK
EU28 122179 3765 125944 1 0% 26 221 21%

** cannot divide by zero
Not reported by region, because YEI indicators are not labelled to one type of region

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

The table below displays the total aggregation per MS and EU level for each common YEI result
indicator (as defined in Annex II of the ESF regulation). The table shows the data reported only
for 16 MS (out of 20 receiving support from YEI). The remaining 4 MS do not yet report results.
The table below also reports on the total number of female participants that have been
supported, along with the target achievement per type of YEI indicator.
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Table 5.11 Total aggregated results reported by AIR per type of YEI common result indicator
over the programming period 2016, per MS
]

Unemployed participants Long-term unemployed participants

who who received | in education / who who received | in education /
completed an offer of training, gain completed an offer of training, gain
the YEI employment, a qualification, | the YEI employment, a qualification,
supported continued or are in supported continued or are in
intervention education, employment, intervention education, employment,
apprenticeship | including self- apprenticeship | including self-
or traineeship employment, or traineeship employment,
upon leaving upon leaving upon leaving upon leaving
BE 12 690 1632 3797 6 844 529 700
BG 8 810 206 680 3875 43 155
cY 1322 - - 415 - -
Cz = = 1 = = =
ES 157 248 12 776 45 286 23 263 3611 5925
FR 81172 67 762 61 088 30 182 23 076 21 181
GR 33422 8 527 6 614 30 657 6 877 5124
IE 1 380 353 565 770 222 304
IT 154 772 56 246 50 434 94 601 29 625 27 685
LT 5113 2671 2 986 1 565 602 771
LV 7918 3185 3168 2128 1 604 1 599
PL 90 105 60 246 78 548 38 557 26 302 32 027
PT 14 683 5297 3 876 995 193 440
SE 1 343 435 5851 454 135 1290
SK 4 350 2 268 2 149 440 286 282
UK 387 87 602 330 37 101
EU 574 715 221 691 265 645 235 076 93 142 97 584
Target 58% 36% 44% 75% 47% 55%

achievement

| | YEI-CcrRO1 YEI-CRO2 YEI-CRO3 YEI-CRO4 YEI-CRO5 YEI-CRO6

Number 306 457 118 173 138 409 124 620 50 444 49 638
women
% 53% 53% 52% 53% 54% 51%

Target achievement was calculated for each common indicator on the basis of average progress of indicators
towards their target

The table above shows that:

e The young unemployed: Around half million (547 715) unemployed persons completed
a YEI intervention (with an average target achievement across MS of 58%), while around
a quarter million (221 691) unemployed persons received an offer after completing the
intervention (with a target achievement of 36%), and another quarter of a million
(265 645) unemployed were in education or training, gained a qualification or were in
employment (44% of the target achievement).

e The long-term young unemployed: A quarter of a million (235 076) long-term
unemployed completed the YEI intervention (75% of target achievement), while 93 142
received an offer (47% of target achievement ), and 97 584 persons were activated into
education or training, gained a qualification or were in employment (55% of target
achievement).
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Table 5.12 Total aggregated results reported by AIR per type of YEI common result indicator
over the programming period 2016, per MS

[ | 1nactive participants All participants, six months after leaving

who who received | in education / in continued in in self-
completed an offer of training, gain education, employment employment
the YEI employment, a qualification, | training

supported continued or are in programmes

intervention education, employment, leading to a
apprenticeship | including self- qualification,
or traineeship employment, an

upon leaving upon leaving apprentice-
ship or a
traineeshi
BE 12 690 1632 3797 6 844 529 700
BG 8 810 206 680 3 875 43 155
CY 1322 = = 415 = =
cz = = 1 = = =
ES 157 248 12 776 45 286 23 263 3611 5925
FR 81172 67 762 61 088 30 182 23 076 21181
GR 33 422 8 527 6 614 30 657 6 877 5124
IE 1 380 353 565 770 222 304
IT 154 772 56 246 50 434 94 601 29 625 27 685
LT 5113 2671 2 986 1 565 602 771
LV 7918 3185 3168 2128 1 604 1 599
PL 90 105 60 246 78 548 38 557 26 302 32 027
PT 14 683 5297 3 876 995 193 440
SE 1343 435 5851 454 135 1290
SK 4 350 2 268 2 149 440 286 282
UK 387 87 602 330 37 101
EU 574 715 221 691 265 645 235 076 93 142 97 584
Target 58% 36% 44% 75% 47% 55%

achievement

| | YEI-CROY YEI-CRO8 YEI-CRO9 YEI-CR10 YEI-CR11 YEI-CR12

Number 306 457 118173 138 409 124 620 50 444 49 638
women
% 53% 53% 52% 53% 54% 51%

Target achievement was calculated for each common indicator on the basis of average progress of indicators
towards their target

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

The table above shows that:

e Theinactive young: A total of 132 364 inactive persons completed the YEI intervention
(86% of target achievement), while 55 947 received an offer (72% of the target
achievement), and 79 257 are in education or training, gained a qualification or were in
employment (80% of target achievement).

e Finally, 52 293 participants are in education & training after six months (target
achievement of 103%), 139 382 are in employment after six months (107% target
achievement), and 2 278 are in self-employment after six months (30% target
achievement). Looking at the distribution of male and female participation, one sees
that, 53% of the (long-term) unemployed are female, while 48% of the inactive
participants are female.

5.1.4 Total results ESF + YEI

TOS8 reports the largest result figures (especially if YEI results are included), followed by TO10
and TO9. ESF support through TO8 is linked with the highest number of participants gaining
employment (including self-employment). This is due to the fact that TO8 is strongly focused on
access to employment. ESF operations under TO10 account for the largest number of participants
gaining a qualification upon leaving, or participants in education and training upon leaving; this
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is also in line with the focus of TO10 on human capital. ESF support under TO9 accounts for the
largest number of inactive participants engaged in job searching upon leaving and disadvantaged
participants engaged in job searching, education/training, gaining a qualification or in
employment, including self-employment. The lower aggregated achievements shown for TO11
are probably due to the considerably lower financial allocation with respect to the other TOs.
Moreover, operations under TO11 are generally focused on entities and the results are most
likely not adequately measurable through common indicators (since operations are often focused
on entities and actions such as development of new tools, change management, studies,
awareness raising acitvities, partnerships, etc).

Table 5.13 Total aggregated results reported by AIR per type of common result indicator over
the programming period until 2016, per TO,

Common result indicator (immediate) TI?SSF TO8- YEI TE%QF T(E)Slg_ T(Ejslé_

CRO1 - Inactive participants engaged in job 14 662 18 846 89 811 25 106

searching upon leaving

CRO2 - Participants in education/training 44 356 39 591 69 428 121 828 275

upon leaving

CRO3 - Participants gaining a qualification 160 962 82 258 75998 382548 48 400

upon leaving

CRO4 - Participants in employment, including 381 168 192977 187 454 48 789 9

self-employment, upon leaving

Total (CR1-4) 601 148 333672 422691 578 271 48 684
CROS5 - Disadvantaged participants 121487 138221 106 365 94 321 33

engaged in job searching, education/
training, gaining a qualification, or in
employment, including self-
employment, upon leaving

Common result indicator (long term) TI(E)SSF_ TO8- YEI TEC;9F— T(E)Slg_ T(E)Sl;_

CRO06- Participants in employment, including 76 116 122 179 15 371 8 525

self-employment, 6 months after leaving

CRO7 - Participants with an improved labour 6 503 3 765 1203 4 187 106

market situation 6 months after leaving

Total (CR6-7) 82619 125944 16 574 12712 106
CRO8 - Participants above 54 years 2193 1 810 262

of age in employment, including self-
employment, six months after leaving
CRO9 - Disadvantaged participants in 5124 26 221 12 891 3 098
employment, including self-
employment, 6 months after leaving
Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

Table 5.14 below shows the highest number of immediate results are reported in BE, DE, ES,
FR, IE, and PL. In CY and RO no results are reported so far, while the immediate results reported
by AT, BG, CZ, DK, HR, NL, and SI are comparatively low.
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Table 5.14 Overview common result indicators, by MS (ESF + YEI)

Immediate result indicators

Jobsearching education gualified employed Total result results
AT 239 405 2781 1 808 5233 4 428 85%
BE 5 964 54 087 55 869 42 842 158 762 36 488 23%
BG = 57 475 739 1271 215 17%
CcY - - - - - - -
cz - - 15 - 15 14 93%
DE 11 131 44 743 132 925 38 193 226 991 98 804 44%
DK 23 40 32 63 158 110 70%
EE 2 1 908 6 708 1 506 10 124 4 543 45%
ES 16 796 15913 148 216 192 813 373 738 72 852 19%
FI 230 1 035 3974 2 048 7 287 2 859 39%
FR 99 985 82 259 98 040 232 984 513 268 102 701 20%
GR 2 230 2 262 51 635 8 883 65 010 4 802 7%
HR 129 40 22 33 224 40 18%
HU = = 17 441 = 17 441 = 0%
IE 307 45 617 78 306 4 836 129 066 2 160 2%
IT 2173 2175 31 804 6 994 43 146 6 787 16%
LT 126 1 347 23 366 32 842 57 681 5 445 9%
LV 152 1028 13 213 4817 19 210 2 741 14%
NL 50 86 - 2 330 2 466 2 466 100%
PL 346 2812 30 806 187 607 221 571 94 798 43%
PT 7 869 10 191 16 688 25 519 60 267 9 651 16%
RO = = = = = = =
SE 336 1 862 791 6 242 9 231 4 056 44%
SI - - 752 475 1227 367 30%
SK - - - 10 364 10 364 - 0%
UK 338 7 611 36 308 6 459 50 716 4100 8%
EU28 148 426 275 478 750 166 810 397 1 984 467 460 427 23%

Not reported by region, because YEI indicators are not labelled to one type of region
Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
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Table 5.15 Overview common result indicators, by MS (ESF + YEI)

Long term result indicators

| Allresuts | Above 54 years of age Disadvantaged

CROG6 - CRO7 - better - CROS - % of CRO9 - % of
employed position Total employed employed | employed | employed

AT - - -
BE 3073 545 3618 34 1% - 0%
BG 1397 - 1397 - 0% - 0%
cY - - - - - - -
cz 8 - 8 4 50% 5 63%
DE 6 974 7 609 14 583 172 2% 2941 42%
DK - - - - - - -
EE 1149 221 1370 233 20% 872 76%
ES 26 121 2 045 28 166 770 3% 13 025 50%
FI - - - - - - -
FR 51 318 3 966 55 284 133 0% 25 566 50%
GR - - - - - - -
HR 43 36 79 - 0% 21 49%
HU 16 23 39 - 0% - 0%
IE 7 029 39 7 068 1 630 23% 195 3%
IT 113 427 1280 114 707 203 0% 2170 2%
LT - - - - - - -
LV 4131 - 4131 - 0% - 0%
NL - - - - - - -
PL 11 - 11 - 0% 144 1308%
PT - - - - - - -
RO - - - - - - -
SE 4022 - 4022 32 1% 1572 39%
SI 5 - 5 4 80% 4 80%
SK 2 527 - 2 527 - 0% - 0%
UK 940 - 940 51 5% 819 87%
EU28 222 191 15764 = 237 955 3 266 1% 47 334 21%

Not reported by region, because YEI indicators are not labelled to one type of region

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
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5.2 The performance of ESF (target achievement)

5.2.1 Performance of output indicators

The targets defined in the OP for output indicators offer a good reference framework to assess
progress in implementation. Table 5.16 below provides an overview of the average target
achievement for common output indicators. Target achievement rates could be calculated only
for 19 MS, because not all common output indicators are assigned a target in MS and not all
output indicators with a target (already) report progress?*. Out of the 1 659 common output
indicators that have a target value, only 894 report an achievement over 2014-20162%>. The
average achievement of the target set for 2023 is 7.6%. Nevertheless, if we leave out the
common output indicators that report a “"0” achievement, this percentage is much higher, at
14.08% (not reported in the table).

Some MS show relatively high performance compared to the EU average, such as BE (average
target achievement of 46%), followed by FR (20.3%), CZ (15.8%), LT (13.9%), MT (9.3%), and
FI (8.2%). Low average target achievement can be found in BG, HR, HU, UK, SE, SK, and IT
(below 5%).

24 Targets are only set for the indicators selected for measuring the progress of the specific objectives
25> The other output indicators report a “0” achievement; it is unclear as to whether this means that no achievement took
place or whether achievement was not-reported
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Table 5.16 Progress towards the 2023 target of common output indicators that have a target value (average % of target achievement) over the
programming period 2016.

mmmmmmmmmmx-mmm
CO01-Unemployed, incl. LTU 118 -
CO02-Long-term unemployed - 223 - = = 29 = 33 21 26 = = 10 52 = = 22 = 21
COO03-Inactive - 37 - = - 6 17 - 26 - - - 28 - - - 1 = -
CO04-Inactive, not in education or training 1 - = = = 29 = 53 235 - = = 1 = = = 5 = =
CO05-Employed, including self-employed - 34 - - - 15 14 - 16 30 - - 4 - - - 0 7 12
COO06-Below 25 years of age - - - - 8 30 16 6 12 - - - 11 - - 35 - 12 -
CO07-54+ years of age - - - - 3 15 - - 3 - - = 26 > = 49 = = =
CO08-54+ years of age who are unemployed, - - - - - 12 - - 61 - - - 58 39 - - - - -
including long term unemployed, or inactive not
in education or training
CO09-With ISCED 1/ 2 - - - - - - 1 22 17 - - - 4 - - - - - 26
CO10-With ISCED 3/ 4 - - - - - - 0 59 21 - - - 16 - - - - - -
CO11-With ISCED 5-8 - - - - - 9 4 170 20 - 5 - 14 - - - - - -
CO12-Participants who live in jobless households - - - - - - - - - - - 3 - - - - - -
CO13-Participants who live in jobless households = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = =
with dependent children
CO14-Participants who live in a single adult - - - - - - - - - - - - 7 - - - - - -
household with dependent children
CO15-Migrants, participants with a foreign 251 - - - - 13 4 1 23 0 - - 17 - - - - - -
background, minorities (including marginalised
communities such as the Roma)
CO16-Participants with disabilities - 71 = = = = 5 = 35 1 = = 7 = = = 14 = =
CO17-Other disadvantaged - 194 - = = 3 12 = 36 2 = = 6 = = = = = =

CO20-Number of projects fully or partially - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

implemented by social partners or non-

governmental organisations

CO21-Number of projects dedicated at - - - - - - - - - - - - 37 - - - 2 - -

sustainable participation and progress of women

in employment;

C022-Number of projects targeting public - - 0 - 49 - - 60 0 - > - 0 > = = 1 = =

administrations or public services at national,

regional or local level

CO23-Number of supported micro, small and 9 = = - 156 32

medium-sized enterprises (including cooperative

enterprises, enterprises of the social economy)

Total 7 46 O 16 7 7 8 20 5 0 0 5 14 6 9 6 2 5 2
Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

1
1
1
1
1
1
[y
1
1
1
1
1
1
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Table 5.17 provides a closer look at the target achievement of the programme specific output
indicators. Out of the 4 236 programme specific output indicators, 3 879 have a target
(excluding TA), for which progress towards their targets is presented below. Table 5.17
reports the target achievement of MS summing up all target and achievement values, as well
the average target achievement across indicators. The MS that show most progress in
achieving their targets are presented in the first rows of the table. Significant differences are
reported among MS, such as for MT, ES, BE, NL, EE, and GR, all showing progress in achieving
their targets. At EU level, around one third of the cumulative target values is achieved, while
the average target achievement across all programme specific output indicators is 83%. Low
achievement is reported for RO, HR, HU, SK, UK, PT, and PL. The difference between the
target achievement at MS and per indicator is considerable; the average per indicator attaches
equal weight to result indicators with fewer absolute result values as to those accounting for
(almost) all result values. A special case is Malta (2014MT0O5SFOP001) showing a very high
target achievement. In its AIR, MT itself indicates that this value is incorrect. The MA reports
10 fellowships as a target, while rigid data entry rules require that progress is reported in the
number of hours (22 475). This value distorts the total target achievement for Malta.

Table 5.17 Progress towards target achievement of programme specific output indicators

Sum of Target S O.f Target achievement Average of Tanget
Cumulative achievement per
2023 . per MS total N
achievement value indicator

100 970 160 450 159% 47%

2463 438 3 364 850 137% 116%

SE 23 057 14 254 62% 31%
MT 43 339 24 172 56% 8 027%
DK 117 750 62 705 53% 32%
BE 78 471 563 40 387 627 51% 89%
LT 668 809 328 378 49% 17%
IE 1242 333 422 422 34% 31%
FI 65 533 18 482 28% 15%
EE 1014 671 222 861 22% 43%
GR 1 335150 274 955 21% 40%
DE 8171 720 1100 100 13% 30%
FR 9 933 399 1207 838 12% 29%
CY 29 380 3416 12% 12%
SI 387 013 40 803 11% 19%
LU 16 817 1691 10% 26%
SK 383 047 36 301 9% 4%
BG 1 664 478 138 511 8% 25%
PL 9 992 747 668 511 7% 6%
IT 11 685 881 740 551 6% 17%
LV 908 790 54 692 6% 15%
Ccz 944 407 42 519 5% 11%
PT 7 518 506 353 749 5% 6%
AT 246 787 10 245 4% 17%
HU 4 320 995 132 568 3% 3%
UK 4 449 528 99 235 2% 6%
HR 329 696 2314 1% 1%
RO 3887772 118 0% 1%
EU28 150 417 575 49 914 317 33% 83%

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
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5.2.2 Performance of result indicators and success rates

Target achievement of common result indicators

Several common result indicators were selected for measuring progress in the programme
implementation by defining a target. Out of 859 common result indicators with a target value,
only 312 report an achievement over 2014-2016. The other result indicators report a “0”
achievement, which makes it unclear as to whether this is no achievement or non-reported
achievement; MS generally do not further comment on this in their AIR. Table 5.18 below
provides an overview of the average target achievement for the common result indicators
where the target achievement could be calculated since targets were set (only for 19 MS).
The highest achievements are reported for disadvantaged participants engaged in job
searching, education / training, gaining a qualification, or in employment upon leaving,
followed by participants achieving employment, including self-employment, upon leaving, and
participants in education/training upon leaving.

Table 5.18 Progress towards target achievement of common result indicators that have a
target value (average % of target achievement) over the programming period 2016

(MS | CRO1 [ CRO2 [ CRO3 | CRO4 [ CRO5 [ CRO6 | CRO7 | CRO8 | CRO9 |
AT - - - - - - - - -

BE 2.4 69.
BG =
CY =
cz =

DE 21.3 15.4

ES =

FI = 4.0
FR 9.0 12.3

GR =
HR =
HU -
IT =
LT =
LV =
PL =
SE =
SK =

UK = 11.2

EU average 2.7 11.

1

52.1

2.2
5.6

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

Table 5.19 below shows the average success rate of common result indicators. Success rate refers
to the share of participations that achieve a positive result. These are calculated by relating the
total number of participants or entities supported (outputs) to the results achieved by the
participants or entities. The table below present only information where common result indicators
can be explicitly linked to a reference output indicator. Only for 420 common result indicators a
success rate could be calculated, namely in BE, DE, ES, FI, FR, GR, IT, LT, LV, PL, SE, SK, and the
UK. Of these, LT, ES, DE, and SK report the highest success rates. These success rates were
subsequently compared against the ‘target success rate’, i.e. the result target as a share of the
related output target. The table shows that only for LT the average success rate is higher than

27.5

28.4
10.2

15.9

1.3
98.4
4.2
30.8

16.8
32.5
14.9

156.0

22.2

0.2
4.2

= 0.0 0.0
0.1 = =
1.4 = =
0.3 0.0 0.0

43



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

foreseen by the targets. The values reported in Table 5.19 are further presented and analysed by
thematic objective and investment priority in chapter 8.

Table 5.19 Average success rate of common result indicators by linking result achievement until
2016 to the reference output values

- Average of success rate | Average of Target Success Count of

MS until 2016 based on Rate (Target value CRI/ | common result

achievement (CRI/COI Target value COI indicators
LT 48% 39%
ES 28% 51% 111
DE 26% 66% 36
SK 20% 25% 1
FR 17% 52% 30
LV 17% 22% 2
PL 15% 36% 113
BE 14% 79% 18
FI 14% 29% 2
SE 8% 27% 3
IT 6% 53% 77
UK 5% 33% 13
GR 0% 51% 10

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

Target achievement of programme specific result indicators

Table 5.20 provides greater detail on the target achievement of the programme specific result
indicators per MS. Out of the total of 3 949 programme specific result indicators, 3 503 have
a target value defined (88.7%).

By dividing the cumulative achievement over 2014-2016 by the cumulative target for 2023
at EU level, one sees that 7% of the total EU target is achieved. Significant differences are
reported among MS, such as in the case of IT and SL that are overachieving their targets,
while RO, PT, LU, HR, and CY don't report a target achievement yet. The difference between
the target achievement at MS (dividing the total sum of all achievements by the sum of all
target values) and per indicator (average of all target achievements) is considerable; the
average per indicator attaches equal weight to result indicators, while the target achievement
per MS is biased by a few indicators with large values.
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Table 5.20 Progress towards the target achievement of programme specific result indicators

Sum of Cumulative Target achievement Average of Target
S Target 2023 achievement value per MS total achievement per indicator
IT

336 033 462 094 138% 28%
SI 4 663 5079 109% 75%
MT 48 143 22 886 48% 8%
DK 44 12 159 28% 54%
LT 435 122 28% 46%
LV 96 889 20 743 21% 23%
ES 540 333 82 402 15% 20%
IE 428 914 66 308 15% 6%
BE 702 116 94 316 13% 44%%
DE 1 447 241 193 820 13% 21%
FR 5778 613 718 347 12% 61%
NL 52 989 4 648 9% 3%
SK 649 591 58 159 9% 3%
BG 853 811 36 653 4% 8%
EE 387 481 14 722 4% 25%
cz 262 670 3990 2% 3%
GR 11 249 962 277 858 2% 2%
PL 2 906 020 46 404 2% 2%
HU 1 926 264 18 636 1% 11%
CcYy 9 555 0 0% 0%
FI 190 0 0% 0%
HR 60 908 0 0% 0%
LU 87 0 0% 0%
PT 6 070 0 0% 0%
RO 1 574 258 0 0% 0%
Tot 30 752 704 2174 619 7% 11%
al

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016 (excludes TA)

5.2.3 Performance towards milestones of the performance framework

One of the main innovations of the 2014-2020 programming period is the introduction of the
performance framework that requires setting targets at the level of the priority axes (both in
terms of physical as well as financial indicators) in the form of mid-term goals to be achieved
by the end of 2018 (milestones), and final targets to be reached at the end of 2023.
Performance against these goals is linked to the performance reserve as defined in Article 22
of the CPR. This allows for regular monitoring and debate on how financial resources are used.
The table below provides an overview of the average milestone achievement for each MS and
category of region (including all non-financial performance framework indicators for ESF and
YEI). We calculated the total achievement ratio per MS by summing up all cumulated
performance (non-financial) achievement values until 2016 and divide these by the sum of
all milestone target values, per MS. This calculation method is more robust then calculating
the average of all individual achievement rates of all performance framework indicators,
because it is less sensitive for performance framework indicators that target small numbers
with extreme achievements.
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Table 5.21 Progress towards milestone achievement 2018 of programme performance
indicators (total milestone target values divided by total cumulative achievement values) until
2016.

Less ESF Total

386% 386% 386%

176% 265% 202% 170% 196%
DK 157% 117% 149% 149%
DE 166% 33% 131% 131%
LT 107% 107% 29% 82%
FI 74% 74% 74%
MT 52% 52% 52%
ES 11% 67% 41% 45% 45%
FR 29% 43% 41% 42% 68% 45%
LV 37% 37% 63% 41%
SK 67% 72% 67% 12% 40%
EE 38% 38% 38%
IT 9% 57% 27% 35% 45% 36%
PL 25% 47% 27% 71% 35%
BG 29% 29% 37% 29%
AT 25% 4% 24% 24%
HU 16% 8% 16% 110% 21%
LU 19% 19% 19%
SI 15% 15% 15% 103% 19%
IE 17% 17% 49% 19%
GR 52% 5% 54% 15% 41% 16%
CcY 8% 8% 31% 13%
PT 11% 1% 2% 10% 20% 11%
SE 0% 0% 71% 11%
UK 58% 5% 13% 12% 0% 10%
Ccz 10% 8% 10% 6% 10%
HR 4% 4% 0% 2%
RO 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
EU total 18% 60% 41% 40% 45% 40%

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016

For the EU level the overall achievement ratio is 40% of all milestone targets together. The
more developed regions perform best (60%), followed by the transition regions (49%). The
overall target achievement in the less developed regions is still low (18%). For YEI, cumulated
achievement is almost equal to half the milestone target for 2018 (45%). It should be noted
that the targets set in the performance framework most often refer to output indicators; only
10 result indicators were included in performance framework (in BG, FI, FR, and HU). These
are all analysed together in this section.

When taking a closer look at the individual performance of MS, the table shows that NL, BE,
DK, DE show the most substantial progress in reaching the milestone targets, with a total
achievement rate above the 100 percent. It is important to mention that the milestone
achievement rate is highly influenced by the performance of individual performance indicators
that are over performing?®.

In BE 17 out of 22 performance framework indicators report an achievement above 100% (of
which 9 above 200%). In SI, the achievement rates are influenced by the over performance
of the performance framework indicators for PAx 7 and 8 (respectively 269% and 325%).
Furthermore in MT, the indicators O1 and 013 are reporting an achievement rate of
respectively 437% and 302%, while the other 3 indicators in the Performance Framework
report no achievement at all. The performance indicators for FI show a balanced performance
across indicators in one OP (showing a maximum achievement of 163% and a minimum
achievement of 62% in one OP, and no achievement in the other OP).

26 Take for instance PF2 in NL (430%); in BE indicator 3.1.4 from the Brussels Capital OP (2014BE05M90P002)
(1310%); indicator 17 in DK (589% and 438%).
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For 15 MS, the overall achievement rate remains below 35 percent, with RO, HR, CZ, UK, SE,
PT as lowest performing MS. These MS generally report low or no achievements for many
performance framework indicators. In RO no achievements are reported yet, while in HR for
6 out of 8 performance framework indicators no achievement is reported, just like for CZ (9
out of 19), UK (24 out of 42), SE (3 out of 4), PT (62 out of 134), and CY (5 out of 7). Other
MS like LU and EE, have more balanced achievement across the performance framework
indicators. LU has an a minimum achievement rate of 7% and maximum of 56%. EE, on the
other hand, has a minimum achievement of 10% and a maximum of 119%.

5.2.4 Reasons for over- or under performance

On top of the quantitative information on financial performance and programmes’ outputs and
results, MA provide a descriptive analysis of programme implementation and of issues
affecting its performance. To collect and systematise this information, narrative sections of
the AIR were carefully screened and the extracted information was categorised according to
pre-defined categories.

Table 5.22 provides an overview of the main challenges that programmes identified in their
implementation and used as a reason for under-performance on target achievement. This
table shows that there are three most frequently mentioned reasons for underperformance
as reported in the AIR, namely:

- (1) delays due to a focus on preparation / setting up organisation / programme
management, not yet on attracting proposals (mentioned by 138 AIR);

- (2) complications with regards to programming requirements/features (e.g.
obligations of procedural nature/characteristics of the programme itself, i.e.
timing/others) (mentioned by 137 AIR); and

- (3) national contextual factors (political, economic, legal etc.) influencing the
performance of the programme (mentioned by 135 AIR).

Specific IT issues and complications related to setting up or using the management /
monitoring system, are also mentioned by many AIR (respectively 74 and 71 times). Fewer
AIR report on limited interest/ awareness among beneficiaries, ongoing obligations for the
2007-2013 period, incorrect target setting, late approval of OP, limited
interest/awareness/command of EU funds among actors/operators, insufficient availability of
matching funds. The mean reasons for low performance per MS and OP are further described
while discussing the financial and output/result performance of ESF.
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Table 5.22 Number of OPs by type of reasons provided for under performance in AIRs 2016

Reasons for under performance ] > |l | o (=l =
(categories) O LT I = (= o

Delays at a governance level due to a focus on
preparation / setting up organisation /

. 1 6 3 4 1 24 1 26 20 2 6 18 1 1 8 7 5 4 138
programme management, not yet on attracting
proposals
Complications related to programming
requirements/features (e.g. obligations of 2 2 | 1| a|m@|a 27 2 20 1 3 14 1 2 1 1 15 6 1 4 3 4 137
procedural nature/characteristics of the
programme itself, i.e. timing/others)
National contextual factors (political, economic, 1 » q 5 2 17 10 q 3 q 43 2 5 16 4 q 1 5 135
legal etc.)
Specific IT issues 1 4 1 12 2 22 1 2 15 1 1 9 2 1 74
Complications relatgd tc_) setting up or using the 5 5 14 1 6 3 12 1 2 2 4 1 2 8 1 1 1 3 71
management / monitoring system
Limited interest/awareness among beneficiaries 1 3 7 2 1 1 4 3 2 1 1 1 11 3 1 1 43
Ongoing obligations under ESF2007-2013 1 8 4 2 1 1 9 1 1 > 1 34
Incorrect target setting 2 1 9 1 7 2 1 2 1 1 4 31
Late approval of OP 4 17 4 5 30
Limited interest/awareness/command of EU
funds among actors/operators involved in the 1 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 7 3 22
implementation
Not sufficient availability of matching funds 1 1 2 1 1 2 3 1 2 14
Priority given to YEI initiatives 2 3 1 1 1 8
Priority given to implementation of activities of 1 1 5
other funds (relevant for multi-fund OPs)
Delays at a governance level due to a focus on
preparation / setting up organisation / a 1
programme management, not yet on attracting
proposals .
Grand Total 5 i 10 7 18 57 3 5 115 9 113 58 7 16 2 121 6 6 9 4 2 65 52 10 8 11 1 19 740

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
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Table 5.23 reports on the information provided in the AIR 2016 on the solutions found (and
related actions) for overcoming the above mentioned challenges. The most mentioned actions
relate to:

- strengthening/fine-tuning of systems, procedures, tools and competences (e.g.
trainings, IT tools enhancement, adjustment of requirements) (mentioned 225 times),

- promotional measures (to encourage projects, improve information provision,
additional stakeholder involvement) mentioned 67 times.

Other regularly mentioned actions by MS are further analysing / monitoring the problems
(mentioned 50 times), adjustment of the governance structure such as MA/IB (mentioned 48
times), adjustment of targets (mentioned 36 times), improved engagement of stakeholders
at design/ strategic level (mentioned 26 times), adjustment of budgets (mentioned 19 times),
additional call for projects (14 times), adjustment of target groups (mentioned 10 times), and
extending of implementation projects (mentioned 5 times). In 12 cases, no explicit measures
are mentioned addressing underperformance.

Overall, it is important to highlight that the quality of reporting on AIR differ. Some of the
AIR report on their implementation challenges in a detailed manner, others barely mention
the challenges at all, or to a limited extent. The level of detail provided also differs (sometimes
reporting is too general and sometime too detailed), which doesn’t provide clear information
as to whether programmes are proceeding according to plan or not, and as to the actual
consequences of the challenges identified. Some AIR keep sections blank or merely make
some general comments on programme implementation or repeat general information from
the OP or ESF regulation, while others provide detailed reflections on challenges faced and
solutions found. Generally, the AIR that report larger progress in implementation seem to
offer more detailed information on activities, as well as obstacles encountered and the reasons
behind them. AIR which indicated that little progress had been made in their programme
implementation generally fail to present much qualitative information.
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Table 5.23 Number of OPs by types of actions taken to improve performance as described in AIR 2016.

