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2. EFFECTIVENESS

2.1 Introduction

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

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

2.2 Sub-Task Ill.b.1

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

Annex 1. It shows for KAI 5.2 that:

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

Operations and list of Indicators defined);

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

agricultural economic activities and employment.

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

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

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

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

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

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

indicators could also be subsumed under the ‘Oulyaatding.

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

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

2.2.2 Implementation figures — financial and techrwal indicators of output

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

relationship to the SOP HRD funding available bigsoacomparing the progress of

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and thus also in generating applications;

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

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

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

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

KAl 5.2 is slightly above the OP average.

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

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

financial volume has been launched to date.

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

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

evaluation of the PES).

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

volume of the strategic projects.

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

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

Source: MA monitoring and evaluation database

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

monitoring unit within the MA®

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

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

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

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

Source: MA monitoring and evaluation own database

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

issues further commented on in the Component liatiah report).

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

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

date and guaranteed coverage of projects regatitiglate can be established.

2.2.3 Findings from fieldwork regarding the effectveness of KAI 5.2

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

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

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

in rural areas.

Strateqic projects

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

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

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

real strategic orientation, however:

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

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

projects;

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

subject to parallel efforts by otherwise unconnegmjects.

This highlights other weaknesses in the systenolasafs:

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

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

strategic orientation and relevance.

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

15

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

and not procurement based contracts

16

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

Effectiveness

The beneficiary counterpartgere asked in interviews if they experienced aifiycdlties in

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

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

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

compensate for expected delays.

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

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

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

incoherent and contradictory advice on issues daise

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

implementation in general but with particular refece to rural areas.

These observations gathered from beneficiariesuatieer confirmed through the interviews

with different national stakeholders and the viexpressed were quite homogenedus.

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

that these issues are not exclusive to KAI 5.2.

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

referenced problems with target group involvemegt e

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

organised in town§;

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

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

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

benefit of training when there is no guarantee jolbeafterwards.

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

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

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

become common knowledge that it actually is pasdligfible cost.

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

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

from stakeholders and experts regarding targetmmoeolvement include reference to:

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

vulnerable;

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

arrangements — i.e. in training of employees.

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

reaching targets.

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

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

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

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

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

and broad concern throughout fieldwork.

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

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

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

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

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

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

prevent from delivery of miscalculated data.

2 | Low absorption in terms of applications submittednpared tq

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

the other KA.

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

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

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

/Question

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

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

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

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

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

run-time’. schemes and training for unemployed graduates

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

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

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

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

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

enhanced capacity at the level of communes inqéati. This

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

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

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

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

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

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

intended target groups.

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

guidance

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

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

3.1 Introduction

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

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

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

groups of participants. Stakeholder interviewsase included.

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

documentary or even survey-based and central stidestfocussed approach.

3.2 Sub-task lll.b.2

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

forecasts)

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

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

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

market;

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

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

rural areas (Annex 7, Table 8);

22

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

from a series of studies to the subject.

23

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

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

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

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

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

other countries (more details in Annex Trénds in agriculture

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

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

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

than in 2008). Overall the share of AEM expendsureGDP registered a permanent
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decrease during 2008, so it represented only 0.6&%paring with 0.11 % in 2005
(Annex 7, Chart 1)

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

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

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

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

regard it is notable that:

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

(see Table 9 below).

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

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

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

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

greater than that available to rural households;

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

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

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

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

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

from the following list of facts:

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

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

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

of household income;

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

Complementing observations from interviewees

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

context.

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

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

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

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

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

of closing small business.

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

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

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

guestions as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

a technically competitive manner..

Interviewees also commented on the overall lackcofierence and lack of strategic

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

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

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

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

restricted to the relationship between SOP HRDMNR®P alone.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

pertain here.

Analysis undertaken by the evaluation team revissthe following actions are considered

necessary:

* Protection of and engagement with vulnerable grdagsmentioned in the previous

section);

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

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

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

preceded the current crises.

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

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

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

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

possible to attend them sequentially.

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

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

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

3.4 Sub-task lll.b.4

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

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

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

the coordination aspect.

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

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

related activities at local and regional level.

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

groups.

The documentary analysis provided several indioatieegarding activities / measures that

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

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

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

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

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

3. Last but not least, a more complete explorationeaéad _potentialoverlapping
between NRDP and SOP HRD not only in relation tol KA2 but also and in
particular with respect to PA 3lAcreasing adaptability of workers and enterprises
(all Key Areas of Intervention), with PA 5, KAl 5.Developing and implementing
Active Employment Measureand with PA 6 Promoting Social InclusigrKAl 6.1
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— Developing social economyThe respective Measures of the NRDP and

<

Instrumente Structurale
2007-2013

fe

Fondul Social European
POSDRU 2007-2013

correspondents under SOP HRD have been acceniodtesifollowing match table.

