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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 for Human Ressubevelopment (SOPHRD) provisions

(Sub-chapter 5.2, Monitoring and Evaluation) aslwad those of the National Strategic

Reference Framework (NSRF) Multi-annual Nationaalgation Plan 2007-2013, the Managing
Authority (MA) SOPHRD developed the Multi-annual d&wation Plan for SOPHRD 2007-2013

(MEP SOPHRD) under which evaluation activities aftiategic and/or operational nature are to

be conducted over the life of the programme

The First Interim Evaluation (IE) of the SOP HR®planned under the MEP SOPHRD 2007-
2013. The IE was originally planned for completidaring the second semester of 2009.
However, the contract for this evaluation was udiiety signed on 21st December 2009 between
the Contracting Authority (The Ministry of LabouFamily and Social Protection — the
Managing Authority for the SOP HRD) and a Consantiled by KPMG Romania. Due to
various unforeseen circumstances as outlined initeption Report (InR) the evaluation did not

gather momentum until March 2010.

! The general objective envisaged under the NSRF-280fér the EU Structural and Cohesion Funds istthey will contribute
to Reducing the economic and social development diggmbetween Romania and the EU Member Stateggehgrating an
additional 15-20% growth in GDP by 2015. This ajee is further elaborated by four specifitematic priorities one of which
is Development and more efficient use of Romania’sanunapital, which provides support to the educatand training
systems, improves the adaptability of workers antbrprises, and increases the level of educati@mtational skills and
entrepreneurial spirit The SOPHRD is the primary vehicle designed #hise this objective. It is the fourth largestioé seven
OPs in terms of financial allocation (17% of the ®¥§ with an ESF component of 3.5 BEUR. It supparteide range of
activities, including: improvement of training aretlucation systems; development of lifelong leamimprovement of
adaptability of employees and businesses; promaifcective employment measures in order to decreasenployment; and
improvement of vulnerable groups’ access and pgdiion in the labour market.

2 The Interim Evaluation exercise as a whole is aised of three components, namely: (i) the Inteimaluation of the SOP
HRD; (ii) the development of the administrative aeity within the MA in respect of programme evalaat and (iii) two ad hoc
evaluations in respect of the National Employmesvi8e (PA4) and certain active labour market messsin rural areas (PA5,
KAl 5.2). This document is the Final Evaluation Repin respect of the first of those three compdseére., the Interim
Evaluation of SOP HRD.
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Due to various unforeseen circumstances as outliméide Inception Report (InR) the contract

implementation did not started until March 2010.

1.2 Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Interim Evaludon of SOPHRD

The general purpose of the evaluation is to imprineeongoing relevance, quality, efficiency,

effectiveness and consistency of SOPHRD implemiemtaaking into account, as appropriate,
changes in the overall socio-economic context anthé labour market in Romania as well as
other changes within the implementing system thaty nmpact on the operation of the

programme. The ToR note that the client will use tecommendations that emerge from the
interim exercise (that may include, for examples #valuation and the training components) to
influence its decision-making with a view to achmgythe general and specific objectives of the
programme. At the same time, the results of tlauation will support the MA in responding to

the strategic reporting requirements under artoR€ouncil Regulation (EC) no. 1083/2006.

The project will also support the development & gnogramme evaluation function within the

MA SOPHRD.

The ToR for the evaluation state that the evaluatnust provide an objective and well justified
opinion as to the SOPHRD management and implementaystem over the period 1 January
2007 to 30 June 2009 (subsequently pushed outstoCBicember 2009).

The ToR also state that the evaluation will beised according to the four Key Principles
included in the Council Regulation (EC) no.1083R&M0d detailed in Working Paper No. 5 of
the European Commission (“Indicative guidelines arding evaluation methods: interim

evaluation during the programming period”) as foko

* proportionality;
* independence;
* partnership; &

+ transparency.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 9/233
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1.2.1 Evaluation Questions and Associated Activitse

The activities proposed and the questions posedher ToR for the analysis of the
implementation of the SOP HRD are structured wattenrence to the following three evaluation

criteria: relevance; efficiency; & effectiveness.

In summary, the activities proposed to explore amgaelevanceinclude an analysis of the
relevance of programme priorities and objectivegigithe changed socio-economic context (i.e.,
since the inception of the programme) as well @dadhgoing relevance (and/or coherence) of
indicative operations, eligible activities and &dished indicators when set, for example, against
the overall aims and objectives of the programnik@nally, under the relevance criterion, the
ToR also envisage an analysis of the extent totwtiie projects financed under the programme
contribute to the achievement of the general ardiSp objectives of the SOP HRD / FDI SOP
HRD for each related Key Area of Intervention (KAI)

The activities envisaged under the efficiemcyerion involve an analysis of the efficiencytbé
SOP HRD delivery system at the level of MA SOP HRM@ at the level of the Implementing
Bodies (IB) SOP HRD taking into account project ragal and selection processes, the
contracting process, the SOP HRD monitoring systeththe financial management system. It is
also envisaged that an analysis will be conductetbuthe efficiency heading of the current and
forecasted financial status of the programme ireotd evaluate the level of fulfilment of the
MA SOP HRD “n+3” and “n+2” rules and of the adequat the monitoring system in terms of

its capacity to provide the necessary and relegtara to support evaluation at programme level.

Under the_effectivenedseading, a range of issues are tabled for anailysigding analysis of
the effectiveness of:
* arange of information and publicity measures desiginter alia, to support awareness
raising and to provide guidance to prospectiveiappts;
* the process of evaluation and selection in respkeapplications received as a result of

the various calls for project proposals;

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 10/233
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» the way in which the internal monitoring systenpatject level provides the necessary
information to support the effective monitoringtbé programme as a whole;

» the way in which the monitoring of the programmesvaers to the specific reporting
needs of SOP HRD;

» the extent to which the SOP HRD beneficiaries ustded the indicators of the SOP
HRD monitoring system;

» the way in which the beneficiaries took into acdaime SOP HRD themes and horizontal
objectives when they prepared project applicatiansl in their implementation of
projects ultimately approved and implemented; &nd]ly,

* internal and/or external factors/characteristicat timfluenced/influence/will influence
SOP HRD implementation.

1.3 Our Approach to the Interim Evaluation of SOPHRD
The approach to the interim evaluation of SOP HRDutlined in detail in the InR. In that report

we have described the manner in which we propaséditd the evaluation through the various

deliverables i.e., draft reports.

In that regard we adopted an integrated, flexilsid participative approach to the evaluation
process. An integrated approach is clearly requiFed example, the programme structure and
programme level data provide a common basis upaohwdn significant amount of the required
analysis is carried out across the various evanaguestions. These also provide a valuable
source of information that was taken into accoumt structuring our engagement with
stakeholders. As such, a number of critical, irdégpt tasks were undertaken with a view to
responding to the ToR and upon which the developneénthe methodological tools and

approach are based

% It should also be noted that these critical tadius éxample, data management) also underpin aspette analysis that was
necessary to respond to the ToR foralehocevaluations of PA4 and PA5 (KAI 5.2).
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The approach adopted is also a flexible one witlea to meeting the unforeseen issues that are
inevitably encountered in an evaluation of thislescaFor example: although the ToR for the
evaluation requires a largely programme implemeanigberspective until the end of 2009, we
took into account certain contemporaneous chartggshave occurred in the management and
administration of the programme so as to avoid mddncy in our ultimate recommendations.
Furthermore, in the absence of an integrated detteagoss the various components of the
programme we invested heavily in building a compredive database with a view to accurately
and robustly describing the programme’s evolutigardhe period in question. In that regard we
worked with the client within the available resaesc(to include, for example, financial
resources, available expertise and time) to erssirauch flexibility in our approach as possible

in order to deliver a quality product.

We were also highly participative in our approaciul @rovided the opportunity (as set out in
some detail in the following sub-section) for thelusion of as many ‘voices’ and perspectives

as possible in our research through interview, gnwark and survey work.

1.4 Methodology
The methodological approach adopted for the evialuas comprehensive and is detailed below
under the following headings: Literature Review;ilBimg and Analysis of a Programme

Database; Interviews and Consultation; Survey Wankt Group Work.

Literature Review

Given the nature of the evaluation and its emphasithe management and administration of the
SOPHRD, our literature review used the programmang related documents heavily. This
included the Operational Programme itself, the FEDPHRD, Guidelines for Applicants,

Information and Publicity Materials and other s@srsuch as the official website of the MA

A summary of the overall methodological approachht® Interim Evaluation of the SOP HRD is providedabular form in
Annex 1. In that regard it is worth noting thataihgh our fieldwork we met with in excess of 23@ple on a face to face basis
over the course of the evaluation (through intewand group work) and also built in the views of63@ntracted project
promoters and 126 unsuccessful applicant prom@tiersugh survey) thereby providing the evaluatiathve very strong and
robust evidential base.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 12/233



SO -

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

(www.fseromania.rp It also took into account related documents saglCorrigenda issued by

the MA. For background purposes and context we rafred, for example, to the NDP and the
NSRF.

In order to respond to questions regarding the imggrelevance of the priorities set out in the
SOPHRD and questions regarding external factord thay impinge on the ongoing
implementation of the programme, we referred t@arege of documentation that addresses the
socio-economic context in Romania (e.g., World Ba@ECD and European Commission
papers) as well as documentation referring spedifico the labour market context (e.g., Labour
Force Surveys published by the National InstitutéStatistics). Other documents such as the
report of a Systems Audit carried out by the Euamp€ommission in 2009 and a report
published on behalf of the NGO Coalition for Stowal Funds (Emergency Call for Structural
Funds, 2010) were also taken into account.

Building and Analysis of a Programme Database

We invested a significant amount of time in builfliand subsequently analysing a Programme
Database with a view to ensuring we had an intedrabbust and comprehensive picture of the
programme to work with. This was necessary forumiper of reasons. For example, data
relating to various aspects of the programme al@ inedifferent forms and in different places
and do not necessarily ‘speak’ to each other fiange of technical and other reasons (e.g., data
relating to applications for funding is maintainadne form and system whereas data relating to
the contracting of ultimately successful projegplagations is held in another form and system).
It was also the case that certain data were neteshinto the relevant databases whatsoever. In
these instances we worked from the offices of the With paper files and transferred relevant

data to our database.

The integrated database that was built over theseoof the evaluation pulls all of the various
available sources together and allows for ordeigking and analysis of the roll out of the

processes and systems that underpin the managameadministration of the programme over

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 13/233
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the course of the reference period for the evalunati In short, the database has served the

evaluation through ensuring accurate and verifiadgp®rting on the rollout of the programme

Interviews and Consultation

Throughout the evaluation we engaged in ongoing @etdiled engagement and consultation
with the MA. This involved consultation with a rangf personnel through informal contact (for
example, in relation to technical issues regardiatp) to more formalised interaction with the
Programming and Evaluation Unit staff. Our engagemeith the MA also involved, for
example, work with physical files in the officestbe MA and interviews / meetings regarding
various aspects of the role of the MA (e.g., infation and publicity, monitoring, contractifig)
We also met with personnel from the MA as a graudiscuss a wide range of issues regarding
the management and implementation of the programme.

In addition to the above we undertook a wide ramiggtakeholder interviews. In some instances
these were one-to-one type interviews regardingveee issues pertaining to the Romanian
economy and society more generally or overview gesves regarding the SOPHRD itself
(such as our meetings with the Minister for Edwatithe Director for Social Inclusion at the
Ministry of Labour, the President of the Roma Agenc representatives of the FDSC). As part
of our fieldwork we also conducted a series of witavs in each of the eight regions with
employer, trades union and NGO representatives éb®ut 24 stakeholder interviews across the
regions). In addition we met with Directors at eaflhe National IBs and, during our fieldwork

in the regions we also met with a range of persbinom each of the Regional I1Bs

® We are confident that the database will serve asedul legacy and tool that can assist in the rggmanagement of and
reporting on the programme.

® we wish to acknowledge the considerable assistandecourtesy afforded us by all members of the kddnt throughout the
evaluation.

" We wish to acknowledge the assistance of the FD&E tae BNS in respectively nominating NGO and Tsatimion
representatives in each of the regions for intenaad to also acknowledge the assistance of rapses of the Regional IBs
who serve on the Evaluation Steering Group for évialuation for helping to organise the meetingsh whe IBs in the regions
and, in certain instances, for providing roomstfar hosting of Focus Group sessions with projentoters.
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The interviews and consultation helped to infornd aruance the evaluation, to bring the
considerable experience and perspective of thevietgees to bear on the exercise and thereby

ensure a more rounded evaluation.

Survey Work

We conducted three surveys in pursuit of the objestof the evaluation as follows:
* Online survey of SOP HRD beneficiaries;
* Online survey of Unsuccessful Applicants;

* Omnibus Survey — General Public.

The first two surveys sought, respectively, to lelsth the views and experiences of SOP HRD
beneficiaries and unsuccessful applicants regardingde range of issues in relation to their
engagement with the programme but, in particulbeirtexperience of the application and
selection processes. The first (online survey oPS4RD beneficiaries) also sought to capture
the views and experiences of project beneficiaresgarding the contracting and selection
processes. In each case questions were posediiomelo each of the evaluation criteria (i.e.,

relevance, efficiency, effectiveness).

Details regarding these surveys are set out ineTalbelow and the Survey Questions for the

respective surveys are provided at Annex 2 and ABnespectively.

Table 1: Details of Surveys of Contracted Projeé&tdJnsuccessful Applicants

: No. % Response
Survey Method Population No. Responses
Surveyed Rate
Contracted | Online, population 356
. ’ 617 617 (of which 31 57,7%
Projects survey N
incomplete)
Unsuccessfu Online, random 153
Apolicants sample survey 1,619 327 (of which 27 46,8%
bp (20%) incomplete)

Source: SOP HRD Monitoring data and own data fremvey

The results of these surveys were coded and amhlyseg the Statistical Package for the Social
Science (SPSS).
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The Omnibus Survey was carried out in pursuit ok arf the requirements under the
Effectivenessgriterion (Sub-task 1.3.1), which sought to idBntinter alia, the extent to which
the information and publicity measures associated ®OPHRD were effective in raising the
level of awareness amongst the general public efoportunities for grants under SOPHRD
and the role of the EU in supporting the programthevas conducted between July"2énd
August 12" at 97 locations and involved face-to-face engageméth 1,240 people constituting

a representative sample of the population agedyb&ts of age. The survey responses were
subsequently coded and input into an Excel fileafualysis.

Group Work
We conducted Focus Group sessions with groupsarh@iers of (i) Strategic type projects and
(i) Grant type projects in each of the regionshwatview to further exploring the issues covered

in the population survey of contracted projects.

We aimed to engage with about 10 Strategic andradtGided projects in each region to ensure
national coverage in our approach. In the casellgbrajects the location of the project was
associated with the address of the applicant. énctiise of the Strategic projects selected for
participation using the contact address of theieapl, our review of the database of contracted
projects showed a very heavy concentration of sutiracted projects in the Bucharest-llfov
region and a limited number in almost all otheriwag. In that respect (as can be seen in Table
2 below) we invited practically all of the strategdrojects in regions outside Bucharest to
participate in the Focus Group sessions and weeidha random sample of those located in the
Bucharest region itself:
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Table 2: Strategic Projects (contracted) Invited&Attending FG Session, by Region

No. People
TN megon | No.orprgeas| M (0 g Precte miedto] (o)
Session
01 Nord-Est 25 19 76% 27 (15)
02 Sud-Est 10 8 80% 6(4)
03 Sud 12 10 83% 7(5)
04 Sud-Vest 8 8 100% 7 (4)
05 Vest 13 13 100% 16 (9)
06 Nord-Vest 29 13 45% 10 (7)
07 Centru 11 11 100% 6 (6)
08 Bucursti-lifov 200 13 7% 8(7)
TOTAL 308 95 31% 87 (57)

Source: SOP HRD Monitoring data and own data fsamvey

In the case of Grant type projects (see Table 8vethere is, once again, a concentration of
contracted projects in the Bucharest-llfov regibuat there are also more Grant type contracted
projects in the regions. In this case, we seleateandom sample from each region noting that
we excluded projects financed under PA4 from ouning; due to the fact that contracted
projects financed under PA4 (Modernisation of théblle Employment Service) had already

been heavily engaged with as part of the parélteHoc Evaluation of the Public Employment

Service

Table 3: GRANT Projects (contracted) Invited to &t&nding FG Session, by Region

Rcegéoen Region No. of Projects No. (%) o;grgéescst; :\nwted to| No Atstgggilgrg]] FG
01 Nord-Est 43 11 26% 11 (8)
02 Sud-Est 33 11 33% 10 (7)
03 Sud 26 13 50% 10 (7)
04 Sud-Vest 36 12 33% 15 (6)
05 Vest 28 14 50% 14 (9)
06 Nord-Vest 25 13 52% 11 (9)
07 Centru 39 13 33% 7 (5)
08 Bucursti-lifov 79 12 15% 6 (5)
TOTAL 309 99 32% 91 (50)
Source: SOP HRD Monitoring data and own data fremvey
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1.5 The Structure of the Report
The remainder of the report is structured as desdrbelow. In the case of Chapters 2 to 4,
Conclusions and Recommendations are provided artleof each chapter. Final comments as

well as Overarching Conclusions and Recommendationsletailed in Chapter 5.

Chapter 2explores the issue of relevant@lowing the sequence of the sub-tasks and the
evaluation questions posed in the ToR. In that rcedhe chapter opens with the significant

guestion regarding the ongoing relevance of thep@érities in the current socio-economic

context before moving on to look at more technispects of the programme to include the
relationship between Indicative Operations and @gpamnal Objectives, the relationship between
Eligible Activities and Indicative Operations arften the relationship between Indicators and
Objectives. The penultimate section of the chajeks at the extent to which the selected
projects are relevant in the context of the momtpisystem. The chapter closes with specific
conclusions and recommendations associated with ehthe evaluation questions under the

relevance criterion.

Chapter 3explores the issue of efficientrough the sub-task and related evaluation questi

posed in the ToR taking into account processedemsy@and financial management and the
financial status of the programme. In the firstamge we describe (through an analysis of the
database developed for the evaluation) the outptiteo programme between November 2007
and December 2009 (taking into account the vartalis for proposals, project evaluation and
selection, project approval and contracting andegtomonitoring and expenditure). We then

briefly describe the system and resources in pietere dealing with each of the specific issues
mentioned in the evaluation question (e.g., appboaevaluation, monitoring and so on) taking

on board the fieldwork we have carried out for thierim evaluation as described above. The
chapter closes with specific conclusions and recenuations associated with each of the

evaluation questions under the efficiency criterion

Chapter 4explores the issue of effectivendsfiowing the sequence of the sub-tasks and the
evaluation questions posed in the ToR and, as gbhehchapter deals with Information and

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 18/233



SO -

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

Publicity, Help-desk support, Application and Assaent, Monitoring and Indicators and the
Horizontal principles. We also address the questioime external and internal factors that have
impacted, continue to impact and will impact on thiplementation of the programme in the
future. The chapter closes with specific conclusiand recommendations associated with each

of the evaluation questions under the effectiverassrion.

Chapter Horesents som@ver-Arching Conclusions and Recommendatams final comment.
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2. RELEVANCE

2.1 Introduction

The ToR requires that the evaluation establislveglee at a number of levels and in relation to a
number of aspects of the SOP HRD. The specificued@n questions arising in this regard are
as follows:

* To what extent are the general and specific ohjestiestablished at the level of each
Priority Axis of the SOPHRD relevant in the presgotio-economic context?

« To what extent are the indicative operations firahdoy SOPHRD relevant in
comparison with the general and specific objectesmblished at the level of each KAI
in SOPHRD?

» To what extent are the eligible activities mentidrne FDI SOPHRD relevant to the
indicative operations established at the levelaaheKAl in SOPHRD?

* To what extent are the SOPHRD and FDI SOPHRD indisastill relevant to the
established objectives at the level of each KAhmitSOPHRD / FDI SOPHRD?

* To what extent do the SOPHRD financed projectsrdmrte to the achievement of the
general and specific objectives of each KAI witB@PHRD / FDI SOPHRD?

Other than the first evaluation question listedvah)dhe remainder refer to the internal dynamic
of the SOP HRD itself (to include the Framework Dwoent), to its structure and to the

connectedness, coherence and adequacy of thectiaraf its component parts (e.g. objectives,
eligible activities, indicative operations, indioeg and funded projects). The first evaluation
guestion places the SOP HRD in a ‘live’ or curreomtext and seeks to establish the extent to

which planned priorities continue to merit the tiela emphasis originally associated with them.
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2.2 Sub-tasks and Questions Associated with the lssof Relevance
In the sub-sections that follow we deal with eadhtte Sub-tasks / Evaluation Questions,
detailing our approach to the question and our ifigsl Specific Conclusions and

Recommendations in relation to the Relevance witaare provided at the end of the chapter.

2.2.1 Sub-Task 1.1.1 - To what extent are the gerérand specific objectives established at
the level of each Priority Axis of the SOPHRD releant to the present socio-economic

context?

The approach we took in respect of this sub-task eraluation question was to establish if
changes have occurred in the broader economy tg@eid the labour market that suggest a need
to adapt, re-balance or otherwise revise prioritvglin the SOP HRD in order to strategically

realign those priorities with current and futurede and realities.

This required an analysis of the basis upon whiehdriginal allocation of priorities was made
(what are the socio-economic indicators that undettpe original priorities) and, in as much as
is possible, the drawing out of comparisons betwteem and similar indicators at macro level
in the current context to establish if:

» the existing priorities still hold,;

» their relative balance has shifted; and/or

» some of those priorities have become more or keategically important.

In the sub-sections below we first describe thesba@son which the OP priorities are established
and how this impacted on the distribution of auadgaunding. We then identify some of the key
socio-economic changes that have occurred sinceDthevas agreed before setting out our
observations regarding the implications of thosanges for the ongoing relevance of the

priorities as currently constituted.

2.2.1.1 Establishing the Priorities of SOP HRD

The general objective of the SOP HRD is:

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 21/233



SO -

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

“the development of human capital and increasinmpetitiveness, by linking education and lifelong
learning with the labour market and ensuring insed opportunities for future participation on a

modern, flexible and inclusive labour market f®30,000 people.”
(p. 58, English Version)

The specific objectives of the OP are as follows:
* Promoting quality initial and continuous educatamd training system, including higher
education and research;
* Promoting entrepreneurial culture and improvingliggiand productivity at work;
» Facilitating the insertion of young people into tabour market;
» Developing a modern, flexible, inclusive labour kedr
* Promoting (re)-insertion of inactive people in tabour market, including in rural areas;
* Improving public employment services;

» Facilitating access to education and to the labeanket for vulnerable groups.

The priorities of the SOP HRD were agreed followtoansultation amongst a wide range of
stakeholders and were drawn up in line with priesitalready established under the NDP 2007-
2013 and the NSRF as well as other key policy danisreferenced above.

The Ex-Ante Evaluation of the SOP HRD found tha @P contained an extensive quantitative
analysis of the Romanian labour market, of its atlonal system and of the position of
vulnerable groups in Romanian society. In that mghe OP opens with a ‘current situation
analysis’ that outlines a range of what were careid to be the most important issues facing
Romania at that time in terms of the developmentsohuman capital and these includger
alia, decreases in school enrolment, early school hgawinderemployment in rural areas and a
low rate of engagement in Continuing Vocationalifireg® (see Annex 4 for an expanded list of

issues).

8 It is important to note that many of the issues et in the OP reflect deep structural problems.(goverty, general
underperformance and lack of infrastructure inlrareas, early school leaving etc.) that, evenrasgy optimum performance at
SOPHRD level over the period November 2007 to Ndyem?2010, will inevitably remain to be addressedrahe medium to
longer term such is their complexity and intradiabi
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The OP priorities are underpinned by the situatioalysis and also by a SWOT analysis that
presents apparent strengths, weaknesses, opp@suaitd threats in the environment in which
the SOP HRD operates. Both of these exercises laadsociated analyses were taken into
account in establishing the distribution of fundiagross the various Priority Axes (PAs) and
Key Areas of Intervention (KAIs) that comprise tk#°. That weighting and the associated
distribution of funding is set out in tabular foim Annex 5. The distribution of funding across

the PAs as shown in Annex 5 demonstrates thatdbasehe range of issues outlined in the
situation analysis and SWOT analysis upon whichQReis constructed, the following order of

priority was decided upon:

PA2: Linking Lifelong Learning and the Labour MatKg4.84% of funding)

PAl: Education and Training to Support of the Depatent of the Knowledge Based
Economy (23.37% of funding)

PA6: Promoting Social Inclusion (15.60% of funding)
PA3: Increasing the Adaptability of Workers anddfptises (13.64% of funding)
PA5: Promoting Active Employment Measures (13.15%nding)

PA4: Modernising the Public Employment Servicé&B6 of funding)

Table 4: Categories of Activities Engaged in by s by PA

Category of Activity PA %
PA1 | PA2 PA3 PA 4 PAS5 B | CUEEETE
Level %
Training 38.3 19.2 68.9 60.0 34.6 34p 42.6
Education 48,1 27.4 0,0 0,0 0,0 2.6 17,0
Qualificatior? 2,5 27,4 1,9 0,0 21,2 13,3 11,4

® ‘Qualification’ is distinguished as an activity froTraining and/or Education in that it refers sfieally to qualifications
granted by the National Council for Qualificatioasd Professional Training of Adults (CNFPA) thatligate an individual's
fithess to practice a trade (i.e., similar to thgplenticeship system).

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 23/233



.-

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI

Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCH, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Counselling or Guidance 1,2 12,8 3,9 0,0 15,4 28,7 8,8
Business start-up 0,0 0,0 13,6 0,0 7,7 7|9 6,0
Active Labour Market

Programme (e.g. 1,2 0,0 1,0 0,0 17,3 7,9 4,0
employment scheme)

Job Sharing 1,2 55 0,0 0,0 1,9 0,0 1,7
Job Creation 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,8 0,6
Other 7.4 8,2 10,7 40,0 1,9 5,3 8,0

Source: Online survey of SOP HRD beneficiariesootmacted projects

Table 5: Key Target Groups by PA and at OP Level

Employed 15,0 38,9 51,0 40,0 3,8 5,4 28,0
Young people 18,8 26,4 1,0 0,0 3,8 54 11,3
Unemployed 0,0 0,0 1,0 0,0 57,7 5,4 9,5
Graduates 23,8 4,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,4
Entrepreneurs 0,0 0,0 15,0 20,0 5,8 2|7 5,8
People with a disability 0,0 2,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 24,3 2 3
gﬂtmg‘zﬁ) SI‘;""“ minority | 4 4,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 10,8 2,0
Early School Leavers 0,0 14 0,0 0,4 0,0 0{0 0,3
Other 42,5 22,2 32,0 40,0 28,8 45,9 33,5

Source: Online survey of SOP HRD beneficiariesootmacted projects
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The data presented in tables 4 and 5 above, drawusnsurvey of contracted project
beneficiaries and usefully elaborate the type divdies and target groups supported under the
programme’s priority axes (noting that this typeibrmation is not, as yet, available via the
monitoring system). In the first instance (Tablewh asked those surveyed to categorise the
activities engaged in through their project andcas be seen, the predominant activity overall is
training (42.6%) followed by education (17%). Tiaip is a significant activity type across all
PAs and encompasses management and staff trainirgghools, universities, in-company
training, training for staff of the PES and traigifor certain marginalised groups. Education is
concentrated under PA1 and PA2 and spans, for deasypport for doctoral students activities,
enhanced qualifications for school mediators anghsellors as well as enhanced educational
inputs for school-going students. What is of pafac note is the lack of emphasis on various
other categories of activity such as active labnarket programmes (4% overall) or job creation
(0.6% overall).

Table 5 shows the distribution of emphasis acrasget groups within the programme. The
most significant single target group in that respeemployed people (28.0%) and this tie in
with the nature of the emphasis on training showable 4. Young people are targeted in
11.3% of cases and the unemployed in 9.5% of casesss the programme. Graduates are
targeted at a rate of 6.4% whereas early schoeéieaare targeted at a rate of 0.3% across the
programme. The emphases in the distribution afiies and target groups suggests that the

principal focus of the OP is on the developmertheforganisational / system capaditysupport

and engage with end-users of the various servitegiestion ranging from initial engagement
with marginalized groups to provision of supports karly school leavers and on to the
population in full-time education (at the varioes¢ls up to and including doctoral students). In
other words, the dominant characteristic appearsnwolve support for those already in

employment and particularly those employed in tte#essector with a view to building their

capacity to assist the various client groups. Whaiteworthy from an ESF perspective is that
the targeting and focus of the funding appearsotud less on those who directly experience

‘market failure’ (e.g., early school leavers, theemployed and long-term unemployed, people
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with disabilities and other marginalised groups) amore on those who work with them i.e., the
development of capacity and qualifications is ppatly targeted at those who are already

advantaged in terms of their employment and edocatistatus.

Whereas there is a clear logic in developing thgacty of the education and training system
(particularly where that system is considered tomoeking off a low base) to ensure quality
outcomes for the clients of the system, it woulgesgy that there is a relatively minimal degree
of provision for the various target groups of tleevices in question. This is best exemplified in
the case of the Public Employment Service (PESichms the exclusive beneficiary under PA4.
The actions planned under PA4 broadly involve teetbpment of staff capability and capacity
with a view to enhancing and expanding the rangsesVices available to the unemployed;
however, our research (and research undertakethéocontemporaneousd hoc Evaluation of
PA4) shows that almost all of the resources of the PESIaployed in registering and making
payments to the unemployed and that very littledfng or resources are available with which to
provide training or other active labour market nueas to the unemployed. Given the current
economic and fiscal crisis and the requirementutgpablic service numbers and expenditure on
foot of IMF loans, we understand through our reseand fieldwork that the level of available
services is significantly reduced across the baadithis raises the question, which we return to
later,whether it would be better to re-direct expendituréavour of those who are most acutely

suffering the consequences of the crisis?

In the next sub-section we establish some of theissues that have impacted on the current
socio-economic conditions and circumstances in Ruenand the extent to which circumstances
have changed since the OP was drafted and agfideslis done with a view to setting up a basis
for drawing conclusions as to whether or not thisre case for re-visiting the balance of
priorities as currently set out in the programn@ur views in that regard also take on board the
results of the fieldwork undertaken for the evaluataind, as such, take on board the views of the

many different types of stakeholders engaged wittr the course of the evaluation (including,
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for example, trade union and employer represemsitiMGO representatives, project promoters

and policy makers).

2.2.1.2 A Changed Socio-Economic Context?

It is clearly beyond the scope of this evaluatigereise to undertake a full-scale analysis of the
current socio-economic context in Romania. Howewes possible to identify key challenges
that have emerged or that have been exacerbatee #ia inception of the SOP HRD in late
2007 and in that regard we present below what vieygeto be key issues of relevance in the

macro-economic, labour market and education enmgonts.

The crisis in banking and the associated globasson have impacted on economies, societies
and individuals across the globeEconomic Crisis in Europe: Causes, Consequences and
ResponsefDG Economic and Financial Affairs, 2009) providas following, bleak overview

of the effects of the crises:

“The ongoing recession is thus likely to leave derd long-lasting traces on economic
performance and entail social hardship of many &intbb losses can be contained for
some time by flexible unemployment benefit arramgesn but eventually the impact of
rapidly rising unemployment will be felt, with dawms in housing markets occurring

simultaneously affecting (notably highly-indebtdmuseholds. The fiscal positions of
governments will continue to deteriorate, not ofdy cyclical reasons, but also in a

structural manner as tax bases shrink on a permihasis and contingent liabilities of

governments stemming from bank rescues may mageri@n open question is whether
the crisis will weaken the incentives for structuraform and thereby adversely affect
potential growth further, or whether it will provadan opportunity to undertake far-

reaching policy actions.”

(p. 1)
The global crises have impacted on the socio-ecanoontext in Romania such that many of

the trends and assumptions that underpinned the FBRIP have altered. For example, in the
Quarterly Report on Romania from the SYSDEM Coroesient for the European Employment
Observatory (Dr. Catalin Ghinararu, March 2010g, tlorrespondent notes that final data for the
last quarter of 2009 show what he refers to asdl&out plunge for the Romanian economy”

with a year-on-year decline in growth of 6.6%. Taport observes that:
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» unemploymentontinued to increase for the sixteenth successveth reaching 8.2% in
January 2010 (based on the national definition) #olldwing an unprecedented 21
successive quarters of falling unemployment - itrguand industrial employment have
borne the brunt of the losses whereas subsistegrieulure and employment in the
public sector held firm, for the moment;

» overall productivityin the economy has declined (notwithstanding Bsathion of salaries

for the first time in 24 successive quarters) ltited to the decline of capital inflows.

The ECFIN Autumn 2009 economic forecast for Romasniggests some recovery in domestic
demand (late 2009 and 2010) although the associatestlag will result, it states, in a
continuing increase in unemployment and decelegatinge growth. That forecast projects an
increase in unemployment from 5.8% in 2008 to al®8atin 2009, followed by a gradual easing
to about 8.5% in 2011. Real GDP growth was foretasurn positive by the first quarter of
2010 leading to a moderate 0.5% real GDP growth ira2010, gradually accelerating to 2.5%
in 2011.

Of particular note in the context of this evaluafithe DG ECFIN assessment highlights that the
external competitiveness of the Romanian econorsybkan eroded over time due to high wage
increases in the economy as a whole driven by wageements in the public sector. In
addition, the ECFIN assessment refers to growinly shortages that have put upward pressure
on wage rates in the private sector. The repantloales that following the set-back of 2009
Romania faces the challenge of bringing labour petidity growth rates back to pre-recession

levels.

The AMIGO Labour Force Survey notes that although official unemployment rate is not

particularly high in comparison to the EU averatpe, labour market conditions in Romania are
particularly challenging. It finds that unemploymes asymmetric and has a particularly
significant effect on unskilled workers as well ysung and older workers. Data accessed

through the Eurostat Structural Indicators datalradieates the following:
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. DP. the gap between Romania and the EU average in @&Pcapita remains
significant - Romania is still less than half oétRU-27 average, similar to Bulgaria, and
is the lowest among EU member states;

» Productivity whereas labour market productivity is improvimgre is a persistent gap
when compared with the EU average — the rate isegtly less than half of the EU

average and a decreasing trend over the nextypeas is forecast;

» Unemployment unemployment is asymmetric with significant eteemn particular

groups with particular reference to young peoplé&jeno people working outside

agriculture and women.

Table 6 below shows the total employment rate coethto EU 27 and EU 15 for 2005-2008

indicating significant levels of non-engagementhwitie labour market in Romania.

Table 6: Total Employment Rate 2005-2008 for Roma@&i EU 27, EU 15

Total Employment Rate 2005-2008
%
2005 2006 2007 2008
EU 27 63.5 64.5 65.4 65.9
EU 15 65.4 66.2 66.9 67.3
Romania 57.6 58.8 58.8 59.0

Source: Eurostat

Analysis of NIS and Eurostat data suggests tharathportant features of the Romanian labour
market are as follows: high inactivity rates in gexd but particularly amongst young people;
existence of a large under-employed pool of labwumrural areas; a significant level of
unemployment (usually double digits), in small urbanono-industrial localities where
traditional industries have collapsed. The Romatédour market is also characterised by low
levels of internal labour mobility, particularly toeeen rural and urban areas. A lack of labour
market flexibility and mobility also impacts on s$ihand occupational mobility and sustainable
job creation, leading to shortages of both skilew unskilled labour from region to region

noting that there is no evidence to suggest tivaradl, Romania has labour shortages.
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Using the ILO definition, NIS statistics show thiglrest level of unemployment was registered
in 2010 amongst young people (22.2%) and, ovarabmployment was higher for men (8.8%)

than for women (7.1%) and higher in urban areg@4) when set against rural areas (5.8%)

The World Bank’s Country Partnership Strategy fanfnia notes a range of recent economic
developments and potential developments consedquernhe changed context. In relation to
poverty', the Bank notes that rapid economic growth ovestnod this decade has led to a
dramatic decline in absolute poverty (to 5.7% i0&0signifying a fall in the number living in
absolute poverty from 2.1 million in 2007 to ab@u2 million in 2008 (although poverty remains
concentrated among vulnerable groups, in particmlaural areas where 75% of the poor are
found and amongst children, young people and thea&Rpopulation). However, as a result of
the ongoing crisis the World Bank indicates thahgaare at risk with both core and transient
poverty expected to increase. The effect may bpatbially reverse the important gains in
overall poverty reduction derived from past ecorogrowth. Poverty is expected to rise to
7.4% of the population in 2009, and the proportadnchildren living in absolute poverty is
projected to increase from 7.8% in 2008 to 10.7%009.

As noted in the introduction to this section, theiation analysis carried out as part of the
exercise to draft the SOP HRD emphasized a rang&witural problems, many of them in the
education sector (e.g., low rates of participagpamticularly in rural areas, high rates of early

school leaving etc.) and given the deep structumtire of many of these issues and challenges it

101t is necessary to note that the official and IL@oted rates of unemployment represent an undemstateof the level of
under-activity / under-employment in Romania whamse on 500k people who are not counted amongatriemployed are in
receipt of various allowances from the state andynahers are engaged in minimal levels of paidleympent, particularly in
rural areas where subsistence farming is common.

™ Two measures of monetary poverty are currently useBomania: relative and absolute povertyhe relative poverty
measure is based on the methodology endorsed blatleen European Council in December 2001. Thishauktlogy was
developed to allow comparable monitoring of mem$tates’ progress towards the agreed EU objectivebd fight against
poverty and social exclusion. Relative Povertgiefined as a situation in which people do not reféicient resources to enjoy
a generally acceptable living standard in theiietgcand, as such, relative poverty is establishibdre income is 60% or less of
median equalized disposable income. The absoluterfyomeasure is based on a national methodolageldped in 2002 by a
team including NIS and Government experts, reseasctand World Bank staff, and it is one of thearet! indicators included
in the Poverty and Social Inclusion Monitoring Systin Romania. Absolute poverty refers to persisgoverty and the
unavailability of certain basic needs such as fatmthing and medicine.
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is clear that they remain on the agenda at thistjwa. An Education Policy Note (World Bank,
2007) written at the same time as the OP was drattessed that Romania’s education system is
at a cross-roads and that important changes sudurasular changes, student assessment,
teacher training, finance and governance refornd rieecontinue in order to boost education
outcomes. The Policy Note also suggests that Riasaantry into the EU will place new
demands on the country’s human capital, creatiryg cigallenges that will also impact on the
education system i.e., the development of a labanee with new competencies and skills. To
meet these demands the World Bank suggests thar@oent should:

* increase education efficiency and equity in thetexinof decentralization by introducing
per capita formula financing, optimizing the schowtwork and training education
managers;

* increase education quality primarily through bettemagement of human resources;
» create more opportunities for skills renewal afeldng learning; and

* increase effectiveness by developing a cohererdtegic plan for reform, planning,

administration, and governance of the sector.

The report notes that tests designed to compareagdoal achievement across countries and
regions (e.g., Program for International Studergessment (PISA) and Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study - TIMSS) show thah&wva is below OECD and EU averages
and that these performance indicators for Romaaige tbeen stagnant, while those for other

countries in the region, such as Lithuania and ieashow improvement. The report notes that;

“A high proportion of students do well, but there Bubstantial polarization in
performance: at the high end of test takers scaresvery high, but at the low end scores

are very low, and there is very little middle graduh

The Policy Note comments on low rates of enrolnmenipper secondary education (only 25% of
students from rural areas are enrolled in uppeorstary) and states that the scores of rural

students fall below those of their urban countdgpar it suggests these disparities may be
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attributable to inequitable and inefficient distrilton of resources i.e., high funding disparities

between schools within the same jurisdiction.

In an interview with the Minister for Education @hrcted as part of this evaluation, the Minister
referenced many of the same issues. He believéghbaurrent system is inefficient, that the
school network is weak and that much of the infrattire is inadequate. As part of new
legislation that the Minister has introduced tolidarent, he hopes to move to what he regards as
a more efficient,per capitafunding system and to shift the focus of the etlanasystem

towards a competency based curriculum.

The Minister also believes that SOP HRD has a Bogmt amount of potential but that a certain
amount of strategic coherence is abSefihat said, he noted that SOP HRD can be impontant
helping to move the education system towards tipérexb to competency-based curriculum.
Referring to the relationship between the educasigstem and the economy the Minister said
that one could take a simple view i.e. increasdrifiestment in education and things would get
better. On the other hand one could try to crea®ang correlation between education and the
market or, as he advocates, one could try to predipre-empt the market — a function of central
planning. This latter, strategic option is the dhat the Minister suggests needs to happen to
drive Romania forward. In that regard he idendfvehat he referred to as ‘reservoirs of growth’

that include, for example:

* Education for young people who don’t currently hageess; and
» The scientific diasporas — tapping into the verghly qualified diasporas of scientists

who are living and working all over the world inttng edge companies and institutions.

2 The Minister referred by way of example to a sgateCurriculum initiative that involved 5 interliekl project applications
under SOPHRD. One was transversal looking at teeadl curriculum framework, the next three relatecturricular reform at
kindergarten, primary and second level educatigpeetively and the fifth was another transverseajget involving evaluation.
The first application was successful but the seamdithird applications were unsuccessful wherteasaurth was approved and
the fifth has recently emerged from the selectiod aetting process and is also approved. Thissasseies that we return to in
relation both to the budget ceiling for applicaf®s m euro being the highest permissible request) e issue of non-
competitive tendering for strategically importanbjects.
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Finally in this sub-section we refer to the SixtepgRrt on Romania and the Lisbon Strategy
produced by The Group of Applied Economics (GEA)aflreport points out that the skills with
which the education system endows graduates offipeas to be out of line with the
expectations of employers. In this context theygesg that it is necessary to realign the curricula
with the demand for labour (this is a theme that @rose in our fieldwork as referenced below).
The report also emphasised the substantial misntegivieen the skills of those made redundant
in the process of enterprise restructuring andapisation when set against the current skills
needs of the economy and associated demand. timethard they stress the need for lifelong
learning opportunities to meet the rapidly changsegtoral and occupational profile in the

economy.
2.2.1.3 The View from the Fieldwork

Throughout our fieldwork we asked those we engag#dif they were aware of new challenges
facing Romania and if such challenges had any captns for the current set of priorities as set

out in the programme.

Slightly more than 91% of the contracted projeatsl 86% of the unsuccessful applicants
surveyed believe that the OP priorities at PA larel as relevant now as they were when the OP
was agreed. Over the course of our engagementstakeholders (Employer, Trade Union and
NGO representatives across the regions) throughvietv and group-work there was a similar
level of confidence in the priorities as set outhie programme although views were expressed
as set out below regarding challenges arisingcigeities that exist and the relative balance of

spending within the programrie

The principal motifs or themes to emerge from @ading of the interviews with stakeholders in
the regions in relation to the changed socio-econ@iimate, challenges arising and priorities
for the future are as follows (see Annex 6 for tailied list of Employer, Trade Union and NGO

views in this regard) - there is a need:

13 |n addition, many views were expressed concerttiegimplementation of the programme rather tharcdtstent and these
issues are addressed in Chapter 3 (Efficiency)CGirapter 4 (Effectiveness) below.
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» for an integrated strategy (at national and reditexels) towards the development of
social capital in Romania supported by robust mre$eand real intelligence regarding the
labour market;

» for competent and adequately supported, multi-stalkier structures to support the
development of human capital at regional level,

» to ensure greater linkage between training andaducand the real needs of the labour
market and, in addition, a need to ensure thatugited from the education system are job
ready;

» to support the development of an entrepreneuridiureu and to support SME’s in
retaining employees;

» to address unemployment and ensure that the ungetbleceive training and other
opportunities such as through the social economy;

» to learn from good practice and avoid any 'reini@nbf the wheel'.

2.2.1.4 Issues Arising

Taking all of the above into account we revisited SWOT analysis that was conducted for the
OP to establish if the situation had improved,igiproved or indicated no change in respect of
the various strengths, weaknesses, opportunitigsraeats identified therein (see Annex 7 for

reference).

Based on the above indicative outline of the assiamg underpinning the SOP HRD and the
subsequent indication of a changed socio-econowmtegt taking into account the views of
various stakeholders, we observe the following rpri@ presenting our conclusions and
recommendations at the end of this chapter:

» the crises in banking and the associated recessor had a significant impact on

Romania that has resulted in increased unemployr@rg-term unemploymetit rising

14 Long-term unemployment has many negative implicesifor those affected and their families includthg risk of poverty
and the reproduction of educational disadvantage.
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poverty and serious constraints on the capacitthefstate to address these and other
issues arising;

* Romania faced many challenges when the SOP HRD drafted and agreed (e.qg.
modernising the educational system, privatising $itete owned economy, moving
towards EU averages in terms of the qualificatiemel of the workforce, addressing
extremes in poverty and social exclusion, encoagagnore young people to remain at
schooP®, addressing the high level of engagement in tharnmal economy etc.) — these
challenges still remain (despite certain progreasl@nover the last decade) and are now
exacerbated by the economic and banking crises €kample, in terms of rising
unemployment, reversal of gains in the reductiopmferty, serious fiscal constraints on
government in terms of its capacity to addresseissuising etc.) and the unpredictability
that is associated with that crisis;

» The labour market situation for certain groups #stipularly challenging and would
appear to require particular attention — in thgtrd we highlight apparent skills deficits
and rising unemployment amongst young people anghasise the need to address this

phenomenon in order to avoid longer term problems

Specifically, in relation to our (re)-assessmentttid components of the SWOT analysis that
informed the priorities set out in the SOP HRD watenthe following in relation to Key
Strengths:

» there has been no change in respect of many dtitbegths originally identified through

the SWOT, although this analysis primarily refexscomponents where the existence of

15 The European Youth Forum report of 2007 noted tirsequences of ESL for young people include uneympéat, shorter
life expectancy and the lower likelihood of ‘actigitizenship’. The study also found that pregnareime, violence, alcohol
and drug abuse and suicide are significantly higimeongst early school leavers (GHK, 2007). Psagiwaros (2007) identified
the fiscal costs of early school leaving (or in pisferred term school failure) as lower tax revemnthigher unemployment and
welfare payments, higher public health expendituniegher police expenditure and higher criminatigesexpenditure.

