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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Introduction

In compliance with Article 48 of Council RegulatigBC) no. 1083/2006 and in compliance
with the Sectoral Operational Programme Human RessuDevelopment (SOP HRD)
provisions (Sub-chapter 5.2, Monitoring and Evatrgt as well as those of the National
Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) Multi-annuatidhal Evaluation Plan 2007-2013,
the MA SOP HRD developed the Multi-annual Evaluatidlan for SOP HRD 2007-2013
(MaEP SOP HRD) under which evaluation activitiesadftrategic and/or operational nature
are to be conducted over the life of the SOP HRD.

The First Interim Evaluation of the SOP HRBas been planned through the MaEP
SOP HRD 2007-2013. The Interim Evaluation was aadly planned for completion during
the second semester of 2009. However, the corfoathis evaluation was ultimately signed
on 21st December 2009 between the Contracting Aityh@he Ministry of Labour, Family
and Social Protection — the Managing Authority fee SOP HRD) and a Consortium led by
KPMG Romania.

Due to various unforeseen circumstances (outlingtle Inception Report) the evaluation did
not gather momentum until March 2010. This is tr@FReport of the ad hoc Evaluation of
KAI 5.2 and takes on board comments made by the aMd members of the Evaluation
Steering Committee (ESC) held on Marcl and & 2011in relation to the Third Draft

Report and further comments received in writingehéer.

1.2  Short description of PA 5, KAI 5.2

Issues and objectives for the Key Area of Intenaen{KAI) 5.2 (and PA 5 in general) are

outlined in the SOP Programming Document and in tloeplementing Framework

! The Interim Evaluation exercise as a whole is mased of three components, namely: (i) the Inteimaluation of

the SOP HRD; (ii) the development of the administeatapacity within the MA in respect of programmaluation;
and (iii) two ad hoc evaluations in respect of Haional Employment Service (PA4) and certain actabour market
measures in rural areas (PA5, KAI 5.2). This doaunethe Final Report of the ad hoc evaluation &f B.2.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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Document for Implementation (FDI) at different léveof detail and with partially

overlapping topics.

The Key Objectivefor Priority Axis 5 is — according to European Hoyment Strategy

(EES) —to reduce unemployment by promoting activé jgreventive employment measures
that will further reduce the unemployment rate snalease the activity rate

To reach that goal Active (and preventive) Emplogtideasures (AEM) focussed on young

unemployed and long-term unemployed will be adopted

The Overall Objectivefor the interventions of Priority Axis 5 “Promogn Active
Employment Measures” is increasing the employmatet to full employment, as established
in EES and in the national strategic documents, r@ptdesents a key objective involving
promoting active and preventive employment measuesgling to diminishing the

unemployment and inactivity rate.

These are the expanded upon by three specifictolgea@s follows

1) Enhancing the participation of LTU in Active Empiognt Measures (AEM)

integrated programmes;

2) Increasing the participation of individuals livinop subsistence agriculture in

employment integrated programmes;

3) Improving the job attainment for participants froraral areas in employment

integrated programmes.
Ad 3)

The Priority Axis subsequently is split up into tikey Areas of Intervention. The second of
these, KAI 5.2 “Promoting long-term sustainabilitfiyrural areas in terms of human resource

development and employment”, provides the focusHisrreport.

A general rationaldor KAI 5.2 is explicitly referenced in the prognaning documentation

i.e., high level of employment in agriculture (3% 2n 2005) that predominantly consists of:
» Contributing family workers; and

» Self-employed persons.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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Due to the fragmentation of agricultural holdingea1989 —cited in the FDI to be the core
problem - and the associated loss of competitive(@sonomies of scale), employment in the
sector increasingly took on the form of subsisteageculture, i.e. production for own
consumption instead of market-oriented productioanegating (monetary) income.
Subsistence agriculture by definition is considezednomic inactivity under the SOP HRD.

These production structures led to high discreanbetween rural and urban areas in terms

of:?
* Activity rate;
* Employment rate;
e Unemployment rate;
» Participation rate by sectors; and
» Participation rate by age groups.

To prepare for the expected loss of people workiniipe agriculture sector over the coming

years the basic strategy chosess to:

a) Re-direct people in general from agriculture to$kevices or industrial sector; and in

particular

b) To reorient formally inactive people from subsisteragriculture and to bring them

into formal activities, be that as employees oselsemployed, and

c) To increase people’s geographical and sectorallityol@garding work.

Certain sectors are put forward as holding outrgatefor alternate employment as follows:
Tourism; Complementary services; Social or headtte services; Specific crafts; ICT; and

Construction. More specifically it was proposed rexdirect people into environmental

2 This was underpinned by the SWOT analysis presenithin the SOP HRD. The SWOT identified the faling
three topics as relevant regarding human resoweelgpment in rural areas:
e anincreasing rate of participation in agricultwspecially in subsistence agriculture;
e anincreased rate of unemployment among young peoyl
« long-term unemployment, especially among young [eeapd people in rural areas.
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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management & protection and to health care (inwthekplace and/or in general towards a
healthier life-style). The programming documentatienvisages that the strategy will be

implemented through the use of the following:
* Education;
* Training;
» Job placement /Employment; and
* Counselling & assistance for start-up and self-eyplent.

One of the most significant challenges identifisdssociated with the fact that people from
rural areas living on subsistence agriculture ttbychave a very low level of education
(mainly compulsory or at best secondary educatan have limited or no experience in
further (professional) training after education.istaver, their financial resources are limited
and therefore the strategy also envisaged thatntieeventions outlined above would be

complemented by the following:

» training through personalised support for activatend through development and

implementation of awareness campaigns, motivatidarmation and advice;

» provision of financial support alleviating the inslon into active measures (e.g.
travel cost, allowances for moving to other locasiodaily subsistence allowance

etc.)

Finally, for the purpose of implementation in preetthe FDI defined a list of activities
eligible for funding and in addition a list of dlide types of expenditure. These can be

grouped under headings such as:
* Research and field studies relating to KAI 5.2 ¢spi
* Raising Awareness /orientation to non-agricultalvities;
* Promoting campaigns;

* Counselling and guidance;

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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Training and education;

Job placement;

Setting up/developing networking and partnershigti&tegy development; and

Accompanying support measures for participants.

This set of options and constraints was completedldfining eligible target groups and
beneficiaries. The list of eligible activities aaldo the categories of eligible cost /expenditure

evolved and changed over the life cycle of the aogne’

Most of implementation was planned to take the fofnhgrants although a call for strategic
projects was also launched in 2009. Later on Hateschemes for employment according to
the block-exemption rules were introduced. Last, bot least, a relevant aspect of the
implementation strategy can be seen with the digtin of Strategic and Regular Grant
projects, a general distinction made throughout@Reand its Priority Axes /Key Areas of

Intervention (KAI).

1.3 Terms of Reference

The justification for the carrying out of the adch&valuation of PA5, KAI 5.2 refers to the
Monitoring Committee meeting of $8May 2008 when the committee members requested
this ad hoc evaluation with a view to analysingréevance of the eligible activities outlined
in the FDI of the SOP HRD as compared with the se#dnactive persons, persons looking
for employment, the unemployed, people involvedubsistence agriculture and unemployed
persons in rural areas in the context of the chatadng place on the labour market, and to
analyse the extent to which projects financed uri€ial 5.2 contribute to meeting the

objectives/indicators established under PA 5, K& 5
Regarding the overall purpose of the evaluationTihie require the following:

* An independent and well-justified opinion regardirtge relevance of PA5

“Promotion of active employment measures”, KAl 5'Promoting long term

A synoptic view of the versions from October 2G0% the latest available English version drafte@5/2009 is
provided in the Annex 4 - Evolvement of FDI KAl Sp2rameter from 10-2007 to 05-2009.
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sustainability of rural areas in terms of humanoueses development and
employment” implementation with regard to the PAKB\l 5.2 target group needs in

the present socio-economic context.

* Conclusions and recommendations in order to imprake PA5, KAI 5.2

implementation.

Further specification is given with Key EvaluatiQuestions provided under the headings of
Relevance and Effectiveness as follows:

Relevance

* To what extent are the eligible activities estdigis within FDI SOP HRD relevant to

the needs of the target group in the present ssmomomic context?

 To what extent are the projects financed by PA5 KA2 complementary to the
projects financed by NRDP 2007-2013 (only thoseargigng the development of

human resources)?

Effectiveness

« To what extent do the projects financed by PA5, K&AR contribute to the

achievement of the objectives/indicators estabtighe PA5, KAl 5.27?

The activities envisaged to respond to these qoestiare as follows:

» Activity lllb.1 — An analysis of the degree to which the projestarfced by PA5,
KAI 5.2 contribute to the achievement of establésHeAS, KAI 5.2 objectives/
indicators.

* Activity IlIb.2 — An analysis of the activities established by FRDP HRD in
comparison with the needs of the target groupsimvithe present socio-economic

context.

* Activity IlIb.3 — The identification of new activities that can foganced by PAS5,
KAI 5.2 and that answer the needs of the targetigiia the present socio-economic

context.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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» Activity llIb.4 — An analysis of the complementarity of the projdotanced by PA5
KAl 5.2. with the projects financed by the Natioiral Development Programme
(NRDP) 2007-2013, but only those that target hunegources in the rural areas.

1.4 Approach

This section gives an overview of how we approactiedtopics raised by questions and
activities referred to in the ToR, i.e. how we @igmalised the questions and linked them to
the principal sources of information to be opengdand exploited for the purposes of the

evaluation.

Effectiveness

Considering the issue of effectiveness (ActivitpIl), the main source of information had to
be taken from the programme monitoring itself as ihthe only place were indicator-related
figures can be systematically found. The analy$ishe monitoring data is undertaken to

check the output and - as far as available - resulttwo levels of implementation:

* Level 1 — Administrative output in terms of calihched, applications received and
processed, contracts signed, and the on-going rear&y of project follow-up —

issues partially reflected in the indicator taldss‘input-indicators”

* Level 2 — Project output /results — eligible adtes implemented; in particular but not
exclusively (as this depends on the type of aatsjt referring to participant
involvement, and results produced according to fugndgreements,

The administrative level check is considered relevt alone in comparison with respective
input indicators but also as a means of ‘puttinggh into perspective’. A single KAI cannot
be fairly judged on its own performance alone bas o be considered in the context of
overall implementation. Moreover, many aspects fd Level 1 output are subject to
efficiency analysis under the Interim Evaluation ®®PHRD itself and, as such, do not
present as a specific task under this Componemrid3ihoc evaluation; however, it has to be
noted that there are potential (and actually rertepercussions that can and do arise as a
consequence of a less than efficient approach\atllle(as above). In that regard, efficiency

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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issues arising can impact on implementation at L2@s above) and can impede or even
stop project implementation or, put another wayy daectly act on effectiveness. These
considerations must be taken into account in otdeavoid overly-simplistic conclusions

being drawn regarding project implementation irtipafar.

Regarding comparison of planned indicator targdties and figures from financial and
technical reporting it has to be taken into consitien that some of the target values refer to
the whole programming period — thus a direct comsparof reported output of technical data
with planning figures would be too simplistic witltoalso taking into account the relative
amount of funding that is at stake at this staghenevolution of the programme. A weighted
comparison of planned project output with real outwill be necessary to arrive at a more

realistic and balanced view.

Besides analysing figures and data, a coherenak ci¢he relationships between objectives
and types of action defined at the different levaishe programme also presents a way to
identify systematic logic breaks that can impedgsessful implementation.

Finally, due to gaps and leaks in the system ofitaong as implemented to date we had to

consider and to use beneficiaries as a relevantamglementary source. This allowed us:
1. To carry out validity checks against some of thentwoing data; and

2. To complement information that is not sufficienttandardised in the monitoring

system.

Relevance

Regarding the relevance to the needs of targetpgrouthe present socio-economic context

(Activity 1lIb.2) and the closely related ‘identification of new sittes’ (Activity 111b.3) we

focussed on four types of information sources tibageiew on socio-economic changes that
have emerged and on their potential relevancegwalidity of the current strategy when set

against the needs of target groups:

» Socio-economic statistics and analyses referrinfpecsituation in rural / urban areas

and in (subsistence) agriculture;

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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* Opinions and statements from the point of viewtakeholders;

* Opinions and statements from the point of view ehdficiaries; and — but to a

relatively limited degree,
* Opinions from participants in measures.

When analysing the socio-economic contxd related data, two issues have to be taken into

account:

1. Not every change in the socio-economic conpextseraises the need for adjustments
- it may be the case that even drastic overall gbaisuch as those associated with the
current crisis will have only a limited impact ometappropriateness of a mid-term
strategy as implemented under Structural Funds lwloperate in a 7 years
programming period / cycle. This could arise if; &xample, the crisis is transitory or
if it simply shifted all parameters relevant to tsteategy in the same direction but

without significant structural effects.

2. The data arising from a socio-economic analysiviges a background that then has
to be counter-balanced by expertise in the fieletaidled and sufficiently up-to-date
data may not always be available for a specificggaghical region or economic
sector. It may not adequately represent the tapiquestion due, for example, to
specific measurement concepts applied and potebisgd therein. As such, it is
necessary to also use broad expertise availaladhrpublished work as well as data

collected specifically for the purposes of the aa#ibn itself.

Assessing the needs of target groapd how they are matched / might be better matshad

complex issue:
a) The needs have to be related to employment obno@der sense to employability.

b) The needs as such usually are simple and cledingyet (new) job or keeping the old

one, improving working conditions or earning a eethcome.

c) In effect, the question is not as much about imhligi wishes but about existing
conditions so that individual ambitions can beiseal (supply and demand issues). In

that regard the individual may not (and often i§) lhest placed to determine how s/he

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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can overcome barriers to labour market reintegnatiaking into consideration not
only individual capability, capacity and dispositibut also market demands and even

formal conditions and restrictions that have todspected.

Therefore we also had to mobilise the knowledgehef aforementioned stakeholders and
beneficiaries regarding the ‘needs of target groupsneficiaries are relevant in terms of
establishing how they made or adjusted their pltagto reflect existing needs and conditions
and stakeholders, as representatives of targetpgroare relevant in order to provide a

counter-balance to potentially biased beneficiaeyvg in a context of triangulation.

The issue of complementarity funding under the National Rural DevelopmerdggPamme

NRDP - HRD-related activitieAgtivity 1l1b.4 ) has been tackled on two levels as follows:

1. Provisions taken to avoid overlapping of activiti@sd to avoid competition and
redundancy between two funding instruments — tejgeet of demarcation was, in
fact, the only one tackled within the respectivegpamming documents of SOP HRD
and NRDP.

2. Provisions taken to generate real complementaritpheé sense of fostering synergies
between the two programmes, both of which are edtivrural areas. Under this
heading we searched for any forms of an active dination of those funding
instruments whether at central, regional, or ldeadl.

Apart from the search for synergy at programme @nidAl levels it was also envisaged in
the Inception Report to take into considerationdffects this might have at project level by
creating a sample of such projects for closer itigagon. This option would be triggered if
we identified overlapping or if we identified stegies that actively fostered synergy at

programme / KA levels.

4 Ultimately this option was not used as documegndaralysis and fieldwork led to the conclusion thatevidence was

found for overlapping or active synergy orientethtggies. Thus there was no sampling criterionn@ed) for a
sample based examination of how these factors tgubos showed up at the level of projects.
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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Summing up

For both questions desk-based work as well as-fieikk was envisaged to provide the
evaluation with relevant information that then hade compiled, interpreted and presented
as preliminary findings for further discussion aocounter-check. In that respect regular
discussions with the members of the ESC (Evalugiit@ering Committee) have provided an

additional source of feedback, reflection, and;entain instances, additional information.

All in all our approach had to be flexible with @w to meeting the issues encountered. For
example, as initial evaluation findings began toesge there were requests to further
investigate certain issues and to shift our foauasto encompass issues that may not have
been initially made explicit in the ToR as was tase, for example, regarding the issue of
complementarity between the SOP HRD and the NRRRvas also the case that certain
information that we expected to be available imd#adised form through the monitoring
system was not easily accessible in electronic fanth had to be retrieved and constructed
from paper files instead. This time-consuming telglarly involved additional input from the

evaluation team.

1.5 Methodology

In implementing the approach outlined above, sévestruments for information collection
have been applied. The following tables show théiviies and respective methods for
creating our information base i.e., the types efdiivork applied in respect of each of the
‘stakeholder’ types:

Although the ToR requested a check of complemigptidre term ‘complementarity’ was not further defdd and so it
had to be interpreted based on the use made ofthie OP in which case it clearly relates to ‘capping’. We
elaborated on the interpretation of the term toecdhie concept of ‘synergy’ as we considered ipecHic issue of
interest regarding strategy and relevance.
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Table 1 Information and data-sources by Activity (anking of sources: N = major source / - = minor

source)

Official Other : _ : _
Project/financial : Focus | Field
documents, | documents, . . Interviews .
: : data/information Groups | visits
materials materials

Effectiveness

Activity llIb.1 — An
analysis of the degree to
which the projects
financed by PA5, KAI
5.2 contribute to the
achievement of
established PA5, KAI 5.2

objectives/ indicators.

Relevance

Activity llIb.2 — An

analysis of the activities
established by FDI SOP
HRD in comparison with N . . N N
the needs of the target
groups within the present

socio-economic context.

Activity 1Ib.3 — The
identification of new
activities that can be
financed by PA5, KAI
5.2 and that answer the
needs of the target grouy
in the present socio-

economic context.
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Activity llIb.4 — An

analysis of the

complementarity of the
projects financed by PAS
KAl 5.2. with the
projects financed by the
National Rural
Development Programm
2007-2013, but only

those that target human

D

resources in the rural

areas.
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Table 2 Types of fieldwork related to activity andaddressees involved
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fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

: | : Focus _
Evaluation activity Addressees Interview Fieldwork
group
Activity lllb.1 — An analysis MA X
of the degree to which the
projects financed by PAS5, MA NRDP
KAI 5.2 contribute to the IB SOPHRD NAE X X
achievement of established ] -
o Project beneficiaries KAI 5.2 X

PA5, KAI 5.2 objectives/
indicators Other stakeholders X
Activity IlIb.2 — An analysis| MA X
of the activities established MA NRDP
by FDI SOP HRD in
comparison with the needs ¢ fIB SOPHRD NAE X X
the target groups within the | project beneficiaries KAI 5.2 X X
present socio-economic

Other stakeholders X
context
Activity ll1b.3 — The MA X
identification of new
activities that can be financed“ NRDP
by PA5, KAI 5.2 and that IB SOPHRD NAE
answer the needs of the target -

_ ) Project beneficiaries KAI 5.2 X X X

group in the present socio-
economic context Other Stakeholders X
Activity llIb.4 — An analysis MA X
of the complementarity of the
projects financed by PA5 MA NRDP X
KAI 5.2. with the projects IB SOPHRD NAE X
financed by the National ] -

Project beneficiaries KAI 5.2 X
Rural Development
Programme 2007-2013, but| Other stakeholders X
only those that target humar
resources in the rural areas.
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Desk work:

* The analysis of the planning documents regardingrmal coherence of goals and
activities planned throughout the hierarchy of A and KAI. This took into
consideration general goals, main operational ¢ibjex and indicative operations as
well as indicators defined to control the prograsd success of implementation. This

kind of analysis is a core element for a coherestdption of intervention logic;

* The analysis of the respective planning documentsising on areas of potential

overlapping between measures of the NRDP and SAP, HR

* Check of the SOP HRD regarding socio-economic datd to provide a rationale

base for the strategy chosen; and

* Research for and analysis of properly updated métion (analytical documents as
well as data) to be used as an evidence basedaetiuired assessment of relevance

in the current socio-economic context.

Analysis of monitoring data from applications subtted to contracts signed

 Completing the set of monitoring data has been smue throughout the whole
evaluation process and the respective draft repbltst of the gaps we encountered
have been addressed although some remain. Alththeylevaluation team applied
significant levels of effort (including extractiarf data from the paper files) to gather
what we deemed to be necessary data not all gapd be addressed. It should be
noted, however, that in this instance those gapthénmonitoring materials is a
structural or system issue and not an issue ofwiiengness and/or readiness of

individual officers in the relevant positions tooperate with the evaluation team.

* In particular, some information relevant under tB@mponent, e.g. referring to type
of activities and the aspect of target areas ofepts is not available in a sufficiently
precise and unambiguous form through the monitosggtem and, as such, we
eventually had to complement the data availableh vatlditional standardised

information gathered from beneficiaries. This hatdparticular for:

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link

20/ 146



S %

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
$1 PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

= Categorisation of projects by their main activitiascategorisation assigned
based on direct interrogation of project promotand implementing bodies

respectively, using a set of predefined categdaeselection;

= Attribution of projects implemented to more cleadgfined target regions
than we can find in the ActionWeb database, up dw the only source

available for describing projects.

Both aspects have been taken into consideratiomwllesigning the on-line survey for the

contracted projects.

Fieldwork

We performed two sets of fieldwork relevant for ghaaluation of KAI 5.2, related either to
the whole SOP HRD or specifically dedicated to eéssaf KAl 5.2

1. Overall SOP HRD

Face to face interviews with national IBs and nmadicstakeholders:

 Focus group meetings in the regions with benefesabased on a random

sample of projects;
* Group meetings in the regions with staff from regiblBs; and
* An online survey with all contracted projects un8&P HRD
2. Specific to KAI 5.2

* |nterview with the MA NRDP;

There is information in ActionWeb regarding tlegional assignments of projects but this infornmat®not directly
usable and needs great effort in transformation staddardisation. Currently it is an open editabld-field with a
mixture of regions, towns, counties (jude), localities — including towns in other membeatss and also free text
comments. Also the spelling of names of Romaniaalities is not standardised. All in all 40,000 @srfor about
6,000 applications had been made and when comptiig@ulk of information with other project reldténformation
on type of region (national, urban and rural, retal) we found problems of coherence.

! The related material (interview questions, questaires, and sample-lists) is presented under Goem 1

8 The respective material is in the Annex 5 to thjzort.
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* Interviews with beneficiaries from a selection dkl5.2 projects, both strategic

and regular grant projects including a limited nemkof interviews with
participants;
« Interviews with national stakeholders on rural dssaes (AGROSTAR, ACoR —

Association of Communes of Romania);

* An informal expert exchange with a representatreenfthe Ministry of Labour,
Family and Social Protection, Directorate for Enyph@nt Affairs and Wages.

o The list of projects for these interviews is innfex 6.
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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2. EFFECTIVENESS

2.1 Introduction

The ToR require the ad hoc evaluation to estalifighextent to which projects financed

under PA5, KAI 5.2 contribute to the relevant olbipees i.e., a question of effectiveness.

2.2 Sub-Task Ill.b.1

2.2.1 Coherence check
A ‘map’ of the relationship between objectives, @ons and indicators is provided in

Annex 1. It shows for KAI 5.2 that:

* For each of the Main Operational Objectives (MOBgreé is at least one - in two
cases even two - Indicative Operations (10) thatdirectly linked to the MOO (cf.
Annex 1 — Relationship between Main Operational ebtiyes and Indicative

Operations and list of Indicators defined);

* On the other hand there is one 10 “Developing iratgd programmes (...) aimed at
reducing subsistence agriculture” that serves tw@®Qd, both targeting non-

agricultural economic activities and employment.

In that respect, KAI 5.2 looks broadly coherenteptcfor the issue of the aforementioned
ambiguity regarding one 10 serving two MOOs in fiedd of non-agricultural economic
activities. Considering the fact that the type mterventions and the groups of addressees
most probably will not have broad overlapping betwéhe two MOOs affected, defining a

separate 10 for each MOO could be an appropriaterato address that isstfe.

A potentially more significant and strategy relatedue arises when considering the 10

“Measures for promoting occupational and geographmsability of the rural labour force in

1% While MOOs are defined at KAI level the I0s haxeen defined at OP-level. As such, the introductiba new 10
might require COM approval whereas the use of astiegi IO would be unlikely to require such approval
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link
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order to take up all existing employment opportesitand increase the regional cohesion
Mobilising the better educated and skilled peopldetive the region could lead to a ‘brain
drain’ for the regions lagging behind. That evehtyavould, in turn, be counter-productive
to the objective oflong-term sustainability of rural areas’.as expressed in the title of that
KAI 5.2."* Besides, a nearly identical 10 labeledeveloping and implementing measures
and trans-national actions for promotion of occupatl and geographical mobilityis
defined under KAI 5.1.

The respective programme indicators are very basit general. The additional Output
Indicators defined within the FDI are more specifegarding target groups and eligible
activities. The additional Input Indicators refer the type of operations funded and are
directly linked to the 10s. Nonetheless, and inlttgic of Structural Funds, these additional

indicators could also be subsumed under the ‘Oulyaatding.

Regarding the completeness of output indicatonsd-ia particular of indicators of result -
the lack of indicators specifically referring todimess start-up is conspicuous, particularly as
this is one of the targets of the 10s. Further ysislof the indicator system is part of the
overarching tasks in Component | and this also tiotdk consideration the relationship and
coherence between 10s and Eligible Activities (EA)distinct task in that respect was to
check whether the additional indicators are undaega by standard categories within the

monitoring and reporting system noting that this\i@nd not to be the case.

2.2.2 Implementation figures — financial and techrwal indicators of output

A first and in-depth analysis of implementationad@gased on the administrative or system
output, taking not only into consideration the aowoof applications and contracts in

relationship to the SOP HRD funding available bigsoacomparing the progress of

implementation of KAI 5.2 with other key ar&agnder the SOP shows the following results:

All in all five calls were launched to the end &®. Of these:

% 7o prevent any misunderstanding - it is cleady the intention to motivate people to get outhef area but it has to

be taken into consideration that freedom of movernsesupported by skills raising activities. Theref ways have to
be found to motivate those whose skills are beingaaced, to stay - a more integrated approach atidea
coordination of different funds or an enhancemér@®@P HRD activities could provide for this.

2 n this way an unbiased assessment of the relatate of implementation shall be ensured.
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» 1 call was for regular grants (up to 2 years’ dorgt

» 3 were for strategic grants (up to 3 years’ duratioth higher ceilings for funding

and a minimum of two regions covered); and
» 1 was a call for state aid projects.