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

AXIS

Axix 1 - Improving the competitiveness of the agric

sector

Measures

ultural and forestry

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

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

122 - Improving of the economic value of forests

123 - Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

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

141 - Supporting semi-subsistence agricultural holdings

142 - Setting up of producer groups*

143 - Providing farm advisory and extention services

AXxix 2 - Improving the environment and the countrys ide

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Axis 4 - LEADER

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

412. Improvement of the environment and rural area

4.21 Implementing cooperation projects

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

431-1 Public-private partnership building

431-2 Running costs, skills acquisition and animation

PA Key areas of intervention

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

KAI 2.2 § Preventing and correcting early school leaving

KAl 2.3 S Access and participation in CVT

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

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

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

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

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

KAl 6.3 - Promoting equal opportunities on labour market

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

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

to the SOP HRD it can be stated that at this le¥@nalysis (taking the measures on
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POSDRU 2007-2013 2007-2013

face value) such potential overlapping is not agilyen in the case of PA 5 KAI 5.2
but also for PA 3 as a whole and for PA 6, KAI’6.1

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

for which no detailed descriptions were availalolethis report.

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

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

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

corresponding measure within the NRDP where pakrdverlapping was

already identified; and

¢ As can be determined from the

next box, the opmratiwithin KAI 5.2 are

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

telecommunication and so on. Other competences ssage for self-

development, entrepreneurial competences and attegron the labour market

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

of knowledge in agriculture, forestry and food sest

SOP (FDI) - KAI 5.2

NRDP -_Measure 111

“The operations proposed within this KAI a

aimed at persons in rural areas, involved

subsistence agriculture, including people v

réTogether with the measure 143 |-

iRroviding farm advisory and extension

lservices” - the support granted by this

29

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

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

NRDP -_Measure 111

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

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

on the regional or local market, such as:

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

services, technology

telecommunication etc.

ensure

ieeeasure  will increase the level |of

of

d

e
the

dtnowledge, information and education

edeople working in agricultural, forestry at

—

diood sectors. It will, also, facilitate th

1@ccess of some investment measures for

tyoaung farmers.

cal

es,
General

Cial
i a(iompetitiveness in agricultural, forestry and

Objective  To improve

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

d

a%ricultural land and environme
ha

trPerotection by training, information ar

diffusion of innovative

S
activities for adults who are active in t

knowledg

D

ne

i r§pecified areas.

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

training programmes improve a

deerfect the knowledge on managerial ¢

Sechnical
forestry and food sectors”, while tf

competencies in agricultur,

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

modules, etc.

indicative operations in SOP HRD are

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

our

es

g
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SOP (FDI) - KAI 5.2

NRDP -_Measure 111

programmes will also include modules

health and security at workplace.”

on

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

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

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

within NRDP°,

Defining the target groups/ final beneficiari

es:

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

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

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

agriculture, forestry and food-indust

ry.

SOP HRD (FDI) - KAI 5.2
Target groups

NRDP-Measure 111
Final beneficiaries

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

* Inactive persons;

* Job seekers;

* Unemployed;

* Young unemployed,;

* Long-term unemployed;

* Persons involved in subsistence agricultu

* Managers and employees in rural areas.

:dhe final beneficiarie®® are adult peopls

nénvolved in  the agricultural, forestr

olycluding forest owners) sectors and ag
food industry.

Selection criteria - if the number of fin

v

)

Yy

al

ri-

beneficiaries identified exceeds the initial

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

To be semi-subsistence farmer;

rép be a member of a producers’ group

other associative forms recognized accorgc

80 Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development veite

81 Both documents use the same definition for “rarehs

32 As specified in NRDP a notification of participaiwill

s http://www.mapam.ro/

", based on Law 350 and 351/2001

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

NRDP-Measure 111

Final beneficiaries

to national legislation into force;

To have an investment project;

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

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

based on “first-come

principle.

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

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

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

subsistence farm/farmers” definitions are preseitdubth documents:

FDI SOP HRD NRDP

“Within

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

population involved inagriculture is the

Axis 1. The farmer is a natural or leg

al
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FDI SOP HRD

NRDP

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

farmers in zoo technical agricultun

enterprises, or as independent authori

agricultural  producer, while populatig

involved in subsistence agriculturemeans
unremunerated

homely  workers,

household production for in-house fin

consumption. Within this KAI operations a

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

including people

subsistence agricultufg.

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

rand registered

Register/Agricultural Register;

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

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

Euro.”

holding  (Commission n

the
he

and

D

-

S

Farms

)%

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

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

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

continuous professional training for the individua agriculture, in subsistence and

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

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

Promoting long-term sustainability of rural asea terms of

human resources development and employment-p.119

34

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

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

(cf. p. 76) to this report.

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

with relevant specific responsibilities:

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

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

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

the Management Committee will be forwarded to ti@CRP.

The issue of complementarity/avoiding overlappirgsvalso discussed with representatives

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

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

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

support) under the NRDP. For example:

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

activities; entrepreneurial development; other swpmpportunities under NRDP;

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

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

have been launched in June 2010 under measure 111.

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

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

35

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

gualification programmes delivered under SOP HRD).

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

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

NGOs, private companies, municipalities etc.

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

the Monitoring Committee for NRDP and vice-versa.

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

coordination between the funds.

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

requirement for additional activities was identifie

regulation allowing for simplified procedures upao

37

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

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

Conclusions

Recommendations

Targeted
at

Time-frame
(S, M, L)

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

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

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

most vulnerable aside.

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

groups in most need of support

MA

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

activities as opposed to work in other sectors

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

perfect field for integrating with other OPs and DIR

including the use of the 10% ERDF-type spending

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

Ttesk for central strategic projects. Developingtsigies

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