16 |n What should be done about rising unemploymenténGECL? (Bell & Blanchflower, 2009) the authors demonstrtitat
young people have been hardest hit by unemploymestery OECD country (unemployment amongst underif the EU27
running at 19.7%) and other groups such as thogethe lowest level skills as well as minoritieslammigrants are also badly
hit by unemployment. They stress the need to ssljaddress youth unemployment as it tends to bageing effects on those
who experience it, including further periods of mpdoyment, relatively bad health, relatively loweages and low job
satisfaction.
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certain policies are identifiedle factg as strengths (e.g., Regional and LAPs for TVET
development, RAPs for Employment & Social ExclusosrRegional and Local Pacts for
Employment & Social Inclusion) and makes no refeeeto the extent to which these
have been successfully or otherwise implementguagressed,;

» we can identify one strength that has ‘improved doi the passage of time (i.e. progress
towards the completion of privatisation of the statvned econom$) although again
without reference to the potential consequencesenipioyment, poverty, social
exclusion) that may accompany such developmenthénabsence of an effective and
structured response to the reintegration and uprgkof redundant workers, particularly
in the new labour market context;

» there are identifiable dis-improvements in a nuntdfevhat were originally identified as
key strengths — these refer to the overall macomemic situation where macro-
economic stability is threatened, FDI (foreign direnvestments) inflows have slowed
and the general attractiveness of the Romanianoseprdue to sustained economic

growth and accession is clearly no longer the case.

There has been little significant change in theoopymities open to Romania as identified in the
SWOT (e.qg., the structural funds continue to ofifestment opportunities and it is still possible
to apply learning from pre-accession programméipagh this does not take into account the
extent to which these opportunities have been aghed®. Based on our analysis there has been
a dis-improvement in the prospects for one of thpootunities identified in the SWOT (i.e.,
increased internal demand for products and setviceshe current socio-economic context
although we also note an improvement in the raggadicipation at third level.

Many of the weaknesses identified in the SWOT rensaichanged although in certain instances

we note a dis-improvement in critical areas suctasexample, in relation to: the development

17 e.g. the two major privatizations were taken dwerFord Motor Company and Automobile Craiova anel mhajority of SC
Electrica Muntenia capital was taken over by ENEL

18 However, the results of this evaluation and othirim Evaluations currently being conducted shdhfow some light on the
extent to which this type of opportunity has beessged.
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of the PES and the quality of services providegeemlly with regard to VET, high levels of
participation in agriculture, particularly subsiste agriculture — if anything many people who
have been made redundant in rural areas have eefttorthe land (refAd hoc evaluation of KAl
5.2); and the high level of youth unemployment and L&4pecially in rural areas has increased
given the effects of the crisis.

Many of the threats identified in the original SW@Ilso remain unchanged although some have
worsened such as the intensification of poverty, giden cuts in public service salaries, the

likely increase in the unattractiveness of teachiisga career path for many graduates with
inevitable effects on the quality of education pded.

Notwithstanding the fact that it is clear that maanges have occurred in the environment in
which the OP is implemented (as briefly outlinedad it is also necessary, for balance, to look
forward to establish if there are positive trenllgt tcan also be taken into account. However,
one of the principal issues arising here concédraddvel of volatility in the environment and the
difficulties that inevitably arise in that regarény projections must therefore be viewed in that
light.

Table 7: Romania: Selected Economic and Social Icakiors, 2007-11

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Prog. Proj. Proj.

Output and prices (Annual percentage change)
Real GDP 6.3 7.3 -7.1 1.3 -0.5 3.6
Domestic demand 14.6 9.9 -14.0 0.1 -15 2.6
Net exports (contribution) -16.7 -2.6 16.1 1.1 1.4 0.4
Consumer price index (CPI, average) 4.8 7.8 5.6 3.9 6.6 5.2
Consumer price index (CPI, end of
period) 6.6 6.3 4.7 3.2 7.9 3.0
Unemployment rate (average) 4.3 4.0 6.3 7.9 8.9 8.4
Nominal wages 22.6 23.6 8.4 4.4 4.3 6.2
Saving and Investment (In percent of GDP)

19 Cutbacks in public expenditure have resulted iroatraction in the services provided by the PES -stnob the available
resources are concentrated on registering the uogeghand making relevant payments to them (refhAd evaluation of PA4)
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Prog. Proj. Proj.
Gross domestic investment 31.0 31.3 25.1 30.7 24.8 25.2
Gross national savings 17.6 19.7 20.6 25.2 19.8 20.2
General government finances (In percent of GDP)
Revenue 32.3 32.2 31.8 313 32.6 32.6
Expenditure 35.4 37.0 39.2 37.3 39.4 37.0
Fiscal balance -3.1 -4.8 -7.4 -5.9 -6.8 -4.4
Privatization proceeds 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
External financing 0.1 0.4 2.9 3.7 4.6 0.8
Domestic financing 2.9 4.3 4.5 2.2 2.2 3.6
Structural fiscal balance 1/ -4.3 -6.9 -5.4 -2.4 -3.3 -1.2
Gross public debt (direct debt only) 17.5 19.5 28.2 315 33.9 35.7
(In percent of GDP)
Foreign direct investment balance 5.7 6.7 3.8 4.1 4.1 4.2
International investment position -40.1 -51.8 -68.3 -53.6 -62.5 -60.2
Gross official reserves 23.0 20.2 26.6 30.5 31.7 31.3
Gross external debt 47.0 52.6 65.7 68.3 69.0 64.3
Nominal GDP (in bn RON) 416.0 514.7 491.3 538.9 510.4 553.p

Source: IMF

The latest IMF projections for Romania across kelidators are set out in Table 7 above. The
IMF commentatord note that “before the crisis, the Romanian econavayg characterized by

high growth rates, associated with the build-upxiernal and internal imbalances. Large capital
inflows stimulated domestic demand, while labounstmaints and rising public sector wages
generated wage inflation. Fiscal policy was prolicat, exacerbating the overheating of the
economy despite tight monetary policy to countepate pressures”. They note that economic
activity remained weak throughout 2009 (decliniryg/l%) “while for 2010 as a whole growth

is forecast to be slightly negative, a gradual vecy is expected in the second half of the year.

Domestic demand will remain subdued, as unemploye@minues to risand real wages adjust

to the recession with a lag, while investment wiitk up slowly”. In the same note, the

Executive Directors agree with the thrust of th@exk appraisal and commend the Romanian

20 pyblic Information Notice (PIN) No. 10/97, July 2810
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authorities with regard to the *“significant stridémken) toward restoring macroeconomic
stability and achieving an orderly adjustment oé-prisis imbalances”. They note important
challenges ahead and welcome the approval of skalfresponsibility legislation and encourage
the authorities to go ahead with planned reductiorike level of public employment, reform of
the healthcare system and of the local governmeahdes, and efforts to boost tax collections.
They also emphasize that structural reforms inroéineas, such as labour and product markets,

are also crucial in building the economy’s competitess and resilience.

As such, the medium term outlook is challengingaorumber of fronts although it is notable that
the IMF identifies labour market reform as one o key aspects in building the economy’s
competitiveness and this clearly has ongoing inagibmis for the development of human capital

in Romania.

2.2.2 Sub-Task 1.1.2

To what extent are the indicative operations finatw by SOPHRD relevant in comparison
with the general and specific objectives establidtz the level of each KAl in SOPHRD?

Our approach to this sub-task involved a cohereheek of the indicative operations (I0Os) set
out in the FDI SOPHRD for each KAl i.e., the opemas$ described in the FDI for each KAI
were assessed regarding their capacity to congritauthe “main operational objectives” as also
described for each KAI. This was completed basedaodocumentary analysis of the
programming documentation and complemented by i#gn@svand opinions of stakeholders and,
in particular, project promoters as gathered thinoagerviews, focus group sessions and surveys

conducted over the course of the evaluation.

2.2.2.1 Findings

In our online surveys we asked both contractedeptsjand unsuccessful applicants a series of
guestions regarding the 10s set out in the progragmocumentation. Relevant responses are

set out in Tables 8 and 9 below:
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Table 8: Views of Contracted Promoters by PA Regagdindicative Operations

Views of Contracted Promoters by PA Regarding Indiative Operations
%

Total % at
PA1 PA 2 PA 3 PA 4 PA S5 PA 6 Programme
Level

Did the list of 10s as set out in the programming dcumentation provide you with a useful guide when
writing your project application?

Yes 93.4 95.7 97.9 100.0 91.7 100.0 95.8
No 6.6 4.3 2.1 0.0 8.3 0.0 4.2

Was the list of I0s comprehensive enough for you tully describe what you planned to do to
contribute towards meeting your objectives as parof the applications process?

Yes 88.2 90.9 89.1 100.0 87.2 97.1 90.0
No 11.8 9.1 10.9 0.0 12.8 2.9 10.0
Was the list of IOs comprehensive enough to allowoy to fully describe what you planned to do to

meet the objectives of your project as you had origally
envisaged it?
Yes 82.2 86.7 87.8 100.0 87.2 91.4 86.7
No 17.8 13.3 12.2 0.0 12.8 8.6 13.3

Table 9: Views of Unsuccessful Applicants by PA Regjng Indicative Operations

Views of Unsuccessful Applicants by PA Regarding bicative Operations

| Number | %

Did the list of 10s as set out in the programming dcumentation provide you with a useful guide
when writing your project application?

Yes 59 85,5
No 10 14,5

Was the list of IOs comprehensive enough for you tiully describe what you planned to do to
contribute towards meeting your objectives as parof the applications process?

Yes 48 73,8
No 17 26,2

Was the list of I0s comprehensive enough to allowoy to fully describe what you planned to do to
meet the objectives of your project as you had origally
envisaged it?
Yes 44 69,8
No 19 30,2

As is evident from the results above, the 10s didgenerally present difficulties for applicants
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(contracted projects or otherwise) and, in factrevdeemed to be of assistance to them in
developing their applications. In that regard tl@s lappear to have adequately defined
operational objectives and to have met the capatithe applicants to develop or frame their
project proposals. However, what is notable is, théiereas both sets of respondents are fairly
unanimous in their understanding of the utilitytbé 10s as a guide to writing an application
they are somewhat less than unanimous in their svigarding the extent to which the 10s
facilitated them in fully describing what they hadginally envisaged for their project. This
suggests that the 10s placed some level of rastmictn the applicants in terms of broadly
defining the type of operations they wished to gegan. That said, the 10s and their
relationship with operational objectives did noisaras a problematic issue in any of other

engagement with stakeholders over the course ahakiation.

Our desk-based review of the 10s and their relatgn to the main operational objectives at
KAI level broadly confirms this adequacy and th@aing relevance of the 10s. In that regard

we make a number of observations as follows.

* The IOs are ‘indicative’ in nature, designed todguapplicants regarding the broad types
or categories of activities that may be engagedhipursuit of the main operational

objectives. As such, they are broadly definedlaade scope for interpretation.

» Furthermore, the 10s (unlike, for example, the Bligg Activities that are addressed in the
next sub-section) are not subject to the vagarfiegeeoongoing financial monitoring and
control system (as discussed later in this repangl engagement with them at the
application stage does not have any significant rdtdve-line implications for project
promoters that are ultimately successful in thppli@ation for funding.
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Table 10: Indicative Operations and Objectives: KAIL

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Overall Objective: PAL

“Development of flexible lifelong learning pathwagsd increasing the access to education and tragjtin
delivering modern quality initial and continuousuedtion, including higher education and research.”

SOP

HRD

FDI SOPHRD

Specific Objectives

Indicative operations

Main Operational
Objectives

Indicative operations

Improving the quality
assurance system in pre-
university education and
initial VET systems by
supporting schools in
management and
capacity to provide
relevant qualifications for|
the labour market;

Developing and
implementing tools and
mechanisms to improve
the pre-university
education, including
innovative and
transnational actions,
support for providers and
staff development;

Improving and
restructuring pre-
university education
system, including the staf
development and
promoting innovation

Developing and
implementing tools and
mechanisms to improve
fthe pre-university
education, including
innovative and trans-
national actions, support
for providers and staff
development

Improving the quality
assurance system in
higher education by
supporting universities in
management and
capacity to provide
relevant qualifications;

Developing and
implementing quality
assurance system in pre-
university education,
including staff
development and
innovative actions;

Improving the school’s
and initial VET providers’
management and their
capacity to provide
relevant qualifications
according to the labour
market needs

Developing and
implementing a quality
assurance system in pre-
university education,
including staff
development and
innovative actions

Improving the teachers’
and trainers’
qualifications and of
other categories of
human resources in
education and training by
supporting their initial
and continuous training

Supporting the
development of guidance
and counselling in order
increase educational
performances and
progression rate;

Developing mechanisms
and tools for ensuring the
oaccess to quality
education, as well as key
and professional
competencies for all

Support for the
development of guidance
and counselling in order t
increase educational
performance and transitig
rates towards higher
education levels

Increasing the quality
assurance in CVT by
supporting CVT
providers for developing
quality assurance and
management system;

Supporting the
development and
diversification of
education and initial
VET supply

Developing guidance ang
counselling school
mediation, alternative
services and tools
supporting an increased
participation and an
advanced educational
attainment

Support for the
development and
diversification of
education and initial
VET supply

Supporting better
knowledge and
competences of young
researchers by doctoral
and postdoctoral

Support for innovation
and for developing tools
and mechanisms to
improve access to
education and initial

Promoting
entrepreneurial culture
and active citizenship
education process

programmes

VET for all;

Support for innovation
and development of tools
and mechanisms to
improve access to
education and initial VET

o

for all
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Overall Objective: PAL

“Development of flexible lifelong learning pathwagsd increasing the access to education and tragjtin
delivering modern quality initial and continuousuedtion, including higher education and research.”

SOPHRD FDI SOPHRD
Specific Objectives Indicative operations Ll Qpe(atlonal Indicative operations
Objectives
Support for development Support for development
of education for of education for
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship and
active citizenship active citizenship

Table 10 outlines the 10s and associated ObjecfivesAl 1.1 by way of illustration. The
broad definition and scope of the I0s is apparbBrdughout. The first operational objective
(“Improving and restructuring the pre-university edtion system, including staff development
and promoting innovatidi is to be realized through the following 10s &t eut in the OP and
in the FDI SOPHRD:

» Developing and implementing tools and mechanisnmapoove pre-university education,
including innovative and trans-national actions, pport for providers and staff

development;

* Developing and implementing a quality assurancdesysin pre-university education,

including staff development and innovative actions.

Both of the 10s explicitly mirror the operationabjective in terms of its primary target (Pre-
University Education System) and those who workvaihd within it (providers and staff) and
both are non-prescriptive regarding how the obyects to be achieved i.e., it is possible to
envisage any number of ‘tools and mechanisms’ itight improve the system and the phrase

‘innovative actions’ in the second 10 inherentlyide categorization.

In other instances the indicators for the typesmdrations in question are explicitly linked to
expected ‘standards’ such as under KAI 1.4 wheeedgberational objectiveDgveloping and

implementing the quality assurance systems in)d¥ssociated with an 10 that envisages
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linkage to an EU-standardir{plementing of quality assurance and managemestesys in CVT

at system and provider level according to the EesapFramework for Quality Assurarjce

The 10s throughout the programme predominantlhyeotfthe characteristics outlined above in

respect of KAI 1.1. This is, our course, apprdgrien that it leaves the field open to subject

matter experts and project managers to devise ppate responses to the objectives based on
their expertise. In general the I0s, as confirmie@ugh our surveys, do not impede the

development of quality proposals. On the contridugir openness leaves the way open for
innovative responses from the relevant playerfiénenvironment and ensures their relevance in
the context of SOPHRD.

That said, in limited instances we note issues eoneg the extent to which certain 10s assist in
‘realising’ the operational objectives, A list dfet IOs in question and associated comment is set
out in Annex 8. We also note that over the coofdbe evaluation we were informed that under
KAl 6.1 (Developing the Social Economy) there wagmngicant confusion amongst promoters
due to the general lack of definition of the ‘sé@aonomy’ concept in the Romanian context,
and, in that regard, the 10s did not assist in ipliag further definition. On the other hand we
have been informed that the Directorate for Sdcialusion at the Ministry of Labour, Family
and Social Protection that a Framework documenbkas drafted regarding the operation of the

Social Economy in Romania that will provide gredésels of clarity in the future.
2.2.3 Sub-Task 1.1.3

To what extent are the eligible activities mentiahien FDI SOPHRD relevant to the indicative
operations established at the level of each KAIS®OPHRD?

Our approach here was to compare the eligible iieBv(EAs) and the indicative operations
(I0s) regarding the completeness of the stated &sthe degree to which they match what is

actually to be done under each indicative operation

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 44233



SO -

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

2.2.3.1 Findings

In our online surveys we asked both contracted pters and unsuccessful applicants a series of
guestions regarding the EAs set out in the programgmocumentation. Relevant responses are

set out in Tables 11 and 12 below:

Table 11: Responses of Contracted Project PromoterSurvey Questions Relating to Eligible
Activities, by PA

Responses of Contracted Project Promoters by PA
%

PA 1 PA 2 PA3 PA 4 PAS5 PA 6 Total % All PAs

Did the list of eligible activities as set out intte programming documentation provide you with a uskil
guide when writing your project application?

Yes 96.1 98.5 95.8 80.0 90.0 100.0 95.8

No 3.9 15 4,2 20,0 10,0 0,0 4,2

Was the list of eligible activities comprehensivermugh to allow you to fully describe what you wante to
do under the indicative operations relevant to youmproject?

Yes 79.2 80.0 83.0 100.0 88.2 87.9 83.1

No 20,8 20,0 17,0 0.0 11.8 121 16.9

Did the list of eligible activities in any way redtict you in the types of activities you would idedly have
liked to have engaged in with a view to achievinde aims of your project?

Yes 25.7 18.0 125 0.0 6.5 171 16.2

No 74.3 82.0 87.5 100.0 93.5 82.9 83.8

Table 12: Responses of Unsuccessful Applicants tovBy Questions relating to Eligible
Activities

Views of Unsuccessful Applicants on Eligible Actities

%

Number

Did the list of EAs as set out in the programming dcumentation provide you with a useful guide when
writing your project application?

Yes 60 89,6
No 7 10,4
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Views of Unsuccessful Applicants on Eligible Actities

Number %

Total 67 100

Was the list of EAs comprehensive enough to allowoy to fully describe what you wanted to do under th
I0s relevant to your project?

Yes 45 68,2
No 21 31,8
Total 66 100

Did the list of EAs in any way restrict you in thetypes of activities you would ideally have liked tdave
engaged in with a view to achieving the aims of yoproject?

Yes 17 27,9
No 44 72,1
Total 61 100

As is evident from the results above, the EAs pitedlia useful guide to almost all respondents.
However, for about 17% of contracted project resieons the list of EAs was not considered to
be comprehensive enough to allow them to fully desowvhat they wanted to do under the I0s
relevant to their project (noting disparities asrdse PAs where, for example, no such issues
arose in respect of PA4 whereas in the case of &bst 21% of respondents said the list of
EAs was not comprehensive enough in this regardthidthe group of unsuccessful applicants
the corresponding view is held by almost 32% opoeslents. Some 16% of contracted project
promoters said that the EAs restricted them intyipes of activities they would have liked to
engage in ranging from no restriction in the caéd’A4 to restrictions for almost 26% of
respondents under PA1. The EAs presented a sibalaier to almost 28% of respondents from

the unsuccessful applicants responding to thistoured/Ve return to this issue below.

Our desk review of the EAs and their relationshiphte main 10s at KAl level broadly confirms
the relevance of the EAs listed in the programnmdogumentation. The Table in Annex 9 uses
KAl 2.2 (Preventing and Correcting Early School Leavily way of example.
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As shown in Annex 9, the list of EAs is extensige KAI 2.2 and a similar exercise is repeated
in the programming documentation for each of th&A9 across PAs 1 to 6. However there are
significant differences in the number of EAs preedrfor each KAI. For example whereas for
KAI 2.1 there is a limited number of activitiestég and those that are listed are quite specific,
for KA2.2 there are many, less specific activitissed. The reason for this type of variation is
unclear (although it may be related to the draffingcess and stylistic differences amongst the

contributions by agencies and others to the te¥t®OP itself).

Notwithstanding the fact that, a majority of resgents to our surveys noted that the lists of EAs
were helpful to them, a number of issues ariserdigg the EAs and their relationship to the
I0s. First, unlike the lists of I10s in the progmamg documentation, the lists of EAs are not
presented as ‘indicative’. As such, the list ofsEidas a different status within the programme

and this causes a number of problems as set autbel

First, because the list is ‘absolute’ rather thatidative, applicants are forced to select EAs from
the list itself. Despite the fact that the listEoAs is extensive it cannot claim to be exhaustive,
particularly given the range and complexity of tbB and the associated complexity of human
resource development measures more generally. ddnispotentially restrict innovation as

applicants must seek to meet their project objestiwithin the context of a pre-defined set
resulting in a possible ‘top-down’ limiting of ‘bim-up’ initiative in a context where the

applicants, being closest to the target groupshast placed to identify needs and appropriate

responses.

Second, and again because of the ‘absolute’ rétla@rindicative status of the list, the selection
of EAs from within a closed set ties the ultimatelyccessful promoters into a pre-defined and
constraining set of activities that are then tietbithe financial control function through their
association with ‘eligible cost’. During the focgsoup sessions, contracted projects promoters
explained that many of the problems they face \thi audit and control functions associated
with the programme are derived from the manner Imclv eligible costs are associated with

eligible activities and the interpretation placqubn them in that regard. The control function
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tends to work on an absolute basis and, as sugihlelcosts are deemed to be those associated
with pre-defined eligible activities. We encoumrthis issue first hand when we approached
promoters and asked them to attend focus grouposssas part of the fieldwork for this
evaluation. Some of them were reluctant to do sabse there was no eligible activity listed in
their project plan that envisages this type of gegaent. As such, they were concerned that any
costs they may have incurred in attending a focasmsession (e.g., travel costs) would not be
recoupable through their project (and this desjhmgefact that the MA had provided us with a
letter to indicate that such costs would be deeeatigible).

Finally, because eligible activities and associatests are defined on an ‘absolute’ basis and are
so tightly controlled, they require very heavy adistrative input on the part of the project
promoters and programme managers at all levelsis @dn and does result in delays in the
reimbursement process as eligibility is closelyusorsed and checked not in terms of broad
categories of activities but in terms of individitgims on an item by item basis. This can result
in cash flow difficulties for the promoters (as yheait for the finalisation of the reimbursement
process), to delays in establishing expenditupr@ramme level and, as such, knock-on effects

from an N+2 perspective.

As such, our view of the relationship between EAS s is that whereas the extensive lists of
EAs are broadly relevant to the I0s (in a literahse), the manner in which they are detailed
lends little to the overall coherence of the progmee. While the extensive listing of eligible
activities may assist project promoters in underditeg the flexibility and elasticity of the
concept of eligibility from an ESF perspective, thet that there is no discernible categorisation
of the eligible activities means that, from a moriitg and reporting perspective, there is little

added value associated with them in terms of progra management .

We understand that project promoters who are neth@écESF may be concerned about what
exactly they can and cannot do with the funding emthat case we see potential merit in the
communication of lists of eligible activities thigiu brochures and other materials, possibly even

through an Annex to the FDI on an indicative baldiswever, from a programming and overall
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coherence perspective it is our view that the esttenlisting of EAs as it currently stands may
act as a distraction to project promoters who shouthe first instance be focused on identifying
needs and linking those needs to the general amcifigpgoals of the programme rather than
focusing on specific activities that appear td {fitthin the framework. As noted above, the ESF
is a very flexible labour market instrument that @@commodate a wide range of activities once
the purpose of those activities (as articulatedugh project goals and objectives) is aligned

with the programming goals.

Also, in so far as we can determine to date, tieere capture, monitoring or recording of the
eligible activities in which projects are engagetl dhis is probably related at least to some
degree to the fact that the list is so extensilrethat regard the eligible activities as currently

stated are redundant from a programme manage mespigosive.

In our view, greater levels of overall coherence t& achieved through the presentation of
eligible activities under category headings thatehameaning’ and that add value to reporting,
monitoring and evaluation. Any given project walhgage in eligible activities under a number
of possible headings such as, for example: Trajniaigidance; Publicity & Communication;
Transnational Activities; Curriculum Developmentaso on. Within these categories there are
many potentially eligible activities. Taking the Bhgity & Communication category as an
example, there are many possible activities that lma engaged in to include production of
brochures, developing a website, holding eventseldping logos, newspaper advertisements
and so on. The key thing in terms of programmeogect management is that activities under
this umbrella heading are deemed to be eligibletaatipromoters are made aware of that fact.
The specificities of those activities, includingsthmounts to be spent, value to be achieved or
balance of expenditure within that category agaowrall project budget follow on and are
subject to the aims and objectives of the individpeojects, assuming the projects are
contributing in the first instance to the aims afnjectives of the programme itself on the basis

of their strategic intent (rather than a list ofivates).
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The issue of strategic coherence is a theme off thodiughout the evaluation that is commented
on in the final chapter of this report. At thiage we note that an over-elaboration of and focus
on administrative and other technicalities as ia tdase of eligible activities can effectively

impede strategic focus at all levels of implemeatain the programme.

2.2.4 Sub-Task 1.1.4

To what extent are the SOPHRD and FDI SOPHRD indioss still relevant to the established
objectives at the level of each KAl within SOPHRBDI SOPHRD?

2.2.4.1 Introduction

To determine the ongoing relevance (to include ssessment of adequacy and appropriateness)
of the SOPHRD and FDI SOPHRD indicators againstetablished objectives we have taken
into consideration the definitions of goals andeakiyes as per the OP and the FDI for each PA
and KAI to see if these are sufficiently operatised through the indicators to allow for
coherent and meaningful reporting on the programriiée have also taken into account the
findings of the Ex-Ante Evaluation of the Program(Ranteia, 2007) and a contemporaneous
draft report conducted for ACIS (Analysis Reportloé Indicators Systet) as well as the views
expressed by the range of stakeholders engagediwidbgh interview, group work and survey

for the purposes of this evaluatfén

We note, in advance, the connection between thistask and sub-task 1.3.3, which seeks to
establish the adequacy and effectiveness of thatonimgy system and, as such, is intrinsically
linked to the issue of indicators and in that regae also refer to our findings here in response
to that sub-task.

21 The analysis carried out in that report aimed ®ntify indicators that do not measure a specififective and to identify
objectives that cannot be measured due to a laapmfopriate indicators.

22 A brief summary of the overall rationale for timelicator system is provided at Annex 7.
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The seven specific objectives of the OP (see Ch&ptbove) are operationalised through the
Priority Axes of the SOPHRD (PA 1 througf)éeach of which has an overall objective that is
supported in SOPHRD bgpecific objectiveand further operationalised in FDI SOPHRD with
what are termecdhain operational objectivethat are presented at the level of the KAI. Traee
two levels of indicator to be taken into accétiffrogramme indicatorgare associated with the
specific indicators set out in SOPHRD; aadditional indicators that are associated with the
main operational objectives as set out in FDI SOBHRn addition, at each level of indicator

there are two types, namebytputandresultindicators’.

2.2.4.2 Findings

Before getting into the specifics of the adequatyhe indicators for SOPHRD we note, for
context, that the Ex-Ante Evaluation of SOPHRIDid.) found that the programme level
indicators were, in the main, considered to be SNIAR The Ex-Ante also notes that because
the indicators refer largely to activities that IMdk initiated under the OP, there are almost no
baseline figures provided. The Ex-Ante recommeirtey alia, the inclusion of impact and
contextual indicators to facilitate monitoring aealuation although none of these are provided

in the programming documentation.

We also reference, for context, some of the ovlragccomments of the draft Analysis Report

of the Indicators System referenced above in mlato SOPHRD. The report states that no
definition is provided for the SOPHRD indicatordaeferences the fact that the FDI SOPHRD
has changed on an ongoing basis (a sixth versierrdwently issued) and that this makes for
instability in the determination and calculationaairtain indicators and also adds to the existing

complexity of the programme. The report states i@ most significant problem in relation to

2 A further PA (PA7) deals with TA available to suppthe management and administration of the OP.

24 There is a third type of indicator at play in thegramme i.e., self-defined indicators. In cortipte an application for
funding, the prospective applicant may nominatdeime his/her own indicators. These, by defimiticannot be aggregated and
as such have no added value in the context of anagre monitoring and are commented on below.

%5 Context and impact indicators are not providedalgh the OP does present an overall analysisrieebin relation to the
priority headings under which it is constructed.

26 gpecific, Measureable, Achievable, Realistic airdely.
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all programmes supported under the NSRF, inclu@@@HRD, arises in respect of indicators
reported as ‘weights’ or those associated with [garg’ suggesting that these are essentially
inactive because no-one knows how to collect thémthat regard the report finds that many of

the output and result indicators lack relevance.

Table 13 below usefully associates the number gpd of programme level indicators for the
PAs under SOPHRD and clearly illustrates the cotap@sence of impact indicators associated
with the programme. We have also slightly adapkedtable to show (in brackets in the final
column) the proportionate spread in the number naficators to allow for a more direct

comparison with the proportionate spread of fundinder the various PAs.

Table 13: Financial allocation on axes and distriltion of programme indicators on
categories, SOPHRD

Financial Allocation by PA and Associated Indicatos
Funds Indicator Categories
(Mil. Euro) Input Achievement Result Impact fotal
Axis 1: 1.002 (23%) 0 7 6 0 13 (17.8%)
Axis 2: 1.053 (25%) 0 6 4 0 10 (13.7%)
Axis 3: 578 (14%) 0 8 4 0 12 (16.4%)
Axis 4: 235 (5%) 0 3 4 0 7 (9.6%)
Axis 5: 558 (13%) 0 4 6 0 10 (13.7%)
Axis 6: 661 (16%) 0 9 7 0 16 (22.0%)
Axis 7: 163 (4%) 0 5 0 0 5 (6.8%)
Total funds: 4.253 0 42 31 0 73

Source: ,Funding Matrix per K.A.l/Measure and Opton NSRF ROMANIA 2007-2013, Version 2, ACIS,
Bucharest, 28.10.2009; ACIS documents

For the purposes of this evaluation we reviewed¢hevance of all of the available indicators in
the light of the various levels of objectives sat m the programming documentation. In that

regard we found the majority of the output and ktesicators to be of continued relevance

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 52/233



SO -

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

(exceptions to this finding are discussed separdielow). The majority of the indicators,
particularly the output indicators, are simple aBMART and are typical of the types of
indicator associated with HRD programmes acrossEilm®pean Union. As simple counting
mechanisms (e.g. numbers of people participatingmbers of people qualifying etc.) they
provide the basic building blocks for monitoringdagvaluation.

Notwithstanding this overall finding that the exisf indicators are, broadly speaking, SMART
and relevant, a number of issues arise as to tealbadequacy of the indicator system for SOP
HRD and these are also referenced later in thifoseof the report and in the conclusions
presented at the end of the chapter.

Table 14: Views of Contracted Promoters Regardimglicators by PA
Views of Contracted Promoters Regarding Indicatorsoy PA
%

Total % within

PA 1 PA 2 PA3 PA 4 PAS | PAG Priority Axis

How well do you understand the indicator system fothe KAI under which you made a successful
application for funding?

Very Well 50.0 33.8 37.0 20.0 31.8 21.6 36.7
Adequately 42,3 63,2 48,9 80.0 59.1 62.2 53.7
Not Very Well 7,7 29 14.1 0,0 9,1 16,2 9,6

Does your project's monitoring system generate datthat adequately responds to the relevant
programme or KAI level indicators?

Yes 92,6 98,4 93.8 100,0 97.% 96,9 95,5
No 7,4 1.6 6,3 0,0 2,5 3,1 4.5

Did you define your own, non-programme level indictors as part of the application process?
Yes 72.6 60.6 68.7 80.0 70.( 76.5 69.1

No 27,4 39.4 31.3 20.0 30,9 23,5 30,9

Does your project's monitoring system generate datthat adequately responds to indicators you defineg
yourself as part of the application process?

Yes 90,0 100,0 100,Q 100,0 100{0 92,( 96,3
No 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 3.7

In your view, what is the most important type of irdicator?
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Views of Contracted Promoters Regarding Indicatorshy PA
%
O it
PA1 | PA2 | PA3 PA4 | PAS5 | PAg | '@ %within
Priority Axis
Programme
Level (as
defined 91,2 89,1 90,7 100,0 92,7 79,4 89,6
through the
Action web)
Self-defined 7,4 9,4 9,3 0,0 4,9 20,6 9,4
Neither 15 1,6 0,0 0,0 2,4 0,0 1,0

Note: In the survey of unsuccessful applicants, &%espondents said they understood the indicaystem at
least adequately.

The majority (c.90%) of respondents to the onlinevgy of contracted promoters indicated that
they understood the indicators system at leastusdely and the vast majority (c.96%) said the
monitoring system they operated at project levelegated data to meet the requirements of the
monitoring system overall. Interestingly some 6@#nfirmed that they defined their own
indicators (as permitted) under the applicatioriespsand we comment on this below and in later
sections referring both to application and to manmiig. That said, the majority (c.90%) said that

they believed that programme level indicators wkeesmost important indicator type.

Notwithstanding this generally positive respongerfithe project promoters, several issues arise
regarding the indicators in a general sense. Trherefers to the apparent lack of capacity of
promoters to both understand/interpret and resgonohdicators that refer to weightings or

proportions (e.g., share of supported schools stggetc.). This issue was referenced by the
MA and by the IBs during our engagement with therd & also referenced in the central report
on indicators referenced above. A second issua\ves the requirement for separate reporting
on various indicators across grant and strategie fyrojects. Based on our research for this

evaluation and as addressed elsewhere in thistrepere is little substantive difference (other
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than size of budget, territorial reach and durétjobetween the two types of project and, as
such, reporting on them separately seems to be veoateredundant (as does the general

distinction made between them at all levels ofglegramme — see later chapters).

We also found that that in certain instances thee inadequate coverage of the priorities and
objectives in question and that, in general, th@mea in which it is proposed to capture data
regarding the ultimate beneficiary (participantinadequate and minimalist. Taking this last

point first, in many cases the indicator is writeenper the following example:

KAl 1.4, Quality in CVT (Additional Indicator) — Miber of trained staff, including sectoral
committees (one indicator) out of which, womene@oad indicator).

What this denotes is that, in this instance, tleakdown of male and female participants will be
reported; the corollary is that, where this is moplicitly stated in association with other
indicators, that breakdown will not be reportedhisTis clearly out of line with good practice
across the EU and out of keeping with the horizgmtiaciples / objectives espoused within the
OP (e.g. equal opportunities, anti-discriminatiec.)e In good practice reporting on all human
resource interventions a full breakdown of theipgodnt / beneficiaries should be provided as a
matter of course. This data should be capturedraepdrted systematically and, as such, we
make recommendations below in this regard that heaeek-on implications for the ongoing

functioning of the monitoring systétn

Taking the above overarching observations as giVable 15 below presents in concise form
where we understand there to be specific issussgrregarding the relevance, definition or

coverage of the output and result indicators wisedh issues arise at KAl level:

%" In fact, in our survey of contracted projects, thajority of respondents said that the key distiagirig factor between
strategic and grant projects is that they operatesa the boundaries of at least two counties.

28 |n that regard we note that in Annex 11 of the Wgamt Guide, a template is provided for the détgilof al relevant data;
however, the information captured through that temepis not systematically captured through theesgsin electronic format
and not, consequently, reported back through thatoring system in place
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Table 15: Issues of Relevance, Definition and Coage Regarding the Indicators for Specific
KAI

Issues of Relevance, Definition and Coverage Regand the Indicators for Specific KAI

PA1 Issues Arising
KAl 1.1 No indicator relating specifically to the promotiarf entrepreneurial culture &
' active citizenship (coverage).
KA 1.2 No indicator relating specifically to enhanced naftking and co-operation amongst
) higher education institutions, the business comtyuaresearch centres (coverage)
KAI 1.3 No issues arising.
KAl 1.4 No indicator specifically relating to supportingethfe-cycle approach in education

and training (coverage)

Whereas fairly standard ‘head’ count indicators previded here (no. doctoral
students, no. papers published) there are no immdicarovided to measure quality
or the degree of linked-ness to business developrSen for example, an indicator
that captured the number of papers published idinganternational peer reviewgd
KAI1.5 journals would be more meaningful and appropriaiepur view, than a simple
count of papers published (quality and adequacy)

PA2 Issues Arising

KAI 2.1 No issues arising.

In this instance the target groups named in theativles are not specified in the
indicators — this refers back to the general poiatie above regarding the need to
elaborate the reporting of participants in all mentions across gender, age,
KAI2.2 minority ethnic status and so on.

It is also the case here that no quality or praiossrelated aspects are articulated
(quality and coverage)

KAI 2.3 No issues arising.

PA3 Issues Arising

No result indicators listed whatsoever suggestimgjumality assurance measurement
of entrepreneurial training (noting that, as in @ther cases, there are no impact

KAI3.1 indicators measuring actual success which in tasecwould be in the form of
business start-ups, rates of business survivgl-e{@dequacy and coverage)
No specific reference to health and safety in thdicators even though this |s
KAI 3.2 X . : A
emphasised in the operational objective 9coverage).
KAl 3.3 No issues arising.

PA4 Issues Arising

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 56 /233



SO -

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

Issues of Relevance, Definition and Coverage Regand the Indicators for Specific KAI

PA1 Issues Arising

No indicator referring to the objective to improtlee PES forecasting capacity on

KAl 4.1 labour market trends (coveragé).

KAl 4.2 No issues arising.

PA5 Issues Arising

No indicator specifically referring to the objedivto promote long-term

KAI'S.1 sustainability of rural areas in HRD and employm@otverage).

No issues arising. It is worth noting that onetbé programme level result
indicators under KAI 5.2 Rate of certified participants from rural areas |n
KAI 5.2 integrated programmes getting a Jobis the first indicator to stretch thie
measurement of achievement beyond participatiotrdaming or acquisition o
certification.

PAG6 Issues Arising

No particular issues arising on the face of it @lthh, as referenced under the
section above on Indicative Operations, there aspeabe a certain lack of clarity
regarding the social economy concept and practicRamanian legislation. The
reference to ‘social service professionals’ in ofi¢he additional output indicators
may also be confusing as the social service spaciswclearly much broader than
and different to the social econoipgr se

KAI 6.1

KAI 6.2 No issues arising

Whereas the KAI refers to the promotion of equapafunities the objective
narrow this to a concentration on women with soaference to vulnerable group
The indicators refer almost exclusively to womend arot to the broader equ
opportunities issue and do not reference vulnergitadaps whatsoever. Reference]in
the objectives to domestic violence, sexual harassmnd human trafficking is not
reflected in the indicators (coverage and adequacy)

T »

KAl 6.3

The objective (an inclusive labour market) is naptared in the indicators, which
tend instead to focus on counting programmes amthgrahips established — that
activity in and of itself is no guarantee or measoira more inclusive labour market
(adequacy and coverage).

KAl 6.4

As noted above, promoters are invited at applicasitage to define a limited number of their

own indicators. From a programme management petrgpethis makes no sense as such

29 1t is notable that in our interviews with stakelesisl throughout the regions the lack of ‘intelligenoegarding the labour
market and associated trends in the market wasuariieg theme

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 571233



SO -

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

indicators, by definition, is not amenable to aggteon and therefore can have no connection to

the overall strategic intent of the programme.

However relevant the existing indicators are antlvitbstanding the issues we have raised
regarding their adequacy as they stand, the magrafisant issue in relation to the indicator
system as a whole is the complete absence of inipdicators or indicators of outcofieWe
note that it is typically more difficult to captuoaitcome/impact indicators; however, that is no
argument for inaction on this front. A range ddisators could and should have been defined to
capture the down-the-line effects of the investmeor example, the heavy investment in
doctoral students is currently reported on in sartefrms that measure, for example, the number
of students and the number of papers producedndiiat the quality of such papers is only
minimally ‘tested’ in the indicators). There is attempt to measure the degree to which the
relevant research met the needs of the variousorsedtlentified in the programming
documentation (e.g., ICT, health, agriculture, feedurity, biotechnologies etc.), the number of
new businesses developed based on innovations ieigérgm research and so on. We return to

the issues arising in the indicators system aetiteof this chapter.

2.2.5Sub-Task 1.1.5

To what extent the SOPHRD financed projects are trdsuting to the achievement of the
general and specific objectives of each KAl wittHOPHRD /FDI SOPHRD?

2.2.5.1 Introduction

Assuming the effective functioning of the evaluatid selection system for SOPHRD, all
contracted projects should, in principle, be capatfl contributing to the objectives of the KAI
under which they are funded. It follows that idl@rto objectively demonstrate that projects are,
in operational terms, contributing to meeting relevobjectives it is necessary to have a fully

coherent and systematic set of monitoring datadbasea dedicated and coherent monitoring

%0 project promoters also commented on the absenirepaict indicators during our engagement with thértha focus group
sessions. A number of participants referenced et saw as a deficit in the monitoring of thegyeonme.
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system. However, as already detailed above, theeaf the monitoring system at work under
SOPHRD does not provide such a coherent and syBtesed of data making it impossible to

fully respond to this evaluation question.

In the absence of that data set we have workedamithanalysed the available data at the various
levels of the system with a view to developing amlerstanding and overview of the system,
verifying the type of data that is reported visig-felevant regulations and also identifying and
commenting on certain technical issues that afi$es has allowed us to arrive at grounded
conclusions regarding the monitoring system andeteelop specific recommendations towards

an enhanced system that are presented at the ¢md ohapter.
2.2.5.2 Findings

We received a consolidated table updated to 230@8.2vith data from technical reports
delivered by beneficiaries in the context of redqsiefor re-imbursement from the MA
Programme Monitoring Unit. The data contained timeege mainly output figures in absolute
numbers by categories of target recipients (taggetip members). The main purpose of these
data is to provide the necessary input to the Ahhmplementation Report (AIR) according to
Annex XXIlII of COMMISSION REGULATION (EC) No 182806 (Implementing

Regulation).

We can confirm that there is a match between tiegoaies under which data is collected and
the requirements of Annex XXIIl. However, we afeaind that with regard to the principle of
annualised reporting there are some critical camds due to the organisation of the underlying

reporting procedure as follows:

» The technical reports are directly linked to theuests for re-imbursement to be

submitted by the beneficiaries and these are pilynatated to their cash-flow neeés;

31 There is also a requirement for a first requestrésimbursement to be submitted within 6 monttterathe finalisation of
contract.
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» As a result, it is not guaranteed that, for exammpéevant data is available for the
calendar year for reporting purposes (i.e, the dadmers the period up to the
reimbursement request initiated by individual pctgeand does not therefore refer to a
pre-defined period);

* As such, it is not possible to provide (for a pedhged reporting period) a comprehensive
picture of the state of play of implementation byput, output or result that takes into
account the level of activity and expenditure dfcantracted projects. This is also partly
due to the fact that relevant information is notegsarily registered in electronic format
although it may be available in paper format witthia system.

Based on these observations and our findings astegbelsewhere in this report regarding the
efficiency and effectiveness of the monitoring aagorting system it is our view that it may be
appropriate to establish a second strain of oldigateporting that is not triggered by the case by
case needs of project promoters based on the progdendar but strictly linked to overall
reporting needs at programme level. To do this aulMd be necessary to clearly define the
periods in question in terms of start and cut-aftedand also a need for a clear deadline for
submission taking into consideration the adequatfeb time that would be needed for
plausibility and other checks as necessary. Waneb this issue in the conclusions section
below?”.

Regarding the available data itself we note a nundbfessues. First, there is no clear and
coherent assignment of activities to geographmagdt areas. The relevant field in Action Web
is an open text field where multiple entries arsgilole i.e, there is no pre-defined system of
drop-down lists. As a consequence the originalientare often unstructured and do not
necessarily link with or match other informatioradable on a project basis such as the region

type (national, multi-regional, regional, local) tre area type (there are more than 40,000

32 At this point it is useful to note that much of timformation required for standard and systematimitoring purposes is
already collected by the projects at project lev&he issue in question here does not reside irreperting capacity of the
projects but on programme management and relattdrag, processes and competencies. In that regarite, as above, that
the MA is in the process of developing an MIS tstaduld allow for more regular and systematic mairitp
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regional units of various kinds assigned to ned&lQ00 applications). Due to the non-
standardised entries (including different spellingsRomanian or Latin characters and also
locations listed outside Romania) it is still diffiit to collate data at NUTS level within Romania

or to clearly identify projects associated withheit urban or rural areas of Romania.