Considering the response rates of applicants imdeof requested funding compared to
funding available, KAI 5.2 is at the lower end bétscale. To be precise KAI 5.2 is fourth
from the bottom in this regard with a rate of 168&part from KAI 1.4 only KAI 4.1 and
4.2, which are limited to the Public Employment\&e, show lower rates of request versus
available funding). The average rate of requesinagavailable funding for the whole OP is
345 %.

* Taking into consideration the target region ‘rusatas’ one could have expected an
infrastructure weakness in these areas relatedet@dpacity of project development

and thus also in generating applications;

* Yet, and this may help to explain, the next betéeking is for KAl 5.1 with 199 %
and this suggests a general weakness in the Aetiy@oyment Measures as a whole
— this is confirmed through our fieldwork and clgagxpressed in the recent Annual
Activity Report (Draft) of NAE;

* Another relevant aspect is the fact that the tetdime of funding launched under
KAl 5.2 is by far the biggest of all KAl — refleaty the strong political focus within
the SOP HRD that has been given to the situatiomumal areas. That puts the

apparent relative ’lack of interest’ into a slighdlifferent perspective; and

* Regarding the indicators of relative success ofliegions measured in terms of
those approved and contracted compared to thosuitseith, the success rate under

KAl 5.2 is slightly above the OP average.

This overall picture regarding response- and swcades changes slightly, but not
significantly, when differentiating between thefdient types of grants, mainly strategic and

regular grant projects. The state aid aspect ig werak in terms of implementation figures
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(as it is, relatively speaking, across the progranbut in this instance only a very small

financial volume has been launched to date.

As such, the overall impression regarding the coatpe strength of KAI 5.2 is not too bad

notwithstanding the fact that the need for inteti@nin rural areas is considered high and
that there is apparently a general weakness ifiglteof Active Employment Measures as a
whole (as referenced in both the Component | Ev@naand the Component llla, ad hoc

evaluation of the PES).

Up to end-2009, 35 projects were contracted undél K2. Of these, 13 are Strategic
projects and 22 are regular grant projects coveralged at about a fifth part of the financial

volume of the strategic projects.

Table 3 Projects contracted by end of 2009 — Typd project, total and eligible cost (LEI)

Type Projects Cost Total Cost Eligible
Grant 22 25 602 993.60 24 903 083.00
Strategic 13 128 910 647.78 | 125507 396.78
Total 35 154 513 641.38 | 150410 479.78

Source: MA monitoring and evaluation database

Due to the small implementation base (just 35 ptejeontracted) not too much reporting
could have been expected and, as it happenedtirepon activity levels has been low: until
mid-April 2010 technical reports of only 10 of tlkeeprojects have been provided to the

monitoring unit within the MA®

Table 4 Projects contracted by end of 2009 (LEI) wh technical reports available by 04-2010: Type of

project, total and eligible cost (LEI) — Participarts total and female

: . Participants Participants
Type Projects Cost Total Cost Eligible Total Female
Grant 3 2 753 238.60 2 668 566.00 66 42

'3 In a more recent set of monitoring data from ehdume 2010 no data at all was provided pertaitongAl 5.2
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, . Participants Participants
Type Projects Cost Total Cost Eligible Total Female
Strategic 7 84 188 322.00 82 451 491.p0 1971 821
Total 10 86 941 559.60 85 120 057.00 2037 863

Source: MA monitoring and evaluation own database

All these reports had been delivered and approme2D09 (in the period from 30.10.09 to
11.12.09). However, this does not reflect the stale of implementation nor of reportitig.
Technical reports are only considered to be apprqamd forwarded to the programme
monitoring unit) when the financial reporting thaye attached to has been checked and
approved and, as such, regular monitoring dataedmical progress are available for central
monitoring purposes only under this condition (#igr referring to one of the efficiency

issues further commented on in the Component liatiah report).

Given the low level of absorption in general, thetfthat we can demonstrate that KAI 5.2
doesn’t perform any worse than the other KAIs wkedfing into consideration the quality
and success of applications submitted is at lepatt#al success-story. The difficulties within
the KAI are not, apparently, much different whemrmpared to the other KAIls under
SOP HRD.

Nonetheless, considering the gaps in the indicidsir mentioned, and notwithstanding
apparent absorption issues, we consider a simpigpaoson and calculation of rates of
achievement to be misleading as no synchronicityadé in combination with a clear cut-off

date and guaranteed coverage of projects regatitiglate can be established.

2.2.3 Findings from fieldwork regarding the effectveness of KAI 5.2

Whether or not a programme is achieving its golatsikl, in principle, be measured by the

indicators of result. However, in certain instano#iser sources also have to be taken into
consideration, particularly in a situation wherengosubstitute is needed due to a lack of or
the incompleteness of monitoring data. Relevardiigs from our fieldwork are presented

 To be very precise: only 5 (3 strategic, 2 reggiant) out of these 10 projects actually provideth on participants —
those projects cover a total cost of 17 659 632 LEI
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here as a complement to the limited monitoring l@aselable in respect of KAI 5.2 (noting
that that limitation applies across the programraeaawhole). First we make particular
reference to Strategic Projects that appear, ofatteof it, to have the potential to influence
the effectiveness of the KAI in total and, as stalahe large-scale projects, also have the
potential if they are well focused to meet manyhef critical labour market needs that exist

in rural areas.

Strateqic projects

We note that the aforementioned differentiationwleein the two types of grant projects
appears to be more technical than content relatgdithstanding the fact that in the
programme documents the Strategic projects armgiisshed with reference to their content.
In large parts the strategic projects appear taibgnguished from the regular grant type
projects not on the basis of strategic intent arteot but on the basis that they are ‘the same
but bigger and of longer duration’. Based on oadneg of the programme we expected that
the strategic projects would serve to ‘prepare ftekel’ for regular grants by developing
capacity, by elaboration of strategies related gecsic regional needs and issues and by
preparing / setting up a corresponding networkifgastructure. In this respect we expected
the strategic projects to be of a specific, stiateglevance associated with the successful
implementation of the KAI overall. That, in our wiewould have given concrete meaning to
the formal criteria of size, regional or sector e@age and run-time. However, to this point,
the findings from the field show a much more bldrieterpretation of the term ‘strategic’. In
practice many of the strategic projects appearetalibtinguished on the basis that they are

bigger, of longer duration and - at a minimum -@avg two counties in different regions.

That does not suggest that there are not certaitegic projects underway that may have a

real strategic orientation, however:

» The majority of interviewees from the IBs as wellaher relevant stakeholders were
of the view that many of the strategic projectsevnot, in fact, ‘strategic’ in their

content and intent;
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There were different views on the relative advaesamn implementing several but
otherwise identical (in terms of type and conteatjular grarit projects compared to
one bigger Strategic Project. But, with referercéhe types of activities in question,
interviewees saw no significant difference betwstmategic and regular grant type

projects;

Finally, even where projects clearly have a stiategientation the approaches
adopted in certain cases was to leave the prajempérate in isolation and subject to
the specific intentions and capacities of the hersgfes, including their capacity to
conceptualise and implement. In that regard theee iastances of overlapping
activities where different stakeholders try to addrthe same or a similar problem in
parallel and are effectively competing or, at aimumm, missing opportunities for
cross-fertilisation and the creation of criticalssaln particular the issue of building
capacity in the rural areas at the level of commsuaral local town halls seems to be

subject to parallel efforts by otherwise unconnegmjects.

This highlights other weaknesses in the systenolasafs:

1. According to local expert team-members of the eatadn who were also involved in

the assessment (evaluation) of applications un@ BRD, no specific criteria were
defined or provided to evaluators during the projegaluation (assessment of
applications) that would have allowed them to regeproject merely due to a lack of

strategic orientation and relevance.

At the MA — although having the Strategic Projeatsler its auspices - there is no
personnel with a specific focus on the strategiojgmts noting that we would
expected this type of assignment of responsikagya way to ensuring a close follow-
up of strategic projects implementation as padrobverall strategic approach run by
the MA*®

15

We use the term ‘regular grant’ to separate fstrategic projects as technically spoken both tgpegprojects granted

and not procurement based contracts

16

That does not imply that we expect personnelddkvexclusively on strategic projects.
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3. The Ministry of Labour, with its Unit for Active lour Market Policies has no direct
involvement with Strategic Projects (referring t& B at a minimum) apart from
being member of the Monitoring Committee SOP HRbeing an applicant via the
PES.

Effectiveness

The beneficiary counterpartgere asked in interviews if they experienced aifiycdlties in

implementing their projects covering applicatioogess to contracting, communication with
the MA/IBs, target group related issues etc. Mapgics in this respect that came up again

and again were:
1. The management of re-imbursement requests; and
2. Communication with the MA /IB in general.

In particular the issue of slow financial flow wagported to have caused a series of problems
that involves difficulties between partners and gdeoinvolved/staff, but also external
problems regarding, for example, penalties for yiela paying the obligatory contributions
to pension funds, unemployment fund and socialrarste. This experience has led some
beneficiaries to be wary about making additiongdli@ptions for funding and/or delaying the
submission of a further application until havinglbup a ‘buffer stock’ of own resources to

compensate for expected delays.

When considering particular issues regarding tleeoseconomic situation in rural areas, in
particular the low income overall and the low mangtincome (cf. in Annex 7 Table 25) the
fear as a project promoter to lose “credibility amgst the target group” on the basis of

delayed implementation or failure to meet committeés a very real issue.

These problems were aggravated by the fact thatmeoncation from the authorities was
considered inadequate and that no specific, dextiga¢rson was available or in charge as a
competent project/beneficiary counterpart leadimg,turn, to confusing and sometimes

incoherent and contradictory advice on issues daise

These and other problems are not specific to KA. Flowever, bearing in mind the
characteristics of the target areas and the iméretsiral and other problems therein (see more
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in this regard in the next chapter) it is cleartthaal areas suffer disproportionately as a
result of such problems compared to their urbamtmparts leading to the observation that
there are structural issues that need to be addie8s enhance the effectiveness of

implementation in general but with particular refece to rural areas.

These observations gathered from beneficiariesuatieer confirmed through the interviews

with different national stakeholders and the viexpressed were quite homogenedus.

Further problems mentioned include e.g. contradicguidance documents and financial
regulations and changes in the guidance providemglthe application phase noting again

that these issues are not exclusive to KAI 5.2.

Regarding problems with implementing active labmarket measures in general and with
engaging members of the target groups in particulaws were more heterogeneous. Some

referenced problems with target group involvemegt e

* Can't afford to travel much without financial sutlisis or transportation facilities (cf.
the reimbursement issue) and this causes problérasceptance when courses are

organised in town§;

» Are involved in seasonal work to earn at least somo@etary income and this can
impede participation in trainify

* Are afraid of losing rights to claim for subsidi@hen participating in training
courses; and

* Have certain distrust in the public institutionsgeneral and do not recognise the

benefit of training when there is no guarantee jolbeafterwards.

7 Nonetheless, this should not be considered arffargfitiated ‘MA blaming’ — the interview partneoften declared

that they were aware of staffing problems at th® $HBRD management and implementing bodies

8 As this kind of support sometimes has been meaticas a need to be taken on board in future paraptly has not

become common knowledge that it actually is pasdligfible cost.

¥ This is an interesting aspect in particular whaking into consideration that the typical plannin§ Active

Employment Measures (AEM) as implemented by NAEI$eto a start of measures not before April, i.eenvh
seasonal work starts or is close to start. Thahtriégntribute to the general difficulty to implemexttive measures
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But often the motivation of participants is consetk good and this was also found in the
interviews and group talks that were specificalhdertaken for KAI 5.2. Other statements

from stakeholders and experts regarding targetmmoeolvement include reference to:

« Some element of ‘creaming-off’ strategies on thet pd beneficiaries that prefer
working with the most qualified amongst the targetup in order to reach targets and
to show good results for the projects but, as alte8eaving aside’ those most

vulnerable;

* Preventing participants from prematurely skippihgit attendance in the projects
(this too is associated with securing reimbursejnisngéasier when there are binding

arrangements — i.e. in training of employees.

Both of the above issues point to a tendency terii@ly minimise engagement with the
most vulnerable within the target groups as, byniedn, they are working from a lower
base, can be more difficult to retain and will gretsmore challenges to providers in terms of

reaching targets.

Considering AEM in general the experience with ovaai AEM implemented by NAE

clearly shows that the annual planning processstak® much time to get activities
implemented on a relevant scale and with the reduitegree of flexibility. Moreover, the
budget for these active measures which dependsnpfoger and employee contributions is
completely pro-cyclical i.e. going down when theedg(lunemployment) raises and vice-

versa, instead of working against the cycle (cfa€h below on page 120).

Finally and regarding cooperation with other ingtdns the most frequent reference is to the
Mayors who obviously play a significant and impatteole (at local level they often seem to
be a player representing beneficiaries or providgiogtical coordination), and the county
offices of NAE and County Councils. These localgsed structures are now further limited
in their capacity to support implementation andieat coherence of effort due to lack of
personnel and associated budgetary cutbacks. Mhttekeholders expressed concerns that
recently announced cutbacks will be executed inaadd way and may disproportionately

impact on rural areas due to the relative imbalangeolitical strength and power between
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larger urban areas and smaller, more remote pta@asg. this too was an issue of a general

and broad concern throughout fieldwork.

Again and again and across the field a lack ofcgdliuidance and of adequate strategies for

the regions and rural areas in particves mentioned as an urgent issue. This was litiked

the request for better coordination of activitieeded under the SOP HRD but also across
the OPs. Our informants stressed the need for memgm®nalised/localised competencies,
structures and support to existing capacity atll@ael and better use of existing structures
(like NAE and its branches, town- and commune-hatisnsultative Committees and
Regional Pacts, etc)-reference to ACTIVITY llib.RDP.

2 That such concerns — assuming an unbalancedhgaaeven across public institutions of the sarpe gnd under the

same jurisdiction — have some grounding in livedesience is illustrated e.g. by a WORLD BANK poliegte from
2007 regarding school budgets allocations: “Thee tdgh funding disparities between schools witthie same
jurisdiction. Recent analysis indicates that didmi between schools are greater and more chatigntfian
disparities across local or county jurisdictionsisT means that any financing formula will have tavé well-
developed compensatory components.” cf. The WorlthkB&2007, infoR — Romania — from integration to
convergence, Education Policy Note
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Overview 1 Conclusions and Recommendations — Eff@e¢ness Criteriorf*
Evaluation
- . . Targeted | Time-frame
Activity Conclusions Recommendations
, at (S, M, L)
/Question
1 | Low absorption of funds and low level of submiftiprocessing Improve the specific strategic monitoring — notyonl
technical and financial reports combined with &latstandard for KAl 5.2 — by disentangling technical reports
reporting periods did not allow us to make a seristatement of from financial flow and control. Set up distinct
progress and achievement specifically for KAI 502 for the | reporting on output and results on standard perjods
N.b.1 OP as such) based on monitoring data of a calendar year instead (half- year and/or ajinua MA S

with a clear cut-off date and deadline for delivery
and let absolute figures be reported (and not share
or percentages) to stay flexible in using data tand

prevent from delivery of miscalculated data.

2 | Low absorption in terms of applications submittednpared tq

funds launched is counterbalanced by the fact ki#dt5.2 in ;
n/a
terms of successful applications overall perforrmsvorse than

the other KA.

3 | Currently problems of effectiveness are mainlgtesl to issues Cf. the respective recommendations in the

% 5 _ short; M — medium; L- long; A time-frame (shiovédium/long) within which recommended changes khba made is indicated for all recommendationsariadhe report. Generally

speaking recommendations to be implemented in hbet-serm should be implemented within three mordhéinalisation of the report. Recommendations thoe medium-term should be
implemented within six-nine months of the finalieatof the report. Recommendations for the longateshould be implemented within a year, althougbeiriain instances the ‘long-term’
may reach into a two-three year time-frame (e.cer@lmecommendations are made that build towardsekeSOPHRD programming period).
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POSDRU 2007-2013

Evaluation
Activity Conclusions Recommendations Targeted | Time-frame
at (S, M, L)
/Question
that are of general concern within the programme thiat are] Component 1 report regarding e.g. cash-flow and
not specific to the KAI 5.2. A particular issuetimt respect is communication with beneficiaries
the integration of ESF with AEM. Active employmengasures
currently are established in a pro-cyclical manaeithe means
available are bound to employer’s and employeestridmition
in such a way that when in times of crisis money dotive
measures is needed the contributions actually diop to
increasing unemployment and the fund is neededttpensate
income losses. This is difficult to integrate withe ESF
approach of establishing mid-term and counter-catli
activities and co-financing national policies aghidabour
market problems within a multi-annual perspective.
There is a general lack of a strategic approachddressing Raise the value of strategic projects regardinglrur
issues arising in respect of rural areas and thisonfirmed| areas by giving them a more specific meaning in|the
when considering strategic projects. They not otégk | direction of explicit strategy design and support ff
coordination and embeddedness in (missing) broattategic| rural areas. This should include: MA, M
concepts but the term ‘strategic’ in that conteseras to be « regular compilation and provision of updated ACIS
rather displaced: strategic projects have not acied an socio-economic data on rural and urban areds as
instrument to provide a strategic framework withivhich a guidance to needs identification and match|ng.
35/ 146
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Activity Conclusions Recommendations Targeted | Time-frame
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/Question

regular grant type projects can be implemented tolaerent| « the set-up of support structures for beneficiaries

manner. Moreover, and by consequence they are wet (e on a regional- /county level integrating existing

perceived as serving a specific strategic purpaseither by the structures like NAE offices and local town halls

beneficiaries nor by intermediate bodies who ordyer to (mayors).

technical differences of ‘size, number of regiomvered and . This latter one should be combined with wark

run-time’. schemes and training for unemployed graduates

To enhance capacity for project development jand to serve as a human capital base for that

implementation in rural areas is an urgent ne®d.utmost capacity set-up as a sustainable support.

importance for a successful (and by that effective) Strategic projects should have a clear focus on

implementation is the issue of active coordinatiat strategic issues and respective selection criteria

regional/county levels and the need to provide etfpfor should be defined when launching related calls.

enhanced capacity at the level of communes inqéati. This

includes coordination between funding sources inegel and| A regional strategy should integrate the use| of

not only inside SOP HRD. different funds/OPs. That has to be actively

coordinated as a valid policy approach should [not
make beneficiaries responsible for strategy design.

The current system of implementation leaves muagdm for | Set-up incentives for beneficiaries by, for example

creaming strategies and does not set clear in@mtifor| defining standard-costs for activities / offeritay

beneficiaries to actively address problems assettiatith the| bonus’ for specific activities for the most vulnielea MA M
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most vulnerable groups - — such creaming- practaesalso|l groups. When launching calls the respective cateri
fostered by the pressure on beneficiaries regarsliagess rates,should be stressed and underpinned by selection
which is also tied into financial reimbursement criteria for evaluation of applications that dir¢lcé
applicants to the desired activities and to the

intended target groups.

7 | Overall our research indicates that the SOP HREdnsidered &
good and welcomed opportunity providing benefigariwith
the basic means to address relevant issues in aweak. The n/a
serious challenge concerns overall implementatigh strategic

guidance

In the next chapter we address the evaluationaadlkquestions relating to the issue of relevanéar&eeturning to the issue of Effectiveness in

the context of our overall Conclusions and Recondagans in the final Chapter of this report.
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3. RELEVANCE

3.1 Introduction

The ToR require the evaluation to establish theviaaice of eligible activities set up within
the FDI SOP HRD for PA5, KAI 5.2 when set agairtst heeds of the target group in the
present socio-economic context (task 111.b.2) asdfar as relevant, to identify new activities
that may meet those needs (task Ill.b.3). It aésires an assessment of the extent to which
projects financed under the KAI 5.2 are complenmmgnta human resource related projects
financed under the NRDP 2007-2013 (task Ill.b.4).

With special reference to the activities 1l1b.2 dHd.3 and taking on board comments from
the ESG we undertook additional fieldwork specificatargeted at KAI 5.2. This

complements the fieldwork undertaken in pursuitGdmponent 1 (which embraced the
concerns of KAI 5.2 and other KAIs). Based on a ganof projects (balanced between
Strategic and Regular Grant projects and taking aunsideration coverage of topics and
beneficiary types) we undertook interviews with &ieiaries and — where possible — with

groups of participants. Stakeholder interviewsase included.

Ultimately these additional activities did not pooe significant new findings but they
provided interesting details and perspective frow practitioner viewpoint and gave more
substance and nuance to the overall findings thamldvhave been derived from a simple

documentary or even survey-based and central stidestfocussed approach.

3.2 Sub-task lll.b.2

This task involves an analysis of activities dethiinder PA5, KAI 5.2 in the FDI SOP HRD
when set against the needs of the target grougheircurrent socio-economic context. It
involves an analysis of relevant aspects of theeairsocio economic context (with particular
reference to rural areas) on the one hand and alysa of the labour market / human
resource development needs of the specified taygetps (to include young people, self

employed people, long-term unemployed people).
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We undertook to identify and collect strategic doemts and trend analysis and forecasts to

inform the evaluation regarding the socio-econooaigtext and the level of need in question

and to begin to update relevant context data acupred the OP-rationale and the Ex-ante

Evaluation / SWOT analysis. The wide range of mateollected and analysed is too broad

and too detailed to be included in the body of teport and, as such, is provided for
reference in ANNEX 7 inste&d

However, some of the major points are presenteel inea summary forn¥

The period 2005-2008 was characterized by econgnawth largely above the EU

average; however, in 2009 the crisis hit Romanid kach that in 2009 the real GDP
growth rate registered a sharp drop down to — 7ctftpared to +7.3% in 2008 (see
Annex 7, Overall macro-economic context — GD&hd Table 14 for more detail and

forecasts)

The age structure of the population confirms a dbovcontinuing ageing process and

this process is most pronounced in rural areas €A Table 6);

The rural areas are distinguished by the high le¥elgricultural activities carried out
on a very small scale and therefore threatenedlgycancentration processes on the

market;

In 2007 19% of the population was at risk of poyemd that risk is higher in the N-
E, S-E and S-V Oltenia regions. Risk of povertgascentrated in rural areas (Annex
7, ‘Trends in agriculture);

Between 2005-2008 activity rates in urban areaseased from 60.3% to 61.7%
whereas they decreased in rural areas from 65.334.5%6. The activity rate amongst
the 15-34 years age group is also decreasing ahdi¢lcrease is most pronounced in

rural areas (Annex 7, Table 8);

22

This is based on statistics mainly provided byREASTAT, NIS and NAE and complementary informatioaven

from a series of studies to the subject.

23

Sources of information for the summary are presgnt the Annex 7
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» Structure by gender shows a male activity rate aithincreasing trend, achieving a
value of 62.8% in 2008 that is also higher thanrthgonal average of 54.5%; Female
activity rate (46.8% in 2008) started to decreasend 2006 and is lower than for

males and the national average (Annex 7, Table 16);

* The evolution of employment rates between 20052088 was also unfavorable for
rural areas. In 2008 the employment rate in rurabs (61.2%) was slightly lower
than in 2005 (61.6%), while in urban areas the caidir registered an increase,
reaching a value of 57.5% compared to 55.0% in 2088vertheless, in 2009 the
effects of economic crisis hit both area types amployment started to decrease in
urban areas as well. The decrease of employmentrah areas affected the young

generation between 15 and 34 years in particulan€X 7, Table 9).

» Agricultural restructuring has already started anil continue to have an impact on
the rural economy in general as agriculture rem#mesmost important activity in
rural areas and an essential income source. Resing activities at the level of
farms, intensifying the capital for commercial fari@nd increasing productivity will
be followed by a related decrease in the numbgreople in employment similar to
the experience of restructuring agriculture systenwher EU Member States and/or

other countries (more details in Annex Trénds in agriculture

* The unemployment rate (ILO-measurement conckpt) a decreasing trend 2005-
2008, from 7.2% to 5.8%, but started to grow agaiB009 to 6.9% (Annex 7, Table
7). The decrease over 2005-2008 was mainly reguster urban areas (8.9%-6.8%)

while in rural areas the decrease was much lowet%{5.1%). However, rising
unemployment as noted above has disproportionafédgted young people (Annex
7, Table 10);

* In 2009 due to financial constraints the availdtheemployment Fund resources were
allocated only for major obligations and, as sudxpenditure on AEM
implementation was only 7.49% of total expendit(t2.54 percentage points less

than in 2008). Overall the share of AEM expendsureGDP registered a permanent

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link

40/ 146



S %

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIE] POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
S| PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

decrease during 2008, so it represented only 0.6&%paring with 0.11 % in 2005
(Annex 7, Chart 1)

* Generally speaking, the long term unemployed in Ram have low levels of
education and few formal qualifications — the pregerance of people with no or low
levels of education and qualifications is concdettain rural areas (Annex 7,
Unemployment and unemployment rate (LFS and regdteinemploymentand
subsequent);

* The participation rates in education and traininggpammes are very low for all age-
groups and this pattern is more pronounced in ramahs (Annex 7, Table 12). It is
also worth referring to the fact that the network amlult training providers is

imbalanced and insufficient, especially in ruratl@mall urban are&s

» Labour market statistics seem to show a relatilselyer situation for the rural areas in
direct comparison to urban areas. However, thisilshbe read carefully. The ILO
measurement concepts as used by the NIS and iregh&try procedures of NAE,
have a strong — unintended — negative bias in ceégfheural areas. To correct for this
it is necessary to take trends into account rétreer absolute figures and, in addition,
to check the income and expenditure statisticsdhatavailable by area type. In that

regard it is notable that:

* The increase in the rate of employment 2005-2008 mainly due to an
increase in the employment rate in urban areaslewhral areas registered
more or less a flat rate, with a slight decreas2d@8 by 0.4 percent points

(see Table 9 below).

* The high level of poverty and the high share ofualdd3rd of in-kind income
(i.e. subsistence agriculture) show a much cleanerless ambiguous picture

than is possible with the labour market statisticse (detailed information on

% «The integrated strategy for human resource devetmt from the perspective of lifelong learning @@&D20" project
PHARE RO 2006/018-147.04.05.01.07.02, pg.30
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the following points in Annex 7Household incomes’and Table 25, Table
26, Table 27).