Reasons for under performance = > - = = ] -
(categories) o = - o = F4 % Total

Strengthening/fine-tuning of

systems, procedures, tools and

competences (e.g. trainings, IT

tools enhancement, adjustment of

requirements) 1 1 3 7 19 2 3 30 4 37 13 15 42 2 5 7 2 12 4 5 4 5 2 225
Promotional measures taken

(encourage projects, improve

information provision, additional

stakeholder involvement) 1 2 1 1 6 3 1 5 1 11 4 1 5 1 1 1 5 8 4 1 4 67
Problems identified, authorities

continue monitoring the issue 1 1 1 11 10 3 3 1 1 6 1 1 1 3 3 3 50
Adjustments to governance

structures (at Ministry / MA / IB) 3 1 2 1 9 1 2 5 3 12 1 2 4 2 48
Targets adjusted 1 1 15 1 1 6 2 1 4 1 1 2 36

Improved engagement of
stakeholders at a design/strategical

level 1 1 1 4 3 4 1 1 2 3 2 3 26
Budget adjusted 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 19
Additional call for projects launched

without adjustments 1 1 1 1 1 7 1 1 14
No measures taken so far 1 3 1 3 1 2 1 12
Target groups adjusted 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 10
Implementation period extended 1 1 3 5

Total 3 2 12 2 16 65 7 5 62 8 65 29 25 0 1 71 5 6 13 7 2 46 22 7 5 7 2 17 512

Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016
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6 Financial progress

One of the main purposes of annual implementation reporting is to inform the EC on the
progress made in the implementation of the programme. This section presents the overall
progress of financial absorption in relation to the allocated budgets in the OP for ESF and YEI
together in section 6.1, and by theme in 6.2. Subsequently the chapter analyses progress of
absorption in relation to the allocated budgets and the financial milestones set for 2018 for
ESF and YEI separately in section 6.3 and 6.4 respectively. It is underlined that the data
presented throughout this chapter is based on the data reported in AIR2016, and thus
presents a state-of-play of ESF implementation at December 31, 2016. More recent data on
financial implementation, for instance as reported in the quarterly updates under Article 112
CPR are not included for consistency in reporting on participations and results in the other
chapters of the report?’.

6.1 Overall progress in financial implementation

Overall progress of implementation can be assessed by comparing the reported spending
against the total allocated budget for each MS. This gives some indication on how far MS have
been able to implement their ESF programmes, and whether the implementation is on track.
Table 6.1 below presents the key figures in this respect, distinguishing between the eligible
costs reported for selected operations (based on which the project selection rate is calculated)
and the declared expenditures (which serve as the basis for the % expenditure declared). To
assess progress over time, the table also presents the difference in percentage points in
comparison to the values reported in the previous year (AIR 2015), and thus allow a better
understanding of which MS are accelerating or decelerating their implementation.

27 An assessment of progress based on the quarterly financial reporting as per Article 112 CPR does not fall under
the scope of this study.
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Table 6.1 Progress financial implementation - Total (ESF + YEI)

Project

Allocated Eligible costs
budget reported

Expenditure % expenditure

selection rate
declared declared

)

(€ m|II|on) (€ m|II|on) (€ mllllon)
AT 875.7 229.4  26.2 +13 o 0.0 +0
BE 2 323.1 1528.9 65.8 +5 40.6 1.7 +2
BG 1843.0 708.6 38.4 +25 103.8 5.6 +5
Cy 163.3 14.7 9.0 +9 10.4 6.4 +6
Ccz 4 232.2 1466.4 34.6 +31 224.6 5.3 +4
DE 12 570.5 5952.0 47.3 +17 1479.7 11.8 +9
DK 399.2 137.9 34.6 +18 19.8 5.0 +4
EE 690.6 488.5 70.7 +2 40.4 5.8 +5
ES 11 774.6 25164 21.4 +21 62.4 0.5 +1
FI 1 030.7 455.8 44.2 +16 103.6 10.1 +9
FR 10 828.2 4638.7 42.8 +26 975.8 9.0 +9
GR 4 921.0 1631.0 33.1 +22 710.7 144 +11
HR 1 849.7 298.7 16.1 =77 16.7 0.9 +1
HU 5753.1 2070.3 36.0 +33 68.1 1.2 +1
IE 1153.0 1151.5 99.9 +0 = 0.0 +0
IT 19 122.1 2 989.1 15.6 +11 714.2 3.7 +3
LT 1 358.0 414.2  30.5 +12 139.6 10.3  +10
LU 40.1 21.6 53.9 +54 2.3 5.7 +6
LV 780.3 516.0 66.1 +32 52.4 6.7 +7
MT 132.4 46.1 34.8 +35 3.1 2.4 +2
NL 1024.8 459.0 44.8 +45 116.6 11.4 +11
PL 15 766.5 3156.8 20.0 +15 809.4 5.1 +5
PT 9275.4 3544.7 38.2 +25 1 348.6 14.5 +8
RO 5717.8 165.7 2.9 +3 7.2 0.1 +0
SE 1592.9 684.4 43.0 +21 103.3 6.5 +6
SI 905.4 420.3 46.4 +40 47.5 5.3 +5
SK 2 677.3 828.3 30.9 +16 154.1 5.8 +6

UK 9 339.2 5 044.8 54.0 +14 199.4
EU28 128 139.8 41 579.8 32.4 +17 7 554.4

2.1 +2
5.9 +5
Allocated Eligible costs Expenditure
budget reported selection rate declared declared

(€ million) (€ million) | 2016 (€ million) 2016
4.7 +1

Less dev. 59 940 14 853  24.8 +15 2796 .

More dev. 44 754 16 323  36.5 +17 2755 6.2 +1
Trans. 15 767 5647 35.8 +18 866 5.5 +1
ESF share 7 679 4757 61.9 +26 1138 14.8 +4
YEI + YEI

Totals refer to ESF + YEI (YEI specific and ESF matching support to YEI)

Totals are based on latest approved version of OP, as referenced in the AIR

All values refer to the total amount (EU+national)

Values include TA

Project selection and implementation rates are calculated at MS level; the total costs / expenditure at
MS are divided by the total allocated budget at MS level

The budgets allocated / implemented related to YEI are not labelled to a type of region

The project selection rate of ESF is steadily increasing, reaching 32.4% at EU level. However,
there are considerable differences among types of regions, with more developed and
transition regions at 36.5% and 35.8% respectively, while less developed regions are trailing
behind with a current project selection rate of 24.8%. Across MS, there is a striking difference,
ranging from project selection rates of 2.9% of the total budget in RO to 99.9% in IE.
Likewise, different developments can be seen across MS when comparing the project selection
rate against that of last year.

These two elements are presented in the table above and presented graphically in the figure
below. The lower left corner of the figure shows MS where still relatively limited project activity
is reported, both in 2016 and 2015 (RO, CY, IT, PL, ES, AT). A second group of MS can be
identified around the EU average, in which first steps have been reported in 2015, and which
have been moderately expanded in this year (LT, SK, DK, GR, BG, PT). Thirdly, a group of MS
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in the upper right corner reported relatively limited progress in 2015, while reporting
substantial progress in terms of project selection rate in 2016 (CZ, MT, HU, SI, NL, LU).
Finally, a last group of MS in the lower right corner had already reported comparatively high
project selection rates for 2015 and slightly increased its project selection rates in 2016 (SE,
FR, DE, UK, LV, BE, EE, IE).

Figure 6.1 Progress in development - project selection rates?®
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Source: AIR 2016

While project selection rates are an important measure to assess the progress of ongoing ESF
programmes, the declared expenditures give a more accurate picture of the implemented
activities. Table 6.1 above shows relatively low expenditure rates, currently at 5.9% of the
allocated budgets at EU level, with only marginal differences among categories of regions.
While many MS did not yet report eligible expenditures in AIR 2015 (AT, BE, CY, ES, HR, HU,
IE, LU, LV, MT, NL, RO, SI, SK), better results are reported this year, as only AT and IE do
not yet report eligible expenditures. However, most MS have declared less than 10% of the
total budgets as eligible expenditure in AIR 2016. Similarly to Figure 6.1 above, Figure 6.2
shows the relative position of individual MS against expenditure declared. In view of the low
level of eligible expenditures reported last year the figure plots a more linear pattern than the
one on project selection rates. Roughly three clusters of MS can be identified. A first group
(DE, FI, FR, GR, LT, NL, PT) leads the group and reports average eligible expenditures of
roughly 10% of the total MS budget in 2016. A second group around the EU average declared
more modest expenditures in 2016, at around 5% of national allocations (IT, DK, PL, SI, CZ,
BG, LU, SK, EE, SE, CY, LV). A third group of MS declared little to no eligible expenditures in
2016, and will thus need to compensate in the years to come (AT, RO, IE, ES, HR, HU, BE,
UK, MT).

28 Excluding HR from this figure, which is an outlier due to inconsistent reporting with AIR2015. This year’s large
negative value (minus 77 percentage points) is a correction of last year’s erroneous entry.
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Figure 6.2 Progress in development - % expenditure declared
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Various factors can explain the different patterns across MS in financial progress and these
are provided mainly based on the possible explanations provided by MS themselves. These
often depend on rather country-specific explanations. Some more general factors can also be
considered. One more general explanation that can underlie financial performance of ESF
programmes can be related to the specific OP architecture. When setting up the partnership
agreements and the OP, MS chose whether or not to combine the ESF with other ESI funds
into a multi-fund OP, or to separate OP. Figure 6.3 below summarises the key financial
progress indicators for each type of OP that could be found. Remarkably, the figure shows
considerable differences, which may explain some of the variation in implementation above.

Figure 6.3 Progress in implementation in different types of OP
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The overall project selection rate for all ESF OP by the end of 2016 is 31%. The figure shows
a substantial difference between single fund ESF OP (33%) and OP that combine ESF and
ERDF operations (21%). This suggests to difficulties of combining implementation of these
two funds in a single OP. Other combinations appear not to have this similar problem; multi-
fund OP that combine ESF with YEI show relatively similar performance, while other
combinations (with the Cohesion Fund) even show higher project selection rates. Given the
large number OP that are either single—fund ESF (780P) or ESF / ERDF (70 OP) these
differences in implementation are rather robust. They are also confirmed in qualitative
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comments in AIR. It is further confirmed by the same pattern shown by the declared
expenditures, which lies on average at 8% in single-fund ESF OP, and reaches 3% in ESF /
ERDF OP.

Such implementation challenges in combining ESF and ERDF are also mentioned by MS: in
IT, ES, FR and SE, MA report that multi-fund ESF / ERDF OP are more difficult to manage
than single-fund OP. The differences in fund-specific rules and different levels of detail
necessary for each fund complicate the management of multi-fund OP. Where differences in
the Fund-specific Regulations for instance lead to different application procedures for projects,
this often contributes to confusion among beneficiaries and MA alike. Such differences require
that the MA and IB, but also the project promoters are trained and informed about the
different procedures and what is expected from them. As a result, early implementation in
these more complex multi-fund OP experienced delays that single-fund ESF did not. This
problem was also irrelevant for multi-fund OP that combine ESF / YEI, because these are
based on the same Regulation. In SE, the MA reports that this problem was solved in its multi-
fund OP for rural regions by assigning a single authority for all funds in the region and applying
the most detailed requirements of implementing and financial regulations (in this case of
European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development) to ESF, ERDF and EMFF implementation.

Implementation complexities are most visible in the case where multiple funds have
overlapping target groups, yet can support them only once. ES mentions for instance a
number of examples where certain target groups were no longer considered eligible for
funding under ESF because these already received support under different types of operations
from different funds. In FR as well, some ESF operations were put on hold to give priority to
certain ERDF projects to the same target groups. While these can actually be examples of
how multi-fund OP can lead to synergies when addressing similar target groups, these
manifest themselves firstly as delays in implementation.

In the remainder of this chapter the differences in implementation between MS and
programmes are further explored. Various factors can explain the different patterns across
MS in financial progress and these are provided mainly based on the possible explanations
provided by MS themselves. To further assess such clarifications behind differences in
implementation progress of ESF by the end of 2016, the report proceeds with a more detailed
assessment of financial implementation against the detailed performance targets, and across
different thematic objectives in the next sections.
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6.2 Financial implementation progress across themes

This section explores the implementation of ESF/YEI investments from a thematic perspective.
MS allocate their OP budgets to Investment Priorities, which are linked to the intervention
fields defined by EC Implementing Regulation 215/2014. To fully understand the current
progress of implementation, the project selection rate (eligible costs) reported in the AIR
2016 is assessed in greater detail for each thematic objective against the allocated budgets.

Table 6.2 Overview allocated budget and project selection rate — by thematic objective per
MS and EU28 (in million Euros) — ESF only

- % project % project| TO10 % project TO11 % project
Allocated | selection | Allocated selection [ Allocated selection Allocated | selection

128.5 6.0% 274.4 25.4% 420.7 29.4%
BE 762.4 50.3% 718.7 70.9% 654.8 67.6%
BG 452.6 36.8% 471.4 41.5% 345.7 33.1% 295.8 19.0%
CY 68.2 12.4% 31.8 0.0% 30.6 0.0% 5.9 0.0%
Ccz 1581.3 52.3% 1 016.6 30.9% 1322.3 9.3% 163.3 32.1%
DE 3779.5 39.5% 4 208.1 58.8% 4 075.9 42.6%
DK 159.6 47.1% 82.5 27.7% 150.3 22.1%
EE 268.4 84.5% 157.4 67.6% 229.3 59.5% 35.5 53.4%
EL 3687.7 14.0% 2 871.8 10.7% 2 863.0 26.9%
ES 469.3 43.5% 199.9 44.9% 330.3 36.0%
FI 3117.9 37.4% 3 460.7 38.2% 3 085.6 39.4% 24.9 29.4%
FR 1743.6 32.6% 1014.2 27.1% 1227.3 30.4% 366.3 22.0%
HR 471.3 18.0% 385.9 4.2% 529.4 10.5% 225.0 0.0%
HU 2 002.9 32.3% 1293.9 11.7% 1473.4 36.3% 874.6 75.0%
IE 329.7 98.6% 387.6 99.9% 215.4 99.8%
IT 6 668.5 12.6% 3738.4 8.1% 5529.1 14.3% 1 026.2 16.3%
LT 286.7 34.8% 259.2 44.8% 535.7 20.2% 176.9 6.4%
LU 21.7 43.9% 8.0 60.8% 8.0 60.1%
LV 131.9 87.8% 264.9 69.1% 273.8 46.5% 21.3 93.8%
MT 26.0 92.0% 40.0 0.0% 47.4 30.0% 11.0 0.0%
NL 252.0 46.5% 722.1 46.1%
PL 5 555.0 18.8% 3 259.5 12.6% 4762.7 18.8% 202.0 14.2%
PT 1918.5 28.0% 1 986.4 24.2% 4 579.3 46.2% 294.3 5.4%
RO 1718.0 0.0% 1322.2 0.0% 1 483.7 0.0% 612.1 14.8%
SE 662.6 38.5% 304.9 42.1% 407.8 32.1%
SI 351.9 39.1% 190.6 27.3% 261.2 48.4% 78.6 85.0%
SK 950.0 46.3% 532.2 27.6% 549.1 6.1% 322.0 0.0%
2 698.6 59.0% 1983.7 60.6% 3753.0 48.3%

40 264. 29.6% 31 187.0 30.8% 39 144.8 31.0% 4 735.7 27.0%

- % project % project | TO10 % project | TO11 % project
Region| Allocated | selection | Allocated |selection | Allocated selection Allocated | selection

Less 19 863.8 24.9% 13 352.7 18.8% 20 048.0 27.1% 3879.1 25.7%
More 15 318.4 35.9% 13 175.1 40.0% 13 813.5 33.4% 695.0 36.3%
Trans 5082.0 29.2% 4 659.1 39.1% 5 283.3 39.7% 161.6 18.1%

All values refer to the total amount (EU+national)
Totals are based the latest submitted version of the OP.
Allocation to Thematic Objective based on Intervention field selected in OP
Table excludes all YEI allocated budgets and project selection rates, as well as ESF budgets
dedicated to YEI operations. See for a comparison of project selection rates / allocated budgets for
YEI supported operations section 6.1.
Empty cells mean that no budgets are allocated
Source: Operational Programmes & AIR 2016

Naturally, the same differences between MS as already presented in the previous section are
also confirmed here; these are not further discussed here. Of interest in table 6.2 is what
type of differences can be observed across operations with different thematic objectives.
Overall, implementation across different thematic objectives is relatively balanced; no single
Thematic Objective has substantially higher project selection rates at the EU level than
another. However, when assessing different types of regions by thematic objective, some
differences become more accentuated. Particularly operations with a social inclusion objective
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(TO9) have been selected more often in more developed and transition regions (40.0% and
39.1% respectively), while the project selection rate of these types of projects is trailing in
less developed regions (18.8%).

The progress of implementation is further assessed by by investment priority. This section
seeks to provide a bird’s eye view of implementation from a financial perspective since 2015.
A more detailed assessment of financial implementation and specific links to outputs and
results is made in chapter 8.

Figure 6.4 Absorption of budgets to IPs under TO8

Implementation of allocated budget - project
selection rate by 2016

£ 18.00 € 1613 mAIR'15 PFOJIEC‘E select!on
: H AIR '16 Project selection

‘ OP allocation

= £ 14.00 25%; € 2.26 62%;€ 4.75 25%;€ 0.55

34%;€ 5.52 £ 9.06 31%; € 0.97

€ 7.68 € 7.52
€ 8.00 30%; € 2.25

19%; € 0.14) 15%:€ 0.22
€ 1.00 €311 6;

€ 2.00 €£/0.77
cooo NN mINE HEN = N i

8i 8ii YEI - 8ii 8iii 8iv 8v 8vi Bvii

€ 1.45

Source: AIR 2015-2016%

Figure 6.4 shows some variations between the investment priorities under the Employment
objective (TO8). First of all, the project selection rate of YEI operations is currently at 62% of
the total budget and considerably higher than that for the other investment priorities, or the
youth unemployment operations (8ii) that are not part of YEI. This should also be expected,
given that three of the five years for YEI implementation have already passed; as such this
value is in line with what should be expected. Across other IP (8i, 8ii, 8iii, 8iv, 8v,), the project
selection rates are relatively similar.

Only for the smaller IP (8vi - active ageing, 8vii — modernisation of labour market
institutions), the project selection rates are lower. In comparison to the project selection rates
in AIR2015, particular progress has been reported for IP8i and IP8v in 2016. However, for
operations under IP8ii (non-YEI) project selection rates are increasingly relatively slowly. This
is mainly due to priority that MS assign to YEI projects, in view of the 2018 deadline.

2% YEI presented as separate funding for IP8ii. IP 8ii-YEI includes (1) the dedicated EU budget line, (2) mirrored by
the ESF share dedicated to YEI, and (3) national co-financing to this ESF share. Investments reported under IP8ii
(non-YEI) are not related to YEI, and only consist of ESF funding.
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Figure 6.5 Absorption of budgets to IPs under TO9
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Figure 6.5 shows the progress in investments under TO9. Remarkably, while overall the
implementation is no different from the other thematic objectives (see table 6.2), the figure
shows large differences between investment priorities. While implementation of the ‘catch-
all’ IP 9i (Active inclusion) is well underway with a project selection rate of 39%, all other IP
are still showing timid project selection rates (with 9ii - integration of marginalised
communities - and 9vi - community-led local development strategies even under 10%). To
some extent this difference between IP is a different manifestation of what table 6.2 already
showed; less developed regions show comparatively low project selection rates in TO9. As
IP9ii-IP9vi have been selected more often in less developed regions, this explains the lower
project selection rates in these IP.

Figure 6.6 below assesses progress in more detail under TO10 and TO11. It shows a steady
development of project selection rates in operations under IP10iii (enhance equal access to
lifelong learning) and IP10iv (improving labour market relevance of education and training
systems), while implementation in IP10i (reducing and preventing early school leaving) and
IP10ii (improving the quality and efficiency of tertiary education) is still developing. However,
these IP also show substantial progress in comparison to 2015. TO 11, also presented in figure
6.6, shows an overall slower take up rate, which again should be assessed from the
perspective of less developed regions.

Figure 6.6 Absorption of budgets to IPs under TO10 / TO11
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6.3 Financial progress of ESF

This section summarises the financial progress of ESF against the allocated budgets (6.3.1).
Secondly, it addresses the targets set for the performance framework in section 6.3.2 and
subsequently assesses performance against the milestone values set for 2018 in 6.3.3.

6.3.1 Implementation against allocated budget

Table 6.3 below summarises the progress of financial implementation against allocated
budgets, but separates ESF from YEI; the table below only presents ESF, while YEI is
discussed in 6.4. The table merely confirms what was already discussed in 6.1, and shows
that ESF implementation is progressing less expediently than YEI. The overall project selection
rate at EU level for ESF operations lies currently at 30.6%, with 5.3% of all expenditure
declared.
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Table 6.3 Progress financial implementation - Total (ESF only)

Allocated Eligible costs Project E“g'b.le o .
budget of operations | selection rate SIPEMEIITE Yo EXDENCIE
(€ million) (€ million) (%) declared declared
€ million
AT 875.7 229.4 26.2 - -
BE 2 195.8 1402.3 63.9 21.0 1.0
BG 1722.9 599.5 34.8 95.9 5.6
cYy 138.1 8.4 6.1 5.5 4.0
Ccz 4 202.6 1436.9 34.2 223.5 5.3
DE 12 570.5 5952.0 47.3 1479.7 11.8
DK 399.2 137.9 34.6 19.8 5.0
EE 690.6 488.5 70.7 40.4 5.8
ES 9721.1 1 664.0 17.1 60.4 0.6
FI 1 030.7 455.8 44.2 103.6 10.1
FR 10 099.5 3821.5 37.8 837.3 8.3
GR 4 528.2 1411.7 31.2 585.2 12.9
HR 1705.7 197.9 11.6 6.2 0.4
HU 5 644.8 1988.8 35.2 58.2 1.0
IE 948.6 947.1 99.8 = =
IT 17 608.7 2277.4 12.9 393.4 2.2
LT 1 288.8 345.1 26.8 137.1 10.6
LU 40.1 21.6 53.9 2.3 5.7
LV 717.1 452.9 63.2 28.5 4.0
MT 132.4 46.1 34.8 3.1 2.4
NL 1 024.8 459.0 44.8 116.6 11.4
PL 15 217.1 2 810.9 18.5 582.2 3.8
PT 8 925.5 3173.9 35.6 1167.3 13.1
RO 5487.1 165.7 3.0 7.2 0.1
SE 1460.4 569.5 39.0 69.5 4.8
SI 884.6 399.5 45.2 35.5 4.0
SK 2461.3 678.3 27.6 146.7 6.0
UK 8 739.2 4 681.5 53.6 190.6 2.2
EU28 120 461.0 36 823.2 30.6 6 416.7 5.3
.. Eligible
. Hlipezie] Eligraliz C(.JStS Project expegditure % expenditure
Regions budget of operations -
(€ million) (€ million) selection rate decl_ared declared
€ million
Less dev. 59 939.9 14 853.4 24.8 2 795.7 4.7
More dev. 44 754.3 16 323.3 36.5 2 754.9 6.2
Transition 15 766.8 5 646.5 35.8 866.1 5.5

Totals refer to ESF only (excludes YEI, and ESF contribution to YEI)
Totals are based on latest approved version of OP, as referenced in the AIR
All values refer to the total amount (EU+national)
Values include TA
Project selection rates and eligible expenditures are calculated at MS level; the total costs /
expenditure at MS are divided by the total allocated budget at MS level
Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016, updated until September 6, 20173°

Considerable progress has been made in the implementation in comparison to 2015; the
project selection rate doubled (from 14.3% to 30.6%), and the share of expenditure declared
moved up fivefold from 0.9% to the current level of 5.3%. This does not necessarily mean
that the delays in implementation reported for 2014-2015 have been compensated. A
comparison of the shares of expenditures with that of the 2007-2013 period in the same stage
of implementation shows that the backlog in implementation remains substantial. Figure 6.7
shows that the current 5.3% is lower than the roughly 10% in the same stage of

30 In order to check for differences between data reported in AIRs submitted by the cut-off date of this report
(September 6, 2017) and the time of writing, data from AIR updated until November 22, 2017 were compared to
the values reported in the table above. This data update shows only marginal changes in comparison to the data
presented. €42 940 350 was recorded as eligible costs in addition to those reported in the table (thus summing in
total, € 36 866 137 565). This difference is due to additional values recorded by DE (€17 000 000), FR (€24 749 182)
and IT (€1 191 168). The values reported as eligible expenditures are unchanged.
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implementation in the 2007-2013 programme period. Catching up this difference requires
that ESF programmes succeed in increasing their share of declared expenditures four-fold.

Figure 6.7 Expenditure declared to ECs as implementation rate: 2007-2013 / 2014-2020
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6.3.2 Target setting in Operational Programmes

The targets for financial implementation in the performance framework are a crucial frame of
reference to understand the state of play in individual programmes. This section explores
them and assesses the performance against these targets. The table below summarises the
financial targets set for 2018 (milestone target) and 2023 (total target), as reported in the
latest version of the OP. These are subsequently compared against the total allocated budget
to ESF. While the total targets do not necessarily have to be equal to the total allocated
budgets, in most cases these are. The inconsistencies found in checks as reported in Annex
II/III in many cases explain outliers in terms of target setting and which may need to be
revised by MA. All calculations on the absorption of allocated budgets exclude TA.
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Table 6.4 Overview ESF targets / allocated budget (EU+national) by MS

MS Total 2018 Milestone as Total Target 2023 Target Total Allocated
- Milestone target| % of total Value 2023 as % of total budget
€ million Target € million funding € million

AT 247.1 30% 823.6 100% 823.6
BE 746.4 35% 2 135.9 100% 2 135.9
BG 331.2 24% 1371.3 88% 1 565.5
CcY 69.6 51% 136.5 100% 136.5
Ccz 682.3 18% 3 836.9 94% 4 083.5
DE 3377.0 28% 11 987.9 99% 12 063.5
DK 88.8 23% 391.7 100% 392.4
EE 318.6 46% 690.6 100% 690.6
ES 2 189.9 23% 9 402.7 100% 9 422.5
FI 337.5 71% 473.3 47% 999.6
FR 983.0 23% 4 335.0 45% 9 689.1
GR31 1142.3 26% 4 328.7 99% 4 351.4
HR 402.9 25% 1611.6 100% 1611.6
HU 1199.8 22% 5 347.6 95% 5 644.8
IE 159.8 17% 932.7 100% 932.7
IT 3 658.0 26% 14 132.0 83% 16 962.2
LT 324.6 26% 1 258.5 100% 1 258.5
LU 7.0 37% 18.8 50% 37.7
LV 196.0 28% 691.9 100% 691.9
MT 28.8 29% 99.5 80% 124.4
NL 130.4 27% 487.0 50% 974.1
PL 2 935.6 21% 13779.1 100% 13 779.1
PT 3 323.6 38% 8 778.6 100% 8 778.6
RO 546.1 11% 5 038.0 98% 5136.0
SE 382.9 28% 1367.2 99% 1375.2
SI 286.6 33% 868.6 98% 882.4
SK 522.0 22% 2 353.2 100% 2 353.2
UK 1 863.6 22% 8 435.3 100% 8 435.3
EU28 26 481.5 25% 105 113.8 91% 115 331.8

* Note that TA PAs are not included in the Performance Framework.
Due to the versions of the OP sent to the contractor, this table is based on the latest OP
submitted to the EC. The AIR data in other tables is based on the latest approved OP. As a result,
there are minor differences in MS that recently submitted a new version of their OP (BE, DK, FR,
IE, SE, SI).

Source: SFC2014, Latest versions OP, submitted to the EC by September 6, 2017

The figure shows clearly how the ESF milestone targets for 2018 range between 25% and
35% of the total target, which show that almost all MS are planning their programmes in line
with the principle of implementation in N+3 years. Exception seems to be CY, which aims to
reach 51% of the total target by 2018. The milestone targets for 2018 are unusually high in
FI (71%), in comparison to the total target for 2023, while the total target itself is remarkably
low in comparison to the total budget (47%); this points to an inconsistency already identified
in annex II. In similar vein, the low total target for FR is fully explained by the absence of PF
targets in the national OP that accounts for half of the budget (also reported in annex II.

The table shows that AT, BE, CY, DK, EE, ES, HR, IE, LT, LV, PL, PT, SK and UK have included
their entire non-TA budgets in the performance framework, while others have opted to include
a slightly lower percentage of the total allocated budget in the performance framework. It is
unclear as to why other MS have left a small share of investments outside the performance
framework; MS do not provide explanations in AIR / OP. Possibly, this is related to excluding
the shares in the performance reserve from the target setting. Exceptionally low final targets
for 2023 can be found in BG, IT, LU, MT, NL, which as already indicated in Annex II/III, is

3! The data received for Greece has been manipulated by the research team in accordance with the quickfix suggested
for the performance framework 2014GR0O5M90P001, PA2, in order to correctly represent the Greek targets. This
explains the substantial difference (€ 5 billion) with the report for AIR2015, where the target was only reported as
is.
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explained by the fact that these MS have chosen (at least for some OP) to set their PF targets
in relation to the EU-share of the allocated budget, rather than the total share.

6.3.3 Progress in financial absorption towards financial milestones

With the above mentioned caveats about target setting in mind, this section moves on and
compares progress towards financial milestones and targets as reported in the 2016 AlRs.

Figure 6.8 Expenditure declared to EC vs financial milestones ESF
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Source: AIR 2016 (* refers to inconsistencies found in target setting, see Annex II/III)

In the first instance, the total declared expenditure is compared against the financial
milestone values set for 2018. The figure shows that the highest shares of the milestone
values are achieved by NL (89%) and FR (85%).

However, the PF target setting in these countries is inconsistently reported in comparison to
other MS (see annex II/III). If we control for this, NL would still remain among the best
performers, but no longer be an outlier (NL - 45%), while for FR the performance would
considerably less impressive (13%)32. Other MS that are well on track to reach their milestone
targets in 2018 are GR, DE, LT, PT.

A large number of MS declared expenditures between 10% and 25% of their milestone target,
which means that considerable additional efforts will be necessary in 2017/2018. IT is a
special case in this respect, as three OP have an incorrect target setting (reported in
percentages, instead of absolute values as all other OP33); despite the resulting low targets
in these OP, eligible expenditure is only at 11% of the milestone.

While declared expenditure is the only frame of reference for assessing the achievement of
financial milestones and targets, project selection rate is a better measure of ongoing progress
of ESF programmes. It needs to be treated with caution, as administrative procedures after
reporting eligible costs may take a long time. As such, it says little on when beneficiaries will
actually start spending and certifying expenditures. However, it does show the extent to which
MS are planning the implementation of projects, particularly where no or low eligible

32 To arrive at these figures (not presented in figure), the target setting for the NL was brought in line with the
EU+MS allocations. For FR this could not be done as there is no target; here declared expenditures in the OP without
PF target were ignored.

33 See also section 6.4.1 and Annex I and II. It refers to 2014ITO5M90P001, 2014ITO5SFOP001, and
2014ITO5SFOP008
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expenditures are reported. Moreover, it is important to know which MS still report no or low
project selection rates at this stage.

As could be expected, the project selection rates is indeed substantially higher and already
surpassed the aggregated milestone values. This is presented in figure 6.9 below, which
shows that this holds across all types of regions. The blue bars in the figure represent the
absolute amounts contracted by beneficiaries for project implementation. While in some TO
less developed regions are behind in implementation, this disappears at the aggregate level.
In less developed regions 109% of the milestone value has been selected for projects, in
transition regions 160% and in more developed regions this is even higher with 175%:34.

Figure 6.9 Project selection rate per region by 2016 vs achievement of financial milestone
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When further assessing individual MS, we are confronted once more with the distortion due
to inconsistent targets in NL and FR, while the high value of IE is not due to inconsistent
target setting. In section 6.1 we have already seen that project selection in IE covers its entire
allocated budget, even though no expenditure has been declared. In its AIR, IE indicates that
it expects to be able to spend the entire budget within the programme period. The national
treasury pre-finances all ESF projects upfront to avoid delays in implementation / setting up
projects, and has not started to send in reimbursements; this explains the large discrepancy
between declared expenditure and project selection.

34 This difference between types of regions is to some extent again explained by the distorting effect of FR, which did
not define a PF milestone target for half of its entire ESF budget.
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Figure 6.10 Project selection rate by 2016 vs achievement of financial milestone
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While low levels of declared expenditure are not necessarily worrying, as the above IE
example shows, low project selection rates are. With only two of the five implementation
years to go until 2018, the project selection rates in CY, RO, HR, IT, and ES give reason for
concern. Each of these MS point to potential efficiency gains in reporting in the coming years
due to additional use of simplified cost options, and the fact that the reporting procedures for
ex-ante conditionalities have been concluded. CY specifically still reports to be on track (it did
so similarly last year), and explains the low level of reporting on the ground that various
public procurement and grant projects were not yet recorded in the monitoring system. CY
reports that calls for proposals for roughly one-third of its entire budget have been launched
(which would equal roughly two thirds of its 2018 milestone and put it between IT and ES in
the figure above).