It is also the case that certain projects havetiama or multi-regional scope and in those cases
it is not possible to precisely place activities arder to compare, for example, the
implementation of training activities under the gnamme with the scale of potential demand

amongst, say, unemployed people across countiegjimns.

As previously noted, a particular feature of thporéing system is the freedom it provides to
beneficiaries to allow them to self-define up teefiadditional indicators for output and five
additional indicators for results. As these are-stamdardised it is not possible to aggregate the
data in any meaningful way. This type of indica®mot subject to monitoring at programme
level and is not, therefore, part of any systematialysis. It is apparent, therefore, that self-
defined indicators serve no programmatic functid¢towever, and regardless of this fact, they
are reported on in the materials presented asgbatie current reimbursement / monitoring

process providing another example of redundant midimative complexity in the system.

Regarding the coherence of reporting on outputolserved some system-based weaknesses
noting that these are also recognised by and kntoamhe responsible officers in charge of
compiling and consolidating relevant reports at M#el. These weaknesses refer to conceptual
as well as to technical issues as follows:

1. Typically, reports should be cumulative i.e. builgliover time from the start of activities
onwards. In certain instances we noted that rappxtias approached as a DELTA-based
exercise ( i.e., the current report delivering pesifigures only if there was an increase
since the previous report thereby marking increadeahange rather than cumulative

value);
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There appears to be some lack of clarity regardihgt kind of data is to be entered. For

example, the parallel use of absolute and reldiy@res (percentages) for identically

labelled indicators raises the issue of either Bfgipg indicator sets (when relative

figures can be calculated from the absolute figums providing more and better

guidance to beneficiaries.

Table 16: Contracted Projects by KAl & Type Assdeid with Output Data (to 23 April 2010)

. out of these: Projects with output | Coverage rates of output
Contracts (signedbefore 01.01.201p data data compared to
contracts by number of
KAl No. Total Cost Eligible Cost | No. | Total Cost | Eligible Cost| contracts /projects and
financial parameters
Il I \Y, Vv VI VIl VI vime - v - VI
1.1 23 251.773.812 248.414.404 i 4.890.928 4.461.§34,3% 1,9% 1,8%
1.2 16 166.277.900 166.213.57( P 18.534.247 18879, 12,5%| 11,199 11,1%
1.3 31 220.221.900 217.874.701 il 10.976.7]78 107986 3,2% | 5,0%| 5,0%
1.4 13 98.995.068 98.453.034 | 545.311 545.315 7)7%,6% 0,6%
15 33 286.996.465 283.553.790 17 170.888.p12 68®BB5| 51,5%9 59,5% 59,9%
2.1 45 114.315.936 111.295.65( b 32.861.6976 36861, 13,3%| 28,79 29,5%
2.2 20 112.651.537 111.951.97¢ 00% 0,0% 0,0%
2.3 36 108.414.101 105.847.675 / 7.515.498 7.481.2819,4%| 6,9% 7,1%
3.1 47 183.395.690 178.827.46( 18 112.156.173 46945 | 38,3% 61,29 61,2%
3.2 75 231.928.975 229.780.287 25 25.043.646 243939 33,3%| 10,894 10,7%
3.3 41 158.239.067 156.309.985 B 13.683.8975 13989, 19,5%| 8,6% 8,6%
4.1 11 73.165.708 69.600.874 B 20.051.7p9 19.464.8327,3%| 27,4%| 28,09
4.2 7 70.112.239 67.570.642 ? 19.658.3110 19.318.878,6%| 28,0%| 28,69
5.1 29 65.370.930 64.651.159 b 6.568.886 6.412.7387,2% | 10,0%| 9,9%
5.2 35 154.513.641 150.410.48( b 17.659.633 10292 14,3%| 11,494 11,4%
6.1 27 180.756.043 176.283.759 b 31.937.1p2 310325, 18,5%| 17,799 17,8%
6.2 14 131.096.030 127.929.154 i 2.501.464 2.581.467,1% 1,9% 2,0%
6.3 16 176.352.945 174.735.740 B 26.197.913 20187, 18,8%| 14,99 15,0%
6.4 1 1.727.528 1.727.528 0,006 0,06 0,0%
TOTAL |520 | 2.786.305.513 2.741.431.863 110 521.604.% 514.338.493 21,2% 18,7% | 18,8%

Table 16 shows that reporting on output data up3bApril 2010 is available for 21.2% of all

projects contracted before Januafy2D10. The projects reporting and whose reporte feen

assimilated into the system to that date (23/04W#& representative of almost 19% of eligible

costs associated with projects contracted befoneats ' 2010. Behind these overall figures

certain KAI, most notably 1.5, 3.1 and 3.2, areraprag at a more advanced level.
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In addition to the output table counting particifzaby target group (total and female) and
updated to 23.04.2010 (Table 16 above) we alsoiveteanother set of data updated to
30.06.2010. This table contained KAl-specific iredars defining targets and achievements for
each project based on the OP or FDI indicatorsuinputput and result). Unusually, the updated
table contains no data in respect of certain KAerglas the earlier table had at least some
information in respect of almost all KAI. The MAsal informed us that during 2010 it has
introduced new reporting requirements for projebts include the detailing of entry and exist
dates for participants. Furthermore and as prelyoueferenced, a new MIS system is being
developed that will create an electronic link betweroject level reporting and programme level
reporting and will act as an interface between m@ogne level reporting and the SMIS system.
At the time of finalising this evaluation reportgAl 2011) the MA informed us that 80% of data
is now centralised and contains, for example, datparticipant start and exit dates. Clearly this
will make a significant improvement on the monitgriand reporting practices that pertained
over the period covered by this evaluation of SOPHRe, to end-2009).

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 63/233



UNIUNEA EUROPEANA

GUVERNUL ROMANIEI
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIE!
S| PROTECTIEI SOCIALE

AMPOSDRU

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

-«

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Table 17: Contracted Projects by KAI & Type Assdeid with Output Data (to end-June 2010)

f Out of these in centralisation table of| Coverage rates of
Conbzs [EEneEs e OLLL 2L indicators indicator tables compared
Project . to contracts by _number of
Type KAI [ No.| Total Cost Eligible Cost | KAI No. Total Cost contracts /projects and
financial parameters

| Il 1] I\ V Il Il \% V Il Il
Grant 11| 9 14.310.604 14.307.937 D 14.310.604 074937 | 100,09 100,0%)] 100,0%
Grant 12| 6 6.211.549 6.147.219 b 6.211.54p 6.147.2| 100,0%| 100,0%)] 100,0%
Grant 13| 16 26.712.591 26.671.380 14 23.033.740 .9922%29 87,5%| 86,29 86,2%
Grant 14| 5 5.890.393 5.860.621 b 5.890.398 5.840.6| 100,0%| 100,0%] 100,0%
Grant 15| 6 9.604.399 9.461.109 b 9.604.39p 9.081.1| 100,0%| 100,0%] 100,0%
Grant | 2.1| 36 40.855.172 39.787.6838 6 40.855.12 .783%83 | 100,0% 100,0%| 100,0%
Grant | 22| 11 14.207.705 13.610.048 10 13.589.6p1 .99P22004 90,9%| 95,69 95,5%
Grant | 2.3| 28 31.301.799 30.778.12}Y 28 31.301.7p9 .7780127 | 100,0% 100,0%)] 100,0%
Grant | 3.1| 34 43.207.905 42.020.392 23 27.233.4p1 .5186101 67,6%| 63,09 63,1%
Grant | 3.2| 62 73.091.466 71.351.81¢Y 46 52.202.588 .9750491 74,2%| 71,49 71,4%
Grant | 3.3| 25 39.093.113 38.409.73}Y 0,000 0,0% %0,p
Grant | 41| 5 4.889.024 4.727.751 b 4.889.024 4.B27.7| 100,0%| 100,0%]| 100,0%
Grant | 42| 3 3.647.259 3.348.885 B 3.647.25p 3.3%3.8| 100,0%| 100,0%] 100,0%
Grant | 51| 27 34.263.527 33.721.186 21 26.472.9p4  .9785402 77,8%| 77,39 77,0%
Grant | 52| 22 25.602.994 24.903.083 0,00 0,0% %0,p
Grant | 6.1| 11 14.475.214 13.774.832 0,00 0,0% %0,p
Grant | 6.4 1 1.727.528 1.727.528 0,096 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic) 1.1 | 14| 237.463.208 234.106.46} 14 237.463.208 P8467 | 100,0% 100,0%)]| 100,0%
Strategic/ 1.2 | 10| 160.066.351 160.066.35[L 10 160.066.351 66861 | 100,094 100,0%)] 100,0%
Strategic/ 1.3 | 15| 193.509.309 191.203.32p 15 193.509.309 081320 | 100,094 100,0%] 100,0%
Strategic| 1.4 | 8 93.104.675 92.592.413 8 93.104.675 92.592.41800,0%| 100,0%| 100,0%
Strategic| 1.5 | 27| 277.392.066 274.092.68[L a7 277.392.066 924681 | 100,0% 100,0%)| 100,0%
Strategic| 2.1 | 9 73.460.764 71.507.967| g 73.460.764 71.507.96700,0%| 100,0%| 100,0%
Strategic| 2.2 | 9 98.443.832 98.341.922 g 98.443.832 98.341.92200,0%| 100,0%| 100,0%
Strategic| 2.3 | 8 77.112.302 75.069.548 1 61.299.255 59.256.90B7,5% | 79,5%( 78,9%
Strategic/ 3.1 | 13| 140.187.785 136.807.068 D 30.992.704 36482.| 15,4%| 22,1%| 22,59
Strategic/ 3.2 | 13| 158.837.509 158.428.47p 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic/ 3.3 | 16| 119.145.954 117.900.24p 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic| 4.1 | 6 68.276.684 64.873.123 g 68.276.684 64.873.12800,0%| 100,0%| 100,0%
Strategic| 4.2 | 4 66.464.980 64.221.757| 4 66.464.990 64.221.75700,0%| 100,0%| 100,0%
Strategic| 5.1 | 2 31.107.403 30.929.973 ] 12.618.410 12.618.4130,0% | 40,6%| 40,8%
Strategic/ 5.2 | 13| 128.910.648 125.507.39f 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic/ 6.1 | 16| 166.280.829 162.508.92f 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic| 6.2 | 14| 131.096.030 127.929.15p 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic| 6.3 | 16| 176.352.945 174.735.74p 0,0p% 0,d% 0,0%
Strategic| 6.4

TOTAL 520 [ 2.786.305.518 2.741.431.863 324| 1.632.334.780 1.607.509.31% 62,3%| 58,6%| 58,6%
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Table 18: Contracted Projects by KAl Associatedhw@utput Data (to end-June 2010)

o
Do

o
Do

D%

SN

D%
D%
D%
D%
%

Out of these in centralisation table | Coverage rates of indicator
ConiEsizgaEo e ULIL 2000 of indicators tables compared to
_ _ contracts by number of
KAI | No. 20;2,: Elc|:goll;![e No. 2032,: Elcl:gc;l;![e contracts /projects and
financial parameters

Il 1l I\ \% VI VII VI VIl VIV VIV
11 23| 251.773.812 248.414.404 43  251.773.412 248184 | 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
1.2 16 166.277.900 166.213.57D 16 166.277.900 18620 | 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
1.3 31 220.221.900 217.874.701L 49 216.543.049 254850 93,5% 98,394 98,39
14 13 98.995.068 98.453.034 13 98.995.068 98.883.0 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
15 33| 286.996.465 283.553.79p 33  286.996.465 883750 | 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
2.1 45 114.315.936 111.295.65pD 45 114.315.936 951680 | 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
2.2 20 112.651.537 111.951.97p 19 112.033.493 831936 95,0% 99,599 99,49
2.3 36 108.414.101 105.847.67p 35 92.601.0p4 omA84 | 97,2% | 85,4% 85,19
3.1 47 183.395.690 178.827.46p 45 58.226.1p5 5756268 | 53,2% 31,7%]| 32,0%
3.2 75| 231.928.975 229.780.28f 46 52.202.5B8 501917 | 61,3% | 22,5%| 22,2%
3.3 41 158.239.067 156.309.98p 0,0% 0,0% 0,
4.1 11 73.165.708 69.600.874 11 73.165.708 69.6@0.8 100,0%| 100,0% 100,0
4.2 7 70.112.239 67.570.642 1 70.112.239 67.570.64200,0% | 100,094 100,09
5.1 29 65.370.930 64.651.159 22 39.091.314 38.426.8 75,9% | 59,8%| 59,7%
5.2 35 154.513.641 150.410.48p 0,0% 0,0% 0,
6.1 27 180.756.043 176.283.75P 0,0% 0,0% 0,
6.2 14 131.096.030 127.929.15p 0,0% 0,0% 0,
6.3 16 176.352.945 174.735.74D 0,0% 0,0% 0,
6.4 1 1.727.528 1.727.528 0,09 0,0% 0,0
Total | 520 2.786.305.518 2.741.431.863 324| 1.632.334.78() 1.607.509.31% 62,3%| 58,6%| 58,6%

Table 19: Contracted Projects by Type Associatethw@utput Data (to end-June 2010)

Out of these in centralisation Coverage rates of
Szl e E 1L 20D table of indicators indicator tables
compared to contracts|
: - - by number of
Project KA No Total Eligible No Total Eligible contracts /projects
Type Cost Cost Cost Cost and financial
parameters
Vi vy
| I {1 \Y, Vv VI VIl VIl VI Vv Vv
30 21
Grant All 71 389.092.241 380.609.33¢ 2| 259.242.543 253.875.86( 69,1%)]| 66,6%)| 66,7%
21 11} 1.373.092.23 1.353.633.44
Strategic] All 3] 2.397.213.2722.360.822.527 2 7 5|52,6%| 57,3%| 57,3%
52 32| 1.632.334.78 1.607.509.31 62,3
TOTAL 0] 2.786.305.5182.741.431.863 4 0 5 % [58,6%|58,6%
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The tables above compare some of the basic figofebe projects included in the output
calculation and the total population of relevamtcacts falling in the same period of data — i.e.
these represent all output data received up to 30tke 2010 and filtered to projects with

contracts signed up to end-2009.

The overall coverage is around 60% but with highateon according to KAI. Differences
between KAI may reflect the efficiency in managemeh financial control rather than real
output delivery as technical reports are checkdy subsequent to the finalisation of financial
control procedure. As such it is highly likely thide data reported are lagging significantly
behind real implementation progress (again raisiigissue of a working monitoring system

designed to provide as near to real-time infornmatmprogramme managers).

In respect of KAI 3.1 and KAI 3.2 only aggregatguiies (no project-specific figures) were
provided and therefore we cannot show type of pt@ad we cannot be certain that all reported
figures refer to projects contracted before 201er€ is no indicator information provided at all
to end-June 2010 in respect of KAI 3.3, 5.2, ort6.6.4 (inclusive).

What is of particular importance to note here &t tivthereas the OP has defined indicators and
targets, each approved project is responsible émyreporting on its own indicators and
achieving its own targets. As such, the perforreasfca given project or set thereof can only be
measured against project-based aims and objectndésators and targets. It is the responsibility
of programme managers to ensure that the sum ofdleeted projects meets the programme
objectives. If the sum of the selected projectssdua meet the intended OP target in any given
area, even if each project meets its targets, ttierssues arising are associated with deficiencies
in programme design and/or management. On the bdued, if the individual projects do not
meet their own targets and these results in aréito meet overall OP targets then the

performance of the projects themselves comes mestepn.

However, in order to identify trends and addressasiof non-performance it is necessary to have

a systematic and functioning monitoring systemwa&snote elsewhere in this report, work needs
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to be undertaken to improve the programme levelitoong system operating under SOP HRD
(noting that at the time of writing the MA is puisg this issue through the development of an
MIS and through other initiatives). In the systdasign, monitoring is subservient and linked to
financial control. In that regard and regardle$sth® reporting capacities of projects, the
monitoring system does not provide ongoing reaktimtelligence regarding progress and
trends. For balance, we note that all of the dad@ired to put an effective monitoring system in
place is collected (e.g. detail on the charactesisif participants, breakdown of costs and so on)
and in that regard we believe that it would notabparticularly daunting task (for any of the

stakeholders) to introduce a more effective system.

2.3 Conclusions and Recommendations: Relevance

In this section we present the specific Conclusam$ Recommendations that we have arrived at
in respect of the questions under the Relevancederiom. The Conclusions and
Recommendations are set out in tabular format. Ws® andicate the ‘Target’ for the
recommendations made (i.e, the institution or ogion responsible for implementing the
recommendation) and the timeframe (Short, Mediumd) within which implementation of
recommended change should take place. Generalbkisjgerecommendations that are to be
implemented in the short —term should be implentntithin three months of the finalisation of
the report. Recommendations for the medium-ternulshbe implemented within six to nine
months of the finalisation of the report and Recandations for the long-term should be
implemented within a year although, in certairtanses, the ‘longer-term’ reaches into a two to
three year timeframe (e.g. where there are recomatems that build towards the next

programming period).
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Table 20: Conclusions and Recommendations — Rel@e@riteriors®

SO, -

Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale

POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013

Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

The Priority Axes (PAs) continue to be relevant ithe
current and ongoing contexts They are broadly defined ar
are in tune with broad policy at EU level regarditige
development of human capital and these prioritiesntain
their significance in the current environment ngtihat the
current environment is radically changed from
environment that pertained when the OP was agreed.

the

N/a

Whereas the SOPHRD identifies a wide range afesghat]
impact on Romania’s human capital development
associates funding/spending with these issihesQP lacks &
core, targeted strategy (e.g., where exactly witinkania be
positioned as a result of the investment) and thiskes it
difficult to engage with the relative merits in thiealancing
of the priorities as initially set out

and

N/a

3a

The environment within which the SOPHRD now afes
has changed significantly since the OP was ag
(November 2007) and is likely to remain challengivgr the
medium term at least. In that regdfe relative balance o
the priorities set out in the OP are outdated andet to be
addressed

eed

% The table below and the following presenting Cosidos and Recommendations, we included also thgéettafor the recommendations (i.e., institution aganization
responsible for implementing the recommendatiom) tame (short, medium, long) in which should implththe recommended changes. Generally, the recodatiens to be
implemented in the short term implementation inecdvrange of up to three months after completiath@freport. Medium-term recommendations shoul@rmemented in six
to nine months to complete the report and recomaténts on long term should be implemented withia gear, although in some cases, the "long term'egéends even every
two to three years (for example, if the recommendatrefer to the next programming period).
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

111

3b

Any re-balancing of priorities should reflect estbéhed
needs as well as areas in which market failure isshacute
and where maximum added value is most likelyn that
regard the key human capital related challengesnda
Romania stretch across the education and trainystems
and across all age groups. Key target groups declyoung
people; older people; the unemployed, under-emplayed
long-term unemployed; early school leavers;
marginalised groups and those most exposed to fyoaad
deprivation (e.g. people with disabilities, the Rm

The existing focus of the priorities under SOPHRDo build
system capacity through investment in
organisations and systems so that they can bedtge she
needs of the various target groups. Whereas thaseand is
merit in this approach we conclude thla¢ requirements of
the key target groups in terms of direct provisi@ame now
greater than ever and, in that respect, it is tine test the
investment in quality to date through enhanced, aterated
and increased direct provision in support of therget
groups most in need of assistanda order to ensure ongoin
relevance of the investment (and to build towardsueng
relevance of priorities in the next planning pejiae further
conclude there is a need for

Q

ouh%he need for a greater quality and quant

employees,

Conduct a review of the relative balance
priorities and associated funding across
PAs based on up to date labour mar
information and intelligence taking int
account the needs of key target groups

Of supports and provision in that regard.

(o)
a
U

of
the
ket

BEASOPHRD,

Monitoring
Committee
SOPHRD

4a

a cross-sectoral, integrated strate¢pt national and regiona
levels) for the development of human capital in Raa
supported by robust research and real intelliggegarding

1

labour market needs;

Produce a high level strategy towards

development of human capital in Romani

M¥oERYS,
T'Social Partners

MoLFSP,
MASOPHRD,
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

4b

competent and adequately supported, multi-stakekol
structures to support the development of human capita
regional level;

d .
Fvelop and resource regionally bas

development of human capital in Romal
i.e, structures involving state, employg
trades unions and NGO organisations ba
in the regions and who can advise the M
IBs and other relevant organisatio
regarding the economic and employm
realities in the regions, associated needs
opportunities.

multi-stakeholder structures to support theIASOPHRD,

ed/loLFSP,

NiMOERYS,
2MORDT,
s8dcial Partners
A,
ns
ant
and

4c

to ensure greater linkage between training ahtation and
the real needs of the labour market and, in additioneed tqg
ensure that graduates from the education systerolafgork
ready — i.e., a need féabour market forecasting and skill
strategies and appropriately linked provisipn

Develop regular, professional and eviden
| based labour market forecasting at natig
" and regional levels to guide education 4
training investment and thereby enhance
return on investment.

CS&AOLFSP,
nNBIASOPHRD,
ind

the

1.1.2

ba

The Indicative Operations (10s) are broadly relevato the
general and specific objectives of the programmed they|
are composed in a manner that reflects the obgsctiiey|
serve (e.g. they generally mirror the objectives).

N/a

5b

The 10s are ‘indicative’ in nature, designed goide
applicants regarding the broad types or categofiestivities
that may be engaged in in pursuit of the main dpmeral

objectives. As suctthe 10s are broadly defined and leave

scope for interpretation

5c

ThelOs provide applicants with useful guidance regandi
the types of operations they may engagewith a view to

N/a

ensuring that they worked in line with programmeectives.
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

1.1.3

At a literal levelthe EAs are relevant to the indicative
operations

N/a

However, we also conclude thais unhelpful and, from an
administrative / management perspective, overly-piex to
include such long listsof EAs in the programmin
documentationas, in our view, such lists: simply canr
cover all possibilities and eventualities; they @mage
promoters to ‘fish’ for eligible activities rathehan work
from their own expertise; can stifle innovation dgiming to
be comprehensive and thereby undermining or se
guessing expertise ‘in the field’; are inevitabligd into
financial control through their association witligédle costs
and cause needless down-the-line problems for prenfand
the system alike.

Eligible Activities should be subject
the monitoring
Conclusion 14 below re Monitorin

Travel an
Training

costs, Administration,
Subsistence,
Transnationality etc.)

cond

system (ref.

System) and should be reported |on
%ltmder category headings (e.g., S

dI\fllASOPHRD

For the next planning period, remo
lists of eligible activities from the cor
programming
break the ‘absolute’ link that has be
established for control purpos
between eligible activities and eligib
expenditure.

documentation  arn

Ee?\/IASOPHRD
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2007-2013

Evaluayon Conclusions Recommendations Targeted At Timeframe
Question (S, M, L)
8 | In direct response to the question asked we uodecthat,
broadly speaking, the indicators continue to be eehnt to
the established objectives of the programme at Kével
The output indicators in particular are SMART arrdvide
the basic ‘counting blocks’ for programme monitgriand . . o
evaluation noting however that the practice of répg Using thed c:jedkl)cz;lted mfonltorlnlg Syste MASOPHRD, M
participantsen masseor with reference only to gender |i ecommended below (fe. conclusion 14ps SOPHRD
inadequate in the light of the horizontal objectivef the here should be fuII,_ d|s-aggregate_d (e_ g.
programme and generally accepted good practice ngte age, gender, educational status, disabifity,
that data is collected across all of the horizoobgéctives but ethn!c packgrounq etc.) reporting to the
is not adequately collated, analysed and reportedab _I\/Io_nltormg Committee on output and reslt
programme level): indicators across the programme.
9 | Certain of the result indicatorsparticularly those that referReview the existing output and result
to percentages or proportions of a given populatae ill- | indicator system to remove ambiguity and
defined andcan be confusing for project promoterssho | unnecessary duplication and to ensure that
have no influence over the denominator (i.e., tiverall | project promoters are being asked to repddASOPHRD M
target population in question); and respond on indicators that are
meaningful from their perspective.
10 | The practice of permitting project promoters to sdkfine
indicators is counter to systematic reportingnd to the Di i th i f it
1.1.4 aggregation of outputs and results with a view msueing Iscontinue € praclice of permiting
effective project and programme monitoring. promoters to self-define indicators. MASOPHRD S
11| However, on a more fundamental level we concthdéthe | Ensure that relevant staff are adequately
absence of impact indicators renders the indicatystem as trained in the design and development| of
a whole inadequate and means that there is no oppoity | indicators and associated systems to ensure
to assess what may be defined as the basic effettthe | that a robust and integrated system | ®MASOPHRD L
significant investment in questionn terms of employment indicators - to include impact indicators -|is
accessed following education/training, employmergated,| designed for the next programming period.
businesses started, business saved and so on.
KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 72/233




GUVERNUL ROMANIEI
MINISTERUL MUNCHI, FAMILIE!
S| PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA

fe

«

-~

Fondul Social European

Instrumente Structurale

POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013

Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

1.15

12

The contracted projects are, in general, reportings
required under each of the KA&nd there is a match betwe
what they report and the categories and the remeinés of
the Annex XXIII — as such, the projects are conttiifg to
the general and specific objectives of the progremm

En N/a

13

The indicator tables of input, output, and resi@imonstrate
thatit is not always appropriate to break down indicato
defined at OP or Priority /KAI level directly int@ project
related indicator

Review the existing output and res
indicator system to remove ambiguity a
unnecessary duplication and to ensure

it
nd
hat

project promoters are being asked to repatASOPHRD

and respond on indicators
meaningful from their perspective.

that are

14

Because the monitoring system in place is tied ifitancial

control on the basis of reimbursement requestssitéss than
optimum and this impedes the analysis of monitoring redy
and impedes the potential to effectively evaluatipot.

Establish a dedicated monitoring syst
that is separate from the reimbursem
rprocess and that provides the MA and
Monitoring Committee for SOPHRD wit
accurate,  ongoing

performance.

information an

em

P ASOPHRD.,

2“?35 SOPHRD
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3. EFFICIENCY

3.1 Sub-task 1.2

To what extent is the SOP HRD implementation systefiicient at the level of the MA and
the IBs (including an analysis of project appraisahd selection processes, the contracting
process, SOP HRD monitoring and financial managentesystem plus the current and
forecasted financial status in order to evaluateethevel of fulfilment of the “n+2” and
“n+3” rules and an analysis of the way in which thenonitoring system provides the

necessary and relevant data for the evaluation iésat programme levéf)?

3.1.1 Introduction

The exploration of efficiency involves only one sialsk although it is a large and complex
task that involves an analysis of aspects of tluegss, system and financial management
practice involved in the management and administraif the SOPHRD. In order to engage
with this complex evaluation criterion we have lage our methodological approach to
include: appraisal of the relevant literature atiteo materials (e.g., FDI, Applicant Guides,
Application Form and Application System - Action We building and analysis of a
programme database; ongoing interaction with the M#erviews with the IBs; a survey of
all contracted projects; a survey of a sample afusnessful applicants; and focus group
sessions with a sample of contracted strategicgradt type projects in each of the eight

development regions.

In response to the particular components of thetiueset out above we first present a brief
description of the application, appraisal / setattand contracting processes, followed by a
guantification of the outputs of those processaesdfawn from the database we constructed
for the evaluation). We then present an indicatibthe time taken to complete each step of
the process (drawn from our survey of contractegepts) before addressing the monitoring

and financial management system and the “n+2” B8"rissue.

34 We note that this last item (monitoring system prsgramme level evaluation) is already addressetuthe relevance
heading and is further elaborated on under thetafimess heading.
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We note in advance that it will not be possibled&iver any absolute measurement of
efficiency as there is no baseline against whicméasure the current exercise. In that regard
it is important to contextualise the evaluatioreffficiency of the system (and, subsequently,
its efficacy) against the fact that the managenasiat administration of structural funds and
programmes of expenditure of this magnitude andegegf complexity is a new venture for
the relevant authorities, notwithstanding expemeti@at was gained under PHARE and other
programmes. In that regard we emphasise the dewelojal thrust of the evaluation of
SOPHRD and note that whereas the focus of the atatuis on the period to end-2009, a
number of changes to the system have and contowbe made with a view to continuous
improvement. In particular we note that during 2@ffbrts are being made to enhance the
monitoring system through the introduction of aidattd ESF Management Information
System (MIS) that is intended to be complementarthe centralised (ACIS) SMIS system
that is in place for the structural funds as a whollhe MIS will, when operational, allow
beneficiaries to input data according to the rezragnts of Annex XXIIl and should, as such,
enhance monitoring, reporting and forecasting cdipabWNVe also note that, particularly at
MA level, the required number of staff projecteddgiver on its function was never fully in
place and that, for various reasons, the MA tookaditional responsibilities over the course
of 2009 that further stretched the available resegit Furthermore the MA has procured
external assistance to speed up processes asxdompke, in the case of the contracting
function where a legal firm has been hired.

That said, in the context of the reference perardlie evaluation (to end-2009) we found, as
set out below, a range of issues arising from &aieficy perspective. For example, we have
been able to show the time taken between each dfteépe process from application to
contracting and beyond and for the process ovdtatie being the key indicator of
efficiency) and in that respect the data suggestg;an be seen later in the chapter, that the

system faces many challenges before it can be denesi to be truly efficient.

35 For example, the MA took on additional responiibi that would otherwise have been taken on hy Mational-level

IBs that were to be established but were not armul @& to an overall tendency by the MA to centeafimctions and, at
times, to duplicate activities that had alreadyrbaadertaken by existing IBs (ref. European Commisigatems Audit,

2009).
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Finally in this introductory section (and notwitasting the comments made above regarding
the relative novelty of the system) we refereneefihdings of a European Commission (EC)
Systems Audit that was carried out in December 200@ report of the Audit is referred to
here for context and also to highlight what arelerce-based findings regarding the system
from an unimpeachable source - as such, thesenfiadhave to be taken very seriously
indeed in the context of the evaluation noting hesvethe difference in the terms of
reference between the two exercises, the differantliee scale of the two exercises and, of
course, the fundamental difference in the naturendt the thrust) of the exercises. The
Systems Audit examined the design, efficiency afidcgveness of the management and
control system (MCS) over the period 22/11/2007 4adl12/2009, effectively the same

period covered by the terms of reference for thaeation.

Whereas the auditors found that the MCS was funictgpeffectively and in compliance with
the applicable regulations, it also found a numbkmwhat are referred to as ‘material

deficiencies’ in elements of the system as follows:

no reliable accounting, monitoring and reportingteyn in computerised form thereby

undermining assurance in the declarations of expeedo the EC;

» fragmented, confusing and inefficient organisatwithin the MA and the IBs that
involved inconsistency between agreements on dédegaf functions and the

practical distribution of duties amongst the pattie

* unclear guidelines to the beneficiaries and exeelsibureaucratic requirements at

the stage of project application; and

* potential inadequacies in the methodology of thediAuvAuthority (AA) for

determining the level of assurance resulting frgsteams audits.

Specifically, the Audit report refers to issuestsas the disconnect between the reporting
system for SOPHRD and SMIS, the heavy managemerttste in place and the consequent
sub-optimal flow of information between relevantrgmnnel and the fact that there is no

centralised filing system in place. The reporbadtates that the MA decided at random to
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suspend certain tasks allocated to IBs and ttthtgticated other tasks already carried out by
IBs as part of an ongoing centralising momentunie Audit report also refers to the high
rate of rejection of project applications as a ltesuwhat it refers to as unclear guidance that
is not user-friendly and to excessively bureaucregguirements such as the non-disclosure
of beneficiaries’ identity in the application prase potentially risking the loss of quality

projects in the process.

In the sub-sections below we revisit these androidmues from the perspective of the

research undertaken for this evaluation.

3.2 The Implementation of the SOP HRD — EvaluationSelection & Contracting

In this section of the report we briefly sketch thmplementing system for SOPHRD and the
processes associated with project evaluation, sisegg and contracting and we comment on
them based on the research we have undertakehef@viluation (see Annex 11 for a more
detailed description). Later in the chapter we adgrthe financial management and

monitoring system in place.

3.2.1 Programme Framework / Structure

As described in the FDI SOPHRD, there are sevddsfief activity (PAs) each of which is
further defined under sub-domains known as KAl bicl there are twenty-one (see Annex
1 for details). The MA SOPHRD is subject to the Idiry for Labour, Family and Social
Protection (MoLFSP) and has overall responsibildy the programme and the fund. The
MA designated 11 IBs to assist it in implementihg programme and these include eight
Regional Implementing Bodies (RIBS)that are subordinate to the MoLFSP and three
National-level IBs as follows:

* National Agency for Employment (NAE);

* Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Spatg] the

% The RIBs were set up in 2006 under the co-ordinatibthe NAE and in 2007 were subsumed under theraoof
MoLFSP (HRD and Budget Directorate) and designatestibsrdinate in function to the MA SOP HRD.
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* National Centre for Technical and Vocational EdiscaDevelopment (NCTVED).

It was also planned to appoint two National Intediate IBs on a service-provider basis
based on a public procurement process but thixaepéhe planned structure has not, as yet,

been successfully implemented

The MA SOP HRD is fully responsible for the ovenadhnagement and implementation of
the SOP HRD and up to end-2009 it assumed dirsporesibility for all Strategic projects
(i.e., projects valued at between €0.5 m euro amdn€uro). In addition, it has a direct
implementation role in respect of PA 6 “Promotingisal inclusion” / KAl 4 “Trans-national
initiatives on inclusive labour market” and for bobf the KAl under PA 7 “Technical
Assistance”. The IBs, under Delegation Agreemeatg variously responsible for the

implementation of all other PAs / KAls as outlinedAnnex 1.

The MA SOP HRD monitors the implementation of dated tasks through various reports
that are submitted by the IBs (e.g., six monthiyorés on the SOPHRD implementation -
quarterly implementation reports (QIR)) as well tasough document checking and site

Visits.

The procedures for project application, evaluaaod selection are governed by Manuals of
Procedures at the level of the MA and IBs. The KAl _typically implemented in

compliance with two types of call for proposalsfakws®:

» Strategic calls for proposals with a deadline falbraission for projects valued from
€500,000 to €5,000,000 or 1.850.000 to 18.500.600 |

37 The additional, unplanned implementation respalitils that were taken on by the MA as a resultthoé failure to
appoint these IBs has had obvious implicationsHerMA's capacity to manage the associated volunveook.

%8 The third addendum (April 2010) to the Agreememt Delegation of Functions of the powers of RIBs ined an
extension of those devolved powers to include selecmonitoring and implementation of Strategiojects and to include
monitoring and implementation of state aid PA 3AIK3.1 & 3.2, PA5 — KAI 5.1, PA 6 — KAls 6.2 &&.and de minimis
projects KAI 3.2 & KAI 5.1.

39 A limited amount was also available for stateaidde minimissupport.
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* Grant-type calls for proposals with rolling subnoss for projects valued from
€50,000 to €499,999 or 185.000 to 1.850.000 leigweject — the aim was to have

approval based on a “first-come, first-served” pipte.*

3.2.2 Calls for Proposals

Strategic calls for proposals are launched by M#&] BIA publishes the Applicant Guide to
meet the call for proposal requests. The applinatfiorms are filled out and submitted online
by potential applicants, and then recorded by the Bhecked in terms of administrative
compliance and submitted for evaluation (conduttethdependent evaluators) by encoding
data of the applicant. The selection procedureniglemented by an Evaluation Committee

composed of independent experts, staff from thedgang Authority and / or IBs.

For strategic projects the evaluation and selecpoocess starts after the deadline for
submission of project proposals. The selection ggeads designed to take 30 days i.e., from
transmission of application to the Evaluation Comteal to approval of the Evaluation
Report'. Under the procedure for grant projects and saateandde minimisaid projects,
applications should be sent to the Evaluation Cdbesiwithin 30 days from of the launch of
the call provided that at least twenty proposatsraceived. After the start of the evaluation
and selection process, the next batch of projectetevaluated should also be forwarded to

the Evaluation Committee within 30 days of theueipt.

All project proposals are submitted online using tActionWeb” IT system (available on

www.fseromania.rp Action Web generates a set of declarationsrinat be submitted (as

originals) by the applicant within five working dafrom the online submission of the project
proposal, together, as relevant, with the partnersiigreement.The administrative
verification of the application forms comprises two stagesthim first stage, Action Web

rejects incomplete application forms or those stieahilate and in the second stage, the

0 Noting that up to this point in the implementatiointhe SOP HRD the calls for grant type projectsehia fact operated
on a deadline basis rather than on a rolling cadids The submission date is taken into accotet la the process but
projects are evaluated in batches rather thanguesece.

1 According to the Evaluation and Selection Procedniplace up to 2009
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accuracy’ of the mandatory annexes of the application forsnsontrolled (approximately
three dayys Further evaluation of project proposals occully éor those proposals in respect
of which both the online application and originacthrations (together with the partnership
agreement as necessary) are submitted in due tcheassuming they are administratively
compliant. Thus, for each Call for proposals, twtslare drawn up as follows: (list 1) project
proposals rejected following the administrative atheand (list 2) project proposals
administratively compliant, to be sent to the eatdus within two days. Applicants should be
informed within 10 days from the completion of tkiage about the status of their proposal,
including an indication of nonconformity where appriate.

When applications that meet the initial criteriae aent to the evaluators, the applicant
identity is hidden and, as such, the evaluatiortaeducted purely on the basis of the

information provided on the application form witb apportunity for further clarification.

The appraisal and selectioprocess comprises three main topics as followspiroject

eligibility and applicant eligibilit§?; (ii) project evaluation/selection; and (iii) algity of

applicants. The evaluators check project eligipltiased on eligibility criteria and they check
applicant eligibility based on financial detail addmonstrated administrative capacity. This
stage is estimated to last for two days. Only thgibde applications at that stage will be
further evaluated. The projects’ technical eval@Belection is estimated to last for five
days. That aspect of the evaluation is based ablestted criteria / sub-criteria and only
relevant projects that score a minimum of 18 onRk&vance criterion and with an average
score of>65 overall are proposed for financing (noting tthee approach changed in 2010).
Three lists are drawn up i.e., (list 1) rejectedjgrts and (list 2) projects provisionally

proposed for financing and (list 3) projects onriserve list.

*2 The process changed or was modified since thée aftéine application process in February 2008 uhé! last calls for
proposals in May 2009. The eligibility of the prdjend of the applicant was checked; however aihjtithe eligibility of

the applicant was checked before the selectionegsoc In 2009 the approach was split so that, finst eligibility of the
project was checked followed by technical and faiainevaluation and in the final stage the eligipibf the applicant &
partners were checked. The last step was the ctingjaprocess, when all documents were requirethetgpresented
certifying the status and financial standing of éipplicant and partners

3 Afirst step based on financial and administrati@pacity data — this should take about 2 days.
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The full eligibility of applicantsis further checked for the projects proposed foaricing.

This contracting stage is estimated_to take 17 @awgk consists of requests for supporting
documents (for provisionally selected projects hnlhe applicant identity is now revealed
and requests for clarification are permitted (w&th72 hours deadline for the receipt of
clarifications). If the project promoter fails togvide clarification within that deadline, the
proposal will not be assessed any further. At thd ef the check for the eligibility of

applicants, two lists are drawn up to include (i3t projects with correct and complete

support documents received within deadline antdZ)iprojects rejected.

Within five to fifteen days from the approval ofettEvaluation Report the beneficiaries
should be informed in writing of the outcome of ghi®cess. Also, within fifteen working
days from the approval of the Evaluation Reportrélevant data should be entered into the
SMIS system. Although the procedures have estadisieadlines for the entry of data into
SMIS throughout the process (appraisal, evaluatsetgection and contractinghe system
does not provide data on the duration of the vasiatages thereby limiting the extent to

which ongoing monitoring and evaluation of effidgrcan be undertaken

3.2.3 The Output of the System to Date

In this section we detail the output of SOPHRD tmtedbased on an analysis of the
programme database that we built for the purpogdiseoevaluation. In summary we show
the number, value and type of project applicatioagcted projects, approved projects and
contracted projects by PA and KAI up to June 204€eld on the 77 calidor proposals that
were launched between the inception of the prograramd end-2009. In addition we use
data collected through our survey of all contragbedjects to show the time it took for
projects to move between the various stages opttbeess from project application through
to contracting noting that time is the key indicatd the overall level of efficiency of the

system.

# The official list of calls comprises 98 calls knuit of these were three groups of calls that hauh begionalised to the 8
development regions (8 technically different callth one and the same purpose) reducing the ovauatber of calls to 77.
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In the next chapter of the evaluation report w@nesent the output of the system in some
detail and elaborate on issues arising from arcefieness perspective and the implications
for SOPHRD implementation overall. Below we présesimple set of figures derived from
our database concerning the output of the systettm aviview to exploring the efficiency
criterion. In that regard, the headline figures as follows:

Box 1: Headline Output Figures — Evaluation, Appral/& Contracting to end-200&

. 77 calls for proposals were launched across all Wit a value in excess of €2.549
bn (>10 billion lei in total comprised of 1.161 l@r grant-aided projects; 527
million lei state aid type projects; and 8.336ibill lei for strategic projects).

. 77 calls for proposals generated 5,989 applicatiosisied at 345.18% of the
available budget on offer;

. as at 31 December 2009, of the 5,989 applications submitted

Q)

o 3,130 (>52% of the total number received) with dugaof in excess of 1
billion lei were rejected;

o 1,023 applications (17% of total) were still in #nealuation / assessment stage;

o 475 (c. 8%) made it through the selection procegsaere not yet contracted
(valued at 2.737 billion lei);

= 99 projects with a value of about 220 million leene placed on

jey)

reserve list and
= 508 projects (c. 8.3% of total) were contractechvdttotal value of
about 2.431 billion lei representing about 7% oé talue of all

applications or c. 24% of the total value of thiésca

The overall success rate to end-2009 in termsrmaddwabsorbed when contracted projects are

taken into account for the 77 calls was c.24%. Asidnstrated in the next Chapter this rises

4 This part of the analysis refers to Action Webadate had received at cut-off date of 31.12.2009thkn meantime
processes went on but as there is no chronologtabtis changes maintained throughout the systerhawe to make a
distinction here between the sources. Later on wkalso take into consideration the updated infation from the
contracting directorate according to which at the ef 2009 520 contracts had been signed.
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to a success rate of 38.3% when the rate of cdimtgatco end-June 2010 is taken into

account.

3.2.4 Time Taken Between the Stages of the Process

Neither the internal monitoring system nor the ActWWeb maintains data on the chronology
of stages in the process (i.e., time taken betvetmyes). As such, we were unable to derive
information from either of those sources regarding time lag between each stage of the

process; instead, we gathered that data througbusuey of contracted projects.

The Figures below are based on the responses thcted projects surveyed as part of the
evaluation. The projects were asked to providedtite on which key aspects of the process
occurred (e.g., project approved, contract signed end we were then able to calculate
elapsed time from the dates provided. The Figusdswbrefer to the time-lags experienced
by ultimately contracted project promoters betwtenvarious stages of the process outlined
above.

In advance it is important to note the target tiraefes for the various stages of the process
(as set out in sub-section 3.2.2 above). Our wtaleding is that between submission of
application and ultimate approval the target tiraefe is set at about 40 days or eight
working weeks (to include initial verification cHethrough ActionWeb, further eligibility
checks by evaluators and more fundamental evaluatiathe basis of relevance etc.). Based
on target timeframes contracting can take up totheamo32 days or six working weeks
(between initial checks, requests for further infation and contract signing). Stom
start to finish the process is designed to take abbl14 weeks(excluding triggering of any

initial advance payment).
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Figure 1: Average weeks between submission of aggtion and granting of approval by
PA®*

Avg. Weeks Between Submission & Approval by PA
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Note: average duration across the programme / &l 27 weeks or about 6 months

Figure 1 above shows the weeks taken, on averagwebn submission and approval. The
average across the programme (not shown) was 2éswdader PA2 that part of the process
took about 34 weeks whereas under PA6 the averagejwst over 20 weeks — we are
unaware of the reason for such discrepancies batvwiee PAs. As above, the target
timeframe for this process in 2009 was about eigteks. Therefore, on average, this part of

the process took more than three times the expéotedo complete.