* In Quarter IV 2009, the total average income péaorhousehold was 26.9%

greater than that available to rural households;

* The urban household incomes were derived 60.9% frages, 23.6% from

social provisions and in 9.3% from in-kind income.

* In rural households, the main income source wasagreultural production
that ensured 38.1% of the total income. The largest of that income
(31.9%) was represented by the equivalent valubetonsumption of agro-
food products from own resources - the money incdroen agriculture
contributed only 6.2%. An important contribution tbe rural household

income came also from earnings (26.5%) and soomdigions (26.5%).

Overall, the level of income as well as the streetaf income differs between urban and
rural areas. In particular money/cash income froages and transfers are bigger in urban
areas. The clear indication of an agricultural gtbace economy in rural areas is evident

from the following list of facts:

The total income per rural household is just abwd-thirds of that available to

households in urban areas;
* Monetary income is also about two-thirds of thatiiban area households;

* About one third of the income in rural areas iscatled ‘in-kind’ income i.e. from
own consumption of agricultural goods. In urbaraarthat counts for less than 10%

of household income;

* The potential for financial /monetary savings isamgmaller for rural households —
one consequence of this is to restrict the capasfitindividuals in terms of their
mobility and flexibility to e.g. participate in trang;
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* The absolute value of selling own property (salassets of the household patrimpny
to get money is bigger in rural areas than in uia®s although the net result of this
is to incrementally increase the likelihood of paye

Complementing observations from interviewees

As already mentioned, the overall labour market amployment statistics do not paint a
really correct image of the situation in rural @&eaeither they don’t provide data according
to area type at all or the measurement concept)(lad become misleading in this specific

context.

Considering rural areas the income statistics fmuskholds provide a view much better
regarding to coherence with the overall assessmertgeceived. Some of the views
expressed by interviewees about employment /unegmmot also provide useful

perspectives. The following quote by one interviewgovides insight into the general
perception of the levels of deprivation in ruraas:

‘there is no change due to economic crisis as weirar@ permanent and lasting

crisis.’
People — and usually these are the more capabk-oaee leaving rural areas, a drain that
affects strategic capacity for self-sustained dgwalent. From the fieldwork we got — in
particular from young interviewees - statements:likVe would like to remain in our area of
living, but without having a chance to find regukard adequate employment we have to
prepare for leaving to urban areas or even abr@ag. for participating in higher education -
and to stay there instead of returning afterwards’.

Our research also suggests that trust in publidutisns has also eroded due to the direction
of certain policies such as the compulsory minimasfor SMEs introduced in 2009 based
on turnover instead of on profit. According to soraspondents’ opinions this had the effect

of closing small business.

= Although there are opinions that this is moreladring the statistics’ process hitting SME's wlesistence is merely

on the paper but that are not economically actiwenay.
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Meeting the needs of target groups

One of the central questions under this subtad.2llis to provide an answer as to whether
or not the needs of target groups - under curreom@mic context - are met by the activities
funded under KAI 5.2. That issue was specificaltigr@ssed in the interviews by several

guestions as follows:

* What were the needs of target groups at the tinappfhication (2007/08) - regarding
type of activities but also accessibility of adiies, accompanying measures etc?

* How have these been matched with the planned/detiveigible activities?

* Do changes in socio-economic context have an impathe type of needs, or rather

on the ‘size’ of needs, or on both?
* How did you adapt the eligible activities to thevreeeds — if any?

All in all the responses were quite similar acrtiss board and were often informed by
systematic approaches that had been undertakehebsespondents (e.g. surveys of target
groups, potential employers and stakeholders)oinescases even social scientists have been
engaged to elaborate studies on the basis of whaahing and counselling activities have
been developed.

Also relevant was past experience garnered undeviqus projects and of course the

informal knowledge of key actors (mainly mayorsjy@d a role.

On a positive note, KAI 5.2 was considered by wimwees to offer a lot of options and
flexibility when considering the list of eligiblectvities. A national stakeholder praised this
as one of the best aspects i.e. the “opennessiegbtogramme and in that way the KAI 5.2
has the potential for needs matching — if subsalintimplemented and if the focus on its
core target groups is strengthened. But this isenedan active programme management task

(strategic controlling) than a problem of the logfche KAI itself.

On the other hand the openness of eligible aawitivas criticised and described as a
‘shopping basket, a wish-list for providerthat doesn’t really allow for streamlining
activities in a coherent, policy-driven manner oc@ding to needs identified. That statement

clearly was not targeted at the list of eligibléiaties as such but to the manner in which
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these are implemented: proper streamlining coufgbéa through more closely defining the
expected strategic content of projects in the ator success. This issue is not exclusive to
KAl 5.2 but nonetheless hits the point of relevagaoée well — creaming amongst activities
and target groups is easier to achieve with suabpan approach even when implemented in

a technically competitive manner..

Interviewees also commented on the overall lackcofierence and lack of strategic

coordination and the fact that it appears that emteficiary is left to his/her own devices. A

major problem was seen in the fact that there i®verall and sustainable strategy for the
rural areas that could build a frame for more regised and localised strategies. Lack of
coordination as referenced above includes the ¢dckystematic and centrally coordinated

attempts to strengthen local authorities in thapacity to approach the funds. It also refers to
the lack of coordination between the funds andidsse will be taken up again under 1ll.b.4

noting however that the issue of coordination anthglementarity between funds is not

restricted to the relationship between SOP HRDMNR®P alone.

This included the issue of strict ceilings for fumgl (i.e. that a regular grant is restricted to
the interval of 50 to 500 [thousand] EUR was coased to be unhelpfufj. Of course one
can apply for the same type of project several siffeven under one call) but that doesn’t
fully compensate where different evaluators (ometlee same) assess such ‘cloned’ projects
differently?

% |n that context it may be of interest to notet th@ COM, within the context of the crisis recovpgckage, introduced

the option to alleviate small scale interventiopstal a financial volume of 50 thousand EUR, i.e.ciyabelow the
minimum threshold of a regular grant!

2 ‘Cloned projects’ means applications more or ldestical by size, activity, objectives, partneasd number of target

group members either in the same or in differegtores. ‘Cloning’ as such is not necessarily a pnobbeit when it is

just done to cope with ‘arbitrarily’ set adminigiva ceilings then these are not efficient as ezifgy redundancies on
side of beneficiaries and the public administratiorso far as more projects are created than otkerwould have

been necessary. Besides, as long as there is gedu@ in place to ensure inter-rater-reliabiligy. ithat the same
application is assessed by different evaluatoemiat least nearly same way, the strategy of tealipisplitting up an

actually ‘bigger’ project-concept into several skmalcloned’ applications is put to a risk of nattting the package
completely funded and thus the concept being comizex
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3.3 Sub-task lll.b.3

This sub-task is closely related to sub-task RLbthe identification of needs within a
changed context (to be carried out under lll.b.2) elearly inform the extent to which it is
necessary and/or possible to identify new actiwiiie order to meet those needs. In other
words, under this sub-task it will be necessargddress any gaps that arise as a result of our
analysis under l1ll.b.2. As such, the work for bdthis and the previous sub-task are
intrinsically linked and the initial pointers as ¢bhanged context that are listed above also

pertain here.

Analysis undertaken by the evaluation team revissthe following actions are considered

necessary:

* Protection of and engagement with vulnerable grdagsmentioned in the previous

section);

* Increase in the skills of people enabling them ¢oeas employment opportunities
(categories as mentioned in the previous sectiamd especially to increase
entrepreneurship skills amongst the rural populattombined with provision of
specific technical and commercial knowledge tostssi the move from subsistence

agriculture to agricultural production for market;
* More active promotion of employment opportunities;
* Increase in active support measures.

These general recommendations are underpinnecelyetieficiaries’ views. Although much
of the proposed new actions do not explicitly refee the ‘current changed socio-economic
context’ they are set against the continuation ofovnward slope for rural areas that has

preceded the current crises.

# This actually does not fit well with the intemi® of KAl 5.2 to re-direct people out of agricutur in particular

subsistence agriculture. But on the other sideetiseems to be no sustainable labour market pergpdat the low
skilled and mid-age population that could be adslrdsby short term training courses. Instead somagegies try to
establish activities close to the agricultural seabcluding setting up small business to emploggbe in traditional
handicraft after training.
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The need for direct structural (business incubatansl financial support (topic specific or
limited in time to get the business running) watenenced by a number of interviewees.

Exemption from taxes for small start-ups and seipyed (PFA) was also referenced.

Target group members said there was a need for soptasticated, market-relevant training
packages such as IT-training to be complementednbignglish course in such a way that
even when both such ‘components’ are not offerednnintegrated package it should be

possible to attend them sequentially.

Whereas this type of provision is not always diseeligible under KAI 5.2 the need for

more integrated strategies as mentioned througheuteport comes up again. It may also be
useful to interpret terms like ‘business incubatora more open-minded manner and to use
the ESF to co-finance ‘support structures’ e.ginvplving unemployed young graduates and
training them in practice by developing and runnsugh support structures. Combining the
means provided under Technical Assistance withrotésources (such as unemployment
benefits and/or social assistance as well as fgnébn training) into a common package

could well offer opportunities to setting up capathat are currently not at hand.

3.4 Sub-task lll.b.4

In this section we present our findings on the essticomplementarity between SOP HRD

and HRD related measures under the NRDP, followhegapproach outlined above.

We start with the results from the documentary ymsalreferring to the aspect of overlapping
activities before moving on the presentation ofliings from the fieldwork mainly related to

the coordination aspect.

Regarding 1ll.b.4 (complementarity with NRDP) weetitly engaged with the MA NRDP.
The issues were also integrated into the overaldiftork with focus groups in the regions,
stakeholder interviews at national level, and theveys amongst contracted projects (all
carried out in pursuit of the overall Interim Evafion of SOP HRD but building in questions
pertinent to this ad hoc evaluation). The issuearhplementarity was also pursued through
the previously mentioned fieldwork that was specib this evaluation. Finally, throughout

our fieldwork we asked interviewees and surveyigadnts if they were aware of an active
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coordination in place to ensure synergy betweenStO® HRD and NRDP but also if they
were aware of any general coordination or synemgyeen the respective Structural Funds

related activities at local and regional level.

In that we went beyond the originally envisageditecal comparison based on an in-depth
analysis of the respective planning documents deggoverlapping activity-types and target

groups.

The documentary analysis provided several indioatieegarding activities / measures that

could potentially be regarded as overlapping aeddhare presented below in a match-table.

1. A direct potential for overlapping between KAI 5add the NRDP can be identified
regarding NRDP Axis 1tmproving the competitiveness of agricultural andebtry
sector Measure 111 Vocational training, information actions and diffos of
knowledge This can be deduced taking into considerationdémseriptions within the
respective documents (NRDP / FDI SOP HRD) compattiregcorresponding levels
of:

e Operational objectives;
* Scope and actions (NRDP) & Indicative Operatior3Ijf
» Operations (NRDP) & Eligible Activities (FDI).

2. Taking an overview, within the NRDP a range of nuees is planned to start in 2010.
The title of these also indicate a potential oygslag with activities funded under
SOP HRD, namely under PA 5, KAI 5.2. However, & skage of finalising research
for the report no detailed description of the prsgmb measures has been available yet

and, as such, these could not be analysed in netad.d

3. Last but not least, a more complete explorationeaéad _potentialoverlapping
between NRDP and SOP HRD not only in relation tol KA2 but also and in
particular with respect to PA 3lAcreasing adaptability of workers and enterprises
(all Key Areas of Intervention), with PA 5, KAl 5.Developing and implementing
Active Employment Measureand with PA 6 Promoting Social InclusigrKAl 6.1
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correspondents under SOP HRD have been acceniodtesifollowing match table.

Table 5 Overall - Complementarity /potential overlpping aspects of NRDP and SOP HRD

AXIS

Axix 1 - Improving the competitiveness of the agric

sector

Measures

ultural and forestry

111 - Vocational training, information actions and diffusion of knowledge
112 - Setting up of young farmers

113 - Early retirement of farmers and farm workers**** from 2010
114 - Use of advisory services from 2010
121 - Modernisation of agricultural holdings

122 - Improving of the economic value of forests

123 - Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

125 - Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development
and adaptation of agriculture and forestry

141 - Supporting semi-subsistence agricultural holdings

142 - Setting up of producer groups*

143 - Providing farm advisory and extention services

AXxix 2 - Improving the environment and the countrys ide

211 - Support for mountain areas
212 - Support for Less Favoured Areas S other than mountain areas
213 - Natura 2000 payments, on agricultural land**** from 2010

214 - Agri-environment payments **
221 - First afforestation of agricultural land***

223 - First afforestation of nonagricultural land**** from 2010

224 - Natura 2000 payments, on forestry land**** from 2010

Axis 3 - The quality of life in rural areas and th e diversification of the rural

312 - Support for the creation and development of micro-enterprises
313 - Encouragement of tourism activities

322 - Village renewal and development, improvement of basic services
for the economy and rural population,conservation and upgrading the
rural heritage

341 - Skills acquisition and animation with a view to preparing and
implementing a local development strategy**** from 2010

Axis 4 - LEADER

4.1 Implementation of Local development strategies:
411. Improving the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestrysector

412. Improvement of the environment and rural area

4.21 Implementing cooperation projects

4.31 Running the Local Action Groups, acquiring skills and animating
the territory

431-1 Public-private partnership building

431-2 Running costs, skills acquisition and animation

PA Key areas of intervention

PA 1 S Education and training in support for growt h and
development of knowledge based society
KAI 1.1 S Access to quality education and initial VET
KAl 1.2. S Quality in higher education
KAI 1.3 S Human resources development in education and
training
KAI 1.4 $ Quality in CVT
KAl 1.5 S Doctoral and post-doctoral programmes in
support of research
PA 2 - Linking life long learning and labour marke  t
KAI 2.1 S Transition from school to active life

KAI 2.2 § Preventing and correcting early school leaving

KAl 2.3 S Access and participation in CVT

PA 3 S Increasing adaptability of workers and enter  prises
KAI 3.1 S Promoting entrepreneurial culture
KAI 3.2 § Training and support for enterprises and
employees to promote adaptability
KAI 3.3 - Development of partnerships and encouraging
initiatives for social partners and civil society

PA 4 - Modernisation of Public Employment Service
KAl 4.1 S Strengthening the PES capacity to provide
employment services
KAl 4.2S Training of the PES staff 103

PA 5 - Promoting active employment measures
KAI 5.1- Developing and implementing Active Employment
Measures

KAI 5.2 - Promoting long-term sustainability of rural areas in
terms of human resources development and employment

PA 6 S Promoting Social Inclusion
KAI 6.1 S Developing social economy
KAl 6.2 - Improving the access and participation of
vulnerable groups on labour market

KAl 6.3 - Promoting equal opportunities on labour market

KAI 6.4. - Trans-national initiatives on inclusive labour
market

In the table above the sections shaded in pinkatomMfleasures / KAI that could be
understood to be providing support for potentialerlapping activities. With respect

to the SOP HRD it can be stated that at this le¥@nalysis (taking the measures on
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face value) such potential overlapping is not agilyen in the case of PA 5 KAI 5.2
but also for PA 3 as a whole and for PA 6, KAI’6.1

Cells marked yellow indicate NRDP-measures thaevptanned to start in 2010 and

for which no detailed descriptions were availalolethis report.

4. However, on further analysis it seems that thedamge of overlapping and work to

ensure complementarity was an issue of concern vpteaming the support to be
provided by SOP-HRD and NRDP - this can be sedollasvs:

» Description of KAl 5.2 and the definition of genkeeams of the operations and

corresponding measure within the NRDP where pakrdverlapping was

already identified; and

¢ As can be determined from the

next box, the opmratiwithin KAI 5.2 are

principally aimed at persons involved in or likety be involved in subsistence
agriculture. Vocational training programmes areused on the development of
gualifications in non-agricultural fields relevatat the regional or local labour
market, such as in construction, tourism, complaargrservices, specific crafts,
social services or health care services, informatidechnology /

telecommunication and so on. Other competences ssage for self-

development, entrepreneurial competences and attegron the labour market

will also be promoted. In NRDP, Measure 111 is &axlion increasing the level

of knowledge in agriculture, forestry and food sest

SOP (FDI) - KAI 5.2

NRDP -_Measure 111

“The operations proposed within this KAI a

aimed at persons in rural areas, involved

subsistence agriculture, including people v

réTogether with the measure 143 |-

iRroviding farm advisory and extension

lservices” - the support granted by this

29

This_potentiahas been identified based on textual analysibeMeasure and KAI descriptions. In practise thiags

a bit more complex and specific legislation suchthet regarding social enterprises (SOP HRD) carstiéate an
additional barrier that contributes to separathmygpheres.
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SOP (FDI) - KAI 5.2

NRDP -_Measure 111

are or are likely to be involved in subsister
agriculture as a result of a low level

education and training and of the limit
employment opportunities in the rural sect
Special attention will be given to your
people, owners of small businesses and fu
entrepreneurs who could create Ilo
development and employment opportuniti
dependent family members, etc. Spe
attention will be also paid to women in ru
areas with a view to increase their chance
being employed in other sectors rather t
subsistence agriculture, especially in
services sectoilhe vocational training activitie
promoted under this KAl will
qualification of people from rural areas,
particular people involved in subsisten
agriculture, in non-agricultural fields request

on the regional or local market, such as:

construction, tourism, complementary servig
specific crafts, social services or health ¢
information

services, technology

telecommunication etc.

ensure

ieeeasure  will increase the level |of

of

d

e
the

dtnowledge, information and education

edeople working in agricultural, forestry at

—

diood sectors. It will, also, facilitate th

1@ccess of some investment measures for

tyoaung farmers.

cal

es,
General

Cial
i a(iompetitiveness in agricultural, forestry and

Objective  To improve

j(())(f')d sectors; the sustainable use | of
ol
nt

d

a%ricultural land and environme
ha

trPerotection by training, information ar

diffusion of innovative

S
activities for adults who are active in t

knowledg

D

ne

i r§pecified areas.

cd-he specific measure and actions in NR
ad aimed to support “short term vocatior
to

training programmes improve a

deerfect the knowledge on managerial ¢

Sechnical
forestry and food sectors”, while tf

competencies in agricultur,

Moreover, along with these vocational traini
programmes other competences necessat
self-development and integration on the lab
market will be promoted: foreign languag
ICT Vocational trainin

modules, etc.

indicative operations in SOP HRD are

mainly aimed at reducing subsistence
ng riculture, to encourage business star{-up
yin %on-agricultural activities.”

our

es

g
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SOP (FDI) - KAI 5.2

NRDP -_Measure 111

programmes will also include modules

health and security at workplace.”

on

It is also worth mentioning here that at the tinievating any potential overlaps could not

come into effect due to the simple fact that nggmip not even an application was registered

under Measure 11Yocational training, information actions and diffas of knowledge

within NRDP°,

Defining the target groups/ final beneficiari

es:

SOP HRD focuses its support mainly on unemployeti ather job-seekers, inactive

persons or persons involved in subsistence agmeuk all of them being resident in

rural area¥, while the final beneficiaries under NRDP are &sluihvolved in

agriculture, forestry and food-indust

ry.

SOP HRD (FDI) - KAI 5.2
Target groups

NRDP-Measure 111
Final beneficiaries

Target groups. Persons belonging to th
target group within this KAl must have tt
residency in rural areas defined accordin|
to the legislation in force.

* Inactive persons;

* Job seekers;

* Unemployed;

* Young unemployed,;

* Long-term unemployed;

* Persons involved in subsistence agricultu

* Managers and employees in rural areas.

:dhe final beneficiarie®® are adult peopls

nénvolved in  the agricultural, forestr

olycluding forest owners) sectors and ag
food industry.

Selection criteria - if the number of fin

v

)

Yy

al

ri-

beneficiaries identified exceeds the initial

number stipulated in the Terms of referenc
To have at most 40 years;

To be semi-subsistence farmer;

rép be a member of a producers’ group

other associative forms recognized accorgc

80 Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development veite

81 Both documents use the same definition for “rarehs

32 As specified in NRDP a notification of participaiwill

s http://www.mapam.ro/

", based on Law 350 and 351/2001

be issued to these trainees
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SOP HRD (FDI) - KAI 5.2
Target groups

NRDP-Measure 111

Final beneficiaries

to national legislation into force;

To have an investment project;

To have the farm in a less favoured area;
To be beneficiaries of the Axis | and |lI
measures;

To have a low level of education
In forestry and food industry sectors, the
participants to the training will be selected
the first-served”

based on “first-come

principle.

In addition and in order to assess any complemigntrd/or potential overlapping at
the level of target groups we tried to find defonis for each category under
SOP HRD KAI 5.2. These definitions are given ontytihe “Guide for Applicants,
2008 Annexes” (Annex 10 - “Form for registering tte¥get groups”). Using the
criteria for each category of target groups, ay tre presented in Annex 10, it seems
that potential overlapping can still be identified the level of “managers and
employees in rural areas” (SOP HRD) and correspandinal beneficiaries under
NRDP.

For other specific terminology related to targebvugs/final beneficiaries, such as

“population involved in agriculture”, “subsistenegriculture”, “farmers” or “semi-

subsistence farm/farmers” definitions are preseitdubth documents:

FDI SOP HRD NRDP

“Within

the SOP HRD context, the‘The farmer definition for the measures of

population involved inagriculture is the

Axis 1. The farmer is a natural or leg

al
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FDI SOP HRD

NRDP

population which obtains capital from t
agricultural activities, either as techniciansg

farmers in zoo technical agricultun

enterprises, or as independent authori

agricultural  producer, while populatig

involved in subsistence agriculturemeans
unremunerated

homely  workers,

household production for in-house fin

consumption. Within this KAI operations a

being financed aiming at integrating on t
labour market inactive people from ru
areas, involved

including people

subsistence agricultufg.

nperson, who has the holding placed on
territory of the country and the size of t
aholding being equal or larger than 2 ESU 4
zetio practices, mainly, agricultural activiti
is in

rand registered

Register/Agricultural Register;

i Semi-subsistence farmsrepresent thg
"‘Holding which produces, in particular, f
r%elf-consumption and also market a part o
h(?utput. The economical size of sen
aslubsistence farms may fluctuate between
i'ESU. In order to become viable, the se
subsistence farm could also practice n
agricultural activities generating income
Economic Size Unit (ESU) represents

Unit for the evaluation of the economic si
of the agricultural holding, determined on {
basis of the total standard gross margin of
Decision
85/377/EEC). The value of 1 ESU is 1,2

Euro.”

holding  (Commission n

the
he

and

D

-

S

Farms

)%

its
Nni-
2-8
mi-
on-
2S.
he
ze
he
the
D.
00

is based orthe type of interventions instead of the territorid demarcation. The

Moreover, as stated in the NRBPPThe demarcation between SOP HRD and NRDP

continuous professional training for the individua agriculture, in subsistence and

semi-subsistence agriculture will be accomplishethiov SOP HRD through PA 2

33 FDI-SOP HRD - 11.5.2. Key area of Intervention 5.

Promoting long-term sustainability of rural asea terms of

human resources development and employment-p.119

34

NRDP- Demarcation with other EU financial instrurtee(ESF)-p.185
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'Correlation between continuous learning and tHeola market’ or through PA 5
'Promoting of active measures of employment’. Fa individuals employed in the
agriculture and in the subsistence agriculture, $HBB® will finance within PA 2
only the professional training aiming the qualifioa (including the re-qualification),
as well as for other sectors. PA5 of SOP HRD witbmote the orientation, the
advisory activities and the training in the entesmurship area, as well as in non-
agricultural domains. Through NRDP, PA 1 “Incregsiof competitiveness in
agriculture and forestry”, only short-time trainipgogrammes (basic courses and
specialisations) in order to develop the agricalt@and forestry workers’ knowledge
will be supported.”

» Potential overlapping for PA 3 as a whole and far@ KAI 6.1 and corresponding
measures under NRDP are also minimised througtspleeific definition of target
groups/final beneficiaries. The analysis undertaterthis aspect is given in Annex 3

(cf. p. 76) to this report.

3. In relation to complementarity and how it is ensuvgth reference to coordination
mechanisms in place, our further analysis idemntifiee following main structures

with relevant specific responsibilities:

e The National Coordination Committee (NCC), presideer by the Ministry of
Economy and Commerce, seeks to ensure coherencec@nglementarity
between the funds from the Structural Instruments those from the European
Agriculture Fund for Rural Development and Europé&amd for Fishery. The
NCC is comprised of representatives from all insitins designated as Managing
Authorities for the Operational Programmes suppbbe Structural Instruments,
as well as of the institutions designated as Margadiuthorities for the NRDP
and Fishery Operational Programme.

« The National Management Committee for the Coordnatof Structural
Instruments is Directly subordinated to the NCC andhaired by the Authority
for the Coordination of Structural Instruments (AC%nd composed of

Managing, Certification and Payment Authorities fdhe Operational
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Programmes supported through the Structural Ingtnisn as well as
representatives of the Managing Authority for thRDNWP, from the Ministry of
Agriculture and Rural Development and of the ManggAuthority for OP —
Fishery; it ensures the complementarity of approadhe management of all EU
programmes including complementarity issues betwettye Structural
Instruments, EAFRD and EFF. Only those issuesdhahot be resolved within

the Management Committee will be forwarded to ti@CRP.

The issue of complementarity/avoiding overlappirgsvalso discussed with representatives

of MA NRDP within the Ministry of Agriculture and iRal Development. Based on these

discussions we can conclude that overlapping igdadoas the measures under NRDP related

to HRD are targeted (and restricted) to final bemafies of other measures (investments

support) under the NRDP. For example:

Measure 111 targets final beneficiaries who arenéais that have already received
support under other measures of Axis 1. At the same, as stipulated in current
procedures, final beneficiaries of other supporlernAxis 1 are obliged to attend
training courses under measure 111; training ceuwseler measure 111 are only
short term programmes, and no qualification cesdi is issued at the end of
programme. Possible topics for training courses dieersification of agricultural

activities; entrepreneurial development; other swpmpportunities under NRDP;

restrictions of the NRDP etc. If the number of apants in this type of measure is
lower than the optimal number for organizing suclining, potential final

beneficiaries of other measures under Axis 1 (fasinare selected and invited to
attend the programmes. In this way any overlap@rayoided. Training programmes

have been launched in June 2010 under measure 111.

