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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Objectives of the Working Paper

This working paper has two major objectives: Fiistprovides an introduction into the
methodology of indicator systems as a managemstrument in the framework of Structural
and Cohesion Fund programmes; and, second, it gesvpractical guidance for the
authorities and stakeholders in Member States #nat responsible for Structural and
Cohesion Fund programmes, in particular for thattea of an indicator system as required
by the General Regulation on Structural Funds.

The methods and approaches presented in this vgopeper are of an indicative nature; they
need to be applied in a creative manner for eaelgifsp programme. The working paper
should be understood as an invitation for a comderelopment and further improvement of
indicators in Structural and Cohesion Fund prograsim

As guidance, the working paper is meant to indieatat a Member State should include in
an Operational Programme, that will be adopted gy European Commission. As a
methodological paper, the working paper can andilshioe applied also to those levels that
do not find a description in an Operational Programd est for the “measure” and project
level.

Indicators in the understanding of this working @agre just one of several instruments used
in the context of monitoring and evaluation. Th&hyuld help Member States and the
Commission to move to more results-driven publimagement.

The working paper covers both ERDF and ESF intdiwes as well as — for the first time —
the Cohesion Fund. The annexes specify some spaciingements for the different Funds.

The working paper consists of three major partbapfers 2 and 3 present how indicators fit
into the overall programming cycle of Cohesion &plinterventions and the context of
monitoring and evaluation and provide some funddaiedefinitions. A second part
(chapters 4 and 5) discusses how the quality ofatdr systems can be improved. Chapter 6,
finally, is focused on selected questions linkedhe establishment of an indicator system
within the process of programming and implementatio

1.2. Main messages and elements of change

1.2.1. Evolution, not complete revision, isthe aim

The use of indicators for monitoring and evaluatiornthe framework of Structural Funds
became established practice in the mid 1990s. ddramission’s 1999 working paper on
indicators for monitoring and evaluation contriliit® the clarification of the terminology
used and provided a frame of reference. The 20Q0& programming period brought about
substantial progress in the systematic applicdtorall Structural Funds programmes. The
indicator systems performed better, contributinghtwre effective programme management.



The main elements of the methodology as presentduei 1999 working paper proved to be
appropriate in the current programming period. Ttlellenge for the 2007-2013
programming period is to improve and better commate the main ideas, not to revise them
completely.

1.2.2. Morefocus and user orientation for the indicator system

In the 2000-2006 programming period Structural Fprarammes made significant progress
in the coverage and quality of their indicator syss. On the other hand, some systems had a
tendency to become overly complex and were ingeffity driven by the needs of the users.
The objective for the 2007-2013 programming pergbobuld be to establish systems of
indicators with a clear orientation towards userditierent levels, eliminating unused ballast
and improving the remaining indicators. In desngnsuch systems, more attention should be
paid to the different uses of indicators during pin@ecesses of monitoring on the one hand and
evaluation on the other.

1.2.3. Morequality for strategic indicators

In the 2007-2013 programming period Member States the Commission will give their
partnership a more strategic character. This meaisStructural Fund Programmes fix only
longer term global objectives — programmes andr thgorities - which consequently are
transformed by the Member States into more operatjicshorter terms objectives that take
into account a constantly changing socio-economigrenment. The experience from the
2000-2006 generation of Structural Funds proves dhlaigher quality of quantification and
measurement of result indicators in particular ¢gsraditio sine qua non for this goal.

A more strategic approach in the programming docusereates additional challenges for
accountability.

1.2.4. Prioritieslinked to EC policies

The more strategic character of programming pe2i@@7-2013 is also based on a reinforced
link between Structural Funds Programmes and thernkC policies, such as Sustainable
development and the Lisbon strategy, as expressdaei Community Strategic Guidelines.
Indicator systems should aim to reflect those lirtkking account of the indicators used for
reporting or for setting targets in the policy &/df these strategies, as for example those of
the European Employment Strategy.

1.2.5. Generate more knowledge across Member States

Due to a lack of comparable indicators, it has pdodifficult up to now to provide quantified
information of a good quality across Structural ¢fuprogrammes on many politically
important issues, e.g., on the number of SME supdaor jobs created, or to compare the
performance of different programmes. For thiseeathe working paper advocates a broader
use of the concept of core indicators, generatimyemcomparable information across
programmes.



2. THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK , PROGRAMME AND CONTEXT
INDICATORS

2.1. Needs and intervention

The starting point of each public financial intamtien is an analysis of the socio-economic
and environmental reality with an identification @foblems omeeds Such needs can be
measured in financial and physical terms.

The next step is the consideration of whether dr ang@ublicly financed socio-economic
development programme (a financial input) is anrappate instrument to address such
needs. The underlying — often economic — explagatoodel defines which specific

instrument is to be used to achieve tbijective.

If a decision in favour of an intervention has bégen, the question arises, to what degree a
certain budget will deliver the objective under sioleration (or: how much money is needed
to achieve a defined objective?).