Below, we present in more detail the state of play of reaching milestone values. The
development towards the milestone target are presented for each PAx individually and
subsequently grouped in one of the categories below. It allows for a closer look at the
individual state of implementation for an individual PAx (rather than at MS level as presented
in the figures above), and also makes clear which MS still have PAx where the amounts
contracted by beneficiaries are too low. Although there may be good reasons for the slower
implementation, an additional effort will be necessary to reach the milestone in 2018 for these
PAX.
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Figure 6.11 Project selection rate as share of milestone value - per Priority axis by 2016
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With three of the five years passed before the deadline for reaching the financial milestone,
and assuming linear implementation rates, we should expect that MS have reached at least
60% of their milestone targets in 2016. The figures shows that currently 64% of all PAXx have
reached project selection rates of 60% or higher against the milestone target. This is a
substantial improvement in comparison to last year. However, the figure also shows that
around half of the MS still have PAx where no projects selection rates are reported.
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6.4 Financial progress of the Youth Employment Initiative (YEI)

This section explores the progress of implementation of operations funded under YEI. YEI
provides financial support to MS worst hit by youth unemployment, according to set
percentages of youth unemployment at the regional level3>. The YEI resources consist of (1)
a dedicated budget line (YEI specific allocation) of 3.2 billion euros, (2) a matching ESF
allocation of 3.2 billion euros; these funds subsequently matched with (3) national co-
financing for the ESF matching allocation; the YEI specific allocation is not subject to national
co-financing3®. In total, this adds up to 7.67 billion euros. This section refers to the total
budget of these 3 resources combined as YEI.

6.4.1 Implementation against allocated budgets

This section presents an overview of the implementation of YEI against the allocated budget
in the table below.

Table 6.5 Progress financial implementation - Total (YEI + ESF contribution YEI only)

. . Eligible
Atl)logated Eligible C(.)Sts PrOJe_ct expe?lditure % expenditure
MS uc get of opera_t|ons slREien declared declared
(€ million ) (€ million) rate € milli
million
BE 127.3 126.6 99% 19.6 15%
BG 120.1 109.1 91% 7.9 7%
cYy 25.2 6.3 25% 4.9 19%
Ccz 29.6 29.5 100% 1.1 4%
ES 2 053.5 852.3 42% 2.0 0%
FR 728.7 817.3 112% 138.5 19%
GR 392.7 219.3 56% 125.5 32%
HR 144.0 100.8 70% 10.5 7%
HU 108.3 81.5 75% 9.9 9%
IE 204.4 204.4 100% 0.0 0%
IT 1513.4 711.7 47% 320.9 21%
LT 69.2 69.2 100% 2.5 4%
LV 63.1 63.1 100% 24.0 38%
PL 549.4 345.9 63% 227.2 41%
PT 349.9 370.8 106% 181.3 52%
RO 230.7 0.0 0% 0.0 0%
SE 132.5 114.9 87% 33.8 26%
SI 20.7 20.7 100% 12.0 58%
SK 215.9 150.0 69% 7.3 3%
UK 600.0 363.3 61% 8.8 1%
EU28 7 678.8 4 756.6 62% 1137.7 15%

Totals refer to YEI (includes dedicated YEI, and ESF contribution to YEI)

Totals are based on latest approved version of OP, as referenced in the AIR

All values refer to the total amount (EU+national)

Project selection and implementation rates are calculated at MS level,; the total costs /

expenditure at MS are divided by the total allocated budget at MS level

The budgets allocated / implemented related to YEI are not labelled to any of the type regions
Source: SFC2014, based on AIR 2016, updated until September 6, 201737

The table shows that by the end of 2016, the total expenditure declared for YEI operations
lies at 15% of total budget, which is considerably higher than for ESF. In ES, IE, and RO no
expenditures have been declared yet. This is mainly because some MS tend to declare
expenditures only after concluding an operation.

35 Art. 16 ESF Regulation

36 Article 22(3) ESF Regulation

37 In order to check for differences between data reported in AIRs submitted by the cut-off date of this report
(September 6, 2017) and the time of writing, data from AIR updated until November 22, 2017 were compared to
the values reported in the table above. This data update shows only marginal changes in comparison to the data
presented. Only FR recorded an additional €4 757 938 as eligible costs in the newer data (in total €4 761 372 446).
The values reported as eligible expenditures are unchanged.
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In ES, some YEI operations were actually already initiated before the formal approval of the
(revised) OP, in order to address the target groups in need in the most expedient way.
Particularly these ‘older’ operations do not always make use of the same methodology for
calculating (simplified) costs. As a result, filling the formal declarations of expenditures can
takes time and will only be reported in the coming years. HU also reports that it had started
implementation before the formal monitoring systems were in place, which currently
contribute to problems in correctly reporting to the EC.

Only in RO, the share of declared expenditures and the project selection rate are still at 0%.
RO reports that it had not yet launched any call for projects, but had focused primarily on
preparatory actions throughout 2016; it focused on clarifying the key requirements /
preconditions for the future selection of operations. Currently, RO also reports to have set up
a helpdesk, and organised various briefings and technical meetings on the guidelines for
implementation. However, with only 2 years remaining for implementation of its current
targets, it becomes increasingly critical to launch calls for proposals. Measured by the
achieved project selection rates, CY, GR, IT, PL and UK are also located at the low end of
implementation. None of these MS report any specific problems in implementation; while
some of the programmes are reported to have been changed and reprogrammed over the
last years, these MS indicate their confidence that they will meet the target. At the EU level,
the project selection rate is currently at 62%, which is roughly equal to the 3 out of 5 years
(60%) of time that has passed for implementation of YEI.

The assessment of ESF implementation in section 6.4 continues to relate the progress of ESF
not only to the allocated budgets, but also the milestones. However, pursuant to the relevant
Regulations, the 2018 milestone values for YEI should be 100% of the allocated budget.
Effectively, this would therefore come down to presenting the same data of table 6.5 again.
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7 Efficiency

The unit costs of programmes, both within and across MS and policy themes, are a relevant
indicator for monitoring implementation of programmes. This chapter explores the
development in unit costs, to help understanding the extent to which expenditure and
participations are recorded in a balanced way. Section 7.1 starts by exploring the costs per
individual output, and section 7.2 further explores the costs per result.

The project selection rates are a good measure of the extent to which programmes are
progressing in their implementation, and are a relevant variable in assessing the progress of
programmes from a financial side (see chapter 5). However, these are not a good measure
to compare against number of participations or results, because the costs of project selection
are often recorded before the participations are entered. This chapter analyses and compares
unit costs, and does so by referring only to the declared expenditures. Nevertheless, unit
costs could still not represent the full picture, since OP sometimes record participants after
operations are fully implemented and other times when operations are partly implemented.
As a result, it is recommended that unit costs are only used as a measure for efficiency at a
later stage in the implementation of programmes, when more operations are fully
implemented and findings are less distorted by different proportions of fully and partially
implemented operations. Only then, unit costs can be better compared and used for assessing
the efficiency of programmes.

7.1 Costs per output

To calculate the costs per output, first of all, RO was excluded from the analysis, as it did not
report participations. While AT and IE did report participations in operations, no declared
expenditures are reported by these MS, which are therefore also excluded. The results for
comparing the number of individual participants registered against the total eligible
expenditure declared are presented in the table below38,

38 The total number of participants is calculated by summing common output indicators 1, 3, and 5, which present
exclusive and complete types of output indicators for individuals participating in an intervention.
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Table 7.1 Eligible expenditures declared to EC per participation

Expenditure

Total declared (€ Overall | Unit costs | Unit costs | Unit costs | Unit costs
participations million unit cost | TOS8 (€) TOS (€) TO10 (€) TO11 (€)
344 253 35.8 104 249
72 118 94.4 1 308 1827 993 6 829
CY 3416 10.1 2 956 2 956 0 O 0
Ccz 17 443 219.2 12 569 12 340 30 863 0 0
DE 703 411 1 428.5 2031 2715 2678 1 340 0
DK 3319 14.5 4 374 4 069 3 862 6 767 0
EE 33 999 40.2 1184 597 1 546 1 596 3435
ES 657 339 62.4 95 60 0 469 0
FI 67 130 50.7 756 805 1563 386 0
FR 1414 021 964.7 682 650 712 656 0
GR 318 104 488.4 1535 2175 1199 609 498
HU 116 892 43.5 373 504 0 64 0
IT 1167 197 676.7 580 531 908 766 167
LT 184 502 136.8 742 1198 3 604 104 471 612
LU 3314 2.2 658 548 3467 752 0
LV 56 105 49.3 878 807 1518 2 268 1217
MT 1611 2.6 1623 195 0 5 098 0
NL 152 080 87.4 575 0 575 0 0
PL 389 500 699.8 1797 1762 2 469 1 892 756
PT 360 348 1344.3 3731 3758 3109 3799 0
SE 35 823 81.8 2 283 2 984 3970 848 0
SI 15 242 44.2 2 900 4 435 6 766 822 10 203
SK 82 877 148.8 1796 1643 4123 0 0
112 544 195.4 1737 1 205 2762 1 805
6 312 588 6 922 1 097 1 056 1 397
Total deeifgfégugg Overall | Unit costs | Unit costs | Unit costs | Unit costs
participations million unit cost TO8 (€) TO9 (€) | TO10 (€) TO11 (€)
Less 1 324 392 2533.4 1913 2 020 1 851 1 876 1061
developed
More 2 692 378 2 487.9 924 833 960 1 090 189
developed
Transition 1 010 864 773.4 765 584 940 834 650
No region 1 284 954 1127.1 877 877
(YEI)

Calculations are based only on IPs that report both participations and eligible expenditure declared

Source: SFC2014 - AIR 2016

Overall, the table shows a cost per participation of EUR 1 097, which is roughly in line with
the unit costs that were found in the ex post evaluations of ESF 2007-20133°. Nevertheless,
this aggregated figure masks important differences across MS and thematic objectives.
Though the variation between figures reported is high, most of these differences are not
substantial: large differences are the result of the ongoing nature of the entry of monitoring
data, and may vary considerably each year. No particular reasons were mentioned in the AIR
of these MS that could help to explain these relatively high figures. Some extremely high
values (LT in TO11, but also CZ across all objectives) are likely to become more balanced
once more data on participations is recorded into SFC. As already mentioned in chapter 3,
various MA reported in their AIR that the actual number of participations is higher than
reported. The same holds true for extremely low values; it is also possible that MS have
recorded the number of participations accurately in SFC, however, still need to file
declarations of expenditures. As has been shown above, various MS face a backlog in declaring
expenditures.

Despite these caveats about the data in individual MS, it is possible to already observe some
broader trends at the aggregate level. For instance, the difference between the unit costs for

3% The synthesis report of the ex post evaluation of ESF 2007-2013 report an overall cost per participants of €897,
with €1 113 for Access to Employment, €681 for Human Capital & Adaptability, and €1 763 for Social Inclusion.
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operations in less developed regions against other types of regions are telling. This suggests
that the number of participations reported in less developed regions is considerably lower
than in more developed / transition regions, against similar levels of declared expenditure.
Such imbalances are discussed in more detail in chapter 8.

7.2 Costs per resulit

A similar analysis has been performed to assess the costs for reaching immediate individual
results (obtaining employment, qualification, entering education or searching jobs)4°. Also for
this analysis, the declared expenditures declared are compared with the immediate individual
results reported. As above, MS were excluded if no declared expenditures (AT, IE) or results
were recorded (CY, LU, RO). To avoid large distortions in the unit costs per result, MS with
only a very limited number of individual results are also excluded (less than 300 individual
results in BG, CZ, DK, HR).

The results of this analysis are presented in table 7.2 below. While already limited to an even
lower number of MS than when investigating the costs per participation, this analysis for
results has additional limitations. First of all, the costs declared for investment priorities are
compared with the immediate results achieved. Information on the results in the longer-term
is collected at a later stage (AIR2018) and is therefore not included here.

Table 7.2 Eligible expenditures declared per short-term result achieved

Totfelr?:ort i)éz?anriléu(rg Overall unit | Unit costs Unit costs Unit costs | Unit costs
- cost TO8 (€) TO9 (€) TO10 (€) | TO11 (£)
results million
BE
DE

107 220 32.9 306 799 98 36 0

226 991 1426.4 6 284 11 726 7 925 3672 0

EE 10 124 40.2 3975 7 701 12 509 2 360 12 114

ES 192 012 44.8 233 209 0 432 0

FI 7 287 50.7 6 962 7 247 13 605 3742 0

FR 512 550 964.5 1 882 1782 2 020 1619 0

GR 65 010 374.3 5 758 28 272 27 442 2 833 628

HU 17 441 2.2 128 0 0 128 0

IT 43 116 349.4 8 104 7 495 6 707 9 969 497

LT 54 332 80.5 1481 1178 102 599 299 443 0

LV 19 210 47.5 2472 2 144 36 699 8 866 0

NL 2 466 87.4 35 446 0 35 446 0 0

PL 221 571 695.2 3138 2 651 158 272 21 532 139 432

PT 60 267 1077.5 17 879 19 573 787 260 15 205 0

SE 9 231 81.8 8 860 7 205 21 226 137 627 0

SI 1 086 31.6 29 054 68 305 210 390 7 653 0

SK 10 364 117.9 11 373 11 373 0 0 0

UK 50 716 192.2 3790 2 282 11 183 3839 0

EU 1612428 5 997 3719 3436 3 870 4611 698

Less 342 987 2 082.9 6 073 4 372 46 810 8 499 1310
developed

More 605 769 2 397.0 3 957 5 380 3673 3 553 226
developed

Transition 337 242 745.9 2212 1941 2 605 2 080 913

Calculations are based only on IPs that report participations / results and declared eligible expenditure

40 The total number of individual results was calculated by summing common result indicators 1-4, which all present
exclusive types of results in terms of improved labour market position of individual participants that may be reached.
CRO5 was not included as it is not an exclusive category from common result indicators 1-4; it would introduce
double counts and therefore taint the analysis. Nevertheless, the figures presented should be read with some caution,
since participants could achieve more result at the same time.
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Source: SFC2014 - AIR 2016

Overall costs per short term result for the MS in the analysis amount to EUR 3 719. Behind
this value are substantially large variations among MS and Thematic Objectives than found in
the analysis of costs per output (see table 7.1). These variations are mainly caused by the
relatively fragmented way of reporting of individual short-term results in SFC, which most
likely will improve in the coming years. However, a unit cost analysis of results (similar to an
analysis of the unit costs per participation), can be insightful to compare MS with regard to
the extent to which results and eligible expenditure are registered into SFC in relatively equal
shares. When used for this purpose, unit costs does not necessarily tell us much about
efficiency, but rather about the balance in reporting between results and financial progress.

Table 7.2 above shows how many MS still report relatively small numbers of results in relation
to the budgets invested in TO9. The ‘unit-costs per results’ in LT, PL, PT, and SI are
comparatively high. Possibly, operations in this TO depend more on long-term results than
operations in other TO. This pattern is particularly clear when looking at the types of region;
less developed regions show considerably higher unit costs per result (on average € 6 073)
in comparison to 3 957 and 2 212 in more developed and transition regions respectively.
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8 Contribution of ESF to EU policies

Cohesion policy represents a key instrument for achieving the Europe 2020 objectives and
targets. The thematic objectives and underlying investment priorities allow a thorough
assessment of the objectives of ESF programmes at the national and EU level. This chapter
assesses the progress towards the specific thematic objectives of current implementation of
ESF 2014-2020. Before assessing the contribution to EU policies, a number of consistency
checks have been conducted, which are reported in detail in Annex III. This chapter starts in
isection 8.1 with progress reported for TO8, section 8.2 covers progress under TO9, section
8.3 for T010, and section 8.4 for TO11. This section is based on a synthesis of the various
chapters provided above, in combination with the qualitative information provided by MS in
the 187 AIR analysed for this report.

8.1 Thematic Objective 8: Promoting sustainable and quality employment
and supporting labour mobility

The EU2020 Headline target aims to bring the employment rate for women and men aged 20-
64 to 75% by 2020, including the greater participation of youth, older workers and low skilled
workers and the better integration of legal migrants. By promoting sustainable and quality
employment and supporting labour mobility in TO8, ESF seeks to contribute to the EU 2020
objectives for Europe 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. This section
assesses the ESF’s contribution to this objective. As part of the EU2020 strategy national
targets have been set for individual MS. MS have the possibility to use ESF to complement
their national efforts towards meeting these targets.

When assessing MS performance on their progress towards reaching the national target for
the employment rate (see figure 8.1), one sees that countries can be clustered into two main
groups. First of all, there is the group that is still far from reaching the national targets; this
group includes GR, ES, BG, CY, BE, IT, FR, SI, FI. The nine countries in this group are all
more than 5 percentage points below their national target, while the distance to the target
for the EU as a whole is 4.9 percentage points. The second group consists of 11 countries that
are closer to the national targets, such as PT, RO, HU, NL, DK, LU, AT, SK, PL, HR, MT. Finally,
six countries - LV, EE, SE, IE, DE, CZ, LT - have already reached their employment targets4:.

Figure 8.1 % Headline target national Employment (20-64 years old) - 2016 - distance from
national target (%)(in percentage points)

, Distance to national target Employment (20-64 years old) 2016
(in percentage points) i I

o O N O N

=
S R

GR ES BG CY BE IT FR SI FI PT Elé ROHU NL DK LU AT SK PL HRMT LV EE SE IE DE CZ LT

W Distance -14-10 -8 -6 -6 -5 -5 -5 -5 -4 -4 -4 -4-3-3-2-2-2-2-2001112 2 2

41 For the UK no target has been included in Eurostat concerning this indicator
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Source: Eurostat (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators)

MS that are still distant from their national targets may decide to use the ESF to complement
their national efforts towards meeting their overall targets. To provide specific support
towards the national employment targets, a number of specific investment priorities are
defined by the ESF Regulation, which further narrow down the objective and type of operation.
Article 3 in the ESF regulation restricts operations under Thematic Objective 8 to the following
categories:

. (8i). Access to employment for job-seekers and inactive people, including the long-
term unemployed and people far from the labour market, also through local
employment initiatives and support for labour mobility;

. (8ii). Sustainable integration into the labour market of young people, in particular
those not in employment, education or training, including young people at risk of
social exclusion and young people from marginalised communities, including
through the implementation of the Youth Guarantee;

o (8iii). Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business creation including
innovative micro, small and medium sized enterprises;
o (8iv). Equality between men and women in all areas, including in access to

employment, career progression, reconciliation of work and private life and
promotion of equal pay for equal work;

o (8v). Adaptation of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs to change;
o (8vi). Active and healthy ageing;
o (8vii). Modernisation of labour market institutions, such as public and private

employment services, and improving the matching of labour market needs,
including through actions that enhance transnational labour mobility as well as
through mobility schemes and better cooperation between institutions and
relevant stakeholders.

The remainder of this chapter further assesses how the ESF contributes to each of these
investment priorities. It assess the progress in implementation and presents the
explanations and justifications for lack of implementation in MS. This allows a better
understanding of the current contribution of the ESF to the main EU policy objectives.

8.1.1 IPS8i. Access to employment

Most operations in the field of IP8.i relate to mainstream ALMP activities such as providing
individual guidance to job seekers, providing integrated approaches, VET training, and
providing hiring incentives to employers or supporting apprenticeships / traineeships and self-
employment. Operations in this IP tend to target a relatively diverse range of target groups,
such as unemployed people in general; long term unemployed; disadvantaged; older persons;
inactive persons; women; young unemployed; low skilled; employment services; migrants;
and enterprises.

Except DK, all MS allocate investments in this investment priority. Overall, implementation of
operations in this category is well underway, even though CY and RO do not yet report eligible
costs, nor participations. In its AIR, CY reports that its key output indicator of unemployed is
currently at 60% of the Performance Framework target, and roughly a quarter of the entire
budget has already been contracted over the course of 2016. However, due a high workload
in processing applications, it did not yet record the required data in the monitoring system
and process payment requests. Moreover, it expects substantial increases in participations
and results over the coming years, in view of the number of projects that started up already.
For RO limited activity has been recorded, but in its AIR it reports its intention to launch in
2017 calls worth approximately EUR 1.16bn, dedicated to a large variety of target groups.
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Table 8.1 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8i

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
budget costs % project | Partici- target Individual| target success
.- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x € million) rate
ment ment
AT 20.1 5.2 25.9% 0 0% - 0% 0%
BE 435.9 184.7 42.4% 33679 231%| 4667 80% 47%
BG 291.5 0.0 0.0% 3579 4% 8 0% 0%
CY 44.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
cz 695.4 545.0 78.4% 14 954 34% 5 0% 25%
DE 98.2 41.4 42.2% 8 454 30% 3 060 20% 26%
DK
EE 268.4 226.8 84.5% 15 194 43% 1177 0% 4%
ES 2 209.9 330.4 15.0% | 564 378 21% | 134 362 11% 31%
FI 328.3 91.7 27.9% 19 284 10% 2982 1% 14%
FR 793.7 178.9 22.5% | 111934 7% | 49 424 5% 0%
GR 649.1 321.9 49.6% 30 185 25% - 0% 0%
HR 294.2 44.5 15.1% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 1231.3 568.9 46.2% 40 096 11% - 20% 0%
IE 329.7 325.1 98.6% 59 099 54% | 18 662 3% 0%
IT 2 058.5 367.3 17.8% | 391 689 17% | 14630 2% 10%
LT 266.2 99.0 37.2% 41 685 20% | 52481 94% 48%
LU 8.0 3.6 44.3% 687 25% - 0% 0%
LV 98.4 93.5 95.0% 30 036 37% | 11756 37% 30%
MT 20.0 18.9 94.4% 1142 17% - 0% 34%
NL 50.0 24.1 48.1% 800 14% - 0% 0%
PL 1862.8 369.0 19.8% | 107 467 33% | 86616 160% 30%
PT 261.5 192.5 73.6% 14 217 11% 7 936 0% 0%
RO 541.8 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE 280.3 160.8 57.4% 2 304 4% 556 2% 10%
SI 213.8 78.5 36.7% 4 600 20% 313 109% 0%
SK 817.0 345.0 42.2% 63 079 22% | 10 364 20% 20%
UK 1961.4 905.2 46.1% 8 754 5% 2 464 5% 9%
Total EU |16 130.0 5 521.8 34.2% |1 567 296 33% | 401 463 73% | 25%
Allocated - Output Result o age
budget costs . Partici- target Individual| target
project . hi Its achieve Success
(x € million) selection pations ACiIEVE S Fest rate
ment ment
Less dev.| 7947.0 2703.9 34.0% | 349179 21% | 162878 118% | 25%
More dev| 6 108.2  2262.3 37.0% | 898398 52% | 148909 16% | 30%
Trans. |2074.9  555.6 26.8% | 319719 21% [89676 10% | 11%

Source: AIR 2016

BG does not yet report eligible costs, but does report participations, while other MS report
costs and no participations (AT, HR). Such apparent inconsistencies are the results of the
ongoing data entering activity into SFC, for various reasons. In any case, this shows that
implementation is underway in these MS. On average across the EU, the project selection rate
lies at 34%, with average output target achievement of 33%. While the share of eligible costs
of the allocated budget (project selection costs) vary substantially due to different approaches
to reporting, the outputs achievement are more balanced, and vary roughly between 15 and
35% of the set targets.

Particularly high target achievement is found in BE (Wallonie — Bruxelles). This is not caused
by one indicator, but by various indicators of participations, which surpassed their targets
multiple times. BE in fact reports that implementation for these PAx has slowed, and no
reference is made to the apparent overachievement in this area

Overall, 1.6 million participations have already been reported across the EU, which is more
than double the amount reported in AIR2015 (0.6 million); this indicates that implementation
is well underway. Nevertheless, there are considerable differences between different types of
regions. While less developed and more developed regions report similar project selection
rates (and roughly equal eligible costs), more developed regions reported more than double
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the amount of participations. Also in comparison to the initial targets set for individual
indicators, the output indicators reported in more developed regions are progressing
considerably smoother than less developed and transition regions.

At the same time, less developed regions show considerably higher shares of individual
results, relative to the targets, but also in absolute terms. ES, LT and particularly PL are
responsible for these high values. In relation to the targets achieved for result indicators BE,
LT, PL and SI stand out, each already above 50% of the result indicators set. However, the
high average share of target achievement at EU level (and for less developed regions more
specifically) is mainly caused by PL. PL has a large number of indicators (158 of 387 indicators
in this IP) with already achieved targets*?. If we exclude PL, the average result achievement
rate in the EU drops to 15.2%. Also in comparison to the participation recorded, these MS
show relatively high success rates (i.e. number of result per participation at PAx level,
averaged at MS level). These MS indicate in their AIR that the economic recovery and
improved labour market conditions contributed to these values. Nevertheless, each MS
underlines the need for continued intervention.

At EU-level, on average one individual result has been achieved for every four participations
(25%). This is relatively low, though already considerably better than last year (16%). Based
on the results of the 2007-2013 ESF programme, the balance should be expected to be
between 30%-40% for employment operations. However, as the table shows, many
programmes already reported participations, while no results have been reported yet. The
best example of these are BG, CZ, GR, HU, which have projects running under this priority,
and already report costs and participations, however, deem it too early to reliably report on
the results achieved. Though most visible in these 4 MS, this issue affects more results
reported. Instead, results of ongoing projects are expected to be entered into the monitoring
system once projects have been concluded.

8.1.2 IPS8ii. Sustainable integration into the labour market of young people

Employment of young people has received a substantial level of policy attention, not least
through the additional allocations under the Youth Employment Initiative. Progress achieved
by YEI funding is already discussed in the chapters above, and this section only includes
amounts and participations to ESF operations in the field of youth unemployment that are not
supported by YEI. Operations under this priority seek to improve the labour market access
for young people, mainly by reaching out to non-registered young people not in employment.

First of all, the table shows the data issue in FI (reported in detail in Annex II/III), which
sometimes provides incorrect links between allocated budgets and intervention fields of
costs*3. The high project selection in BG is related to the fact that most of its budget for
supporting unemployed youth in its OP is allocated to IP8i, while its implementation in the
AIR is allocated to IP8ii. BG does not provide any explanations for this inconsistency in
reporting.

Overall, implementation of operations targeting youth unemployment outside the scope of
YEI is considerably slower than that of YEI, but also than general employment initiatives under
IP8i. Though considerably improved in comparison to last year, with doubled project selection
rate and a substantial increase in the number of participations and results, MS that also
implement YEI tend to focus on the implementation of YEI, and keep the ESF operations for
young persons on hold. No project selection has been reported in GR, LT and RO; these MS
indeed point to efforts conducted of YEI operations under IP8ii. Over half of the total
participations in the IP are recorded in IT, and a substantial number also in PL both of which
nevertheless still report low output target achievement.

As for IP8i, more developed regions have spent roughly the same budgets on operations as
less developed regions, yet report considerably higher participation numbers. To some extent
this is accurate as less developed regions started entering monitoring data later, and may
catch up. However, as was also the case for IP8i, more individual results are reported for less

42 The target achievement rates are calculated as the average achievement rate per indicator. As such, one MS with
a high number of indicators (in this case PL) has a large influence on the overall achievement rate.
43 Note that this is recurrent issue for FI that is also discussed elsewhere in this report.
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developed regions. PL is largely responsible for this contrast, reporting over a third of the
total of 120 155 short-term results achieved under this priority. Other MS that already
reported positive results are BE and DE. Given the overall low numbers of results reported, it
is still too early to assess a contribution to EU policies.

Table 8.2 Summative factsheet on progress of IPS8ii

Allocated Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succegs
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT
BE 132.9 93.6 70.4% 53 827 115% 22 426 53% 15%
BG 37.4 166.6 446.0% 1212 9% 55 0% 13%
CY 17.0 6.4 37.8% 1642 51% - 0% 0%
Ccz
DE 803.2 243.3 30.3% 26 207 56% 14 660 43% 37%
DK
EE
ES 686.8 10.4 1.5% 552 0% 226 0% 19%
FI 0.4 47.7 11 926% 0 0% - 0% 0%
FR 230.0 80.1 34.8% 10 704 5% 9 258 9% 3%
GR 64.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HR 80.8 14.8 18.3% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 598.8 56.0 9.4% 8 962 13% - 35% 0%
IE
IT 2 906.2 301.0 10.4% 200 493 12% 8 453 0% 16%
LT 20.5 0.0 0.0% 11 666 50% 3 349 0% 0%
LU 13.6 5.9 43.6% 2 022 8% - 0% 0%
LV 10.3 9.7 94.8% 0 0% - 0% 0%
MT 6.0 5.0 83.9% 947 18% - 0% 0%
NL
PL 1 506.3 247.9 16.5% 74 927 9% 45 416 0% 0%
PT 228.1 174.4 76.5% 23 343 24% 3 330 0% 0%
RO 549.9 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE 382.3 94.6 24.7% 4 684 12% 778 0% 14%
SI 91.3 29.3 32.1% 1078 24% 141 116% 0%
SK
UK 697.2 674.1 96.7% 17 249 3% 12 063 0% 18%
Total EU| 9 063.4 2 260.9 24.9% | 439 515 19% | 120 155 11% 16%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
Region budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succegs
9 (x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev.| 4 760.9 944.7 19.8% | 123270 6% | 58069 1% | 8%
More dev.] 3643.6 1162.9 31.9% | 277 541 25% | 43943 19% | 25%
Trans. | 658.8 153.2 23.3% | 38704 37% | 18 143 14% | 13%

Source: AIR 2016

8.1.3 IPS8iii. Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business creation

IP 8.iii mainly supports actions to support start-ups / self-employment (financial support,
guidance and training), followed by career support and guidance for individuals, social
innovation, and the development of new programmes, tools and instruments. These
operations focus on the unemployed (starting up their own enterprise), women,
disadvantaged persons, enterprises, long term unemployed, older workers, the inactive,
young unemployed and workers.

Table 8.3 makes clear that 11 MS have selected this IP, and BG, GR, IT, and RO still do not
report any activity in this area. For RO, it has already more generally established that no data
has been entered in the monitoring systems. IT (Sardinia) and BG both indicate that the
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projects in this area have not yet been initiated, but both plan to commence in 2017 the start-
up procedures of launching calls.

Table 8.3 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8iii

Allocated

Eligible

Output

Result

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target ?Jcecrsg:
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment

AT

BE 18.1 4.8 26.7% 840 37% 457 0% 0%

BG 31.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%

CcY

cz

DE 615.3 258.0 41.9% 11 899 12% 5048 16% 34%

DK 77.0 36.1 46.9% 2 065 10% 63 3% 30%

EE

ES 529.1 176.0 33.3% 193 604 6% 3915 41% 29%

FI 3.0

FR 533.1 191.1 35.8% 57 219 13% 12 673 7% 11%

GR 141.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%

HR 23.4

HU

IE

IT 22.2 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%

LT

LU

LV

MT

NL

PL 572.3 275.7 48.2% 1400 1% 5 1% 0%

PT 237.8 3.8 1.6% 159 7% - 0% 0%

RO 334.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%

SE

SI

SK

UK

Total EU| 3 112.1 971.9 31.2% | 267 186 6% 22 161 15% 26%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

Reai budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9

egion ; ; 4 4 success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment

Less dev.| 1 354.1 406.6 30.0% | 12172 2% | 1126 2% | 16%

More dev.| 1 056.5 387.4 36.7% | 176 904 9% | 13266 2% | 34%

Trans. 701.5 177.9 25.4% | 78110 8% | 7769 52% | 19%

Source: AIR 2016

In GR, the two planned actions covering the entire budget under this IP have started; many
more project proposals have been received than that could be accommodated. Most plans for
implementation have been received since March 2016, but integrating the relevant monitoring
data is only planned after all projects have been formally approved and initiated. In DE, DK,
ES, FR and PL, implementation seems well underway, each reports both costs and substantial
participations already. While implementation of this priority seems well underway in MS that
allocated the most substantial budgets, the target achievement rate for output remains
relatively low; at the EU level this is so far only 6%. Note in this respect that output targets
under this priority may not always focus on participations, and often measure the number of
business proposals received, assessed and or approved.