Another example is measure 312 - final benefickaueder this measure have to have
or to obtain by the end of the measure/project alifization certificate for the

specific economic activity planned to be develophb; certificate cannot be obtained

35

NRDP —page 375
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under NRDP measures (= one possible option coul Ipairsue it under vocational

gualification programmes delivered under SOP HRD).

* Measure 143 is another example and in fact thissaoreais planned to prepare the
final beneficiaries for other measures under Axiarid 2; in this way synergy
between different measures under NRDP is ensuréaaerlapping with any support
under SOP HRD is avoided.

* As for LEADER axis/measures the situation is asofes. The preparation for this
measure started in 2006 and there has been aisagmibmount of interest in it since
the start - 140 territories announced their possitdrticipation. Up to now, two
preparatory phases for potential beneficiaries H@an organized, and another is in
preparation. Beneficiaries will be selected in Antu2010 and beneficiaries can be

NGOs, private companies, municipalities etc.

Regarding the achievement of complementarity avadynergy, representatives of the MA
NRDP say that no other provisidA®r structures are in place to support synergyeeigt
central or at local level other than the fact ti& SOP HRD representatives are members of

the Monitoring Committee for NRDP and vice-versa.

This lack of coordination in the sense of takingysions to create synergies has also been
confirmed by stakeholders and beneficiaries througfall of our fieldwork. None of those
we engaged with provided even a single exampleotdiren the existence of any active

coordination between the funds.

% Except the eligibility criteria in the currengation/procedures
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Overview 2 Conclusions and Recommendations — Relwce Criterion >’
Evaluation :
Activity Conclusions Recommendations Targeted | Time-frame
IQuestion at CR
Matching the needs of target groups in current sockeconomic context
The socio-economic situation in rural areas hassened but To ensure needs matching on a sufficient scaleaityp
not, it appears, simply as a result of the curgdabal crises. for project development and implementation haseto b
The structural problems remain and are, as yetddmessed] strengthened — including issues of forecasts ang mo
Accordingly, the needs of the target groups renaaith in many| integrated regional development strategies andaegu MA,
1.2 instances have become more acute but have not ethahgt| needs assessment based on coordinated planning ACIS M
much: Getting a job, undergoing training if thatpseto find a| involving relevant local stakeholdersf.(conclusions &
job, improving skills to keep the job one has, ettér support af recommendations regarding effectiveness apove
starting small-businesses This applies likewise to 111.b.3
Identifying new measures for matching needs
The wide range of eligible activities is consiler Supplementary small-scale activities should bertakt®
l.b.3 sufficiently broad to match the needs of targetugso- no| consideration following the amendments to the ESF MA s

requirement for additional activities was identifie

regulation allowing for simplified procedures upao

37

may reach into a two-three year time-frame (e.ger@lmecommendations are made that build towardsekieSOPHRD programming period).

S — short; M — medium; L- long; A time-frame (shoredium/long) within which recommended changes khba made is indicated for all recommendationsariadhe report. Generally
speaking recommendations to be implemented inhbeg-term should be implemented within three morahnalisation of the report. Recommendationstfee medium-term should be
implemented within six-nine months of the finalisatof the report. Recommendations for the longageshould be implemented within a year, althougbeirain instances the ‘long-term’
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Evaluation
Activity
/Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted
at

Time-frame
(S, M, L)

threshold of 50 thousd. EUR (Reg. 396/2009, 6 May
2009, Art. 1)

The real problem is lack of implementation and tiefers
to lack of capacity in rural areas. (cf. abovebl2)

It is also the case that an adequate level of facushe
most vulnerable groups is endangered by the vepn
approach of eligible activities with no standardtadefined
— thus it is considered easier for beneficiarietetive the

most vulnerable aside.

Set-up incentives for beneficiaries by e.g. definin
standard-costs for activities offering ‘a bonug’ fo
specific activities for the most vulnerable groughen
ppaunching calls the respective criteria and tafpetus
should be stressed and underpinned by selectitatiari
for evaluation of applications that direct the éghts to
the activities considered adequate and to thettarge

groups in most need of support

MA

The strict orientation to re-directing people gbetely out
of agriculture seems not to be an optimal choicstategy
considering the overall labour market situation rimal
areas and the qualification baseline of those djvin
(semi-)subsistence agriculture. For some peoplewthg
out of subsistence agriculture could lead to ragulark
(employed or self-employed) in agriculture and texa

activities as opposed to work in other sectors

Rethink the approach at least for the most vulderab
groups and integrate training & employment subsidie
with activities in sectors that are close to adtige
itself (e.g. in local tourism building & restorimgalking
trails & picnic areas for tourists, environment feion
like e.g. cleaning illegal landfills, small scale
maintenance activities in public works, ...). Tisiglso a

perfect field for integrating with other OPs and DIR

including the use of the 10% ERDF-type spending

MA, Min.
of labour,
ACIS
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Evaluation :
Activity Conclusions Recommendations Targeted | Time-frame
/Question at CR
facility.
There is a lack of a systematic ladder of prcsioss More clearly designed pathways to re-integratida in
through various measures to assist individuals lrok labour market should be implemented top-down. As fa
regular employment on an incremental basis andadfc | as this or the individual use of combined measisres
more relevant and imaginative training packages (&. already an eligible option the creation of such sneas MA M
and English) or the right to participate under has to be promoted more explicitly
complementary training measures.
.b.3 Small scale start-ups have a need for betterastippel. | Set-up of support infrastructure — e.g. creatirecjc
some investment support for the starting phase. strategic projects under public control — providing
respective services and facilities to small scele-sips
(accounting support, IT support, one stop-shops for MA, 18s, M
administrative issues like registering etc.) — hee10% ACIS
ERDF-type spending would be a proper option as the
coordination with other OPs
Complementarity between projects of NRDP and SOP HR
Complementarity (avoiding Overlapping) of SOP H&Mml
NRDP is ensured as the measures under NRDP rdtated
b4 HRD are targeted (and restricted) to final benafies of na
other measures (investments support) under the NRDP|
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Again, developing country-wide strategies for raesdas
eand specifying them to specific areas could bertepe

Ttesk for central strategic projects. Developingtsigies

only direct contact between the programmes is fannte | should go hand in hand with setting-up decentrdlise '\I/:'; M
mutual representation within monitoring committees. support structures as described above that would gi ACIS
This shows the urgent need for more integratedcigsli guidance and support to the creation of such iatedr
that would allow for the systematic creation |gfrojects wherever deemed sensible
complementary or synergetic projects on both sides.
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4. OVERARCHING CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

In this final chapter we present overarching cosidos and recommendations arising from
the research we have undertaken in respect of dhleo& Evaluation of KAI 5.2. All of these

overarch the individual criteria of Relevance &dtfiveness and are primarily located in the
strategic rather than the operational realm andeédr to issues that must be prioritized and

dealt with to ensure overall coherence in the iTygletation of the measures at stake.

A very brief indication of the findings that undarpthe conclusions in question is also

provided in each case:

Many of our detailed findings and related conclasiare relevant in the context of the
overall implementation of SOP HRD and not simplythe context of KAl 5.2. The KAI as
such has potential and the SOP HRD is generallgidered to be a positive development
that provides opportunity and, in theory or on papeovides the necessary armoury and
options to help improve the situation in rural ae@ven the current crises appear not to have
generated a demand for significant changes in xisgigg strategies. Instead, people said:
now the need to support rural areas in terms of HR® other development has grown even

more acute or as one stakeholder put it:

“In the present context the main challenge of theg@amme is its implementation,

taking into consideration we are already half whyough the programming period”.

Where gaps have been identified such as the neet ldetter infrastructure as a framework
for start-ups; more flexibility in the coveragesiért-up cost; to give up the strict fixation on
re-orienting people away from agriculture; to alldive combination of measures for
individual participants where these are complemgraa building upon each other and these
are not directly eligible under KAl 5.2 or SOP HRD general more complex solutions
should be taken into consideration by the MA as hloely responsible for strategically

managing the funds.
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Leaving aside general management of funds oriememdmmendations — apart from
reporting strategy - and overall policy recommermhet in the field of HRD development
that are covered in some detail in the Interim Batabn of SOP HRD we can focus here on a

small number of recommendations that more spedificalate to rural areas:
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Summary Findings

Overarching Conclusion

Overarching Recommendation

Targeted at

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

The

information

lack of up-to date monitorin
did

meaningful interpretation with a view {

not allow for 3
where the KAl 5.2 stands in terms
output or results. The sparse data
found suffered from a lack of substant
coverage of reported figures compared
under

projects implementation; a

moreover from a systematic lack

gThe current model of monitorin

1 progress of implementation is n
by

strategy.

ounderpinned an adequg
ofeporting
WEogress

aflow and payment requests does I

Entanglin

reporting with financia

forovide the coherent and up-to-da

ndbase for a strategic monitoring and

synchronisation of data and last but nalong indicators of output and resul

least from miscalculations due to t

hd his applies not to KAI 5.2 alone b

overly complex definition of indicators atto the whole OP

project level

gAlthough some better coverage of proje
oby technical reports has been repor
tevhile discussing the final draft, the bag
gproblem remains: lack of synchronicity
nldata. To provide a coherent view of t
nalituation at KAl and OP level technic
jteeports should cover standard calen

aperiods and should be delivered accord

ohctive steering of the programmeo predefined deadlines and not

elaborated according to the need

utclaiming reimbursements by th

beneficiaries.

cts
ted
5iC

Of
he

Al

ing

for

oA

Lack of capacity to develop projects a

nd

Develgpicountry-wide strategies fa

r

MA, IBs, ACIS

38

may reach into a two-three year time-frame (e.ger@lmecommendations are made that build towardsekieSOPHRD programming period).

S — short; M — medium; L- long; A time-frame (shoredium/long) within which recommended changes khba made is indicated for all recommendationseariadhe report. Generally
speaking recommendations to be implemented in lbet-serm should be implemented within three mordhéinalisation of the report. Recommendations tfee medium-term should be
implemented within six-nine months of the finalieatof the report. Recommendations for the longateshould be implemented within a year, althougbeiriain instances the ‘long-term’
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Timeframe
Summary Findings Overarching Conclusion Overarching Recommendation Targeted at (S, M, L)
applications is reflected in the rural areas and locating them in specific
comparatively low level of applications areas would be a perfect task for central
submitted compared to funds launched strategic projects
under KAI 5.2, This should include regular compilation
Such lack of capacity was evident and provision of updated socio-economic
throughout the fieldwork undertaken for data on rural and urban areas as a guidance
this report to needs identification and matching, and as
Due to efforts towards public budget baseline figures for strategic monitoring.
consolidation there is a view that logal Developing strategies should go hand|in
authorities would suffer more than the hand with setting-up_decentralised support
average from general budgetary cut-backs ) structuresproviding guidance, training, and
g g getary Lack of capacity and endangered S
announced by the government impact ng i i support to beneficiaries and stakeholders
apacity at local level is a verny ) o
on staffing as well. ) i (trade unions, employers associations, other
serious issue and has to be tackled as ) _
Nonetheless, as far as applications were . . o . social partners /NGOs), and integrating
a priority. This is an issue of ) _
submitted, and regarding subsequent _| existing structures like local branch offices
relevance not only for absorptign
selection & contracting KAl 5.2 was . of NAE and local town halls (mayors) —|a
purposes but also for covering the ) _
successful over the average of SOP HRD . clear link to _Local Partnershipsfor
needs at a sufficient scale. ] ) )
Employment & Education alike is
recommendable.
A regional strategy should integrate the lse
of different fund#OPs. This would need tp
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Summary Findings

Overarching Conclusion

Overarching Recommendation

Targeted at

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

be actively coordinateés a valid policy|

approach  should not leave the

responsibility for strategy design and

implementation to beneficiaries’ alone.

Needs as such did not change throughaotithough the list of eligible activitie

the crisis or as a consequence of it — t
just got more acute in terms of t
numbers of unemployed people,
increases in poverty that are evident &
the

available

limited employment opportunitie

Néy broad enough to cover needs
némplementation seems not to
and

hadequately targeted

arfbcome more streamlined to ens
need

groups in are

The KAI and its eligible activities wer
considered to be designed with sufficie
breadth to match the needs of tar

groups by principle

There is a danger that the most vulnerg

groups will not be adequately covered

»rtndertake what they consider to

and this has to be framed and sha

activities due to creaming strategieglone to the interest of applicants.

within the system.

shouldutput

by incentives. The overall mixture ofserve the objectives of the programme

bgctivities funded should not be Igft

$ When launching calls the relevant

hauthorities should with regard to the type| of
bactivities needed and specified in terms| of
incentives

volume. Moreover,

urghould be given to those who are ready to

sthat proper projects for the targeaddress the more difficult tasks and target
actuallygroups to prevent creaming strategies. Qne
eimplemented. Applicants apply totool for that would be the definition afMA

betandard costs for specific activities and

gevanageable and profitable for them target groups. That would enable the

pedlocation of a ‘bonus’ to those who betier
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5. ANNEXES

Annex 1 - Relationship between Main Operational Olgctives and

Indicative Operations and list of Indicators definel

Indicative operations ]

Developing mtegrated programmes for traming, employment
and other supporting measures for people in rural areas,
aimed at reducing subsistence agriculture

~\
Measures for improving the environment in rural areas and the health
condiion of the rural population, simung at increasing their
mativation, availability and opportunity to participate on the labour
market
-
~
Supporting dependent family members, assistance
services and other associated activities that enable
the individual to participate in the labour market

Promoting  progammes  that support  and
encourage business start-up in non- agricultural
activities

Measures for promoting occupational and geographical mobifity of mural
bbour force in order to take up all existing employment opportunities and
mcrease the regional cohesion
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PROGRAMME
ADDITIONAL INDICATORS
INDICATORS
Input: Number of co- financed projects for promoting aetiv
employment measures, out of which: « for intdgd support t
Long Term Unemployed (LTU) ¢ for promoting labounda
Output: Number of LTUOutput: Number of innovative actions implemented

participants in integrate

programmes, out of which

promoting LTU employment; Number of céinanced project

of dual-system training

Result: Rate of certifie

LTU participants i

integrated programmes, (

Result indicators: Share of persons whoahe undertake

further education or worlithin 6 months after the completi

of integrated programme. The indicatorcaculated on a bag
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Annex 2 — Complementarity assessment of NRDP and $HRD — Detailed match tables for NRDP and KAI 5.2

The three sub-tables below highlight within eacspezt (objectives, indicative operation, eligibgiaties) potential overlapping as found in

the descriptions of NRDP and FDI SOP HRD respelstive

Operational objectives

NRDP

Axis 1 : Improving the competitiveness of agricudtiuand forestry
sector/

Measure:111Vocational training, information actions and
diffusion of knowledge

FDI SOP HRD
PA 5 KAI 5.2 - Promoting long-term sustainability of rural esea terms

of human resources development and employment

The operational objectives comprise activities thidltcontribute
to:

a) The improvement of the general technical ansi@cucal
knowledge that is specific for agriculture, forgsand food sectors
b) The general training for farm management andiaidtration;
c) Observing the cross-compliance conditions anchi@on
Agricultural Policy Standards, diversification @structuring of

farm production (bringing in new products and pssteg

main operational objectives of this KAI are:

* improving the quality of human resources in ruaas, in order to
facilitate the access to employment in non-agnicaltactivities;

» ensuring long-term sustainability in rural arbégscreating conditions fo
the development of profitable non-agricultural epteses;

« facilitating a sustainable integration on theolabmarket by providing
support and assistance services for family depeénmdembers in rural

areas;
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systems); * increasing employment opportunities, by providsugport for the

d) Raising farmers’ awareness on the general emviemtal creation of new jobs/new forms of employment fatdpendent workers in
problems in agricultural, forestry and food sectorsnprove the |the rural areas and promoting the entrepreneuwrlalre in rural areas.
environment protection;

e) Education and raising the awareness of forddeh®(acquiring
the forestry self-awareness) aiming at ensuringtistainable
management of forests alongside with the efficiesg of forest
resources and increasing the percentage of faxestgtional level
which represents the main objectives of the natiforastry policy;
f) Informing about the introduction of new inforratal and
communicational technologies (IT). The provisiorvotational
training actions, as well as information and diffusof knowledge
actions will be carried out for each farmer, onblasis of his
agreement without any discrimination based on geeder, race,
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ethnic origin, political or religious affiliationte.

Scope and actions/ indicative operations

Scope and actions Indicative operations

The measure is meant to support: * Developing integrated programmes for trainingpkryment and other
1. Short term vocational training programmes (@titin, perfecting supporting measures for people in rural areas,gemeeducing

and specialisation courses) with different trainegiods, subsistence agriculture;

depending on the course theme, target group anekibgent level |« Measures for promoting occupational and geogagbimnobility of rural
of training of vocational training applicants (flneeneficiaries) to |labour force in order to take up all existing enyph@nt opportunities and
improve and perfect the knowledge on manageriatecithical increase the regional cohesion;

competencies in agricultural, forestry and foodaesg for » Measures for improving the environment in ruraas and the health
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introducing new technologies and innovations, enviment

protection and organic farming, knowledge and olz®e of the

cross-compliance conditions etc.

2. Information and diffusion of knowledge actioegarding the
support schemes of CAP, the implementation metbbdsral

development measures. The activities provided withis measure

are collective, not individual

condition of the rural population, aiming at incsgmy their motivation,
availability and opportunity to participate on tabour market;

» Supporting dependent family members, assistagisgces and other
associated activities that enable the individugdddicipate in the labour
market;

»e Promoting programmes that support and encouragi@éss start-up in

non-agricultural activities.

Description of the operations /eligible activities

Description of the operations
(including types of training)
1. Providing of vocational training
programs that include actions fro
agricultural, forestry and food
sectors, such as:

a) Diversification of activities in
agricultural holdings, improveme
of production quality, hygiene an
food safety, setting up conditions

to ensure animal welfare and pla

Eligible Activities
» Research and field studies/ current situatiommdigg unemployment and subsistence agriculturerad

areas, forecasts on LM trends in rural areas;

m Research and field studies/ specific needs &rint target groups from rural areas for (re)engethe

labor market;

» Development and implementation of information amiding awareness campaigns in schools in rura
areas concerning opportunities in education anouamarket in non-agriculture areas;

nt Development and implementation of raising awasenpromotion and support campaigns regarding
demployment in non-agricultural areas for persomslired in subsistence agriculture;

» Development and implementation of raising awasenmotivational, information and counselling

ntampaigns for persons in rural areas involved m-agricultural activities, in order to ensure their
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health, safety at work, use of
fertilizers in agriculture in
compliance with the European
Union standards;

b) Business improvement and
encouragement;

c) Improvement of knowledge on
the environment protection;

d) Technical training (new
informational technologies,
introducing innovations,
dissemination of results of resea
and of sustainable management
natural resources etc.);

e) Sustainable management of
farming and forestry lands;

f) Developing innovative
approaches in the agri-food chaif
g) Assuming the requirements

participation to vocational training activities,itwrease adaptability to the needs and the ewoluif the
local and regional market etc.;

» Development and implementation of raising awassre@ampaigns among employers and employees
rural areas in order to combat the undeclared w&otkrespect diversity at workplace;

* Promotion campaigns for the occupational, settord geographical mobility of the rural labourder

» Development and implementation of programmespnchotion campaigns for entrepreneurship in ru
areas, with special focus on women;

* Promoting and providing support for the revitation and development of the traditional handigraft
* Promoting campaigns on environment protectiorural areas, a healthy life style, raising awareras
the negative effects of tobacco, alcohol etc;

» Supporting business counselling for start-up stad-up small business in rural areas also ontoavge
¢he micro-credit tool, with special focus on women;

of Providing vocational guidance and informatiorrees counselling, personal development counselling
and other type of support services for people ialrareas, especially for those who just enterdgtien
labour market and their family members, with thepoge of facilitating their occupational, sectaat
geographical mobility;

* Evaluating the competences acquired in informadla non formal contexts for rural populationpier

nto certify their knowledge, abilities and skills foon-agricultural activities;

* Providing vocational training programmes, exaggptraining with a view to qualification or re-
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regarding the cross-compliance
conditions and the application of
production methods compatible
with preserving and improving th
landscape and with environment

protection.

2. Financial support granted for t
participation of farmers to differef
thematic meetings, fairs,
exhibitions, successful projects,
events that can contribute to
informing farmers on, for exampl
the new technologies applied in
different sectors; or for exchange

of experience actions etc.

gualification of employees from rural areas, inasrth improve the competences and abilities redwore
the labour market (including ICT, foreign languagesdules etc.);

* Providing vocational training programs — excegtiraining for the purpose of qualification or re-
pqualification — for persons in subsistence agrigelin non-agricultural sectors where opportunigesst in
the local or regional job market;

* Providing vocational training programs on healtid safety at work (including limiting risk factcas
work);

neVocational training programmes for managers andegsionals involved in human resource manage
nfrom rural area, to include aspects on efficienhho resources management, labour and environment
protection, equal opportunities and respect foediity in employment etc.;

» Developing and providing entrepreneurship tragmnogrammes to promote business in rural areas;
» Developing and providing vocational training pramgpnmes allowing the rural labour force to take
cadvantage of the opportunities in managing therenwient and encouraging respect for the environm
* Setting up/developing networks of rural HRD seeg/operators, including the training of the woskéo
provide information and counselling to the rurapplation;

* Setting up/developing networks and partnershopshfe exchange and mainstreaming of good pragtig
study visits, organization of seminars, conferencesder to promote the employability of rural ¢aip
force to increase the regional cohesion, motivaaimg mobilizing the rural population to get empldye
organization of the labour market in rural arehs,dervice sector in rural areas, diversifyingrtiral

ment

al

PNt

es
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economy, promoting equal opportunities, environnagt cultural heritage protection in rural areas; et
* Promoting job placement and other employmentisesy such as information, raising awareness,
guidance, counselling, motivation activities, suppo finding a workplace, placement services, fiaios,
job-clubs in the rural areas;

* Providing support for the dependent family mersbassistance services that ensure the partiapatio
persons from rural areas in the labour market sgatkay care centres for children and adults, ss\far
people with disabilities, support for home carevees etc.;

» Support for the elaboration and implementatiomtégrated strategies for the development of local
initiatives in rural area, which would underpin éligification in the local economy and the creabbnew
jobs in rural areas, in non-agricultural sectors;

» Support for innovative, inter-regional and traratonal measures and development of tools and

mechanisms to increase the number of economicetliyeapeople living in rural areas.
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Annex 3 - Target groups of potential overlapping uder PA KAI 5.2, PA 3, PA 6, KAl 6-SOP HRD and

corresponding measures of the NRDP

SOP HRD (FDI)

NRDP

Axis 5_KAI 5.1- Developing and implementing ActiEEmployment
Measures"

Target Groups:

Inactive persons;

Job seekers;

Unemployed;

Young unemployed;

Unemployed over 45 years old;

Long-term unemployed, young and adults;

Early school leavers."

Axis 1 : Improving the competitiveness of agricudtuand forestry
sector/Measure:111 Vocational training, informati@etions ang
diffusion of knowledge- no project implemented unttes measure-30

April 2010 -website Ministry of Agriculture

"Final beneficiaries

Prioritization criteria for the participants at \aional training
activities in the agricultural field

The Terms of reference will specify the prioritipat criteria, applied
depending on the training topics, based on which Vocational
training, informing and diffusion of knowledge prders will select
the final beneficiaries-criteria are applied if tmmber of final
beneficiaries identified exceeds the initial numiséipulated in the
Terms of reference; The following criteria:

To have at most 40 years;
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SOP HRD (FDI)

NRDP

To be semi-subsistence farmer;

To be a member of a producers’ group or other @sHee forms
recognized according to

national legislation into force;

To have an investment project;

To have the farm in a less favoured area;

To be beneficiaries of the Axis | and Il measures;

To have a low level of education.

In forestry and food industry sectors, the partiaig to the training
will be selected based on the “first-come firstveel’ principle.

)

"AXIS 3 — Increasing adaptability of workers and enerprises, KAl
3.3 — Development of partnerships and encouragingitiatives for
social partners and civil society"

‘Target groups
Staff of the social partners;

Staff of the Regional Pacts for Employment and &odnclusion

members;

AXis 4 LEADER/Measures 41 and 421/Measure 431/ Suheasure
431.1/Sub-measure 431.2

“Final beneficiaries:

Phase 1 — Raising awareness of local actors regardEADER
approach
Economic and social partners from the potential DER territory
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SOP HRD (FDI)

NRDP

Staff of the Local Partnerships for Employment &utial Inclusion
members;

Staff of the civil society’s organizations;

Members of the Sectoral Committees;

Staff of members of Regional Consortia for educatiad training;
Staff of members of Local Committees for Developi&pcial
Partnership in Vocational and Technical Education;

Staff of the vocational associations;

Staff of commerce and industry chambers;

Staff of the SMES’ associations;

Staff of the farmers and crafts’ associations."

Other representatives of the civil society, such fasners, rura
women, young people and their associations, from plotential
LEADER territory

Public partners covering partly or entirely the gmiial LEADER
territory

Priority in the selection of the final beneficiagishould be given to:
Potential partners who have not benefited befavenfa training o
LEADER

Representatives from the private sector
Representatives from associations / NGOs / orgaoimsawhich can
play a role in dissemination of information regaglithe potentia
LEADER territory

Phase 2 — Training for the representatives of piatldltAGs

Should be a representative or member of a groupposad of at leag
2 private organisations and 1 public entity frora gotential LEADER
territory

Having followed a training in phase 1 or anothesibdraining on
Leader or demonstrate knowledge / experience of[DER approach
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Priority in the selection of the final beneficiagishould be given to:
Groups for which the majority of partners can haveepresentativ
following the training

Group covering a territory not covered by otherliappt

Groups where the majority of partners are from pheate sector
NGOs

Groups covering a territory with more than 20,00@abitants

Phase 3 — Financial support for the preparatidnA@ds applications
Eligibility criteria:

Groups gathering partners representing socio-ecmnenttors from
the eligible territory where the public partnerpresent less than 50
(with a formal commitment signed by each member).