“® That is, between application closing date and peadiconfirmation of approval.
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Figure 2: Average weeks between granting of approaad signing of project contract by
PA

Avg. Weeks Between Approval & Contract Signing by R
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Note: average duration across the programme / & 12 weeks or nearly 3 months

Figure 2 above shows the weeks taken, on averageebn approval and contracting. The
average across the programme (not shown) was 12swdader PAG6 that part of the process
took about 17 weeks whereas under PA2 & PA1 theageewas just about 10 weeks — again
this internal discrepancy is unexplained. As abadkie,target timeframe for this process in
2009 was about six weeks. Therefore, on averagepént of the process took about twice as

long as expected to complete.
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Figure 3: Average Weeks between initial applicati@nstart of implementation by PA

Avg. Weeks Between Application & Start of Project mplementation by PA
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Note: average duration across the programme / &s#s 40 weeks or more than 9 months

Figure 3 above shows the weeks taken, on averapeebn submission of application and
the ultimate start of project implementation. Hwerage across the programme (not shown)
was about 40 weeks (almost three times longer ¢éxpected). Under PA2, PA4 and PA6
the average duration was almost 44 weeks and utlkerthe average duration was just over

36 weeks.
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Figure 4: Average weeks between initial applicatiand receipt of pre-financing by PA

Avg. Weeks Between Project Application & Receipt oPre-financing by PA
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Note: average duration across the pamgme / all PAs is 48 weeks or about 11 months

Figure 4 above shows the weeks taken, on averag@ebn submission of application and

the ultimate start of project implementatiohhe average across the programme was 41

weeks Under PA4 the average duration was almost 80 svediereas under all other PAs

the average duration ranged from about 44 to 5Xksvee

Taken in the round, the data presented above regaslippage in the timeframe within

which the process was executed indicates that,tdetbe rational design of the system and
the positive aspects inherent in it (e.g., a fumitig online application system), the system
overall was inefficient. We return to this issuetl¢ end of this and in the subsequent
chapters of the report. For the moment we notetlieatonsequences of the slippage in time
has a number of potential and actual knock-on &fféeg., on recruitment of participants, on
availability of courses, on availability of matalmtding etc.) that impacts on the effectiveness

of the system overall.
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3.2.5 Issues of Efficiency Arising — Project Appraal, Selection and Contracting

In the first instance we note that the applicaion selection processes have evolved over
time with adjustments being made (e.g. improveneéithe online application and selection
system, engagement of external evaluators to craatteverload in the system, etc.) that are
designed to improve the flow of the processesana of itself the process is both standard
and rational and is supported by significant technand administrative backup within the

system as well as services externally contractedtire system.

However, the implementation of the system appeatsethampered by a range of issues at
different levels that represent a serious threah&overall efficiency and efficacy of the
system and ultimately threaten the capacity ofrievant authorities to commit and draw
down the available funding towards the realisatbhe critical and strategic goals that are
outlined in the programming documentation. Basedwr research our understanding is that
there appears to have been:

» Significant problems in project appraisal and debecin terms of coping with the
level of response and delivering the anticipatestesy within the expected and
planned timeframe(s) — the responses of the cdettagprojects as set out in the
Figures above graphically demonstrate the sigmifitane-lags that occurred,;

» Significant delays in the overall process — forragpée, the evaluation and selection
process for applications submitted in Septembereeeihber 2008 was not finalised
until June 2009;

* An insufficient number of qualified evaluators teadl with the volume of applications
received, particularly in the early stages of thegpamme;

* High level of vacancies at the MA level, includitgmporary vacanciés(e.g., 20-
30% from 2007 to 2009)

 Some disregard for the separation of tasks eshaglighrough the Delegation of
Tasks Agreements signed between the MA and the2l®s the evaluation of grant

projects submitted following Calls 17-54 was marbfye the third bulk of projects at

47 The planned staffing complement of the MA SOP HRBS across the various Units (e.g. Evaluationgfaraming etc.).
Across the 8 regional IBs a staffing level of 35Gvaaticipated /planned. Within the IB SOP HRD NAEBitions were
planned and a further 91 were planned for the IB §8P MERYS and 100 for the IB SOP HRD NCTVETD.
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the MA level and not at IB level as foreseen byMenual of Procedure;
» High rejection rate of proposals suggesting, peshamdequate advice and support
for prospective promoters and/or capacity or cdpghssues with the promoters

themselves.

We note that remedial action was taken in manysaseh as the contracting of external
evaluators and the instigation and intensificatioh training for potential applicants.
However, it would appear that overall there wasilufe at MA level to anticipate and pro-
actively plan for the level of interest that maaéised. The failure to adequately plan ahead
is also possibly evident, for example, in the langenber of Corrigenda that issued over the
course of the calls for proposals to the end of92@b, whereas changes were made to the
system over time and such changes are to be wethbdimese changes appear to have been

largely reactive.

As noted elsewhere, a significant proportion of timee-lags appear to be attributable to
delays in the process that occur at MA level. Tmas@xtent this may be attributable to a lack
of staff / resources; however, it appears to usetanore directly attributable to the fact that
the MA drew so much responsibility onto itself oviee period in question based, we suggest,
on a misunderstanding of the strategic (rather fhaely accounting or controlling) role of
the MA in the management of the ESF (see the rfeagdter for an elaboration of this point).
As noted in the Commission System Audit conductadnd 2009, the MA “decides at
random to suspend” some of the tasks of the IBsyithg greater and greater levels of work
onto itself, duplicating work already done and @lleengaging in what may be referred to as
a sort of “control fixation®™. In not using the resources available to it thraug the system
and in duplicating what certain of those resoutws already done, the MA appears to have
semi-paralysed the momentum of the programme okier geriod in questidh We

8 One IB representative that we interviewed saide ‘A takes chaotic decisions and does not haveahacity to manage
the consequences”.

% For example, the ultimate deadline for calls 1vi®s 3" May 2008. For evaluation that concluded in AR08 the
contracting took place between September and Deme8. For evaluation that was completed in Nther 2008, the
contracting took place in 2009. For calls 17-5d &B-72 the ultimate deadline was December 2008 évaluation took
place between March and August 2009 and contratdiwgrds the end of 2009. Certain aspects of tleis@i not complete
at the time of writing.
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acknowledge other external and internal factors tlaae impinged on implementation at the
end of the next chapter; however, the overall ifficy of the evaluation / selection /

contracting processes appears to have been mdstyaafiected by the practices of the MA.

Other issues arise or were raised over the codrge @valuation. For example, some of the
RIBs disagreed with the outsourcing of the evatratf applicationS. The RIBs said they
had better internal capacity, skills and knowletiygn external independent evaluators, that
they better understood the problems specific tir tlegions and that their engagement in
evaluation and the understanding of the projectsy tivould gain, would enhance the
monitoring function that they are engaged in onogegts are contracted.

From the perspective of project promoters as espreghrough survey and focus group
contact there was virtual unanimity on the efficigof the on-line application tool (“Action
Web”). On the other hand negative views were exa@gegarding the ‘first come, first
served’ principle as, it was claimed, less welleleped applications submitted quickly could
be approved before much better applications subdititer and this can also cause down-
the-line problems in implementation. It was alsggested that the selection process could be
improved if it was possible to request specifiai@ilzations in certain instances although, on
the other hand, the anonymity principle was welodrbg almost all of those we engaged
with (although we note that the Commission Auditeasd that the anonymity issue could
have resulted in the loss of potentially valuabiejgrts due to the elimination of projects
where the promoter name was disclosed in erroe®tsuggested that the recommendations
of the evaluators should also be automatically comoated or made available to the

personnel involved in contracting and implementatio

3.3 The Monitoring and Payments System
The MA and IBs have developed an internal monitpmd reporting procedure at project
and programme level, which is an integral parthef Manual of Internal Procedures for SOP

HRD implementation. The monitoring system coveradallection, monitoring of financed

50 According to the one RIB, 40% of the complaintsdiley the applicants in the frame of the recentsoa#re accepted and
their projects are now re-evaluated, whereas irptegious calls when the projects were evaluatéstrially no complaint
was accepted.
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projects and reporting. Data collection follows attbm-up approach that starts at the
beneficiary level and moves up through the systmmatds aggregation first at KAl and later
at PA levels for reporting to the MA, the MonitaginCommittee and the European
Commission. Monitoring data are aggregated at e¢lellof the PA and are included in the

Annual Implementation Report (AIR)

At project level, monitoring is supported to a eartdegree by the Action W&hlmodule for

the technical and financial monitoring componerbgPamme level monitoring should be
supported, in theory, by the SMIS IT system butt tegstem does not provide for
management of data pertaining to Annex XXIII regmients and principally facilitates the
extraction of financial reports at SOPHRD levelrdighout the monitoring activities there
is an ongoing flow of data between the varioussuaitd bodies responsible for monitoring

and reporting (MA, IBs, other key entities).

At the level of the IBs the monitoring system fuaons in accordance with set monitoring
procedures and includes: monitoring and reportingnitoring visits; reimbursement request
check; and budget debts recovery. Up to the er2D6O the project officers who carry out
on-site visits were responsible for monitoring dgranojects and providing advice to the

beneficiaries.

There are various technical and administrativesstegsociated with the initial pre-financing
of supported projects. This aspect of the systepeas to have worked well in general and
was not raised as an issue at interview or focagmsession other than, on the part of some
promoters, to note that the amount was insuffici&here are also various steps associated
with the re-imbursement (e.g. payment request ngsusubmission of request for payment

including support documents; checking of technmadl financial report; report approval,

1 In order to complete the AIR, data are collectednfrthe Programme Evaluation and Programming (gfi@f@anning)
Unit of the MA (Evaluation Report and Annual Repoegarding Information and Publicity Measures); Moriitg

Committee Secretariat (Synthesis of MC decisionsgglriarities and Anti-fraud Unit (Annual Irrequlées Report); and
Internal Audit of Funds Unit within MoLFSP (Repoegarding the Compliance with Community Law). The AdRent to
the National Authority for Coordination of StructurBunds (ACIS) for comments and remarks. After tgkimto

consideration the comments from ACIS, the reporsubmitted for approval to the MC of SOP HRD. Follogvithe

approval, the AIR is submitted to the European Cossion.

2 The Action Web actually does not support the tazdimnmonitoring
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SMIS registration; checking of payment request; npayt request approval, SMIS
registration; account registration; payment ordab@ration and SMIS registration; account
registration and so on). Unlike the pre-financimggess however, the reimbursement process
can be problematic and can stretch over long perddime. According to project promoters
that we engaged with, delays experienced in thgare can have a detrimental effect on
projects and project promot&rén terms of cash flow, management of overdraft atiter

issues.

The MA/IB performs administrative checks for 100%cadl reimbursement applications and
on the Technical and Financial Reports submittedobyeficiaries. The Financial Report
includes a detailed list of all transactions mageHhe beneficiary and its partners during the
reporting period. The MA/IBs verify the financedesptions from a technical, financial and

material/tangible perspective.

The projects financed under SOP HRD are requiregeteerate a large number of technical
and financial documents. In order to manage thekivad, the MA decided to adopt a risk
assessment approach that involves the submissialhafpporting documents when claiming
a first re-imbursement and, subject to a risk asigjythe promoter may be asked to submit
only a sample of documents for a subsequent resebent claim (noting that this system
does not operate for state aid aledminimissupport). This decision was designed to increase
the efficiency of the re-imbursement mechanism aod avoid delays in project
implementation. On-the-spot checks are also inwblaed each project is likely to have at
least one site visit per year.

The Technical Report (TR) attached to the reimbuese application is developed by the
beneficiary in compliance with contract provisiotigs a tool for the technical monitoring of
project activities, indicators and target group &mdthe financial monitoring of the project.
The report includes a section with information be progress of the project over the reported

period (activities implemented, results achievedlidators achieved, target group in the

3 Delays in the reimbursement process also impacth@monitoring system as data from technical amantial reports
may be registered only after data from reimbursemeguests are validated and input to SMIS. Thiglieady referred to
and discussed in the previous chapter.
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reporting period, project contribution to promotiagual opportunities and other SOP HRD
horizontal themes and objectives, compliance witflormation and publicity rules) and a

section including a forecast of expected projeogpess for the subsequent reporting period.
After verification, the MA/IB approves the repomdashould then input relevant technical
data to the SMIS.

On-site monitoring visits are undertaken to chelok validity of data and information
included in the reports and their supporting doausieDuring the monitoring visits the
following are verified: project implementation séafe.g. activities undertaken according to
the project implementation timetable and the phajsexistence of products and services
funded and their delivery according to the requeata and deadlines provided for in the
financing application) as well as observance ofuess such as equal opportunities,
environmental protection, and information and peibli principles. Monitoring visits
undertaken by the MA/IB may be planned monitoringits based on the on-the-spot
verification plan and on the monitoring visits plam ad-hoc monitoring visits. During our
engagement with project promoters some said tlestetlon-site visits can be valuable and
helpful in problem-solving although that appearsdépend more on the disposition of the

individual officer rather than any requirement witlthe system.

As part of the overall system the IBs are also ireguto draw up various reports including:
weekly progress reports (each Tuesday) includifigrimation on reimbursement requests;
pre-financing requests (every 10 days); monthiyndasv and financial estimations; monthly
TPR; 3 monthly IP reports; the RSI and quarterlplementation reports; annually the AIR;

and occasional target group reports.

3.3.1 Issues of Efficiency Arising — Monitoring andPayments Systems

Over the course of the fieldwork a wide range afues were raised by participants /
respondents regarding the monitoring and paymeydterms. About 80% of contracted

promoters responding to our survey said they haaged in the reimbursement procedures
and for about a third of them, the process waslamgihg. At the focus group sessions

promoters referenced the sheer volume of paper werkved in the exercise and the effort
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required to compile it. Some said the level of soguthey are subject to makes them feel like
they are being treated as 'thieves’ and othergerted difficulties encountered in dealing

with contradictory advice and regulations when ipgtrelevant paperwork togettieas well

as delays in the reimbursement process (the MAdpadific staff shortages in this area).

Promoters said there were many disparities in nkerpretation placed on items by the IBs,
the MA and the Audit Authority of the Court of Aamats® - some promoters said that

inconsistencies between the Applicant Guide andctbeal contracts signed led to ambiguity
that caused problems with the Auditors. In thgiard we note that there are different types
of contracts, with different provisions, dependorgthe time at which contracts were signed

and the regulations in force at that time.

Unlike the system for capturing data from projegplecation to contract, the internal
monitoring of contracted projects holds information the time-line of re-imbursement
requests handling and the results of the analysiadty support the perception and opinions

of the beneficiaries regarding delays experienndtat regard.

Table 21: Processing requests for reimbursement*

Days to finalise  Days to finalise ]
Durations (days) by | Request issued _ - Days until payment
R ; i technical financial
of reques ate in year i |
. Y verification verification (LT A0
all 45,93 51,92 70,84
Average 2009 59,23 67,56 84,85
2010 27,26 30,50 47,53
all 35,00 38,00 58,00
Median 2009 51,00 64,00 71,00
2010 25,00 28,00 42,00

4 Procurement law set up a ceiling of 15.000 Eurodioect procurement while Instruction 5 issuedtbg MA set the
ceiling up to 5.000 Euro — this has since beenected during 2010.

% E.g. various interpretations in calculating thigible costs based on the Applicants Guide andvitmésterial Order no 3
on eligibility of costs.
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Source: MA and own databaSeown calculation - The data are based on the imation we received from MA
and involves the simple calculation of the daysvben the respective dates registered /documenkedfigures
are presented as overall and by the years of RERdted

Table 21 shows the average time required aftegaesd for reimbursement has been issued
to perform the technical and financial verificatiohhe data are based on information
received from the MA and the table represents glsincalculation of the days elapsed
between the various stages. The last column oferatl analyses the time elapsed from

submission to paymefit.

Looked at on a year-by-year basis it is appareat th 2009 things were ‘worse’ in all
respects. Particular efforts and associated chamgesimplemented in 2010 to speed up the
process (e.g. changes in arrangements between theail IBs regarding payment
procedures). The target value for the executiopafment subsequent to the request for
reimbursement is a maximum 45 days. Prior to 2016 target was not met (as also

confirmed through our fieldwork) although in 2010ooks like a more realistic proposition.

Payment verification is a sub-process to the mamageé of requests for re-imbursement
(RfR) that takes place after a request for reiméyment has been checked and approved and
before a payment can actually be made. The intenoaitoring system also provides explicit

information on timeliness and delays in this regard

%8 The datahat we compiled out of the source tables collefteah MA and IBs have different update-stati du¢hte time it
took to gather together the information. The MAl¢atyas provided to us in March 2010, and was lafgtated (no new
records but existing data completed) while the Ides were provided from end of May to end of Ju@@® Overall we
have records of 714 records of requests for reisgiuent collected from the MA and IBs. Of these, i#¥8r to requests
made by projects in our contract table (695 ofettesprojects contracted prior to 01.01.2010) Sereenrds show negative
values and are excluded from our analysis on tseslmd implausibility. Thus we are working with 688quests from 391
projects with 308 requests issued in 2009 and 8@D10. Amongst these:

e 277 had not yet been paid but did have informatioechnical and/or financial verification.
« 380 had no date for finalisation of financial vierdtion finalised but 148 of these had a paymete8a
e 378 had no technical verification date - but ok#h&50 had a payment date.

> An analysis of these data by differentiation acomdo the managing bodies in charge would be éstiang but there is
significant incompatibility between the contradbl&(updated in April 2010) and the tables of rexgsior reimbursement in
that respect — this might be a result of changethénadministrative arrangements between MA andch&nges that
eventually were not brought into updating all relewtables.
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Table 22: Payment verification process

DI (€ (00 izl Date on which RfR  1st RfR: days after DEYE _untll Days until
€ REGUESE [Ty Made signature el 19 verification
Reimbursement (RfR) 9 MA

all 98,61 25,57 18,81

2008 125,5 15,00 1,00

Average 2009 95,34 25,45 21,93

2010 140,30 26,16 7,21

all 52,00 10,50 6,00

: 2008 125,50 15,00 1,00

Median
2009 49,00 8,50 7,00
2010 126,50 28,50 2,00

Source: MA*®and own database, own calculation

Table 22 shows the average time subsequent tcaotinty that it has taken for a first request
for reimbursement to issue and be registered béfeirey sent to the MA as appropriate (i.e.
in those cases where the MA is not itself direcilgponsible for the project/KAI). The last
column shows the time taken for the verificatiors éan be seen, things significantly dis-
improved in 2009 (noting that the number of regsidst reimbursement that issued also
increased significantly). In 2010 the verificatiprocess has speeded up. The decrease in
time before a request for reimbursement is issn&Di10 could possibly be related to a range
of factors that may include, for example, low ratésprogress by contracted projects or
changes in the rules on the pre-financing that méaat promoters have an increased amount
of funding on account to begin with.

Our research also highlighted many technical sbariogs in the system that are elaborated
on in Annex 12 and further detailed in a separaehnical Report that was prepared for the

MA as part of the overall evaluation effort.

58 The table holds all in all 1 030 records (146 peihg to 2008, 650 to 2009, and another 216 td20& have no info on

submission date). After having sorted out procurgnmojects (e.g. TA) and those contracted in 2Gi@ another 20

records as they led to negative durations in onmare of the periods calculated due to incoherates] we received 748
payment requests (‘factura’) that were further sedifor analysis. The dates on which requestsefartbursement issued
and were forwarded to the MA had to be extractechftonger text codes like e.g. 11/CMI/09.07.2009.073/31.07.2009,

what only partially could be done with a formulacdten the dates were not entered in the propendbto be recognised as
dates automatically.
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3.4 Financial Reporting and financial forecast
In this sub-section we focus in particular on tmamcial forecast issue and the situation as

regards the n-plus / automatic decommitment rule.

Financial Reporting started in May 2008 and wasaiity updated on a monthly basis before
moving to a weekly update basis. The reports asedan aggregate returns to the KAI level
and present figures on a cumulative basis fronsthd of programme implementation up to
the end of the period in question. The reportimgcstire has evolved over time by expanding
the number of items reported on. It covers thaustaf applications from submission through
approval/rejection to contracting as well as paynilenv to final beneficiaries / operators of
projects; however, the details captured at eadestfaom application to contracting) are not
identical. In general, the level of detail increageom application to contracting with the
most notable gap or deficiency being the lack oéricial detail on rejected projects - only
the number rather than the value of rejected pteje@s required by ACIS in the relevant
reporting template. This is deficient for a properancial forecasting: To determine the
(potential) financial volume still open for conttiexg one has to take into consideration the
financial volume of applications rejected to geealistic view on how much money still can

be considered left for contracting ‘in the pipelinkopen applications.

These reports do not provide a time series perispeof how the programme is evolving;
however, we used them to reconstruct a form of-Ber@es perspective by simply deducting
previous calculations from the current month’s datatals), thus establishing a series of

monthly DELTAS (in- / decrease figures) in absoligens.

From the overall analysis point of view this clgdd a second best solution but, on the other
hand, it provides an historical perspective witBpext to the quality of the reporting as it
evolves over time. By comparing the progress ofoamg accumulation ‘frozen’ in those
monthly reports the data unveil inconsistenciesthedheed to revise data within subsequent
reports e.g., for applications submitted and fggatons, cumulative positive values that (by
definition) can be either static or increasing ah®wn to decrease in certain instances
although this should not, clearly, be possible.
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Overall and despite some progress in the qualitydafa-maintenance and provision
throughout the monitoring system of SOP HRD owvaetithe current system requires further
development and refinement so that it becomes tapdbproviding more comprehensive
financial forecast. At a most basic level, for exden the regular reports defined and
requested by ACIS deal with the whole volume oftated funding on a cumulative basis
with no breakdown of projected expenditure overetire., no financial forecast on an annual
or multi-annual basis is captured. With particulaference to assessing the situation with
regard to 'n-plus’ this is clearly inadequate. &#t, what is required to enable accurate
financial forecast is to have the contracted volushegyrants broken down to the year of
expected expenditure. For all stages from apptioatd contracting (or rejection) the relevant
financial data have to be taken on board to allowd logically complete analysis. The
system also needs to support the accurate andrnmniéxording of the chronology of change
in status of projects. There is also a need foremegular monitoring at programme and KAI
level of the requests for reimbursement submittedsee whether planned expenditures and
expenditure declared are ‘in line’ and ‘on timec.eRegular monitoring on this basis would

help to develop ‘typical figures’ or 'typical pattes’ based on experience that allow for the
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creation of comprehensive forecasting but alsonaflar early action in the frame of a risk

prevention strategy.

We now go on to describe the situation that we doand the steps taken to analyse the

situation as best we could within the given comnstsa

Funding granted by the years of expected expenditer- steps towards creating the base
of a financial forecast model
1. There are no commitments made to projects on anahmalendar basis - contracts
refer only to total value and a total planned namet As such, the annualised
expected rates of expenditure have to be eithestaarted by a linear spread based on
the start and end d&tef the contracts or to be reconstructed from &mliii sources

i.e., the so called 'budget breakdowns by years’.

2. The projected budget breakdowns are not construbtedalendar years but by
periods of 12 to 36 months. For the purpose o #nercise we refer to these

planning years awirtual years’(Y1 — Y2 — Y3).

3. The budget breakdowns are not maintained by th&axmg directorate but by the
financial management section and the breakdownsareompiled into a single table
that would allow them to be used on a regular basstead, those breakdowns are in

separate calculation files by projétt.

4. Noting that the budget totals / breakdowns (mandyetthe Financial Directorate) are
not always identical to those used by the Coningcbirectorate (this appears to be
an updating issue) we cannot simply use the alesolatues of the breakdowns.
Instead, we have first to calculate the share®{8ach virtual year (§j compared to
the total of all virtual years from the budget lk@awns (according to: S¢Y =

% As already mentioned elsewhere, data on start-eadeddate or runtime were not regularly registérethe monitoring-
tables but had to be retrieved from the paper filgsnembers of the evaluation team. Not all recdralge been accessed
under this exercise to date — for information, \agehrecords for 510 contracted projects.

50\We already mentioned elsewhere in the report tige feffort it took to compile these files into tbthat allow for further
use and analysis of the data. We also faced diifésuin matching the correct files with the regper (510) projects
included in the exercise to date.
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Yo/(YL + Y2+ Y3), n=1, 2, 3) — and then apply thetgres to the public funding

included in the respective contracts as providethbycontract-table of the MA.

5. As the budget breakdown file changed structure eodtent over time and as

information on the public funding component is atways included, we had to use

the eligible cost figures instead to calculate ridative sharesf virtual years and to

apply these to the value of funding granted (basethe central contract table itself).

6. Thereafter we had to redistribute those sharesrdicgpto calendar years based on

the start and end dates of the contracts signetitfer run-time in calendar months).

Due to the overall restriction of a maximum 36 nientuntime, a maximum of 4

calendar years can be affected.

Table 23: Model for recalculation of budget breakdos from ‘virtual years’ to calendar

years
Parameter:
I Granted total 1.700.000
Il Start date 01.06.2008
Il End date 31.01.2011 Virtual years according to original budget breakdowns
IV Runtime in months 32 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Vv Shares by ‘'year' from budget
breakdowns* 0,4 0,3 0,3
Vi | %\ Total of grant (or of eligible
cost) 680.000 510.000 510.000
i 'Virtual years' by months 12 12 8
Vil ViV Viualyears rg(\)/gtgée 56.667 42.500 63.750
IX Months by calendar years (cf. start
date) 7 5 7 5 7 1
X VIII * IX  Shares by calendar year 396.667 283.333 297.500 212.500 446.250 63.750
Xl Sum by calendar year 1'.7
396.667 658.750 Mio.
Xl Calendar years 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Total
*  These shares are calculated based on the relativeuaits of eligible cost by virtual year
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The 510 projects providing budget breakdowns cd@®@B8% of the total public funding
(National and EU co-finance, 2,644,097,680) for &R0 projects contracted before
01.01.2010. The timeline for projected expendi(leKAl) is as follows:

Table 24: Total Public Funding by KAI and by Projeed Expenditure Pattern 2008-202

Number Public
KAI of PF 2008 | PF 2009 PF 2010 PF 2011 PF 2012 | funding (PF)
projects total
1.1 23 4.157.095 41.437.055 100.846.914 74.915,623 8R280| 243.437.449
1.2 16 5.936.924 44.359.583 56.064.296 40.687.479 13/62| 162.595.261
1.3 30 3.990.484 48.488.511 82.527.066 55.945.469 926V | 211.033.133
1.4 12 2.155.694 27.982.406 34.037.680 24.057.296 61BB4| 94.787.261
15 31 17.841.761 82.510.474| 97.270.941  71.046.177 0 268.669.518
2.1 44 1.711.564 24.768.259 49.693.327 27.934.524 #4029 108.155.044
2.2 19 1.414.367] 37.489.092 34.010.511 23.163.002 30@38| 106.494.028
2.3 34 0 12.537.238 50.337.090 27.196.307 9.547.154 679039
3.1 47 5.671.513 63.534.709 71.185.886 33.307.5653  985.%5 174.373.966
3.2 74 0 34.258.612 86.291.911 63.959.883 37.004,/3872.329.536
3.3 41 474.377 | 23.186.330 61.833.135 50.462.f31 17%5@87. 153.174.889
4.1 11 0 14.886.486 22.210.920 10.903.118 4.330.Y65 2082653
4.2 7 0 9.654.579| 18.740.620 15.986.592 6.432.722 3069
5.1 28 0 11.530.948 24.418.277 15.761.021 9.939.639 9581000
5.2 35 4.564.858 40.908.925 59.479.961 33.838.803 M02a0| 146.497.933
6.1 27 1.898.584f 29.979.462 61.127.639 60.761.355 2837| 172.265.956
6.2 14 4.696.170 37.966.0056 54.087.482 27.398.9065 14923 125.368.081
6.3 16 3.516.129 32.661.878 61.828.159 50.601.626 32368| 170.719.182
6.4 1 0 232.784 888.813 571.38( 0 1.692.978
510 | 58.029.520618.373.3371.026.880.628708.500.406200.790.8982.626.166.084
2.2% 23. 7% 39. 3% 27.1% 7. 7% 100%

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own fzdions — all figures in LEI (legal currency)

In 2007 nothing was registered at all — the fiedtcfor proposals were launched in February
2008. For 2008 planned expenditure is very low andome KAI there is no planned

expenditure for that year reflecting the overatié latart in implementation. Inasmuch as there
is planned expenditure it is in respect of stratggbjects only noting that strategic projects

contracted to end-2009 have a total value thapsaximately six times higher than that of

®1 Due to the recalculations necessary to matchaliyears with real calendar years there is a minanding error of
0.52% when comparing the total with the annual katewn figures
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regular grant projects. As such, the effectivelengntation of the strategic projects is of

particular importance to the effective managemadtienplementation of the programme.

Table 25: Public funding total and by year of exged expenditure — by type of project

e Public fundin
Type |KAI| of | PF2008| PF2009 | PF2010 | PF2011 | PF 2012 g
. (PF) total
projects
Grant | all | 299 0 | 114.437.03D 184.369.074| 58.902.624 0 359.199.042

Strategic| all 211 | 58.029.520503.936.305 842.511.554| 649.597.78200.790.898 2.266.967.043

510 58.029.520618.373.337 1.026.880.628 708.500.406 200.790.898 2.626.166.084
Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [zioas

In 2011 the influence of regular grants diminishether probably due to the shorter runtime
of these projects (i.e., that some will have comean end). It is also clear from the data
above that collectively, the projects contractedhed stage planned the majority of their
expenditure late in the cycle (2010-2012) with 2Q21registering at about 10 percentage
points more than for 2008/09, i.e., end-loaded dpgnplans were typical, i.e. spending
planned 2008/09 was at 25.8% of total while 2011/42 at 36.4%

Regarding a potential automatic decommitmére, allocation for year 2007 is at stake in the

current year of 2010 (and the 2008 allocation istake in 2011). Planned expenditure at a
level of just a quarter of approved funding untide2009 (even if achieved) clearly would
not be sufficient. Moreover, there is a strong éase in planned expenditure in 2010 it%elf.
However, with the system of advance payments fioen@OM the n-plus process provides
built-in support: according to Reg 1083-2006 Artld@2the advance payments (in total 7% of
the overall allocations were fores&eto be paid in three instalments) are treated #sey
are, in fact, a re-imbursement from the Commissiomondition that in the period 24 months
after the ¥ instalment of the advance payment the MS has dsanepplication for payment

to the Commission.

52 We also note a substantial increase in contradtir®10 itself — but given our cut-off date foetavaluation (end-2009)
new contracts are not included in analysis althdvaged on our research to date one cannot exmentuoh absorption by
the more recently contracted projects (or thodeasti reserve lists) unless the whole process ppraved’ absorption is
substantially speeded up.

% This share has been even increased in the contt@dtions taken within the European Recovery Packigiging the
crisis. With an additional 2% for the 2009 trandfi@dvances the advance for that year has beerietbub
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An overall ESF allocation of 3.48 billion EUR fo®@7 — 2013 leads to an advance of nearly
313 MEUR, which more than covers the n-plus requéet for 2007. Thus, the strategy
chosen to start with smaller annual allocations @nieicrease these over the run-time of the
SOP HRD has paid off, at least initially.

For 2008 the planned ESF contribution is about BE)JR meaning that (212 + 330) 542
MEUR will have to be claimed / reimbursed from f@emmission by the end of 2011 to
avoid an automatic decommitment. Taking the 313 RBUadvance into account this leaves
a target verified spend figure of about 229 MEUR@SF contribution (roughly 1.4 BLEI at
an exchange rate LEI/EUR around 4°7).

However, meeting the n-plus targets is not simpthieved by committing funding to
projects but by projects spending the committediifug and having that expenditure verified
through the system. As such, the re-imbursemeniesdg by beneficiaries are of critical
importance. In order to work with the reimbursetmeguests for the current purposes it was

necessary to undertake the following steps:

1. Complementing the contracts with a calculated oateeneficiary’s own contribution
based on the total values of own contribution digibde cost (the rate is not stored in

any of the tables we received);

2. Redistributing the relevant shares of the requésiiswere to be financed from public

(national + EU) sources by applying that rate edeclared eligible expenditure;

3. Making a linear distribution of this amount (i.eaetamount requested from public
sources) over the calendar years — based on tleeagey period of the reimbursement

requests.

% The amendments to the regulations in the contestisis & recovery led to an increase in advangamEnts by the COM
for 2009 — what additionally reduces n-plus pressespectively postpones the critical date. As idendt receive concrete
figures on SOP HRD related advance payments we dadltulate them based on the regulations. Outmdckage of 5
measures to fight the crisis this one and the aime to frontloading (i.e. relieving temporarthlye national budget from
providing liquidity for co-financing by applying afas-if’-100% intervention-rate), both shift the ment of automatic
decommitment to the future respectively increase time-frame for proper action taking to avoidingtamatic
decommitment. At the other hand the increasing ahallocations planned for SOP HRD (due to lowemtlaerage
allocations in the first years) by consequence nailie the ‘stress to the system’ for the comirgyye
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Table 26: Reimbursements requested (LEI) by KAI doyglyear of related expenditures

KA gg;szg{s Money requested for expenditure by year Total requested
2008 2009 2010 (until 09.07)
1.1 11 1.643.530 4.680.114 108.406 6.431.383
1.2 19 1.013.105 6.703.956 940.035 8.657.096
1.3 21 665.628 8.490.397 785.121 9.935.015
1.4 11 212.192 4.487.058 677.993 5.377.243
1.5 55 10.683.007 38.016.252 2.217.888 50.917.147
2.1 48 605.771 9.412.097 2.783.230 12.801.099
2.2 18 301.598 5.043.823 539.712 5.885.134
2.3 41 0 6.339.982 2.092.703 8.432.685
3.1 96 3.857.858 31.653.774 4.713.388 40.225.020
3.2 137 279.263 16.191.366 6.407.451 22.878.079
3.3 46 2.291.622 5.569.809 188.371 8.049.802
4.1 16 0 1.970.282 459.227 2.429.508
4.2 7 0 1.782.822 114.614 1.897.436
5.1 56 532.617 6.340.739 2.044.136 8.917.493
5.2 47 3.057.090 20.805.477 354.315 24.216.882
6.1 34 3.458.352 9.664.816 800.931 13.924.100
6.2 13 6.777.278 1.764.053 103.427 8.644.758
6.3 19 3.485.886 8.307.061 282.577 12.075.524
695 38.864.797 187.223.879 25.613.525 251.695.40

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [ilons

Of the 714 requests for reimbursement in our da@®b&95 were issued by 39projects

contracted before the end of 2009. It is evidept tdrgets have not been reached: 39 Mio
requested in 2008 and 187 Mio in 2009 comparedaongd expenditure amounts of 58 Mio
and 618 Mio for the respective years (overall abauhird of target has been attained).
Comparing budget breakdowns and expenditures @ecthe tables also show that the ratio

of expenditure declared to planned expenditureridetees between 2008 and 2009. Looking

5% wWhen considering all requests in respect of whiehhave data, the number of projects increasesroatginally to 370.
The requests are dated from 06.03.2009 until 080ID. We have to note here that the populationrofepts (391) that
submitted requests for reimbursement is much smtiléan the contracted project population (520)!uatty a quarter of all
projects contracted until the end of 2009 had nbtrstted a request by mid of 2010.
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a bit closer we can further see that there are sgpyificant differences by project type i.e.

between regular grant projects and strategic gramécts®

Table 27: Reimbursements requested until 09.07.2Q1BI) and calculated year of related
expenditures - by type of project —

Count of Money requested for expenditure by year
Type Requests Total requested
2008 2009 2010
Grant 426 2.391.871 52.997.150 14.862.066 70.281.08
Strategic 269 36.472.925 134.226.729 10.751.458 4281314
695 38.864.797 187.223.879 25.613.525 251.695.40p

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [ioas

Regular grant projects (n=247) are obviously rugnmuch faster than are the strategic
projects (n=144) when it comes to reimbursementesty. A clear indication of this is that,
overall, for regular grant projects 45.6% of th@exditure planned in 2009 was requested for
reimbursement compared to 26.6% in respect ofegfi@projects. For 2010 (data available
to end-June 2010) even the absolute value of eabxll expenditure requested for
reimbursement is nearly 3:2 for grant vs. stratetyipe projects (whereas projected

expenditure for 2010 predicted a I *lationship).

The data do not tell us why strategic projects warderperforming from a reimbursement
perspective although we found two possible reasonthis as set out below. First, that the
strategic projects do not need the money as theg tieir own resources and can carry on
without getting involved in ‘red tape’ at an eadiage or, second, that the strategic projects
are much less likely to implement their projecteaading to plan. From fieldwork and
informal information it seems that both factors egkevant but it is not possible to quantify
the issues.

% Here we also find a small inconsistency as despitexpenditure planned for grants in 2008 (fromdhlculated figures)
we nonetheless have expenditure calculated frombisement requests — we could not clarify thist agould require
checking on a project to project base

57 A direct matching between projects included irhblts is provided in Table 30 below — the figutiesre are different as
the number of projects meeting both criteria (btidigeeakdown available and request submitted) isllemand the
comparison done there is taking into account tted public funding over all years.
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The majority of both strategic and grant projeatrpoters who requested a reimbursement
did so just once (n=215). Eighty-nine (n=89) made tequests, 54 made three requests and
28 made four requests for reimbursement with faafegts making more than four requests.
As it stands, 140 requests (20% of total) were miagigust 33 projects (6.34% of all
contracted projects).

Table 28 shows the ‘good performers’ in more dddgiproject type and KAI.

Table 28: Requesting reimbursement until 09.07.2qL&Il): ‘Best performing projects’
(projects having issued 4 to 7 requests) — by typproject and KAl

Countof Count of Money requested for expenditure by year Total
e H! projects Requests requested
2008 2009 2010
Grant 1.2 1 4 0 187.859 35.472 223.331
Grant 2.3 1 4 0 351.578 0 351.578
Grant 3.1 3 12 0 1.335.580 684.429 2.020.009
Grant 3.2 9 42 0 4.298.501 2.727.956 7.026.457
Grant 5.1 3 12 0 1.695.169 649.249 2.344.418
Strategic 15 2 8 1.562.085 7.642.884 1.322.267 5210236
Strategic 3.1 5 21 1.158.999 9.580.49p 1.802.2113 .5412704
Strategic 3.3 1 4 159.757 421.679 0 581.436
Strategic 5.2 3 13 200.659 8.706.270 326.123 ANBZ3.
Strategic 6.1 3 12 232.276 4.671.672 595.757 57489,
Strategic 6.3 2 8 823.482 3.125.411 268.156 4.297.
1.2 1 4 0 187.859 35.472 223.331
1.5 2 8 1.562.085 7.642.884 1.322.267 10.527.236
2.3 1 4 0 351.578 0 351.578
3.1 8 33 1.158.999 10.916.07p 2.486.641 14.561.713
3.2 9 42 0 4.298.501 2.727.956 7.026.457
3.3 1 4 159.757 421.679 0 581.436
5.1 3 12 0 1.695.169 649.249 2.344.418
5.2 3 13 200.659 8.706.270 326.123 9.233.062
6.1 3 12 232.276 4.671.672 595.757 5.499.705
6.3 2 8 823.482 3.125.411 268.156 4.217.049
Grant 17 74 0 7.868.687 4.097.106 11.965.792
Strategic 16 66 4.137.257 34.148.409 4.314.51% 6@@.181
Total 33 140 4.137.257 42.017.096 8.411.621 54.565.974

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [zioas

To establish how much of the budgets allocated tojepts that had requested a
reimbursement (noting that not all projects reqeest reimbursement) had been drawn down

we matched the data on reimbursement requests daiid regarding budget breakdowns
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presented earlier in this report — this gave ugrarson base figure of 382 projects. Table 29

shows — aggregated at KAI level — the total fundingnted to those 382 projects and allows

for comparison with requests for re-imbursement.

Table 29: Reimbursements requested (LEI) until 08.2010 compared to expenditure
planned according to budget breakdowns 2008 — 2016tal values by KAFP

Count of Public funds contracted (shares) fof Requested as share of

KAl Projects Publ Fund request total 2008-2010 granted
1.1 11 6.431.383 135.536.593 5,0%
1.2 13 8.657.096 113.494.214 8,0%
1.3 19 9.697.426 109.831.513 9,0%
14 8 5.206.121 65.340.931 8,0%
15 26 50.744.329 259.497.878 20,0%
2.1 35 12.761.137 88.399.415 14,0%
2.2 15 5.556.537 62.268.448 9,0%
2.3 25 8.074.187 43.117.090 19,0%
3.1 44 40.225.020 170.376.853 24,0%
3.2 60 22.792.127 70.841.064 32,0%
3.3 24 8.049.802 61.462.798 13,0%
4.1 10 2.429.508 50.857.887 5,0%
4.2 5 1.897.436 29.935.718 6,0%
5.1 25 8.689.071 30.459.939 29,0%
5.2 24 24.216.882 107.580.695 23,0%
6.1 18 13.924.100 102.157.316 14,0%
6.2 10 8.644.758 91.997.366 9,0%
6.3 10 12.075.524 81.165.741 15,0%

382 250.072.442 1.674.321.459 14,9%

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [zdioas

In that respect the best (blue) and the good (grperforming KAI (with the exception of

KAl 1.2) are mainly the same as those in which gxt§ who have submitted more

reimbursement requests are located. This:

» confirms the assessment that those projects ar gerdormers as not only have they

submitted more requests for reimbursement tharrothg they are also performing

well against their planned expenditure; and

% The grouping is done by a visual check only —iseithe group clearly below the average or totaegris the group in an
approximate interval of +25% around the averagecheally above the average is the blue group
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» also puts into perspective the apparently goocop@idnce of those KAI in general - a
rough comparison/analysis shows that this is mainky to the upward-push provided

by these particular projects to the respective KAI.

Table 30 compares the performance of strategiceggilar grant projects and shows, once

again, that regular grant projects are performiette:

Table 30: Reimbursements requested (LEI) until 08.B010 and expenditure planned
according to budget breakdowns 2008 — 2010 — tatdlies by type of project

Type Count of Public Fund Public funds contracted Requested as share o
Projects request total (shares) for 2008-2010 granted
grant 239 68.860.765 277.636.457 25,0%
strategic 143 181.211.677 1.396.685.001 13,0%
382 250.072.442 1.674.321.459 14,9%

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [ilons

But reimbursement requested and expenditure declayebeneficiaries does not, in itself,
signify avoidance of automatic decommitment. Fas tio happen the requests have to be
checked and confirmed and integrated into experelidieclarations / payment applications
and sent to the Commission via the Certifying Auitlyo As an indicator for checks and
approvals we can use the status of requests fmbresement — when these are marked as
being paid, they have to have been contracted ®&fdable 31 shows respective requests by
KAL.

% In fact a lot of requests we received have beeergthe status ‘paid’ without explicit associatedoirmation about
financial and technical reports being checked gptaved.
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Table 31: Reimbursement requests (LEI) to end JU2@10 (status ‘paid’) and expenditure
planned according to budget breakdowns 2008 — 20dial values by KAP

KA c f : bl d | Public funds contracted Recz]ueste? as
ount of Projects| Publ Fund request tota (shares) for 2008-2010 share o
granted
1.2 5 1.622.381 22.289.721 7,0%
13 4 2.647.970 26.638.423 10,0%
1.4 2 1.161.425 18.663.372 6,0%
1.5 20 32.565.815 197.531.693 16,0%
21 22 7.512.677 56.212.931 13,0%
2.2 4 709.046 8.535.721 8,0%
2.3 18 5.593.944 26.055.655 21,0%
3.1 34 23.680.437 157.930.673 15,0%
3.2 41 14.731.850 43.838.039 34,0%
3.3 13 3.170.343 20.750.762 15,0%
4.1 2 203.195 1.293.460 16,0%
4.2 2 890.224 14.489.159 6,0%
51 16 4.606.014 18.720.254 25,0%
5.2 12 15.770.385 92.761.919 17,0%
6.1 8 4.575.579 38.857.676 12,0%
6.2 4 1.795.230 27.711.839 6,0%
6.3 5 6.685.358 43.760.561 15,0%
212 127.921.873 816.041.857 15,7%

Source: MA SOP HRD data and own database /own [zioas

When filtering the reimbursement requests by thtitus we find that just 379 are marked as
‘paid’™ on behalf of just 212 projects. The overall des not change much (increases from
14.9% to 15.7%) but there are some changes in dhkirg groups. From the lowest
performing group (red) KAI 4.1 moves up to the nomalilevel performance group (green).
The ‘medium’ group members don’t move but the KA5,13.1 and 5.2 fall out of the ‘best

performers’ and join the ‘medium’ group.

As such, the comparison of reimbursement requesttual public funds granted can be
seen as a simple and quite stable estimator f@ndial forecasting purposes. We note
however that the fact that some KAI have a betterall performance than others appears to

be associated with a particularly strong level effprmance amongst certain projects within

® The grouping is done by a visual check only —iseithe group clearly below the average or totadegris the group in an
approximate interval of +25% around the averagechearly above the average is the blue group

" ‘Paid’ occurs in two different spellings: platit durplitit — just one more example of lacking standaréisatand
unnecessary redundancy in the use of standard {&ewdists or catalogues of terms) that can leagh¢onsistencies when
analysing data and as such has to be recognisedsisin financial management and forecasting
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those KAI and should not, on the face of it, beetaks an indicator of the performance of the

KAl overall i.e., there can be no assumption thateror other projects operating under those
KAl will perform equally well.