It seems rather early to already assess the results of operations that contribute to business
creation. Still, no less than 22 161 individual results have been recorded, mainly in FR and
DE. In most other MS, no or low results have been achieved so far. However, this does not
affect the assessment of the implementation. Note the eligible costs reported by FI and HR,
though no allocated budgets, nor participations, nor results have been reported.
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8.1.4 IP8iv. Equality between men and women

Investment priority 8iv combines ESF investments that seek to improve equality between
men and women in all areas, including in access to employment, career progression,
reconciliation of work and private life and promotion of equal pay for equal work. These
operations mainly target women, the unemployed, enterprises and employees.

The 'New Start' initiative to address the work-life balance challenges faced by working parents
and carers is an important element of the European Pillar for Social Rights**. The initiative
aims to make better use of European funds to improve long-term and childcare services, as
such the ESF is a central mechanism to contribute to this initiative. At this stage, no evidence
in the analysed AIR suggests that Operational Programmes have been reprogrammed to
increase investments in this priority.

Many projects under this investment priority already seek to develop and introduce new
initiatives to improve work-life balance and ensure better reconciliation between working,
living and care for children (BG, DE, IT, ES, GR, HU, LV, PL, CZ). Support for childcare facilities
are central to this objective, and ESF projects focus on opening new centres (GR, PL),
vouchers to assist in paying for childcare (IT, GR) offering more flexibility and longer opening
hours (HU, LV, PL, PT), and better supporting childcare workers (PL, IT). Some MS report
specifically that even though they have no allocated ESF investments to this investment
priority, they allocated similar investments to improve work-life balance under the label of
combating discrimination (IP9iii), or do so by investing national resources.

The overall project selection rate lies at 24.6%, which is a considerable improvement from
last year’'s 12%, and is mainly influenced by substantive improvements in project selection in
DE, GR and SK. No or few budgets were reserved for projects in AT, ES, HU, and PT. In ES,
participations are recorded, and also the AIR of the concerned OP all report of ongoing
activities. No explanations are provided by financial data has not been recorded by Spanish
OP. In AT, an implementation concept was being developed in 2016, which would underpin
the further programming; the procurement procedure has not yet been completed.

The HU AIR does not explain why no funds have been reported; however, the allocated budget
to this IP is relatively small. PT reports that no calls for tenders / calls for proposals have been
launched under this IP, because of the lack of definition of public policy priorities and the lack
of specific regulation for the respective instrument. PT therefore concludes that it is necessary
to make changes to the financial allocation foreseen for the IP, as well as to propose
adjustment of the targets taking into account the time available for their execution.

In PL, progress of implementation under this priority has been relatively slow, with a project
selection rate of 7.9%, and only 518 participations recorded thus far. Given the size of the
initial allocated budget (roughly 23% of the entire IP), this has a substantial effect on the
overall implementation of the entire IP at EU level. Some Polish regions reported a lack of
interest of project promotors to submit proposals under this IP.

An evaluation of these operations underlines that foreseen employment outcomes of 20% of
participants is challenging, particularly in rural areas which suffer from poor infrastructure.
As a result, a number of MA consider reducing the targets for various indicators under the
objectives of reconciliation of professional and private life. While not all Polish OP report
progress on this particular IP, this IP is organised as smaller component of the broader active
labour market policies in every Polish OP, and therefore not necessarily a priority area.

The overall performance of the IP is considerably compensated by the performance in GR,
which has had an active operation since 2014 that aims to ensure equal access for parents to
work by providing care and hospitality to babies, infants, children and disabled people in
corresponding structures. GR scores well in terms of project selection, participations, and in
terms of result target achievement. Note that incorrectly allocated costs by BE and FR, which
do no report allocated budgets, nor participations for this IP.

44 European Commission (2017), An initiative to support work-life balance for working parents and carers: COM2017:
252 final.
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Table 8.4 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8iv

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target -
; ) 4 ' success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT 59.8 0.1 0.2% 0 0% - 0% 0%
BE 19.9
BG
CcY
Ccz 335.0 82.0 24.5% 2074 120% - 2% 33%
DE 283.8 127.5 44.9% 14 341 17% 3672 6% 19%
DK
EE
ES 75.0 0.0 0.0% 42 448 26% 2 159 42% 44%
FI 23.8 4.8 20.1% 518 12% 11 0% 0%
FR 3.4
GR 252.8 156.7 62.0% 92 145 88% 1957 0% 9%
HR
HU 3.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 449.5 17.2 3.8% 7 780 5% 240 11% 11%
LT
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL 503.5 39.6 7.9% 518 1% 6 3% 0%
PT 99.8 0.8 0.8% 0 0% - 0% 0%
RO
SE
SI
SK 91.8 80.0 87.1% 4 145 6% - 0% 0%
UK 39.9 13.2 33.1% 578 13% - 0% 0%
Total EU| 2 218.2 545.9 24.6% | 164 547 22% 8 045 10% 23%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9
Region ; . g g success
(x€ million) selection pations achlive results achlive rate
men men
Less dev.| 1 380.5 258.7 18.7% | 51032 11% | 1266 4% | 3%
More dev.| 647.0 232.5 35.9% | 92252 33% | 5501 17% | 30%
Trans. | 190.8 54.6 28.6% | 21263 10% | 1278 5% | 12%

Source: AIR 2016

8.1.5 IP8v. Adaptation of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs

IP 8.v includes a wide diversity of actions addressing employers (and managers of
enterprises) on the one hand and employees on the other. With regards to the employers,
ESF mainly supports actions that facilitate the introduction and management of change in
organisations to prevent or mitigate the consequences of economic restructuring (e.g.
guidance and training support, making the diagnosis and developing restructuring / action
plans for introducing more innovative, more productive and greener models of labour
organisation, including safe and healthy working conditions, managing the changing
demographic structure of the company). The overall project selection rate at EU level lies at
29.9%, and so far the IP has reached 315 877 individuals. However, the target achievement
of output indicators is comparatively low with 11%.

First of all, implementation has not yet started in AT, BG, ES, and RO. In ES, participations
are recorded, and also the AIR of the concerned OP all report of ongoing activities. No
explanations are provided as to why financial data has not been recorded by Spanish OP. In
AT and BG the implementation has not yet started, and no estimates are provided as to when
these will start. In fact, the BG AIR does not refer specifically to measures targeting the
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adaptability of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs. As we have seen before, RO does not
yet report on the implementation of its activities.

Project implementation under this IP is generally well underway where large amounts are
reserved. The largest budgets are reserved by DE, FR and PT. DE and FR are progressing
nicely, with project selection rates of 41.5% and 49.1% respectively. PT also has a large
investment reserved for projects under this priority, but is trailing these MS substantially.
Because the procedures for processing payment claims were not fully functional when the
largest operation was launched, financing of the operations has been delayed and the
processing times for evaluating proposals were extended. Two minor operations are still
awaiting the definition of public policy priorities and specific regulation for the respective
instrument. While these problems are now reportedly resolved, PT does not expect to meet
the PF targets related to this IP, and will therefore work to review these in 2017.

Not surprisingly, DE and FR are also responsible for the largest number of individual
participations in this IP, and are the only MS with meaningful numbers of individual results in
this area. However, both have ambitious targets; across most of its regions the IP has not
yet reached more than 20% of the targets set. Because of the dominance of DE and FR in
this IP, the results split by type of regions also show a dominance of more developed regions
over others. CZ reports a relatively high project selection rate, yet does not report
participation. In its AIR, it indicates that due to the pending approval of its Integrated
Territorial Investment (ITI), project applications in the area of labour market activities were
also halted. The first applications for this priority are expected in the first half of 2017.
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Table 8.5 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8v

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

AT 1.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
BE 159.9 79.8 49.9% 1 396 31% = 45% 0%
BG 62.9 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
CcY
cz 341.0 139.4 40.9% 0 7% = 55% 0%
DE 1978.9 821.8 41.5% 122 414 24% 16 007 5% 36%
DK 77.0 36.4 47.3% 637 36% 1 1% 16%
EE
ES 117.7 0.0 0.0% 26 587 11% 179 0% 17%
FI 116.9 46.5 39.8% 10 566 28% 379 0% 0%
FR 1404.1 688.9 49.1% 123 811 16% 30 759 30% 0%
GR 603.7 70.2 11.6% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HR
HU 169.4 21.7 12.8% 0 1% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 574.8 72.4 12.6% 29 622 12% 102 0% 0%
LT
LU
LV 23.2 12.6 54.4% 17 0% = 0% 0%
MT
NL
PL 670.1 96.8 14.5% 808 3% 45 1% 11%
PT 1043.4 159.5 15.3% 19 0% - 0% 0%
RO 174.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SE
SI
SK
UK
Total EU| 7 518.6 2 246.2 29.9% | 315 877 11% 47 472 7% 24%

Allocated Output Result Average

. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target
Region ; . g g success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

Less dev.| 2978.2 463.6 15.6% | 2 833 2% | 550 2% | 8%
More dev.| 3153.4 1 256.5 39.8% | 254681 20% | 33551 15% | 35%
Trans. | 1387.0 526.1 37.9% | 58363 14% | 13371 8% | 13%

Source: AIR 2016
8.1.6 IP8vi. Active and healthy ageing

Investments under IP8vi mainly support the development of tools and instruments for
organisations, raising the awareness of healthy ageing and providing incentives for companies
to hire older workers. As such, these operations are directed at relatively similar target groups
as those targeted by IP8v, which includes employees, older workers, employees at risk, and
enterprises. Indirectly, the investment priority is linked to various country specific
recommendations that focus on pension reforms and increasing the retirement age. It can be
argued that MS about to initiate pension reforms also need to increase policy attention to
measures that promote active and healthy aging.

Table 8.6 below shows that MS have assigned limited attention to this IP, with NL and PL
together allocating roughly 75% of the entire budget allocated to this priority across the EU.
Other MS (AT, FR, IT, SI) have allocated only minor investments, often in combination with
calls related to other priorities. Note the incorrectly allocated costs for FI, which does not have
allocated budgets, nor participations in this IP.

NL already shows a relatively high project selection rate (46.1%), as it made a start with a
first type of projects, in which enterprises were targeted. Note that the target group of these
operations were companies, so no individual participations were counted; this explains the
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lack of reporting in the table (a total of 3 420 companies were supported). A first evaluation
of these projects so far has shown underperformance in relation to the targets set. The future
call for proposals for individual companies will take the recommendations made into account,
in an attempt to increase the performance in the next call for proposals. The second element
of the programmes foresees larger projects targeting regions and sectoral institutions, for
which a first call of proposals has been launched in the second half of 2016. No progress has
been reported for this type yet.

Table 8.6 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8vi

Allocated Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target SUCCess
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT 47.0 2.4 5.0% 0 0% 0% 0%
BE
BG
CcY
Ccz
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI 3.7
FR 66.2 2.9 4.4% 74 106% 16 0% 0%
GR
HR
HU
IE
IT 13.8 2.9 21.2% 51 30% - 0% 0%
LT
LU
LV
MT
NL 202.0 93.2 46.1% 0 14% - 1% 4%
PL 393.5 9.8 2.5% 341 1% - 0% 100%
PT
RO
SE
SI 46.9 29.9 63.9% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SK
UK
Total EU 769.4 144.8 18.8% 466 11% 16 0% 35%
Allocated Output Result Average
Region budget costs % pro_ject Par_tici— target Individual targ_et suCcess
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev. | 421.2 27.8 6.6% | 354 1% | 12 0% | 100%
More dev.| 330.0 115.8 35.1% | 56 17% | - 0% | 2%
Trans. 18.2 1.3 6.9% | 56 104% | 4 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

In PL, the operations under this IP have a considerably different focus than in NL, and
concentrate predominantly on health and prevention programmes. Across all Polish regions,
OP offer projects of preventive healthcare, and some regions also aim to support the early
detection for cancer. Various PL regions report in their AIR that the implementation of the
operation in this priority has been limited, due a lack of Regional Health Programs. This
prevented the development and implementation of health prevention programs aimed at
eliminating health risks in the workplace and health programs for medical rehabilitation.
Throughout 2016, steps have been taken to set up such Regional Health Programs, which
should provide the framework against which future projects can be implemented.
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8.1.7 IP8vii. Modernisation of labour market institutions

Under IP 8vii, operations are grouped that seek to modernise labour market institutions, such
as public and private employment services, and improve the matching of labour market
needs. Such operations may consist of actions that enhance transnational labour mobility as
well as through mobility schemes and better cooperation between institutions and relevant
stakeholders.

Table 8.7 Summative factsheet on progress of IP8vii

Allocated | Eligible Output Result

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target gl:/?g:g:
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment

AT

BE 15.6 0.9 5.7% 0 0% = 0% 0%

BG 29.3 0.0 0.0% 510 6% 2 0% 3%

CcY 6.7 2.0 29.7% 0 0% = 0% 0%

Ccz 209.8 60.4 28.8% 0 53% - 0% 0%

DE

DK 5.6 2.7 48.6% 0 96% - 132% 0%

EE

ES 69.2 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%

FI

FR 90.8 22.2 24.4% 4113 0% 1 835 8% 0%

GR 31.8 19.4 61.0% 0 8% - 0% 0%

HR 96.3 1.9 2.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%

HU

IE

IT 643.3 80.9 12.6% 0 4% - 0% 0%

LT

LU

LV

MT

NL

PL 46.5 4.9 10.4% 0 3% - 0% 0%

PT 48.1 5.7 11.8% 0 2% - 0% 0%

RO 118.3 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%

SE

SI

SK 41.2 14.5 35.1% 0 0% = 0% 0%

UK

Total EU 1452.6 222.3 15.3% 4 623 8% 1 837 8% 1%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

Region budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succegs

9 (x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment

Less dev.| 1021.8 131.8 12.9% | 510 2% | 2 0% | 2%

More dev.| 379.8 75.5 19.9% | 2 548 11% | 1346 13% | 0%

Trans. | 50.9 15.0 29.4% | 1 565 18% | 489 23% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

CZ, IT and RO allocated the most substantive investments to this priority, but overall
implementation is rather modest. At the EU level, a project selection rate of 15.3% has been
achieved. No implementation has been reported yet in ES and RO (as in other IP). In ES
various activities are already reported. In Catalonia for instance ESF supported improvements
to the PES online portal, to optimise the support provided to local agents. This portal is a tool
that establishes itself as a central space for relations between its actors, while enhancing the
capacities of professionals, providing them with adequate methodologies and providing
technical assistance and support tools to boost local socio-economic support projects. No
participations are recorded in the operation yet, as progress thus far is measured in a number
of projects. Once the developed IT system is able to keep track of the number of users, this
data will also feed the ESF monitoring system. In BG, two operations were already carried
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out. Progress for the schemes is reported in 2016 on the specific performance indicators (yet
not for financial implementation).

Despite allocated budgets and already reported eligible costs, no progress has been reported
so far for BE, CY, HR, and SK. A closer look shows that this is not due to backlogs in reporting,
but actually the result of halted implementation. In CY, the project that would support the
strengthening of the PES was not approved; no activities have therefore taken place. In HR,
delays are reported with regard to implementation of this operation, and so far no
participations and results have been achieved. No reference to this specific priority is made
in AIR in BE and SK, other than the general observation that operations in the same PAx have
incurred delays.

FR is an interesting case, with a relatively small allocated budget and the only one that reports
substantial individual participations. Steps have been taken to support modernisation of the
PES, and, although no explanation has been provided in the AIR, the recorded participations
are most likely clients of the PES. In CZ, a project selection rate of 28.8% is reported, though
no individual participation are recorded as of yet. The AIR explains that this is caused by a
number of failed attempts to transfer data from the monitoring system to SFC. Existing
participations will be reported in the next project implementation reports.

8.1.8 Overview TOS8

The previous section has shown that the implementation of the operations under Thematic
Objective 8 has firmly started, though still faces considerable growing pains in a number of
IP. Operations that seek to increase access to the labour market (IP8i) has shown the most
stable development in implementation, both in terms of project selection rate (34.2%),
number of participations (1.6 million) and the number results for individuals (0.4 million)
already reached. Because it is also responsible for 40% of the entire budget in TOS, it is an
important finding that implementation of this central IP is on a relatively steady track.

The operations with a focus on integration of youth on the labour market (IP8ii) are also
moving ahead steadily, though it became apparent that MS tend to give YEI operations priority
over the implementation of ESF-funded employment measures for young persons. The project
selection rates, number of participations and number of individual results all suggest that in
the early years MS tend to first concentrate on the larger IP (IP8i, 8ii, 8iii, 8v), while the
implementation of smaller IP, such as IP8iv, 8vi, and 8vii are more often delayed, or simply
awaiting implementation. Such delays are due to various reasons, such as lack of interest by
project promoters, delays in broader programme implementation, such as the definition of
national guidelines and regulations to guide implementation, or the lack of national policy
guidance.

In a number of cases MA indicate that the number of participations reported in their AIR
underestimates the actual participation humbers. The coming years will show whether MAs
will catch up on these delays.

Table 8.8 Overview TO8

AlsEriee Eliz el % project | Partici- Output target | Individual| Result target
budget costs ; - : .
- - selection pations achievement | results achievement
x€million x€million
8i

16 130.0 5521.8 34.2% 1 567 296 33.1% 401 463 73.2%
8ii-no 9 063.4 2 260.9 24.9% 439 515 19.3% 120 155 11.1%
YEI
8iii 3112.1 971.9 31.2% 267 186 6.3% 22 161 15.2%
8iv 2218.2 545.9 24.6% 164 547 21.6% 8 045 10.0%
8v 7 518.6 2 246.2 29.9% 315 877 10.7% 47 472 7.2%
8vi 769.4 144.8 18.8% 466 11.5% 16 0.1%
8vii 1452.6 222.3 15.3% 4 623 8.3% 1 837 7.9%
TOS8 40 264.2 11 913.7 29.6% 2759 510 19.4% 601 149 34.0%

Source: AIR 2016

Despite the steady progress of overall implementation under TO8 reported by monitoring
data, it is too early to establish a relation to the broader policy objectives of the EU, and to

85



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

the headline target for employment. While 600 000 individual results over 3 years can be of
inherent value, it is at best a modest contribution against the current population of 18.7
million unemployed people across the EU%>. Moreover, in its current stage of implementation,
the monitoring data does not suggest that ESF contributes positively to the EU’s broader
objective of social and economic cohesion in the Union. Most progress in implementation so
far has been recorded in MS that are already close to or passed their national employment
targets (DE, LV, LT, CZ, EE)*5, At the same time, MS that would benefit most from ESF as
instrument to complement national funding towards the headline target, are facing delays in
implementation, and as a result limited support to progress against the target (BG, CY, ES,
IT, PL, RO).

8.2 Thematic Objective 9: Promoting social inclusion, combating poverty,
and discrimination

In order to reduce poverty in the EU, the EU 2020 headline target aims to lift at least 20
million people out of the risk of poverty. The flagship initiatives of the Europe 2020 Strategy,
including the Social Investment Package and the European Platform against Poverty and
Social Exclusion, support efforts to reach these targets. These are amplified by the ESF, of
which at least 20% of the ESF resources should be allocated to the promotion of social
inclusion. This section assesses the ESF’s contribution to this objective. Progress towards the
headline targets has been varied, particularly as the economic and financial crisis posed
challenges towards meeting these targets, as shown in figure 8.2 below.

Figure 8.2 Distance to national poverty reduction target (2015, in thousands)*’

Distance to national target Poverty Reduction - 2015 (in
1,000 thousands) 252 441 655

0 m@m m m m m B @ @ = m = = = -~
ES FR GR HU BE IE NL PT AT DK SI C CZ LT LW LV MT BG RO PL

|
11,000 I 1, ~526-424-419-306-146 14189 81 65 g4 0 27
1,288
2,000
2,289
3,000
4,000
4,016
5,000

Source: Eurostat (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators)

EU MS can be divided into countries that have already reached their national targets (BG, RO,
PL), a large group that is relatively close to its targets (BE, IE, NL, PT, AT, DK, SI, CY, C, LT,
LU, LV and MT), and countries that are more distant from their targets, with the largest
differences reported for ES, FR, GR and HU“8,

Different EU-level strategic documents emphasise the need for additional efforts to ensure
the effectiveness of social protection systems, in order to counter the effect of the economic
crisis, promote social inclusion and prevent poverty by activating inclusion strategies
(including efficient and adequate income support, measures to tackle poverty, as well as

45 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Unemployment_statistics

46 Exception is Greece, which also shows considerable progress in the implementation of TO8 in its ESF programme.
47 Limited data (about half of MS) available for 2016 at time of report writing (October 2017).

48 For DE, EE, HR, SK, FI, SE, UK no targets have been included in Eurostat concerning this target
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broad access to social services). Currently, EU Member States spend varying shares of GDP
on social protection, and also achieve different results in terms of reducing poverty.

ESF 2014-2020 is a crucial EU-level instrument to further complement national efforts towards
achieving the Headline target. In order to ensure that a sufficient share of resources is
allocated to promoting social inclusion and combating poverty, Article 4(2) of the ESF
Regulation requests that at least 20% of the total ESF resources in each Member State shall
be allocated to this thematic objective. Although higher social spending is generally associated
with stronger poverty reduction, important differences exist, suggesting scope for efficiency
gains. On the other hand, the link between social assistance and activation measures should
be strengthened, by developing more personalised services and efforts to improve the uptake
of measures by vulnerable groups. More specifically, ESF supports the promotion of social
inclusion and combating poverty through the following investment priorities:

o (9i). Active inclusion;

o (9ii). Integration of marginalised communities, such as the Roma community;

. (9iii). Combating discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or
belief, disability, age, or sexual orientation;

o (9iv). Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-quality services,
including health care and social services of general interest;

o (9v). Promoting the social economy and social enterprises;

o (9vi). Community-led local development strategies.

The remainder of this chapter further assesses how the ESF contributed to each of these
investment priorities. It assess the progress in implementation and presents the
explanations and justifications for lack of implementation in MS. This allows a better
understanding of the current contribution of the ESF to the main EU policy objectives.

8.2.1 IP9i. Active inclusion

Most operations under IP 9i relate to reducing barriers to employment and integration for
groups at the margins of the labour market, or those at risk of poverty and social exclusion;
these groups are closely related to the IPs falling under TO8. Operations support pathways to
employment, including integrated individualised approaches (combining needs assessments
/ diagnosis, individual counselling, accreditation of prior learning and working experience,
basic education, training, work experience places, job counselling, anti-discrimination
measures and information / awareness raising activities, hiring support for companies, job
coaching/ support on the work floor).

The factsheet below shows considerable progress of operations that seek active inclusion,
both in terms of project selection rates (39.4% at EU level), number of participations (1.6
million) and individual results achieved. The highest levels of implementation (in terms of
output target achievement and project selection rates) can be found in BE, DE, GR, FR and
NL. Many regional German OP note that the achievements of projects exceed targets. In North
Rhine Westphalia, some assigned projects were even excluded from the measured indicator
to avoid that the values reported would become too high (several times the target value). In
NL a substantial humber of participants were reached and an evaluation of the program
concludes that the first results were promising. However, the evaluation also underlines that
operations started only recently and consolidated data on results are not available at this
stage. More robust findings will become available during the programme period.

At the same time CY and MT do not report eligible costs yet. No work has started in CY, and
MT cites delays brought about by a lengthy project evaluation/approval process as well as
difficulties in the capacity of the different stakeholders, particularly due to the concurrent
closure of the 2007-2013 programming period and the start in the implementation of the new
Operational Programme. BG, HR, and HU do report eligible costs yet no participations. Due
to staffing issues at the MA, these MS started the work, but have not yet entered this into
SFC. Despite evident delays in 2016, HR expects to accelerate the procedures and expedite
contracting from the beginning of 2017. In HU, fixed-term contracts at the administrative
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bodies have been converted into contracts of indefinite duration and have been extended for
a longer period of time than in the past to deal with the shortage of staffing.

High project selection rates in combination with lower numbers of participations were
recorded in CZ, EE, IE, LT, LU, LV, and UK. In CZ, the achieved values of the supported
persons are currently reported at a lower level than the actual figure, because an ongoing
project to correctly transfer the data into the rights system is still starting up. The low take-
up in LU is related to a deliberately narrow target group; it aims at people far from the labour
market, such as drug addicts, former prisoners, young offenders, economic and / or political
refugees and people suffering from mental health issues.

The individual results reported so far are modest if we do not include FR, which is responsible
for over half of all the individual results reported. This is not only reflected in the absolute
counts of individual results, but also by the limited result target achievement rates. Table 8.9
shows a large gap between the progress in implementation between more developed and
transition regions on one side (44.6% and 44.5% project selection rates respectively) and
less developed regions on the other (26%). This is equally reflected in the number of
participations, results and target achievement of both.

Table 8.9 Summative factsheet on progress of IP9i

Allocated Eligible Output Result

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target ?:fcr:sg:
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT 266.4 67.2 25.2% 31078 28% 4 832 0% 0%
BE 687.5 495.9 72.1% 140 817 117% 45 228 44% 28%
BG 99.4 8.9 9.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
CcY 8.7 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
Ccz 407.0 195.2 48.0% 216 4% 10 0% 2%
DE 4169.4 2472.0 59.3% 174 403 38% 58 918 20% 34%
DK 82.5 22.8 27.7% 225 1% 26 0% 0%
EE 42.5 33.9 79.8% 3 496 30% 455 0% 48%
ES 1997.1 305.4 15.3% 211 362 44% 32 950 43% 22%
FI 199.5 71.0 35.6% 10 281 16% 1181 0% 0%
FR 3360.2 1306.2 38.9% 724 438 19% | 255 267 21% 0%
GR 309.0 131.9 42.7% 65 207 118% 2779 0% 0%
HR 136.5 12.1 8.9% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HU 379.2 81.6 21.5% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE 365.9 365.4 99.9% 9 140 10% 2 536 0% 0%
IT 2716.5 262.1 9.7% 35 546 10% 4 789 63% 0%
LT 68.1 35.5 52.1% 1138 2% 83 0% 0%
LU 8.0 4.9 60.8% 89 15% - 0% 0%
LV 108.3 101.3 93.6% 3 795 3% 176 2% 4%
MT 35.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL 722.1 332.7 46.1% 152 080 71% 2 466 5% 1%
PL 1574.8 190.9 12.1% 5457 1% 162 0% 1%
PT 1071.5 429.5 40.1% 30 889 10% 122 0% 0%
RO
SE 288.9 128.5 44.5% 1 946 6% 364 3% 11%
SI 112.7 52.0 46.1% 653 1% 21 0% 0%
SK 193.2 79.4 41.1% 796 6% = 21% 0%
UK 1853.2 1189.0 64.2% 11 862 3% 2 930 0% 5%
Total EU| 21 262.9 8 375.4 39.4% 1 614 914 26% | 415 295 11% 19%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
Region budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succes?s
9 (x€E million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev.| 5961.5 1551.1 26.0% | 90581 8% | 5751 1% | 10%
More dev.| 11301.0 5 042.3 44.6% |1 105 029 27% | 265921 14% | 23%
Trans. | 4000.4 1782.0 44.5% | 419 304 52% | 143 623 28% | 22%

Source: AIR 2016
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8.2.2 IP9ii. Integration of marginalised communities

Under the heading of active inclusion, various specific investment priorities have been defined.
In addition to active inclusion in IP9i, a second investment priority focuses more broadly on
the socio-economic integration of marginalised communities. Operations in this investment
priority address the improvement and accessibility in educational provision (including
measures to strengthen methods and teachers on inclusion), as well as improving
employment, social and health services, and housing, along with reducing existing
segregation practices. In this regard, BG, CZ, HU and SK received the recommendation to
focus specifically on the Roma community by increasing participation in education. Similarly,
actions to improve the prospects of people with a migrant background, by taking measures
to improve vocational training and increase labour market participation are also relevant here.
Note the incorrectly eligible costs for FI and LT, even though no allocated budget, nor
participations are recorded for this IP.

BG, CZ, HU, RO and SK are the MS that allocated most budgets to this IP. However,
implementation in these MS is falling behind, with project selection rates of 15.5%, 13.8%,
4.3%, 0% and 0% respectively. This becomes even clearer when looking at the participations
achieved and project selection rates reached at the level of different regions. Less developed
regions, with an allocated budget tenfold of that in more developed regions report roughly
the same eligible costs in absolute terms, while the differences in reported participations and
results in absolute terms are even bigger. The same reasons are given as for various other
IP. Staffing issues at MA, delays in the launching of project calls and in the evaluation of
proposals all take their toll.

In BG, 2016 has been the year of evaluating project proposals under this IP, and
implementation is expected to start in 2017. SK and CZ also express their expectation to start
implementing their projects in early 2017, and HU reports to have dealt effectively with the
staffing issues at the MA. RO reports to have a high rejection rate in the evaluation of
proposals in 2016, and will therefore relaunch calls for proposals for a humber of operations
planned for this IP in 2017.
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Table 8.10 Summative factsheet on progress of IP9ii

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target -
MS ; ) 4 ' success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT 8.0 2.6 32.4% 0 0% = 0% 0%
BE 4.7 2.6 55.1% 622 7% 327 0% 0%
BG 168.2 26.1 15.5% 0 0% - 0% 0%
CcY
Ccz 236.1 32.5 13.8% 0 0% - 0% 0%
DE
DK
EE
ES 63.5 0.0 0.0% 6 205 15% 2 144 0% 0%
FI 3.9
FR 12.6 0.2 1.5% 311 3% 97 0% 0%
GR 92.5 36.3 39.2% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HR
HU 556.4 23.9 4.3% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 139.7 4.0 2.8% 0 0% = 0% 0%
LT 0.9
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL 20.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
PT
RO 437.8 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SE
SI
SK 116.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
UK
Total EU| 1 856.6 132.9 7.2% 7 138 2% 2 568 0% 0%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9
Region ; . g g success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev.| 1 650.4 95.6 5.8% | 550 1% | 140 0% | 0%
More dev.| 147.5 31.8 21.6% | 3483 4% | 1376 0% | 0%
Trans. | 58.6 5.4 9.2% | 3105 2% | 1052 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

8.2.3 IP9iii. Combating discrimination

Investment priority 9iii offers another form in which MS can improve the position of vulnerable
groups and promote equal opportunities. It addresses actions supporting the promotion of
equal opportunities and fighting all types of discrimination by supporting entities in charge,
combatting discrimination and developing awareness-raising programmes and training
amongst a variety of stakeholders. While 11 MS have included operations under this priority,
the budgets allocated are also the lowest in comparison to the other IP under TO9 (€552
million). This suggests that MS seek to link discrimination issues to other operations, such as
for the labour market or education. Projects targeting discrimination can therefore be found
across various IP. Note the incorrectly reported costs for FI, while no allocated budgets nor
participations are recorded for this IP.

Table 8.11 below shows that the implementation across regions is relatively balanced, even
though considerably higher number of participations were reported in more developed regions
(mainly ES - Madrid) than in any other region.
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Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target -
MS ; ) 4 ' success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT
BE 7.3 10.4 142.5% 0 17% - 0% 0%
BG
CcY 16.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
Ccz 26.6 18.0 67.7% 0 0% - 0% 0%
DE 3.0 2.5 82.3% 268 14% 98 10% 36%
DK
EE
ES 205.2 0.2 0.1% 16 302 10% 2 082 32% 42%
FI 6.0
FR 15.5 0.9 5.8% 0 0% - 0% 0%
GR 126.9 58.9 46.4% 1241 16% 125 4% 0%
HR
HU
IE 21.7 21.7 100.0% 53 0% 1 0% 0%
IT
LT
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL 20.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
PT 62.0 6.2 10.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
RO
SE
SI
SK 47.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
UK
Total EU 552.0 124.8 22.6% 17 864 11% 2 306 10% 29%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9
Region ; . g g success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev. | 212.4 47.7 22.4% | 1177 5% | 180 2% | 0%
More dev.| 236.3 55.7 23.6% | 14832 12% | 1554 15% | 36%
Trans. | 103.3 21.4 20.8% | 1855 14% | 572 7% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

Also in reporting of specific actions to prevent discrimination, most MS report actions that are
related to preventing discrimination against women in the labour market. Where broader
actions to prevent discrimination are reported, these often refer to the development of specific
criteria for project selection to prevent discrimination. In these cases, project proposals can
win more points depending on how these include a view to prevent discrimination; in some
cases these principles are formulated as mandatory criteria that need to be satisfied in order
to implement projects. In addition, MS report the development of additional guidance material
for project promotors to integrate non-discrimination principles in project conception and
implementation (PL, SI, HR, CZ), and additional measures to ensure communication material
is also accessible to people with disabilities.