Groups having defined their homogeneous geograghitory which
should be within Leader eligible area and compseopulation
between 10,000 and 150,000 inhabitants
Groups out of which at least one representativefdibmsved a training
on Leader under this programme or another training

Priority in the selection should be given to:

D

Vo
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SOP HRD (FDI)

NRDP

Groups covering a rural territory with more than@®D inhabitants
Groups with more than 9 organisations / institugipartners

Groups covering territories which are not covergather applicants
Groups with sufficient human resources and expertisr the
preparation of local development plans. This sulasuee will start
immediately after the NRDP approval (all three gsasand will be
closed at the end of 2009.”

AXIS 6 — PROMOTING SOCIAL INCLUSION _KAI 6.1 —
Developing social economy

"Target groups

* Roma population;

* Persons with disabilities;

* Young people over 18 who leave the state chitdgation system;

» Families with more than two children, includingngle parent
families;

* Children at risk;

* Early school leavers;

* Women;
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» Ex-offenders, convicts and juvenile delinquents;

* Drugs and alcohol addicted, mentally ills;

* Homeless persons;

* Victims of domestic violence;

* Individuals affected by diseases influencing ith@iofessional an
social life (such us HIV/AIDS infected people, canetc.);

e Immigrants;

* Refugees and asylum seekers;

* People living on minimum guaranteed income;

*» People living in isolated communities;

* Victims of the human traffic;

* Other vulnerable groups;

 Social workers, personal assistants, communitges)

» Family mediators, sanitary mediators;

» Maternal assistants, care assistants, staff femilential institutions;
» Managers of social enterprises;

* Professionals and trainers involved in the saata@nomy."

" AXIS 3 — Increasing adaptability of workers and enterprises

"Axis 3 The quality of life in rural areas and the diversification of
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KAl 3.1 — Promoting entrepreneurial culture "

" Target groups

* Employees;

» Management staff from enterprises, especiallyronénterprises an
SMEs;

* Entrepreneurs;

» People who want to start an independent busiaessaty;"

the rural economy/ Measure 312 Support for the cretoon and
development of micro-enterprises- 2200 applicants442 selected
172 contracted"”

" Beneficiaries

Micro-enterprises as defined by the Commission Reuendation
02003/361/ EC and the national legislation in fofeé@nterprises whic
employ fewer than 10 persons and have a annuaunetver which
does not exceed 2 million Euro);

Natural persons (not registered as legal entitiesyho, prior to the
date when the funding contract is signed, will camio get a
minimum license as licensed natural persons36 pedate as a micrd

enterprise.”

=)

Axis 1 : Improving the competitiveness of agricultwal and forestry
sector/Measure 143 Providing farm advisory and extesion
services-no projects

"Beneficiaries

The final beneficiaries of this financial aid ahe farmers as defined
Subchapter 5.2.
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The farmer definition for the measures of Axis 1
The farmer is a natural or legal person, who hashthiding placed o

—

the territory of the country and the size of thédimg being equal or
larger than 2 ESU and who practices, mainly, atjrcal activities and
is registered in Farms Register/Agricultural Regist
The economic size unit (ESU) represents the umit &xpresses the
economic size of an agricultural holding determinadhe basis of the
standard gross margin of the holding (Commissiorciéden no.
85/377/EEC). The value of one economic size urof 5,200 Euro.
The subsistence farms and forestry holdings/houdshtbat are not
carrying out also agricultural activities are ndigible for this
measure.

The measure supports:

Period 2007 — 2009

a) Farmers — owners of semi- subsistence farms;

b) Young farmers and their setting up;

c) Farmers applying for measure 214 — “Agri-envin@mt payments”;

d) Farmers (only natural persons) applying for mea®21 - “First
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afforestation of agricultural land”;
e) Other farmers (commercial farms, members of yred groups of

[72)

other associative forms), for the general advistgnsion service
actions mentioned at points B) and C) within theasuee.
Period 2010 — 2013”
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Annex 4 - Evolvement of FDI KAI 5.2 parameter from10-2007 to 05-2009

Synopsis of the lists of eligible activities undeKAIl 5.2 — Changes between October 2007

and the version of 20.05.09 (English versions) -ftBrences highlighted

Version 20.05.09

Version October 2007

subsistence agriculture in rural areas, as
as forecasts on labor market trends in r

areas;

1. Research and field studies activities on thel.

current situation regarding unemployment and

well

ural

Research and field studies on the
current situation regarding
unemployment and subsistence

agriculture in rural areas, as well @as

forecasts on labor market in rural areas

2. Research and field studies activities on
specific needs of different target groups fr

rural areas for (re)entering the labor market

the2.

DM

Research and field studies on f{

specific needs of different target grou

from rural areas for (re)entering the

labor market

3. Development and implementation
information and raising awareness campai
in schools in rural areas concerni
opportunities in education and labour mar

in non-agriculture areas;

of 3.

gns

ket

he
ps

Information and raising awareness

campaigns in schools in rural are

concerning opportunities in educatipn

and labour market in non-agricultu

areas

4. Development and implementation of raisi
awareness, promotion and support campa
regarding employment in non-agricultu

areas for persons involved in subsiste

ng 4.
gns
al

nce

agriculture;

Raising awareness, promotion g

support campaigns regarding

nd

employment in non- agricultural areps

for persons involved in subsistence

agriculture
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Version 20.05.09 Version October 2007

5. Development and implementation of raising 5. Raising awareness, motivational,
awareness, motivational, information and counselling campaigns for persons|in
counselling campaigns for persons in rdral rural areas involved in non-agricultural

n activities, in order to ensure their

areas involved in non-agricultural activities,
order to ensure their participation to vocatiopal participation in professional training
training activities, to increase adaptability [to  activities, so as to ensure adaptability to
the needs and the evolution of the local and the needs and the evolution of the local

regional market etc.; market etc.

6. Development and implementation of raising 6. Raising awareness campaigns among
awareness campaigns among employers |and employers and employees in rural areas
employees in rural areas in order to combat/the so as to turn the undeclared work into
undeclared work and respect diversity |at legal employment forms

workplace;

7. Promotion campaigns for the occupational,7. Promotion campaigns  for  the
sectoral and geographical mobility of the rural  occupational, sectoral and geographical

labour force; mobility of the rural labour forge

8. Development and implementation [|of 8. Programs/promotion campaigns for
programmes and promotion campaigns |for entrepreneurship in rural areas, for the
entrepreneurship in rural areas, with spegial development of an entrepreneurjal

focus on women; culture with special focus on women

9. Promoting and providing support for the 9. Promoting and providing support for the
revitalization and development of the revitalization and development of the

traditional handicraft; traditional handicraft

10Promoting campaigns on environment 10.Promoting campaigns in environment

==

protection in rural areas, a healthy life style, protection on rural areas, a healthy life
raising awareness on the negative effects of style such as regular medical checkups,
tobacco, alcohol etc; raising awareness on the damaging

effects of tobacco, alcohol etc
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Version 20.05.09 Version October 2007

11.Supporting business counselling for starttupll.Supporting business counselling for pre
and start-up small business in rural areas plso start-up and start-up small business in
on how to use the micro-credit tool, with rural areas also on how to use the
special focus on women; micro-credit tool, with special focus gn

women

12 Providing vocational guidance and 12.Providing professional guidance, career
information, career counselling, personal counselling, personal development
development counselling and other type|of counselling and other type of support
support services for people in rural argas, services for people in rural areas,
especially for those who just entered in the especially for those who just entered|in
labour market and their family members, with  the labour market and their family
the purpose of facilitating their occupational, =~ members, with the purpose pf
sectoral and geographical mobility; facilitating their occupational, sectorgal

and geographical mobility

13 Evaluating the competences acquired | in13.Providing professional evaluation to the

informal and/or non formal contexts for rutal  rural population, in order to certify thejir

=

population, in order to certify their knowledge, = knowledge, abilities and skills fqg
abilities and skills for non-agricultural non-agricultural activities

activities;

14 Providing vocational training programmes, 14.Enhancing skills in order to fulfil
excepting training with a view to qualificatign personal development and to imprgve
or re-qualification of employees from rural access to the labour market for the rural
areas, in order to improve the competences population: ICT, foreign languages
and abilities required on the labour market modules etc.

(including ICT, foreign languages modules

etc.);
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15Providing vocational training programs
excepting training for the purpose
gualification or re-qualification — for persot
in subsistence agriculture in non-agricultu
sectors where opportunities exist in the lo

or regional job market;

— 15.Providing training programs — excepti

of
NS
ral

cal

training for the purpose of qualificatig
or requalification — for persons

subsistence agriculture

non-agricultural sectors wher

opportunities exist in the local ¢

regional job market

Dr

16.Providing vocational training programs

bn 16.Training programs on health and saf

oty

aspects on efficient human resour
management, labour and environmer
protection, equal opportunities and respect

diversity in employment etc.;

ces
ntal

for

management to provide better qual
jobs inffor rural areas (human resour
management, labour and environmer
protection, equal opportunities

employment etc;)

health and safety at work (including limiting at work (including limiting risk factors
risk factors at work); at work)

17 Vocational training programmes for managers17.Training programmes targeting
and professionals involved in human resource entrepreneurs and professionpls
management from rural area, to inclyde involved in human resourge

ity
ces
ntal

n

18.

18 Providing training for people involve

in nonagricultural activities in rura
areas, in order to ensure long te
sustainability of existing jol

opportunities in rural areas

19Developing and providing entrepreneurs
training programmes to promote business

rural areas;

nip 19.Entrepreneurship training programm

in

to promote business in rural areas, wi

special focus on women

20 Developing and providing vocational trainif
programmes allowing the rural labour force
take advantage of the opportunities
managing the environment and encourag

respect for the environment;

ng 20.Training programmes allowing the rur

to

n

ing

al

labour force to take advantage of the

opportunities in  managing th
environment and encouraging resp

for the environment

e

ect
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21.Setting up/developing networks of rural HR
services/operators, including the training
information af

the workers, to provide

counselling to the rural population;

D 21.Setting up/developing networks of rur
of
nd

HRD services/operators (including t
training of the workers), to provid
information and counselling to the ruf
population in the field of employmer

and human resourges

22 Setting networks

partnerships

up/developing
the

a

for exchange 38
mainstreaming of good practices, study vis
organization of seminars, conferences in of
to promote the employability of rural labo
increase the cohesi

force to regional

motivating and mobilizing the rural populatig

nd 22.Setting up/developing networks a
nd

its,

partnerships for the exchange a

mainstreaming of good practices, stu
der visits, organisation of seminar
conferences in order to promote {
employability of rural labour force t

increase the regional

0

cohesion (i.

al

he

e.

to get employed, organization of the labour motivating and mobilizing the rural
market in rural areas, the service sector in population to get employed,
rural areas, diversifying the rural economy, organisation of the labour market (in
promoting equal opportunities, environment rural areas, the service sector in ryral
and cultural heritage protection in rural areas areas, diversifying the rural economy,
etc.; equal opportunities, environment and
cultural heritage protection in rural
areas)
23.Promoting job placement and other 23.Promoting job placement (informatiop,
employment services, such as informatipn, raising awareness, guidange,
raising awareness, guidance, counselling, counselling, motivation activities,
motivation activities, support in finding |a support in finding a workplace,

workplace, placement services, job fairs, |

clubs in the rural areas;

placement services, job fairs, job-clu

in the rural areas)
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Version 20.05.09 Version October 2007

24 Providing support for the dependent family 24 Providing support for the dependent
members, assistance services that ensure the family members (assistance serviges
participation of persons from rural areas in the that ensure the participation of persons
labour market such as day care centers|for from rural areas in the labour market
children and adults, services for people with such as day care centres for children and
disabilities, support for home care services adults, services for people with
etc.; disabilities, support for home care

services, with household activities etc|)

25.Support for the elaboration and 25.Support for designing and implementing
implementation of integrated strategies for the integrated strategies for the
development of local initiatives in rural area, development of local initiatives in rural
which would underpin diversification in the area, which would underpin
local economy and the creation of new jobs in  diversification in the local economy and
rural areas, in non-agricultural sectors; the creation of new jobs in rural areas,
in non-agricultural sectors, with the

participation of rural peopje

26.Support for innovative, inter-regional and 26.Support for innovation and development
trans-national measures and development of of tools and mechanisms to increase the
tools and mechanisms to increase the number number of economically active people
of economically active people living in rurgl living in rural areas.

areas.
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Synopsis of the lists of eligible expenditures und&KAl 5.2 — Changes between October
2007 and the version of 20.05.09 (English versions)

Version 20.05.09 Version October 2007
1. Staff related costs;

2. Accommodation, transportation 1. Transport, accommodation, allowances

and subsistence costs;

3. Project management costs; ZExpenditures related to the project

management

4. Taxes;

5. Financial charges and legal fees;

6. Renting, depreciation, leasing; 3Expenditures for renting, depreciation,
leasing, insurance of buildings and

equipment

7. Financial support and scholarships; &Subsidies and scholarships

8. General administration costs; 5General administrative expenditures

9. Organization of events costs; 6. Publicity, promotion and dissemination

10. Information and publicity; expenditures, organisation of information
events

Consultancy expenditure

8. [Expenditures related to provision of

services

9. Expenditures for evaluations, validations

and certifications

10. Expenditures related to persons with
disabilities

11. Procurement of licenses, patents,

know-how etc.
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11. ERDF type expenditures.

1ZRDF type expenditure (in compliance
with provisions set up under paragraph
11.5.2.5 — Use of ERDF/ESF

cross-financing).

13. Expenditures for training, counselling,
vocational guidance, seminars and

workshops
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Annex 5 - Materials used for fieldwork specific tokKAl 5.2

Questions/topics for discussions KAI 5.2 with stakelders and beneficiaries
1. Short description of the project (in case)/actiies/objectives

2. Relevance:

a) How the needs of target groups have been identified

= e.g. based on general statistics / foregoing expee with the target groups /
systematic own raise of information amongst posnémployers and/or their
organisations/ interviews with potential benefigar/ coordination with local
development strategies and relevant stakeholdecsmmunication with NAE
regional/local offices /guidance from regional IBs
b) What were those needs of target groups at the timaf application( 2007/08)

» Regarding type of activities but also accessibilitly activities, accompanying
measures etc

¢) Matching the needs of target groups with the planr#/delivered eligible activities
d) Complementarity with NRDP:

» have you received any information about NRDP (messu
= where from
= did you apply for measures under NRDP

= are there any mechanisms in place at local /ceménatl examples to ensure

complementarity of SOP HRD and NRDP (examples pl¢as

Are there mechanisms in place to coordinate amgviin relation with SOP HRD
and other Structural Funds OPs — in particular &eiDevelopment?
e) Changes of the current socio-economic context

f) Needs of the target groups in the current socio-enomic context
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» do changes in socio-economic context have an impathte type of needs, or rather

on the ‘size’ of needs, or on both
g) How did you adapt the eligible activities to the n& needs — if any
h) Proposals for new activities under KAI 5.2 in relaion to the new needs under current socio-

economic context

3. Effectiveness:
a) Difficulties in implementing the project (application, communication, financing, duration,
target groups etc.)
b) Difficulties in implementing Active Labour Market M easures (ALMPSs)
c) Relation with other public institutions responsiblefor ALMPs
d) What do you understand by strategic and grant projet? What is the difference?
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Questions/topics for discussions with participants Interviews target groups
KAI 5.2
1. Identification information

2. Where from did you find information about the project/possibility to participate in the

project?

3. How have you been included in the project/who tik the decision you to participate in this

project?

4. Why did you decide to participate in activities provided by tle project — did you have
concrete plans for the time after that made your pdicipation meaningful for you when

starting with the project or was it ‘just for hope’?
5. What activities have been provided to you?
6. How useful are these activities in your opinion?

 How do you rate the use of the project for your/ o for participants in general, e.g.

“/colleague™??)
= -very useful
= -useful

= -0 some extent

-little

-not at all

7. Would you recommend participation in such projets/activities to a friend /neighbour?
8. Do the activities meet your expectation?

9. What are your plans at the end of activities preided?

10. What are the needs under current socio-economiontext?
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» Did the current economic crisis have an impact on that changed your perspectives and
prospect/specifically motivated you to participaie was the situation before already

‘motivation enough’?

11. What other /additional activities/support including other Active Labour Market measures
would you consider useful to be offered?

» a) while your participation in this project andheit to make it more convenient for you to
participate (e.g. support with childcare, time staue of the activities) or that would help
you to be more successful in participating (e.goatpanying support in case of illiteracy,

math, other skills needed for participation

* b) as principal additional offers to people intaation like yours
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Annex 6 — Beneficiaries and Stakeholders selecteatr finterviews

National Association of Proiect Private legal persons
Agribusiness Bucharest| Mr. Octavian Negred ) 18.08.201Qwithout patrimonial
manager
Consultants purpose
i Curtea de . . .
ARGCOMS Han@craft Mr. Nichita Sandu President 18.08.20Fvivate legal persor)s
Cooperative Society | Arges
. . . Legal persons
Y ti C Cit . . .
HZ:TeS +-ommune L1ty Voicesti | Mr. Vatafu Florian Mayor 16.08.201@overned by public
law
. . Legal persons
P f . :
Hglllndenl Commune Ci yPrundem Mr. lon Horascu Mayor 16.08.2040verned by public
law
Ramnicu . .
S.C. GICEROVA SRL Valcea Mr. Vaduva Gheorghe Director 17.08.2QH0ivate legal persons
i ity of .
Unlyer3| YO . Mr. Prof. lon Dona | Project Legal persons
Agricultural Sciences .
. .. |Bucharest manager 18.08.2010governed by public
and Veterinary Medicing - . g
Ms. Cristina Tindechi | Vice-rector law
Bucharest
Proaramme Private legal persons
AGROSTAR Bucharest Mr. Adrian Sorescu Diregctor 17.08.201Qwithout patrimonial
purpose
LINGUA . Private legal persons
INTERNATIONAL | Pitesti ggo?osgci”'(;ab”e' President | 18.08.201@ithout patrimonial
ASSOCIATION 9 purpose
Holt Romania - .
Consulting and Social Executive Private legal persors
Uiting ¢8| Constana | Ms. Livia Trif ’ 12.08.201Qwithout patrimonial
Services Foundation fo Director UrDOSE
Children and Families PUP
Tulcea County .
Sustainable Proiect Private legal persons
Constama | Mr. Mihai loan ) 13.08.201Qwithout patrimonial
Development Manager UIDOSe
Association U
Slatina Sustainable Proiect
Development Slatina Ms. Meda Vasile ) 17.08.201(Private legal persons
o Manager
Association
Mr. SergiuTara Executive
Director
ACoR Buch t 17.08.201QPrivate legal
Co uchares Mr. Adrian Miroiu- Programme 08.2010Private legal persors
Lamba Director

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link

97/ 146



SO,

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale

MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Annex 7 - Updated material and comments on socio-@somic context with

special focus to rural areas

In order to establish to what extent activitiesabbshed by FDI SOP HRD generally, and

specifically the ones financed under the PA5, KAJ &re still relevant for the needs of the target

groups in the current socio-economic, many of tbetext indicators provided in the SOP have

been reviewed and as far as available updatedrddies regard have been collected.

The sources consulted for this purpose were:

Ghinararu, C. (2010), Employment in Agriculture Romania — state of play and its
perspectives: EEO ad-hoc request.

Ghinararu, C. (2008), ‘New skills for new jobs’ edry contribution Romania: EEO
Autumn Review 2008.

Government of Romania (2009), National Reform Paogne - Annual Implementation

Report.

UNDP (2007) National Human Development Report Raméz007).

ROP Interim Evaluation Report (2009)

Vorzsak, V. & Gut, C. (2005), Problems of Unemplamhin Post-Communist Romania.
World Bank — Country Partnership Strategy for Roia&©09-2013

Web data base from the National Institute of Siais

Web page of the National Agency for Labour Forceupation. Updated data for March
2010 were available for unemployed people andbgteounty, region or gender but not by

rural/urban area.
EUROSTAT data bases.

Web page of the Ministry of Agriculture and Ruraéu2lopment. No relevant statistic

information was found.
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» Working paper and public presentation by experts@D Development Centre, Working
Paper No. 271 Report on Informal Employment in Roimaby Jante Parlevliet and
Theodora Xenogiani with the contributions of CataBhinararu and Manuela Stanculescu,
July 2008;

 Employment in Agriculture in Romania — state ofypl@ubsistence agriculture) and its

perspectives, Mr. C. Ghinararu, March 2010;

* Forecasting Labour Market& Skill Needs in ROMANIAkiBTrends, Facts and
Anticipations Trends, Dr. Catalin Ghinararu Natibrizabour Research Institute of
Romania, 2009.

* Report on 2009 macroeconomic situation and praastifor 2009-2012 — Ministry of

Economy and Finance, 2008.
* Presidential Commission for Socio and Demograpklcanalysis, September 2009.
» ECEconomic forecasts, published in May 2010.
* National Report on NRDP implementation — 2008

» Conference paper” Impact of CAP’s pillars on Roraanrural employment” (CAP -

Common Agriculture Policy) - Maria Vincze and Kingarekes, 2009,
» Draft Activity Report 2009-National Agency for Enggiment

e 2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveLdé-Long Learning- Ministry of
Labour, Family and Social Protection

* Employment in Europe-2009- Eurostat

* “Immigration — socio-economical implications. Thesea&f Romania” - Silviu NeguLuigi
di Comite and Marius-Cristian Neag published byAcademy of Economic Studies,
Bucharest, Romania and Universita degli Studi diiBa

* “Evolution of occupation on Romanian labour market 2010 perspective” - Dorel
Abraham, PhD, Marin Burcea, PhD, Corneliut@i, PhD, Aniela Matei, Cristina Mocanu,

Bertha Snduleasa, @ilin Stoica, PhD, Ana Zamfir; National Institute f@cientific
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Research in the Field of Labour and Social Prataecgi the Centre for Urban and Regional
Sociology — CURS SA

» Paper: “Some Socio-Economic Effects of Labor Migmaton Sending Countries. Evidence
from Romania” — Monica Roman, Cristina Voic#hcademy of Economic Studies,
Bucharest, Romanja heoretical and Applied Economics Volume XVII (@), No. 7(548),

The conclusions and recommendations of the ex@arakiations (for the FDI and SOP) have been

reviewed as well.

Based on the information gathered a detailed aisakyk main economic and Labour Market

indicators and main conclusions is provided infdll®wing.

Population development in rural and urban areas

According with national definition, the rural areasver the major part (87.1%) of Romanian

territory, with 44.9% of total population, in 2009.

The age structure of population confirms a slow d@bntinuing ageing process and, as it can be
noticed from the next table, this process is evehaearly more pronounced in rural aréas

Table 6 Structure of population by age groups (%) total / rural areas — 2003 - 2008

Total population Out of which rural areas
Years / Age-groups 0-14 15-64 65 and 0-14 15-64 65 and
over over
2003 16.7 69.0 14.3 18.7 63.0 18.3
2004 16.1 69.4 14.5 18.3 63.2 18.5
2005 15.6 69.6 14.8 17.8 63.4 18.8
2006 15.4 69.8 14.8 17.7 63.6 18.7
2007 15.3 69.9 14.8 174 63.9 18.7
2008 15.2 69.9 14.9 174 64.0 18.6

Source NIS as quoted in National Report on NRDFeémentation — 2008

% National Report on NRDP implementation — 2008
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Overall macro-economic context - GDP

The period 2005-2008 was characterized by an ecengnowth largely above the EU average, but
in 2009 the crisis hit Romania too and even hatdan the EU in average. 2009 the r&idP
growth rate registered a sharp drop down to — 7.1% cosalptar +7.3% in 2008, and the forec&sts

are not favourable (Annex Table 14)

Moreover the share of private sector in GDP deeaso, in 2008 it represented 70.8% of total,
comparing with 72.2% in 2007. The annual averagdjation rate increased from 4.8% in 2007 to
7.85% in 2008.

Trends in agriculture

The agriculture sector contribution to GDP was always high, but takingpiconsideration the
resources not used and still available, it rem#&ing compared to its potential. The agriculture
restructuring will have an impact on rural economygeneral, as agriculture remains the most
important activity in rural areas and an esseirtiédme source. Restructuring activities at thelleve
of farms, intensifying the capital for commerciatrhs and increasing productivity will be followed
by a related decrease of employed people, agiststhe experience of other agriculture systems in

EU Member States or other countffes

Such processes already started and the relevastfante purpose of the ad-hoc evaluation report
are summarised in the followirfgs

1. In Romania the privatization of state agricultureated the class of big landowners or land
concessionaires that operate several thousandsctd#drbs of land. The concentration of land
into big, commercial and generally well equippedrfa can be considered as a positive
development. But it reduces the capacity of agtealto provide jobs for low-educated

persons. On the other hand this situation raiseseseocial problems, as subsistence

4 The Economy of Romania 2010: Outlook and Forecdsts the Romanian Economy: http://www.romania-

central.com/economy-2010/

41 National Report on NRDP implementation -2008

42 National Report on NRDP implementation — 2008

4 Maria Vincze and Kinga Kerekes, Conference paprepact of CAP’s pillars on Romanian rural employmié@CAP Common

Agriculture Policy)-2009
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farming ensured everyday existence for many r@sidents. Therefore the need to provide

jobs in the rural areas, mainly in non-agriculthes increased.

2. Concentration can also be observed in cattle-bngedvhere, in the period 2002—-2007 it
was noticed also a decrease of the number of heaf@sms smaller than 5 ha ; and this

aspect put into evidence the reduction of an ingmarsource of subsistence for small farms.

From the perspective of employment, giving up edbtleeding in subsistence farms means
the increase of underemployment of individual farsnand a decrease of their income;

that’'s why non-agricultural jobs have to be createdrder to avoid the depopulation of the

villages and to stop the extension of unused aljui@l areas. In the present situation, when
about 1.7 million agricultural holdings are smatlean 1 ha and 1.8 million have between 1
and 5 ha, underemployment in subsistence farms iligabty, which impose rural job

creation.