3.5 Conclusions - Efficiency

In this section of the report we present specifien€@usions and Recommendations in
relation to the efficiency of various aspects @& fystem.
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Table 32: Conclusions and Recommendations — Effieg Criterion™

Evaluation . : Timeframe
. onclusions . Targeted At
Question Recommendations (S, M, L)
15| In and of itself the application, evaluation and keetion
system is both standard and rationahd is supported by
significant technical and administrative backuphivitthe
system as well as services externally contractéal time N/a
system i.e., on paper it looks like a fairly stamdsystem.
16 | Over time, a range of difficulties(e.g., delays in Undertake an objective and externally
processing, lack of communication with applicants |fconducted strategic review of the role |of
long periods during the processggatively impacted on the MASOPHRD in the management (of
the system These difficulties appear to be associated WiBOPHRD with a view to enhancing
a range of factors (e.g., staff shortages at the dvd the| strategic programme management fogus
fact that two IBs that were to be put in place tiglo| and capacity, maximising the use %/I
available resources (to include IBs, T ASOPHRD M

public tender were never secured) but more pasibu
with the fact that theMA chose to pull almost al
decision-making onto itself and, in certain instaes,

etc.) and ultimately building in forwar
planning that ensures the efficacy

duplicated tasks already carried out by the IBs

integrity of the system.

o
nd

2 The table below and the following presenting Cosidns and Recommendations, we included also thgettafor the recommendations (i.e., institutionooganization
responsible for implementing the recommendation) tame (short, medium, long) in which should impkemhthe recommended changes. Generally, the recndatiens to
be implemented in the short term implementationoive a range of up to three months after completbrthe report. Medium-term recommendations shdugd
implemented in six to nine months to complete #mort and recommendations on long term should pé&eimented within one year, although in some cakes'long term"
can extends even every two to three years (for pla@nf the recommendations refer to the next pgogning period).
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

1.2.1

Application,
Evaluation,
Selection

17

Ongoing changes in approach and policy over timean
that e system and accompanying supports can
confusing (even if the corrections are meant to imprg
the situation) and suggest the need for a moreotiybr
approach to forward planning.

kigemove the (artificial) distinctiof
\Between ‘Strategic’ and ‘Grant’ projec
from all further calls for proposals (an

18

Based on an analysis of the output of the etialuand
selection system we conclude thiz¢ system is inefficien
when measured on the basis of overall effort a
investment against output these inefficiencies hav
contributed to a relatively low success rate antlimpact
on absorption capacity.

N
ts
d

in all monitoring and other processe
and simply indicate an upper and low
limit for proposals.
nd

e

In parallel with the competitive tenderin
approach, operate a non-competit
negotiation process for
strategically important
between the MA and key governme
departments and agencies).

FAY

S)

er
MASOPHRD,
Monitoring

Committee
9§OPHRD
vV

large scale,
projects (i.e.

nt

19

Within the system, monitoring is inappropriately
associated with and tied to the reimbursement resfu
process rendering the system less efficient andeetif/e
than it should otherwise beavith a view to informing pro-
active programme management.

Introduce a structured monitoring syste
ethat operates independently of t
reimbursement system and that
designed to provide ongoing (at quarte
or half-yearly intervals) ‘intelligence’ t
programme managers regarding outy
results, performance, expendity

M
he
is
rly
)LR/IASOPHRD

re

patterns, targeting etc.
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

1.2.1

Monitoring
& Payments

20

The payment request and monitoring systems are liga
bureaucratic and excessively control orientadd presen
real challenges to promoters including, for exampie
significant amount of paperwork required and catiftig
advice from officials and official bodies regardi
eligibility and other matters, and, more fundamkytg
delays in accessing payment / reimbursement.

vAs above, separate the monitoring 3
I payment request systems.

n@Review and simplify
request system and ensure consisteng
the advice provided to project promotg
and consistency in the interpretation
rules and regulations by the vario
authorities (see also  Overarchi
Conclusions and Recommendations
Chapter 5).

the payment

nd

MASOPHRD

y in
rs
of
us
g
in

21

There is a number of technical deficiencies, gapeda
lack of coherence in the monitoring system as iteoated
during the reference period for the evaluatiaesulting in
a fragmented approach which, together with the iggn
insufficiency of the monitoring system, we concludebe
symptomatic of an overall lack of a more strategiba
focused approach to programme management strategy

Ensure adequate training for staff.

eéDevelop strict protocols concerning t
management and manipulation of d
and ensure a standardised approach
the elimination of
approaches.

Construct a single file for each prigj
within the system covering the enti

‘personalised

ne
nta

and
"MASOPHRD

IBs
ct
re

life-cycle of the project.
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

1.2.1

Financial
Forecasting

22

The system is not designed or set up to facilit
comprehensive financial forecastin that regard the lac
of what we would regard as a more regular

comprehensive monitoring system that gathers dat
respect of pre-defined intervals and allows for usik
forecasting is a matter of some concern. So
forecasting enables risk management (in terms,
example, of spend rate and spread). The gaps tistie
the current monitoring system inject greater levefs
overall risk into the system in that regard.

attroduce more  tightly  defined
kmonitoring and, in particular, the
asgstematic collection of information that
nid relevant for the forecasting exercise.
This includes the need for more careful
upthusibility and coherence checking |of
ftata (in particular of dates) throughquUMASOPHRD
the system — as above, introduce| a

structured monitoring system that
operates independently of the
reimbursement system. T

Strategic projects appear to have bigger problemsl a Remove the artificial distinction between

longer delays in reporting their financial statusén the
smaller grant projects - considering the financighnd
policy-related) weight that strategic projects ameeant to
have we conclude that this is an issue of concern

strategic and grant type projegts
throughout the system (e.g., from
application to approval to monitorin
etc.). The current differentiated
treatment is superfluous and adds aMASOPHRD
unnecessary layer of administration and
complexity to an already overly-complex

system.
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Evaluation : Timeframe
Question Conclusions Recommendations Targeted At (S, M, L)
The low rate of reimbursement requests comparedhe
value of commitments threatens the N+ situation 25% Introduce a dedicated proiect officer with
of projects have not made a reimbursement requEstye responsibility for a s peci]fic number of
is no risk of de-commitment in respect of 2010 hs |t ropects ~ t%e ro'ectp officer should be
programme advances cover the appropriation for 2007 Fesj onsible forp rjemovin barriers o
the low rate of certified expenditure through the ropress encouragin 9 roaress 4
reimbursement process is a threat to the 2011 ki - progress, ging - prog cllﬂASOPHRD S

we emphasise here that automatic de-commitmen
avoided not by approval of funding but by fully pessed
requests for reimbursement.

te&suring spending and activity targe

are met.

As above, with a view to achievin
strategic goals, drawing down availal
funding and simplifying the process
parallel system of negotiated allocati
of funding to strategically importan

6@

a

—

projects should be introduced.
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4. EFFECTIVENESS

4.1 Introduction
The ToR requires the evaluation to establish thect¥eness of a range of aspects of the SOP
HRD. The specific evaluation questions arisinthis regard are as follows:

 To what extent are the information and publicityiaties regarding grant/financing
opportunities from SOP HRD and the role of the BUWinancing SOP HRD effective?

» To what extent are the help-desk activities orgeshiat the level of MA SOP HRD and
IO SOP HRD and the information events and sesdiamgeted for potential and actual
SOP HRD beneficiaries effective?

* To what extent is the process of evaluation anecteh of the grant proposals received
effective?

« To what extent does project monitoring provide thecessary information for the
monitoring of the whole programme?

* To what extent does the programme monitoring sysieswer to the specific reporting
needs of SOP HRD?

« To what extent do the SOP HRD beneficiaries cleanhgerstand the SOP HRD
monitoring indicators?

* To what extent did the beneficiaries take the SG®Hhemes and horizontal objectives
into account when preparing applications/calls fooposals and when implementing
projects?

* What are the internal and/or external factors/attaratics that influenced/influence/will
influence SOP HRD implementation? In what conteki these factors appear and
evolve? What is the economic forecast for thesetofac and what are the
recommendations to address the internal and extactars in question?

We note that many of the issues discussed belovintgdgwined with issues of relevance and
efficiency already addressed in the preceding @napt In that regard there is an inevitable
element of overlap and cross-reference betweenegieg discussion and comment and the
response to the evaluation questions referringitpedty to the effectiveness criterion as set out

above.
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4.2 Sub-Task 1.3.1

(a) To what extent are the information and adveseiment activities regarding grant/financing
opportunities from SOP HRD and the role of EU innflancing SOP HRD effective? And (b)
To what extent are the help-desk type of activitegganized at the level of MA SOP HRD and
IO SOP HRD and the information events and sessidasyeted for potential and actual SOP

HRD beneficiaries effective?

4.2.1 Introduction

The measurement of the overall effectiveness of SBP 1&P measures to include all of the
items referenced above, involved: engagement thraotgrviews with the MA and IBs to
discuss and explore issues arising in relationhi® $OP HRD information and publicity
measures; engagement with other stakeholders goatticular with contracted projects through
Focus Group sessions to take on board their viewsne surveys of contracted projects and
unsuccessful applicants to establish, from a premmrspective, the relative success of the SOP
HRD information and publicity measures; and an dmsisurvey of a representative sample of
the general public to establish levels of awarenétise SOP HRD and related issues.

This allowed us to conduct a thorough analysishef activities in question and to ultimately
evaluate the achievements of the various meansraathanisms designed to promote the SOP
HRD and the broader involvement of the EU. Howepeor to presenting the view from the
‘field’ we first present in summary form the natuaed types of activities in question under the
respective headings with a view to establishingtwtes planned, what was produced and how

this was achieved (see Annex 13 for backgrountiéastablishment of the I&P functions).

The tools to be used pursuit of the specific objectivé®f the SOP HRD Communication Plan

(CP) are set out below:

3 j.e., granting access for potential beneficiatiesPOS DRU financing opportunities; information @issnation; support
activities; information support for the beneficesiin implementing their projects, including awas raising on their
responsibility to promote ESF financial supportseaawareness of general public on SOP HRD finangpmprtunities and on
the visibility of EU support for Romanian regionav@élopment and economic and social cohesion; teaaspy of POS DRU
implementation; provision of accurate and detailedormation (eligibility criteria; selection procates and criteria;
beneficiaries; national, regional and local infointg); coherence with other MA and ACIS communicatiactivities on
structural instruments.
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Table 33: Tools to be used in Pursuit of the Comnmeation Plan (CP) by Target Group

Tools to be used in Pursuit of the CP by Target Gnap
Target Groups ﬁr?gr?gi?léo el SRTEIEESS [EETE Transparency
opportunities support and visibility
publicity campaigns publicity campaigns
: mass media relations mass media relations
General public _ _
TV and radio TV and radio
broadcasting broadcasting
web site web site web site
events, incl. events, incl. caravans, events, incl. caravans,
caravans, conferences, work | conferences, work shops
Potential conferences, shops
beneficiaries work shops
help desk help desk help desk
partnership partnership activities Partnership activities
activities
Web site web site
Beneficiaries Guidelines guidelines
help desk help desk
Networks networks

No I&P activities were financed through the prognaenin 2007 (the OP was approved in late
November 2007) and relatively few in 2008 and Z0@Bhough various activities were engaged
in that were supported through residual Phare hgthat was available for this purpose. 1&P
events that were rolled out over the course of 266fided: the ESF launch conferernoeest in
People: the Role of the European Social Fund in BlurRecourses Developmgentganisation

of eight local events promoting ESF to local andticd public administration representatives,
business organisations and representatives of fbgiety (NGOs) and others; organisation of
The Social Enterprises in a Dynamic Economy — fidon-profit Organizations to Social
Enterprisesconference; organisation of training sessionspimiential applicants/beneficiaries
under SOP HRD; the organisation of the photo exbibititted 50 Years of ESFand the

development of information and promotional materiatluding the ESF web-page.

" The TA Contracts under KAI 7.2 to support the I&Pasieres were: “Establishing a high-speed fibre dptiernet connection
for the SOP HRD” service contract supported the M4 the 11 IBs by providing high-speed, broadbanda-tyjternet (2008);
The “National public information campaign for protimg the SOP HRD” service contract (2008); and TNatfonal annual
conference on SOP HRD implementation in Romania 9286€rvice contract (2009).
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During 2008 an emphasis was placed on supporti@gtivmission of quality applications and

the development of quality projects and, as suwhMA and the IBs organised several training
sessions (using TA support) for potential applisaahd for beneficiaries. The principal

topics/themes of the seminars were: project cyclanagement, planning and project

organization; project monitoring, financial repagj auditing, pre-financing and reimbursement
claims; public procurement; and quality control.alddition, various national press conferences
and communication seminars for mass-media repratbezg were held to heighten the visibility

of the EU, the Programme and the Fund (ESF)

As detailed in Annex 14 and above, a significanbant of activity occurred during 2008 with
the support of Phare Technical Assistance projegtgions targeted at media personnel, project
promoters and the general public were executedtlamdesponse rate / level of engagement
appear to have been substantial. The informatrah publicity activities undertaken in 2008
increased awareness of SOP HRD financing opporsn#nd emphasised transparency in the
use of the funds. Help desk facilities were seang a State Aid scheme and de-minimis scheme
launch conference was organized for the potentaleficiaries in the eight development
region$’. Data indicates that support for potential bemafies proved to be effective and may
have contributed to the 6% increase in the proportf strategic projects submitted following
the call launched on thd"&f July and a significant increase in the ovevalue of the funds
requested (noting, as discussed in the previougtehthat there was also a very high incidence

of project rejection}’

During 2009 a conference was hefdrganisation of a National Conference on SOP HRD
Implementation at which the 353 attendees were presented wifornmation on the
programming documents, the status of contractefq®as well as the level of progress made
in implementing the programme as a whole. Duri@@®a second awareness raising campaign
was carried out. In addition, the authorities autall centre in place (The Blue Line) to help
respond to questions and issues raised by potdmdiadficiaries (see Annex 14 for further

detail). According to the AIR 2009, the I&P measiimplemented during that year led to

S e.g., the Annual Conference on the SOP HRD held3oth Recember 2008
8 A detailed list of relevant activities in 2008 a2@09 is provided at Annex 14
7 According to the AIR 2008
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awareness raising on SOP HRD financing opportuita increase in the quality of project
proposals and enhanced project implementation. note again that this activity was supported
by the Phare TA project and that there has beatively limited support for activities using the

TA available under SOPHRD.

4.2.2 Findings

In order to try to establish some sort of basefmethe present evaluation we looked at the
results of earlier opinion polls that were condddfiee., a poll conducted by Gallup and another
condcted as part of Euro barometer 66 in 2006stabéish,inter alia, the level of awareness of
the SOPHRD and the ESF. We also studied the Ex@ardluation of SOP HRD and the results
of the communication activities conducted in 200/he broad conclusions we draw from our
research in that regard are that:

» the perception of EU funds use is positive;

» access to EU funds is considered to be difficuét tubureaucracy and lack of co-

financing;

» access to EU funding is not considered to be tianesp; and

« the funding is associated with fraud and corruptistly at public administration level.
The original primary research also found that thferimation level on post accession funds is
low and those who are better informed tended tpuidic administration personnel and NGOs.
Potential beneficiaries did not typically distinghibetween pre- and post-accession funds. In
that regard it is notable that the Ex-ante evatmatf SOP HRD underlines that the CP should

principally address the social partners from induahd actors in rural areas.

In order to gauge the current level of awarenessngist the general public regarding the SOP
HRD and related matters we conducted an Omnibuge$ti(see Annex 14 for questions) the
key results of which are set out below. Of thetl,Bespondents:
* 56% (n=694) said their level of awareness of EWimg supports to Romania is poor or
very poor; 16% (n=198) said their level of awarenseggood or very good;

e 75% (n=930) said they are not very well informecbwbEU funding supports to

® The Survey was carried out July 26th - August 12tB7 locations and involved face-to-face engagémith 1,240 people
constituting a representative sample of the pojmiaged 14+ years old.
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Romania whereas 15% (n=186) said they are wellimédl and 3% (n=37) said they are
very well informed;

« 31% (n=383) of respondents said they could nampeaifsc EU fund currently being
used to support development in Romania and, of theenmost commonly referred to
fund was the European Fund for Agriculture and Riavelopment (34%, n=130)
followed by the ERDF (17%, n=65) and the ESF (5%4,9);

* 26% (n= 320) of all respondents said they had heAildOPHRD when asked a direct
question to that effect — the vast majority of thesspondents (80%, n=256) said they
heard of the OP through a television advertisente¥it,(n=15) said they heard through
the official ESF website and 3% (n=8) through radio

*  28% (n=90) of the 320 respondents who said theyhieadd of SOPHRD said they would
know where to look if they wished to apply for fumgl and the biggest group amongst
these said they would seek assistance at ‘City Hatlefecture’ (33%, n=31), a further
12% (n=11) said they would look to a Regional Depetent Agency and 9% (n=9) said

they would look to a consultancy firm for advice.

The results of the Omnibus survey suggest thatratlyehere is a relatively limited level of

awareness of the Structural Funds amongst the ggmalic with the ESF scoring at the lower
end of the scale - only 19 (1.5%) of the 1,240 pesprveyed identified the fund and, in turn,
SOPHRD registered with only 90 people (7% of tetatveyed). Overall it appears that the
medium of television presented the most effectiveans through which the general public
learned of the programme. None of the respondeletstified the MA, the IBs or the ESF

Website as a source to approach if they were istiedein applying for funding. As noted

elsewhere in this report, this may be associatéd the complexity and number of the systems
and structures at play and the difficulties potntpplicants may have in identifying the
appropriate authority (as referenced in the focimug sessions with the Contracted Project

Promoters).

As part of our survey work we asked contracted tens and unsuccessful applicants how they
were first made aware of the programme and thdadbily of funding, what they found to be
the most useful I&P resources and how satisfieg there overall with the relevant measures.

Their responses are set out below:
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Table 34: How Contracted Project Promoters & Unsessful Applicants first became aware
of the Availability of Funding under SOPHRD?

How Contracted Project Promoters first became awar®f the availability of funding under SOPHRD

Contracted Project Promoters
%

Unsuccessful Applicants
%

ESF website 57.1 31.5
Attendance at information seminar 25.9 31.5
Word of Mouth 8.9 13.7
Other 7.7 21.9
Advertisement in newspaper 0.3 1.4

The importance of the ESF website is highlightedvabas a means of communicating detail on
the availability of funding as is the importancetioé information seminars. For the unsuccessful
applicants both of these means are also impor@h&% in each case) although ‘word-of-

mouth’ is more significant in that instance (c. J4%an amongst the contracted projects (c. 9%).

Table 35: Overall rates of satisfaction with 1&P aomgst Contracted Project Promoters &
Unsuccessful Applicants

Overall rates of satisfaction with I&P amongst Contacted
Project Promoters & Unsuccessful Applicants
Contracted Project Promoters Unsuccessful Applicants
% %
Very Satisfied 10.0 1.4
Satisfied 54.7 51.4
Somewhat Satisfied 28.0 314
Dissatisfied 5.2 11.4
Very Dissatisfied 2.1 4.3

The survey results show a generally positive vidwthe I&P activities as a whole with a
particular emphasis on the usefulness of the ESBsiddeand Information Seminars. During
our Focus Group Sessions with a sample of conttgeteject promoters in each of the eight
development regions we also discussed the utifitl&B resources. In that regard the general

assessment of the official ESF websiten{v.fseromania.rp was positive although some of

those we met said there was room for improvemeartjqularly as regards the structure of the

site which, according to the beneficiaries in guestwas difficult to navigate and not very user-
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friendly.  Apart from the website the most useiformation/communication tools were
considered to be the various types of informatisenés organised at regional level including
Regional Call launches and county information cansv These events were directed at various
target groups (potential applicants, beneficiameass media, general public) depending on their
purpose (launching calls, information sessionsnitng, etc.) and were generally considered to
be useful albeit they provided only basic inforroati- in that regard many of those attending the

focus group sessions said that answers to questerded to be ‘textbook’ in nature and

provided little additional information and, impantdy, little beneficial interpretation of

sometimes complicated rules and procedures.

Table 36: Views of Contracted Project Promoters dddsuccessful Applicants on the Most
Useful Supports on Making an Application

Views of Contracted Project Promoters and Unsucceis Applicants on the Most
Useful Supports on Making an Application

Contracted Project Promoters Unsuccessful Applisan

Most useful type of support % %
Applicant Guidelines 51.5 39.7
Information Seminars 27.8 24.7
Help-Desk Advice 16.3 26.0

Gengrgl Information and 27 27

Publicity

Other (please specify) 1.8 6.8

Table 37: Satisfaction Ratings of Contracted Projéromoters and Unsuccessful Applicants

Regarding The Applicant Guides

Satisfaction Ratings of Contracted Project Promotes and Unsuccessful Applicants
Regarding The Applicant Guides

Contracted Project Promoterg

Unsuccessful Applisant

Applicant Guides

%

%

Satisfied 48.5 36.8
Somewhat Satisfied 35.5 42.6
Very Satisfied 8.4 15
Dissatisfied 6.9 10.3
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Very Dissatisfied 0.6 8.8 |

Generally speaking, respondents found the Appli¢amitdes and Information Seminars to be
most helpful in assisting them to write and condtan application and, in line with this finding,
the specific satisfaction rating for the Applicaatiides is high. Interestingly (given that they
were ultimately unsuccessful) the Unsuccessful isppls found the Help Desk facilities to be
more helpful than did the Contracted Project Pramsthowever, as shown below, when asked
specifically about their level of satisfaction witie Help Desk the unsuccessful applicants were
more critical than their successful counterpaifiibe relatively lower rate of satisfaction amongst
Contracted Project Promoters may also be assocasetiscussed with them during focus group
sessions, with their perception of the poor quatifyassistance provided once they actually
operationalised their projects.

It is also worth noting that during the focus grosgssions the contracted project promoters
attending were more critical of the Applicant Guadend particularly the fact that they were
subject to ongoing change through the various Genda that issued (as noted in the previous
chapter). However, generally speaking, the Foctmufs participants said that the Applicant
Guide improved over the time and did provide adésmoaientation and guidance although that
guidance tended, of its nature, to be too genardliasufficiently detailed in the face of the

complexity of the system the beneficiaries havertgage witH.

Regarding the Corrigenda to the Applicant Guides)eficiaries said that although they made
positive clarifications there were far too manytlkém and they issued far too frequently. In
some instances they issued close to the closirg fdatparticular calls for propsals having the
effect of changing the deadline or introducing $aibal modifications (e.g., nondisclosure of
applicant identity, partnership agreement, budgests) and this caused significant difficulties
for applicants. Furthermore the beneficiaries ddteat there were no links provided to show
where the Corrigenda impacted on the Applicant &uiRetroactive amendments to the Guide

also caused difficulties amongst the beneficiapasgticularly with regard to monitoring and

" We note that a survey was conducted under TA ird2@ferencing the quality of the Applicant Guidelahat MA and IBs
met to discuss its revision. A revised and improveision covering General Conditions issued in 201§0.
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auditing issues. Finally, in respect of this isghe, beneficiaries noted that the FAQ on the ESF

website were not regularly updated in accordantle thie changes made.

Table 38: Satisfaction Ratings of the Contracted dfgct Promoters & Unsuccessful
Applicants Regarding the Help-Desk Facility

Satisfaction Ratings of the Contracted Project Proraters
& Unsuccessful Applicants Regarding the Help-Desk &cility
%
Contracted Project Promoters Unsuccessful Applicas
Very Satisfied 10.8 1.6
Satisfied 34.4 15.9
Somewhat Satisfied 27.1 36.5
Dissatisfied 175 34.9
Very Dissatisfied 10.2 11.1

The overall satisfaction ratings in respect of thelp Desk based on the survey results are
relatively positive although noticably less posatithan satisfaction levels regarding other I&P
functions (and noticeably less positive on the pdrtnsuccessful Applicants); however, the
focus group respondents were deeply critical ofHkefp Desk services provided. They said the
services provided are too general in nature ant itfsufficient, inadequate and sometimes
unclear guidance is provided — it appears thatptfirecipal mode of response from the Help
Desks is to copy and paste relevant sections flwenApplicant Guide, providing no further
interpretation or guidance. From the beneficiarjgerspective, questions can arise that are
particular to their project(s) and that, in theiew, require a customised reply that was not
forthcoming (e.g. in relation to eligibility, targgroups and cosf8) In that regard the question
of the provision of specific guidance-driven Tedahi Support arose in the focus group
discussions and in the interviews with stakeholderd IBs. The responsible MA staff also
noted the potential for this type of support githe limited human resources available at that
level (as noted above, at MA level there were dhige officers responsible for co-ordinating all
national and regional I1&P activities as well as l#lp-Desk activities across the programme
during the period in question) although they weaeeful to caution against the concept of a full
consultancy model that may possibly be seen toferewith the objectivity and independence

of the application process.

8 For balance, we note that the existing proceduxgsessly limit the type and nature of advice thatynibe provided to
promoters with a view to ensuring equal treatmengfl.
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It is worth noting in that regard that the focuswgy participants were most critical about the
Help-desk in the context of ongoing project impleaéion where very particular questions and
issues arise concerning various aspects of projggementation (e.g., opening the project bank
account, pre-financing calculation, procuremenpt@actual amendments etc). Many of those
attending the focus group sessions were either areaof the Blue Line services and others were
broadly unhappy with the services provided on thleid that the system did not provide
additional, tailored responses to specific questionWe also note that there are several
Handbooks produced by MA SOP HRD that are publisirethe official website, some of them
in draft form. The participants at the focus grogpsnetimes questioned their correctness and
accuracy but nonetheless said there is a needéat guality products of this type and perhaps a

website based forum related to the implementatid®Q@P HRD.

Table 39: Satisfaction rating amongst Contracted dpgct Promoters And Unsuccessful
Applicants: Application Form

Satisfaction rating amongst Contracted Project Proroters
And Unsuccessful Applicants: Application Form
Contracted Project Unsuccessful Applicants
Promoters
o &
0
Satisfied 58.1 41.2
Somewhat Satisfied 27.4 39.7
Very Satisfied 10.8 4.4
Dissatisfied 3.3 8.8
Very Dissatisfied 0.3 5.9

Regarding the Application Form itself, there wasegal (in fact almost unanimous) agreement
that the online application system was positivevas the guarding of the identity of applicants.
This was confirmed through our survey work (as &and also confirmed through interviews
and focus groups. Nonetheless, certain improvenvesits suggested by focus group participants
(e.g., better instructions / guidance for complgtime various sections, increasing the number of

permissible characters for certain descriptive etspeletailed notes on budgeting etc.).
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Table 40: Satisfaction Levels of Contracted Projd@tomoters and Unsuccessful Applicants
with the Accessibility of All I&P Events, Supportnal Materials with regard to People with
Disabilities?

Satisfaction Levels of Contracted Project Promoterand Unsuccessful Applicants with the
Accessibility of All I&P Events, Support and Materials with regard to People with Disabilities?
Contracted Project Promoters Unsuccessful Applicants
% %

Very Satisfied 45.7 35.2

Satisfied 48.4 55.6

Somewhat  Satisfied 2.8 3.7

Dissatisfied 1.2 3.7

Very Dissatisfied 2.0 1.9

As shown above, respondents to the survey werellagatisfied with the accessibility of the
I&P efforts overall although disability represemas that we met over the course of the
evaluation said there needed to be significant awgment in accessibility of venues in which

seminars and information events are held.

Finally we note that whereas the RIBs are involuedontributing to the drafting of the CP,
there is a clear separation of functions betweerMi and the IBs in respect of I&P measures.
It appears that although the IBs are subject tocatdrs set up under what is known as the
Agreement for Delegation, they have no discretipn&&P budget themselves i.e, the
information and awareness-raising budget is cdetiat national level and, as such, the IBs are
not in a position to pro-actively fund I&P initisés and materials themselves (e.g.,
announcements in the newspapers, purchase of Isaneeflets, dossiers or brochures for
information sessions) although they may apply ording under the Technical Assistance KAI,
7.2. The IBs were complementary about the qualitthe I&P materials centrally produced but
say they have no control over the volume producedl @&e often left with no resources or

materials with which to actively promote the pragrae at regional level.

In our view the significant I&P effort raised inémt amongst the target group(s). Although the
general level of capacity and competence vis-athis ESF and project applications /
implementation increased over time there is a neeehhance I&P and particularly help-desk

type activities and to increase the nature, qualitg frequency of contact and communication
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with prospective and actual promoters. We elalediather on this in the conclusions set out at

the end of this chapter.

4.3 Sub-Task 1.3.2

To what extent is the process of evaluation andes@ibn of the proposals for funding

effective?

The evaluation of the effectiveness of the procels®valuation and selection involves an
assessment of whether or not the right processpaign place (as against efficiency, which
measures whether things were done optimally withengiven set of resources). Effectiveness
goes beyond the relationship between input andutsignd takes into account the outcomes of
the process when set against aims and objectives.

The analysis of the effectiveness of the evaluatiod selection process therefore takes into
account the issue of efficiency as discussed inpifeious chapter as well as some of the
material already presented in Chapter 1 (e.g.,rge®mn of the key actions engaged in by

contracted projects (e.g. education and trainimgl) the key target groups of contracted projects
(e.g., the employed, unemployed and others)) as$ aslmaterial presented in Chapter 2

regarding the contribution of the monitoring rewifinom the projects to the objectives of the

programme. It also takes into account the whahgeaof views on the subject as expressed in
the interviews, focus group meetings and surveyslected over the course of the evaluation.

4.3.1 Findings

The appraisal and selection of projects has gormudin various phases with changes in the
composition of the evaluation committees, the madhagy adopted and the system used.
Initially, grant projects were submitted and dueb®evaluated based on a roll-on / first-come
first-served procedure although due to the higluw@ of projects submitted grant projects were
ultimately evaluated in batches and the submissiat® was taken into consideration when

ultimately selected projects were being ranked.
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For both grant and strategic type projects there avélaree-step evaluation process (that followed
the initial check for administrative conformity) &sllows: eligibility of project and applicant;
technical and financial check; and eligibility dfet applicant organisation and partners. The

evaluation was based on a given, approved methggalod evaluation grids.

In February 2008 the MA published a request seeltirgservices of independent evaluators for
all KAl The evaluators were ultimately selectedtbe basis of their evaluation experience in
relevant areas such as education, VET, active gmmaot measure and social inclusion. Some,
but relatively little, training was provided to the(e.g. training was provided on the approved
methodology and the Applicant guidelines). The eatbn grids were quite detailed for each

aspect of the evaluation task but particularly@afie technical and financial areas.

For each call for proposals there was an evaluatport produced with three accompanying
tables as follows:
» list with project proposals selected for financargl whose total requested budgets were
within the financial allocation for the call;
» list with project proposals on the reserve listrejgcts that had scored over the minimum
65 score in respect of KAl where the availablefiicial allocation for the respective call
was exhausted;

» list with projects rejected in either of the thstages.

The evaluation report went to the MA for approviieawhich all applicants were informed of

the outcome of the exercise. Applicants who hadrsited applications that were rejected were

entitled to appeal.

As previously noted, the vast majority of those wmgaged with over the course of the
evaluation believed that the application process fa&. Project promoters were particularly
positive regarding the online application (the mMamerently in use) and they generally regarded
it to be well structured and clear. Furthermoreréhwas unanimity regarding the decision to
anonymise the application forms as that ensureelctibjty and a fair and equal playing field for

all applicants:
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* 919" of contracted project promotdoglieve that the application process was both open

and transparent and slightly more than $38élieve that the appraisal of applications

was conducted in a fair and balanced manner;

e« 77% (n=47) of the 61 unsuccessful applicaetgponding believe that the application
process was both open and transparent whereas.8@B (n=15) of 41 respondents said

that the appraisal of applications was conductedfair and balanced manner.

Contracted promoters were also happy with the aggdraf projects. Noting that the majority of
unsuccessful applicants did not believe the apairaftheir projects to be carried out in a fair
and balanced manner, we also asked that groupeyf were satisfied with the feedback they
received following the assessment of their appbeat for funding i.e, feedback regarding the
merits or otherwise of the project plan, structimenagement etc. Almost 44% (n=29) of the 66
respondents said they were unhappy with the feddtheay received and a further 30% (n=20)
said they were very unhappy with the feedback weckion their applications for funding.
During the course of the focus group sessions edgtitracted projects some of those present said
that even for successful applications it would beful to get evaluator feedback so as to address
any issues identified that may have down-the-limesequences.

Table 41: Use of professional external support byntracted project promoters and
unsuccessful applicants in writing applications féunding

Use of professional external support by contractegroject promoters and unsuccessful applicants
in writing applications for funding

%

ContFEacted Project Unsuccessful Applicants
romoters

Always used external support 4.2 12,7

Often used external support 7.2 12.7

In Some Cases used external support 13.2 15.2
Rarely used external support 11.7 11.4

Never used external support 63.7 48.1

8 Interestingly the highest rate of satisfaction 49%) with the application process is under PA6 (Riting Social Inclusion)
and the lowest rate (80.0%) is in respect of PAddbtnisation of the PES) where all of the fundiagdrgeted on a single
organisation.

8 |n this instance a 100% satisfaction rating is giirerespect of PA4 and all of the other PAs regisroadly similar high rates
of satisfaction.
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Typically, neither group of respondents made extensise of external support to develop
project applications although the practice was noan&@mon amongst unsuccessful applicants.
It is difficult to know how exactly to interpretithother than to suggest, possibly, that ultimately
successful applicants had more in-house capacityfacus and/or that the external support
brought in to assist in the writing of proposalsswet always equipped for the task. Further
analysis of the data at PA level shows that wittjard to the contracted project promoters
external support was not used whatsoever under(Rétéhg that this PA is focused on a single
organisation — the PES) whereas under PA3 (Incrgathe adaptability of workers and
enterprises) external support was always used3ivh &f cases and in 8.3% of cases again, such
support was often used. So, among the contractgelgb promoters there was some disparity in

practice although, overall, the use of externapsupwas limited.

Table 42: Did a significant time between making application and ultimately contracting
have any negative consequences for contracted mtgpeomoters?

Did a significant time between making an applicatio and ultimately contracting have any
negative consequences for contracted project promerts?
%

Total across the OP

PA 1 PA 2 PA3] PA4 PAS5 | PAG6 %

Yes 45,3 56,9 46,7 50,0 50,0 47,2 49,2
No 54,7 43,1 53,3 50,0 50,0 52,8 50,8

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, there ot a significant time-lag between the
submission of an application and its ultimate apaloand a further time-lag before the
contracting stage. Based on our survey of corgdaptojects we know that the average time-lag
between application and approval following evalomatior the contracted projects was 27 weeks
across all PAs and, as such, we asked promot#rsi€aused any particular problems for them
in implementing their projects. As shown in TaB above, in almost 50% of cases the time-
lag did have negative consequences. This issue atsse at the focus group sessions and
promoters referenced a range of problems regardamgexample, loss of personnel, changed
circumstances for members of the target group angéd financial situation of the promoter

and/or partners due to new commitments.

A range of issues arise regarding the time-lag eetwapplication and approval following

evaluation / selection. On the one hand as denaissdtabove, the system or approach changed
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from time to time, most notably in removing the lexaion function from the IBs and the
introduction of independent evaluators. In our vitavs with IBs they were generally of the
view that this was an unnecessary change and maidy teat the rate of appeals from
disappointed applicants increased following the ngea from I[B-based to ‘independent’
evaluation. However, it also appears that the emlo aspect of the process was not the cause
of the significant delays as demonstrated abova&her the delays arose at the level of the MA
and its capacity to process the recommendationibeotvaluators (regardless of whether these
were inside or outside of the system) and arrive aatfinal selection decision (this
impulse/tendency to centralise all decision makisigalso commented on elsewhere in this

report).

Turning to the outcomes produced through the etialmaand selection process we note
comments made in the Commission Systems Audit tgddEm in 2009 where the auditors note
the very high rejection rate of applications (alleider one Call (23)) and what they describe as
excessively bureaucratic requirements such asdhedisclosure of beneficiary identity which,
they claim, “favours mistakes from the side of bemeficiaries and can lead to the rejection of
projects of potentially high quality”. The auditascommend that the MA remove unnecessary

bureaucratic requirements so that ‘quality’ carvpileover ‘form’.

Our analysis confirms the high rate of rejectiorpadposals across the system. In fact, Table 43
below shows a success rate to the contracting stagely 38.3% (taking into account the value
of all 617 contracts signed up to 23.04.2010 asagainst the value of funding made available
through the 77 calls for proposals) across the naraghe until 23.04.2010 (i.e., committing
38.3% of the total value of funds launched, nosignificant differences between and amongst
the various KAI). The data in Table 43 is develofredn data held in the relational-database of

information on implementation that we set up fa @valuation.
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Table 43: Budget and Calisby KAI, Success Rate to Contracting and EstimatiafiNo. of
Calls Now Required to Absorb Available Budget

o Rate of
Coun Average | Minim .
Public t of bAlﬂlg;::%C:/ budgetby | um | Remai anbz?::p::? Corrected | Corrected
KAl Funding distin i calls per | calls | -ning by calls remaining
[EUR] ct [EUR] KAI neede| calls contracti needed calls
calls [EUR] d ng*
Vi= | VIl= IX = X=
I I i v M IV | VI-lI Vil VIVIII IX-lI
1.1 | 170.957.951 4 111.845.741 27.961.43%,1 2,1 55,5% 11 7
1.2 | 122.112.822 4 134.484.408 33.621.103,6 -0,4 33,3% 11 7
1.3 | 191.155.516 4 206.051.518 51.512.873,7 -0,3 27,5% 13 9
14 | 172.365.231 4 125.589.745 31.397.436,5 15 28,6% 19 15
1.5 | 335.197.294 6 139.188.512 23.198.08%4,4 8,4 201,1% 7 1
2.1 | 201.127.040 5 131.844.028 26.368.806,6 2,6 29,0% 26 21
2.2 | 214.535.465 4 171.945.136 42.986.28%,0 1,0 15,9% 31 27
2.3 | 575.734.679 4 231.363.299 57.840.82%0,0 6,0 11,6% 86 82
3.1 | 162.470.458 3 98.162.416  32.720.80%,0 2,0 46,1% 11 8
3.2 | 269.515.210 5 161.990.608 32.398.1238,3 3,3 41,2% 20 15
3.3 | 87.670.743 4 64.056.674 16.014.16%,5 15 63,4% 9 5
4.1 | 151.962.277 4 82.756.60%  20.689.1517,3 3,3 18,9% 39 35
4.2 | 83.579.442 4 48.311.249 12.077.81%,9 2,9 27,2% 25 21
5.1 | 186.613.442 4 157.567.568 39.391.892,7 0,7 10,1% 46 42
5.2 | 356.742.602 5 290.260.747 58.052.14%,1 1,1 26,5% 23 18
6.1 | 420.570.625 4 264.078.340 66.019.58%,4 2,4 18,3% 35 31
6.2 | 93.524.254 3 45.434.727  15.144.90%,2 3,2 75,0% 8 5
6.3 | 73.177.863 3 39.330.242  13.110.0815,6 2,6 128,7% 4 1
6.4 | 56.735.244 3 45.039.005 15.013.0023,8 0,8 1,0% 396 393
3.925.748.158 77 | 2.549.300.56933.107.800 118,6 | 41,6 38,3% 310 233

* The absorption-rate takes into account all 617tcacts signed up to 23.04.2010 and compares theafypablic-
funding to the financial volume of the respectialt ¢

Table 43 presents a simple comparison of the oadlde up to end 2009 grouped by KAI. The
table shows funding allocated per KAI (total pubhcEUR) and, within that, funding allocated
to calls within the KAI (EUR), a calculation of tla@erage 'size’ of calls and a calculation of how
many such calls would be needed for full absorptibavailable budget if each call was 100%
committed. We then shotle actual level of contracting achieved up to 23402010and show
the calculation of the absorption rate to that stagmpared to call volume. Based on this

‘success rate’ we calculate the number of call$ Wauld be needed to absorb the available

8 The number of calls launched in the reference gas®8 including three groups of grant-calls E&alb 25, 26 and 30 for KAI
3.1, 3.2 and 5.1 respectively) each of which wasorealised to 8 technically independent but topycalentical calls. We have
summarised these into one call each (24 to 3),rddiscing the original number of 98 calls to 7#idcg calls.
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funding. A summary analysis of Table 43 and thaes provided at Annex ¥5shows the
following:

* A total of seventy-seven (77) calls were launchetth & value in excess of 2.549 bin
Euro (>10 billion lei>. Calls were made across all KAl with an averagjeie per call of
>130 million lei with the modal number of calls p€Al being four (4). The largest
financial volume was launched under KAI 5.2 (>29@umo / ¢.1.139 blei) and the
smallest was under KAI 6.3 (just > 39meuro / c.irigi);

 Annex 15 shows a total of 5,989 applications arelirthtatus at the end of December
2009° across the KAI with significant variation in thember of actual applications per
KAI. For example, under KAI 3.2 a total of 1,27pp#ications were made valued at
more than 4.655 billion lei or 744% of what wasadfer (626 million lei). Under KAI
6.2 a total of 202 applications were made valued.383 billion lei or 1,358% of the
175.4 million lei on offer. Overall the 5,989 ajgpltions received were valued at about
34.6 billion lei or 345.18% of the available bud@est over 10 billion lei) across the 77
calls.

« Of the 5,989 applications received, 3,130 (>52% tlo¢ total number received)

applications with a value in excess of 16 billia lvere rejected Another 1,023

applications (17% of total) were still in the ewaion / assessment stage. Of the total
5,989 applications across all KAI a total of 475 §&6) made it through the selection
process but were not yet contracted (valued at72hiiBion lei). Ninety-nine (99)
projects with a value of about 220 million lei wgalaced on a reserve list.

* Finally, of the 5,989 applications submitted a ltadé 508 (c. 8.3% of total) were

contracted before the end of 2009 with a total eafiabout 2.431 billion lei representing

about 7% of the value of all applicatiofis

84 Annex 15 presents a more detailed table / spreatishat provides the number of applications maae<g\l and the financial
volume / value of the applications according tartkéatus (e.g., initial application stage, follogiassessment, and contractual
stage) up to end-2009.

8 To compare: The overall budget available for PA & is nearly 4 bin Euro.
% The cut-off date for data exported from Action Webthe evaluation

87 This highlights some inconsistency between Actioeb/énd the Contracting Directorate’s table of catsraAccording to the
latter the number of contracts signed to end- 2089 520 with a total funding of 2.644.097.680 - fihidicates problems in the
updating of Action Web with later project stageatthre not really managed via Action Web. To awaidh incoherence and
inconsistencies a clear cut between Action Web dathdata on projects as they move through furdteges of the process
beyond evaluation, selection & rejection shouldrvizele.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 134 /233



S

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale

MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
S1 PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Annex 15 presents a spreadsheet that details the numbappdications made per KAI and

application type (i.e., grant, state aid or strefe@nd the financial volume / value of the

applications according to their status (e.g., ahiipplication stage, following assessment, and

contractual stage) to the end of 2009. A summaajyais of the tables shows that:

calls with a total value of 1.161 billion lei and average value of c. 31 million lei were

launched in respect of grant-aided projgcts

calls with a total value of 527 million lei and awerage value of ¢.86 million lei were
launched for_state aid type projecsd

calls with a total value of 8.336 billion lei and average value of ¢.154 million lei were
launched for strategic projects

Further analysis of the data shows the following:

A total of 2,228 applications were received undber ¢alls forgrant-aided projectsvith a

total value of just over 3 billion lei or 266% die available budget advertised through
the calls. The 1,593 (71%) rejected grant-type iagpbns had a total value of almost 2
billion lei (or just under 66% of the total valué al grant-aid type applications). Some
109 projects passed the assessment stage andehlsated but not yet contracted (c. 4%)
with a total value of just over 142 million lei (df6 of the value of all applications).
Seventy-five projects were put on a reserve list altimately 308 grant-type projects

valued at ¢.369 million lei were contracted@ihis represents about 14% of all grant-type

applications made and 12% of the value of all saghlications

A total of 785 applications were received under shecalls forstate-aid type projects

with a total value of slightly more than 607 militei or 115.22% of the available budget
advertised. Some 114 applications (14% of totalewejected during evaluation with a
total value of just over 74 million lei. A furthéd66 applications (21%) are selected but
not progressed further at end-2009 and their teddlie is just over 121 million lei
representing ¢.20% of the value of all applicatioi$even (n=11) applications valued at
c.8.4 million lei are on a reserve list and, toedahd based on the data available to us,

there wereno state-aid type projects contracted at end-2009

A total of 2,976 applications were received under talls forstrategic projectswith a

total value of almost 31 billion lei or 371% of theailable budget across the calls. Some
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344 applications (c.12%) valued at almost 3.5 dnilliei were submitted electronically
and were not processed any further. A further @@jects (c.27% of all applications)
with a value of almost 8.7 billion lei were stifl evaluation/assessment and 1,423 (c.24%
of total) applications were rejected with a totalue of c.14 billion lei. Thirteen (13)
projects valued at c.121 million lei were on a reedist and, finally, 200 projects (c.7%

of all strategic applications) valued at just o¥ebillion lei (c. 8% of the value of all

strateqgic applications) were contracted

In order to get a sense of the impact of the redhitilow rates of absorption that have been

achieved to date based on the relatively low réatergects contracted to date, we performed a

number of calculations that demonstrate the saadedapth of the implementation issues facing

the managers of the SOP HRD and which raise quesstegarding the application, evaluation

and selection processes as follows:

to date, the overall success rate in terms of fatd®rbed when projects contracted until
end of April 2010 are taken into account for thecalls is ¢.38.3% - at that rate of
success it would require a total of 310 calls (rapt233 calls or three times as many
calls as have issued so far) to absorb all thdabtaiSOP HRD funding until the end of
the programming period — from our perspective #ppears to be an unrealistic and,

most probably, an impossible task.