ES and GR allocated the most substantial budgets to this priority, while other MS allocated
minor investments (BE, CY, CZ, DE, FR, IE, PL, PT). No participations are reported yet in BE,
CY, CZ, FR, PL and PT, which shows that most of the actual implementation still has to pick
up steam. BE is an example of a MS with a modest budget; it supported a "Gender-and-ICT"
project in schools, which aims to combat gender discrimination and combat the prejudices
and stereotypes that persons may encounter in IT and the IT labour market. BE does not
provide explanations for its project selection rate of 142.5%.
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In ES, limited eligible costs are reported, but a considerable number of participations are
already reported (16 302). Similar operations are planned across various regions, and most
currently reported participants are in the community of Madrid. The project address people
with a migrant background, and people with disabilities. While achievements are relatively
modest (2 082), it is one of the few regions (or MS) where participations and results have
been reported for actions combating discrimination. In GR, the measure under this focuses
primarily on education, and consists of support measures to implement specialised
educational support for the integration of pupils with disabilities and / or special educational
needs. Due to this specific character, the number of participations are by definition
considerably lower. For the school year 2016-2017, the action started on time, except that
the declaration of expenditure relating to September-December 2016 was not reported.
Separately from this educational support, GR also supports the establishment and running of
community centres for the Roma community, which will start operations in 2017. By the end
of 2016, the recruitment process of staff was concluded. On the basis of the figures for the
integrated operations, it is estimated that these centres will reach out to roughly 7 500
beneficiaries.

8.2.4 IP9iv. Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-quality
services

Under IP9iv, MS can set up operations that seek to enhance access to affordable, sustainable
and high-quality services, including health care and social services of general interest. These
operations mostly support actions for entities (social service providers in the field of
education, employment, healthcare, and others) adjusting their policies, working
arrangements, and developing programmes, tools and instruments. In a limited number of
cases, actions are supported that are directly related to individuals.

Table 8.12 shows that considerable budgets have been allocated to this priority in many MS,
though predominantly by MS with less developed regions within their territory.
Implementation seems to be doing well in BG, EE, LV, and SK. In BG, it is one of the most
productive IP, with ongoing projects aimed at facilitating access to health services and
community social services for the social inclusion of people with disabilities. BG also reports
on progress being made on reducing the number of children and young people placed in
institutions by providing social and health services in the community. Various additional
projects are still planned for 2017. SK launched a 2016 project focused on the implementation
of measures for the social protection of children, and for the effective re-socialisation of drug
users. LV instead concentrates its operations on access to health promotion and disease
prevention services, in particular for people at risk of territorial, poverty and social exclusion,
at national and regional level. ESF facilitated the training of doctors, the attraction of doctors
to the regions.

By the end of 2016, no progress has been reported by FR, MT and RO. While the budgets for
FR and MT are relatively small, RO has a substantial investment allocated to this priority. RO
foresees the training of personnel to implement priority health programmes, but the call for
proposals has not been concluded at this stage. Only limited progress can be observed by ES,
HR, IT, PL, PT, SI. In IT, implementation across all regions is relatively limited in relation to
the targets set. MA report that the innovative nature of the planned operations require a
considerable organisational effort in preparation, thus leading to longer implementation. In
PT, various types of projects are still awaiting national guidance (on regulation and policy
priorities) before these will be launched in the various regions. As a result, PT is considering
to revising its targets in the PF to reflect the delays in the early implementation of the
program.
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Table 8.12 Summative factsheet on progress of IP9iv

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target -
MS : . : : success

- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) rate
ment ment

AT
BE
BG 170.9 160.5 94.0% 48 182 66% 18 57% 66%
CY
Ccz 279.7 68.7 24.6% 0 6% - 0% 0%
DE 10.7 2.0 18.3% 0 0% = 0% 0%
DK
EE 114.9 72.4 63.1% 2752 40% 317 52% 63%
ES 113.6 2.7 2.4% 3 705 4% 248 1% 0%
FI
FR 17.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
GR 303.6 48.0 15.8% 0 6% = 0% 0%
HR 211.8 4.0 1.9% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HU 277.5 45.6 16.4% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 740.4 31.6 4.3% 11 449 3% 1442 0% 0%
LT 125.8 24.8 19.8% 1292 3% - 51% 0%
LU
LV 156.6 81.7 52.2% 1469 19% - 94% 0%
MT 5.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL
PL 1139.8 86.5 7.6% 2752 2% 1 1% 0%
PT 546.6 42.1 7.7% 0 0% - 0% 0%
RO 541.2 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SE
SI 40.4 0.1 0.3% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SK 175.4 67.7 38.6% 4 321 25% = 0% 0%
UK
Total EU| 4 971.4 746.3 15.0% 75 922 6% 2 026 13% 51%

Allocated
budget

Eligible
costs

% project

Region :
9 selection

Output
target
achieve

Partici-
pations

Result
Individual| target
results achieve

Average
success

(x€ million) rate
ment ment
Less dev. | 3 881.4 634.0 16.3% 62 222 7% | 336 19% | 64%
More dev.| 960.4 99.7 10.4% | 13700 4% | 1690 1% | 0%
Trans. | 129.5 12.7 9.8% | 0 7% | - 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

The IP9iv is unique in the sense that less developed regions are ahead of other types of
regions in the project selection rates or number of participations recorded. However, in a
comparative context to other IP, the project selection rates remain relatively low.

Even though the IP can be expected to target institutions and entities, table 8.12 above shows
that a considerable number of participations (users, or clients) have been recorded,
particularly in BG. Results are more modest, which is in line with what could be expected for
the type of structural measures in this IP. Results are not easily measured in jobs reached or
qualifications obtained; instead such results are measured in distance to centres, quality of
services, etc.

8.2.5 IP9v. Promoting the social economy and social enterprises

This investment priority seeks to promote social entrepreneurship and vocational integration
in social enterprises and the social economy. It does so by subsidising operation costs, micro
credits, wage subsidies for employees, developing business plans, mentoring, providing legal
and accounting support, and more. Management and supporting staff of social enterprises are
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also trained to improve their capacity for effective management of social enterprises. This
should facilitate access to employment for vulnerable groups.

Table 8.13 Summative factsheet on progress of IP9v

Allocated Eligible Output Result Average

MS budget costs % pro_ject Par_tici— target Individual target success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(Xx€ million) N ment rate

AT
BE 19.2 0.5 2.6% 0 0% - 0% 0%
BG 33.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
CcY 6.7 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
cz
DE
DK
EE
ES 473.8 0.0 0.0% 2 365 4% 379 9% 13%
FI 0.4 1.0 255.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
FR 44.5 15.1 34.0% 232 21% 113 2% 71%
GR 136.8 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HR 37.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 32.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 116.9 5.0 4.3% 44 1% = 0% 0%
LT 48.4 53.0 109.5% 14 246 87% - 0% 0%
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL 430.7 131.6 30.6% 3151 6% 4 0% 0%
PT 182.3 2.1 1.2% 0 1% - 0% 0%
RO 131.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE
SI 37.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SK
UK 23.1 12.0 51.9% 0 0% - 0% 0%
Total EU| 1 754.3 220.3 12.6% 20 038 5% 496 1% 19%

Allocated Output Result Average
Reai budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target

gion ; ; 4 4 success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

Less dev.| 1075.4 177.5 16.5% | 17495 9% | 108 1% | 0%
More dev.| 383.5 40.4 10.5% | 2332 2% | 388 2% | 28%
Trans. | 295.4 2.4 0.8% | 211 0% | - 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

A total of €1.75 billion has been allocated, with particularly high contributions in ES and PL.
At this stage, contracted amounts by beneficiaries have been reported in FI, FR, HR, LT, and
PL, among which LT and FI report higher costs than originally allocated (see Annex II/III on
inconsistencies). No progress has yet been reported by BG, CY, GR, HR, HU, RO, and SI; no
specific reasons have been mentioned, other than the more general reasons for delays already
reported above. In ES no eligible costs are reported, but participations and results already
suggest that implementation is underway. In its AIR, Spanish OP have not provided reasons
why budgets have not yet been reported.

In PL, implementation is mixed across regions; in some regions the implementation has not
yet begun, due to the prolonged process of accepting the selection criteria of the projects. In
others, employment projects have already been set up by PES development projects and PES
jobs, PES support services, and PES staff qualifications and experience. Overall project
selection rate has reached 30.6% which is considerably above the average within the IP. The
reported number of participations or projects measured by common indicators is still relatively
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low. LT is an outlier in its number of participations, which is also already close to its output
targets (87%).

8.2.6 IP9vi. Community-led local development strategies

Finally, active inclusion can be promoted through supporting community-led local
development strategies. Actions have been developed to engage local communities with the
aim of solving local unemployment, supporting SME and social enterprises, providing
education possibilities for the disadvantaged, access to social services, community based
social work and more. MS have all allocated limited funds. Only in LT, PL and UK the project
selection rate is above 0%, yet for no more than 2% of the allocated budget. No participations
were recorded under this investment priority, and progress towards the output targets has
only been recorded in DE. No results have been achieved, either for individuals or others. In
RO, various calls were launched, though not yet assigned.

Table 8.14 Summative factsheet on progress of IP9vi

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % pro_ject Par!:ici- target Individual targ_et success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT
BE
BG
CY
Ccz 67.3 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
DE 25.0 0.0 0.0% 0 30% = 0% 0%
DK
EE
ES 18.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
FI
FR 10.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
GR 45.3 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HR
HU 48.7 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
IE
IT 24.9 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
LT 16.9 1.9 11.5% 0 0% = 0% 0%
LU
LV
MT
NL
PL 73.1 2.1 2.9% 0 0% - 0% 0%
PT 124.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
RO 212.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SE 16.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SI
SK
UK 107.5 0.7 0.7% 0 0% - 0% 0%
Total EU 789.9 4.8 0.6% 0 1% - 0% 0%
Allocated Output Result Average
Region budget costs % prqject ParFici- target Individual target success
(x€ million) selection pations achlive results achlive rate
men men
Less dev.| 571.6 4.2 0.7% | 0 0% | 2 0% | 0%
More dev.| 146.4 0.5 0.4% | 0 0% | - 0% | 0%
Trans. | 71.9 0.1 0.2% | 0 5% | - 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

In PL, no details are provided in the CLLD strategies developed. In LT, the Local Development
Mechanism was already launched in 2015, and provided preparatory support for the
development of local development strategies. These strategies focus on reducing inequalities
in quality of life. No less than 56 action groups were selected to develop strategies, while
another 3 local action groups decided to develop strategies at their own expense. By 2017,
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applicants conducting activities in the territory of the implementation of the local development
strategy will prepare and submit applications for the implementation of their local
development strategies.

8.2.7 Overview TO9

Under Thematic Objective 9 the implementation efforts by MS seem primarily focused around
IP9i and IP9iv, while in other (smaller) investment priorities considerably lower costs are
being reported. Progress towards implementation targets is generally lower under this
thematic objective than under TO8, not only for individuals as presented in the table, but also
for the other indicators, many of which still report implementation values of 0%. The
implementation of IP9ii and IP9v continue to require considerable attention in the coming
years, as these are relatively significant in financial terms, and do not yet show comfortable
levels of implementation.

More reassuring is that IP9i - which is much more financially significant than other IP - has
already been able to produce observable results against the EU objectives to reduce poverty.
At the individual level, IP 9i has already reached 1.6 million individuals, among which 415 295
have achieved positive results within weeks after leaving the intervention. As various MS also
report ongoing operations, a monitoring report such as this one is not able to fully capture all
possible results. Reaching a total of 415 295 individual short-term results under active
inclusion already constitutes a modest contribution to the poverty reduction targets.

However, particularly for IP9i, the large implementation gap between less developed regions
and more developed and transition regions poses considerable risks. However, because the
headline target under TO9 is not exclusively focused on less developed regions, and requires
a considerable effort also in more developed regions, this gap does not necessarily pose a
risk to reaching the headline target (in contrast to TOS8).

Table 8.15 Overview TO9

iai (o)
ﬁhlgcztted Eggt'sble /:o'ect Partici- Output target| Individual Result target
x€r?1i|lion w€million EeIeJction pations achievement | results achievement

9i 21 262.9 8 375.4 39.4% 1614914 25.5% 415 295 11.3%
9ii 1 856.6 132.9 7.2% 7 138 1.7% 2 568 0.0%
iii 552.0 124.8 22.6% 17 864 10.5% 2 306 10.1%
9iv 4971.4 746.3 15.0% 75 922 6.2% 2026 12.9%
9v 1754.3 220.3 12.6% 20 038 4.8% 496 0.9%
9vi 789.9 4.8 0.6% 0 1.0% 0 0.0%
TO9 31 187.0 9 604.4 30.8% 1 735 876 14.9% 422 691 8.7%

Source: AIR 2016

8.3 Thematic Objective 10: Investing in education, training and vocational
training for skills and lifelong learning

Education is one of the main pathways to achieve the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy
for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. The Europe 2020 strategy sets out a target for
‘reducing the share of early leavers of education and training to less than 10 % and increasing
the share of the population aged 30 to 34 having completed tertiary or equivalent education
to at least 40 %’ by 2020.

In addition to the EU2020 goals on education (that remain the cornerstone of European
strategy in this field), “"Education and Training 2020” (ET 2020) provides complementary
common strategic objectives for Member States, including a set of principles for achieving
these objectives, as well as common working methods with priority areas for each periodic
work cycle*?. This strategy framework consists of European benchmarks in the fields of:
participation in early child education; skills in reading, mathematics and science; the rate of
early leavers from education and training; education attainment in higher education; higher
education graduates spending some time studying or training abroad; and the share of

4% It should be mentioned however that the CPR is not directly linked to the ET2020 strategy
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employed graduates. ESF contributes to these objectives with four dedicated investment
priorities.

When assessing the performance of MS in relation to early school leaving®® in the field of
education, one sees that a number of countries already reached their targets, such as LV, NL,
FI, SI, BE, FR, HR, IE, IT, CY, AT, DK, GR, LT, and LU (see figure below). Another group of
MS is made up of countries that are close to reaching their targets, such as EE, SK, CZ, and
PL. A third of countries are still far from reaching their national targets, including MT, RO, ES,
PT, BG and HU, which are all more than 2 percentage points away from their national target®'.

Figure 8.3 Headline target Early School Leaving - distance from national target (in
percentage points)

6
Distance to national target Early School Leaving - 2016 (in

percentage points)
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Source: Eurostat (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators)

Likewise, by taking a closer look at countries’ performance and national targets on tertiary
educational attainment for the 30-34 age group, one sees a group of countries that have
already reached their national targets (IT, CZ, AT, FI, SI, EE, NL, SE, CY, DK, LV, LT, GR); a
second, larger group is close to reaching their national target. In LU, DE, SK, IE, FR, HR and
PT a considerably increase in educational attainment is still needed, as they are more than 5
percentage points from their national target>2.

50 Early School Leaving is defined by the percentage of the population aged 18-24 with, at most, lower secondary
education and who are not in further education or training;

5! For the UK no target has been included in Eurostat concerning this target

52 For the UK no target has been included in Eurostat concerning this target. Also note that DE's national target
includes post-secondary non-tertiary (ISCED 4) graduates, who however are not included in the attainment rate
measured for 2016; LU set the highest national target in the EU (66%), also reflecting the high share of tertiary
educated people in its young population, regardless of their place of study (its attainment rate in 2016 neared 55%).
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Figure 8.4 Headline target tertiary education attainment (30-34 year old) 2016 - distance
from national target (in percentage points)
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Source: Eurostat (http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/europe-2020-indicators)

National efforts to reach these targets are substantially complemented by funding available
in the ESF, which is recognised as one of the crucial implementation mechanisms for the
EU2020 objectives. ESF 2014-2020 concentrates investments in education into the following
four investment priorities:

o (10i). Reducing and preventing early school-leaving and promoting equal access
to good quality early-childhood, primary and secondary education including
formal, non-formal and informal learning pathways for reintegrating into education
and training

o (10ii). Improving the quality and efficiency of, and access to, tertiary and
equivalent education with a view to increasing participation and attainment levels,
especially for disadvantaged groups

° (10iii). Enhancing equal access to lifelong learning for all age groups in formal,
non-formal and informal settings, upgrading the knowledge, skills and
competences of the workforce, and promoting flexible learning pathways,
including through career guidance and validation of acquired competences

o (10iv). Improving the labour market relevance of education and training systems,
facilitating the transition from education to work, and strengthening vocational
education and training systems and their quality, including through mechanisms
for skills anticipation, adaptation of curricula and the establishment and
development of work-based learning systems, including dual learning systems and
apprenticeship schemes

The remainder of this chapter further assesses how the ESF contributed to each of these
investment priorities. It assess the progress in implementation and presents the
explanations and justifications for lack of implementation in MS. This allows a better
understanding of the current contribution of the ESF to the main EU policy objectives.

8.3.1 IP10i. Reducing and preventing early school-leaving

Investment priority 10i combines various types of actions and operations under one priority.
It focuses on the reduction and prevention of early school-leaving, and also includes the
promotion of equal access to good quality early-childhood education, primary and secondary
education including formal, non-formal and informal learning pathways to support
reintegration. The overwhelming majority of targets consist of young people in education.
Other frequently targeted groups are schools, low skilled individuals and school personnel.

As the other investment priorities in this TO, most MS have allocated considerable budgets to
this priority. In various MS, project selection rates have reached above 50% (BG, EE, GR, HU,
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LV). In these MS no specific issues for implementation are being reported. However in a
number of larger programmes, the project selection rates have a negative effect on the overall
project selection (CZ, IT, PL, PT).

In CZ, the first calls were launched in 2016, but no participations are yet recorded. In 2017,
some strategic calls will be announced and evaluated, which may have a significant impact
on the target values of some indicators. Still, CZ is considering an overall revision of target
indicator values for all priority axes by the end of 2018.

IT did already report considerable number of participations in early school leaving projects;
however these tend to focus on a small number of regions. In Campania, implementation is
well underway and focuses on increasing the attractiveness and success factors of formal
education processes, for instance by supporting measures to carry out a variety of cultural,
social, artistic and sporting initiatives directed at children and their families, involving
associations, training structures, professionals, experts and agencies. Other measures
supported transition from training to work. Similar approaches are applied in other regions in
IT; in Sardinia operations are first addressing the main reasons for school drop-out, after
which later in the OP a focus on innovative didactic approaches will be pursued. In other
regions, much work has been internally in terms of strategic and administrative documents.
Towards the end of 2016 more projects were being launched, but are currently not reported
upon. In PT, considerably higher numbers of participations are being reported in the AIR than
what is currently presented in SFC. However, no explanation for such differences is provided.

Based on an assessment of the combination of project selection rates, participations and
individual results, AT, DE, ES and FR also seem well underway. AT for instance reports the
implementation of various ESL measures across the country with a focus on vocational
orientation and vocational training as well as on improving employability ("pre-employment")
for young people with disabilities, impairment and deprivation.

In BG, CZ, GR, HU, MT, RO and SK no participations, nor results have been recorded so far;
this suggests that in the next years the number of participations and results is likely to
increase substantially. In GR, no participations are recorded in terms of the common
indicators, but in fact progress has been rather well. In every schoolyear since 2014, annual
waves of projects have been implemented. In RO, no calls have been launched in 2016. To
better facilitate implementation in the coming years, RO changed the methodology for the
verification, evaluation, and selection of projects. By removing restrictive eligibility criteria
the number of quality projects submitted is expected to increase in the next years. Note how
FI reports costs, while neither allocated budgets, nor participations are recorded (refer to
Annex II/III for more details).

The figures suggest that implementation is considerably better in transition and more
developed regions than in less developed regions; the former show substantially higher
project selection rates, in combination with better target achievements and individual results.
Less developed regions do report a higher number of participations; given the lack of progress
in other indicators, the number of participations in these regions can be expected to rise
substantially in the coming years.
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Table 8.16 Summative factsheet on progress of IP10i

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succesgs
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT 284.7 65.7 23.1% 7 557 70% 223 0% 0%
BE 60.4 20.5 33.9% 2577 16% 2 398 0% 0%
BG 143.2 71.6 50.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
CcY
cz 877.6 118.6 13.5% 0 0% = 0% 0%
DE 1032.1 371.9 36.0% 123 367 37% 52 064 257% 56%
DK
EE 120.3 79.6 66.1% 2 354 41% 396 14% 26%
ES 1351.1 496.5 36.7% 92 280 20% 36 462 22% 66%
FI 5.9
FR 226.6 94.6 41.7% 20 213 7% 4 753 2% 0%
GR 489.4 297.3 60.8% 0 427% = 0% 0%
HR
HU 417.7 211.0 50.5% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 2 826.2 287.8 10.2% 150 475 30% 7 196 7% 17%
LT 91.5 14.1 15.5% 110 211 0% - 0% 0%
LU
LV 138.8 82.3 59.3% 129 5% 33 0% 0%
MT 15.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL
PL 1219.0 219.0 18.0% 11 115 2% 2 7% 32%
PT 911.8 80.2 8.8% 20 959 2% 1221 0% 0%
RO 660.5 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE
SI
SK 263.2 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
UK 178.1 69.7 39.1% 5613 6% 131 0% 9%
Total EU| 11 307.1 2 586.2 22.9% | 546 850 34% | 104 879 29% 35%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
Region budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target succes(-,;s
9 (x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Lessdev.| 6483.2 1170.2 18.1% | 262 151 7% | 13 445 7% | 20%
More dev.| 3 388.6 942.1 27.8% | 194 412 64% | 71678 22% | 40%
Trans. | 1435.3 473.9 33.0% | 90287 75% | 19756  113% | 47%

Source: AIR 2016

8.3.2 IP10ii. Improving the quality and efficiency of tertiary education

A second crucial headline target of Europe 2020 extends to the share of population that is
enrolled in tertiary education. Investments towards this target are categorised under IP10ii.
The objective of this priority is to improve the quality and efficiency of, and access to, tertiary
and equivalent education with a view to increasing participation and attainment levels,
especially for disadvantaged groups. As such, it brings together various aspects in the sphere
of education, but also elements that may be targeted under Thematic Objective 9, under
fighting against discrimination and promoting equal opportunities. The table clearly shows the
importance that most MS award to this priority, with over 6.6 billion euros allocated for 2014-
2020.
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Table 8.17 Summative factsheet on progress of IP10ii

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

AT
BE
BG 70.8 33.7 47.7% 0 5% - 0% 0%
CcY
cz 444.7 4.5 1.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
DE 200.3 94.2 47.0% 1315 15% 613 11% 21%
DK
EE
ES 243.9 2.2 0.9% 1741 13% 81 3% 23%
FI 8.0
FR 401.7 60.9 15.2% 0 0% - 0% 0%
GR 174.8 19.1 10.9% 494 5% - 0% 0%
HR 241.2 54.0 22.4% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 395.2 80.8 20.4% 0 3% - 45% 0%
IE 22.4 22.4 100.0% 34 897 14% - 0% 0%
IT 911.8 277.5 30.4% 14 292 25% 878 1% 7%
LT 219.1 58.9 26.9% 1381 40% 27 0% 0%
LU
LV 66.7 1.5 2.3% 0 14% - 0% 0%
MT 9.4 10.5 111.3% 453 32% - 1% 12%
NL - 0%
PL 1443.2 170.0 11.8% 5662 2% 325 0% 0%
PT 1 354.8 424.1 31.3% 79 725 9% - 0% 0%
RO 307.8 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE
SI
SK 103.9 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
UK 6.4
Total EU| 6611.6 1 328.7 20.1% | 139 960 10% 1924 3% 13%

Allocated Output Result Average

. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target
Region ; . g g success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

Less dev. | 4 978.9 893.0 17.9% | 87063 7% | 309 0% | 0%
More dev.| 1223.4 316.5 25.9% | 49358 12% | 939 5% | 18%
Trans. | 409.2 119.2 29.1% | 3539 12% | 676 7% | 13%

Source: AIR 2016

Implementation of operations under this priority is relatively mixed. It is well underway in DE,
IE, IT, LT, MT and PT. In MT, the AIR reports that implementation is well underway in the
area of education. Projects are supported that contribute to quality tertiary education in order
to ensure that the Maltese labour market is supplied with the right individuals and to
guarantee that it is in a better position to compete at an international level. Note how FI and
UK report costs, while no allocated budgets, nor participations are recorded (see annex II/III
for more details on inconsitencies).

PT reports a broad range of projects that supports the promotion of access to higher
education; a key approach to improving the levels of attendance and completion of higher
education is through a system of loans for students of higher education.

More limited progress so far can be found in CZ, ES and PL. CZ worries that reaching the PF
milestones will be difficult, and considers changing these. By the end of 2016, a new set of
calls was launched, but these have not yet been reported; CZ cannot foresee whether these
projects may reduce such worries in the next year. ES does not provide specific reasons for
it low project selection rates and participations at the national level; individual communities
general point to the difficulties of designating the authorities in the early phase of the
programme.
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No participations are recorded yet for BG, FR, HR, HU, LV, RO, and SK, while only SK does
not report any costs thus far. In SK, calls for projects were launched at the end of 2016,
aimed at enhancing the inclusion of education. SK expects the fulfiiment of the indicators
from 2017 onwards. In FR, various regions already report approved projects and new calls
for proposals. In HR, throughout 2016 the work had focused on meeting ex-ante
conditionalities, now that these have been formally accepted by the end of 2016,
implementation of projects and the approval of claims for funds will be intensified over the
next years; from the beginning of 2017, HR notes an acceleration of procedures. LV reports
minimal progress under this IP, and identified a high risk of not meeting the milestones set
in the PF for 2018. Therefore, changes to the financial performance targets in the PF are
considered. Still, LV plans to launch all HE projects supported by ESF in 2017, which should
contribute to meeting the requirements of the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher
Education (EQAR) agency, including improving the quality of the agency's activities and
strengthening its capacity.

Also for this IP, the implementation data suggests a widening gap in implementation between
less developed regions, and more developed and transition region, though less extreme than
in IP10i.

8.3.3 IP10iii. Enhancing equal access to lifelong learning

Where IP 10i focuses on general education and IP10ii on higher education, IP10Qiii includes
operations that seek to improve quality and access to lifelong learning, including for all age
groups in formal, non-formal and informal settings. It should contribute to upgrading the
knowledge, skills and competences of the workforce, and promoting flexible learning
pathways, including career guidance and validation of acquired competences.

First of all, the outlier target output achievement rate at EU level, and more specifically in
transition regions is caused by an incorrect data entry in MT. MT reports that SFC data
validation rules required it to follow the measurement unit of the result indicator; it now
reports 22 457 hours instead of 16 number of doctorates). However, it has not adjusted its
target indicator, still checks progress against the target of 10 (post-doctoral candidates).

Overall, this IP has achieved one of the highest project selection rates, with an average of
39.8%. These high project selection rates are matched by equally well advancing
participations and results, even though the target achievement rates suggest considerably
higher number in the near future. Most progress thus far is recorded in BE, EE, IE, LU, SI and
UK. In BE, numerous activities are reported in its various OP: promotion of technical
professions, qualifying training, work-linked training, distance learning, validation of skills,
lifelong learning, training and updating of trainers' knowledge, sector support and actors in
the socio-professional integration sector, and design of training modules. The economic and
social situation in 2016 in BE has demonstrated the usefulness of the measures taken to
enhance the experience gained and retraining in order to reduce the impact on employment
of collective redundancies.

No participations or results are reported as of yet in BG, CY, LV, RO, and SK. In SK, by the
end of 2016 a call has been launched aimed at promoting lifelong learning; it is expected that
this will result in reporting of indicators from 2017 onwards. In CY, no projects had started in
2016; currently public procurement project have been launched, which are currently in the
preparatory phase of implementation. CY underlines the need to start as soon as possible in
order to meet the milestone performance targets in 2018. In LV, which already shows a high
project selection rate, work was started to ensure the development of individual competences
and talents of general education learners, providing a national and international scale support
package for learners, which is planned to be implemented in at least 200 general education
institutions.
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Table 8.18 Summative factsheet on progress of IP10Qiii

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

AT 136.1 58.0 42.6% 3274 1% 178 0% 0%
BE 519.8 377.4 72.6% 165 937 81% 63 403 14% 14%
BG 116.3 3.8 3.3% 0 2% = 0% 0%
CcY 10.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
cz
DE 992.7 299.6 30.2% 69 494 18% 41 512 6% 43%
DK 75.1 22.0 29.3% 354 1% 66 0% 0%
EE 108.9 56.8 52.2% 9 399 55% 7 551 1% 28%
ES 296.5 0.0 0.0% 22 684 23% 12 396 29% 64%
FI 329.4 40.5 12.3% 26 481 45% 2734 0% 0%
FR 2390.4 1048.5 43.9% 123 484 78% 51 010 9% 26%
GR 71.1 22.7 32.0% 3 425 9% 1 960 0% 0%
HR 188.2 1.5 0.8% 2 052 8% 224 0% 0%
HU 590.0 233.8 39.6% 34 865 1% 17 441 5% 0%
IE 193.0 192.5 99.7% 191 057 33% | 100 625 18% 0%
IT 449.1 33.3 7.4% 8 497 13% 1921 2% 26%
LT 158.4 25.0 15.8% 2 886 0% - 0% 0%
LU 8.0 4.8 60.1% 516 6% - 0% 0%
LV 27.0 25.4 93.8% 0 0% = 0% 0%
MT 15.0 3.8 25.0% 16 74 857% - 65% 100%
NL
PL 519.1 126.5 24.4% 9 780 13% 2 354 4% 17%
PT 668.1 205.9 30.8% 34 236 9% 3 564 0% 0%
RO 282.1 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
SE 367.0 119.9 32.7% 12 655 3% 78 0% 0%
SI 223.3 121.3 54.3% 6 997 7% 752 0% 0%
SK 64.8 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
UK 2673.4 15448 57.8% 50 870 15% 26 792 0% 35%
Total EU| 11 473.2 4 567.9 39.8% | 778 959 473% | 334 560 7% 33%

Allocated Output Result Average

. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target
Region ; . g g success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

Less dev.| 3954.7 1 389.0 35.1% | 165067 12% | 59 956 3% | 24%
More dev.| 5691.3 2238.4 39.3% | 452525 53% | 190 849 6% | 30%
Trans. | 1827.2 940.5 51.5% | 161367 2065% | 83755 18% | 44%

Source: AIR 2016

8.3.4 IP10iv. Improving the labour market relevance of education

Under this heading, MS can undertake operations that improve the overall education and
training systems, improve the transition from education to work, and strengthen vocational
education and training systems and their quality. This can be carried out through mechanisms
for skills anticipation, adaptation of curricula and the establishment and development of work-
based learning systems, including dual learning systems and apprenticeship schemes. Target
groups range from schools, low skilled individuals and school personnel and also include
enterprises (employers, companies, and organisations).

For FI, the eligible costs reported under this priority are considerably higher that the allocated
budget, which is probably caused by the incorrect allocation of costs (as shown across
practically all IPs. Implementation of operations in this IP is already high in DE, and PT.