3. Even that it was observed an increase in the dimerts the holdings, the economic scale
of market sale is still very low. Statistical figis show that 79% of agricultural holdings
were less than 1 ESU in 2007, meaning that only @&5those farms (21%) have a gross
margin above 1 ESU. The share (8.3%) and the ewalaf the number of the agricultural
holdings carrying out non-agricultural activitie868,377 in 2002) is not encouraging as
well. In the period 2002-2007 the extension of agnecultural employment could not

compensate the decrease of agricultural employment.

4. Between 2007 and 2013, even though an importanuatm@round 8 billion euro from
EARDF) can be used for rural development and, wiRD, for the development of rural
SME’s, it seems that no big increase is foreseahennumber of rural SME’s because of
the effects of the global economic crisis, whicktriet credit opportunities and decrease
local demand.

According to data available it is also clear thia¢ mumber of households decreased tied

poverty affects more the rural areas:

* Number of households is slightly decreasing in thst decade; in 2000 there were
7,656 thousands, in 2002 was a pick up with 7, /i@igands and 2004 a pick down 7,320
thousands. In 2007 were registered 7,381 thoudamaseholds.
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* Household expenditure in the last decade almodtldduCompared to the year 2000 (index
=100), in 2007 the expenditure was at 209.8.

» Despite population involved in agriculture reprasets of the active population, the
revenues from sales of agricultural products amdl l&vorks hold just a small percentage
from household incomes (2.8% for all households2%/for urban households and 20.6%
for rural households). This is due to the poor cefficy of the small agricultural
exploitations;

* In 2007 19% of the population is at the risk of @uy; the poverty risk is higher in the N-E,
S-E and S-V Oltenia regions. Almost % of the popofaunder poverty risk is living in the
rural areas; The poverty rate increased betweefh-2007 and is 3 times higher in the rural

areas then in the urban areas

Both factors the favourable macroeconomic enviramnmzetween 2005 — 2008 as well as the
current crisis taking effect mid 2008, with its w@jeconomic decline in 2009 and after had

different impacts on thiabour market in the urban and rural areas.

Besides that activity rates evolved differentlyurban areas (increasing) compared to rural areas
(decreasing). Activity rates of young age-groupgs—@4 years) decreased too in general but more

pronounced again in rural areas.

The evolution of employment rates between 200520G8 was also unfavourable for rural areas.
In 2008 employment rate (62.2%) in rural areas sVightly lower than in 2005 (61.6%),, while in

urban areas the figure increased. Nevertheles¥)(8 the effects of economic crisis hit both area
types and employment started to decrease in uneas @as well. The decrease of employment in

rural areas affected the young generation betwBeandl 34 years in particular.

The unemployment rate according to llSBowed a decreasing trend from 2005-2008 (7.2% to
5.8%) growing again in 2009 (6.9%). The decreasmlyngertained to urban areas whereas being
much lower in rural areas. In both area types uneynpent affected more the young people (15-24
years) that registered an unemployment rate high2008 compared to 2005.

Before 2008 the registered unemploymeaté had a decreasing trend as well (5.9% in 20B%

in 2007) but increased again starting July 200&giftered unemployment increased month after
month, so December 2009 was th& h8onth of increase, and this is a situation encareat for the
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first time after 1989 (except 1991)The long term unemployed are to be found in #tegory of
unemployed with no unemployment benefits, persoitt wo or low levels of education and

qualifications, mainly coming from rural areas.

Both rates (ILO and registered unemployment) — eivant absolutely in parallel and with a time-
shift between - show the same trends. The differenc size are due to fundamentally different

measurement concepts, of ILO and the unemploynegigter of NAE.

The participation rates in education and traininggpammes are very low for all age-groups and
this pattern is more pronounced in rural areas #lso to be mentioned that the network of adult

training providers is imbalanced and insufficiezgpecially in rural and small urban areas

The economic and financial crisis hit many otherdpean countries alike. That also hit people
once migrated from Romania for working abroad, mahyhese coming from rural areas. Yet,
according to the experience of stakeholders weniig@ed there is not as much remigration
observed as one might have expected but the fialsapport from migrant workforce for their

families at home (as far as still in Romania antlysd followed to abroad) dropped due to the loss

of jobs abroad.

Risks on labour market are due mainly to followiagtors:

* Vulnerable groups involved in informal economy;-1.8 million persons (population with
low degree in education, young population betwe®i24 years old especially from rural
areas, daily unregistered workers, daily workeid agriculture workers), Roma population,

rural areas and small cities from N-E and S-E nmegjio

* Work in agricultural households (subsistence adjrce); 2.5-3 million persons, out of
which 2/3 are aged between 15-65 years. Most ofptimulation involved in households
work have low level of education (64% of the popiola with low educational degree is
involved in subsistence agriculture in the ruraaar and 25% in the urban areas). Women,
young population between 15-24 years and peopledeet 55-64 years from the rural areas

are the most exposed for this work;

4 NAE- Draft Activity Report 2009

4 2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveifsf-Long Learning, Ministry of Labour, Family ar8bcial Protection
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» Discouraged to access the labour market: 143,086bpg in 2007. most exposed women,

especially from rural areas and young people agéaden 15-35 years;

When considering the labour market data availabldifferentiation by residential area type (more
details in the following) it looks actually not thiad for rural areas as one might have expected.
But one has to be aware, that those data (ILO mewsnt of employment and unemployment as
well as registered unemployment) do not provideauabiased picture of reality. In particular the
definition of employment by ILO referring to 1 hempweek is more targeted at expanding the range
of protection of workforce than at providing a pie of income securing employment — the same is
by definition vice versa valid for unemployment.dithe registered unemployment is biased due to
legal preservations related to receiving of unemplent benefits. After expiry of the right to claim
benefits the registry depends on regularly updategstatus on own initiative of the unemployed.

And that is easier for those living in urban arelaser to the respective branch offices of NAE.

Thus at first glance an ostensible advantage séerbs given for rural population compared to
urban but actually this is rather an artefact duéhe way statistics are created. The next section

regarding income situation will put that into afeient perspective.

Household incomes

As just mentioned, the impression one might takenfthe employment /Junemployment figures
actually is quite partial and unfortunately veryahibiased. The next paragraphs will clearly show
and underpin this, by exploring a bit the incomtiagion and their differences according to area
type®.

* In Quarter IV 2009, the total average income pé&anrhousehold was 26.9% greater than

of rural households.

* The urban household incomes were 60.9% from w&$6% from social provisions, the in

kind incomes being 9.3% of the total income.

* In the rural households, the main income sourcethasgricultural production that ensured
38.1% of the total income. The most part of it 884) was represented by the equivalent

value of the consumption of agro-food products fromn resources, the money income

46 Source: Household income and expenditure in @ué&vt2009, NIS Press Release 65, 2010-04-07
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from agriculture providing only 6.2%. An importanbntribution to the rural household

income had also the earnings (26.5%) and the spmalsions (26.5%).

Level of income as well as structure of income artigpular money income from wages and

transfers are bigger in urban areas.

The clear indication of an agricultural subsisteacenomy in rural areas is given by the following
facts™

» Total income per household is just about 2/3 ialrareas compared to urban areas
* Monetary income is also about 2/3

e About 1/3 of the income in rural areas is so-calledkind’ income i.e. from own

consumption of agricultural goods. In urban aréas tounts to less than 10%

* The potential for financial /monetary saving foraluhouseholds is much smaller (less than
half per household) what amongst others means bgecmuence the mobility and flexibility

to participate e.g. in trainings being very mucstnieted

* The absolute value of selling own property (salassfets of the household patrimptoyget
money is bigger in rural areas than in urban onlestuncreases the poverty successively —
and it contributes substantially more to the mwedsér monetary income.(cf. Annex, Table
27)

The world economic crisis and the decline of ecoicoattivities (started already in 2009) will

continue to change the functioning parameters ofibMRomania.

Unemployment started to increase, both in termisk& and registered unemployment rates and is

expected to continue.

In addition, some measures recently taken by theefdoent in order to decrease the State Budget
expendituré and not possible to be quantified by their impiactthis report, will continue to
influence, in an unfavourable way, the labour miaake poverty indicators in Romania.

" For more detail cf. Annex , on page 143 Table 29 _evel and structure of total income in quarter I802 and on page 144

Table 27 Income and other financial resourcesreg)a

48 Cut- backs of State Budget and dismissals in alegtudget funded institutions (central and loesel; for example in NAE

reduction of staff by 25% have been announced)else of VAT, Increase of taxes/new taxes for soategories of labour
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On the background of the Community Strategic Gunésl on the labour market, that target at the

creation of new jobs, increase of employabilityotigh vocational training and long-life learning,

and the elimination of barriers for accessing/metug on labour market, the main findings from

analytical documents explored for this report carsbmmarised as follows:

1.

There is a need for improving the skills of humasaurces in the rural areas since in the
future (2025 mentioned in the study) Romania will save the largest demand for farm
workers in Europe and agriculture will still by thaccount for 19% of total employment;

It is necessary to invest in the rural areas (anagricultural pillar especially) and this fact

will also mean making the level of agricultural doyment smatrter;

Investing therefore in the agricultural pillar dfet rural would therefore mean investing in

the sustainable development of its human capitahiong term period;
Schemes providing social protection in agricultsiieuld be developed;

Is necessary to provide statistics about the ttiansirom school to working life (e.g. what

kind of jobs do school leavers get?)

There is an alleged shortage of prognostics ane tisea need to look at developments in
the economy, in employment, demography and edustenrolment for a longer period,;

There remains a need for an analysis of the reaaladds on the labour market, stemming
from: an analysis of potential jobs for school ke@y an analysis of jobs directly or

indirectly created by the other OPs and the corsaops of ageing;

There is a need for an in-depth analysis of thenrtt@mes of the sector: the transition from
an agricultural to a services oriented economythadigeing problem as well as keeping up

the health status of the population, including eded groups, etc;

An analysis of the most important challenges fa thiture is needed (e.g. changing the
structure of education and especially strengtheM&J and R&D in higher education,

introducing LLL concepts by involving social parteg

contracts; introduction of the obligatory minimuaxtof 500 to 10 000 Euro (in relation to level ofrtover) no matter if the
SMESs obtain or not profit; foreseen increase ofayas heating agents prices etc.
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10.Romania must elaborate clear policies regardingigration. The gaps generated by the

lack of programs and policies in the domain of igration generate certain problems in the
interaction with the labour market. What is morssuaning the role of Eastern frontier of
the European Union will generate a restrictive fearark as far as the attitude goes when
dealing with the granting of visas of staying aneherally a stricter control of illegal

migration, in parallel with the development of amggex management system of this

phenomenon (institutions, programs and policies);

11.To know and to understand, as much as possiblegtiy, the processes produced within
the Romanian occupational system and also the riasthich have influence upon the
dynamic of the occupational system is absolutelgessary in order to obtain right and

efficient action plans.

12.Occupational monographs, periodical (annual) suiaefjfrms will permit to identify will
permit to identify the labour force demand and tifaéning deficit and also the dimension

and the structure of the migratory fluxes;

13.In order to achieve the objective of economicaldi@yment it is absolutely needful to

develop professional training actions for the Roaafirms’ personnel,

14.To elaborate projections regarding the probabldugtem of the occupational structure is
also indispensable in order to make a decisionrdayz the skills and qualifications of the
labour force supply in order to assure an efficiassignation of the labour force. These
projections on labour force would permit us to nsere efficient the resources from the

educational system in order to develop the humaitata

Overall Labour Market indicators

The main Labour Market (LMindicators more or less followed the same pattasnthe economic
indicators, an improvement in terms of activity aachployment in the period of economic
development (2005-2008) but an economic decline esldted increase of unemployment

especially in 2009 and continued in 2010.
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UNIUNEA EUROPEANA

In 2009 the decrease of employment was not as sisattpe economic decline; what partially has to
be considered a result of political actions posggbto after the elections (dismissals in 2010 have
been related much to state owned comparies).

The dynamic of main LM indicators as well as congar with EU values is presented in the next

table.

Active population and activity rates

Table 7 Main LM indicators — 2005 — 2009 — RO, EUR2and EU25

Indicator/Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Active population 9851034 10041639 9 994 268 9 944 668 n.a
Activity rates [%]

15-64 years old 62.4 63.7 63.0 62.9 n.a
15 years and above 54.0 55.0 54.8 54.5 n.a
Employment rates 15-64 years old [%)]

Romania 57.7 58.8 58.8 59 58.6
EU27 63.5 64.5 65.4 65.9 64.6
EU25 64.0 64.8 65.8 66.3 65
ILO unemployment rates15-74 years old [%]

Romania 7.2 7.3 6.4 5.8 6.9
EU27 8.9 8.2 7.1 7.0 8.9
EU 25 8.9 8.2 7.2 7.1 9.0
ILO long-term unemployment [%0]

Romania 4.0 4.2 3.2 24 2.2
EU 27 3.7 3.1 2.6 3.0
EU 25 3.7 3.0 2.6 3.0
Romania

Registered 5.9 5.2 4.0 4.4 7.8
Unemployment rates

49

cia economia merge bine” (We could have lied anothmio6ths that the economy is doing well)

See for example the famous public statementeMmister of Finance from June 2010 “Am fi putuinghinca sase luni
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Indicator/Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
ILO unemployment rates 7.5 7.6 6.8 6.1 n.a
15-64 years old

Source: NIS and EUROSTAT (figures for 2009) .&=mot available

The overall figures show that compared to 20052006 the active population as well as the
activity rates registered a slight increase; dfiex year, both indicators show a slow decreasg, st

in 2008 the activity rate was 0.5 percent poinghhr than in 2005.

Yet, as the next tables will demonstrate, in a amthtion of rural and urban areas relevant

differences show up.

Comparing urban and rural areas

Activity rates of working age population in urbareas increased in 2006 compared to 2005, then
decreased in 2007 and slightly increased in 20@8nagvhile in rural areas it had a continuous
decreasing trend. Still, in 2008 activity rate nban area — 61.7% is lower than the national awerag
- 62.9% and the one registered in rural area -%4Bxception of this last general pattern is natice
in NW, Centre and Bucharest-llfov regions whereavigtrates in urban areas were higher than in

rural ones. (Annex, Table 15).

Table 8 Activity rates by age-groups and rural/urba areas — 2005 - 2008

Age group Arealtypes 2005 2006 2007 2008
[%] [%] [%6] [%]

Total 62.4 63.7 63.0 62.9

15 - 64 years Urban 60.3 62.6 61.6 61.7
Rural 65.3 65.2 65.1 64.5

Total 31.9 31.0 30.5 30.4

15 - 24 years Urban 25.4 24.7 24.6 24.9
Rura 40.9 39.7 38.5 37.5

Total 78.7 79.4 78.3 77.9

25 - 34 years Urban 80.8 82.5 81.4 81.3
Rura 75.9 75.2 73.8 72.1

35 - 54 years Total 78.0 80.1 79.4 78.7
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N A 2005 2006 2007 2008
e grou rea es
o IO W 1% 1% (%] 1%

Urban 78.2 81.4 79.9 79.0
Rura 77.9 78.0 78.5 78.3
Total 40.4 42.8 42.4 44.2
55 - 64 years Urban 26.2 31.2 29.7 33.0
Rura 56.2 56.5 57.8 58.4

Source: NIS

Age groups differentiation

Between 2005 and 2008 activity rate of the age{@i®k+64 years old permanently increased, age-
groups 25-34 and 35-54 years old registered aeaserin 2006 and then a decrease, while the age-
group 15-24 years old a continuous decrease. 18,28§e-group of 15-24 years old had the lowest
activity rate (30.4%), age-group 35-54 years ottle highest (78.7%), followed by the age-group
25-34 years(77.6%).

In rural areas, activity rates of the age-groupS®64 and 35-54 years old had an increasing trend,
while of 15-24 and 25-34 years old a decreasing #wge-groups of 25-34 and 35-54 years old
have lower activity rates in rural areas than tbegesponding values in urban ones, for the other

age-groups the situation is in favour of rural area

Activity rates by gender

Structure by gender shows a male activity *’abgth an increasing trend, achieving a value of
62.8% in 2008 that is also higher than the natiawvarage of 54.5%; Female activity ra{@6.8%
in 2008) started to decrease beginning with 2006 ianlower than for males and the national

average (Annex, Table 16).

%0 Activity rate 15 years and over

51 Activity rate 15 years and over
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Activity rates by development regions

Activity rates of working age population by regiohave in general the same patterns as the
indicator at national level: increase in 2006 foléml by a slow decrease-except NE region where

indicator registered a permanent decrease.

Compared to the national average of 62.9% in 2008, and SE regions had the lowest activity
rates (58.7% respective 59.8%), while the highesels were achieved in South Muntenia,
Bucharest - llIfov, and SW Oltenia regions, withresponding values of 65.9%, 65.5% and 64.6%
(Annex, Table 15 on page 123).

Employment and employment rates

Between 2005 and 2008, employment rate of workgy @opulation increased (flat rate in 2007),
than decreased in 2009 when it was 11.4 percentplmwer than the Lisbon objective established
to be achieved in 2010 — general employment raf€®é, and 6 percent points lower than the EU

27 value.

By area types and development regions

Increase of employment rate was mainly due to as®eof employment rate in urban areas (from
55% in 2005 to 57.5% in 2008), while rural areagstered more or less a flat rate, with a slight
decrease in 2008 - 61.2% compared to 61.6% in 2005.

But as in case of activity rates, in 2008 employtmate in urban area is still lower than the nadlon
average of 59% and of rural area — 61.2%. And agsim case of activity rates, only NW, Center
and Bucharest-llfov regions had employment ratesrloan areas higher than in rural ones. On the
other side, only three regions, NE, S Muntenia @M Oltenia, registered higher employment rates
in rural areas than the corresponding nationalamgee(rural area).The lowest employment rate in
rural area is registered in Center Region whilehighest in SW Oltenia (cf Annex Table 17 on

page 129).
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By area types and age groups

Table 9 Employment rate by age-groups and rural/urlan areas

Age-group Area types 2005 2006 2007 2008
(%] (%] (%] (%]
Total 57.7 58.8 58.8 59
15 - 64 years Urban 55.0 57.2 56.8 57.5
Rural 61.6 61.1 61.5 61.2
Total 25.6 245 24.4 24.8
15 - 24 years Urban 18.7 18.0 18.5 19.1
Rural 35.2 33.5 32.2 32.0
Total 72.8 73.3 73.2 73.1
25 - 34 years Urban 73.8 75.4 75.6 76.3
Rural 71.3 70.3 69.8 68.5
Total 73.5 75.6 75.3 75.1
35 - 54 years Urban 73.2 76.3 75.1 74.9
Rural 74.2 74.4 75.6 75.4
Total 39.4 41.7 41.4 43.1
55 - 64 years Urban 24.8 29.9 28.5 31.8
Rural 55.5 55.6 57.1 57.4
Source: NIS

For all the age-groups employment rates in rurabsr(2008) are higher than the corresponding
figures for urban areas, except the age-groupsse842where the situation is in favour of urban
areas. In rural areas, similar to activity ratesplyment rates of the age-groups of 55-64 and 35-

54 had an increasing trend, while for 15-24 and2% decreasing one.

By gender

Female employment rate (working age populatiosfiisquite low (52.5% in 2008), lower than the
national average and male employment rate (65.f¥b)tlais is the pattern for all age-groups (cf.
Annex, Table 18 on page 135).
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By development regions

Looking at the regional structure in 2008 we caticeothat the lowest employment rates were
registered in SE (55.3%), NW (56.4%) and Centet6%f) while the highest in Bucharest-llfov
(63.3%) followed by S Muntenia (61.1%).

In the same year, employment rates in NE and S\Wn@ltregions have been lower (slightly lower
in the case of SW Oltenia) than corresponding \&lue 2005; for the rest of regions the
employment rates were still higher than in 2005r(@xy Table 17 on page 129).

Further aspects

25% of employed population is still representecpbyple with low_level of educatiompractically

without any qualification, although the share dligldecreased in the previous perfod

The share of self-employed total employment decreased, and in 2009 it 38% compared to
33.5% in 2005. Part-time(9.9% in 2009) and fixeterm (1.3%) employment had the same trend,
but the decrease was smaller than for self-emplaymeith only 0.3 percentage points and

corresponding 1.1 percentage poits

Other punctual but important aspects related toleyngent are to be mentioned here and these are

the following:

* Average exit age from the labour market improvedhi@ last years: in 2001 it was 59.3

years meanwhile in 2006 was 64.3 years.

* Although employment in the services sector incréashese developments reflect the
“volatility” of economic growth and the tendencygpeculative activities (for example real-

estate business), even of the direct investmergsanomy*

* Employed population moved from industry to agrigwdt in 2007 29.5% and in Q3 2008

30.3% was involved in agriculture, however

52 2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveifs-Long Learning- Ministry of Labour, Family ar8bcial Protection

53 EUROSTAT - Employment in Europe-2009

*  2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveife-Long Learning, Ministry of Labour, Family ar8bcial Protection for

the following 6 bullet-points
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» The weight of employment in agriculture has deardagquarterly shares of total
employment) from 2003 (Q1 34%,Q2 37%, Q3 37%, Q% 33, to 2006 (Q1 28%, Q2
29%, Q3 30%, Q4 28%);

* There is a certain improvement of the working ctiads in the rural areas and the labour
productivity increased constantly from 2003 to 2008h a higher rate in 2007-2008 which
become almost flat in 2008-2009

* The existence of an acute phenomenon of structural underemplayne. employment of
people with high levels of education and trainingifications on jobs with low profile or a

profile different from the one obtained.

* A high informal employment still in place if we caider the high employment in agriculture

of non-paid family workers or self-employed (aroui@ of total employed)

* The mechanisms for wage establishment are insefffilsi developed in order to reflect, in

an appropriate way, the level of productivity, diiehtions or regional differences

» The discriminatory attitudes of employers towardme vulnerable groups of people like
the Roma population causes an increase in undepgmpht especially in small

communities with a relevant share of Roma poputatio

* Inequity of employment and salaries by gender

Unemployment and unemployment rate (LFS and registeunemployment)

During 2005-2008 ILO unemployment rate (15-74 yeald) decreased from 7.2% to 5.8%. In
20009 it increased to 6.9%, but was still 2 pointtoty the average in EU-27 (8.9%) (cf. Table 7
above on page 109 and Annex, Table 20 on page 140.

The same direction (with a slightly increase in @0@ok the ILO unemployment rates of working
age population, that in 2008 was 5.8%, 1.4 pergenpaints lower than in 2005.

%5 2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveife-Long Learning, Ministry of Labour, Family ar@bcial Protection for

the following 6 bullet-points
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As the next table shows the decrease of unempldyraées (working age population) was more
pronounced and continuous in urban areas- from 802005 to 6.8% in 2008 but the indicators
still are above the national average and the cporeding values in rural areas.

Table 10 Unemployment rates (ILO) by age-groups andural/urban areas

Age group Area types 2005 2006 2007 2008
[%] [%6] [%6] [%]
Total 7.5 7.6 6.8 6.1
15 - 64 years Urban 8.9 8.6 7.7 6.8
Rural 5.7 6.2 54 51
Total 19.7 21.0 20.1 18.6
15 - 24 years Urban 26.3 27.3 24.7 23.2
Rural 13.9 15.6 16.3 14.7
Total 7.6 7.7 6.5 5.8
25 - 34 years Urban 8.7 8.6 7.1 6.2
Rural 6.0 6.4 55 5.0
Total 5.7 5.7 51 4.6
35 - 54 years Urban 6.4 6.3 6 51
Rural 4.4 4.7 3.7 3.7
Total 2.4 2.6 2.3 2.5
55 - 64 years Urban 5.1 4.3 4 3.7
Rural 1.1 1.5 1.2 1.6
Source: NIS

By area types and development regions

In 2008 unemployment rates in urban areas are hitjtae those for rural areas in majority of
regions, except Center, Bucharest-llfov and W negjiavhere the indicator registered a lower value.
Big differences between unemployment rates urbsal-rareas are registered in NE and SW
Oltenia, 5.9 and 5.6 percentage points. In Buchaidev region the report was vice-versa,
unemployment rate in rural areas was around 2.8stimgher than the corresponding value of the
urban areas (same region). In 4 regions: Center SSHMuntenia, Bucharest- Ilfov and West the
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unemployment rates in rural areas have been hiplaerthe corresponding national average (rural
area) .The lowest unemployment rate in rural aseaegistered in NE region(2.4%) while the
highest in Center (8.9%) (Annex, Table 19 below)

In rural areas, unemployment rate increased in 268%6) compared to 2005 (5.7%) and then also
registered a decreasing trend) ; this decreaselovesr than for urban areas, so in 2008 the
unemployment rate in rural areas was 5.1%, only fe6centage point lower than in 2005(
difference of 2.1 percentage points for urban greas

By age groups

Except age-group of 55-64 years old with an unegmpent rate slightly higher in 2008 than in
2005 (but only 0.1 percentage points) all the ofreups were characterised by the same pattern of
the indicators at national level: general decreasiend - with a slightly increase in 2006. Andsthi

pattern was the same for unemployment rates afgaH groups in rural areas.

So, unemployment rates in rural areas (2008) fortred age-groups are still lower than the

corresponding values in urban areas.

Youth unemployment is still high, age-group 15-2&ns old registering the highest unemployment
rates( both urban and rural) while the lowest gistered by the age-group 55-64 years old .Youth

unemployment rates increased in rural areas , 8 d@ing higher than in 2005.

By gender

By gender, during 2002—2005 unemployment rates \wagker for men as compared to women,
and this was the situation for all age-groups (Ani@ble 20 on page 140)

Long-term unemployment

Long term unemployment rates (% of the labour fphaere decreased in the period 2005-2008 ; in
2008 it was 3.2% compared to 4.0% in 2005 andightbe trend registered for both females and

males®.

% EUROSTAT - Employment in Europe-2009
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By educational level

The highest unemployment rate was registered bulptpn with low educational levels, and the
trend was an increasing one during 2005-2009. Tdreythe most exposed to unemployment,

followed by the group with upper secondary and4sesbndary non-tertiary education.