The above analysis of the data to end-2009 sugtiestsllowing:

there is a considerable level of interest amongespective promoters in the funds
available through the SOP HRD - this is a positngécator and suggests, at the least, a
well organized awareness raising effort;

there has been a considerable amount of time diodt gut into the system and in
responding to the system on the part of all stakkshme (including, for example,

applicants, IBs and the MA);

however

it is apparent given the relatively limited outgatdate (as demonstrated through low
levels of approval and contracting when set agaihst quantum of applications in

numerical and financial terms and the high levealepéction)_that there are serious issues
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arising in respect of the effectiveness of theawst so much effort by so many for such

little return

Notwithstanding the fact that applicants (both ®ssful and unsuccessful) believed the
application process to be fair and that many betiethe subsequent evaluation and selection

process to be fair and transparent, a number oéssarise regarding the process itself.

First, and as noted elsewhere in this report, isgéndtion drawn between Strategic & Grant
projects is an artificial one. The general viewnframongst those we engaged with over the
course of the evaluation is that there is no rédérénce between the two types of projects in
terms of strategic content — some are simply biggan others and operate in two or more
regions (and that may actually mean two neighbgucmunties across regional borders in many
instances). In that regard the organisation ofcétle receipt of applications and the assessment
of applications on that basis is, in our view, aifiaial one and involves an unncessary level of

administrative complexity in that regard.

Second, given the scale of the overall effort (tdude the entire apparatus of the programme
and the time input by all applicants) and the lediteturn from the system in terms of contracted
and/or contracted and approved projects coupled thi¢ threat this poses to overall rates of
absorption, we believe that the total reliance parocalls for proposals with specific limits on

the value of those proposals is ineffective, paldéidy in an environment where the managers of
the programme (at all levels) and the prospectp@ieants to the programme are facing a very

steep learning curve.

In our view there is a need for significant charigethe application/evaluation/ selection
processes with a view to achieving strategic foeabancing drawdown and ultimately deriving
necessary outcomes for the development of humatatapRomania. This is elaborated on in

the conclusions set out at the end of this chapter.

4.4 Sub-Task 1.3.3

(a) An analysis of the way in which the internal mioring system at project level provides the
necessary information for the monitoring of the pgpamme as a whole; (b) To what extent is
the programme monitoring system answering to theedfic reporting needs of SOP HRD?
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And (c) To what extent does the SOP HRD benefiaarunderstand clearly and uniformly the
SOP HRD monitoring indicators?

4.4.1 Introduction

To address this sub-task we focused on compliandecaherence checks regarding the two
layers of monitoring and reporting in question.(i& overall system level and at the level of
beneficiaries) and complemented this with additianéormation raised through focus group
meetings with project promoters as well as inforomatgleaned from interviews with
stakeholders and with monitoring and reporting fstedm the MA /IB and, finally, with

responses to relevant questions posed throughuousysof contracted project promoters.

As referenced earlier in this report, we note arclevel of interaction between the response to
the questions above and responses provided to gtestions already addressed under the
Relevance and Efficiency criteria.

4.4.2 Findings

In relation to the way in whiclthe internal monitoring system at project level pides the
necessary information for the monitoring of the pgpammeas a whole we found that projects
tend to gather a significant amount of data. F@meale, project promoters are required to gather
data pertaining to a wide range of characterigifcparticipants in interventions of one sort or
another (ref. Annex 11 of the Guide - Registru gtimpa beneficiari.xls) and are required to
provide this for on-site inspection and to subrmis one of the many requirements associated
with a reimbursement request. In that respect tloenpters gather data on the age, gender,
previous education status and other characterigifcparticipants as well as identifying

information like name and contact coordinates idirig county and locality.

What these data are missing however is any infoomain entry or exit date of participants and
also anything about the achievements of particgéont, for example, reasons for drop out). The
lack of data regarding start or end / entry or dates, coverage periods, status changes etc. is a
general weakness in all the data collection systemarticularly so in respect of the internal

tables at MA level that are used mainly for cortraied financial control. We note that such
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information is of the highest importance for angukar and comprehensive progress reporting;
however, as previously noted, the MA is aware o tbsue and has taken steps during 2010 to
address the gaps identified through ‘Instructioh&@ the ongoing development of an effective

MIS.

A striking example of the above issue can be skeugh the ‘centralizator’ table of indicators:
this table has a column for the approval date lier underlying technical and financial report
(‘Data aprobarii RTF’) although this is a redundamé¢ce of information in the context of
monitoring aggregated indicator values at KAl or I@¥l; on the other hand, the table contains
no indication of the period covered by the repatspite the fact that such information is

indispensable to the appropriate use of the daga@stion.

Despite the fact that projects generate and prdaidiy rich data, at programme level the output
and result indicators are reported on without expteference to this richer data. It appears that
this richer participant data is principally used émmplying with requirements of the AIR and
Annex XXIIl and to be compiled using the Anexa &ntralizator anexa 23.xIs’ and not for

regular update and programme management purposes.

Within the templates for the ‘Baza de date indigatable an ‘Action Category’ is introduced as

a sub-category to each KAI although this is noemeiced anywhere else and, as such, it is not
clear how these ‘actions’ are assigned to projéas what criterion/criteria are used to do so)
nor is it made clear what further use is to be mafdéhem. Fourteen categories have been
assigned to 19 KAl in that respect — in most cd$4KAl) there is just one action category per
KAl and in 5 cases there are two.

Table 44: Action Categories

1 | Acces de piata muncii (used 4 times)

Cercetare post-doctorala

Dezvoltarea capacitatii reprezentantilor societatiie

Dezvoltarea retelelor si parteneriatelor cu repnerdii societatii civile

Implementarea economiei sociale

3
4
- Formare profesionala continua (used 5 times)
6
7

Invatamant pre-universitar
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<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Invatamant superior

Masuri corective de parasire timpurie a scolii

10

Masuri preventive de parasire timpurie a scolii

11

Programe doctorale

12

Serviciul Public de Ocupare (applies to 2 KAl unBéx4)

13

Sustenabilitate zone rurale

14

Tranzitia de la scoala la locul de munca

Although apparently not used elsewhere these cassgobviously represent an attempt to

condense or categorise information that otherwsszarches individual KAL.

Instead, what is actually in use is a system of @idlicators delivered with the Centralizator

table (updated to 30.06.2010) according to typeaabivities (the list of indicators and their

assignments is in Annex 16) as follows:

Focussed on individual participants (with furthezdkdown to include sub-categories of

women & Roma);
Focussed on organisations;

Focussed on systems.

Table 45 shows 270 indicators distributed in dyainbalanced manner across the KAI (from 7

to 23 indicators depending on the KAI):

Table 45 - Number of Input, Output and Result in@ditors defined at OP or FDI level
(supplementary indicators)

KAl Input Output Result ALL
1.1 5 8 8 21
1.2 4 I 11
1.3 7 5 12
1.4 7 7 14
1.5 1 3 8 12
2.1 1 6 4 11
2.2 2 6 5 13
2.3 1 6 5 12
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KAl Input Output Result ALL
3.1 4 6 1 11
3.2 5 12 4 21
3.3 4 1 4 9
4.1 1 8 14
4.2 1 6 10
51 4 12 22
5.2 4 11 8 23
6.1 9 15
6.2 11 10 21
6.3 4 7 11
6.4 4 3 7
33 119 118 270

The major subsets of 123 indicators refer to supjoorindividuals, followed by 45 that refer to

systems development and 18 that refer to suppodrf@anisations:

Table 46: Number of indicators referring to suppadidr individuals by KAI

FiKai Input Output Result ALL
1.1 5 1 6
1.2 1 1 2
1.3 7 3 10
1.4 2 2 4
15 2 1 3
2.1 4 2 6
2.2 6 3 9
2.3 5 1 6
3.1 1 6 7
3.2 7 1 8
4.2 2 1 3
5.1 6 8 14
5.2 11 4 15
6.1 7 2 9
6.2 10 6 16
6.3 3 2 5

1 84 38 123
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The analysis of that ‘centralizator’ table witheegnce to input and output indicators shows the
following overall rates of achievement:
e For support of individuals, 390projects reporting - the outcome is 12.8% or spest
of indicators with reference to women, 18.4%.
* The overall achievement rate for indicators refertio support /development of systems
is much smaller at 0.2%with 212° projects serving the respective indicators.
» Finally, indicators referring to supporting orgaatisns (79 projects serving to these

indicators) register at 0.3%.

Unfortunately the information above does not throwch light on the reality, for a number of
reasons as follows:

e Only 419 projects out of 520 contracted to the eh8009 are included (the number of
unreported cases in aggregate reported by Ol CENdaidot be estimated);

« Some of the projects in the basic table we recefumm the MA were contracted after
31.12.2009 and, as such, we must assume that éinesacluded to some extent in the
aggregates provided — we made appropriate correctihere this was apparent;

* The data have no clear reference period,;

* The output and result indicators have no speciiddstones but have to be achieved ‘at
some point’ over the lifetime of the projects. Thhe interpretation of any achievement
rate before the end of a project is purely spemdats it might be that, for example, the
output achievement will be realised only at the ehthe project due to the nature of the
activity in question;

* Not all indicators have been categorised — manyatdfit into the above scheme (e.g.

transnational partners involved in activities).

Thus the currently available indicator tables pdeva less than ideal source for assessment of

the programme.

8 The actual number is higher but indeterminable BEENTRU delivered only aggregate figures for KAl &nd 3.2.

8 In the original table a lot of the projects in gi@s have individual achievement rates of 100% thet absolute figures are
often just ‘1' — we already mentioned elsewherehis report, that the breakdown of programme léndicators to single
projects can be very misleading

% The actual number is higher but indeterminable asvare provided only with aggregate figures in egspf KAI 3.1 and 3.2
(Ol Centru).

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 142 /233



S

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
S1 PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

As such, we found that the internal monitoring adjgct level is capable of providing data to
inform the monitoring system at programme levelvbwer, as discussed earlier in this report,
there are issues with the functioning of the progree monitoring system in place as monitoring
Is enmeshed with and subservient to financial abmather than existing in parallel with it and

serving a different purpose i.e., a programme mamanmt and programme steering function.

Under the heading of Relevance we addressed thenteid which the contracted projects
contribute to the general and specific objectivésthe programme and in that regard we
discussed some of the issues arising in respebeahonitoring system and its capacity to meet
the reporting needs of the programmadn that regard we noted that the monitoring eystis
linked to the reimbursement and financial contggtem and, as such, does not operate as what
we would regard a conventional monitoring systerthat, for example:

* The monitoring data collected through the reimbuoneset exercise are not locked into a
given time-period (e.g., quarterly or half-yearlyjhey cover the period of time to which
the reimbursement request refers and, as suchcthwey project-initiated periods of time
related to cash-flow requirements at project levalthat sense they are not amenable to
regular, standardised and comprehensive aggredatied to a given period of time to
facilitate monitoring or reporting;

* Because of this the quality of the reporting onivétgt output or results is less than
optimal (noting that as there are no impact indicatthis type or level of reporting is
simply not possible).

e It is also the case that relevant information i$ necessarily registered in electronic
format although it might be available in paper fatnfe.g. the period covered by a

Financial and Technical Report that accompaniesdtyeest for re-imbursement).

This lack of synchronisation is a general probleamd( is linked to the obvious lack of

engagement with dates and reporting periods thatlveady stressed above). It refers not only
to the technical reports but also to financial ripg and other (e.g. internal) data collection.
This deficit not only impedes the attainment ofullyf fledged, indicator-based documentation

and reporting on KAI/SOP level but is also an otistédo more effective financial forecasting.

The system clearly lacks efficacy and based omobservations made here and elsewhere in this

report our view is that it may be appropriate ttakksh a second strain of obligatory reporting
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that is not triggered by the case by case cash+flesds of project operators based on the project
calendar or to the financial control stricturest btrictly linked to overall reporting needs at
programme level. To do this, there would be adrieeclearly define the periods in question in
terms of start and cut-off date and also a needafolear deadline for submission taking into
consideration the adequate buffer time that woelchéeded for plausibility and other checks as

necessary. We return to this issue in the conahgssection below.

The reporting requirements at OP level are definéitiin the Structural Funds regulations,
namely the ESF regulation and the related Annex Xl COMMISSION REGULATION
(EC) No 1828/2006 (Implementing Regulation) spentdy ‘Data on participants in ESF
operations by priority’. Notwithstanding the commts above regarding the overall approach to
the monitoring function we can confirm that thet ki data to be delivered on participants is
accurately designed to comply with the aforememttbAnnex XXIII and that corresponding
output and results tables referring to indicatoeindd within the OP and FDI — with all the
provisos we have regarding their current utilitwere provided to us by the MA for integration
within the evaluation database. Likewise the gdnafarmation about projects is adequate with
respect to meeting the summarising Code Categtiedsthe Commission requests with regard
to AIR /FIR (based on Part C of Annex Il of the Mégulation).

Although there is no formal requirement to colldata to establish the regional (county based)
allocation of activities and funds with a view tadertaking an analysis of the impact of the
dispersed investment and its relationship to diffiéregional priorities and challenges, we are of
the view that such information is critical. Howeyvé is not currently available through the

system and creates significant lacunae in programargagement intelligence. In our survey of
contracted projects, 222 respondents represenbogtd0.6% of the contracted funds to date
provided us with data on their location that allowes to present the regional distribution of
projects as set out in Table 47 — this type of da¢®ds to be collected and collated

systematically to inform policy and programme mamagnt:
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Table 47 - Clear regionalised assignment of progct

. Count of ..
Region Projects Sum Of Eligible Cost
North-East 36 57.768.032
East 36 42.344.124
South- 19 24.660.613
Muntenia
South-Wes 27 32.477.172
Oltenia
West 24 27.964.127
North-West 15 13.340.620
Centre 36 47.120.906
Bucharest; 29 44.179.879
lIfov
222 289.855.473

Source: Survey of contracted projects — data predibdy projects through our survey is matched with  contract

data received from the MA.

In relation to data management itself we found thlatreas the ‘content columns’ for projects
referring to individuals are in place, the struetof the data to be reported itself is often poorly
defined. For example, the proper management afu@i carry-over of participants between
reporting periods is something that arises at dactl of provision and processing of data,
however, we found that this is not always correathyderstood and managed - in certain
instances, participants appearing in one repomatoappear in the next even though they may
still be involved in the intervention. In thosestances, the understanding appears to be that each
report provides information on changes on a stdodeabasis when compared to the previous

report submitted rather than the carry-over (cutivéa situation on an ongoing basis.

It is also the case that the structure of repontints the risk of double, or multiple counting of
participants due to the fact that target groups iadtcators are defined in an extraordinarily
complex manner. Taking into consideration multippects of discrimination or disadvantage
on the labour market might work fine for reportiag the level of a single project but it can
quickly lead to confusion when working on the basfimggregate data. In that regard we note
that the indicator definitions for the SOP HRD hawdevel of complexity and of variety

throughout the key areas of intervention that make&h misunderstandings very likely to occur.
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For example, in ActionWeb there are 184 target graefinitions at KAI level in combination
with 19 KAI (+2 KAI for TA not included here) leady to an effective cross-tabulation of 724
combinationg(i.e., 724 real combinations based on Actionweta dating that not all KAI (19)

cover all target groups (184)). Moreover, as margicator definitions are very similar and as
they are typically stated first as absolute figuaed later in the form of percentages, there is an
additional risk of confusion. We note that the es#ere is a question of ‘how’, rather than ‘what’
data is collected. In that regard we are of tlewihat it would be possible to turn the system
around with relative ease to ensure more effectimeagement and analysis as the required data
is present and is collected but, as already nateitected and collated in a less than systematic

and useful manner.

Considering that applicants may apply for fundimgler several KAI this suggests that the staff
of the beneficiary organisations who are respoadinl project monitoring and reporting as well
as their counterparts in the IBs need to be skdled adequately trained to manage the degree of
complexity involved. The situation is made everrencomplex based on the fact that applicants

may themselves define up to five indicators / tavgdues for output and results alike

As part of our survey workve asked project promoters a range of questionsardgqg the
indicator systemto establish their perspectives in that regardche Tesults are presented in

summary form in Table 48 below:

Table 48: Views of the Contracted Project Promot&sgarding the Indicator System

Views of the Contracted Project Promoters Regarding he Indicator System
%

Total
across the
OP
%

PA 1 PA 2 PA3 PA 4 PAS PA 6

How well do you understand the indicator system fothe KAl under which you made a successful applic&n
for funding?

Very Well 50.0 33.8 37.0 20.0 31.8 21.6 36.7

Adequately 42,3 63,2 48,9 80.0 59.1 62.2 537

%1 Some 83% of the contracted project promoters sevesaid they had submitted a reimbursement requésth includes

engagement with the monitoring exercise) and, ehthc.33% said the process was challenging. Dutiegfocus group
sessions the participants elaborated on their coade this regard referencing the very heavy arhofipaperwork that must be
produced and reproduced and the level of checkiagthey are subject to.
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Views of the Contracted Project Promoters Regarding he Indicator System
%

Total
PA1 PA 2 PA 3 PA 4 PA5 PA 6 acr(())sps the
%
Not Very Well 7,7 2,9 14,1 0,0 9,1 16,2 9,6

Does your project's monitoring system generate datthat adequately responds to the relevant programmer
KAl level indicators?

Yes 92,6% 98,4% 93,8% 100,0% 97,5% 96,9% 95,%%

No 7,4% 1,6% 6,3% 0,0% 2,5% 3,1% 4,5%

Did you define your own, non-programme level indictors as part of the application process?

Yes 72.6% 60.6% 68.7% 80.0% 70.0% 76.5% 69.1%

No 27,4% 39,4% 31,3% 20,0% 30,0% 23,5% 30,9%

Does your project's monitoring system generate datthat adequately responds to indicators you defined
yourself as part of the application process?

Yes 90,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,09 100,0% 92,0% 96,B%

No 10.0% .0% .0% .0% .0% 8.0% 3.79

In your view, what are the most important indicator types?

Programme
Level (which
were defined 91,2% 89,1% 90,7% 100,0% 92,7% 79,4% 89,6%
in the Action

web)

Self-defined 7,4% 9,4% 9,3% 0,0% 4,9% 20,6% 94%

Neither 1,5% 1,6% 0,0% 0,0% 2,4 0,0% 1,0%

Based on the above responses it can be seen thatugth more than a third of promoters
(c.37%) say they understand the indicators system well, almost 54% say they possess an
adequate understanding whereas almost 10% adnmibttaunderstanding it very well at all.
Given that 83% of promoters have already made ml@isement request, this is a not a
particularly convincing level of response. Thaitdsgromoters are fairly emphatic (c. 96%)
regarding the degree to which their project momiprsystem can meet the indicator
requirements. Referring to self-defined indicatitrs above results show that 69% took up the
option do this (as invited to do through the apgdlmn process) although, somewhat worryingly,
slightly more than 9% believe that self-definedigadiors are more important than programme
level indicators suggesting a level of disconnetiMeen the strategic intent of the programming

approach under the ESF and the views of that soibpgat least.
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In addition to the overarching issues we have ifledt regarding synchronicity of data,
‘privatisation’ of data and the unhelpful links eten control and monitoring, there are other
technical issues that we wish to highlight as feBoFirst, in relation to the series of data sets w
received from the MA and IBs. Part of the inforraatwas directly exported from the Action
Web database and other parts were maintained inBEX@bles by the respective directorates or
more generally by ‘units’ of the MA. The Action Wéables covered the following headings:

« Applicants;

* Applications/Projects;

* Calls;

» Specific benchmarks for projects and related irtdisa

» Budget breakdowns for applications.

The MA/IB tables were related to:
* Contracts;
* Budget breakdowns of contracts;
* Requests for reimbursement;
* Payment requests;

e Technical progress of implementation.

The ActionWeb tablesre coherent although, as previously referenceahestechnical issues

arise in relation to the way certain data is stpasdn the lack of predefined key-lists referring
localities of project implementation. One issud tieguired a lot of work for the evaluation team
concerns the lack of control of applicant data thvéach application an applicant could enter a
new record for its organisation. When trying to gt for example, an analysis of the allocation
of funds by applicants this presents a real impedinto analysis and also, for example, creates
problems for creating the lists of addresseesi@dwork (e.g. Focus groups) or surveys. For
the purposes of this evaluation we needed to cBeg®&Kl records that included many dummy
records apparently entered for training purposeas bt indicated as such) but also a significant
number of records where one promoter had multigéends. We finally reduced that number to
2,730 unique identities (organisations) althougls ttequired a significant amount of time
investment - different spellings and abbreviatioasd the use of Romanian and / or Latin

characters also hampered our work.
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In relation to the MA tables provided the issue'mivatisation’ as referenced in the previous

chapter arises. The main problems we found — antbured them (to different extent) in all files

provided — were:

Lack of data type conformity — i.e. cells formatted numbers or dates filled with text:
number or date entered as text by either formattingse of the wrong separators or by
entry of additional blanks. This is difficult to téet but has consequences, for example,
for the accurate calculation of totals. As a resdthad to check literally each cell of data
that we intended to use in our database to avaidlicts at import.

Within tables, fields that referred to otherwisegefined data (such as KAI codes or the
complex contract Ids) were not usually entered feokey-list (using the option to define
data-restrictions based on lists) but re-enteredualty with (sometimes intentional)
modifications (e.g. introducing additional blanksmhake a code more readable or, on the
other hand, spelling errors).

As a result a lot of information that should only stored once within the system and
then used as a reference list was re-entered agdimgain in different tables raising the
risk of incoherence and incompatibility in the data

References to projects in a given table were madedon different criteria — either the
project ID (ActionWeb) or the contract number wasd

Some specific data belonging to a specific doss@s not stored in a single table but
could be found elsewhere — e.g. the contract cagesiot to be found in the contract
table (which refers to the project codes generdtgdActionWeb) but in the list of
requests for payment, and certain information fittva request for re-imbursement was
found in the table of payment requests instead

Within tables control-sum checking columns arealoays used, and so on.

These are just some of the issues we found inoeléd the data management. These can have a

profound effect on the accuracy and reliabilitydata and the reports constructed on the basis of

that data and present a real issue for the oweffadhcy of the systefh

92\We have provided the MA with a technical repofiazate to the evaluation proper that details tehigsues arising.

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 149 /233



S

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
S1 PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

4.2.4 Sub-Task 1.3.4

- To what extent do the beneficiaries take into aoat the SOP HRD themes and horizontal

objectives when preparing applications/calls forgmosals and when implementing projects?

Introduction
The extent to which beneficiaries took the SOP HfRBmes and horizontal objectives into

account is dependent on a range of factors thatidac for example, the level of guidance
provided by the MA/IBs in that regard, the emphagi®n to these in application materials and
the relative weighting given to responses by prosye promoters in the selection process. We
are not aware of there being an existing standeddapproach to monitoring these horizontal
priorities although we note on the basis of ouragggnent with the IBs that the horizontal
principles are subject to the monitoring regime are checked through on-site visits and other

means.

Findings

Based on the assumption that the degree to whigleqirpromoters were likely to observe the
spirit of the horizontal priorities would be likelp be influenced by the degree of emphasis
given to the horizontal priorities within the pragmming and related documentation, we
reviewed a range of documents and other matewaisctude: Composition of the Monitoring
Committee of SOP HRD; Applicant guides (2008 & 200pplication Form - Annex 4; The
Selection grid; Annual Implementation Reports; Sstere Implementation Reports; Technical

Implementation Reports; MA and IB web pages; aralriiing provided to beneficiaries.

Based on this review we found that the HorizontabriRies are well represented and presented
throughout the programme implementation. For exanmepresentatives of relevant agencies
and organisations are represented on the SOP HRBDBitdfing Committee, such as (e.g.,
National Agency for the Roma Population, Civil Ssgi Development Foundation, National
Agency for Equal opportunities between Women ancdhMéikewise we found that in the
Applicant Guides (grants and strategic projects) ghinciple of equal opportunities is heavily
emphasised and for “Other horizontal themes” thgliegnts are required to demonstrate the

clear contribution of the project to at least onetlwe horizontal objectives (sustainable
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development, innovation and ITC, active ageinggrinegional / trans-national approach), each

of which is clearly defined.

Annex 4 of the Application Form makes it clear tppkcants that the will be graded in
accordance with relevant horizontal objectives. Alties contain specific chapters dedicated to
“Equal Opportunities” and “horizontal themes” amformation referring to horizontal issues per
KAl is provided. Horizontal objectives form part dhe content of training on project

implementation provided to beneficiaries during 200

As such we found that the beneficiaries had beelh w®rmed by the authorities on the

importance of the horizontal priorities in the OP.

Table 49: Responses by Contracted Project PromoRegarding the Horizontal

Themes and Objectives of SOPHRD
Responses by Contracted Project Promoters Regardirthe Horizontal
Themes and Objectives of SOPHRD
%

Total
within
OP
%

How well did your project proposal reflect the horizontal themes and objectives of SOPHRD?

PA 1 PA 2 PA 3 PA 4 PA S PA 6

Very Well 66,2% 56,5% 65,29 80,0% 56,8%  63,9% 62,6%
Adequately 32,5% 43,5% 34,8% 20,0% 43,2%  36,1% %871
Not Very Well 1,3% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,3

How well are the SOPHRD horizontal themes and objdives reflected in your project
during implementation?

Very Well 61,0% 48,4% 63,69 80,0% 55,600 61,1% 58,8%
Adequately 36,4% 51,6% 352%  20,0% 44,4%  38,9% 20,3
W'e\'""t very 2,6% 0,0% 1,1%|  0,0% 0,09 0,0% 1,0%
Does your project focus on particular horizontal tremes and objectives?
Yes 60.0% 52.7% 64.2%  80.09 63.2% 77,4% 62,9%
No 40,0% 47,3% 35,89 20,0% 36,8% 22,6% 37,9%
If your project focuses on particular horizontal themes and objectives, please specify
Equal 28,6% 71,4%|  43,1% 50,0%  58,3% 66,1%  49,7%
Opportunities
Sustainable 26,2% 71% | 21,6% 0,09  20,8% 16,7%  19,1%
Development
Innovation and 28,6% 14,3% 23,59 50,0% 16,72 4,2% 0,2%
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Responses by Contracted Project Promoters Regardirthe Horizontal
Themes and Objectives of SOPHRD
%
Total
PA 1 PA 2 PA 3 PA4 PA5 PA 6 W'ct)hp'”
%

ICT
Active Ageing 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0% 4,2% 0,4%
Transnationality| 9,5% 7,1% 7,8% 0,0% 0,0% 4,2% 6,4%
Interregional 7,1% 0,0% | 3,9% 0,0%  4,2% 4,2% 4,0%
Approach

As part of our survey of beneficiaries we askedumlper of questions regarding the horizontal
themes and objectives of SOPHRD and the responsetetailed in Table 49 above.

The results are fairly uniform across the PAs amticate that in about 60% of cases project
promoters said their project application and immatation reflect the horizontal priorities very
well. In just over 62% of cases the promoters Hagd project focuses on a particular horizontal
objective and in those instances the followingearghasised across the OP:

» Equality opportunities: 50%

* Innovation & ICT: 20% &

* Sustainable Development: 19%

There are notable variations across the PAs inrélgiard with, for example, Equal Opportunities
registering at 71% under PA2 and at 67% under Pét6ohly c.28% under PAL1l. During our

engagement with project promoters during the fogumip sessions the participants said they
observed the relevant horizontal objectives althoug some cases participants referred to a

more ‘formal’ than embedded engagement with them.

4.2.5 Sub-Task 1.3.5

What are the internal and/or external factors/chacteristics that have

influenced/influence/will continue to influence SOPIRD implementation?

The response to this question effectively takes atdcount all of the material presented in the
report to this point as well as other issues thahave been made aware of over the course of the

evaluation, particularly through our interviews dodus group sessions.
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There is a wide range of both internal and exterfaaitors that have influenced the
implementation of SOPHRD in the past, continuerftuence it now and will influence the
implementation of the programme in the future. [easons primarily associated with the
volume of the evaluation report we present thesaeis as a simple list below and in more
detailed tablular form in Annex 17 noting that afl the issues mentioned are of particular
importance in the context of the SOPHRD and megihaps more space than is possible to

afford them in the current report.

For clarity we note that we interpret 'internal’ neean within the control of the management of
the programme itself and 'external’ to mean theagte (i.e., outside the direct control of the

management of the OP).

In that regard the keynternal issues that have influenced, continue to influeanod will

influence the implementation of SOPHRD are as fadlo

* The existence of what we refer to as a concep@ahgthin the MA regarding the
Programme Management - the MA micro-manages thgramme and in so doing
appears to us to neglect the strategic intenteptbgramme for which it has primary

responsibility;

« The above refernced tendency to micro-manage sn@ganied by a control fixation that
appears to stifle activity and achievement wittia programme — the MA is ultimately
responsible not only for accounting for expendituneurred but for programme
performance and the over-emphasis on control ispactoverall performance and the

MA'’s capacity to facilitate, promote and nurturdi@wvement.

e« Communication is poor throughout the system bothemms of the level and type of
communication between the MA and the IBs, betwden MA and the monitoring

Committee and between the relevant authoritiespaoj@ct promoters.

» Other internal issues related to and possibly ipideing the above include: (i) the
relative inexperience of the team at the MA in geplvith the ESF and programme sof
this level of scale and complexity; (ii) the vergdvy level of bureaucracy that appears to
be characteristic of much of the Romanian publimiadstration; and (iii) a general lack
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of focus on pro-active problem-solving (the systiamds to be more reactive) and what

appears to be an inherent lack of trust betweendheus actors within the system.

The key External issues that have influenced, continue to influeaod will influence the

implementation of SOPHRD are as follows:

 The global economic crisis and the impact it hasl len public finances, on
unemployment, poverty and other issue and the ededdmpact on the capacity of the
state to address issues arising to include ensadequate levels of service in education

and training;

e« The pervasive culture of suspicion that appearsexest in the Romania public
administration regarding possible corruption, pcdit favouritism and related issues.
The degree, depth and regularity of changes icohgposition of management within the
administration following elections also introduaecertainty and impacts on continuity

and the development of core competencies;

« A general lack of co-ordination appears to exiserin different agents of the state (e.g.,
Audit Authorities, MA) appear to provide conflicgnadvice that can impact on

performance — this is compounded by legislative gexity and incoherence.

« The absence of an integrated strategy for the dpwent of human capital is a
significant lack in the context of the implementatiof the SOPHRD - the programme is
‘operational’ by definition an requires a stronglipp framework within which to
operate. That framework is not adequately present;

* The capacity of promoters appears to be limited thed experience in dealing with a
programme and projects of the scale and complasspciated with the ESF is limited.
This clearly impacts on performance although theeeence gained during the current

programming period should be of benefit in the fetu

4.5 Conclusions and Recommendations; Effectiveness
In this section we present specific ConclusionsRadommendations (Table 50) associated with

the findings set out above.
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Table 50: Conclusions and Recommendations — Effeetiess Criterioff

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

: : Timeframe
SO Conclusions Recommendations Targeted At
Question (S, M, L)
25 | The awareness raising campaigns and the subgeque
131 launches of calls for proposals supported with @Handing
" during the reference period for the evaluation gateel
significant interest in the programme and a sigaifit
number of applications for funding. Using the available TA budget the MA should tenfterthe
establishment of a National Technical Support tmitvork it
The information events were generally well regarj&g]d the_IBs to generally enhance the Iev_eI and reat
communication with and support to prospective agpiis and
although, based on our surveys and focus gorup ,wbey )
. . s successful promoters (e.g., online newsletter, slooks,
could be more interactive and the officials sholbé more ; : . S . .
willing and better placed to interpret guidelineshene themath seminars, |glent|f|cat|o_n O.f _emerging - 1s5ye
particular issues arise for applicants and bersfes. developlng case s_tud|es and identifying good pracli MASOPHRD M
promotion of innovation etc.)
There is a particular need to enhance I&P measoregal IBs
areas where the existing social and administrative
infrastructure is less well developed than in urhesas. Devolve budgets and responsibilities (including detd and
responsibilities for 1&P) to the IBs for relevamievant PAs
KAI - see below for more detail.
The RIBs have no direct control over the 1&P budagethis
is managed centrally through the MA - this lackdifect
control would appear to have impeded their capatuty
promote the SOPHRD in the respective regions.
26 | The general assessment of the official ESF websi

% In the table below and the following tables presgnConclusions and Recommendations, we also iediubde “target” of the recommendations proposestifition or organisation
responsible for the implementation of recommendalioand the time-frame (short/medium/long) withirhielh recommended changes should be made. Genespégking
recommendations to be implemented in the short-tehould be implemented within three months of fealon of the report. Recommendations for the omadierm should be

implemented within six-nine months of the finalisat of the report. Recommendations for the longieshould be implemented within a year, althougberrain instances the ‘long-

term’ may reach into a two-three year time-framg.(here recommendations are made that build tiswéie next SOPHRD programming period).
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<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

Evaluation : ; Timeframe
Question Conclusions Recommendations Targeted At -

(www.fseromania.rpwas positive although there is room for
improvement, particularly as regards the strucbirthe site ]
which can be difficult to navigate. There is alsmeed to Subject the official website to ongoing review, immgement| MASOPHRD Ongoing
generally update and improve the content and, itiqodar, | and update.
to update FAQ in real time.

27 | The quality and utility of the Applicant Guidppeear to have
improved over time although the frequency of the
Corrigenda that issued from call to call causedusian and
other problems for applicants and is indicativettdd more
reactive rather than strategically planned approach
implementaiton observed elsewhere in this report.

Review the Applicant Guides (noting that such aereise

The relationship between the Applicant Guides (agfibn was undertaken during_ 2010_) subsequent to anceigdhtext
phase) and the contracting and monitoring pl"a%fe the ovedraLII sltrateﬁ]lc r_e"'f]W of the .r(;]le O.f tWA as
(Beneficiary’s Manual, instructions, etc.) can lesd than rﬁcommin € esdew _?re mft IS repﬁrt wit a"_'em“r?g
coherent causing confusion and other problems, (@uging t € on-t €-grounc utility of as well as consistennythe MASOPHRD M
audit) for beneficiaries. We recognise that theid8uis guidance and advice provided to promoters.
intended to provide guidance and cannot cover | all
eventualities and that the frequent changes hapadtad on
its utility. On the other hand we also recognisat it would
be impossible to cover all eventualities with anyide-type
document and that beneficiaries must also undetstaat
basic fact.

28 | The Help-desk facility was less than optimumsgitmses tg Using the available TA budget the MA should tenfierthe
queries tended to be text-book in nature invohangut and| establishment of a National Technical Support tmivork it
paste exercise that provided limited, if any, farthand the IBs to generally enhance the level andreatd
interpretation of issues arising for applicants bubre| communication with and support to prospective agypiis and
particularly for ultimately contracted projects. héffe is a successful promoters (e.g., online newsletter, sluks,
clear need to enhance help-desk and other supportshematic seminars, identification of emerging issue M
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<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

applicants and contracted projects using, for exan
worked examples, newsletters, supportive on-sisé&svand
S0 on

pdeveloping case studies and identifying good prac

promotion of innovation etc.)

l MASOPHRD

29

Based on the results of our Omnibus survey, areclade
that there is a relatively limited level of awarsseof the
Structural Funds amongst the general public with HSF
scoring at the lower end of the scale (only 19%d).5f the
1,240 people surveyed) and, in turn, the SOPHRBtexgd
with only 90 people (7% of total surveyed).

According to the results of our Omnibus Survey, tise of
the medium of television for publicity purposes ears to be
the most effective way of reaching and informing general
public of the availability and purpose of the SRomania.

Ensure ongoing information campaigns to inform peusive
promoters and the general public of the availabilif
funding, its purpose and the routes and means ghrethich
it can be accessed.

MASOPHRD

Ongoing

1.3.2

30

Based on our research we can conclude thaagpkcation

process under SOPHRD was fair; the online appticati

system is positively regarded and is thought to wasl
structured and clear; there is general agreemeatt ttie

decision to anonymise the application forms ensured

objectivity and a fair and equal playing field fall
applicants; generally speaking applicants were hapiph
the appraisal of their projects although a sigaific
proportion of unsuccessful applicants were unhapiply the
quality of the feedback they received on the assess of
their applications.

N/a

31

Despite the general level of satisfaction with fairness of
the process as outlined above, the evaluation alettion
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Evaluation i Recommendations s tisne
Question Conclusions Targeted At (.M. L)
fr:gcer?)f:zsssw(?rrgrr;n:ffel(i:éIz\a/t?(:)r:r]cﬁrzv\;\lligtijr?rtlgl;;ieg(arllg Review the application, selection and contractiracpsses as MASOPHRD
P m app : o | part of the above-recommended strategic reviewhef MA M
on to contracting)) that in 50% of cases had negcltP . )
; , .y and its roles and functions.
consequences for project promoters with the mgsiifstant B
delays arising at the level of MA S
32 The d!s_tl_nctlon drawn between Strategic & Granests is Remove the distinction between Strategic & Grartjqmts
an artificial one that introduces an unnecessams lef throuahout the svstem S
complexity into an already complex system. 9 y ' MASOPHRD
33 The sole reliance on open calls for proposals sjibcific Sub t / tit s f |
limits on the value of those proposals is ineffextiand ubsequent open competiive —calls Tor _propo’sas s
threatens the capacity to draw down the availaieing. | Should be be launched with a minimum project valyg\sopHRD
and maximum value project value to be determiped
subject to review.
In parallel with the competitive process there dthdoe a
parallel negotiated / non-competitive process fpsut large-
scale, strategic projects.
MASOPHRD, | y
relevant
Ministries and
Agencies
1.3.3 Taking the monitoring system as it currestgnds or on it$
own terms, we conclude that there is a range dinieal . . .
deficiencies that impact on its reliability and a@xcy (e.g., asst;’gi:isar;gglgegﬁrfg?éned in the appropriate u bases an
participants not carried over from one period tothar even 9y-
where they are still in training, risk of double wwltiple
counting of participants due to the complexity dfe i
definitions attached to target groups, further claxipy Protocols should bet dev_ekt)ped and egff(_)lrced ;n(;m(talao the MASOPHRD S
added with the possibility of self-defined indicatplack of| P'OPEr management, maintenance and hiing ot data.
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is not currently utilised, systematically gatheeadl collated
/ categorised or reported at programme level.

This deficit not only impedes the attainment of arenfully-
fledged, indicator-based documentation and repgprtat

KAI/SOP level but is also an obstacle to more difec

be developed with the objective of providing valigak
ongoing data and information to the programme marsga(o
include the Monitoring Committee members) and tovalfor
appropriate corrective action to be taken as reduir care
needs to be taken to make the system as simplessibfe
and to ensure that data is not collected for ita eake.

f : Timeframe
SVEAEE) Conclusions Recommendations Targeted At
Question (S, M, L)
data-type conformity in databases etc.)
IBs
Regarding the level of understanding of the iattic system
amongst beneficiaries we conclude that the indicgystem : - . . .
is not?oarticularly well understood at beneficimyeﬁhich In I!ne the up-skl_llln_g of staff in relation to ifhtors and the
is UNSUrDrisi : A | review of the indicators system as proposed undher M M-L
prising given the level of complexity ireteystem; . ASOPHRD

however, we also conlcude that the current systepnogect Relevance _hegdlng as well as the development dawds
level is too complex and serves to create confuaiongst glone monitoring system as recommended elsewhhm t
: importance and functioning of the system shoul@xaained
its users. o . : IBs

to the promoters and training provided as required.
The internal monitoring system at project levebvyides a
significant amount of detailed data appropriate (for
aggregation through an effective monitoring systam
programme level. There are certain gaps in the catected
at project level that diminishes the value of tl¢adoverall Devel itori ¢ t ai interhbt |
from a monitoring perspective (e.g., on the entrgxt dates| . eve opda ?e¥vthmon|_ orgng Sys elt”n a tglven inter IS
for participants in courses or programmes, on thepen ent othe reimbursement system.
achievements of participants, on reasons for dep o

Serious thought and planning should be given to |the
However, we conclude that, overall, the internahitaring _deve!qpme_znt qf the system _and all of the technisa_lues
at project level is capable of providing data téoim the identified in this report (and in the accc_)mpanyileghnlcal
monitoring system at programme level albeit ytléd tata report) should be addressed. The Monitoring systbould MASOPHRD M
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

financial forecasting.

The potential effectiveness of the monitoring systés
compromised because it is subservient to the cosysiem
(as described earlier in this report).

1.3.4

The beneficiaries have been well informedhayauthoritieg
on the importance of the horizontal priorities lire tOP and
the priorities are well represented and presertiealighout
the programme implementation (e.g.,
Applicant Guides, Manuals for
representatives of agencies and organisations iasstevith

the promotion of one or more of the principles are

represented on the SOP HRD Monitoring Committee.

In the majority of cases the contracted promotéreore the
horizontal objectives in the implementation of thegiojects
(although there is a significant minority who sdatt the
horizontal objectives are not particularly well ebsed).

There are notable variations across the PAs witfarck to
the type of priorities that are pronounced and ohesk —
given that certain of the priorities are, in effégrinciples’
that should underpin all human resource developrygrd
interventions, such variation suggests a level
misunderstanding of the objectives / principlestioat in
certain instances the engagement with the objects/enore
formal than active.

ESF website,
Beneficiaries) and

The MA, together with the IBs, should develop arasemess
raising campaign specifically focused on the impoce of
the horizontal priorities that explains their inteprovides
examples of good practice and that generally supgwoject
promoters in delivering on the spirit and intent tife
priorities.

of

MASOPHRD

IBs

S-M

135

The implementation of the SOPHRD has beéncantinues
to be subject to wide range of variables and imftes.
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Evaluation
Question

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

Some of these are under the direct control of thgramme
managers (e.g., processes, system, design, ubifisatf
existing resources, decision-making), others lig¢side of
their immediate control (e.g., legislation, cultusgaffing
guotas) and others still are outside of the dicecitrol of all
of the actors in Romania (e.g., severity of thebgld
economic and banking crises). Notwithstanding riduege
and scale of the factors in play, the MA has camrsitle
influence on how efficiently and effectively th
implementation of the OP is carried out. The caitiissue
for the MA in this respect is its own understandiofgits
strategic function as that understanding has indofrand

will continue to inform the manner in which taskse &

managed and the structures set up to manage tsise t

In that regard we conclude that the focus of the tdAend-
2009 has been dominated by a control conscioushashas
impeded the maximisation of the resources availailger
SOPHRD. We further conclude that this is allied &g
misunderstanding of the strategic role to be plaggdhe
MA and that unless the MA adopts a more strate
implementation focus based on the development pdaty,
capability, trust and partnership within the systeiis will
have a negative effect on the capacity to drawddiae
available funding and on the overall effectives tbe
programme.

The MA should undertake an externally facilitatachtegic
review of its functions (in consultation with theokitoring
gQ(,)mmittee) with a view to achieving a greater lewdl
strategic focus and better management of the aint
objectives of the SOPHRD.

MASOPHRD,

Monitoring
Committee
SOPHRD
a
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5. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Introduction
In this final chapter we present Overarching Cosicns and Recommendations arising
from the research we have undertaken in respdbiedhterim Evaluation of SOPHRD. We

also make brief, closing comment.

The conclusions and recommendations presentedeirpriiceding chapters are extensive
and, in line with the Terms of Reference (ToR) floe evaluation and the three criteria
governing those ToR (Relevance, Efficiency & Effeehess). They cover a wide range of
aspects of the programme ranging, for example, fiteenstrategic focus of the programme
to the approach to the management of resourcesntéction with potential and actual

beneficiaries and on to more technical issues agdhe design of indicators. In that regard
the conclusions and recommendations touch on issbieentent, system, structure and

process.

Many of the conclusions and recommendations thaamige at below are consonant with
the sentiment of a statement by the Romanian Gawemh (17 August 2010) in which it
identifies the absorption of structural and cohedimnds as a top priority. To achieve the
targeted 90% absorption of the available fundsGloeernment acknowledges that it will
require “the establishment of a new system” to mganidne complex, modern, transparent
and effective use of public funds. This will reguchanges in the legal, institutional and
procedural frameworks as well as a “profound chaofigmentality”. The main measures
envisaged by the Government to accelerate the ggdoelude: simplification of guidelines
for applicants; more flexible criteria; reduced doentary requirements; increases in pre-
financing; improvements in the public procuremeagislation. This ‘sea-change’ will be
achieved, the statement continues, through thesatiain of the following key strategic
directions:

» Optimizing procedures for access to funding andegtoimplementation (e.qg.,

clear and consistent guidelines and procedures);
» Strengthening the administrative capacity (e.gntiooous training of staff,

contracting technical assistance for key supparttions)
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* Improving the procurement process through, for glamlegislative change and
better guidance;

* Identifying and correcting provisions of variouswk affecting the smooth
implementation of operational programmes and ptsjemded by them;

« Enhanced financial allocations for the areas ofrirégntion that generate rapid
socio-economic impact and in respect of which theretrong interest from
potential beneficiaries;

» Identification of mechanisms and tools to facibtaiccess to financing for public
and private beneficiaries;

» Provision of general and specific training for puigl applicants and grant
recipients;

* Improving cooperation and communication betweestakeholders;

* Maintaining a constructive dialogue with the EC;

» Clarifying and standardizing the requirements amwtrol practices of audit and

control bodies.