Considerable participations are already reported in ES, GR, IT, PL and UK, though the project
selection rates in these MS are still relatively low.
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Table 8.19 Summative factsheet on progress of IP10iv

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target success
- lection ations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) =€ P rate
ment ment
AT
BE 74.6 44.9 60.2% 0 15% = 0% 0%
BG 15.3 5.1 33.3% 0 0% = 0% 0%
cY 20.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
cz
DE 1 850.8 971.6 52.5% 151 249 30% 31 340 5% 31%
DK 75.1 11.2 14.9% 38 0% 2 0% 0%
EE
ES 971.5 272.5 28.0% 85 504 8% 47 842 9% 39%
FI 0.9 64.5 7 456% 0 0% - 0% 0%
FR 66.8 12.2 18.2% 4 442 5% 4 280 4% 29%
GR 492.1 34.2 7.0% 20 015 7% 3 076 0% 49%
HR 100.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 70.5 9.3 13.2% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 1341.9 192.2 14.3% 36 216 18% 3271 1% 7%
LT 66.7 10.3 15.4% 0 0% - 0% 0%
LU 0% - 0%
LV 41.4 18.2 44.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
MT 8.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL
PL 1581.4 377.6 23.9% 23 775 3% 1612 1% 54%
PT 1644.6 1405.8 85.5% 113 626 6% 40 030 0% 0%
RO 233.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
SE 40.8 10.8 26.5% 0 38% - 0% 0%
SI 38.0 5.0 13.3% 361 3% - 0% 0%
SK 117.3 33.6 28.7% 780 31% = 2% 0%
UK 901.5 191.2 21.2% 12 374 3% 5 456 4% 328%
Total EU| 9 753.0 3 670.2 37.6% | 448 380 10% | 136 909 3% 46%
Allocated Output Result Average
. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target
Regren lection ations achieve results achieve SUCcess
(x€ million) selec P rate
ment ment
Less dev. | 4 631.2 1985.6 42.9% | 170336 4% | 42571 1% | 29.3%
More dev.| 3510.2 1121.9 32.0% | 192377 17% | 62058 5% | 51.4%
Trans. | 1611.6 562.7 34.9% | 85667 9% | 32280 2% | 39.7%

Source: AIR 2016

No progress thus far has been reported by CY, HR, MT and RO. HR received in December
2016 confirmation from the EC that ex-ante conditionalities were met; as a result, this will
form the starting point for implementation. In MT, a call for projects under this IP was only
launched in October, and will be concluded in January 2017. In CY, even though no progress
is reported, the AIR indicates that considerable progress has been made in this IP, as
measured by programme-specific indicators; no explanation is provided why this progress is
not reported in SFC. CY is confident to meet its targets in the 2018 Milestones for this IP.

Unlike most other IP, the implementation in less developed regions is ahead of that in other
regions, though most of this progress is caused by the substantial implementation in PT.

8.3.5 Overview TO10

Operations under Thematic Objective 10 have a clear bearing on the two Headline targets set
for education. Below, the progress of the four investment priorities under TO10 is reported in
terms of amounts contracted by beneficiaries, individuals and short-term individual results
achieved and progress towards targets set for output and result indicators.
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Table 8.20 Overview TO10

— o
ﬁﬂgcaetted E(l;gt'sble /(r)'o'ect Partici- Output target | Individual | Result target
x€r?’1i||ion w€million Eeléction pations achievement | results achievement

10i 11 307.1 2 586.2 22.9% 546 850 34.0% 104 879 29.0%
10ii 6 611.6 1328.7 20.1% 139 960 9.7% 1924 3.0%
10iii 11 473.2 4 567.9 39.8% 778 959 473.3% 334 560 7.2%
10iv 9 753.0 3670.2 37.6% 448 380 10.4% 136 909 2.8%
TO10 39144.8 12153.1 31.0% 1914 14 171.6% 578 272 11.2%

Source: AIR 2016

IP 10i specifically supports operations seeking to reduce early school leaving, and overall sees
a project selection rate of 22.9%. Specifically under this IP, there are considerable differences
between progress in implementation in less developed regions and more developed and
transition regions. Such differences are relevant to monitor in the coming years, as ESL
figures tend to be consistently higher in less developed regions as well. To prevent that ESF
has a negative effect on social and economic cohesion in the Union (more investments and
projects to MS that less need it), implementation of ESF projects between the different types
of regions needs to be more balanced. Differences in implementation between types of regions
are less pronounced, or even in favour of less developed regions in the other three IP under
TO10. However, in these cases the headline targets set are also targeting a more mixed
variety of types of regions.

The second headline targets aim to increase the attainment levels for tertiary education. For
this headline target, operations under IP10ii are particularly relevant, as this IP is dedicated
to increasing access to higher education. This IP shows however the lowest project selection
rates and participation within TO10, which are also relatively low in a comparative context of
other thematic objectives. The low number of individual short-term results is a reflection of
the more structural nature of operations and is therefore not necessarily reason for concern.
Operations under this investment priority may not directly succeed in directing individuals
into higher education, but rather contribute to a favourable environment, in which higher
attainment level of tertiary education is made possible.

Project selection rates, participations recorded and results are relatively high in IP10iii and
IP10iv specifically. Though not captured in EU Headline targets, these IP contribute to central
priorities in European education polies. In total, 1.9 million participations are recorded for all
operations with an education objective, of which 578 272 have reached an individual short
term result.
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8.4 Thematic Objective 11: Enhancing institutional capacity of public
authorities and stakeholders and efficient public administration

Good public administration significantly impacts the economic environment. Therefore,
reforming public administrations is a key priority for the successful implementation of the
EU2020 Strategy towards smart and sustainable growth. The Annual Growth Survey 2013,
the Economic Adjustment Programmes and other frameworks of Financial Assistance in EU
Member States highlighted the need to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of public
services, as well as the transparency and quality of public administration and the judiciary.

“Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and an efficient public
administration” is included as a separate thematic objective (thematic objective 11 or "TO11")
in the Common Provisions Regulation for the 2014-2020 programming period (Regulation
(EU) 1303/2013, Art.9). Both the ESF and ERDF contribute to TO11, but their role is quite
different. ERDF has a relatively narrow scope on infrastructure, while ESF focuses more on
the (staff of the) institutions and procedures.

To contribute to these objectives, 2 specific IP have been defined within the ESF:

o (11i). Investment in institutional capacity and in the efficiency of public
administrations and public services at the national, regional and local levels with
a view to reforms, better regulation and good governance

o (11ii). Capacity building for all stakeholders delivering education, lifelong learning,
training and employment and social policies, including through sectoral and
territorial pacts to mobilise for reform at the national, regional and local levels.

8.4.1 IP11i. Investment in institutional capacity

Under this IP, MS can programme a variety of operations that contribute to institutional
capacity. Operations can target different levels of government, and in majority tend to consist
of training measures. Within the specific objectives of IP, measures aim at adapting
structures, streamlining processes implementation of evidence-based public policies,
preparing strategic planning with program budgeting, simplifying legislation and reducing
administrative burdens, strengthening the capacity of public authorities and institutions for
transparent and effective implementation of public procurement as well as improving the
efficiency of the judiciary. In 2014-2020 a total of €4.5 billion has been allocated to this
priority.

Currently, the project selection rate stands at 28%, and implementation is well underway in
CZ, EE, GR, LV, and SI. In EE for instance, overall progress is considered good. The
professional competence has increased in the general government, and the increase in
management capacity for performance indicators is expected to be met. SI reports that its
activities under this IP are taking place smoothly. In 2016, public procurement and signing
procedures started, and considerable share of payments from the state budget were already
realised. The operations aim to improve governance and increase transparency in public
administration by introducing new tools, methods and interoperable solutions.

A number of MS do already report eligible costs, but do not report participations; HU, PT, RO.
In HU, various concrete projects have been under preparation in 2016 (preparing feasibility
studies, the technical and professional content for procurement, more detailed specification
of the project, actual preparation of the public procurement), but have not formally started.
In RO, by the end of 2016, considerable progress is reported in the AIR, even though no
formal data has been entered in SFC. Monthly Progress Reports are submitted by
beneficiaries, in which the status of training activities are updated. However, so far no
requests for reimbursement of the related costs have been received. Given that data is
already available only for some indicators, RO plans to update the value for 2016 in the 2017
report.

No progress has been reported in this IP in CY, FR, HR, MT, and SK. In CY, a large number of
project proposals were received over the course of 2016, which will be implemented soon.
French operations in this IP relate to overseas territories, where the implementation of the

106



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

training programmes needs to be coordinated with the local training plans. None of the French
OP include an estimate of when implementation is expected to start. HR has currently no
active projects yet; implementation was pending the formal approval of meeting the ex ante
conditionalities. MT has formally issued the first call for proposals at the end of 2016, but so
far has no active projects. Finally, in SK, no progress has been achieved yet, though two
projects were recently launched to be implemented in 2017.

Table 8.21 Summative factsheet on progress of IP11i

Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average

MS budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

AT
BE
BG 295.8 56.3 19.0% 556 1% = 1% 50%
CY 4.9 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
Ccz 163.3 52.5 32.1% 0 2% = 0% 0%
DE
DK
EE 33.2 18.5 55.7% 804 48% 228 28% 100%
ES
FI 0.1
FR 18.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
GR 362.9 80.5 22.2% 60 825 12% 48 225 7% 66%
HR 129.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
HU 874.6 656.3 75.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
IE
IT 955.3 165.9 17.4% 5426 16% - 48% 1144%
LT 176.9 11.3 6.4% 2 0% - 0% 0%
LU
LV 21.3 19.9 93.8% 207 13% - 2% 0%
MT 10.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL
PL 202.0 28.6 14.2% 1106 2% 6 1% 50%
PT 235.6 15.9 6.8% 0 0% - 0% 0%
RO 612.1 90.3 14.8% 0 2% = 0% 0%
SE
SI 66.1 60.5 91.6% 61 1% - 0% 0%
SK 322.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
UK
Total EU| 4 483.4 1 256.7 28.0% 68 987 7% 48 459 11% 238%

Allocated Output Result Average
Regi budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target

gion ; ; ? 4 success
- selection pations achieve results achieve
(x€ million) ment ment rate

Less dev.| 3691.0 983.9 26.7% | 25701 5% | 16 411 7% | 62%
More dev.| 638.8 243.4 38.1% | 32647 7% | 24 493 12% | 535%
Trans. | 153.5 29.3 19.1% | 10639 13% | 7555 21% | 68%

Source: AIR 2016
8.4.2 IP11ii. Capacity building for all stakeholders

While IP11i mainly consists of capacity building of public institution, IP11ii has a considerably
broader scope and brings together operations that seek to build capacity of any type of
stakeholder, also in various thematic fields, such as employment, social inclusion or education
policies. Such also include support for sectoral and territorial pacts to engage in reform.
Overall, this IP is relatively small, with a total allocated budget of €252.3 million.
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Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9
MS lecti . hi I hi success
(x€E million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
AT
BE
BG
CY 1.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
Ccz
DE
DK
EE 2.3 0.5 20.5% 0 0% - 0% 0%
ES
FI 4.6
FR 6.9 7.3 106.5% 0 0% - 0% 0%
GR 3.4 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HR 95.6 0.0 0.0% 0 0% = 0% 0%
HU
IE
IT 70.8 1.6 2.2% 805 2% 225 33% 100%
LT
LU
LV
MT 1.0 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
NL
PL
PT 58.7 0.0 0.0% 0 0% - 0% 0%
RO
SE
SI 12.5 6.3 50.0% 0 38% - 0% 0%
SK
UK
Total EU 252.3 20.3 8.0% 805 5% 225 11% 100%
Allocated | Eligible Output Result Average
. budget costs % project Partici- target Individual| target 9
Region ; . g g success
(x€ million) selection pations achieve results achieve rate
ment ment
Less dev. | 188.1 11.4 6.1% | 0 5% | - 0% | 0%
More dev.| 56.2 8.9 15.8% | 805 7% | 225 41% |  100%
Trans. | 8.1 0.0 0.2% | 0 0% | - 0% | 0%

Source: AIR 2016

In terms of implementation, it is also the most underperforming IP; at EU level, a project
selection rate has been recorded of 8%, while only 805 participations and 225 individual
short-term results have been reported. This even includes a number of (small) inconsistencies
that on this scale end up having a substantial contribution; FI reported costs of 4.6 million
(25% of the total costs reported), even though it has no investments allocated and no
activities planned under this objective. FR also reports inconsistently higher costs than the
total budget allocated. The only meaningful implementation in this IP can be found in FR and
SI. In FR (Guyane), the programming had started to support training networks, which it
considers high-value-added operations. Implementation is scheduled for 2017, and the region
is confident about its ability to meet targets of the performance framework. In SI,
implementation is on schedule; in 2016 contracts were signed for 17 projects: 9 of them in
the Western Cohesion region and 8 in the east. All the other MS indicate that implementation
is not scheduled to start before 2017. CY particularly reflects on this situation as no concern,
as the planned training actions are of a low degree of difficulty and the target group (partners
involved in the preparation of the OP) is already defined. Consequently, there is no risk for
not meeting the target values.

108



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

8.4.3 Overview TO11

This section presented progress in implementation of the operations under IP11i and IP11ii.
Implementation is comparatively low, though IP11i has made a considerable improvement in
comparison to last year. Unlike other ESF priorities, assessing implementation progress of
operations in the area of institutional capacity by the number of individuals reached is not the
most insightful, as these are not the main units targeted by these operations. However, as
other common indicators also show limited progress across, these are still included in the
table below.

Table 8.23 Summative factsheet on progress of TO11

Al Elizlsle % project | Partici- | Output target | Individual | Result target
budget costs

o - selection | pations | achievement | results achievement
xEmillion x€Emillion

11i 4483.4 1 256.7 28.0% 68 987 6.7% 48 459 10.7%
11ii 252.3 20.3 8.0% 805 5.4% 225 10.9%
TO11 4 735.7 1 277.0 27.0% 69 792 6.6% 48 684 10.7%

Source: AIR 2016

8.5 Horizontal principles in ESF programmes
8.5.1 Promoting equality between men and women

The promotion of equality between men and women is not only addressed in explicit project
under dedicated IP8iv. To ensure integration of the gender perspective in OP and in specific
operations, all MS indicate that the gender perspective is integrated horizontally in their
programmes as well. Also MS without dedicated budgets to IP8iv have integrated a gender
perspective in ESF projects by defining specific criteria to ensure gender equality in project
selection (BE, BG, CY, FR, HR, LT, LV, MT, SE, SI), or define specific gender equality criteria
for project evaluation (CY, FR, HR, IE, LT, LU, MT, RO, SE, SI).

Some MS report specific additional training measures for staff within the MA (DE, EE, ES, GR,
NL, IT, PL, SE, UK), or targeted support to beneficiaries to sufficiently integrate a gender
equality perspective in projects (AT, CZ, DE, EE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HR, IT, LU, MT, NL, PL, PT,
RO, SE, SI, UK). Such targeted support can range from information provided on a website to
detailed handbooks and guidelines on gender equality, but may equally consist of various
forms of training and participatory approaches to project development in which specific
attention is paid to gender equality. To further stimulate beneficiaries to include a gender
perspective into ESF projects, in some MS specific positive incentives are offered to project
promotors that offer an innovative approach to integrate the gender perspective (AT, ES, FR,
IT, LU, MT, PL, UK). In FR for instance, projects that target gender equality and discrimination
specifically are exempt from other requirements. A number of MS also mention to award
prizes to projects that have a particular focus on gender equality and combating discrimination
(UK, ES, IT). Finally, MA also report the steps taken in avoiding gender bias in communication
material on ESF projects (BG, DE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HU, IT, NL, PL, PT).

8.5.2 Actions directed at target groups at highest risk of poverty discrimination or
social exclusion

Article 111(4) of the CPR specifically foresees that — depending on the objectives of the OP -
the AIR2016 contains reports on progress of measures that address the specific needs of
target groups at the highest risk of poverty discrimination or social exclusion. Most MS do
report on such progress; only IE, NL and LT do not report information in their AIR about
progress of such measures. In all other MS, ongoing operations are reported directed at target
groups at the highest risk of poverty discrimination or social exclusion. Often, MS specifically
identify which target groups are addressed with such additional attention; only in DK, IE, NL
and LT no specific target groups are identified. To get a better understanding of what target
groups are considered as those at highest risk of poverty discrimination or social exclusion,
these target groups are summarised below. When MS do not refer to a certain target group
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in this respect, does not mean that these target groups are not addressed in their ESF
programmes. Instead, target groups mentioned here are those at the highest risk of poverty
discrimination or social exclusion and therefore receive additional attention, particularly by
operations under TO9.

Even though various MS specifically mention various target groups, some patterns can be
observed. Table 8.24 below shows clearly how in 22 MS persons from a disadvantaged
background are specifically targeted with additional measures. Such disadvantages can derive
from limited (formal) education and / or skills or disadvantaged in a socio-economic sense.
There are also a considerable number of MS that have set up specific operations for persons
with disabilities (17). The table shows considerable overlap in the MS that target unemployed
in general (15MS) and young persons specifically (14 MS). Only CY, FI, and LV target the
unemployed and do not also specifically target young people, while MT and UK target young
people while not specifically targeting the unemployed. Persons with an immigration
background are targeted by roughly half of the MS (13MS). A slightly lower number of MS
report specific actions to older persons (10MS), the homeless (9MS), women (9MS), people
with a criminal background (7MS), difficult family situation (7MS), or members of the Roma
community (7MS). A more select group of MS chose to set up specific anti-poverty measures
for people in precarious employment situations (CY, FR, GR, IT).

Table 8.24 Overview target groups identified in AIR

Persons with disadvantaged background (low 22 AT, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, EE, ES
education, limited skills, socio-economic FI, FR, GR, HR, HU, IT, LU, LV, MT,
situation) PL, PT, RO, SK, UK
Person with (some kind of) physical / mental 17 BG, CY, DE, EE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HR,
disability HU, IT, LU, LV, MT, PL, SK, UK
(long-term) Unemployed 15 BG, CY, DE, EE, ES, FI, FR, GR, HR,
IT, LV, PL, PT, SE, SI
Young persons 14 BG, DE, EE, ES, FR, GR, HR, IT
MT, PL, PT, SE, SI, SK, UK
Immigrants / persons with immigration 13 BE, BG, CY, DE, EE, ES, FI, FR
background GR, IT, PL, PT, SE
Older persons 10 BG, DE, ES, FR, GR, HR, IT, PL, PT, UK
Homeless 9 AT, CY, ES, FR, GR, HR, HU, IT, PL
Women 9 DE, ES, FR, GR, HR, HU, IT, PL, UK
Criminal background 7 CY, CZ, DE, ES, FR, IT, UK
Persons in difficult family situation 7 CY, DE, ES, GR, IT, PL, UK
Roma 7 BE, BG, ES, GR, HU, IT, RO
Employee (low salary / at risk of unemployment) 4 CY, FR, GR, IT

Source: AIR2016

8.5.3 Integrated approach to territorial development

In AIR 2016, MS are requested to report on the specific actions taken in the integrated
approach to territorial development, as part of community led local development under the
operational programme. A number of MS that did not select this investment priority in their
OP also do not report any activities under this heading (AT, CY, DK, EE, FI, IE, LU, MT, SI).
There are also a number of MS that have not selected this investment priority for ESF funds,
yet are implementing a territorial strategy with ERDF and / or national resources (BE, BG, LV,
NL, SK). In view of the limited project selection reported by MS, it is remarkable that many
MS indicate explicitly in their AIR ongoing or already concluded operations with a integrated
approach to territorial development (BE, BG, CZ, DE, ES, FR, GR, HR, HU, IT, LT, LV, NL, PL,
PT, RO, SE, SK, UK). However, these are not programmed to be a part of this investment
priority: BG, LV, SI refer to operations with a community-led local development component,
yet have no investments allocated to this particular IP. It is therefore concluded here that the
integrated approach to territorial development depends mostly on ERDF, while ESF plays only
a minor role.
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8.5.4 Social innovation

Social innovation is defined as the development of new ideas, services and models to better
address social issues. It is part of the social investment package, and the EC provides targeted
support to test the design and potential for the scaling up of innovative structural reforms in
welfare systems policies through the programme for employment and social innovation
(EaSI). Most importantly, article 9 of the ESF Regulation introduces Social Innovation as a
horizontal principle that should be embedded in ESF programming and implementation and
connected to the social priorities defined. Social innovation can be supported in all areas
falling under the scope of the ESF. In AIR 2016, MS are requested to report on progress of
activities, where relevant, under the heading of Social Innovation.

In the AIR MS do not always clearly explain how social innovation is/has been supported. In
some MS for instance, no reference is made in the AIR or progress report on how social
innovation has been taken into account by the OP. In other MS, social innovation is not linked
to specific operations, but presented as a cross-cutting component affecting all operations in
the OP (eg ES, UK, SE). In UK and SE, evaluations of ESF operations are specifically tasked
to also include social innovation as a relevant component of an operation’s success.

Other MS specifically indicate how ESF supported the testing / evaluation of innovative
solutions with a social dimension. In BG for instance, innovative projects for the adaptation
of the workforce to changing requirements regarding skills and competencies are being tested
and further developed. In CZ, there are actions and policies in various fields (quality of public
services and social inclusion) that are being tested through the support of the ESF. German
OPs report that often ESF operations are based on long-standing and established operations
that are concentrated on implementing specific measures, thus leaving little room for
innovation.

Therefore, specific calls for projects that foster innovative approaches are planned; a pilot
project offers comprehensive support for the integration of refugees into the labour market
(bringing together Chambers of commerce, the public employment service and other partners
such as migrant organisations and social service organisations); once effectiveness is tested,
the action can be continued and scaled up (or expanded to support for instance refugees from
specific backgrounds, languages, , etc.). Under the heading of social innovation, FI has funded
an innovative decentralised youth project, which has attracted international attention.

The French national YEI programme supports different approaches to engage NEETs in
different regions; an evaluation of the results of these approaches can further inform
policymaking thus contributing to social innovation. In most Greek OP, social inclusion
operations have been defined as social innovation projects; such innovation approach seeks
to develop new responses to today’s most pressing social problems. In IT (Abruzzo), ESF
introduced a new way of managing social services through so-called social districts, which is
conducive for a more participatory development of social policies®3. Both LT and LU report
that they reserve national resources to continue successful ESF operations. In SI and SK, AIR
report that Social innovation goes in the direction of strengthening the local dimension, not
only to promote effective implementation of the project, but also to ensure that the projects
reach a broader geographical target.

8.5.5 Transnational cooperation

Transnational cooperation in the ESF mostly promotes the exchange and sharing of
information and good practice across national borders, and working together towards common
solutions by bringing together administrations, social partners and non-governmental
organisations in the policy fields of relevance for the ESF>*. Under article 10 of the ESF
Regulation, transnational cooperation is a mandatory element for the ESF, though only applied
at the MS level (so it is not mandatory for individual operational programmes)®°. In AIR 2016,

53 2014ITO5SFOP009
54 European Commission (2016), Transnational cooperation in the ESF 2014-2020: an introductory guide.
55 Note that in duly justified cases, MS may exceptionally choose not to support transnational cooperation actions.
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MS are requested to report on progress of activities under the heading of transnational
cooperation. This section provides a main overview of these progress reports on transnational
activities. It is recalled that MS are not asked to report on these activities in fixed template
and as a result the descriptions vary largely from detailed description to merely a few basic
remarks. While MS are formally requested to report on progress of transnational activities,
most MS tend to limit themselves to descriptions of ongoing operations, which does not always
allow a full and consistent assessment of progress. Neither do the MS descriptions allow to
map the full range of transnational activities funded by ESF; a majority of the 187 AIR
highlight a number of illustrative transnational projects, while only a few aim to tend to offer
a complete account of all transnational activities.

An assessment of the 187 AIR also shows that it is difficult to isolate transnational activities
funded by ESF from other transnational activities. Often, MS report on transnational activities
with social objectives, which are not necessarily funded by ESF, but by other ESI funds without
specifically identifying which. Some MS do no report at all on ESF transnational actions, or to
what extent progress has been reached. AT, CY, DK, EE, IE, LT, LV, and RO do not report any
actions or progress on transnational cooperation with ESF funds. However, various other MS
mention interactions with some of these MS, which shows that this does not necessarily mean
that no transnational activities take place.

To encourage and facilitate transnational activity in ESF, the 2014-2020 programme period
introduced a common framework, in which MA and IB have the option to collaborate in an
institutionalised EU level forum around a number of common themes. In 2016, most of these
networks around common themes have focused on making first contacts, exchanging basic
information and discussing possible work plans. Only a limited number of transnational calls
for proposal were launched within the common framework (SE, FI, BE, and PL). BE complains
about the general lack of interest among MS to set up transnational actions under the
framework, despite the fact that such are made mandatory by the ESF Regulation. Rather
than within the common framework, most MS report on transnational activities under the
flexible approach, with a dominant focus on mutual learning. Under this flexible approach,
project promotors do not have to comply with the common framework, and allows MA to
coordinate directly among themselves.

Even though this gives the flexibility to set up transnational activities independently, some
MS underline the added value of an institutional structure provided by the common
framework. In this regard, MT for instance points to the difficulties for project promotors that
have not yet established an international network of contacts to engage in transnational
projects.

In the area of labour market policies for instance, the Youth Employment Network has
supported study visits in participating MS (SE, FI, EE, LT and PL). Other professional
exchanges under this objective are also reported by HU, ES and SE; these MS report several
transnational exchanges of PES staff. DE also specifically reports an exchange programme
with IT, where staff at labour market institutions learned from each other in offering tailored
support to reintegration of former prisoners. In addition to such exchanges between project
promotors, MS also mention transnational activities and international training for young
people and long-term unemployed (DE), and projects implementing EURES (HU, SI).

In the area of social inclusion, DE reports on its participation in a transnational network for
professionals with a focus on disadvantaged youth, in which 15 MS participate to coordinate
mobility programmes for NEETs. IT refers to a mobility for diversity programme, offering
mobility opportunities for people with disabilities. CZ reports on a project that offers the
opportunity to disadvantaged young people to enrol in apprenticeships in DE, MT, PL, UK, and
SK.

While various examples are mentioned in the two areas mentioned above, most transnational
activities mentioned concern mobility programmes for education. Particularly OP in IT often
refer to elements of Erasmus+ as examples of transnational activities, complemented with
specific vouchers or other types of scholarships for students, teachers and researchers to
engage in international summer programmes, or entire school years abroad. In addition to
individual exchanges, also institutional exchanges are included. Another project in IT foresees
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contributions to schools for the implementation of a study visit in Italy or in other EU countries
to support the exchange of ideas and practices in vocational or training.

Also with regard to institutional capacity building, various transnational activities are reported.
In BG for instance, short term traineeships are offered to staff working in Bulgarian Ministries
to be temporarily located and trained at EU institutions. Other exchanges between public
officials funded by ESF are reported by DE, BG, FI, IT, PL, SE.
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9 Conclusions

This report has shown that by the end of 2016, in most MS the implementation of ESF 2014-
2020 is well underway, though at a considerably slower pace than the previous programming
period (2007-2013). There are various reasons for this, which have been explored throughout
the report. Additionally, more specific progress in terms of outputs, results and financial
implementation have been compared across MS and types of regions, both for ESF and for
YEI investments. This chapter revisits the main explanations and conclusions behind these
findings and assesses the importance of ESF in relation to EU policy priorities. Finally, this
chapter also presents some key conclusions on the quality of reporting in AIR, mainly from
the perspective of inconsistencies encountered.

9.1 Progress in implementation

Progress in implementation has been assessed from a variety of angles, and takes the
progress reported in terms of outputs, results, financial reporting, each complemented with
qualitative assessments by MS. Each of these angles are briefly discussed here. In general,
considerable progress has been achieved in comparison to last year’s report based on AIR
2015 for all three angles.

Outputs

Section 5.1 shows that a total 8.1 million participations have been reported in ESF/YEI
operations, of which 7.8 million participations with sufficient background characteristics to
analyse. For ESF, the highest participations are recorded in the more developed regions (3.8
million), followed by less developed regions (1.4 million), and transition regions (1.3 million).
Operations supported by YEI reached another 1.3 million participations. These participants
have various backgrounds, but most participants (54%) were unemployed. In terms of age,
39% of all participants were below 25 years old. Finally, with regard to education level, a
considerable level of participants had qualifications at ISCED 1/2 level (44%)%¢. The
participation of (wo)men is balanced at EU level. Currently, RO is the only MS that does not
yet report on participations in ongoing operations. However, some MS report relatively low
numbers, which also suggests that implementation has just started (AT, BG, CY, CZ, DK, EE,
HR, LU, MT, SE, SI). In various sections throughout the report (chapter 3 / 8), the provided
explanations for this are further assessed.

In addition to participations, common outputs are registered for the number of projects and
entities. A total of 7 413 projects that targeted social partners or non-governmental
organisations were supported, while 5 694 projects were supported that are dedicated to the
sustainable participation and progress of women in employment. Another 3 975 projects were
targeting public administration / public services at national, regional or local level. ESF
supported a total of 197 463 SMEs between 2014-2016.

In order to provide an objective measure from which to assess the progress of ESF / YEI
implementation, the ESF Regulation introduced the performance framework, in which
milestone targets are set for 2018, and a total target value for 2023. On average, BE, MT, DK
and NL reached target achievement ratios higher than the (non-financial) Milestone in 2018,
though this is largely due to a number of higher achievements in a small number of indicators.
FI, LT, GR, BG, ES, FR, EE, IT, and PL have average achievement values towards the milestone
that are not necessarily worrying, but in some may need further monitoring. IE, UK, LU, DE,
LV, SE, SI, CY, HR, PT, CZ, SK, HU, AT, RO report average achievement rates of below 30%,
which is low, given that the milestone needs to be achieved by 2018.

Results

In terms of results achieved by ESF/YEI by the end of 2016, section 5.1 shows that 617 420
participants found employment, 750 166 gained a qualification, 148 426 participants are
engaged in job searching, and 275 478 are in education / training. From these short-term

56 Note that these categories are not mutually exclusive.
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results, in total 322 206 disadvantaged participants achieved at least one of these positive
results.

Common results for ESF operations are significantly more often reported in more developed
regions (867 686 short term results achieved), than in transition (419 999 short term results
achieved) and less developed regions (363 110 short term results achieved). For the most
part this is ‘only’ related to delays in reporting, but in various MS with less developed regions
delays in actual implementation are also a factor.

Most MS report increasing number of short-term individual results. However, in CY, LU, and
RO, no such common results are reported. Some MS still report very low results, which
suggest that the reporting does not yet provide an insight in the implementation of the
operations (BG, CZ, DK, HR, LV, NL, SE, SI).

Financial costs

First of all, section 6.2 shows that the financial progress for ESF as measured by eligible
expenditure declared is still relatively low, with €6.4 billion (5.3% of allocated budget). For
YEI, €1.1 billion (15%) have been reported as eligible expenditures. Except for AT and IE, all
MS report at least some eligible expenditures, but these are too low to get a good sense of
implementation. This has to do with a variety of difficulties to reporting, such as delays in
designating authorities in the first years, migrating data to different information systems, or
simply other priorities due to high workloads in all start-up activities of OP. The value for
eligible expenditures is comparatively low, also when compared against financial
implementation in 2007-2013. In view of this, and the similarly low number of participants
reached in 2014-2016 compared to 2007-2008, considerable additional actions remain
needed to catch up on the implementation targets set for 2018 and 2023.

This report therefore presents in most sections the eligible costs. These form the project
selection rate when compared to the allocated budget. Such project selection rates are
reported at an earlier stage of implementation and are therefore particularly insightful to
assess progress of implementation. At the end of 2016, a total of €36.8 billion are reported
as eligible costs for ESF, which equals 30.6% of the allocated budget. For YEI, €4.8 billion
(62% of allocated budgets) has been reported. All MS report at least some eligible costs, but
CY and RO are still relatively low. Both MS report in their AIR that much activity will be
reported on in 2017. More broadly speaking, the project selection rates show some relevant
different across different types of regions. Less developed regions currently report a project
selection rate of 24.8%, while more developed (36.5%) and transition regions (35.8%) are
considerably higher.

Financial development towards the 2018 milestone has been analysed in section 6.3 and
shows that at the EU level an average of 24% of the milestone for 2018 has been entered
into the accounting system as eligible expenditure. With three of the five years passed before
the deadline for reaching the financial milestone, and assuming linear implementation, we
should expect that MS have reached at least 60% of their milestone targets in 2016; however
no MS reaches this value (if controlling for incorrect target settings). The eligible expenditures
reported in AT, IE, RO, HR, ES, BE, HU, CY are particularly worrying, as these still report less
than 10% of their milestone as eligible expenditures. However, when assessed in conjunction
with the progress on participation milestones, it is concluded that the delays are not entirely
in implementation, but at least to some extent related to delays in reporting. Indeed various
MS report in their AIR a backlog of recording administrative data into their accounting systems
and estimate that they will be able to compensate this in the next year(s).

Recommendation

The delays in implementation across the EU, particularly also in comparison to progress of
implementation in comparable years in 2007-2013, warrant additional attention of MS and
the Commission to monitor the feasibility of meeting the milestone targets in 2018, and
revising these where necessary.
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9.2 Contribution to the main EU policy objectives

This report jointly analyses the objectives established in the Operational Programmes and
types of operations funded, from the perspective of the national situation and strategies (as
reported in the AIR) and EU level strategies and headline targets.