Table 11 Unemployment rate¥ of population aged 25-64 years old by education#vel (ISCED 1997) — 2005 -
2009

ISCED levels 2005| 2006| 2007| 2008| 2009

Levels 0-2: Pre-primary, primary and lower seconday education - 6.3 69 6. 6.5 7.0

Levels 3-4:Upper secondary and post-secondary ndertiary education| 6.4 6.4 5.5 4.8 5.8

Levels 5-6: Tertiary education - 31 29 22 19 3.2

Source: EUROSTAT

Registered unemployment and unemployment r&tes

The global economic crisis strongly affected Roraani2009 decreasing the economic activity and
inflicting the labour market by sharply raising iggred unemployment in absolute terms and rates.

Likewise the ILO indicator the registered unempl@yrrates as well had a decreasing trend

between 2005 and 2007, but beginning with July 2@8ed to increase again in a permanent way
that continued in 2009. December 2009 was th& m®nth of increase, and this is a situation
encountered for the first time after 1989 (excej1) In 2009, the unemployment rate reached the
value of 7.8%, with 3.4 percentage points highantim 2008, and 1.9 percentage points higher
than in 2005 (Annex 7, Table 21 on page 141 below)

Comparing 2009 and 2008

As mentioned in the NAE Draft Activity report, thyear 2009 started with a strong increase of
unemployment. In January 2009 the unemployment irateeased with 0.5 percentage points

compared to the previous month, from 4.4% to 4.BUring January- December 2009 the increase

57 ILO unemployment rate

% NAE- Draft Activity Report 2009

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 118/ 146



SO,

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

of unemployment rate was of 3.4 percentage poiith) @ higher intensity in January-March, in

April and May, more or less a flat rate, and inelstarted again to increase.

The unemployment increase was mainly due to masmidsals (and mass layoffs) in almost all
economic sectors. The number of new entrants impieyment due to dismissals was in 2009 by
278 911 persons higher than in 2008.

By type of unemployed (receiving or not the unemyteent benefits)

Not only that the total number of registered uneyeltl increased, but the number of those
receiving unemployment benefits increased consdieraeaching the highest level in comparison
to the previous years. In May 2009 the number anyployed receiving unemployment benefits

was, for the first time in the last 10 years, higliean the number of unemployed with no

unemployment benefits. The increase was due tedbromic reduction and related dismissals but
also due to an extension of the legal period oéikéeg unemployment benefits - the Government
Decision (Ordonanta de Urggéna Guvernului) no. 28/2009 — as a social protectiweasure of

those affected by the economic criSis.

Unemployed with no unemployment benefits are eithese for whom the legal period benefits has
expired (LTU) or job seekers that had no right leninas acquired yet. Predominant amongst LTU
are low qualified people, mainly from rural areadth no financial resources, claiming the

minimum guarantee income.

By educational attainment

The structure by educational attainment of regestememployed in 2009 was the following:
*  74.27% unemployed with primary, secondary and V#ication background
* 20.06% - persons with higher secondary education
* 5.67% - unemployed with higher education backgdofuaniversities)

And this means the most affected by unemploymentrarse with low educational background and

low qualifications.

% QUG 28/ March 2009 - this extension was grantedlitunemployed - new entrants and those alretiflyéceiving and it was

in place only for 2009. This measure has been téea to the pressure and risks, caused by extamdhinternal economic
developments "- as stipulated in the Governmentr@rtte.
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Unemployment Fund

Under the above mentioned circumstances, in 200@ttemployment Fund had also difficulties in
ensuring resources for implementation of all atiggi in good conditions (less contribution to the
unemployment fund and higher expenditures incl.tdmeporary extension of the legal period of
unemployment/ drawing of benefits) Thus, in thituaiion funds have been allocated only for

major obligations and budget restrictions have lzpted.
Expenditures on ALMPs

In 2009 the expenditures on ALMPs implementatiors waly 7.49% of total expenditures, with
12.54 percentage points less than in 2008. Neueghat is to be mentioned that the share of
ALMPs expenditures in GDP registered a permanetrtedse during 2008, from 0.11 % in 2005 to
0.05% in 2008.

Chart 1 Share of expenditures on ALMP as of total gpenditure of the unemployment fund — 2005 - 2009

The share of expenditures with ALMPs in total expenditures of unemployment fund

25 -
20,03

20 —48;99— — 21,1

19,57
N \
10

-~

5 7,49

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Source: NAE

Life-Long Learning® (LLL)

As it can be seen in the following table, adultstipgation in education and training (LLL)
continues to be very low. There is a big gap betwgires for Romania compared EU 25/27, both

for men and women.

8 Percentage of the population aged 25-64 partioigén education and training over the four wepkisr to the survey
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Table 12 Life-Long Learning by gender, Romania andEU 25 /27 (%)

<

Instrumente Structurale

2007-2013

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009*
Total
EU (27 countries) 9.8 9.7 9.5 9.4 9.3
EU (25 countries) 10. 10.2 10.0 9.9 9.8
Romania (b)1.6 1.3 1.3 15 15
Females
EU (27 countries) 10. 10.5 104 10.2 10.2
EU (25 countries) 11. 111 10.9 10.8 10.8
Romania 1.6 13 1.4 1.6 1.6
Males
EU (27 countries) 9.( 8.8 8.6 8.5 8.5
EU (25 countries) 9.5 9.3 9.0 8.9 8.9
Romania 15 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3

Source: EUROSTAT (b) = break in time series EUZ%009 = provisional values

Compared to 2005, in 2006 and 2007 the indicatgistered a decrease, than a slight increase but
in 2009 it was still lower than in 2005.

The participation rates in education and traininggpammes are very low for all age-groups and
this pattern is more pronounced in rural areas #Iso to be mentioned that the network of adult
training providers is imbalanced and insufficiexgpecially in rural and small urban aréas

Occupational analysis

A study on the evolution of occupation on the Rommatabour market in 2010 perspective done on
initiative of the Ministry of LabourSocial Solidarity and Family came out with someatosions
that can be of use for developing further trairmagions or boosting the impact of the technological

and organizational changes on the content andeostthcture of the occupations.
Below are the most important findings from thadstu

» Skilled workers, in almost all occupational groupse in a constant decline, even in
agriculture, the economic branch which, in the $réon period, attracted the highest rate of

61 2009-2020 Draft HRD Strategy in the perspectiveifsf-Long Learning, Ministry of Labour, Family ar8bcial Protection
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employment, the skilled workers necessary in tloglpetive technological development of

this branch decrease in size;

 The economic reorganization process also led tamifgignt changes at the level of
occupations: New occupations have appeared, artdeonther hand, the content of many
others has changed. In certain domains, occupattan®d to have larger sizes of employed
population, while others underwent a process ofapgfiearance. Based on these
observations, criteria for the classification oé tbccupational system in three categories
were created, thus: “dominant occupations”, “octigpa that significantly changed their

content” and “penetration occupations”;

* Major deficiencies recorded in the allocation ofrikforce to positions in fact emphasize
another aspect of the qualification deficit, as Iwad of the problems existing in the
employee competences certification system. Theeipagicy of employing the personnel in
accordance with the qualification obtained aftemdgrating from a school is found in a

significant number of companies;

* The assessment by the employer of the staff compeseboth for the one with secondary
education, as well as the one with higher educatiom reflected in lower levels of
competences regarding:

» Knowledge and use of foreign languages, especialythe mining industry,

agriculture, electric power, gases and water, coosons;

» The management and organization, with levels unldernational average in the
fields of the mining industry, constructions, agtiare, etc.

*» The use of the information technology and commuigoa(PC, Internet, et.) with
lower levels than the country average in the fietafsthe mining industry,

constructions and agriculture.

* As aresult, in order to increase the competentdéseostaff with secondary and post high-
school education it is necessary to organize fareignguages (especially English)
acquisition/improvement courses, the organizatiod ase of the information technology

and communications especially in the branches wireng@oyee appreciation is low;
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* The regional disbalances are determined by the dhdoherence between the educational

system’s output and the labour market requiremesms, an excess of workforce with

gualifications no longer required.

Annex — Additional statistics on socio-economic ¢ext

Table 13 Labour resources by gender (thousands pams)2005 - 2008

Sex 2005 2006 2007 2008
Total 13 816.9 13 801.6 13772.7 13747.4
Male 7 098.8 71423 71154 7 103.3
Female 6718.1 6 659.3 6 657.3 6 644.1
Source: NIS
Table 14 Real GDP growth rate, % 2005 - 2008
geo\time 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
EU-27 2 3.2 2.9 0.7 -4.2
EU-25 1.9 3.1 2.9 0.6 -4.2
Romania 4.2 7.9 6.3 7.3 -7.1

Source: EUROSTAT

Table 15 Activity rate (LFS - AMIGO) by age group,urban/rural area and regions 2005 - 2008

Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type [%] (%] (%] [%]

15 - 24 years Total TOTAL 31.9 31.0 30.5 30.4
- - NORTH - WEST 30.9 28.8 277 26|0
- - CENTER 31.1 30.4 29.5 311
- - NORTH - EAST 33.8 31.5 31.1 30.8
- - SOUTH - EAST 32.6 32.7 316 30(8
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 35.3 38.6 37.6 37.p
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 27.6 25.7 25.2 26/6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 30.6 27.3 28.0 30{0
- - WEST 29.6 28.3 30.1 275
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= Urban | TOTAL 25.4 24.7 24.6 24.9

- - NORTH - WEST 23.6 23.2 233 22{5
- - CENTER 26.9 24.9 24y 26)9
- - NORTH - EAST 23.8 22.4 21.7 23|10
- - SOUTH - EAST 28.3 28.7 28.p 28{3
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 27.9 31.4 30.9 294
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 26.5 25.] 23.9 25/5
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 19.3 18.4 1938 20,8
- - WEST 25.4 22.3 241 214
s Rural TOTAL 40.9 39.7 38.5 37.5

- - NORTH - WEST 40.0 35.6 33.0 30{2
- - CENTER 38.0 39.9 36.7 37)2
- - NORTH - EAST 43.0 39.4 39.4 37/4
- - SOUTH - EAST 38.9 38.4 357 34{1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 41.8 44.7 43.3 43 .4
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 37.8 32.3 38.9 383
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 44 .5 39.8 38.4 4016
- - WEST 37.6 39.3 40.Y 380
25 - 34 years Total TOTAL 78.7 79.4 78.3 77.6

- - NORTH - WEST 76.1 76.1 73.p 7213
- - CENTER 76.0 78.9 76.0 77,1
- - NORTH - EAST 78.7 75.§ 76.4 74]3
- - SOUTH - EAST 75.3 76.4 73.6 73(1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 79.9 82.0 82.2 80.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 86.0 879 86.8 86,3
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 79.9 78.4 7.2 767
- - WEST 78.9 82.4 83.0 827
= Urban | TOTAL 80.8 82.5 81.4 81.3

- - NORTH - WEST 79.8 79.1 79.4 8110
- - CENTER 80.3 82.9 80.8 837
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- - NORTH - EAST 77.3 77.4 77.1 76]7
- - SOUTH - EAST 78.6 81.1 77.0 77\5
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 82.3 84.4 84.6 82.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 86.9 88.4 87.4 867
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 80.0 78.% 771 75|8
- - WEST 78.9 84.9 85.8 836
s Rural TOTAL 75.9 75.2 73.8 72.1

- - NORTH - WEST 71.4 71.4 65.11 60(9
- - CENTER 69.0 71.9 68.2 6642
- - NORTH - EAST 79.7 74.4 75.9 72|3
- - SOUTH - EAST 70.9 70.0 68.[7 66(9
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 77.9 80.1 80.2 79.11
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 77.5 81.4 78.4 81)5
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 79.9 79.8 774 77\8
- - WEST 78.9 77.9 78.8 80,8
35 - 54 years Total TOTAL 78.0 80.1 79.4 78.7

- - NORTH - WEST 75.4 78.6 7.8 75|5
- - CENTER 76.1] 79.4 78.3 79,3
- - NORTH - EAST 81.0 80.4 80.f 78)9
- - SOUTH - EAST 73.5 77.6 75.p 7413
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 79.3 80.4 80.1 79.)7
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 80.5 83.7 82.8 82/5
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 79.9 815 80.7 80,2
- - WEST 77.4 80.2 80.38 802
= Urban | TOTAL 78.2 81.4 79.9 79.0

- - NORTH - WEST 77.4 81.0 80.0 78|5
- - CENTER 79.6 83.7 81.1 82)4
- - NORTH - EAST 78.0 79.9 77.9 75|1
- - SOUTH - EAST 74.2 78.% 75.9 7413
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 78.6 80.0 78.9 78.)7
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- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 81.5 84.3 83.4 827
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 77.9 80.7 79.4 786
- - WEST 77.4 82.4 82.8 813
- Rural TOTAL 77.6 78.0 78.5 78.3

- - NORTH - WEST 72.5 75.2 73.8 7113
- - CENTER 69.4 71.7 73.0 74,0
- - NORTH - EAST 84.3 80.9 83.6 82|8
- - SOUTH - EAST 72.2 76.2 74.0 7414
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 80.0 80.7 81.3 80.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 69.3 74.Q 74.8 80,3
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 83.0 82.6 823 82(2
- - WEST 77.3 75.2 76.2 781
55 - 64 years Total TOTAL 40.4 42.8 42.4 44.2

- - NORTH - WEST 36.0 38.4 38.8 40(4
- - CENTER 29.7 33.8 32.6 36/1
- - NORTH - EAST 55.6 55.9 57.4 57|1
- - SOUTH - EAST 37.6 41.2 38.8 4119
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 43.8 44.7 46.7 48.1
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 28.0 33.0 30.2 32]7
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 52.5 54.9 523 54{3
- - WEST 32.3 35.3 35.1 372
= Urban | TOTAL 26.2 31.2 29.7 33.0

- - NORTH - WEST 24.2 26.% 26.9 32(3
- - CENTER 25.7 32.9 28.5 3416
- - NORTH - EAST 29.0 31.9 33.6 35]5
- - SOUTH - EAST 24.3 30.8 29.4 319
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 25.6 29.5 29.2 321
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 28.4 33.1 30.5 33]1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 304 38.1 329 34{2
- - WEST 21.7 26.9 27.1 304
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s Rural TOTAL 56.2 56.5 57.8 58.4

- - NORTH - WEST 47.4 50.4 5183 49(3
- - CENTER 35.5 35.0 39.2 384
- - NORTH - EAST 74.6 73.4 76.7 75|5
- - SOUTH - EAST 53.2 54.0 50.9 55{3
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 54.9 54.4 58.% 59.4
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 24.7 30.7 26.2 2716
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 67.1 66.8 66.5 69,8
- - WEST 49.4 49.0 48.%5 486
15 - 64 years Total TOTAL 62.4 63.7 63.0 62.9

- - NORTH - WEST 59.7 60.9 59.6 58}7
- - CENTER 59.2 61.9 60.4 61,9
- - NORTH - EAST 65.5 64.2 64.8 636
- - SOUTH - EAST 59.6 62.2 60.1L 598
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 64.3 66.2 66.3 65.9
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 63.8 66.0 65.1 655
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 64.8 65.1 64.1 64(6
- - WEST 60.7 62.8 63.2 629
= Urban | TOTAL 60.3 62.6 61.6 61.7

- - NORTH - WEST 59.0 60.7 60.4 60(8
- - CENTER 60.8 63.7 61.Y 64,2
- - NORTH - EAST 58.9 59.9 59.0 58)4
- - SOUTH - EAST 58.5 61.9 59.6 593
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 61.3 63.6 63.0 62.5
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 64.4 66.5 65.4 656
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 59.0 60.9 597 59(6
- - WEST 58.9 62.9 62.8 61.9
- Rural TOTAL 65.3 65.2 65.1 64.5

- - NORTH - WEST 60.5 61.1 58.6 56(0
- - CENTER 56.6 58.2 58.2 582
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- - NORTH - EAST 71.6 68.2 70.1 68)4
- - SOUTH - EAST 61.3 62.7 60.8 6016
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 66.9 68.3 69. 68.)7
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 57.7 60.1 60.3 63,5
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 71.2 69.3 69.[1 7012
- - WEST 64.2 63.3 64.1 647
>= 15 years Total TOTAL 54.0 55.0 54.8 54.5

- - NORTH - WEST 52.0 53.2 523 51{2
- - CENTER 50.5 52.5 51.5 5216
- - NORTH - EAST 58.6 57.4 58.8 57]2
- - SOUTH - EAST 51.7 53.8 52.8 5117
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 55.1 56.2 56.8 56./7
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 53.4 55.3 54.6 54)9
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 57.2 57.3 56.6 57|12
- - WEST 51.5 53.1 53.9 533
= Urban | TOTAL 52.5 54.5 53.6 53.5

- - NORTH - WEST 52.1 53.% 5311 533
- - CENTER 52.8 55.7 53.4 55)3
- - NORTH - EAST 52.3 53.( 52.p 5115
- - SOUTH - EAST 51.3 54.2 5211 5116
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 53.7 55.4 55.1 546
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 53.9 55.8 55.0 55]1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 53.0 54.7 53.6 53,3
- - WEST 50.6 53.6 53.9 530
s Rural TOTAL 55.9 55.7 56.3 55.8

- - NORTH - WEST 51.9 52.9 51.4 487
- - CENTER 47.0 48.1 48.Y 485
- - NORTH - EAST 63.9 61.( 63.2 61,8
- - SOUTH - EAST 52.2 53.3 527 5119
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 56.1 56.7 58.1 58.3
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BUCHAREST - ILFOV

SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA

WEST

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

52.

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

53.

Source: NIS

Table 16 Activity rate (LFS-AMIGO) by gender 2005 -2008

Total 54.0 55.0 54.8 54.5

Male 61.7 62.7 62.6 62.8

Female 46.9 47.8 475 46.8
Source: NIS

Table 17 Employment rate by age-group, rural/urbanarea and by regions 2005 - 2008

15 - 24 years Total TOTAL 25.6 24.5 24.4 24.8

- - NORTH - WEST 25.2 23.% 238 22{5
- - CENTER 25.2 23.6 22.2 2411
- - NORTH - EAST 28.1 25.9 26.b 26)5
- - SOUTH - EAST 26.1 247 232 24{1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 26.8 28.4 28.6 29.9
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 21.3 21.1 21.1 22,0
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 249 21.4 218 23(5
- - WEST 24.4 24.Q 24.9 219
= Urban TOTAL 18.7 18.0 18.5 19.1

- - NORTH - WEST 18.0 18.4 198 19{4
- - CENTER 21.5 19.1 19.0 20/5
- - NORTH - EAST 16.0 14.§ 15.8 16/9
- - SOUTH - EAST 21.6 19.9 194 21}1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 18.6 19.8 21.3 229
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 20.4 21.3 20.2 2112
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- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 12.2 10.2 12/0 125
- - WEST 20.1 18.4 20.2 167
- Rural TOTAL 35.2 33.5 32.2 32.0
- - NORTH - WEST 34.2 29.7 28.7 26{2
- - CENTER 31.2 30.7 27.0 29/4
- - NORTH - EAST 39.3 36.( 36.0 3416
- - SOUTH - EAST 32.7 31.7 28.4 28{1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 34.0 35.8 34.7 35.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 28.7 26.] 31.0 2916
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 40.6 35.1 336 362
- - WEST 32.3 334 33.2 307
25 - 34 years Total TOTAL 72.8 73.3 73.2 73.1
- - NORTH - WEST 72.2 71.% 70.4 69|7
- - CENTER 69.7 71.5 70.1 71)5
- - NORTH - EAST 74 71.2 72.8 71)2
- - SOUTH - EAST 69.7 7( 67.5 680
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 71.2 73.5 75.0 747
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 79.7 83.6 82.y 83J6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 73.0 71.9 711 70(2
- - WEST 73.7 75.5 78.0 77.9
- Urban TOTAL 73.8 75.4 75.6 76.3
- - NORTH - WEST 75.4 74.1 76.4 7719
- - CENTER 74.1 75.7 75.1 783
- - NORTH - EAST 70.1 69.4 70.6 717
- - SOUTH - EAST 71.7 73.4 70.8 70{9
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 70.6 74.2 75.8 75.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 80.6 84.3 83.Y 84)0
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 70.4 69.6 68.4 679
- - WEST 74.5 78.3 80.9 78.9
s Rural TOTAL 71.3 70.3 69.8 68.5
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Age Area . 2005 2006 2007 2008

group type ey [%] [%0] [%] [%]
- - NORTH - WEST 68.2 68.1 62.6 59{1
- - CENTER 62.6 64.9 62.0 60,3
- - NORTH - EAST 77.0 72.4 74.6 70/8
- - SOUTH - EAST 67.1 65.3 63.6 63|8
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 71.7 73.0 74.3 73.9
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 70.9 74.9 69.Y 778
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 75.8 74.4 741 7310
- - WEST 72.1 69.§ 72.1 758
35 - 54 years Total TOTAL 73.5 75.6 75.3 75.1
- - NORTH - WEST 71.8 74.9 74.6 73|2
- - CENTER 71.0 73.6 72.9 73,8
- - NORTH - EAST 77.2 76.2 76.8 75|5
- - SOUTH - EAST 68.7 72.0 70.6 70{2
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 73.7 74.8 74.9 75.4
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 77.0 80.9 80.8 81)0
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 75.9 76.8 76.0 76|2
- - WEST 73.1 76.5 77.0 770
= Urban TOTAL 73.2 76.3 75.1 74.9
- - NORTH - WEST 73.0 76.7 76.6 75(8
- - CENTER 74.3 77.9 75.2 76/4
- - NORTH - EAST 72.9 74 71.9 699
- - SOUTH - EAST 68.6 71.9 70.0 696
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 72.1 73.3 72.2 73.4
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 78.1 81.6 81.6 81,4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 71.8 74.6 734 73|14
- - WEST 72.9 78.8 78.9 78.5
- Rural TOTAL 74.2 74.4 75.6 75.4
- - NORTH - WEST 70.1 72.3 71.6 69|5
- - CENTER 64.6 65.4 68.Y 69,2
- - NORTH - EAST 82.0 78.7 82.0 81)3
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- - SOUTH - EAST 68.7 72.0 71.7 7112
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 75.3 76.2 77.4 771
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 64.6 68.9 70.1 7616
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 80.3 79.% 793 79|16
- - WEST 73.6 71.7 73.1 740
55 - 64 years Total TOTAL 39.4 41.7 41.4 43.1
- - NORTH - WEST 35.6 37.9 3811 39{9
- - CENTER 28.4 32.] 31.6 33]7
- - NORTH - EAST 54.9 54.8 56.p 56)4
- - SOUTH - EAST 36.1 39.1 378 40(0
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 42.5 43.6 455% 47.0
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 26.6 32.1 29.8 32)2
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 51.9 53.9 50.9 53{2
- - WEST 31.8 34.6 34.7 367
= Urban TOTAL 24.8 29.9 28.5 31.8
- - NORTH - WEST 23.7 25.8 259 31{6
- - CENTER 24.6 31.6 27.4 31,8
- - NORTH - EAST 27.95 30.8 31.8 341
- - SOUTH - EAST 22.4 28.1 27.8 30{2
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 23.4 27.9 27.4 30.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 26.9 32.3 30.1 32)6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 29.4 36.7 30.8 33(0
- - WEST 21.2 26.3 26.8 301
s Rural TOTAL 55.5 55.6 57.1 57.4
- - NORTH - WEST 47.2 50.3 510 49|0
- - CENTER 34.0 32.9 38.0 36)7
- - NORTH - EAST 74.3 73.3 76.6 753
- - SOUTH - EAST 52.1 52.6 49.4 53|0
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 54.2 53.9 57.7 58.p
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 24.5 30.1 25y 261
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- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 66.7 65.9 65.[7 687
- - WEST 48.9 48.1 47.8 478
15 - 64 years Total TOTAL 57.7 58.8 58.8 59
- - NORTH - WEST 56.0 57.1 57.0 56}4
- - CENTER 54.2 56.( 55.1 56)6
- - NORTH - EAST 61.5 60.1 61.B 605
- - SOUTH - EAST 54.7 56.4 547 55{3
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 58.1 59.7 60.% 61.11
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 59.4 62.9 62.4 63,3
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 60.1 60.1 593 600
- - WEST 56.6 58.7 59.6 59.3
= Urban TOTAL 55.0 57.2 56.8 57.5
- - NORTH - WEST 54.8 56.5 57.4 58|2
- - CENTER 55.8 58.3 56.5 58,8
- - NORTH - EAST 53.2 53.7 53.p 53|5
- - SOUTH - EAST 52.8 55.1 53.4 54{1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 53.6 55.7 56.0 57.p
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 60.1 63.5 63.0 636
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 52.6 54.3 533 53(6
- - WEST 54.8 58.6 59.5 587
- Rural TOTAL 61.6 61.1 61.5 61.2
- - NORTH - WEST 57.9 57.9 56.4 54{0
- - CENTER 51.4 52.] 52.y 530
- - NORTH - EAST 69.2 66.1 68.4 66)8
- - SOUTH - EAST 57.9 58.2 56.5 5710
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 61.8 63.0 64.3 64.4
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 52.2 55.1 54.8 59]1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 68.4 66.6 66.1 67(1
- - WEST 60.0 58.9 59.8 60.4
>=15 years Total TOTAL 50.2 51.0 51.3 51.4
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Age Area . 2005 2006 2007 2008
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- - NORTH - WEST 48.9 50.1 50.11 49|2
- - CENTER 46.3 47.7 47.2 48]1
- - NORTH - EAST 55.3 54.( 55.4 5416
- - SOUTH - EAST 47.6 49.0 47.9 48|0
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 50.0 51.9 52.1 52.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 49.7 52.7 52.4 53J0
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 53.4 53.2 52.8 53(5
- - WEST 48.1 49.7 50.8 503
= Urban TOTAL 47.9 49.8 49.5 49.9
- - NORTH - WEST 48.4 49.8 50.6 511
- - CENTER 48.5 50.4 49.0 50J6
- - NORTH - EAST 47.2 47.% 47.4 47,3
- - SOUTH - EAST 46.3 48.2 46.7 47|11
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 46.9 48.7 48.9 49.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 50.3 53.3 58 53.4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 47.3 48.8 47.9 48(1
- - WEST 47.1 50.3 51.1 503
- Rural TOTAL 53.0 52.6 53.6 53.2
- - NORTH - WEST 49.5 50.4 49.7 47|11
- - CENTER 42.8 43.3 44.3 4413
- - NORTH - EAST 61.9 59.3 61.9 605
- - SOUTH - EAST 49.2 49.9 494 49|1
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 52.3 52.9 54.% 55.0
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 43.3 453 447 485
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 58.9 57.8 573 586
- - WEST 49.9 48.7 50.4 50.3
Source: NIS
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Table 18 Employment rate by age groups and gend@005 - 2008