As is evident in the conclusions and recommendatioresented to date and as will be
evident in the section below, the results of oweasch point towards many of the same

types of issues in relation to SOPHRD.

5.2 Overarching Conclusions and Recommendations

In this section we present Overarching Conclusiamsl Recommendations that are
grounded in the research undertaken for the evaluat Some of these are summarily
indicated in the context of the conclusions andomemendations presented under the
respective evaluation criteria headings (i.e., Ratee, Efficiency & Effectiveness) and are
elaborated on here. Others are presented hetieefdirst time. All of these conclusions and
recommendations overarch the individual criterid are primarily located in the strategic
rather than the operational realm and all refeissmes that must be prioritized and dealt
with to ensure overall coherence in the impleméaof the programme. All of the

overarching conclusions and recommendations asse &esult of the research for and
findings of the evaluation as a whole and are mteskin tabular form below with an

indication of the authorities responsible for thplementation of the recommendations and
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the timeframe within which recommendations should implemented. A very brief
indication of the findings that underpin the comsatuins in question is also provided in each

case:
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Table 51:Overarching Conclusions & Recommendatiéins

nte Structurale

2007-2013

. Overarching Overarching Timeframe
Summary Findings Conclusion Recommendation Targeted At (S, M, L)

Review the legislative framework and the interattjo

between EU regulation, Romanian legislation and

the various rules and guides developed by |the

authorities in relation to eligible expenditure Bf
Informants  referred to ‘chaotid’ funds and the ESF in particular with a view [to
legislation as well as differing simplifying, ensuring coherence and rationalisiineg [t
interpretations of legislative control system currently in place
requirements by different arms of the
state and contradictory advice being
provided to project promoters as|a ACIS should convene regular problem identification
result. . nd problem solving meetings with the MA

There is a general lack of overalsnpLRp and the MAs of other OPs with a view to
co-ordination that impacts on te,yqressing, as they arise, issues that may impedss,

We also found that issues arisgp"’lpaCIty to_effectively Implemertimplementation. This forum might also work [avanaging
regarding the pro-active and cohere¢ e SOPHRD. ensure a coherent and consistent approach actosg@thorities,
co-ordination of the SI overall ds arms of the state that deal with the Sl e.g.,diavith | Audit M-L
evidenced, for example, by the the audit authorities to establish how particylguthorities
existence of the SMIS system and the issues and items will be interpreted and adyise
parallel but incompatible ActionWe project promoters accordingly
system in the context of the
management and reporting on the
SOPHRD.

% In the table below and the following tables presgniConclusions and Recommendations, we also iedutie “target” of the recommendations proposedtifition or organisation
responsible for the implementation of recommendafi@and the time-frame (short/medium/long) withinietr recommended changes should be made. Genspaliking recommendations to
be implemented in the short-term should be impldéagewithin three months of finalisation of the rep&ecommendations for the medium-term shouldiy@émented within six-nine months
of the finalisation of the report. Recommendatiforsthe long-terms should be implemented withineary although in certain instances the ‘long-temmay reach into a two-three year time-
frame (e.g. where recommendations are made thiak towards the next SOPHRD programming period).
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_— Overarching Overarching Timeframe
Summary Findings Conclusion Recommendation Targeted At (S, M, L)
The OP identifies various issues and Develop a national strategy (with a clear regional
challenges but fails to address these [n a dimension) to support the development of human
strategically coherent manner (e.g., capital, to inform ongoing direction in this poligy
accepting that there may be under- area and to assist in better focusing negotiatams
investment in R&D, how is the lin future funding and programmes.
made to the levels of expenditure
targeted at doctoral and post-doctoral
students, what is expected to be deriyed Establish competent and adequately resourced| and
from this investment / expenditure and supported, multi-stakeholder structures to support
where will it place Romania on the the development of human capital at regional level
international stage and why is it mofe i .
important than, say, tackling low levels/Vhereas the SOPHRD identifies a
of literacy amongst the school-going¥ide range of issues that iIMpact ,cijeration should also be given to the usé of
and/or adult population etc?). on Romania’s human capitaheopnical assistance to support research into tapou
deve_lopment . and _ 8SSOCIAeR - ket needs and trends across the regions — this
fundlng/spendlng with theseWiII serve to better identify priorities and to ens | MASOPHRD,
Many informants (project promoters,'ssues’ the document Ia_cks a Ccr?pe relevance of projects selected for funding. ACIS,
social partners, NGO representative§ _rgeted strategy and this makes | Relevant M-L
remarked on the lack of a regiona '_ﬁ'CUIt to assess and/or_engage Government
dimension to the planning of humadVith ~the relative merits — Of z\g\ 0 greater linkage between training  andinistries,
resource  development  and ,]éebalanmng the priorities in theeduc:ation and the real needs of the labour markiropean
associated lack of current socio-economic context and, in addition, ensure that graduates from |tl@®mmission
education system are job/work ready trough [the
development of labour market forecasting skills| at
There is a notable absence of quality national and regional levels.
strategic documents regarding the
development of human capital |n
Romania (to include the regional
dimensions) and this impacts on the
current OP in terms of strategjc
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. Overarching Overarching Timeframe
Summary Findings Conclusion Recommendation Targeted At (S, M, L)
direction and will impact on the
negotiation of future funds and
programmes.

Overall we found that the system
overloaded at central level with 3
emphasis on administratiy
technicalities and ‘auditing' / accounti
without a parallel focus on strateg
issues regarding the development of
labour market, education, training a
so on. This is evidenced in many are
including duplication of effort, heav
reporting requirements, 100% chec
and a lack of substantive reporting
overall achievement and impal
associated, for example, with a lack
impact indicators etc.

on administrative and othe
technicalities has impede
istrategic focus at all levels ¢
\rimplementation in the
eprogramme.
ng

ic

ngeriod in question there was
2aonceptual gap at play regardi
ythe concept of programm
snanagement such that the ov
parching focus at MA level was g
cthe micro-management of th
ofystem rather than the strateg
management of a programn
designed to contribute to th
development of human capital
Romania.

fh&/e also conclude that over the

MA to:

undertake a facilitated, strategic review in orttef

rstructure(s);
d

—h

stakeholders - in particular, the

what levels of discretion (if any) they are perasnitt
etc. ;

a

st
| system to achieve mutual support, trust
" partnership amongst stakeholders — this can
achieved by ensuring openness and clarity

D,

o =]

i'e(gnd guidance and design of an efficient and effed

esystem of programme management overall;

n

with a view to ensuring that the MA maintain

-communication, provision of professional suppo
ti

identify opportunities to outsource operatioSrFaI

. better define its mission, core tasks and assatiate
The over-elaboration of and focys

communicate results of the review to all relevant
IBs - and explai
their role in the system, what is expected of them,

professionalism and trust throughout the
and

be
RASOPHRD,
rt

Monitoring
Committee
SOPHRD

activities through the use of TA and other means

a
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Summary Findings

Overarching
Conclusion

Overarching
Recommendation

Targeted At

Timeframe
(S, M, L)

strategic overview position vis-a-vis the programie

Part of this should involve the devolution of butig
(to include 1&P budgets) and responsibilities tcs|

such that they become responsible for launch of

calls, assessment and approval of applications

contracting of projects (MA exercising oversight hu

not day-today control or duplication).

Staff at the MA and IBs should receive ongoi
training appropriate to be their respective rofethe
system (e.g., strategic, co-ordinating, operatio
supportive etc).

ng

nal

We found that communication withinDespite the fact that the officia

and across the

1]

programme  wawebsite is well regarded as are th

We recommend the development of an enhar
level of communication throughout the program
and enhanced support for applicants and prg
promoters. In that regard:

the MA should meet with IBs on a regular basis W
a view to identifying and solving problems;

the MA should use its TA budget to establish

National Technical Support Unit that will work with

it and the IBs to generally enhance the nature
level of communication with and support provid
to applicants and project promoters (e.g., worksh

ced
me
ject

ith

a

and
ed

bp

e
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. Overarching Overarching Timeframe
Summary Findings Conclusion Recommendation Targeted At (S, M, L)
inadequate. This manifested itself in amformation and other eventsproject-focused website, online newsletter, theenati
number of ways that include, forhosted by the authorities, thegroups, identification of critical mass in relatitm
example, in relation to the clarity andngoing, day-to-day emerging issues, carry out and publish case studies
utility of advice on issues arising forcommunications  within  the identify and promote innovations etc.) — we
project promoters and on the prec|sprogramme (between authoritiespecifically emphasise that what is envisaged hefe
roles to be played by the MA and thend promoters, between the MAa project-focused implementation support role and
IBs and the IBs) are less thamot a legal role confined to strict interpretatiasfs
optimum. regulation;
consideration should be given to the introductién o
a project development phase similar to the approach
that applied under the EQUAL Community Initiatiye
- this phase could last for between three to |six
months and during that period, the approvegASOPHRD | S-M

promoter could receive a nominal level of finangial
support to put the basics of the project structare
place, hire project management staff etc. and be
generally supported by the TSU and relevant IB|(or
the MA itself where it has direct responsibility) t
ensure that all systems are in place to enpure
successful project implementation.
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5.3 Concluding Comment

The conclusions and recommendations presented aptéfs 2 to 5 of this report are based on
the results and findings arising from the in-dept&thodological approach adopted with a view

to responding to the terms of reference for therint Evaluation of SOPHRD.

Over the course of the evaluation we met with $igamnt numbers of people on a face-to-face
basis in interview and focus group settings andteak the views of many more project
promoters (both successful and unsuccessful) thromg survey work. We also engaged
heavily with programme level data and built andlgsed a database that attempted to coherently
capture all of the available data pertaining to phegramme over the reference period of the
evaluation. In addition we worked closely with gi®gramming documentation itself in order

to analyse and understand the structure and iofehe programme.

The results of our efforts have, we believe, predid sound and robust body of data on which to
base our conclusions and ultimate recommendatidis.recognize that it may be difficult for

the relevant authorities to address all of the kmens and recommendations contained in this
report given the ongoing workload that is assodiatéth the day-to-day management of the
programme. However, we are strongly of the vieat the above package of recommendations,
if implemented, will significantly enhance the pasiing, performance and strategic relevance
of the SOPHRD and of future programmes and willsendoing, serve to enhance the overall
development of human capital in Romania and fobescontribution of the ESF in achieving

associated strategic objectives.
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Annex 1 - Overview of methodology for IE SOPHRD

- Data —

Official ; Key

Docs. & _Other project,  stakeh/er ~ Group
literature financial Work

Sources i i

Survey

Activity 1.1.1

o o o
Activity 1.1.2 L ]
Activity 1.1.3 ® [ ) [ )
Activity 1.1.4 L L ]
Activity 1.1.5  J - -
Activity 1.2.1 ® [ ) [ )
Activity 1.3.1

° B ° °

Activity 1.3.2 ® [ o [ )
Activity 1.3.3 L _ o [  J  J
Activity 1.3.4 ® o _ [ )
Activity 1.3.5 ® o o
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Annex 2 - Questions for the online survey of conticed project promoters

Section 1 - Basic Details
In this section we request basic descriptive detagarding the evolution of your project and

certain of its basic characteristics.

0 Please provide us with the following:

Oa Project title Self-defined text

Ob ActionWeb ID numerical (long integer)
Oc Contract number Self-defined text

0d Project manager name family name / first name
Oe e-mail address of project manager Self-defined te

Please provide the date on which:

a your ultimately successful application for dd.mm.yyyy
funding was submitted
b  your project was approved dd.mm.yyyy
c the contract for your project signed dd.mm.yyyy
d pre-financing was requested dd.mm.yyyy
e pre-financing was received dd.mm.yyyy
f  project implementation activity actually started d.dm.yyyy
2a Did you apply for a reimbursement at any time Yes/ No
prior to end-June 2010?
2b If you answered 'Yes' to 2a, on what date did dd.mm.yyyy
you make your application?
2c If you answered 'Yes' to 2a and you have dd.mm.yyyy
received a reimbursement, on what date was
that reimbursement approved?
3 What is the anticipated duration of your project No. months

(months)
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4a What 'type' of project are you implementing?

4b

6a

6b

6C

7a

7b

If you implementing a strategic project, what
characteristic best defines it as 'strategic’ in
terms of human resource development in
Romania

What is the Key Area of Intervention under
which your project is approved?

What is the territorial
project?

coverage of your

Is your project primarily implemented in an
urban area, a rural area or in both types of
location?

If your project is implemented in a single
region, please identify that region

What type or category of activity best
characterises the activity engaged in through
your project?

What type of expenditure best characterises
your project?

Transfers to individuals: public expenditure
transferred directly to individuals and paid in
cash or through a reduction in obligatory
levies.

Transfers to employers: public expenditure
transferred directly to employers and paid in
cash or through a reduction in obligatory

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Simat / Grant

Financial volume of funding /
Run-time of the project /
Implementation in more than
2 regions / Other (please
elaborate)

KAI numbers

National / Multi-regional /
Single Region

Urban / Rural / Both

Name 8 regions

Training / Education /
Counselling or Guidance /
Active Labour Market
Programme (e.g. employment
scheme) / Job Rotation / Job
Sharing / Job Creation /
Business start-up / Other
(please name the activity)

tick / select as appropriate

tick / select as appropriate
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levies.
i Transfers to service providers: public tick / select as appropriate

expenditure transferred directly to producers of
goods and services that are transferred to
individuals or employers as benefit in kind.

8 Please name the key target group for your Young people / Early School
project Leavers / Graduates [/
Unemployed / Employed /
People with a disability /
Members of an minority
ethnic group / Entrepreneurs /

Other (please specify)

9 In September and October 2010 we will Yes/ No
undertake a limited number of Case Studies of
contracted projects under SOPHRD. These
will serve as working examples to illustrate
issues and challenges in the project tyele.
Would you be willing to have your project
included on a list for possible selection as a
Case Study?

Section 2 — Relevance
In this section we request information regarding Relevance criterion as set out in the terms of

reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD

10a Did the list of indicative operations as set out in the Yes/No
programming documentation (the SOPHRD, the
SOPHRD FDI, Applicant Guidelines) provide you wéh
useful guide when writing your project application?

10b Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive Yes/No
enough to allow you to fully describe what you piad
to do to contribute towards meeting the objectiiceghe
KAl under which you made your application?
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10c Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive Yes/No

10d

11la

11b

11c

11d

12a

12b

12c

enough to allow you to fully describe what you piad
to do to meet the objectives of your project as you
originally envisaged it?

If you answered 'No' to 9b and/or 9c, please ekltkolt  Self-defined
provide detail. text

Did the list of eligible activities as set out in the Yes/No
programming documentation provide you with a useful
guide when writing your project application?

Was the list ofeligible activities comprehensive enough Yes/No
to allow you to fully describe what you wanted to d
under the indicative operations relevant to yowjgut?

Did the list ofeligible activities in any way restrict you Yes/No
in the types of activities you would ideally havieed to

have engaged in with a view to achieving the aimhs o

your project?

If you answered 'Yes' to 11c, please elaborateovige Self-defined
detail. text
In your view, are all of the priorities as set aat Yes/No

SOPHRD as relevant in the current socio-economic
context as they were when the programme was apgrove
in November 20077

If you answered 'No' to 12a, please name the pgeri Self-defined
that you consider to be less relevant in the cairsenio-  text
economic context

Why do you believe these to be less relevant in the&elf-defined
current socio-economic context? text
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13a Are you aware of new or emerging priorities tha aot  Yes/No
reflected in the SOPHRD but are important in tewhs
the development of human resources in Romania?

13b If you answered 'Yes' to 13a, please name the rmew delf-defined
emerging priorities text

13c Why do you believe these to be priorities in therent  Self-defined
socio-economic context? text

Section 3 — Efficiency
In this section we request information regarding Eificiency criterion as set out in the terms of
reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD inahgdithe efficiency of the appraisal /

selection / approval / contracting and monitorisgexts of the system

10a Did the list ofindicative operationsas set out in the Yes/ No
programming documentation (the SOPHRD, the
SOPHRD FDI, Applicant Guidelines) provide you
with a useful guide when writing your project
application?

10b Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive Yes/ No
enough to allow you to fully describe what you
planned to do to contribute towards meeting the
objectives for the KAI under which you made your
application?

10c Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive Yes/ No
enough to allow you to fully describe what you
planned to do to meet the objectives of your pitogesc
you originally envisaged it?

10d If you answered 'No' to 9b and/or 9c, please ektieor Self-defined
/ provide detail. text
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Did the list of eligible activities as set out in the
programming documentation provide you with a
useful guide when writing your project application?

Was the list of eligible activities comprehensive
enough to allow you to fully describe what you
wanted to do under the indicative operations reileva
to your project?

Did the list ofeligible activities in any way restrict
you in the types of activities you would ideallyviea
liked to have engaged in with a view to achievihg t
aims of your project?

If you answered 'Yes' to 1lc, please elaborate /
provide detail.

In your view, are all of the priorities as set ot
SOPHRD as relevant in the current socio-economic
context as they were when the programme was
approved in November 20077

If you answered 'No' to 12a, please name the figeri
that you consider to be less relevant in the ctirren
socio-economic context

Why do you believe these to be less relevant in the
current socio-economic context?

Are you aware of new or emerging priorities that ar

not reflected in the SOPHRD but are important in
terms of the development of human resources in
Romania?

If you answered 'Yes' to 13a, please name the mew o
emerging priorities

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

Yes / No

Yes / No

Yes / No

Self-defined
text

Yes / No

Self-defined
text

Self-defined
text

Yes / No

Self-defined
text
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13c Why do you believe these to be priorities in the Self-defined
current socio-economic context? text

Section 4 - Effectiveness
In this section we request information regarding Effectiveness criterion as set out in the terms

of reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD.

22 How did you become aware of the advertisement in newspaper /
availability of funding under SOPHRD? attendance at information
seminar / ESF website / word of

mouth / Other (please specify)

23 How satisfied were you with the following
supports provided under SOPHRD?

a Information and publicity very satisfied / satesfi /
somewhat satisfied / dissatisfied
/ very dissatisfied

b Help-desk services very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat satisfied / dissatisfied
/ very dissatisfied

C Applicant guidelines very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat satisfied / dissatisfied
/ very dissatisfied

d Application form very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat satisfied / dissatisfied
/ very dissatisfied

24  What do you consider to have been the mosiGeneral information and
useful type of support provided to you in publicity / information seminars
making your application for funding under / help-desk advice / applicant
SOPHRD? guidelines / other (please

specify)
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25 Please list any suggested improvements
you might have in relation to:

information and publicity self-defined text
b help-desk services self-defined text
Cc applicant guidelines self-defined text

26a How satisfied are you that all information and very satisfied / satisfied /
publicity events and support and application somewhat satisfied / dissatisfied
materials are accessible to people with/ very dissatisfied
disabilities?

26b If you are less than satisfied, please specifySelf-defined text
the issues or challenges you are aware of
from a disability access perspective

26c Please list the supports to would-be applicantsself-defined text
that could usefully be provided in the future?

27a How well do you understand the indicator very well / adequately / not
system for the KAl under which you made a very well
successful application for funding?

27b Does your project's monitoring system Yes/No
generate data that adequately responds to the
relevant programme or KAI level indicators?

27c Did you define your own, non-programme Yes/No
level indicators as part of the application
process?

27d If you answered 'Yes' to 27c, does your Yes/No
project's monitoring system generate data that
adequately responds to indicators you defined
yourself as part of the application process?
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27e In your view, what are the most important Programme Level (which were
type of indicators? defined in the Action web) /
Self-defined / Neither

27f If you consider that the self-defined indicators Self-defined text
are the most important, please briefly explain
your answer

27g Please briefly explain the challenges, if any, Self-defined text
involved in responding to the programme
level indicators associated with the KAI
under which you made a successful
application for funding.

28a How well did your project proposal reflect very well / adequately / not
the horizontal themes and objectives of very well
SOPHRD

28b How well are the SOPHRD horizontal themes very well / adequately / not
and objectives reflected in your project during very well
implementation?

28c Does your project focus on particular Yes/No
horizontal themes and objectives?

28d If your project focuses on particular List of horizontal themes and
horizontal themes and objectives, pleaseobjectives
specify:

28e Please briefly explain how the SOPHRD self-defined text
horizontal themes and objectives are reflected
in the implementation of your project?

28f Please briefly explain how the SOPHRD self-defined text
horizontal themes and objectives are captured
through your project's monitoring system?
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Annex 3 - Questions for the online survey of unsuessful applicants

Section 1 - Basic Details
In this section we request basic descriptive detafarding your attempts to participate in /to

benefit from the SOP HRD implementation.

Oa Contact person name family name / first name

Ob e-mail address of Contact person Self-defined tex

Oc number of applications submitted before 31st
December 2009

Oe number of applications submitted since 1st January
2010

la According to our records you have not yet been all applications rejected /
successful with any application for funding application pending approval
submitted under SOPHRD prior to end 2009 - in or rejection / application
order to confirm our records please confirm if all approved
your applications have been rejected; if you have
applications pending approval or rejection; or if
you have an approved application

1b If you have applications submitted up to 31st number
December 2009 that are still pending a decision on
either their rejection or approval, how many such
applications are in question.

1c If you have applications submitted before 31st comma separated list
December 2009 that have yet to be decided on,
please provide us the relevant project ID numbers

1d If you have applications submitted up to 31st number
December 2009 that were approved, how many
such applications are in question?

le If you have applications submitted before 31st comma separated list
December 2009 that have been approved, please
provide us the relevant project ID numbers

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 181/233



S

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
S1 PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

1f Where you have had an application or applications very happy, happy, neutral,
for funding rejected, how happy were you with the unhappy, very unhappy
guality of the feedback provided on the reasons for
rejection?

1g If you were 'unhappy' or 'very unhappy' with the self-defined text
guality of feedback you received, please explain.

If you answered YES to question 1a and filled infle answers to 1b to 1g you can
now skip the rest of the guestionnaire!
Thank you very much for your support!

2a What 'types' of project have you applied for? tegw / Grant /State
Aid/de minimis

2b Did your organisation use professional external Always /often /in some cases
support in writing applications for funding? / rarely / never

3 If you made an application for funding to support a Financial volume of funding /
Strategic type project, what best characterised the Run-time of the project /
project in question as strategic? Implementation in more than

2 regions / Other (please
elaborate)

4 In the list across, please tick the KAIs under whic
you have made an application for funding under
SOPHRD

5a Are the activities of your organisation focusedaon yes/no
particular region or regions?

5b If Yes, please tick the relevant regions Name of@ons

5¢ Are the activities of your organisation even more yes/no
closely focused on a particular county?

5d If yes, please indicate the county in question f-defined text

5e Does your organisation tend to focus on issues in urban, rural, both, neither
urban or rural areas?
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6a Does your organisation work with a specific target yes/no
group?

6b If yes, please select from the list across: Yopagple / Early School
Leavers [/ Graduates /
Unemployed / Employed /
People with a disability /
Members of an minority
ethnic group / Entrepreneurs /
Other (please specify)

Section 2 - Relevance
In this section we request information regarding Relevance criterion as set out in the terms of
reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD.

7a Did the list ofindicative operations as set out in the Yes/No
programming documentation (the SOPHRD, the
SOPHRD FDI, Applicant Guidelines) provide you with
a useful guide when writing your project applicafto

7b  Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive  Yes/ No
enough to allow you to fully describe what you pilad
to do to contribute towards meeting the objectifas
the KAI under which you made your application?

7c  Was the list ofindicative operations comprehensive  Yes/No
enough to allow you to fully describe what you plad
to do to meet the objectives of your project as you
originally envisaged it?

7d If you answered 'No' to 9b and/or 9c, please ektieatl Self-defined
provide detail. text

8a Did the list of eligible activities as set out in the Yes/No
programming documentation provide you with a useful
guide when writing your project application?
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8b Was the list of eligible activities comprehensive  Yes/No

8c

8d

9a

9b

9c

10a

10b

10c

enough to allow you to fully describe what you weght
to do under the indicative operations relevant dary
project?

Did the list ofeligible activitiesin any way restrict you  Yes/ No
in the types of activities you would ideally havkeet to

have engaged in with a view to achieving the aims o

your project?

If you answered 'Yes' to 11c, please elaborateVvige Self-defined
detail. text

In your view, are all of the priorities as set ant Yes / No
SOPHRD as relevant in the current socio-economic

context as they were when the programme was
approved in November 20077

If you answered 'No' to 9a, please name the peerit Self-defined
that you consider to be less relevant in the ctiseaio- text
economic context

If you answered 'No' o 9a, please explain why you Self-defined
believe these priorities to be less relevant indineent text
socio-economic context?

Are you aware of new or emerging priorities that aot Yes / No
reflected in the SOPHRD but are important in teohs
the development of human resources in Romania?

If you answered 'Yes' to 10a, please name the mew o Self-defined
emerging priorities text

Why do you believe these to be priorities in thereot Self-defined
socio-economic context? text

Section 3 - Efficiency
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In this section we request information regarding Eificiency criterion as set out in the terms of
reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD inahgdithe efficiency of the appraisal /

selection / approval / contracting and monitorisgexts of the system.

11 How many months, on average, did it take between
making your application for funding under SOPHRD
and receiving an official decision on the outcomé¢he
selection process?

12a In your view was the application process both opeth  Yes / No
transparent

12b If 'No', please elaborate / provide detall Selfirted text

13a In your view was the appraisal of applications Yes/ No
conducted in a fair and balanced manner?

13b If ‘No', please elaborate / provide detail Selfivtd text

1l4a Given the fact that you were unsuccessful in apglyi yes /no
for funding from SOP HRD, will that stop you from
making further applications under that OP in therfer?

14b If 'No', please explain why you think it is worthilehto we have learned how to
try again: develop a better
application / we will hire
professional support next
time to develop our
proposal / there are no
alternatives to public
funding in our field of
activity / we believe the
system will be more
flexible next time / Other
(please specify)

14c If 'YES', will you apply for funding under other Yes/No
programmes instead?

14d If you answered 'Yes' to 14a and you intend to yajipl List programmes to
funding under other programmes, please name thoseclude rural
programmes. development programme
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15 In your view, could improvements be made to:

a the application process / system Yes/ No

b the appraisal process / system Yes / No

c If you answered 'Yes' to either of the above, @eas Self-defined text
elaborate providing specific suggestions as apatepr

16 Apart from SOPHRD, did you also apply to any other yes /no
of the Operational Programmes supported by the
Structural Funds or to the NRDP?

17 If you applied for such funding:

a please indicate which programmes you applied under Tick boxes for List of
OPs and NRDP

b how would you rate your experience of the applarati much better /better /fairly
and selection process under SOPHRD compared tequal /not as good /much
those other programmes in terms of efficiency of worse
management and implementation

c Which of those programmes would you rate as best irnList of OPs and NRDP
terms of efficiency of management and implementatio

d please briefly describe what makes the programmeSelf-defined text
identified under 17c the best in terms of efficigruf
management and implementation

Section 4 — Effectiveness
In this section we request information regarding Effectiveness criterion as set out in the terms

of reference for the Interim Evaluation SOPHRD.
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18 How did you first become aware of the availability advertisement in newspaper
of funding under SOPHRD? /| attendance at information
seminar /| ESF website /
word of mouth / Other
(please specify)

19 How satisfied were you with the following
supports provided under SOPHRD?

a Information and publicity very satisfied / satedi /
somewhat  satisfied /
dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied

b Help-desk services very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat  satisfied /
dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied

c Applicant guidelines very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat  satisfied /
dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied

d Application form very satisfied / satisfied /
somewhat  satisfied /
dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied

20 What do you consider to have been the most usefuGeneral information and
type of support provided to you in making your publicity / information
application for funding under SOPHRD? seminars / help-desk advice

/ applicant guidelines /
other (please specify)

21 Please list any suggested improvements you might
have in relation to:

a information and publicity self-defined text
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help-desk services

applicant guidelines

S
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self-defined text

self-defined text

22a How satisfied are you that all information and very satisfied / satisfied /

publicity events and support and applicationsomewhat  satisfied /

materials are accessible to people with disalsltie dissatisfied / very
dissatisfied

22b If you are less than satisfied, please specifydbges  Self-defined text
or challenges you are aware of from a disability

access perspective

22c Please list the supports to would-be applicants thaself-defined text
could usefully be provided in the future?

23 How well do you understand the indicator system forvery well / adequately / not
the KAI under which you madan application for very well
funding?

24a How well did your project proposal reflect the very well / adequately / not
horizontal themes and objectives of SOPHRD very well

24b If your project proposal focused on particular List of horizontal themes
horizontal themes and objectives, please specify:  and objectives
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Annex 4 - Expanded list of issues associated withe current situation analysis set out in
the SOPHRD

* A decrease in enrolments in schools, particulariyriemary and gymnasium levels;

» Relatively lower share of qualified teaching persalnin rural areas in particular
thereby inhibiting access to quality educationyfoung people in those areas;

» Overall deficit of teachers in particular subjextas such as ICT and languages;

 Very low rate of participation in education of yaumpeople from the Roma
community (c. 18% aged 7-16 were not enrolled ardewot attending any form of
education);

* Very low rate of participation in education for khien with special educational
needs;

» High rates of early school leaving (20.8% in 20@85the EU-25 average of 15.2%);

» High rates of youth unemployment (23.8% in 2005);

* Decrease in the number of doctoral graduates (atih@n increase in the level of
undergraduate intake) due to the high cost of dattprogrammes and limited
support for same;

* Relatively low rate of working age population withird level education (e.g. 11.1%
in 2005 vs. 16.4% in France and 15% in Germany);

* Incoherent policy and system-wide response to tinsyit of lifelong learning;

* A decreasing rate of employment amongst the worligg population (57.7% in
2005);

* Inrural areas a significant level of underemplogiria subsistence farming;

» Significant level of engagement in undeclared wadssibly to the value of between
20% and 30% of GDP);

* Very low rate of engagement in Continuing Vocatiomaaining (CVT) — lowest
participation rate in Europe (1.6% in 2005);

* Low levels of staff training in the Public EmploynieService (PES);

* High, though decreasing, levels of poverty and esrtr poverty (18.8% and 5.9%
respectively in 2004);

¢ Almost 70% of Roma living on less than $4.3 per @&prid Bank, 2000);
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* Very low employment rates and poor educationalgrarhnce amongst people with
disabilities.
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Annex 5 - Distribution of funding by PA and KAI

-

Instrumente Structurale

2007-2013

KAl
1 Access to quality education & VET 171 17.24% 4.039
2 Quality in higher education Ministry for Education, Research and 122 12.30% 2.879
. . o Innovation
3 HRD in education and training 193 19.46% 4.559
4 Quality in CVT 18] 18.25% 4.269
5 Doctoral and postloctoral programmes in support 395 32 76% 7.660
research
992 23.37% o

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link

191/233




fe

<

UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCII, FAMILIEI POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013
SI PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU
% within % of : . .
Meuro PA total Ranking of PAs by Funding Allocation

KAI
National centre for Technical
1 Transition from school to active life & Vocational Education 201 19.07% 4.74%
Development
2 Preventing and correcting ESL Ministry for Education, 215 | 20.40% | 5.07%
Research and Innovation
National centre for Technical
3 Access and participation in CVT & Vocational Education 638 60.53% | 15.03%
Development
1054 24.84% 1%

KAI
1 Promoting entrepreneurial culture Regional IBs 180 31.09% | 4.24%
Training and support for enterprises and . 0 o
2 employees to promote adaptability Regional IBs 309 53.37% | 7.28%
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% within | % of . . .
Meuro PA total Ranking of PAs by Funding Allocation
Development of partnerships and encouraging o o
s xxx for social partners and civil society na 90 15.54% | 2.12
579 13.649 4"

KAl
1 Strengthegimnglér;?nZﬁf S(é?\ﬁggi;y o prOVidPNationaI Employment Agency| 152 64.41% | 3.58%
2 Trainin 1.98%
gé’; 84 | 3559%
staff
236 5.56% 6"

KAI
Developing and implementing active . 0 0
1 employment measures Regional IBs 198 35.48% | 4.67%
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0, ithi 0,
Meuro % V;';\hm tﬁtgllc Ranking of PAs by Funding Allocation
Promoting long-term sustainability of rura o o
2 areas in the area of HRD and employment n/a 360 64.52% | 8.48%
558 13.159 5
PAG6: Promoting Social Inclusion
KAI
1 Develop the social economy n/a 429 64.80% | 10.11%
Improving access and participation of . 0 0
2 vulnerable groups on the labour market Regional IBs 101 15.26% | 2.38%
3 Promoting equal opportunities Regional IBs 75 11.33% | 1.779
4 Transnational initiatives for an inclusive lab MA 57 8.61% 1.349
market
662 15.609 3
PA7: Technical Assistance
KAI
1 Support for SOPHR |mplementat|on, MA 98 60.12% | 2319
management and evaluation
Support for communication and promoting o o
2 SOPHRD MA 65 39.88% | 1.53
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% within | % of : . .
Meuro PA total Ranking of PAs by Funding Allocation
o th
163 3.84% 14
TOTAL 4,244
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Annex 6 - Detailed Responses from Employers, Tradé$nions and NGO Organisations
regarding the Key Challenges Arising Based on the i€ldwork carried out for the
Interim Evaluation.

Trades Union Responses

Question Summary Responses from Representatives of Trades ldns

A need: for a coordinated strategy on HRD; to haria® the trades/skills in the
Classification of Occupations in Romania with tletual demands of the labour market
) for information and intelligence on future trends &conomic development to facilitate
What are the major | planning and to allow service providers to adapttttose trends; for professional
challenges facing training to adapt to new equipment and new tectgief for young workers to be
Romania? trained to allow them to compete on the labour miftr a more practical approach |in
education and for significant professional re-casim i.e., based on a study of the
needs of the labour market the education and trgioiirricula should be adapted.

Too much political interference at executive level;

No co-ordination between the institutions in chargé¢here is initiative at local leve

What are the but no final results;

particular regional No region-specific information available on futdrends for economic development;

. A
issues that arise? Need for professional training centres run by tradeions and patronage

Need for regional Monitoring Committees to set nd aanage priorities;

o

Need to carry our out a thorough analysis of thela& market needs and then allocate
funds based on the findings;

Concentrate funds towards encouraging projectaimprship between unions, public
administration and companies;

Need for more weight in the allocation of funds 8MEs as they create jobs;

Support social enterprises for the reintegratiomudfierable and marginalised groups;

educational system to another is not beneficialttier young people concerned and it
rebalance the . - .
riorities of would be better to support doctoral studies fos¢havho have a minimum of five ye
gOPHRD'> experience at work;

Is there a need tDShouId not invest so much in supporting doctorddotarships. Passing from Ojve

rs

There is no real difference in substance betwermtegfic and Grant-type projects and,
as such, the artificial distinction should be dregp

The promotion of e-learning training is a “blackldio— such training is not efficient
despite the fact that a lot of money is spent on it

Unemployment needs to be tackled and there is teesde real, employment related
results from education and training supported utiteeprogramme.
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Employer Responses

Question

Summary Responses from Representatives of Employers

What are the major
challenges facing
Romania?

Lack of qualified labour force;

Trying to cope with the law — Romanian legislatidoes not reflect reality and th
existing legislation can be a significant hindrancéo employers;
High levels of bureaucracy impede progress;

Need for training in management and marketing tier middle management of SME

in order to be able to build their businesses aadte employment
Need for information on future trends for econoagwelopment;

Need to enhance the professional quality of thelada human capital
graduates are not well prepared for the world ofkiwo

- youn

Need to ensure the availability of quality vocatibaducation - higher education is n
necessary or appropriate for everyone;

Need to create structures (social, economic, academinistrative partnerships)
help economic development;

Need to use the EU funds to compensate for lacitonfiestic funds to support th
necessary services to develop the human resoumesthe reintegration of th
unemployed to be reintegrated on the labour market;

EU funds could be used to support staff trainingpadgets for this type of activit
have been cut severely.

S

ot

(L]

What are the particula
regional issues thg
arise?

Need for regional information and intelligence netjag future trends for econom
development - need for regional strategies to bebéshed and for regional strength
weaknesses, opportunities and threat to be idedifi

Rural unemployment and under-employment needs tadumressed — need to fir
solutions in non-agricultural (but related) fieldsich as services, tourism, fore
management, waste disposal and collection;

Need for an integrated national plan for rural arémat is not the sole responsibility
the Ministry of Agriculture but of the Governmerd a whole, taking into account &

relevant issues such as developing the mountaionggenhancing human resourc
rtackling youth employment, integration of the Ropwpulation, developing the IC
tinfrastructure etc;

There is no regional approach to the programmdtiegun similar projects within the
same region working in parallel due to the lacla@bherent strategic framework;

Need for regional coordination, perhaps throughr@eent Secretariat of the Regior]
Pact noting that, at present, they have neitherabkeurces nor the capacity to perfo
these functions;
Need for coordination at institutional level in thegions to promote a cohere
approach.

eS,
T

al
rm

Is there a need t
rebalance the prioritie
of SOPHRD?

Need to better support entrepreneurship;

Concentrate funds on the KAI that contribute masincreasing the competitivene

H of companies, job security and people’s employbils well as creation of new jobs

s (i.e. on KAl 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, and 6.4);

We need to facilitate learning across actors aibnat level based on national a

5S

nd

international good practice — no need to reinveatwheel;
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Question

Summary Responses from Representatives of Employers

Need to allocate more funds to support the devedoprand running of profession
associations;

Need for annual needs assessment to support gatbfi and reconversion plan
Focus resources on the production sector and sdwors where there is high press
— use it to train employees to enhance productivity

Need to guarantee occupational standards;

Market demands seem to indicate that companies fuads under KAI 3.1 and 3.
but there are no more calls because the budgbs@laed — need to meet the demar

NGO Responses

Question

Summary Responses from Representatives of NGOs

What are the major
challenges facing
Romania?

The economic crisis has generated big issues ectivié layoffs, decrease
employment opportunities etc. — real need to linkTVwith labour marke
demands;

Need for information on future economic and labaarket needs and trends;

Need for a long life learning strategy and to iffgntomplex, large-scals
projects with mixed target groups to promote tiategy and priorities;

Need for new skills and competencies to meet thguirements of the
knowledge economy;

In the present context the main challenge of thegmamme is its
implementation, taking into consideration we areeady half way the
programming period.

[

A1

What the
particular  regiona
issues that arise?

are

At regional level the SOP HRD is functioning 60%hefe is no correlatio
between funds available and the needs in the regientarget groups, th
quality and expertise of those writing projectsheré is a need for great
regional focus and coherence;

In the social economy the indicators are irrelexard situations will appear i
which projects would not be implemented becauseeindicators;

Need to link development of social capital with Irdanowledge and
understanding of the needs of regional labour nmiared economies.

]

Is there a need t
rebalance the
priorities of
SOPHRD?

[®]

D

PA 5 and PA 6 should have the highest priority,related with suppor
measures for the employers

It is important to concentrate the funds towardsKIAl that contribute most t
increasing job security and people’s employab#isywell as creation of ne
jobs and for this reason money should be concewtrah KAI 2.3, 3.1, 3.2
5.1,5.2,6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4;

Transfer of know-how at national and internatioleadels is important — n
need to reinvent the wheel and repeat past mistakes

O

A=)

Need to undertake local and regional needs assassmed to base th
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Question

Summary Responses from Representatives of NGOs

strategies and priorities on this and then coreeldtis with a Regional
development strategy;

Allocation of funds should be based on identifiegds;
NGOs should be eligible to bid for projects undar®P?
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Annex 7 - SWOT Analysis

In the table below we have re-presented the compsrté the SWOT analysis that informed
the establishment of the priorities of the SOP HREach component is ranked along a scale
(-2 to +2) to indicate the extent and manner in clvhichange has impacted the
situation/indicator in question. The ‘scoringdeveloped as follows:

significant improvement (+2); improved (+1); nbange (0); disimprovement (-1); and,

significant dis-improvement (-2).

Analysis of the SOP HRD SWOT to Identify the Extentof the Change that has occurred
in the Components of the SWOT since the OP was Agrd

Strengths Weaknesses
2 | -1 0] +1| +2 2 |-1]0 | +1 | +2
Macroeconomic Stability Relatively high levels o
school drop-out and ESL
v v
Completion of Limited capacity  of
Privatisation of state J various providers  —+ J
owned economy particularly  schools &
universities  to offen
continuous VET
EU membership Inadequacy of
y qualifications & y
competences to labour
market needs
Continuous Increase FDI Limited national
N competence & y
mechanisms to ensure
quality and qualificationg
reach EU levels
High rate of SMEs in Low quality in pre-service
share of total economy J & in-service education and J
training
Increasing attractiveness Insufficient development
of Romania economy duge y of health & safety at work y
to sustained economic
growth & accession
Lower cost of labour Low degree of
compared to EU y involvement of socia y
partners in specific HR
development projects

KPMG Romania / Kantor Management Consultants / Euro Link 200/233



Fe -
UNIUNEA EUROPEANA GUVERNUL ROMANIEI Fondul Social European Instrumente Structurale
MINISTERUL MUNCH, FAMILIE] POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013

$I PROTECTIEI SOCIALE
AMPOSDRU

Strengths Weaknesses
2 | -1 0] +1| +2 2 |-1]0 | +1 | +2
Continued and sustaingd Low level of participation
extension of ICT market y in CVT J
Highly qualified people in Limited effective
IT & engineering y partnerships between J
universities with research
& technological centres &
enterprises
County strategies for Limited  entrepreneurig|
improving access to y culture y

education for
disadvantaged groups

Insufficient development

I(;ﬁgiarl:in mainfrimZV;S;Zs of the PES & relatively
concerr?in socia v poor quality in services v
exclusion 9 provided — especially with

regard to VET
Active involvement of Y High participation in

agriculture, particularly

NGOs —in  promoting subsistence agriculture v

services in labour marke
& social inclusion of
vulnerable groups

—

Relatively high number of

National programmes to v 2
people working in the
support vulnerable groups informal economy J
: . . Low labour market

Experience in using pre- mobility
accession funds

v v
Regional and LAPs for Ié(r)nwllgzvrile(r)]fttemporary
TVET development y ploy y

High level of youth
unemployment and LTU
v especially in rural areas v
Insufficient integration of
vulnerable groups in

Vv education, training and Vv

RAPs for Employment &
Social Exclusion

Regional and Local Pact
for Employment & Social

n

Inclusion
formal employment
Remote areas unconnected
N/a .
to education &
employment v
Low level of inclusion in
N/a

higher education, training
and employment of young v
people over 18 leaving
state institutions for child
protection
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Opportunities Threats
2 |-1]0 | +41 | +2 2 -1 ][0 | +1 | +2
New investment sources Unfavourable
— structural funds J demographic trend y
Acceptance in EU o Limited absorption
Romanian qualifications capacity of structura
v funds  /  difficult v
adjustment to SK
requirements
Increased internall Migration of certain
demand for services and industrial sectorg
v v
products towards lower cost
economies
Increased importance of Emigration of skilled
knowledge-based workers and workers
economy v with  high educational v
attainment
Restructuring the Low economic ang
education system enterprise
v competitiveness vs EU v
averages with
consequences for job
creation and related
diminished attraction for
education and training
Increased participation in Increase in  poverty
post-graduate education levels triggered by
v increase in prices of v
products and services
Setting up of Further industria
institutional, legal ang restructuring that may
financial framework v result in major lay-offs v
favourable to SME
development, private
initiative & attractive for
investment
Continuing process of Unattractiveness of
public service teaching as a career
decentralization v v
Existing co-operation & Possible increases in
partnership between inequity in education angd
different stakeholders in v training provision as a v
education and training tp result of decentralisation
ensure increased access process
to the labour market
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Opportunities Threats
2 |-1]0 +1 | +2 2 |-1]10 | 41| +2

\1%4

Strengthening of  the Low management
NGO sector capacity of educationgl
and local administration
authorities to promote
and support reforms,
better regulation and
good governance
Poor health status of the
population

Potential to mainstrean
experience and good
practice acquired in pre
accession  programmes
relating to education,
HRD within education,
modernisation of the
technical and VE
training.