Operations that promote sustainable and quality employment (Thematic Objective 8) have
started, though still face considerable growing pains, mainly related to the IP with the smaller
allocations. Section 8.1 shows that operations that seek to increase access to the labour
market (IP8i) have shown the most stable development in implementation, both in terms of
project selection rate (34.2%), number of participations (1.6 million) and the number results
for individuals already reached (0.4 million). Since it accounts for 40% of the entire budget
in TOS8, it is important to highlight that implementation of this key IP is on a relatively steady
implementation track. The operations with a focus on integration of youth on the labour
market (IP8ii) in general terms are also moving ahead steadily as well, although MS tend to
give YEI operations priority over the implementation of ESF-funded employment measures
for young persons. In total, 2.8 million participations were recorded for all employment related
operations, resulting in 0.6 million short term results for individuals, against an average
project selection rate of 29.6%). Given that these numbers represent 3 years of work, these
are modest in comparison to the total population of 18.7 million unemployed and the EU
headline target for employment.

Operations in the field of social inclusion have the potential to contribute to the headline target
of reducing poverty in the EU. Section 8.2 presents that such operations are primarily focused
around active inclusion (IP9i) and access to affordable services (IP9iv), while in other
(smaller) investment priorities considerably less activity can be seen. A total of 1.7 million
participations are reported for all social inclusion operations and 0.4 million short term results
achieved, against an average project selection rate of 30.8%. This offers a step towards the
headline target to lift 20 million out of poverty by 2020. However, given that in 2016, 8.1
million still need to be targeted in ES, FR, GR, and HU alone, it remains at best a ‘modest’
contribution. Moreover, the AIR monitoring data does not show the extent to which
participations would classify as the target groups of the EU headline target for social inclusion.

Section 8.3 In the field of education, the implementation of the key investment priorities has
recovered well in comparison to last year. By the end of 2015, education operations were off
to a slower start, and showed the lowest project selection rates. Currently, these are in
comparison (slightly) higher than other TO (on average 31%). At the end of 2016, 1.9 million
participations are registered, resulting in 0.6 million short-term results for individuals. Specific
IP under TO10 target the EU headline targets specifically and offer complementary funding to
national resources.

Section 8.4 shows that institutional capacity operations have on average a project selection
rate of 27%, and show considerably lower participations (68 987) and results (48 459) than
the other thematic objectives. This is natural, given that the scope and target groups are
fundamentally different.

Across thematic objectives the number of participations, results and project selection rates
have developed in a balanced way. However, when assessing the progress across different
types of regions, implementation is not so balanced. Less developed regions show
considerably less progress in implementation of ESF than more developed regions, particularly
in @ number of key IP. The current monitoring data provided in AIR 2016 does not suggest
that ESF contributes positively to the EU’s broader objective of social and economic cohesion
in the Union. Most progress in implementation so far has been recorded in MS that are already
closest to their EU Headline targets. At the same time, MS that would benefit most from ESF
as instrument to complement national funding towards the headline target, are facing delays
in implementation, and as a result limited support to progress against the EU Headline targets.
Many MS and regions already indicate the large number of projects and calls for projects that
are in the pipeline for 2017. Moreover, most indicate that the most pertinent problems and
bottlenecks have been resolved. Possibly, this can help catch up implementation in regions
that need it the most, and result in a more balanced implementation of ESF. However, whether
this will indeed be the case can only be determined by a new set of monitoring data.
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Recommendation

The findings give evidence to recommend that the EC and MA need to monitor closely the
implementation of ESF/YEI where it is most needed, particularly in areas of higher
unemployment and less developed regions.

9.3 Assessing unit costs

The unit costs of programmes, both within and across MS and policy themes, are a relevant
indicator for monitoring implementation of programmes. This report has shown in chapter 7
how these should not be mistaken as a measure of efficiency, particularly not at this stage of
implementation. The reported unit costs are very unstable, because these are distorted by
different conventions in reporting on fully and partially implemented operations. In addition,
their variability is high due to reporting on participations on outputs and results while not
reporting on budgets or vice versa. Still, these values are instructive, exactly because of their
volatility; any outlier may be taken to adhere to different report methods than their peers.

The difference between the unit costs for operations in less developed regions against other
types of regions underlines how the number of participations reported in less developed
regions is considerably lower than in more developed / transition regions, against similar
levels of declared expenditure. A similar pattern is also found for unit costs per result.
However, in these cases such differences may be related due to different types of operations
and expected results; in some MS more long-term results may be expected and measured,
while others may measure results immediately after the operation.

Recommendation

Caution should be adopted in using unit costs in mid-term reporting and evaluations, as these
are distorted by different reporting practices of MA. It is recommended that the EC does not
use these values to map the efficiency of operations, and limits its use to understand whether
reporting of progress is proceeding in a balanced way.

9.4 Consistency in reporting

Throughout each chapter, a number of consistency checks are presented that bring to light a
number of data inconsistencies; the results of each of these checks are presented in Annex
III. A number of central inconsistencies in financial allocations that were identified in the
synthesis of AIR2015 were resolved in this year’s reporting cycle. Chapter 7 also presented
in detail the efforts of MS to meet the requirements of general ex ante conditionality 7. More
specifically, MS improved the monitoring system and target setting of indicators considerably
in comparison to the situation as reported in AIR2015.

However, as the analysis of inconsistencies also show, many inconsistencies persisted. In
some cases, such inconsistencies are barely visible in the data analysis, in other cases these
distort the tables and figures presented in the report, and in a last category of cases these
make a sensible aggregation of data difficult, if not impossible. This last category is most
problematic, and has resulted in Annex I. Here, a selection of quick-fixes is suggested, which
the EC can discuss with the MA concerned, in order to ensure that future data aggregation is
better facilitated. Even though the quick-fixes suggested are minor in character, these are
central to a quality and consistent analysis of monitoring data. Other inconsistencies are
outlined in more detail in Annex II/III. This annex lists in detail what inconsistencies were
observed (and where), and as such can also be used as a checklist for EC in discussions with
MA.

Recommendation

Even though the quality of reporting has improved in comparison with last year, the EC and
MA still have a considerable number of data entry inconsistencies to resolve in order to
improve the quality of monitoring data in SFC2014. The EC is recommended to use the
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overview of quickfixes in Annex I and inconsistencies in Annex II/III as the basis to engage
MA in adjusting the data.

118



Synthesis Report of ESF 2017 Annual Implementation Reports

Annex I - Recommended quick fixes to the data

In order to be able to present the aggregation in this report, a number of quick fixes of small
input errors committed by MA were necessary. However small these are, these errors have
substantial implications for aggregating. Based on our experience in working with the data,
we recommend the following quick fixes that would help improve the consistency of the data.

e Add label for type of region in OP table 7 (categories of intervention / Intervention field)
(these fixes were applied to the data received from the EC)

MS CCI PAX Intervention field | Problem
identified /
Quickfix
suggested
DE 2014DEO5SFOP008 C 115 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP008 C 116 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP0O08 C 117 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP0O08 C 118 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP008 TH 121 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP008 TH 122 Add type of region
DE 2014DEO5SFOP0O08 TH 123 Add type of region
ES 2014ESO5SFOP018 8A 123 Add type of region
ES 2014ES0O5SFOP018 2A 114 Add type of region
ES 2014ES05SFOP019 8A 123 Add type of region
FI 2014FI16M20P001 3 102 Add type of region
FI 2014F116M20P001 3 105 Add type of region
FI 2014F116M20P001 3 106 Add type of region
FI 2014FI16M20P001 4 117 Add type of region
FI 2014FI16M20P001 5 109 Add type of region
FI 2014FI16M20P001 7 121 Add type of region
FR 2014FRO5SFOPO05 3 109 Add type of region
FR 2014FR16M0O0OPO0O11 13 121 Add type of region
FR 2014FR16M0O0OP011 13 122 Add type of region
FR 2014FR16M0OOPO011 13 123 Add type of region
GR 2014GR16M20P007 8 106 Add type of region
GR 2014GR16M20P008 6 123 Add type of region
UK 2014UK05SFOP001 3 103 Add type of region
UK 2014UK05SFOP001 3 115 Add type of region
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® Diverse minor issues with broader implications (these fixes were applied to the data
received from the EC)

OP - table 6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table 6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table 6
Performance
Framework

OP - table 6
Performance
Framework
OP - table 6
Performance
Framework
OP - table 6
Performance
Framework
OP - table 6
Performance
Framework
AIR - table 7
Financial data
by categories
AIR - table 7
Financial data
by categories
AIR - table 7
Financial data
by categories

AIR - table 7
Financial data
by categories

AIR - table 7
Financial data
by categories

FR

FR

GR

FI

FI

IT

ES

FR

FR

FI

FI

FI

2014FR16MOOP006

2014FR16M0OOP008

2014GRO5M90P001

2014FI16M20P001

2014FI16M20P001

2014ITO5SFOPO10

2014ESO05M90P001

2014FR16MOOP012

2014FR16MOOP002

2014FI16M20P001

2014FI16M20P001

2014FI16M20P001

11

This indicator target is incorrectly coded as ESF, and
needs to be recoded to YEI

This indicator target is incorrectly coded as ESF, and
needs to be recoded to YEI

The milestone value of indicator “F100” in the

transition region makes incorrect use of the “.”

precedlng the 2 decimals. It should be replaced with
“,” to make sure that the value is correctly

|mported in other databases

It seems 3 zeros should be added to the final (2023)

target of indicator “25".

It seems 3 zeros should be added to the final (2023)
target of indicator “25".

It seems 3 zeros should be added to the final (2023)
target of indicator “IF02".

The YEI target (financial / outputs) for this priority
axis are no longer reported in the last approved
version of the OP

Two categories of expenditures under YEI PA5 have
been allocated to ESF categories of intervention 117,
instead of YEI Col 103, and should be recoded

Four categories of expenditures under YEI PA11 have
been allocated to ESF categories of intervention 102,
instead of YEI Col 103, and should be recoded

43 categories of expenditures under ESF have been
allocated to ESF categories of intervention that do
not correspond with the OP. These should be
recoded.

43 categories of expenditures under ESF have been
allocated to ESF categories of intervention that do
not correspond with the OP. These should be
recoded.

2 categories of expenditures under ESF have been
allocated to ESF categories of intervention that do
not correspond with the OP. These should be
recoded.
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® Specific problem in Italy (not fixed in the data presented)

Problem identified / Quickfix suggested

OP - table 6:
Performance
Framework

OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework
OP - table
6:
Performance
Framework

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

2014ITO5M90P001

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO0O1

2014ITO5SFOPO01

2014ITO5SFOPO08

2014ITO5SFOPO08

2014ITO5SFOPO08

2014ITO5SFOPO08

1

Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
Milestone and Target value for financial allocation are not
expressed in Euro (€) but as percentage. This is
inconsistent with all other AIR / OP. It is recommended to
report the financial milestone / target value in euro (€).
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Annex II - Inconsistencies reported for target setting

Result targets ESF

This section makes explicit what inconsistencies in result targets were found.

CCI PAx [ IP Result Linked Inconsistency reported
target output

2014ESO5SFOP003 1C 8i 1322 205306 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP003 3C 10iii 562 7500 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP006 1A 8i 990 10120 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP009 1B 8i 932 12425 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP009 1B 8v 600 25683 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP0O11 1A 8i 1255 15456 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP014 1E 8i 85 101710 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP014 1E 8iii 37,32 37464 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP014 2E 9i 32,98 4657 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP014 2E 9i 36,9 4657 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ESO5SFOP0O15 1C 8i 3058 45152 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014FR16M0OOP007 07 8iii 600 7000 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ITO5SFOP016 1 8ii 1387 25318 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ITO5SFOP016 1 8ii 1513 25318 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ITO5SFOP016 3 10i 240 20277 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ITO5SFOP016 3 10iii 830 32348 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014ITO5SFOP021 3 10iii 60,8 800 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014IT16M20P002 VIII 8ii 30 9728 Result target less than 10% of output target
20141T16M20P006 08 8i 30,6 10486 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P006 8 8i 31 40340 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20OP006 8 8i 45 40340 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20OP006 8 8i 59 40340 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P006 8 8i 27 2880 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P006 8 8i 40 2880 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P006 8 8v 20 27310 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P007  VIII 8i 101,7 1695 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P008  VII 8v 415,8 5940 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014PL16M20P0O15 6 8i 34,65 54590 Result target less than 10% of output target
2014BEO5M90P001 1 8v 1100 500 Result target higher than output target
2014BEO5M90P001 3 9i 38800 20000 Result target higher than output target
2014BEO5M90P001 3 9i 20300 19000 Result target higher than output target
2014BEO5M90P001 3 9i 41100 19000 Result target higher than output target
2014FI05M20P001 2 8i 30 25 Result target higher than output target
2014FR16M0OOPO11 10(1) 10iii 4500 3500 Result target higher than output target
2014FR16M20P007 6 10iii 2794 2179 Result target higher than output target
2014HUO5M20P001 3. 10iii 20000 10000 Result target higher than output target
2014HU16M20P002 7 10iii 9400 700 Result target higher than output target
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This section makes explicit what inconsistencies in financial targets for ESF were found. Note
that some of the values reported here may be affected by the differences in OP versions that
make up the database. Performance Framework targets are based on the targets defined in
the last submitted version of the OP. However, the allocated budgets are based on the last
approved version. As a result, where targets are slightly higher, this may be due different
target settings in the different versions of OP analysed.

CCI

2014BEO5SFOP002
2014BGO5M90P001
2014BGO5M90P001
2014BGO5M90P001
2014BGO5M90P001
2014BG0O5SFOP001
2014BG0O5SFOP001
2014BGO5SFOPO01
2014DEO5SFOP013
2014DEO5SFOP015
2014DEO5SFOP015
2014DK05SFOPO01
2014DK0O5SFOPO01
2014DK0O5SFOPO01
2014DK05SFOPO01
2014DK0O5SFOPO01
2014ESO05M90P001
2014ESO05SFOP002
2014ESO05SFOP002
2014ES05SFOP002
2014ES05SFOP002
2014ESO05SFOP002
2014ESO5SFOP002
2014ESO5SFOP002
2014ES05SFOP002
2014ESO5SFOP012
2014FIO5M20P001
2014FI16M20P001
2014FI16M20P001
2014FI116M20P001
2014FI116M20P001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP0O01
2014FRO5SFOP002
2014FRO5SFOP002
2014FRO5SFOP002
2014FRO5SFOP004
2014FRO5SFOP004
2014FRO5SFOP004

PAXx

2

no1
noz
no3
no4
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% Co-

financing

ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF

Type of region

More developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Transition

More developed
More developed
More developed
Transition

Transition

More developed
Transition

Less developed
More developed
More developed
Transition

Less developed
More developed
More developed
Transition

Less developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
Transition

More developed
Transition

More developed
Transition

More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed

2023 Target as

% of total
allocated budget
106.6%

85.0%
85.0%
85.0%
95.0%
85.0%
85.0%
85.0%
100.1%
75.2%
123.0%
104.2%
117.0%
102.0%
101.8%
107.4%
0.0%
83.3%
88.9%
88.9%
88.9%
83.3%
88.9%
88.9%
88.9%
105.0%
108.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
75.0%
75.0%
76.2%

Inconsistency
reported

Target too high
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Target too high

Low target

Target too high
Target too high
Target too high
Target too high
Target too high
Target too high

No Target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Target too high
Target too high

Low target

Milestone > target
Low target

Milestone > target
No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

No Target

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
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2014FRO5SFOP004
2014FR16MOOP001
2014FR16M0OOP002
2014FR16M20P012
2014FR16M20P012
2014FR16M20P012
2014GR0O5M20P001
2014GR0O5M20P001
2014HUO5M20P001
2014HUO5M20P001
2014HUO5M20P001
2014HUO5M30P001
2014HUO5M30P001
2014IEO5M90P001
2014ITO5SFOPO0O1
2014ITO5SFOPO0O1
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO0O1
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO01
2014ITO5SFOPO06
2014ITO5SFOP0O06
2014ITO5SFOP0O06
2014ITO5SFOPO06
2014ITO5SFOPO08
2014ITO5SFOPO08
2014ITO5SFOPO08
2014ITO5SFOPO08
2014ITO5SFOPO10
2014ITO5SFOPO10
2014ITO5SFOPO12
2014ITO5SFOPO12
2014ITO5SFOPO12
2014ITO5SFOPO12
2014ITO5SFOPO13
2014ITO5SFOPO13
2014ITO5SFOPO13
2014ITO5SFOPO13
2014ITO5SFOPO16
2014ITO5SFOPO16
2014ITO5SFOP016
2014ITO5SFOP016
2014ITO5SFOP021
2014ITO5SFOP021
2014ITO5SFOP021
2014ITO5SFOP021
2014LUO5SFOP0O01
2014LUO5SFOP001
2014LUO5SFOP001
2014MTO5SFOPO01
2014MTO5SFOPO01
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= NN D
o

N B U1 W~ 00 0 O

o
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A W N DA WNEFEPMAMWNAFEDINWOWNENMNNDRA,WONEFEDN ONED™MDDNWWWNNRS

AP1
AP2
AP3
PA 1
PA 2

ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF

Less developed
More developed
Transition

Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Transition

Transition

Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
More developed
More developed
Less developed
Transition

Less developed
More developed
Transition

Less developed
More developed
Transition

More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
More developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Less developed
Transition

Transition

Transition

Transition

More developed
More developed
More developed
Transition

Transition

75.0%
118.7%
100.5%
130.7%
89.8%
76.3%
11.1%
11.1%
85.0%
85.0%
95.0%
111.3%
77.5%
101.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.1%
0.1%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
48.6%
52.2%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
50.0%
49.9%
49.9%
49.9%
80.0%
80.0%

Equal to co-financing
Target too high
Target too high
Target too high

Low target

Low target

Low target

Milestone > target
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Target too high

Low target

Target too high

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Low target

Milestone > target
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Low target

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Low target

Low target

Low target

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
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2014MTO5SFOPO0O1
2014MTO5SFOPO01
2014NLO5SFOP001
2014NLO5SFOP0O01

2014NLO5SFOPO0O01
2014RO05SFOP0O01
2014RO05SFOP001
2014RO05SFOP001
2014RO05SFOP0O01
2014SE16M20P001

Financial targets YEI

This table presents inconsistencies in financial targets for YEI.
2023 Target as

CCI

2014BEO5M90P001
2014ESO05M90P001
2014FRO5MO0OP001
2014FR16MOOPO11
2014FR16M0OOP012
2014ITO5M90P001

2014UKO05M90P002
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PA 3
PA 4
PA1
PA2

PA3

N N N = =

ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF

ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF
ESF

% Co-

financing

YEI
ESF
YEI
YEI
YEI
YEI
YEI

Transition
Transition
More developed
More developed

More developed
More developed
Less developed
More developed
Less developed
More developed

Type of region

VOID
VOID
VOID
VOID
VOID
VOID
VOID

80.0%
80.0%
50.0%
50.0%

50.0%
80.0%
85.0%
80.0%
85.0%
50.0%

% of total
allocated budget

66.7%
0.0%
33.3%
112.8%
75.0%
0.0%
66.7%

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing

Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing
Equal to co-financing

Inconsistency
reported

Equal to co-financing
No Target

Low target

Target too high
Equal to co-financing
Low target

Equal to co-financing
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Annex III - Major inconsistencies reported

This annex reproduces the main findings on inconsistencies reported in the main report.

Consistency in reporting on scope

The following consistency checks were conducted, to assess the quality and consistency of
reporting.

Compare allocated budget at the level of PAx / type of  Should be the same
region in AIR / OP

The table below reports the number of instances that such inconsistencies were found, and
on the budgetary implications of the inconsistencies reported. Various errors of substantial
magnitude were found in the AIR2015. However, most inconsistencies have been resolved in
AIR 2016. The table below shows that only 4 minor inconsistencies persisted in this years’
reporting round, for 1 PAx in ES and for 3 PAx in FR. In both MS, budgets reported in the AIR
allocated at the PAx level are marginally different from those in the OP. These inconsistencies
are not related to different versions of OP, but are a structural reporting inconsistency
between budgets reported in the AIR and OP. No steps are reported to resolve this remaining
issue.

MS Inconsistent budgets | Size of inconsistency
OP-AIR 2016 (in €)
(number of
inconsistencies
ES 2014ESO05M90P001 8d 1 € 162 853
FR 2014FRO5M90P001 2 3 €49 334
EU28 4 € 212 187

Consistency in reporting on performance (physical indicators)

This section includes the main results of checks that verify the consistency of targets set. The
following checks are proposed:

Type of test Condition

Target value of individual result indicator as share of Should not be more than 100%, nor lower than 10%
target value of linked output indicator (common /

specific)

Compare PF target (AIR table 5) to PF target (OP) Should be the same consistent

Compare Milestone target (AIR table 5) to milestone Should be the same consistent

target (OP)

The table below will present the number of indicators that do not meet the criteria set above
per MS, thus offering a quick-reference on where (possible) problem in reporting may lie.
First of all there are nine cases where the result targets are higher than the reference output
indicator (are reported for BE®?, FI, FR, and HU). The inconsistencies reported also affect the
values presented in the remainder of this section. Annex II presents in more detail the OP /
PAXx where these inconsistencies were found, so these can be investigated. No detailed results
are presented for inconsistencies between milestones / targets in AIR / OP, as these are
related to the different versions of OP used for assessing the data.

57 This concerns the Belgium OP 2014BEO5M90P001, PA 1 (IP 8v) and 4 (IP9iv)
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Low result target (less than Inconsistency Inconsistency 2023
output target 10% of output target) Milestone PF (AIR) to | Target PF (AIR) to
PF (OP PF (OP
AT
BE

BG
CY
(o4
DE
DK
EE
ES
FI

FR
GR
HR
HU
IE

IT

LT 0
LU

LV 0 0

MT

NL

PL 0 11

PT

RO

SE 0 0

SI

SK 0 0

UK 0 0

EU 9 30

*based on cross-referencing AIR 2016 to latest submitted version of OP

0
4
0
0
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Consistency in reporting on financial values

MS report progress of financial indicators in various locations in OP and the AIR, and these
fields are not always linked. Last year’s reporting has shown that various MS report these
financial figures inconsistently, as a result of which aggregation can be problematic. The
following issues are tested.

Type of test Condition tested

Check whether budget allocation at lowest level (PAx / Category of | Budget allocation should be the same for a single PAx should be
region) is the same in AIR table 6 / table 7 (public costs / total costs | same in each table in the AIR
/ eligible expenditure)

The table below presents the number of times that the criteria set above per MS are not met,
thus offering a quick-reference on where (possible) problem in reporting may lie. The
inconsistencies reported also affect the values presented in the remainder of this section.
However, as the table below shows, last year’s inconsistencies have all been resolved; this
issue no longer affects the assessment of the AIR.

MS | Inconsistency Inconsistency
AIR6 / AIR7 AIR6 / AIR7
Ccz

2015 2016

6
2

0
DE 0
DK 4 0
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EE 5 0
FI 1 0
HU 2 0
Total 20 0

Consistency in reporting - financial targets ESF

Type of test ‘ Condition tested

Check whether PF target (OP) is set Target should be defined.

Check share PF target (OP) against total budget (in AIR) Target in PF should not be above 100% of total budget, nor below
90%.

Check whether the financial in the PF is only set for the EU amount | Should not be equal to cofinancing level
(cofinancing), rather than for entire budget.

Check share milestone against target (OP) Milestone should be lower than target 2023

Based on the tests proposed above, the table below presents the number of instances where
inconsistencies are reported in the dataset for ESF financial targets. The inconsistencies
reported also affect the values presented in the remainder of this section. Annex II presents
in more detail the OP / PAx where these inconsistencies were found, so these can be further
investigated by geo-desk officers and MA.

MS No target Target in PF not in range Target in PF at Milestone
- (90-100%) of total cofinancing level
allocation
AT
BE

BG 7

CY

Ccz

DE

DK

EE

ES 1

FI

FR 6

GR

HR

HU

IE

IT 16 19 1

LT

LU 3

LV

MT

NL

PL

PT

RO 4

SE 1

SI

SK

UK 1

Total 7 51 51 4
Source: AIR 2016
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Below a considerable number of inconsistencies in relation to the financial targets continue to
persist. In a total of 102 cases, financial targets in the Performance Framework are set
considerably lower than the total allocated budget. This issue was already reported in the
synthesis report of AIR 2015 monitoring data and has not yet been resolved. Some MS seem
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to have taken the performance reserve into account, and thus set their financial targets below
the total allocated budgets. These instances are not reported as inconsistencies; only PF
targets that are set below 90% of the total allocated budgets are flagged as inconsistencies.
From the total of 102 cases with low targets, 51 cases are lower than 90% of the total budget,
and should be reviewed on their ambition level. However, another 51 low targets are more
peculiar®®, as these are set at 100% of the total allocated EU share of funding. Though MS do
not report why they have set their targets at the level of EU funding, as opposed to the total
of EU+MS allocated funding, this could point to a misunderstanding. Given that most MS
report their targets in comparison total allocated budgets (MS+EU share), it is suggested that
these deviating MS align their PF accordingly (BE, BG, FR, HU, IT, MT, NL, RO, SE, UK).
Because target achievement and implementation rates are also calculated on the basis of
EU+MS shares, the targets in the performance framework should be as well.

In addition, there are a small number of exceptional cases of other inconsistencies. In ES
(2014ES05M90P001) and FR (2014FRO5SFOP001) for instance, no financial target has been
defined for the performance framework. Moreover, in four instances (in GR, IT and twice in
FI - see annex II for details), the milestone target for 2018 defined in the performance
framework is higher than the total target in 2023 and needs to be revised. This issue was
already reported in the synthesis report of AIR 2015 monitoring data and has not yet been
resolved. These errors seem caused by the fact that the number entry for milestone targets
(financial and outputs) does not seem require similar validation as the other data entry fields.
In this field, MS have entered milestones with an inconsistent use of commas (,) and periods
(.) to separate thousands and decimals, thus creating the possibility that a minimal error
distorts aggregations at a large scale.

Consistency in reporting - financial targets YEI

Type of test Condition tested

Check whether PF target (OP) is set Target should be defined.

Check share PF target (OP) against total budget (in AIR) Target in PF should not be above 100% of total budget, nor below
90%.

Check whether share PF target (OP) against total budget (in AIR) is | Should not be equal to co-financing level
equal at co-financing level

Check share milestone against target (OP) Milestone should be lower than target 2023

Based on the tests proposed above, the table below presents the number of instances where
inconsistencies are reported in the dataset for YEI financial targets. The inconsistencies
reported also affect the values presented in the remainder of this section. Annex II presents
in more detail the OP / PAx where these inconsistencies were found, so these can be
investigated.

Target in PF not in range Target in PF at
in PF (90-100%) of total cofinancing level > target
allocation
BE 1
ES 1

FR 2 1

IT 1

UK 1

Total 1 3 3 0

Source: AIR 2016

Even though there are only a few inconsistencies in the data reported, these are important to
discuss here. First of all, it is noted that no financial target has been set in ES
(2014ESO5M90P001; see also annex II). Because it is the only OP in ES where YEI is
implemented, this means effectively that the entire YEI programme in ES currently does not
have a milestone and final target defined. ES does not provide an explanation for the lack of
a target, but it is observed that a previous version of the OP (1.2, in comparison to the

58 Please note that the similarity in number of cases 51 and 51 is purely coincidental.
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currently formally accepted 2.1), did have a YEI target defined; it is unclear why this target
has been removed.

There are 2 instances in FR and 1 in IT where the targets set are inconsistent with what should
be expected. As reported in more detail in annex II, some of the targets in IT are not set in
absolute numbers, but as a percentage (in this case 100: 2014ITO5M90P001), which causes
problems in aggregation. In FR (2014FRO5M00P001), the milestone 2018 and the final target
are not equal, as would be expected for YEI. In BE, FR and UK, there are instances where the
PF targets are also unusually low and seem to be set for the EU share only.

Consistency in reporting: - inconsistencies in intervention fields

In order to assess the contribution of ESF to EU policy priorities, as defined by the ESF
investment priorities, it is important to check for reporting and data consistency on these
investment priorities

Check size of budget not assigned to intervention All budgets should be linked to an intervention field
Fields

Compare which TO have been selected for each All budget allocated to intervention fields should
Intervention Field match the TO assigned to it

Compare which Intervention Fields (IF) are related All budget allocation should match the IP assigned to
to which Investment Priority (IP). the corresponding priority axes in the OP

The table below presents the size of the budgets (in €) that do not meet the criteria set above
per MS, thus offering a quick-reference on where (possible) problems in reporting may lie.
The inconsistencies reported also affect the values presented in the remainder of this section.
It broadly confirms the inconsistencies that were already flagged in the synthesis report of
AIR 2015 data; the same inconsistencies continue to affect the aggregations.

No IF provided Inconsistent link IF-TO Inconsistent link IF-IP

- € of budget | % of eligible € of budget | % of eligible | € of budget | % of eligible
cost cost cost

BE 24 473 158 1.6% 19 893 283 1.3%
BG 166 607 716 15.3%
Ccz 70 735 340 4.8%
ES 16 013 705 0.6%
FI 33 053 863 7.3% 62 120 804 13.6%
FR 57 400 366 1.2% 79 403 371 1.7% 61 903 713 1.3%
HR 113 288 181 37.9% 23 412 239 7.8%
HU 5 393 605 0.3%
IT 219 146 599 7.3% 931 000 0.0%
LT 26 810 562 6.5% 1 591 462 0.4%
LV 1 500 000 0.3%
NL 9135139 2.0% 9135139 2.0%
PL 222 290 146 7.0%
SE 78 188 0.0% 78 188 0.0% 434 772 0.1%
UK 80 453 975 1.6% 6 442 431 0.1%
EU 66613 693 0.2% 892 640 692 2.1% 352 472 559 0.8%

The first two consistency tests refer to relatively minor issues, and do not pose a large problem
in assessing implementation of programmes. In FR, NL and SE there are a number of
instances where no intervention field is linked to the budget; as such, these budgets cannot
be linked to an Investment Priority. However, it concerns small budgets in NL and SE; only in
FR the size of unallocated budget is larger (€57.4 million), though still small in comparison to
the total budget.
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The second inconsistency test verifies whether the intervention field provided for each
expense is linked to the correct thematic objective. SFC allows MS to select the intervention
code for Access to Employment (equivalent to IP8i), and subsequently select Thematic
Objective 10. Even though there can be good reasons to do so, when this is the case SFC
offers the option of ‘secondary thematic objectives’. It is assumed that the first thematic
objective should be in line with the main objective of that intervention code. Overall 2% of
the EU budget (€892.6 million) has such an inconsistent link, affecting spending reporting in
BE, CZ, ES, FI, FR, HR, HU, IT, LT, LV, NL, PL, SE, UK. It is noted that this inconsistency does
not affect the analysis in this chapter. Due to substantial inconsistencies, the field of Thematic
Objectives was not used for this chapter; all budgets were allocated on the basis of
intervention fields directly.

The third inconsistency test is the most important one, and as will be shown below, has
considerable effects on the results presented in this chapter. It tests whether there are
differences in the allocation of PAx budgets to intervention fields in the OP compared to the
allocation of actual spending to intervention fields. In principle, it is expected that these should
be in line, but for 0.8% of the budget (€352.5 million), this is not the case. Most problematic
in this respect are FI and HR. Based on AIR2015, last year’s synthesis report already outlined
the inconsistencies in the reporting of these MS; substantial parts of spending is not only not
allocated to the same intervention fields as the OP, but are in fact allocated to non-ESF
intervention fields. This leads to confusing reporting where training measures in basic skills
of disadvantaged groups in FI are coded as ‘Development and promotion of tourism assets’.
€ 62.1 million (13.6% of the total budgets) has been allocated inconsistently, as will also
become clear in the chapter below. In various instances FI reports spending in categories
where it supports no projects, while in others it reports projects, participations and results,
but no funding. In a small number of other cases in BE, FR, HR, IT, LT, NL, SE, UK similar
inconsistencies were spotted, but here these inconsistencies are considerably less
problematic.
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Annex IV - Sources of data

The OP data shared by the EC is based on the latest submitted version to the EC (see below).
This can cause minor inconsistencies of data in MS that have a new version of the OP pending
approval. These inconsistencies surface, because AIR only refer to the data contained in the
latest approved version of the OP.