2005 2006 2007 2008
Age group Gender
(%] (%] [%] [%]

15 - 24 years Total 25.6 24/5 244 24.8
- Male 294 28.2 28.3 29.1
- Female 21.4 20.6 202 20(2
25 - 34 years Tota| 72.8 73|3 73.2 73.1
- Male 79.0 78.3 77.9 aan
- Female 66.2 68.0 68.2 68/2
35 - 54 years Total 73.5 75(6 79.3 75.1
- Male 80.6 82.3 82.2 82.f7
- Female 66.6 69.0 68.6 67\6
25 - 54 years Total 73.3 74(7 74.6 74.4
- Male 80.0 80.8 80.6 80.9
- Female 66.5 68.6 68.6 67,8
55 - 64 years Tota 39.4 41)7 41.4 43.1
- Male 46.7 50.0 50.3 53.0
- Female 33.1 34.5 33.6 344
15 - 64 years Total 57.7 58.8 58.8 59.0

= Male 63.9 64.7 64.8 65.7

- Female 51.5 53.0 52.8 52.5
>=15 years Tota 50.2 51.0 5113 51.4
- Male 56.9 57.6 58.1 58.6
- Female 43.9 44.9 449 4416

Source: NIS

Table 19 Unemployment rate by age-group, rural/urba and regions (AMIGO - ILO unemployment rate) 2005

- 2008
Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%] [%] [%]
15 - 24 years Total TOTAL 19.7 21 20.1 18.6
- - NORTH - WEST 18.9 18.3 141 13
- - CENTER 19.1 22.7 24y 22
- - NORTH - EAST 16.8 17.§ 14.) 14
- - SOUTH - EAST 19.9 24.4 26.5 21
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 24.0 26.4 23.9 19.
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Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%] [%] [%]

- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 23.0 15.5 16.1 17)4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 18.6 23.0 221 217
- - WEST 17.8 15.3 17.3 204
s Urban TOTAL 26.3 27.3 24.7 23.2

- - NORTH - WEST 24.0 20.6 15.p 13(9
- - CENTER 20.1 22.2 23.1 24)0
- - NORTH - EAST 32.6) 34.5 27.4 26|14
- - SOUTH - EAST 23.9 30.7 32.0 25(6
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 33.3 37.4 31.0 218
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 22.9 15.2 15.b 1646
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 37.0 44.8 37.9 4011
- - WEST 20.7 15.7 16.3 21.8
- Rural TOTAL 13.9 15.6 16.3 14.7

- - NORTH - WEST 14.4 16.4 132 13|12
- - CENTER 18.0 22.3 26.4 211
- - NORTH - EAST 8.7 9.1 8.6 7.b
- - SOUTH - EAST 16.Q 17.6 20.b 17{5
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 18.6 20 19.7 18.1
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 23.9 18.9 20.3 22)7
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 8.8 10.6 12.6 10{9
- - WEST 14.2 14.9 18.4 1P
25 - 34 years Total TOTAL 7.6 7.7 6.5 5.8

- - NORTH - WEST 51 6.1 3.8 3.6
- - CENTER 8.3 8.9 7.8 7.8
- - NORTH - EAST 6.0 6.0 4.7 4.p
- - SOUTH - EAST 7.5 8.4 8.2 7.0
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 10.8 10.4 8.8 7.5
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 7.4 4.9 4.7 3.2
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 8.7 8.9 7.9 8.4
- - WEST 6.6 8.4 6 58
= Urban TOTAL 8.7 8.6 7.1 6.2

- - NORTH - WEST 5.5 7.1 3.8 3.9
- - CENTER 7.8 8.7 1 6.5
- - NORTH - EAST 9.3 10.1 8.4 6.6
- - SOUTH - EAST 8.8 9.5 .8 8.4
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Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%] [%] [%]

- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 14.3 12.1 10.4 8.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 7.3 4.4 4.3 3.1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 12.0 11.4 113 10(4
- - WEST 5.6 7.7 5.2 5.6
- Rural TOTAL 6.0 6.4 5.5 5.0

- - NORTH - WEST 4.5 4.4 3.8 3.0
- - CENTER 9.3 9.4 9.2 8.8
- - NORTH - EAST 3.4 2.5 1.6 2.1
- - SOUTH - EAST 5.4 6.7 7.3 4.6
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 7.9 8.9 3 6.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 8.5 8.1 111 4.6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 5.1 6.1 4.2 6.1
- - WEST 8.7 9.9 7.9 6.3
35 - 54 years Total TOTAL 5.7 5.7 5.1 4.6

- - NORTH - WEST 4.8 4.7 3.5 3.1
- - CENTER 6.8 7.2 6.9 7.0
- - NORTH - EAST 4.6 5.1 4.7 4.3
- - SOUTH - EAST 6.6 7.3 6.5 5b
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 7.1 7.0 6.6 54
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 4.3 3.5 24 1.8
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 5.5 5.9 5.y 5.0
- - WEST 55 4.7 4.1 4.0
= Urban TOTAL 6.4 6.3 6.0 51

- - NORTH - WEST 5.6 5.3 4.3 34
- - CENTER 6.7 6.9 7.3 7.2
- - NORTH - EAST 6.5 7.4 7.7 7.0
- - SOUTH - EAST 7.6 8.4 7.8 6.3
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 8.4 8.4 8.6 6.7
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 4.1 3.2 2.2 1.6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 7.4 7.6 7.5 6.6
- - WEST 5.9 4.7 4.2 3.5
= Rural TOTAL 4.4 4.7 3.7 3.7

- - NORTH - WEST 3.4 3.9 2.3 25
- - CENTER 7.0 7.8 5.9 6.4
- - NORTH - EAST 2.7 2.1 1.? 1.8
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Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%] [%] [%]

- - SOUTH - EAST 4.8 5.4 4.8 4.2
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 5.9 5.6 4.7 4.3
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 6.8 6.9 5.7 4.6
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 3.2 3.7 3.6 31
- - WEST 4.7 4.7 4. 5.2
55 - 64 years Total TOTAL 24 2.6 2.3 2.5

- - NORTH - WEST 1.2 1.2 1.8 1p
- - CENTER 4.3 5 3.3 6.6
- - NORTH - EAST 1.4 1.2 1.5 1B
- - SOUTH - EAST 4.2 5.7 3.9 4.6
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 2.9 2.7 2.5 2.2
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 5.0 2.7 14 1.y
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 1.2 2.Q 2.6 211
- - WEST 1.5 1.9 1.4 1.4
= Urban TOTAL 51 4.3 4.0 3.7

- - NORTH - WEST 2.4 2.9 3.9 21
- - CENTER 4.3 3.9 3.8 8.2
- - NORTH - EAST 4.9 3.5 5.2 4.0
- - SOUTH - EAST 8.1 8.6 5.4 54
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 8.5 6.7 6.0 4.1
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 5.4 2.7 14 1.4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 3.4 3.9 6.4 35
- - WEST 2.4 2.1 1.3 1.1
= Rural TOTAL 1.1 1.5 1.2 1.6

- - NORTH - WEST 0.6 0.3 0.6 0.pb
- - CENTER 4.2 6.5 2.8 4.3
- - NORTH - EAST 0.4 0.5 0.2 0.p
- - SOUTH - EAST 2.1 2.6 2.9 4.0
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 1.3 1.3 14 1.5
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 0.8 2.1 2.( 55
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 0.6 14 1.2 1.5
- - WEST 0.9 1.8 1.4 1.y
15 - 64 years Total TOTAL 7.5 7.6 6.8 6.1

- - NORTH - WEST 6.1 6.2 4.5 4.0
- - CENTER 8.5 9.2 8.7 8.6
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Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%] [%] [%]

- - NORTH - EAST 6.2 6.4 54 4.0
- - SOUTH - EAST 8.3 9.4 8.9 7.6
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 9.7 9.9 8.8 7.2
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 6.9 4.7 4.1 3.4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 7.2 7.7 7.4 71
- - WEST 6.8 6.5 5.7 5.8
- Urban TOTAL 8.9 8.6 7.7 6.8

- - NORTH - WEST 7.1 7. 5.0 4.3
- - CENTER 8.2 8.5 8.3 8.p
- - NORTH - EAST 9.8 10.3 9.3 8.3
- - SOUTH - EAST 9.7 11 10.8 8.7
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 12.6 12.4 11.2 8.b
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 6.7 4.5 3.7 3.1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 10.8 10.9 107 10
- - WEST 7.0 6.2 5.7 5.2
= Rural TOTAL 5.7 6.2 54 51

- - NORTH - WEST 4.9 5.2 3.8 3.6
- - CENTER 9.1 104 9.4 8.0
- - NORTH - EAST 3.4 3.2 2.4 2.4
- - SOUTH - EAST 6.2 7.0 7.0 5.9
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 7.5 7.9 6.9 6.3
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 9.5 8.3 9.2 7.0
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 3.9 4.7 4.3 44
- - WEST 6.5 7.1 6.7 6.8
>= 15 years Total TOTAL 7.2 7.3 6.4 5.8

- - NORTH - WEST 5.9 5.9 4.3 3.8
- - CENTER 8.4 9.0 8.5 8.b
- - NORTH - EAST 5.7 5.9 5.0 4.6
- - SOUTH - EAST 7.9 9.0 8.5 7.2
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 9.2 9.4 8.2 6.8
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 6.9 4.7 4.1 3.4
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 6.6 7.1 6.8 6.5
- - WEST 6.7 6.4 5.6 57
s Urban TOTAL 8.8 8.6 7.7 6.8

- - NORTH - WEST 7.0 6.9 5.0 4.2
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Age group Area Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008
type (%] [%6] [%6] [%6]
- - CENTER 8.2 8.4 2 8.p
- - NORTH - EAST 9.7 10.3 .3 8.2
- - SOUTH - EAST 9.7 10.9 10.3 8J7
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 12.6 12.4 111 8.b
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 6.7 4.5 3.7 3.1
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 10.6 10.7 10.5 9|9
- - WEST 7.0 6.2 5.2 5.2
- Rural TOTAL 5.2 5.6 4.9 4.6
- - NORTH - WEST 4.6 4.7 3.4 3B
- - CENTER 8.8 10.0 9.0 8.6
- - NORTH - EAST 3.0 2.8 21 2.0
- - SOUTH - EAST 5.6 6.4 6.2 54
- - SOUTH - MUNTENIA 6.8 7.2 6.2 5.6
- - BUCHAREST - ILFOV 9.3 8.1 9.1 6.9
- - SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 34 4.( 3.7 38
- - WEST 6.1 6.7 6.3 6.5
Source: NIS
Table 20 Unemployment rate (ILO - AMIGO) by age graips and gender2005 - 2008
Age group Sex 2005 2006 2007 2008
[%6] (%] (%] (%]
15 - 24 years Total 19.7 21 20.1 18.6
- Male 20.5 21.6 211 18.8
- Female 18.4 20.2 18.7 18.3
25 - 34 years Total 7.6 7.7 6.5 5.8
- Male 8 8.8 7.4 6.8
- Female 7 6.3 5.3 4.6
35 - 54 years Total 5.7 5.7 5.1 4.6
- Male 5.9 6.3 55 5.3
- Female 5.3 5 4.6 3.7
55 - 64 years Total 24 2.6 2.3 25
- Male 3.4 3.8 3.5 3.8
- Female 1.2 0.9 0.7 0.7
15 - 64 years Total 7.5 7.6 6.8 6.1
- Male 8.1 8.5 7.6 7
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 140/ 146



UNIUNEA EUROPEANA

GUVERNUL ROMANIEI

MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI
$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE

AMPOSDRU

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

-

9

Instrumente Structurale

2007-2013

- Female 6.8 6.4 5.7 5
15 years and over Total 7.2 6.4 5.8
- Male 7.7 8.2 7.2 6.7
- Female 6.4 6.1 5.4 4.7
Source: NIS
Table 21 Registered unemployment rates by gender dmegions2005 - 2009

o Regions 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

(%] (%] (%] (%] (%]

Total TOTAL 5.9 5.2 4 4.4 7.8
- NORTH - WEST 4.0 3.6 2.9 B 6.8
- CENTER 7.3 6.1 4.8 5.2 9.4
- NORTH - EAST 6.8 6.2 5.1 538 8.6
- SOUTH - EAST 6.4 5.4 4.4 4.y 8.4
- BUCURESTI - ILFOV 2.4 2.2 1.7 1.6 2B
- SOUTH - MUNTENIA 7.3 6.4 5.1 5.2 9.5
- SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 7.4 7 5.1 6.9 105
- WEST 51 4.1 3.3 3.8 7.3
Male TOTAL 6.4 5.7 4.2 4.4 8.3
- NORTH - WEST 4.4 4.Q 3.1 3.8 7.3
- CENTER 7.8 6.6 5.0 5.2 10.1
- NORTH - EAST 8.2 7.5 5.7 .8 9.9
- SOUTH - EAST 6.9 6.0 4.4 4.5 8.6
- BUCURESTI - ILFOV 2.0 1.9 1.4 3 2.
- SOUTH - MUNTENIA 8.0 7.2 5.3 5.1 10.4
- SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 8.5 7.8 5.2 D 11)3
- WEST 5.3 4.3 3.1 3.4 7.1
Female TOTAL 5.2 4.6 3.9 4.4 7.1
- NORTH - WEST 3.6 3.1 2.8 3.8 6.3
- CENTER 6.7 5.6 4.7 5.1 8.4
- NORTH - EAST 5.2 4.9 4.4 7.3
- SOUTH - EAST 5.9 5.1 4.4 .8 81
- BUCURESTI - ILFOV 2.9 2.5 2.0 9 2.6
- SOUTH - MUNTENIA 6.4 5.5 4.9 5.3 8.5
- SOUTH - WEST OLTENIA 6.3 6.1 g .8 9.6
- WEST 4.9 3.8 3.5 4.2 7.9
Source: NIS
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Table 22 Monthly Registered unemployment rates byaunties, %

Evolutia ratelor somajului inregistrat pe judete si pe tara in anul 2009

E“; JUDETUL | 1N | FEB | MARTIE |APRIE| MA | INE | IWLE |AUGUST| SEPT | OCT. | NOV. | DEC. -:Tﬁ:-lalli
T]ALEA 80 84 Bl 9n o4 01 10p 103|114 1E 1ap 28 W2
J[ARAD 35 39 a3 47 5o 54 &7 53 M| 63 65 bA 54
3[ARGES 53 60 Bl 63 72 74 78 83 85 98 92 94 16
4[BACAU 63 6 75 79 | 88 82 84 82 83 8J B89 89
F[EIHOR 33 3 3] a8 40 42 48] 48[ &1 54 &1 59 45
B{BISTRITA 36 4] 49] 53 56 68 62 64 67 70 78 84| 60
7[BOTOAN] 13 &0 £ 6B 6E 56 A 60 62 65 &9 73 58
B[ERASOV T I I T T A I 7 & T I Y
o[ ERAILA T S I S T I T T I T T
T0]BUCUREST Bl 16 17 1l 1l 13 e 18 2] 22 23 18
11[BUZAY 62 6 B3] 72 73 74 75 8p__ B4l 83 92 95 18
CARASSEVERN| 67| 72| 79 7| 78 B2 87 92 g 2 105 04 8]
T3[CALARAS] 5] 59 bal 62 63 b4 A 68 72 77 &4 92 69
T4[CLU] 333/ o] 44 4] 49 &) &3 85 69 & b3 49
TE[CONSTANTA 36 42 4] 43 3 37 390 42 44l 53 & 63 45
T6[COVASNA a0 8| 8| 6p &4 87 92 98 9a 93 g i 92
17|DAMBOVTA T T Y I I T T - I Y -
16[DOL 82 &) 92 8B 84 95 94 10p_ o3| 108 [ 112 96
19[GALAT] 75 8| 85| 87 &g 99 95 93 02 M3 1ng 1A 93
20[GURGI 15 4f 81| 53 &4 57 62 67 68 78 7472 69
21[GOR] 7979 B2 83 84 87 87 92 96 108 105 g 99
22|HARGHITA 72 1A 7] 78 79 78 82 87 90 93 99 A 85
Z3|HUNEDOARA A7) 8al 64 &g 92 83 93 95 99 102 1E 99
2[IALONITA 60 BE 77| 80 &4 BF 93 98 99 10§ 110 116 99
A I I I T I T T | D 7 I &
[ K Y T I T Y T I Y Y I F Y I
27 MARAMURES 39 43 7] 47 4 50 &3 55 58] 61| &3 B4 52
8 |VEHEDIT 98 7| 04 03 0f 12 121 28] 132 13 [ 116
28|MURES 19 50 55| 5B & 58 62 65 69 74 78 B 63
N [NEANT 18 53 57| 58 &0 b3 67 68 72 74 78 80| 65
o 60 64 6l 66 6 79 72 7478 68 a4 88 12
T2[PRAHOVA i 45 sa] 6B &9 b3 &9 74 79 82 &8 80 6J
Ta|SATUMARE £ Y T T T T T T G
H[5ALA 620 &) 7a 75 7 73 sl 8g 92 95 tp g 83
%[5l 3B 40 51| &4 5] 6O 67 11 74 78 79 82 62
3 [SUCEAVA 15 45 B2 53 53 56 5B 6B B9 73 76 BO| i
37 |TELEORMAN 8892 95 93 93 98 99 103 el _1p_ 115 _i1g M.
B[S T8 21 25 28] a0 34 37| 38 40 42 44 44 33
3TULCEA 19 sA &5l 64 &4 59 6 69 74 77| 82 B8 65
[vAsLl gl sl e 0 i nal s 27 24 sy i il
H1[VALCEA X I T - I T X I 7 7 I T
12]VRANCEA 0 T S T T I T I S T I I 7 Y

TOTAL TARA 29 5 56| 51 5l 60 63 66 68 TI 75 14 63
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Table 23 Emigrants by gender, person2005 - 2008

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

2005 2006 2007 | 2008
Total 10 938 14 197 8 83( 8739
Male 4110 5341 308§ 3069
Female 6 828 8 856 5742 5670
Source: NIS
Table 24 Immigrants by gender, person2005 - 2008
2005 2006 2007 2008
Total 3704 7714 9575 10 030
Male 2117 4762 5871 6 041
Female 1587 2952 3704 3989
Source: NIS
Table 25 Level and structure of total income in queer IV 2009
Total . -
. Money income ([%0] in kind income [%]
income
equivalent )
gross equivalent
value of the i
Occupational statusf wages ] indepen- ) o value of
Monthly Agricult- social kind income
the head of and dent non ) ) agro-food
average pe total ure ) provi- | total | obtained by .
household: other | agricult. . consumpbn
] person income o sions employees
out of which: salary activities ] from own
social
rights o resources
provisions
Average 823.39 81.6 48.0 2.6 2.9 24)7 184 2.6 15.8
e Employee | 1015.39 89.3 80.4 0.4 0.6 6.1 10. 2.7 8.0
e Farmer 580.83 53.4 9.9 22.1 3.3 1290 466 1.1 45.5
e Unemployed 487.69 80.9 35.4 1.2 4.2 26.3 191 3.2 15.9
¢ Retired 801.32 77.6 19.9 2.0 1.0 524 224 26 19.8
URBAN 937.48 90.7 60.9 0.4 2.7 23.6 93 3.1 6.2
RURAL 684.48 66.6 26.5 6.2 3.4 26.5 334 1.5 31.9
Source: NIS
143 /146

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link



7se -
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013

$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Table 26 Level and structure of total expendituren quarter IV 2009

Total expenses*
Money expenses (as share of average)
] Monthly )
Occupational Consumption taxes |Equivalent of
average
status of the head TOTAL contribu-| agro-food
expenses )
of household: money Food/beve-non food ) tions, own
) Total per TOTAL Services ) )
out of which expenses rages goods subscrip{ consumption
person ]
tions
Average 738.25 82.4 61.0 21.3 23.2 16.5| 15.1 17.6
- Employee 893.37 91.0 61.3] 20.8 22.7 17.8| 25.1 9.0
- Farmer 546.80 51.7 40.6| 154 16.9 8.3 3.1 48.3
- Unemployed| 491.82 84.2 69.9 26.9 23.2 19.8| 9.3 15.8
- Retired 716.00 77.8 62.9| 22.1 245 16.3| 7.0 22.2
URBAN 821.50 93.0 68.1 23.8 24.1 20.2| 19.7 7.0
RURAL 636.90 65.7 50.0 17.5 21.8 10.7| 7.8 34.3

Source: NIS — * Please note: Money expenses angagnt own consumption sum-up to 100% (Total ezeehn for
but considering money expenses the consumptionlsdstan-up to consumption TOTAL but money expefses
consumption and for taxes do not sum-up to ‘TOTAhey expenses’

Table 27 Income and other financial resources, byraa 2009

monthly average values per household, LEI -
Total Households in:
households Urban Rural
Quarter | 2267.96 2564.19 1880.42
Quarter Il 2337.70 2682.83 1890.63
I. TOTAL INCOME

Quarter IlI 2 268.00 2599.89 1840.26

Quarter IV 2390.31 2631.48 2073.42

Quarter | 1863.07 2308.14 1280.80
A. Money Income Quarter Il 1985.53 2 455.96 1376.13
(1+2+3+4+5+6+7) Quarter IlI 1949.54 2 407.02 1359.94

Quarter IV 1951.67 2 386.20 1380.70

Quarter | 1163.83 1 609.89 580.27
1. Gross salaries and other

Quarter Il 1223.36 1713.12 588.93

earnings

Quarter IlI 1182.16 1674.31 547.89

Quarter IV 1147.74 1603.61 548.75
2. Agriculture income Quarter | 32.17 2.56 70.90
out of which: Quarter Il 70.48 17.24 139.44

Quarter I 65.56 13.24 132.99
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monthly average values per household, LEI -
Total Households in:
households Urban Rural
Quarter IV 61.16 10.57 127.63
Quarter | 24.41 1.77 54.05
- income from sales of agro-food products, animalQuarter Il 47.04 11.78 92.72
and poultry Quarter 11l 42.71 9.42 85.61
Quarter IV 51.30 8.52 107.51
Quarter | 55.84 52.56 60.15
3. Income from independent non-
Quarter 11 64.97 58.49 73.35
agricultural activities
Quarter Il 65.76 60.47 72.58
Quarter IV 70.32 70.83 69.65
Quarter | 533.40 560.90 497.41
4. Income from social provisions
Quarter Il 559.87 589.42 521.60
out of which:
Quarter Il 554.38 584.21 515.92
Quarter IV 590.62 621.82 549.62
Quarter | 447.77 481.26 403.96
. Quarter Il 467.24 497.24 428.38
- pensions
Quarter 111 465.00 497.25 423.44
Quarter IV 486.95 519.43 444.28
Quarter | 10.90 11.56 10.03
o Quarter Il 13.82 17.99 8.43
- provisions from the unemployment fund
Quarter 111 20.03 23.82 15.13
Quarter IV 23.54 30.13 14.89
Quarter | 33.23 30.11 37.30
) o Quarter Il 34.29 32.03 37.20
- family provisions
Quarter 11l 31.28 28.06 35.43
Quarter IV 34.25 31.13 38.35
Quarter | 3.52 5.96 0.33
5. Property income Quarter Il 3.96 6.17 1.10
Quarter Il 6.05 9.17 2.04
Quarter IV 4.63 5.28 3.76
Quarter | 42.31 38.25 47.63
6. Income from the sale of assets of the
Quarter Il 33.63 36.14 30.38
household patrimony
Quarter Il 45.47 32.88 61.70
Quarter IV 37.59 30.25 47.23
Quatrter | 32.00 38.02 24.11
7. Other income Quarter Il 29.26 35.38 21.33
Quarter I 30.16 32.74 26.82
Quarter IV 39.61 43.84 34.06
B. In kind income Quarter | 404.89 256.05 599.62
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monthly average values per household, LEI -

Total Households in:
households Urban Rural
Quarter Il 352.17 226.87 514.50
Quarter Il 318.46 192.87 480.32
Quarter IV 438.64 245.28 692.72
Quarter | 66.96 89.78 37.12
1. Equivalent value of in kind income
) Quarter Il 62.34 85.12 32.84
obtained by employees and
L . . Quarter Il 52.68 72.46 27.19
beneficiaries of social provisions
Quatrter IV 60.81 82.82 31.90
Quatrter | 337.93 166.27 562.50
2. Equivalent value of the
) Quarter 11 289.83 141.75 481.66
consumption of agro-food
Quarter Ill 265.78 120.41 453.13
products from own resources
Quarter IV 377.83 162.46 660.82
Quarter | 32.59 37.84 25.71
II. LOANS AND CREDITS TAKEN,
Quarter Il 48.13 58.57 34.61
SUMS FROM C.E.C.
Quarter Il 28.17 34.49 20.02
BANKS, ETC
Quarter IV 34.46 46.72 18.34
Quarter | 240.48 262.23 212.03
I11. CASH BALANCE ACCOUNT IN THE Quarter Il 256.22 286.76 216.65
BEGINNING OF THE PERIOD Quarter Ill 279.19 318.25 228.87
Quarter IV 266.89 279.81 249.92
Quarter | 2541.03 2 864.26 2118.16
Quarter Il 2 642.05 3028.16 2141.89
GENERAL TOTAL (I + 11 + 11I)
Quarter Il 2 575.36 2 952.63 2 089.15
Quarter IV 2 691.66 2958.01 2 341.68
Source: NIS
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