=]
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Annex 8 - Observations on the relevance and covera@f a limited number of Indicative

Operations

KAI | Operational Indicative Operations Comment
Objective

1.4 | Supporting the (i) Development the capacity buildingrhe I0s in this instancg
introduction of life| of institutions involved in validation ofdo  not appear t0
cycle approach in prior learning adequately cover the

?rg?nﬁﬁgon and (i) Elaboration of studies, e_malysas"ff_cli/rfle thgonggj%cti?/?e‘
and research in order to provide gdo . o
quality information and relevant dat ssuming the objective
for supporting CVT and exchange 0 be accurate, the 10
good practice cou.ld” provide better

definition.
(i) Networking and partnership far
promoting learning conductive work
environments and “learning regions
1.5 | Supporting the Supporting doctoral and post-doctofdh as much as this
development of thé programmes by innovating theobjective is  definec
university-researcht contents, including the development|dhrough the 1O it appears
business researchers managerial skills |tto be associated with the
cooperation. promote the valorisation of researctO across — if so, this
outputs in economic activities appears to be an
inadequate 10 in respegt
of an important objective|
2.2 | Preventing early N/a There is a number of 10s
school leaving, in associated  with  this
particular for Roma objective; however, nong
people, persons of them explicitly re-
with disabilities and assert the phrase “in
rural population, as particular for Roma
well as othern people, persons  with
categories of disabilites and rural
vulnerable group population etc.” which
may lessen the specific
targeting of the objective
overall. The ‘mirroring’
aspect between the
objectives and 10 that we
noted above would be
useful here.
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KAl | Operational Indicative Operations Comment
Objective

5.1 | To attract and retainN/a A number of I0s are
as many persons as presented that relate |n
possible on the one way or another to th|s
labour market in objective; however, nong
order to achieve ful of them explicitly
employment, with addresses how it is
special emphasis gn intended to both attract

o
—

the disadvantage and retain the targe
groups on  the group.
labour marke

6.2 To facilitate accessN/a A series of 10s are
to education and tp associated with  this
(re)integrate operational objective,

none of which refer to
education although the
do refer to ‘training’ anc
‘sheltered employment’

vulnerable person
on the labour marke

[

%4

<

6.3 | Rising awarenessN/a None of the 10s in this
on sexual instance specifically
harassment at the reference addressing
workplace ‘sexual harrassment’ in

the workplace
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Annex 9 - Eligible Activities and Indicative Operatons for KAI 2.2 (Preventing and
Correcting Early School Leaving)

Main Operational Objectives: (i) Preventing early school leaving, in particufar Roma

people, persons with disabilities and rural popoigt as well as other categories of

vulnerable groups & (ii) Providing basic competenead personal development skills for

early school leaver

Indicative operations

Examples of

Activities that

match the
(@)

List of Eligible Activities

1. Supporting ar
developing programs f
maintaining pupils i
education and preventi
early school leaving

a), b), 0),p)
. s).t)

a) Organisation of awareness raising campaigns nginai
preventing and reducing early school leavers;

b) Development and provision of guidance, counsgllang
educational assistance services aiming at pregengarly
school leaving (forpotential early school leavers and t
families);

¢) Curriculum assimilation/development activitiaspreschoo
education for acquiring key competences, includitadporatio
of teaching and learning materials and adjustireséhto th
pre-scholars’ specific needs;

d) Development and provision of “family kindergartetype
activities;

2. Developing integratg
programs for increasil
access and participati
in primary and secondg
education for perso
belonging to vulnerab
groups, includin
financial support for the
families

e), 1), 9), h).q

e) Elaboration/development/testing/implementingeralative
and educational methodologies and solutions aimatg
preparing school entrance;

f) Diversification, development and provision ofucselling
services for parents in order to understand theoitapce of
education and early intervening, as well as thele rin
children’s education;

g) Identification/analysis/remediation of healtholplems
which can affect mental, social development anduréit
educational and professional paths of scholar @opu, in
particular in pre-school and primary education;
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Indicative operations

Examples of
Activities that
match the
10

List of Eligible Activities

h) Promoting and sustaining development of sch
community-parents type of partnership and elabags
integrated educational activities, in partnershipfr
preventing drop out and early school leaving, irtipalar for
pre-school and secondary-upper school.

0ol-
\ti

3. Promoting integratg
services and alternati
solutions for prescho
education

c), d), h)

i) Reintegration of young delinquents in education;

J) Creation and development of networks and pastmnps
among schools, local institutions, employment s&v;
Social and Health Services, etc. aiming at prewngngarly
school leaving phenomenon and early school leg
reintegration into education;

k) Development and provision of remedial educa
activities (validation of prior learning, detectingf
educational gaps, remedial classes, psychologiaad
professional guidance, tutoring etc.);

[) Development and provision of “School after scho
activities (in particular, strengthening basic rhtey and
numerical skills etc);

vers

ion

(0]

4. Implementing “Scho

after school” typ
activities, assiste
learning and remed
education

k), 1), m)

m) Development of Summer/Sunday schools
kindergartens activities, in particular for persamsulnerable
groups and their families;

n) Provision of flexible “Second chance educatiprigrams,
aiming at providing both the achievements of bg
competences and personal skills development fdy sanool
leavers, including adult population;

0) Conducting researches, studies, surveys angisasain the
field of early school leaving, low rate of partiatpn in
education and for supporting increased flexibilitysecond

and

ASIC

chance education;
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Indicative operations

Examples of

Activities that

match the
10

List of Eligible Activities

p) Development and implementation of innovativelgaand
methodologies for addressing early school leaving ;

g) Support for development of non-formal and infarm

5. Reintegrating ea learning for potential early school leavers andyeachool

school  leavers | leavers/abandon;

education (includinii), ), n)

“Second chanc

education” programs); r) Integration of sustainable development approackools
and methodologies for the dissemination of awaenas
pollution prevention, management of change etc.;
s) Development and implementation of ICT trainiegsons
foreign language courses for the target groups;

6. Providing integrate

guidance and counselli
for persons with ear

9), i), 0), p)

school leaving

t) Innovative, inter-regional and trans-nationatiaties for
preventing and correcting early school leaving.
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Annex 10 - Summary Background Note to the Rationaléor the Indicators System for
the Evaluation and Monitoring of the Structural Instruments

The indicators system was designed to support vhkiation and monitoring of the agreed
objectives of the structural instruments in Romaasadefined in the NSRFE The strategic
priorities set out in the NSRF further elaboratewtigh seven operational programmes (OPSs),
including SOPHRD.

Council Regulation no. 1083/2006 of July 11, 2006é tequirements for reporting progress

under the OPs is set out, in summary, as follows:

» Operational programmes must contain a limited nunebéndicators, making it possible
to measure progress in comparison to the inittalaion and achievement of objectives
(article 37).

 Choice of indicators will be made taking into caw®sation the principle of
proportionality (article 13).

* The MA and MC must ensure the quality of the ORulgh ensuring monitoring and
tracking of indicators as appropriate (article 66).

* AiRs and Final reports will contain information eeding progress made in implementing
the OP and PAs vis-a-vis their verifiable specifijectives, making, where appropriate,
a quantification, using the indicators referredirtoarticle 37 (1) point (c) at level of
priority axis (article 67).

The EC has prepared a series of working documeriiilitate Member States in seeking to
create systems of indicators to measure progressglementing the Structural Instruments
such as: “Guidelines on evaluation methods: indrsabf monitoring and evaluation” (2006)
(Working Document no. 2, DL2); “Guidelines on ewaion methods: Report of key
indicators at level European Regional Developmenbd-and Cohesion Fund” (2009)
(Working Document no. 7, DL7).

% Development of basic infrastructure at Europeamdsteds; long term competitiveness increasing of the
Romanian economy; development and effective usth@fhuman capital in Romania; consolidation of an
effective administrative capacity; promoting a Inaked territorial development
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In Romania, the Central Evaluation Unit at ACISygléhe key role regarding the design and
implementation of the indicators system used in itoang and evaluation of the OPs. For
that purpose ACIS developed the Single Managem#atrhation System (SMIS) designed
to collect information regarding implementationtb& OPs at all levels of the system and at

all stages of the implementation cycle.

In each OP there are programme level indicatorsthed, at the level of the FDI working
document the respective MAs provide additional gathrs to meet specific, sub-objective

needs.
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Annex 11 - The Implementation of the SOP HRD — Evahtion, Selection & Contracting
1. Programme Framework / Structure

As described in the FDI SOPHRD, there are severdseof activity (PAs) each of which is
further defined under sub-domains known as KAI ofhich there are twenty-one (see
Annex 1 for details).

The MA SOPHRD is subject to the Ministry for Labpufamily and Social Protection
(MoLFSP) and has overall responsibility for the gmamme and the fund. The MA
designated 11 IBs to assist it in implementing ih@gramme and these include 8 Regional
Implememting Bodies (RIBS) that are subordinate to the MOLFSP and three Natitevel
IBs as follows:

* National Agency for Employment (NAE);
* Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Spats] the
* National Centre for Technical and Vocational EdisraDevelopment (NCTVED).

It was also planned to appoint two National Intediate 1Bs based on a public procurement

process but this has not, as yet, been successfiplgmented’.

The MA SOP HRD is fully responsible for the ovenaddnagement and implementation of
the SOP HRD and up to end-2009 it assumed dirsporesibility for all Strategic projects
(i.e., projects valued at between €0.5 m euro &wh€uro) across PAs 1 to 6. In addition, it
has a direct implementation role in respect of PAPfmoting social inclusion” / KAI 4
“Trans-national initiatives on inclusive labour rket” and for both of the KAI under PA 7
“Technical Assistance”. The IBs are variously rasgble for the implementation of all other
PAs / KAls as indicated in Annex 1.

% The RIBs were set up in 2006 under the co-ordinatibthe NAE and in 2007 were subsumed under theraoof
MoLFSP (HRD and Budget Directorate) and designatesiberdinate in function to the MA SOP HRD.

9 The additional, unplanned implementation respdiitisls that were taken on by the MA as a resulttteé failure to
appoint these IBs has had obvious implicationsHerNMAs capacity to manage the associated volurmeds.

% The third addendum (April 2010) to the Agreememt Delegation of Functions of the powers of RIBs imed an
extension of those devolved powers to include selecmonitoring and implementation of Strategiojects and to include
monitoring and implementation of state aid PA 3AI¥K3.1 & 3.2, PA5 — KAI 5.1, PA 6 — KAIs 6.2 &%, and de minimis
projects KAI 3.2 & KAI 5.1.
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Over time, the MA has delegated various tasks ¢lBs under Delegation Agreemetits
These Agreements refemter alia, to the duration and objective of the agreement,
commitments and warranties, obligations and riglitparties, delegated tasks, monitoring
mechanism for the respective delegated tasks ama.sdJnder the Agreements the IBs are
responsible for implementing the FDI with a focus o

» evaluation and selection of projects accordingeiecion criteria established by the
SOP HRD Monitoring Committee;

e monitoring the implementation of projects — delivef outputs and results, checking
on eligibility of expenditure and assessing whettiter costs and expenses were
actually incurred;

* ensuring financial data collection for monitoringdeevaluation;

* ensuring that beneficiaries keep separate and atee@eccounting systems for the
management of the funds;

* ensuring that adequate audit track procedurengrace; and

* ensuring the adequacy of information and publisigasures.

The MA SOP HRD monitors the implementation of dated tasks through various reports
that are submitted by the IBs (e.g., six monthlporés, RSI — raport semestrial de

implementare) as well as through document checinpsite visits.

According to the system in place up to the end @%™ the evaluation and selection of
proposals for grant and strategic projects is imgleted at MA leveby the Contracting
Directorate, Selection of Operations Service & QyaManagement Directoratand at_IB
level by theSelection of Operations Department and the TechMeafication Department

The procedures for project application, evaluatod selection are governed by Manuals of

% |n 2008 only the initial procedures were in pladecording to the Agreements of Delegation of fimus between the
MA and the RIBs (September 2008) functions were dgézhto RIBs regarding selection, monitoring and @ng@ntation
of grant projects PA 3 — KAIs 3.1 & 3.2, PA 5 — KBI1, PA 6 — KAIs 6.2 & 6.3. The first addenduRelpruary 2009)
devolved the Help-desk and the Archiving functiom éntroduced the possibility for the MA to withdrgpowers from the
RIBs if they under-performed. A second addendum (&8909) brought in further changes including tharging of power
to the IBs to approve modifications to project caots. A third addendum (April 2010) refers to réating and extending
the powers of RIBs with regard to strategic projeslection, monitoring and implementation, and to itming and

implementation of state aid under certain KAl as\ah

100 Manuals of Procedures were elaborated in 2008vare first revised in February 2009 with a viewal@ning the
organizational chart and internal regulation witle procedures. The second revision was based oAuthi¢ Authority’s
report and the Complement Assessment Report.
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Procedures at the level of MA and IBs. The KAls &ypicallyimplemented in compliance
with two types of call for proposals, as follows:
» Strategic calls for proposals with a deadline fdsmaission for projects valued from
500,000 to 5,000,000 euro or 1.850.000 to 18.5@0LEIQ
» Grant-type calls for proposals with rolling subnassfor projects valued from 50,000
to 499,999 euro or 185.000 to 1.850.000 lei pejepte- the aim was to have

approval based on a “first-come, first-served” pipte 1°*

In addition a limited amount was available for staid andde minimissupport. State aid
support for vocational trainingpplies for PA 2 “Linking Life Long Learning (LLLand the

Labour market” (KAI 2.1 & 2.3) and for PA3 “Incraag adaptability of workers and
enterprises” (KAl 3.2). State aglipport for employmeratpplies for PA 5 “Promoting active
employment measures” (KAl 5.1 & 5.2)De minimisaid applies for PA 3 “Increasing

adaptability of workers and enterprises” (KAI 3.2).

2. Calls for Proposals

The calls for strategic projects are launched leyN#A'*? and the MA publishes Guidelines
for applicants to coincide with the calls. The laggiion forms are filled in and submitted
online by the potential applicants, then registelogdthe MA, checked for administrative
compliance and transmitted for evaluation (by iredefent evaluators) following the
encrypting of the identification data of the apphts. The selection procedure is carried out
by an Evaluation Committee comprised of indepen@eperts, staff of the MA SOP HRD
and/or IBs (noting there are three stages to tloegss as follows: eligibility of project,
technical and financial evaluation and eligibilitf/the applicant & partners). The Evaluation
Committees make their technical assessment basdtedour selection criteria approved by
the SOP HRD Monitoring Committee as follows: projeelevance; methodology;
sustainability and cost effectiveness. Followihg telection process, evaluation reports are
produced including the list of the projects progb&s contracting (average scoréb), the

list of projects rejected as well as a reserve(bisie evaluation report for strategic projects;

101 Noting that up to this point in the implementatiofithe SOP HRD the calls for grant type projectsehia fact operated
on a deadline basis rather than on a rolling cadli9s The submission date is taken into accoudet la the process but
projects are evaluated in batches rather thangueseee.

192 Details on all calls for proposals made over 2Q0B09 are provided at Annex x.
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initial report, periodical reports and final rep&ot grant projects) subject to approval of the
Managing Authority. At that stage the proposalsrenon to the contracting stage in respect
of which specific timeframes are set out in thed&lines for applicants that pertained to end-
2009.

The MA set up the evaluation methodology for bdtlategic and grant-type projects based
on lessons learned from previous evaluation aretgeh processes. Prior to the start of the
evaluation process, training sessions for evaloatommittee members were held. The
Evaluation Methodology provides instruction on:tisgt up the Evaluation Committee;
evaluation of project proposals; allocated durattbrmain stages of evaluation; Evaluation
Committee conclusions; method to inform potentiahdficiaries on evaluation process
results; annexes to evaluation process documentbe Claims Solving Methodology
describes the steps to be followed by the Clainisii®p Committee in reviewing a project
proposal following a claim on evaluation and setectresult. The official stages for the
evaluation and selection of project proposals are:

1. Programming the process
Setting up the Evaluation Committees and the ClaeAppeals Solving Committee
Evaluation and selection sessions

Receiving and solving of claims

a kb 0N

Monitoring the fulfilment of delegated tasks unégaluation and selection process.

For strategic projectthe evaluation and selection process should ateat the deadline for

submission of project proposals. The selectiorgss is designed to take 30 dags from

transmission of application to the Evaluation Comteei to approval of the Evaluation

Report®. For grant projects and state aid aedminimisaid projects the applications have

to be sent to the Evaluation Committee within 3@sdaom of the launch of the call provided

that at least twenty proposals are receivekfter the start of the evaluation and selection

process, the next batch of projects to be evalugtiedld also be forwarded to the Evaluation

Committee within 30 days of their receipt

103 According to the Evaluation and Selection Proceduiplace up to 2009
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Project proposals are submitted online using thetith Web” IT system (available on

www.fseromania.rp Action Web generates a set of declarationshagt be submitted (as

originals) by the applicant within a fixed numbérdays (typically five working days) from
the online submission of the project proposal, tiogle as relevant, with the partnership
agreement.The administrative verificatiorof the application forms comprises two stages. In
the first stage, Action Web rejects incomplete agapion forms or those submitted late and
in the second stage, the accurdtyf the mandatory annexes of the application foisns
controlled. The estimated duration of this stagef three days Further evaluation of project
proposals occurs only for those proposals in raéspiewhich both the online application and
original declarations (together with the partngrshgreement as necessary) are submitted in
due time and assuming they are administratively ptamt. Thus, for each Call for
proposals, two lists are drawn up as follows: (isproject proposals rejected following the
administrative check; and (list 2) project propssadministratively compliant, to be
transferred to the evaluators. Applicants shouldiddfermed within 10 days from the
completion of this stage about the status of thgoposal, including an indication of
nonconformity where appropriate.

The project proposals that are to progress in thegss should then be sent to the evaluators
within two days. The applicant identity is hiddéom the evaluators and, as such, the
evaluation is conducted purely on the basis ofitii@mation provided on the application
form with no opportunity for further clarification.

The appraisal and selectioprocess comprises three main topics as followspi@ject
eligibility and applicant eligibility®: (i) project evaluation/selection; and (iii) ity of
applicants. The evaluators check project eligipibased on eligibility criteria and they
check applicant eligibility based on financial degad demonstrated administrative capacity.
This stage is estimated to last for two days. Gméyeligible applications at that stage will be

194 The process changed or was modified since the aftéihe application process in February 2008 uhtl last calls for

proposals in May 2009. The eligibility of the prceand of the applicant was checked; however aithjtithe eligibility of

the applicant was checked before the selectionegsoc In 2009 the approach was slit so that, fingt,eligibility of the

project was checked followed by technical and faiahevaluation and in the final stage the eligipibf the applicant &
partners were checked. The last step was the ctingaprocess, when all documents were requiretbetopresented
certifying the status and financial standing of épplicant and partners

105 A first step based on financial and administratiepacity data — this should take about 2 days.
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further evaluated. The projects’ technical evabrdselection is estimated to last for five
days. That aspect of the evaluation is based ablested criteria / sub-criteria and only
relevant projects that scored than 18 on the Ret®variterion and with an average score of
>65 overall are proposed for financing (noting tineat approach changed in 2010). Three lists
are drawn up i.e., (list 1) rejected projects alst @) projects provisionally proposed for

financing and (list 3) projects on the reserve list

The full eligibility of applicantsis further checked for the projects proposed ioaricing.
This contracting stage is estimated to take ameséid 17 daysnd consists of requests for

supporting documents (for provisionally selectedjgnts only). The applicant identity is
now revealed and requests for clarification araniged (with a 72 hours deadline for the
receipt of clarifications). If the project promot&ils to provide clarification within that

deadline, the proposal will not be assessed arthdur At the end of the check for the
eligibility of applicants, two lists are drawn up include (list 1) projects with correct and

complete support documents received within deadlimke(list 2) projects rejected.

Within five to fifteen days from the approval ofettEvaluation Report the beneficiaries

should be informed in writing of the outcome of f®cess Also, within fifteen working

days from the approval of the Evaluation Reportridevant data should be entered into the

SMIS systemAlthough the established procedures have eshedglideadlines for the entry of
data into SMIS throughout the process (appraisaluation, selection and contractinte
system does not provide data on the duration ob#it®us stages thereby limiting the extent

to which ongoing monitoring and evaluation of effitcy can be undertaken

Once projects enter the implementation phase, tAgpMvides promoters with instruction to
facilitate compliant and orderly implementation. Manual for Beneficiaries has been
developed covering, for example, issues such asuats keeping, pre-financing, public
procurement, financial audit services, cash flowedéast, and instructions for re-

imbursements. Guidelines for public procurement @axh flow forecast were also provided.

Information and training sessions were held fordberaries / successful project promoters.
Help-desk services are available at AM and IB IgVfel the period from the launch to the
deadline of calls for proposals. FAQ and the c@wesling answers are posted on web sites
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to support beneficiaries and a “Blue line” phoneility was established in May 2009.
Towards the end of 2009 regional training sesswae held for beneficiaries of grant and
strategic projects. It consisted of training image of areas including, for example: project
implementation; building a project team; meetingntcactual obligations; partnership;
financial management; monitoring and reporting;izmtal issues; and information and

publicity.
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Annex 12 - Details of 1&P and Helpdesk Activities 208-2009

2008

The Help-desks the MA and the 11 IBs responded364questions during 2008 with a
view to facilitating beneficiaries in their undeastling of the application procedures and
FAQ were published on the official website.

A total of 52 training seminars were held on makamgapplication. These were held in
all 8 development regions between March-Novemb@&82&nd were attended by 2,200
people.

A total of 568 participants representing succespfolects attended seminars between
September and October 2008 that were designeddi@ssla range of topics including:
project and financial management, project implemigo monitoring, audit, rules on
carrying out financial flow, public procurement pess.

The SOPHRD Visual Identity Manual to assist benafies in complying with relevant
requirements (visual identity rules, use of relévalements for advertisement: logos,
colours, font, etc.).

National conferences were held and attended bytatiiupeople.

Launch conferences for the 2008 Calls for proposase organised in February, April
and July.

At regional level, seminars were organised betwiky and August 2008 to inform
mass-media representatives on SOP HRD funding tppbtes — about 200 journalists
attended;

A “National Public Information Campaign for Promugithe SOP HRD” was conducted
between November 11 and December 2, 2008 to ireréas level of information
amongst the general public regarding the benefiecoessing the ESF through the SOP
HRD,

The SOPHRD Annual Conference was held on 23rd ckber 2008.
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2009

* Information and training seminars for potential &kciaries and beneficiaries were
conducted and help desks for potential benefiganere open at the MA and the 11 IBs
on a daily basis throughout the project submispiniod.

A "Blue line” was established in May 2009 to suppdbeneficiaries and potential
beneficiaries; 4,116 questions were responded &nkbyNovember 2009.

* 8 Press conferences, one national launch, 11 ngseminars promoting state aid and de
minimis aid schemes were held and were attendeéiDbyiedia representatives and 1,225
potential beneficiaries.

* 2 launch conferences for Calls for project proposaelere held attended by 469
participants and 23 media representatives.

* Meetings were held with the Regional Pacts for Eplent and Social Inclusion, and
Partnerships workshops were held attracting 21dcgzants.

* Various seminars and training sessions were heldolé®ws: audit procedures (219
participants); Training on how to avoid irreguleest (60 participants); Beneficiaries
training session on project and financial manageén{@a7 participants); 7 Training
sessions on the “ESF role in the economic re-lau(w38 participants)

» Training sessions fdlue Linepersonnel (9 participants).

e Training in “Quality in proposal writing” for the &jional pacts for employment and
social inclusion members of technical secretafi@tgarticipants).

* 2009 Annual SOP HRD implementation conference.
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Annex 13 - Background to the Information and Publiety Functions
In response to the requirements of the relevantuR&gn®, ACIS drew up a National
Communication Strategy (NCS) covering all OPs.sdts out the general framework for
implementing the I&P measures. In addition, the KA each OP (including SOP HRD)
prepared a Communication Plan (CP) in compliandg tie Regulation and the Romanian
guidelines as presented in the NCS noting thafractice, the respective MAs and IBs
associated with the management of the OPs implerttentl&P measures differently
notwithstanding the fact that certain informatiordgublicity objectives are common to all
OPs as follows:

* raising awareness among the general public comgprtie EU contribution to the

modernisation of Romania, highlighting the econoraitd social impact of the

Structural Instruments (SI);

e providing clear, accurate and up-to-date infornmaticelated to the financing
opportunities under the SlI, the procedures to Heved in order to obtain funding,
the eligibility and selection criteria and the ihgions responsible for managing the

Sl in Romania;

* ensuring the highest level of transparency fordbgvities undertaken by the MAs
and to increase the confidence of the general palold potential beneficiaries in the

system responsible for the management and impletientof the Sl in Romania;

* enhancing internal and inter-institutional commati@n in order to ensure effective

coordination of information and publicity measuveslertaken by various MAs.

The I&P measures related to SOP HRD are finance@mniRA7 (Technical Assistance), KAl
7.2 —Support for SOP HRD Promotion and Communicatonl are implemented under the
CP for SOP HRD. The CP for SOP HRD notes thaiMBAehas overall responsibility for the
I&P measures at national level, whereas the IBsdinate the communication actions to be

106 Council Regulation (EC) N° 1828/2006 sets out theémmim content of a Communication Plan (CP) and hoshduld
be prepared. A CP must detail aims and target grahe strategy of the information and publicit§F) measures to be
taken by the Member State or the MA, the indicativelget for implementation of the plan, the bodiesponsible for
implementation of the I&P measures and an indicatibhow those measures are to be evaluated irstefmisibility and
awareness of the OP.
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carried out at regional and local level, but als® &P activities specific to the KAls they are
responsible for. While the MA is responsible fooyding general information on the SOP
HRD, increasing the awareness level among the ttaggeups and also for ensuring
compliance with visibility rules, the I1Bs are remgd under the CP to manage communication

activities addressed to the specific needs of tbierpial applicants and beneficiarfés

197 There are just two dedicated I&P staff at the leviethe MA and they are charged with co-ordinatiigof the 1&P
activities associated with the OP. There are #®&® $taff located in each of the Regional IBs. TheMBRYS and the 1B
NCTVED have regional offices with three informatiofficers in each (24 staff each). The Public Emplent Service has
one member of staff dedicated to information anthmmoinication. Nine people are externally contradtedespond to
gueries on what is known as the Blue Line (see below
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Annex 14 - Questions for the Omnibus Survey
Are designed to enable us to respond to that agpélae ToR that requires us to:
analyse the results of the information and adverient measures/campaigns from the

perspective of visibility and the level of awareneof_the general public. concerning the
opportunities for grants from SOP HRD and theerof European Union in SOP HRD grafits

1 Hovv_ would you describe your level of awarenesBUf Very Good
funding supports to Romania as:
Good
Not so good
Poor
Very Poor

28 How informed would you say you are about EU Very well informed

funding supports to Romania?

Well informed

Not very well informed

2b  Can you name any specific EU funds that areitg o

Yes
develop the Romanian economy and society?

No

2c IF YES: Please name the funds that you know about: European Social Fund

(ESF)

European Regional
Development Fund
(ERDF)

Other

1% Our surveys of Contracted Projects and Unsucceapfllcants respectively will pick up the viewsasher
target groups such as public administration; besineesearch/ academic; NGOs/ civil society, inclgdabour
unions, patronate/ employers’ associations.
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Se

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

3a Do you know approximately how much EU funding bé  veg
invested in Romania between 2007 and 2013?
No
3b IF YES: How much?
4a  Have you heard of the Sectoral Operational Brogre for  yag
Human Resource Development (SOPHRD)
No
If no — no further questions
4b - |f ves, how did you find out about SOP HRD? ESF website, Romania;
Television
advertisement;
Radio advertisement;
Newspaper
advertisement;
Official ~ publicity /
information conference
or seminar;
Word of mouth;
Other:
4c  If you wished to apply for funding under SOPHR@uld Yes
you know where to look for assistance in makingryou
application?
No
4d " |f YES, where would you look for such assistance?
5a  Have you or an organisation that you have wovkéitever veag
applied for funding from the SOPHRD?
No
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S5b  Have you or an organisation you have worked e#ttr been veg
involved in a project that was funded under SOPHRD?

No
5c  If NO: Do you know of any other individual orgamisation veg
that has received funding under the SOPHRD?

No
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Annex 15 - Applications per KAI by application type, financial volume/value andstatus of application
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Annex 16 - Action Categories Assigned to KAI

ID Action
KAI |Category |Title Action Categorie
1.1 |7 Invatamant pre-universitar
1.2 8 Invatamant superior
1.3 |5 Formare profesionala continua
1.4 5 Formare profesionala continua
15 |2 Cercetare post-doctorala
1.5 11 Programe doctorale
2.1 14 Tranzitia de la scoala la locul de munca
22 |9 Masuri corective de parasire timpurie a scolii
2.2 10 Masuri preventive de parasire timpurie a scolii
23 |5 Formare profesionala continua
3.1 5 Formare profesionala continua
3.2 1 Acces pe piata muncii
3.2 |5 Formare profesionala continua
3.3 3 Dezvoltarea capacitatii reprezentantilor societatile

Dezvoltarea retelelor si parteneriatelor cu repneadii societati
3.3 4 civile

4.1 12 Serviciul Public de Ocupare

4.2 12 Serviciul Public de Ocupare

5.1 1 Acces pe piata muncii

5.2 13 Sustenabilitate zone rurale

6.1 |6 Implementarea economiei sociale
6.2 1 Acces pe piata muncii

6.3 1 Acces pe piata muncii
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Annex 17 - Internal and External Factors that have InfluencedContinue to Influence
and will Influence the Implementation of SOPHRD

Internal Factors that have Influenced, continue tdnfluence and will Influence the
Implementation of the SOPHRD

Influencing Factor Comment

Perhaps the most significant but least tangiblerivdl factor to have influenced

the evolution of the implementation of SOPHRD isatvtwe refer to as a
Conceptual Gap +, o
Programme Management con(_:eptual gap’ with regards to programme managemeét appears from our
reading of the system and structures in place thatunderstanding of the
programme management task / function at MA levslinat been strategic and (s
instead, control focused. Whereas control is a swuog component of the
programme management function it is not the corthaf function which, in the
case of SOPHRD, is to ensure the effective manageofethe disbursement of
funds in favour of the development of human capitaRomania. Failure to
develop a system and supports that are designegasure up to that central task
has resulted, for example, in very high rates dledaapplications with the
associated waste in effort across the system andresalt in the decommitmer
of funding available to Romania due to low rategloorption.

=3

In our engagement with the programme it appeard thare is minimal
engagement with the quality of what it supports #mak is largely due to th
control fixation that predominates (see below), ahhiesults in labyrinthine rule
and regulations, persistent revision of rules dmeddreation of confusion amongst
promoters. At a technical level this absence ofifoon strategy is reflected in the
complete absence of impact indicators for the pnogne.

[

Communication Effective communication is criticalany venture and of particular importance in
an undertaking of this scale i.e. a programme fitiding of c. 4beuro involving
literally thousands of actual and would-be stakdérd and a large, comple
implementation structure. Notwithstanding the fewt the overall Information
and Publicity effort (to let people know of the #dahility of funding) was
generally adjudged to have been well executedngeraf communication issues

arise.

X

The lack of effective communication is a dominaherhe throughout th
evaluation and this has impacted on programme imgxdation and will continug
to do so unless it is addressed. For example, aspiteé the long delays i
decision-making in terms of project approval andtracting as detailed i
Chapter 3 and again in this chapter, applicantsived no update on the status|of
their applications over the various stages of thecess. Ineffective
communication in terms of help-desk provision alsopacts on project
implementation as providers attempt, often unswgfodg from an audit
perspective, to interpret rules and regulatiorisaal life’ situations.

5=

Control Fixation & | Notwithstanding the fact that the interaction ofnRmian and EU legislation i
Centralisation problematic (see below) and that this raises serimsues for programm
managers in interpreting what may or may not beedtirere is an over-whelmin

[

«Q
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Influencing Factor Comment

control focus at MA level (noting that some IBs ptla similar approach) that has
seriously impacted on the implementation of the ORis is the consequence pf
the ‘conceptual gap’ that we refer to above in ttha financial management
burden associated with programme management semrhave dominated all
other considerations such that the MA took upoelfitan inordinate number gf
low-level control tasks (many of which were dupting tasks already carried out
down through the system chain). The MA then clairte have too few staff tp
carry out the tasks that it had taken upon itseBpite the fact that it had, for
example, eight under-utilised RIBs and three NatidBs at its disposal. Rather
than acting as the manager of a system, the MAtggif directly involved in tasks
at every level resulting, inevitably, in delaystie system, policies being changed
mid-stream (e.g. the responsibilities of the RIBsaok have changed again mqgre
recently although in this instance the MA has oagain devolved significan
autonomy to the IBs), corrigenda issuing at therdasment and so on.

—

The above is associated with the heavy, bureaacratplementation of the
programme as referenced below; however, it is alsociated with the issue pf
trust which, in turn, is associated with culturedéscussed in the table that follows
and that presents External Factors influencingrtipgementation of the OP.

In certain cases, Romania has put in place a nupftetricate regulations, rules
and procedures of a more restrictive and demanthitigre than those contained|in
relevant EU Financial Regulations (e.g., strict dmidding lists of eligible
activities, 100% checks on declared expenditureye-also understand that |n
certain instances, such as in respect of publicygmment, the MA enforced rules
that were even more constraining than the natipradurement guidelines. This
impedes efficient and effective implementation dt lavels. Requirements
pertaining to calls for proposals and certain peastin the implementation stage
are clear examples of the desire for 100% certaimy no mistakes are made,
including several signatures on each page withan Application File, 100%
checks and controls, as well as the duplicatioohefcks between MAs and IBs jn
the case of reimbursement claims. The dangerliafahis, however, is that in
placing so much emphasis on mico-managing the iamw@tnd working to attain
an impossible goal (e.g., 100% certainty) the fomushe ‘big picture’ is lost.

Bureaucracy and lack gfThe control fixation referred to above results xeessive bureaucracy that is, |in
co-ordination turn, exacerbated by overall lack of co-ordinatiétar example, project promoters
are required to produce volumes of data that ateygiematically used to inform
programme management but only for control purpesgsdetails on participant
by age, gender, employment status etc. This datddcbe used to inform
management and strategy but is actually used faraeratic purposes only. The
overlapping and duplication of checks between th&sMnd IBs in respect df
reimbursement claims is another example of inténseaucratisation that results
for example, in delays in the processing of payseand impacts on
implementation at project level. This example atéghlights the lack of trust
within the system itself, let alone in respect objpct promoters, and this |s
commented on below.

Within the context of the SOPHRD the developmenrthef Action Web system 4
an alternative to the centralised SMIS system aduagher layer of bureaucragy
that administrators and officials have to deal wiffhis highlights a lack of cg
ordination within the system that appears to haesulted from poo
communication amongst the relevant authoritiehiéndesign and setting up of the
SMIS system in the first instance. As it stands, éxisting systems do not speak

n

%)
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Influencing Factor Comment

to each other and those responsible at IB and MAl lare required to manually
input practically identical information into bothstems / databases.

There are other examples of excessive bureauctatyas the need for projects|to
notify the MAs and IBs of even minor changes injgcb activities, even if these
have no material effect on project results.

Inexperience Notwithstanding the academic qualifications and engeneral public servic
experience amongst many of those we have engagadower the course of the
evaluation, it is the case that the managementpsbgramme on this scale and|at
this level of complexity is entirely new not onlgrfindividual members of staf
and management but for the system as a whole. Seidt the passage of tim
training and ongoing exposure to broader practiceughout the EU will rapidly
ameliorate this factor.

D

D —

Responsibility &| Over the course of the evaluation we encounteredynadle and well qualified
Initiative officials who are well capable of operating a mefficient and effective system.
However, in the absence of top-down direction thepears to be little appetit|e
amongst individual officers to rectify aspects lvd system that are not working pr
to take responsibility for making things work ovér&Ve understand that this |s
associated with a 'blame’ culture that tends toviiggunish even minor errors.
The effect however, is to further embed the inhelrmeaucracy of the system
and to stifle possible innovation and continuougrovement. Change, where|it
does occur, tends to be reactive and in responsists rather than proactive. The
recent devolution of powers to the IBs in respdc$toategic projects is a case|in
point. What would have appeared to be an obvisesafi the resources within the
system has been brought about, it seems, becagisystem was seizing up and
not on the basis of a thought-out strategy fordhgoing implementation of the
programme that will hold for the remainder of tlie bf the programme.

Trust Although an intangible, the element of trust neededeffectively manage a
programme of this scale and with so many stakels|lde substantial. However,
there appears to be very little trust within thestsyn and this is a seriolis
impediment to progress. The lack of trust maniféself in various ways such as
the reluctance of the MA to maximise the use of liBe over 2008 and 2009
and/or the level of scrutiny to which project prders are subject. We understand
that part of this is associated with Romanian lagen and its interaction with
EU legislations (as commented on below), part ofidy be to do with the effect
of political change within the system (also comrednin below) but whatever the
causal factors it would appear to us that it iseklof trust that is at the heart pf
the control fixation, heavy bureaucratisation aystam supplication that we have
identified through the evaluation. Some quotemffroject promoters during our
focus groups sessions serve to illustrate: “we atoappreciate being looked upon
as thieves”; “MA needs to change its attitude aodvalue promoters as kegy
contributors to the process and the strategy”

n
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External Factors that have Influenced, continue tthfluence and will Influence the
Implementation of the SOPHRD

Influencing Factor Comment

Culture of Suspicion The dominant culture withie dministration leads to the lack of trust andviie
bureaucracy and to a failure to predict and sokgblpms that arise. Many ¢
those we spoke to suggested that the controlidixatnd lack of trust reflect th
incidence of corruption within the system althowaghongst those we spoke wit]
the practice of corruption always seems to resgtemewhere else’ within th
system i.e., none of the people we engaged witmdidconsider themselves

their immediate colleagues to be corrupt. The a®mweness of this cultur
(dominated by the suspicion of corruption as adaissactuality?) has had arn
continues to have a detrimental effect on the systeerall.

o0 3o

o ® 2

Economic Crisis The SOPHRD started at a time ofiiigant economic growth in Romania and
elsewhere. However, as highlighted in Chapter 2hidf report, the economic
environment has radically altered. Given that general environment and
economic context of 2007 influenced the setting afuthe priorities and relative
balance of spending within the OP, the changed eatirrenvironment is
influencing and will continue to influence implentation.

In Chapter 2 we highlighted key changes in the enognand drawn certain
conclusions in that regard. In the final chaptee draw attention to key
conclusions and make recommendations in that regedicularly in respect of
the balance of priorities across the programmeweier, the changed economjic
context has had or has exacerbated other issuethe first instance the ongoing
fiscal crisis will mean less public servants (irdihg teachers and trainers) who
are paid less for what they do making those pradassless attractive than they
already are and thereby challenging the systenelived necessary programmes
of the required quality to support a range of dligroups. Furthermore, the lack
of exchequer resources continues to inhibit thévelsl of necessary programmes
and interventions (e.g. reintegration of the uneygd, active labour market
programmes etc.) thereby restricting the capacityservice deliverers and
possibly placing really significant funding demanals certain measures within
the OP to address any gaps that arise in thataesfgdie PES is a case in point
where available human resources are directed t@wvagistering the unemployed
and making payments while, in some instances,itrgicentres lie idle.

Associated with this is the issue of differing safgpplying to officials directly
involved in implementing projects and those who irectly support
implementation — there appears to be significadustrial relations type-issues
that have arisen in this regard that have blockestalled implementation to date
and the current economic crisis is likely to exhede the capacity of the state |to
address these.

A further effect of the changed economic context ke to limit the availability
of match funding / co-financing for current (pauti@rly in the absence of mult
annual budgeting) and prospective promoters havieg possible effect o
making the absorption of the available funds evesremchallenging than i
already is. This situation is exacerbated by w&atommonly referred to as the
credit squeeze brought about by the threatendeddity of commercial banks
and their consequent reluctance to lend funds Yerccontingencies that may, for
example, be associated with delays in paymentsat $tenario would result in

— —h 1
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real challenges for project promoters.

Legislative Incoherence

Over the course of engageméth stakeholders and promoters during
evaluation the 'chaotic’ legislative structure waferred to on many occasion
The intertaction of that legislation with EU regida appears to be particular
convoluted and raises challenges for stakeholdeadl devels. The response
this clearly needs to be centrally managed in ortterremove needles
impediments and to co-ordinate efforts towardsises) strategic benefit to th
Romanian economy. As it stands, the lack of calmrend harmonization in th
legislation frequently lead to delays and bottldseat all stages of the process
associated with the management and implementafidimeoprogramme but mor|
particularly with regard to reimbursement, auditd afinancial control more
generally including, for example, the definition efgible funding (which seem
to have changed frequently, sometimes retrospégtased which appears to b
interpreted differently by different arms of theatsf). Many project promotef
said they received conflicting advice regardingfioial matters. It would appe
that officials are either reluctant to provide cnde in the event that th
guidance is incorrect and/or when they do interprsituation their advice can k
contradicted by others.

The heavy legal requirements also impact on pr@pptoval and selection whe
applicants are required to acquire and presentge laumber of official forms in
order to qualify for funding - when we asked wing tporomoters could not pre
prepare these forms rather than waiting to be ambred by the authorities w
were informed that many of the forms and permitd &aelatively short lifespa
and, as such, pre-preparation was not possibldidplarly given the length o
time it takes for an application to move from suksion stage to ultimat

contracting stage). Furthermore, promoters are fased with regular renewal

obligations given the short lifespan of the offiddacuments in question.

re

D
I

D =2

Co-ordination

Whereas there is inadequate co-ordination withéndinect remit of the manage
of the SOPHRD as commented on above, there wowd appear to be
significant lack of co-ordination in respect of theerall implementation of the S
in Romania. The fact that there is so much ambjgnithe rules, regulations an
laws governing the implementation of the funds ifipthat this phenomenon
also referred to in the Second Draft Evaluatiorthef NSRF) suggests a lack
proactive management at the centre that is focasedlarifying and resolving
issues and removing impediments to effective imgletation. This reflects t

has been attached until more recently to the |laesraf absorption (noting th
the Prime Minister's Office recently released aesteent, referred to in the fin
chapter of this report) detailing what it understdo be key issues arising in th
regard). However, it also reflects on relevantsaohthe public service inasmug
as the confusion and debilitating level of bureaugrappears to have be
tolerated and no strategic moves were taken dutegperiod in question t
ensure that the various authorities spoke withvariee and one understanding
the rules that govern expenditure under the var@Bs.

some extent on the political system and the redalack of urgency/priority thif

IS

nao—9
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Changes in the Politicd
System

I The issue here is not related to political instgbdr even changes in governme
per sebut to the effect that such change has on therasimition. The extent an
level to which political change results in managleend administrative chang

D LS
=
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within the system is significant — in fact, at tirae we conducted our fieldwor
and met with each of the RIBs, six of them weréhuiitt a Director. The effect @
this is to weaken ‘institutional memory’, to resintlong lead-in periods while th
new officials ‘find their feet' and, perhaps moststructive of all, results i
changes in direction or approach that can stifieitfitiative of strategic thinker
to plan ahead as they know their efforts may beplsimullified as a result o
political / administrative / managerial change. fdict, one of the most strikin
features to emerge from our interviews was the raxt® which current
incumbents are prone to suggesting that past sffarere of little value
whatsoever.

TS D =

[(®]

Absence of integrate
policy /  strategy for
development of huma
capital

dMany of those we interviewed over the course of ¢valuation asserted th
whereas the concept of ‘strategy’ is not new to Roia, the production of trul

n strategic documents is not something that is comnWith reference to thg
development of human capital, some of those inteved said that the SOPHR
is the most advanced ‘strategic’ statement avalabith regard to human capit
development (noting that we are of the view, abaiated on above, that th
SOPHRD lacks a strong strategic focus). This atesefiwell-researched strateg
backed by in-depth situation analysis and labourketaforecasting potentially
weakens the ongoing strategic relevance of the @Patso has implications fg
planning and input to the next round of structutalds negotiations and th
targeting of available funding.

Unemployment,  Socia
Exclusion and Poverty

| The inevitable increases in the numbers experigneinemployment, socig
exclusion and poverty as a result of the economigiscis presenting serioy
challenges to the capacity of the delivery systgart{cularly given the fiscal
challenges facing the government). The pressurthefdemands from affectg
groups will continue to increase and will put sedcstrain on the VET deliver
system and hence on the implementation of the S@RPHR

n

Capacity and capability o
applicants and contractg
promoters

f The capacity of applicants to submit quality pragedaking into account all g

dgthe various stipulations that apply and the ongaiagacity and capabilities ¢
successful project promoters from a project mana&gerperspective also raig
implementation difficulties. The high rate of refien (52%) and the low rate ¢
ongoing drawdown of funds are indicative of theiessarising in this regard. W
have also commented above (Chapter 2) on the plitysibat applicants respon
on the basis of observing the technical intricackethe programme (e.g. eligib
activities) rather than from a strategic assessroémeed as they see it on t
ground (assuming they have the capacity and ‘igtice’ to do this) and this c3
lead, in turn, to difficulties in implementation itlv particular reference t
eligibility / audit and to the capacity to changeneet needs as they are fou
and/or as they evolve.

Availability of qualified
evaluators on the market

As noted in the Second Draft Evaluation of the NSH¥oject evaluation culturg
in Romania is at an early stage of developmentfs fthpacts on both the amou
of projects that can be evaluated (given the aadl project-centred approach
the disbursement of funds that has been adoptddttounder SOPHRD) and ¢

D

nt
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n

the level at which evaluation of projects can bpleamented (we noted earlier the
technical rather than policy-focused aspect of gobjevaluation). This raisgs
challenges for implementation, quality and strategiherence.
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