Versions of AIR 2016

MS | CCI AIR Status | Status date OP version | Report
version approval
date

AT 2014ATO5SFOP001 2016.1 2016.1 Sent 04-09-2017

BE 2014BEO5M90P001  2016.1 2016.1 Returned for 30-08-2017
modification by EC

BE 2014BEO5M90P002 2016.1 2016.1 Returned for 30-08-2017 1.3
modification by EC

BE 2014BEQO5SFOP001 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 08-08-2017 1.3

BE 2014BEO5SFOP002 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 26-07-2017 3.1

BG 2014BGO5M20P001 2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 29-08-2017 1.3
modification by EC

BG 2014BG0O5M90P001 2016.1 2016.1 Accepted by EC 29-08-2017 2.0

BG 2014BGO5SFOP001  2016.0 2016.0 Accepted by EC 29-08-2017 1.2

CY 2014CY05M90P001  2016.0 2016.0 Accepted by EC 26-07-2017 2.0

Ccz 2014CZ05M20P001 2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 30-08-2017 1.3
modification by EC

Ccz 2014CZ05M90P001 2016.0 2016.0 Accepted by EC 11-08-2017 1.3

cz 2014CZ16M20P001 2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 24-08-2017 2.0
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP001  2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 25-08-2017 1.1
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP002 2016.3 2016.3 Accepted by EC 29-08-2017 1.4

DE 2014DEO5SFOP003  2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 25-07-2017 1.3

DE 2014DEO5SFOP004  2016.1 2016.1 Returned for 08-08-2017 1.1
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP005  2016.0 2016.0 Admissible 17-07-2017 1.1

DE 2014DEO5SFOP006  2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 08-08-2017 1.3

DE 2014DEO5SFOP007  2016.1 2016.1 Sent 29-08-2017 1.1

DE 2014DEO5SFOP008  2016.1 2016.1 Sent 04-09-2017 1.2

DE 2014DEO5SFOP009  2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 01-08-2017 1.6

DE 2014DEO5SFOP010  2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 01-08-2017 1.4

DE 2014DEO5SFOP011  2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 10-08-2017 1.3
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP012  2016.1 2016.1 Returned for 04-09-2017 1.3
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP013  2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 11-08-2017 1.3
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP014  2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 26-07-2017 1.2
modification by EC

DE 2014DEO5SFOP015 2016.1 2016.1 Accepted by EC 25-07-2017 1.2

DE 2014DEO5SFOP016  2016.0 2016.0 Returned for 26-07-2017 1.2
modification by EC

DE 2014DE16M20P001 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 10-08-2017 2.0

DK 2014DK0O5SFOP0O01  2016.0 2016.0 Accepted by EC 27-07-2017 1.1

EE 2014EE16M30P001 2016.3 2016.3 Admissible 05-09-2017 1.3

ES 2014ESO5M90P001 2016.2 2016.2 Admissible 03-08-2017 2.1

ES 2014ES05SFOP001 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 26-07-2017 1.1

ES 2014ES05SFOP002 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 25-07-2017 1.2

ES 2014ES05SFOP003 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 27-07-2017 1.3

ES 2014ESO5SFOP004 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 20-07-2017 1.3

ES 2014ES05SFOP005 2016.1 2016.1 Admissible 20-07-2017 1.1
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ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
ES
FI

FI

FR
FR
FR
FR
FR

FR

FR
FR

FR
FR
FR

FR

FR
FR
FR
FR
FR
FR
FR
FR

FR
FR
FR

FR

FR

FR
FR

FR

2014ES05SFOP006
2014ESO05SFOP007
2014ESO5SFOP008
2014ESO5SFOP009
2014ESO5SFOP010
2014ESO5SFOPO11
2014ES05SFOP012
2014ESO5SFOP014
2014ESO5SFOP015
2014ESO5SFOP016
2014ES05SFOP017
2014ESO5SFOP018
2014ESO5SFOP019
2014ESO5SFOP020
2014ESO5SFOP021
2014ES05SFOP022
2014ESO5SFTA001
2014FI0O5M20P001
2014FI16M20P001

2014FRO5M00P001
2014FRO5M20P001
2014FRO5M90P001
2014FRO5SFOP001
2014FRO5SFOP002

2014FRO5SFOP003

2014FRO5SFOP004
2014FRO5SFOP005

2014FR16M0OOP001
2014FR16M0OOP002
2014FR16M0OOP003

2014FR16M0OOP004

2014FR16M0OOP005
2014FR16M0OOP006
2014FR16M0OOP007
2014FR16M0OOP008
2014FR16M0OOP009
2014FR16M0OOP011
2014FR16M0OOP012
2014FR16M0OOP013

2014FR16M20P001
2014FR16M20P002
2014FR16M20P003

2014FR16M20P004

2014FR16M20P005

2014FR16M20P006
2014FR16M20P007

2014FR16M20P008
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2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0
2016.2

2016.1
2016.1
2016.2

2016.0

2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.2

2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0
2016.2

2016.1
2016.1
2016.2

2016.0

2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.2

Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Sent

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Non-admissible
Admissible
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Non-admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Non-admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Returned for

modification by EC
Admissible

Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC

24-07-2017
04-08-2017
20-07-2017
20-07-2017
20-07-2017
24-07-2017
24-07-2017
24-07-2017
27-07-2017
20-07-2017
20-07-2017
08-08-2017
08-08-2017
19-07-2017
24-07-2017
08-08-2017
24-07-2017
24-08-2017
23-08-2017

20-07-2017
28-08-2017
03-08-2017
31-08-2017
07-08-2017

09-08-2017

28-07-2017
22-08-2017

25-07-2017
20-07-2017
05-09-2017

25-08-2017

30-08-2017
20-07-2017
20-07-2017
25-07-2017
10-07-2017
21-08-2017
19-07-2017
21-08-2017

31-07-2017
11-08-2017
21-08-2017

31-08-2017

05-09-2017

25-07-2017
24-08-2017

25-08-2017

1.1
1.3
1.2
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.2
1.2
1.1
1.2
1.1
1.3
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.1
1.2
1.2
2.0

1.3
1.3
1.2
1.4
1.3

1.3

1.4
1.2

1.2
1.3
1.2

2.0

1.2
1.2
1.3
1.2
1.3
1.3
2.0
1.2

1.2
1.2
1.2

1.2

2.1

2.0
3.0

1.2
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FR

FR
FR

FR
FR

GR

GR
GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

GR

HR

HU
HU
HU

HU

HU
IE

IT

IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT

2014FR16M20P009

2014FR16M20P010
2014FR16M20P011

2014FR16M20P012
2014FR16M2TA001

2014GR0O5M20P001

2014GR0O5M90P001
2014GR16M20P001

2014GR16M20P002

2014GR16M20P003

2014GR16M20P004

2014GR16M20P005

2014GR16M20P006

2014GR16M20P007

2014GR16M20P008

2014GR16M20P009

2014GR16M20P010

2014GR16M20P011

2014GR16M20P012

2014GR16M20P013

2014GR16M20P014

2014GR16M3TA001

2014HRO5M90P001

2014HUO5M20P001
2014HUO5M30P001
2014HU16M0OOP001

2014HU16M20P001

2014HU16M20P002
2014IEO5M9S0P001

2014ITOSM20P001

2014ITO5M20P002
2014ITO5M90P001
2014ITO5SFOP0O01
2014ITO5SFOP002
2014ITO5SFOPO03
2014ITO5SFOP004
2014ITO5SFOP0O05
2014ITO5SFOP006
2014ITO5SFOPO07
2014ITO5SFOPO08
2014ITO5SFOPO09
2014ITO5SFOPO10
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2016.0

2016.1
2016.1

2016.0
2016.1

2016.0

2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.1

2016.0

2016.1
2016.1
2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.1
2016.1

2016.0
2016.1

2016.0

2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.1

2016.0

2016.1
2016.1
2016.2
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Non-admissible

Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Admissible
Accepted by EC
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Accepted by EC
Admissible
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Admissible

Non-admissible

31-08-2017

18-07-2017
03-08-2017

05-09-2017
25-08-2017

08-08-2017

11-07-2017
11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

11-08-2017

24-08-2017

25-08-2017
27-07-2017
28-08-2017

01-09-2017

01-08-2017
14-08-2017

10-08-2017

27-07-2017
26-07-2017
05-09-2017
17-07-2017
26-07-2017
24-07-2017
01-09-2017
14-07-2017
30-08-2017
08-08-2017
14-07-2017
06-07-2017

2.0

1.4
1.3

1.3
1.2

1.2

1.4
2.0

1.4

1.4

1.3

1.4

1.4

1.4

1.5

2.0

1.4

1.4

2.0

1.4

2.0

2.2

1.3

1.4
1.5
2.0

1.6

2.1
1.2

2.2

2.1
1.1
1.6
1.4
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.1
2.0
1.2
1.2
1.2
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IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT
IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

IT

LT

LU
LV

MT
NL
PL

PL
PL

PL
PL
PL
PL
PL
PL
PL
PL
PL
PL

PL
PL
PL
PL
PT
PT
PT

PT
PT

PT
PT

PT

2014ITO5SFOPO11
2014ITO5SFOPO12
2014ITOSSFOPO13
2014ITOSSFOP014
2014ITO5SFOPO15
2014ITO5SFOPO16
2014ITO5SFOPO17
2014ITOSSFOPO18
2014ITOSSFOP020
2014ITO5SFOPO21
2014IT16M20P001

2014IT16M20P002

2014IT16M20P003

2014IT16M20P004

2014IT16M20P005

2014IT16M20P006

2014LT16MAOPOO1

2014LUO5SFOP001
2014LV16MAOP0O01

2014MTO5SFOP0O01
2014NLO5SFOP0O01
2014PLO5SM90P001

2014PL16M20P001
2014PL16M20P002

2014PL16M20P003
2014PL16M20P004
2014PL16M20OP005
2014PL16M20P006
2014PL16M20P007
2014PL16M20P008
2014PL16M20P009
2014PL16M20P010
2014PL16M20P011
2014PL16M20P012

2014PL16M20P013
2014PL16M20P014
2014PL16M20P015
2014PL16M20P016
2014PTO5M90P001
2014PTO5SFOP0O01
2014PT16M20P001

2014PT16M20P002
2014PT16M20P003

2014PT16M20P004
2014PT16M20P005

2014PT16M20P006
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2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.2
2016.0
2016.0

2016.0
2016.0

2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0

2016.2
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.0

2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.2
2016.0
2016.0

2016.0
2016.0

2016.0
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0

2016.2
2016.0
2016.0
2016.0
2016.1
2016.1
2016.0

2016.1
2016.1

2016.1
2016.0

2016.0

Accepted by EC
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Admissible
Accepted by EC
Admissible
Accepted by EC
Admissible
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Accepted by EC

Accepted by EC

Returned for
modification by EC
Accepted by EC

Returned for
modification by EC
Accepted by EC

Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC

Returned for
modification by EC
Accepted by EC

Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Accepted by EC
Admissible

Accepted by EC

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Admissible

Returned for
modification by EC
Returned for
modification by EC

01-09-2017
05-07-2017
05-07-2017
14-07-2017
23-06-2017
05-09-2017
27-07-2017
17-08-2017
31-08-2017
31-07-2017
17-08-2017

10-08-2017

04-08-2017

14-08-2017

10-08-2017

17-08-2017

30-08-2017

13-07-2017
31-07-2017

01-09-2017
31-07-2017
09-08-2017

08-08-2017
17-08-2017

04-08-2017
18-08-2017
04-08-2017
17-08-2017
17-08-2017
25-08-2017
04-08-2017
17-08-2017
04-08-2017
08-08-2017

24-08-2017
10-08-2017
17-08-2017
10-08-2017
26-07-2017
28-08-2017
08-08-2017

24-07-2017
28-08-2017

20-07-2017
24-08-2017

17-08-2017

1.2
1.2
1.3
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.7
1.2
1.3

1.2

1.3

1.3

1.3

1.3

2.0

1.3
1.5

1.2
1.2
1.2

2.2
2.0

1.2
1.2
1.3
1.2
1.3
1.5
1.4
1.2
1.3
1.4

2.0
1.2
2.1
2.2
1.3
1.3
1.8

1.5
1.5

1.6
1.7

1.6
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PT
PT

RO

RO

SE
SE

SI

AT

BE

BE

BE

BE

BG

BG

BG

CY

Ccz

Ccz

Ccz

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

DE

2014PT16M20P007
2014PT16M30P001

2014RO05M90P001

2014RO05SFOP001

2014SEO5M90P001
2014SE16M20P001

2014SI16MAOPO0O1
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2016.1 2016.1 Admissible

2016.0 2016.0 Returned for
modification by EC

2016.0 2016.0 Returned for
modification by EC

2016.0 2016.0 Returned for
modification by EC

2016.0 2016.0 Admissible

2016.0 2016.0 Returned for
modification by EC

2016.0 2016.0 Returned for

modification by EC

Versions of Operational Programmes

CCI
2014ATO5SFOP0O01
2014BEO5M90P001

2014BEO5M90P002

2014BEO5SFOP001

2014BEO5SFOP002
2014BGO5M20P001
2014BGO5M90P001
2014BGO5SFOP0O01
2014CY05M90P001
2014CZ05M20P001
2014CZ05M90P001
2014CZ16M20P001
2014DEO5SFOP001
2014DEO5SFOP002
2014DEO5SFOP003
2014DEO5SFOP004
2014DEO5SFOP005
2014DEO5SFOP006
2014DEO5SFOP007
2014DEO5SFOP008
2014DEO5SFOP009
2014DEO5SFOP010
2014DEO5SFOP0O11

2014DEO5SFOP012

obpasoBaHue 3a MHTENUIeHTEH pacTex

Version

Operationelles Programm
Beschaftigung Osterreich 2014-2020
Programme opérationnel FSE Wallonie-
Bruxelles 2020.eu
Programme opérationnel FSE 2014-
2020 de la Région de Bruxelles-
Capitale : "Investissement pour la
croissance et I'emploi"
Europaischer Sozialfonds 2014-2020,
Deutschsprachige Gemeinschaft
Belgiens
Operationeel Programma ESF
Vlaanderen 2014-2020
OnepaTtuBHa nporpamMa ,Hayka u
OnepaTuBHa nporpama ,PasButue Ha
yoBewkunTe pecypcm®
OnepatuBHa nporpama ,[Jo6po
ynpasneHue"
AnaoyoAnon, AvBpwnivol Mopoi kal
Kolvwvikn Zuvoxn
Operacni program Vyzkum, vyvoj a
vzdélavani
Operacni program Zameéstnanost

Operaéni program Praha - pdl riistu CR
OP Schleswig-Holstein ESF 2014-2020

Operationelles Programm ESF Bund
Deutschland 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Baden-
Wirttemberg 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Bayern
2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Berlin
2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Brandenburg 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Hamburg 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Hessen
2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Nordrhein-Westfalen 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Saarland
2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Sachsen
2014-2020

Status
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4.0
1.3
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.3
1.3
3.0
1.1
1.4
1.3
1.1
1.1
1.3
1.1
1.2
1.6
1.4
1.3

1.3

24-07-2017 1.5
09-08-2017 2.0
22-08-2017 1.4
24-08-2017 1.2
21-06-2017 1.2
24-08-2017 1.1
09-08-2017 2.1
Status date
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Adopted by EC
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Returned for
modification by EC
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Adopted by MS
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC

Adopted by EC

EC
decision
date
23-12-
2014
18-12-
2014
24-12-
2014

10-12-
2014

04-08-
2017
26-02-
2015
09-08-
2016
02-03-
2017
03-06-
2016
01-06-
2015
20-05-
2015
24-05-
2017
24-09-
2014
23-10-
2014
03-09-
2014
29-10-
2014
12-12-
2014
17-12-
2014
21-10-
2014
30-10-
2014
12-08-
2015
23-12-
2014
20-11-
2014
20-11-
2014
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Operationelles Programm ESF
Sachsen-Anhalt 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Thiringen 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF
Rheinland-Pfalz 2014-2020
Operationelles Programm ESF Bremen
2014-2020
OP Niedersachsen EFRE-ESF 2014-
2020
Vaekst via uddannelse og ivaerksaetteri

Uhtekuuluvuspoliitika fondide
rakenduskava 2014-2020
PO FSE 2014 EMPLEO JUVENIL

PO FSE 2014 C.A. LA RIOJA
PO FSE 2014 EMPLEO, FORMACION Y
EDUCACION
PO FSE 2014 REGION DE MURCIA
PO FSE 2014 PRINCIPADO DE
ASTURIAS
PO FSE 2014 ILLES BALEARS
PO FSE 2014 C.A. CASTILLA Y LEON
PO FSE 2014 C.A. CATALUNA
PO FSE 2014 CIUDAD A. DE CEUTA
PO FSE 2014 C.A. GALICIA
PO FSE 2014 C. FORAL DE NAVARRA
PO FSE 2014 C.A. PAIS VASCO
PO FSE 2014 INCLUSION SOCIAL Y
ECONOMIA SOCIAL
PO FSE 2014 C.A. CANARIAS
PO FSE 2014 C.A. CASTILLA-LA
MANCHA
PO FSE 2014 C.A. EXTREMADURA
PO FSE 2014 CIUDAD A. DE MELILLA
PO FSE 2014 C.A. ARAGON
PO FSE 2014 C.A. CANTABRIA
PO FSE 2014 COMUNITAT VALENCIANA
PO FSE 2014 C. DE MADRID
PO FSE 2014 C.A. ANDALUCIA
PO FSE 2014 ASISTENCIA TECNICA
Entreprendrskap och kompetens,
Rlands strukturfondsprogram 2014-
2020
Kestavaa kasvua ja tyota 2014-2020 -
Suomen rakennerahasto-ohjelma
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Ile-de-France et Seine 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Guadeloupe et st Martin Etat 2014-
2020

PROGRAMME OPERATIONNEL
NATIONAL POUR LA MISE EN CEUVRE
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Sent
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Adopted by EC
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Adopted by EC

Adopted by EC
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10-12-
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2017
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24-02-
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2015
30-08-
2017
03-08-
2017
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2015
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2015
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2015
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2015
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2015
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2015
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01-06-
2016
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2017
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03-06-
2014

137



FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

FR

GR

GR

GR

2014FRO5SFOP001
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2014FR16M0OOP001

2014FR16M0OOP002

2014FR16M0OOP003

2014FR16M0OOP004

2014FR16M0OOP005

2014FR16M0OOP006

2014FR16M0OOP007

2014FR16M0OOP008

2014FR16M0OOP009

2014FR16M0OOPO0O11

2014FR16M0OOP012

2014FR16M0OOP013

2014FR16M20P001

2014FR16M20P002

2014FR16M20P003

2014FR16M20P004

2014FR16M20P005

2014FR16M20P006

2014FR16M20P007

2014FR16M20P008

2014FR16M20P009

2014FR16M20P010

2014FR16M20P011

2014FR16M20P012

2014FR16M2TA001

2014GR0O5M20P001

2014GR0O5M90P001

2014GR16M20P001

DE L'INITIATIVE POUR L'EMPLOI DES
JEUNES EN METROPOLE ET OUTRE-
MER

Programme Opérationnel National FSE

Emploi et Inclusion 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FSE Alsace
2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FSE Guyane
Etat 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FSE
Martinique Etat 2014-2020

Programme Opérationnel FSE Réunion

Etat 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Aquitaine 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Auvergne 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Centre 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Champagne-Ardenne 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Haute-Normandie 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Languedoc-Roussillon 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Midi-Pyrénées et Garonne 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Picardie 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Guadeloupe Conseil Régional 2014-
2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE

Martinique Conseil Régional 2014-2020

Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Nord-Pas de Calais 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE

Provence Alpes Céte d'Azur 2014-2020

Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Basse-Normandie 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Bourgogne 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Bretagne 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Corse 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Franche-Comté et Jura 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Limousin 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Lorraine et Vosges 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Pays de la Loire 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Poitou Charentes 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Rhéne Alpes 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Guyane Conseil Régional 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel FEDER-FSE
Mayotte 2014-2020
Programme Opérationnel National
d'Assistance Technique Interfonds
Europ'Act 2014-2020
MeTappUBuion Anuoaciou Topéa

AvanTtuén AvBpwnivou Auvapikou,
Exknaideuon kai Aia Biou Maenon

AvVTaywVvIoTIKOTNTA EniXeipnuaTikoTnTa

kal KaivoTtopia
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Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Adopted by EC
Returned for
modification by EC
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19-12-
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16-06-
2017
20-11-
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2017
16-12-
2014
15-03-
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22-12-
2014
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2017
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2016
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2014
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2014
17-08-
2017
27-03-
2015
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2017
19-07-
2017
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2017
17-08-
2017
19-12-
2014
19-05-
2017
20-11-
2014
10-07-
2017
04-09-
2017
05-11-
2014

22-12-
2014

23-12-
2014

18-04-
2017
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2014GR16M20P009

2014GR16M20P010
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2014GR16M20P012

2014GR16M20P013

2014GR16M20P014

2014GR16M3TA001

2014HRO5M90P001

2014HUO5M20P001

2014HUO5M30P001

2014HU16M0OOP001

2014HU16M20P001

2014HU16M20P002

2014IEO5M90P001

2014ITO5M20P001

2014ITO5M20P002

2014ITOSM90P001

2014ITO5SFOPOO01

2014ITO5SFOP002

2014ITOSSFOPO03

2014ITO5SFOP004

2014ITO5SFOP0O05

2014ITO5SFOP006

2014ITO5SFOP0O07

2014ITO5SFOPO08

2014ITO5SFOPO09

2014ITO5SFOPO10

2014ITO5SFOPO11

2014ITO5SFOPO12

KevTpikn Makedovia
©eooalia
'Hneipog
AuTikr) EAAGSa
AuTIKR Makedovia
Steped EANGOa
MeAonodvvnoog
Iovia Nnoia
Bopeio Alyaio
Kpnn
ATTIKN
NoTIo Alyaio
AvaToAikn Makedovia ©pdkn
Texvikn Borbeia
ESF Operativni program Ucinkoviti
ljudski resursi 2014-2020
Emberi Eréforras Fejlesztési Operativ
Program
Kézigazgatas-és Kbzszolgaltatas-
fejlesztés Operativ Program
Gazdasagfejlesztési és Innovacios
Operativ Program
Terllet- és TelepUlésfejlesztési
Operativ Program
Versenyképes Kozép-Magyarorszag
Operativ Program
ESF Operational Programme 2014-
2020
PON Istruzione
PON Governance e Capacita
Istituzionale
PON Occupazione giovani
PON Inclusione
PON Sistemi di politiche attive per
I'occupazione
POR Emilia Romagna FSE
POR Friuli Venezia Giulia FSE
POR Lazio FSE
POR Liguria FSE
POR Lombardia FSE
POR Marche FSE
POR Abruzzo FSE
POR Umbria FSE
POR Valle d'Aosta FSE

POR Veneto FSE
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22-12-
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23-12-
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16-01-
2017
22-12-
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2016
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2017
23-12-
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28-08-
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17-12-
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POR Piemonte FSE
POR Sicilia FSE
POR Toscana FSE
POR Basilicata FSE
ROP PA Bolzano FSE
ROP PA Trento FSE
ROP Campania FSE
POR Sardegna FSE
POR Molise FESR FSE
POR Puglia FESR FSE
PON Legalita
PON Citta metropolitane
PON Ricerca e innovazione
POR Calabria FESR FSE

2014-2020 mety Europos Sajungos
strukturiniy fondy investicijy veiksmy
programa
Programme opérationnel FSE 2014-
2020
Izaugsme un nodarbinatiba

Ninvestu fir-rizorsi umani sabiex
noholqu aktar opportunitajiet filwaqt li
nippromwovu t-tishih tas-socéjeta
Operational Programme ESF 2014-
2020
Program Operacyjny "Wiedza Edukacja
Rozwoj" (PO WER)
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Dolnoslaskiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Kujawsko-Pomorskiego
na lata 2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Lubelskiego na lata 2014
- 2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Lubuskiego na lata
2014-2
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa todzkiego 2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Matopolskiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Mazowieckiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Opolskiego na lata 2014-
2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Podkarpackiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Podlaskiego na lata 2014
- 2020
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Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Pomorskiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewodztwa Slaskiego na lata 2014-
2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewoddztwa Swietokrzyskiego na lata
2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Warminsko-Mazurskiego
na lata 2014-2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewodztwa Wielkopolskiego na lata
2014 - 2020
Regionalny Program Operacyjny
Wojewddztwa Zachodniopomorskiego
na lata 2014 - 2020
PO Inclusdo Social e Emprego

PO Capital Humano

Programa Operacional Regional do
Norte 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional do
Centro 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional do
Alentejo 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional dos
Acores 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional de
Lisboa 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional da
Madeira 2014-2020
Programa Operacional Regional do
Algarve 2014-2020
Programa Operacional da
Competitividade e Internacionalizagao
Program Operational Capital Uman

Program Operational Capacitate
Administrativa

Nationellt socialfondsprogram fér
investeringar i tillvaxt och
sysselsattning 2014-2020

Lokalt ledd utveckling med stéd fran

Regionala utvecklingsfonden och
Socialfonden 2014-2020

Operativni program za izvajanje

Evropske kohezijske politike v obdobju
2014-2020
Operacény program Ludské zdroje

Operacny program Efektivna verejna
sprava
ESF England
ESF Scotland
United Kingdom - ESF West Wales and
the Valleys
United Kingdom - ESF East Wales

ESF Northern Ireland
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Annex IV - Reference guide

Thematic Objectives and Investment Priorities

Thematic Objective 8: promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour
mobility

(8i / intervention field 102). Access to employment for job-seekers and inactive
people, including the long-term unemployed and people far from the labour market,
also through local employment initiatives and support for labour mobility;

(8ii / intervention field 103). Sustainable integration into the labour market of young
people, in particular those not in employment, education or training, including young
people at risk of social exclusion and young people from marginalised communities,
including through the implementation of the Youth Guarantee;

(8iii / intervention field 104). Self-employment, entrepreneurship and business
creation including innovative micro, small and medium sized enterprises;

(8iv / intervention field 105). Equality between men and women in all areas, including
in access to employment, career progression, reconciliation of work and private life
and promotion of equal pay for equal work;

(8v / intervention field 106). Adaptation of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs to
change;

(8vi / intervention field 107). Active and healthy ageing;

(8vii / intervention field 108). Modernisation of labour market institutions, such as
public and private employment services, and improving the matching of labour market
needs, including through actions that enhance transnational labour mobility as well as
through mobility schemes and better cooperation between institutions and relevant
stakeholders.

Thematic Objective 9: Promoting social inclusion, combating poverty and any discrimination

(9i / intervention field 109). Active inclusion;

(9ii / intervention field 110). Integration of marginalised communities, such as the
Roma community;

(9iii / intervention field 111). Combating discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic
origin, religion or belief, disability, age, or sexual orientation;

(9iv / intervention field 112). Enhancing access to affordable, sustainable and high-
quality services, including health care and social services of general interest;

(9v / intervention field 113). Promoting the social economy and social enterprises;
(9vi / intervention field 114). Community-led local development strategies.

Thematic Objective 10: Investing in education, training and vocational training for skills and
life-long learning

(10i / intervention field 115). Reducing and preventing early school-leaving and
promoting equal access to good quality early-childhood, primary and secondary
education including formal, non-formal and informal learning pathways for
reintegrating into education and training

(10ii / intervention field 116). Improving the quality and efficiency of, and access to,
tertiary and equivalent education with a view to increasing participation and
attainment levels, especially for disadvantaged groups

(10iii / intervention field 117). Enhancing equal access to lifelong learning for all age
groups in formal, non-formal and informal settings, upgrading the knowledge, skills
and competences of the workforce, and promoting flexible learning pathways,
including through career guidance and validation of acquired competences

(10iv / intervention field 118). Improving the labour market relevance of education
and training systems, facilitating the transition from education to work, and
strengthening vocational education and training systems and their quality, including
through mechanisms for skills anticipation, adaptation of curricula and the
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establishment and development of work-based learning systems, including dual
learning systems and apprenticeship schemes

Thematic Objective 11: Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and
stakeholders and efficient public administration

(11i / intervention field 119). Investment in institutional capacity and in the efficiency
of public administrations and public services at the national, regional and local levels
with a view to reforms, better regulation and good governance

(11ii / intervention field 120). Capacity building for all stakeholders delivering
education, lifelong learning, training and employment and social policies, including
through sectoral and territorial pacts to mobilise for reform at the national, regional
and local levels.

Common output indicators ESF

CO01 Unemployed, including long-term unemployed

CO002 of which Long-term unemployed

COO03 Inactive

COO04 of which not in education or training

COO05 Employed, including self-employed

COO06 Below 25 years of age

CO07 Above 54 years of age

COO08 Above 54 years of age who are unemployed, including Long term unemployed,
or inactive not in education or training

CO09 With primary (ISCED 1) or lower secondary education (ISCED 2)

CO10 With upper secondary (ISCED 3) or post-secondary Education (ISCED 4)

CO11 With tertiary education (ISCED 5-8)

CO12 Participants who live in jobless households

CO13 Participants who live in jobless households with dependent children

CO14 Participants who live in a single adult household with dependent children

CO15 Migrants, participants with a foreign background, minorities

CO16 Participants with disabilities

CO17 Other disadvantaged

CO18 Homeless or affected by housing exclusion

CO19 From rural areas

CO20 Number of projects fully or partially implemented by social partners or non-
governmental organisations

C0O21 Number of projects dedicated at sustainable participation and progress of
women in employment;

C0O22 Number of projects targeting public administrations or public services at
national, regional or local level

C0O23 Number of supported micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (including
cooperative enterprises, enterprises of the social economy)

Common result indicators ESF

CRO1 - Inactive participants engaged in job searching upon leaving

CRO2 - Participants in education/training upon leaving

CRO3 - Participants gaining a qualification upon leaving

CRO04 - Participants in employment, including self-employment, upon leaving

CRO5 - Disadvantaged participants engaged in job searching, education/ training,
gaining a qualification, or in employment, including self-employment, upon leaving
CRO6- Participants in employment, including self-employment, 6 months after leaving
CRO7 - Participants with an improved labour market situation 6 months after leaving
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e CRO8 - Participants above 54 years of age in employment, including self-employment,
six months after leaving

e CRO09 - Disadvantaged participants in employment, including self-employment, 6
months after leaving

Common result indicators YEI

e YEI-CRO1 - Unemployed participants who complete the YEI supported intervention

e YEI-CR0O2 - Unemployed participants who receive an offer of employment, continued
education, apprenticeship or traineeship upon leaving

e YEI-CRO3 - Unemployed participants who are in education/training, gain a
qualification, or are in employment, including self- employment, upon leaving

e YEI-CR04 - Long-term unemployed participants who complete the YEI supported
intervention

e YEI-CRO5 - Long-term unemployed participants who receive an offer of employment,
continued education, apprenticeship or traineeship upon leaving

e YEI-CRO6 - Long -term unemployed participants who are in education/training, gain a
qualification, or are in employment, including self-employment, upon leaving

e YEI-CRO7 - Inactive participants not in education or training who complete the YEI
supported intervention

e YEI-CRO8 - Inactive participants not in education or training who receive an offer of
employment, continued education, apprenticeship or traineeship upon leaving

e YEI-CR09 - Inactive participants not in education or training who are in
education/training, gain a qualification, or are in employment, including self-
employment, upon leaving

e YEI-CR10 - Participants in continued education, training programmes leading to a
qualification, an apprenticeship or a traineeship six months after leaving

e YEI-CR11 - Participants in employment six months after leaving

e YEI-CR12 - Participants in self-employment six months after leaving
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Getting in touch with the EU

In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct Information Centres. You can find the address of the
centre nearest you at: http://europa.eu/contact

On the phone or by e-mail

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this service
- by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),

— at the following standard number: +32 22999696 or

- by electronic mail via: http://europa.eu/contact

Finding information about the EU
Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa website at:
http://europa.eu

EU Publications

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from EU Bookshop at: http://bookshop.europa.eu.
Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local information centre
(see http://europa.eu/contact)

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official language versions, go
to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu

Open data from the EU

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data) provides access to datasets from the EU. Data can be
downloaded and reused for free, both for commercial and non-commercial purposes.
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