Two additional important points should to be taketo account. First, socio-economic
phenomena in most cases are influenced by multggiors, by a multifacetedontext, the
public intervention being just one of the factor&econd, public interventions can have
unintended consequences, both positive or negativaddition to the intended effects. The
following table presents this idea in a simplifdnner. It shows that the explanatory power
of the analysis of only Structural Fund intervensiovis-a-vis certain realities can be limited.

Table 2.1: Intended and Unintended Effects

Intervention Other policies and factors
Intended effects Intended effects
Unintended effects Unintended effects

2.2. Context and Programme indicators

While context indicators provide quantified information on the socio-ecomonand
environmental situation and can express identifiedds in quantitative termgrogramme
indicators, on the other hand, relate to the effects of titervention. They gauge the extent
to which the (intended) effects of a programme expected to change the socio-economic
reality or the behaviour of socio-economic actaspressing in this way the quantified
objective of the intervention.

Definition: What is an indicator?

An indicator can be defined as the measurementnoblgective to be met, a resource
mobilised, an effect obtained, a gauge of qualits context variable.

An indicator should be made up by a definitionalue and a measurement unit.




Seen from a bottom-up perspective, the public tirnntervention — thénput - in the first
instance produces some (physiaaljputs, which are the direct result of a certajperation,

e.g., kilometres of a railroad constructed or cttasgy services provided to enterprises. The
respective beneficiaries will obtain through thesgputs some advantages, such as reduced
travelling time or acquired new knowledge in thamyples given. These effects are called
results. Usually an intervention will affect not only &h beneficiaries, but through them
cause more changes in the socio-economic or naov@lonment. Such effects, such as, for
instance, a higher GDP are calledpacts. As shown in table 2.1, impacts can be intended
and unintended.

Definition: input, output, result and impact indicators
Resource or input indicatorsrefer to the budget allocated to each level ofagsstance.

Financial indicators are used to monitor progress in terinth® (annual) commitment and
payment of the funds available for any operatioeasure or programme in relation to |its
eligible cost.

Output indicators relate to activity. They are measureg@hysical or monetary units (e.g.,
length of railroad constructed, number of firmsaficially supported, etc.).

Result indicators relate to the direct and immediate atfien direct beneficiaries brought
about by a programme. They provide informatiorcbanges to, for example, the behaviqur,
capacity or performance of beneficiaries. Suchcetdrs can be of a physical (reduction in
journey times, number of successful trainees, nunobbeoads accidents, etc.) or financjal
(leverage of private sector resources, decreasansportation cost, etc.) nature.

Impact indicators refer to the consequences of the progra beyond the immediate effects.
Two concepts of impact can be defined:

U

Specificimpacts are those effects occurring after a cetégige of time but which arg
nonetheless, directly linked to the action taked @n@ direct beneficiaries.

Global impacts are longer-term effects affecting a widgsylation.

The following figures illustrate the interventiomgic and the terminology used.



Figure 2.2 a: The Logical Framework
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Figure 2.2 b: The programme and its environment
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The design and implementation of Structural Funats @ohesion Fund programmes need the
commitment and work of a multitude of stakeholdei®his process does not only deliver
(intended and unintended) outputs, results and etspaf a programme, as illustrated above,
but influences and changes the knowledge, workiethods, social competences, etc., of the
stakeholders themselves. In some contexts, pktigun relation to establishing indicators
for innovation, co-operation, RTD, etc., it can lelpful to pay special attention to these
process aspects and use them for monitoring arldagian (see chapter 4.6).

2.3. Structural Fund interventions as complex devepment programmes with



different users: multiplicity of effects and data

Structural Fund programmes usually set themseleegrehensive objectives that touch upon
many factors contributing to growth and social asdnomic cohesion. Consequently, from a
top down perspective the programmes include aivelgt wide range of instruments,
expressed in the form of priorities. Member Stataasform specific priorities into several
actions (measures). The implementation of programimvolves different administrative
levels and other stakeholders, such as socio-edonpartners, implementation agencies,
managing authorities, Member States and the Euro@@anmission. These actors have
different roles and different information needs: designing the monitoring and indicator
system there should be a clear understanding of weeals what information and when, as
illustrated in the following example.

An implementation agencyfirst of all is interested in a broad set of imf@tion concerning
the measure it is responsible for. The agencyd&sep under control the physical execution
of projects and the measure as a whole and migli ifi useful to use physical output
indicators for this purpose along with financiatlicators. In addition, the implementation
agency is likely to be interested to complete tiotupe on the other outcomes of the projects
as reflected by result and impact indicators.

The managing authority of the programme is likely to need less detailgdrmation about
this specific measure and very little informatidvoat individual projects. The question of
the information needed for the managing authoriiputd be asked from a top-down
perspective, defined by the objective of the respeq@rogramme priority. The appropriate
indicator type here could be result and impactdattirs. The managing authority could be
interested in output indicators for other reaseng,, for the measurement of efficiency (unit
costs) of different implementing agencies.

The main interest of thEuropean Commissionlies at the programme and priority level, i.e.,
the respective result and impact indicators. Samwigput indicators (which are relatively
easily to aggregate across different programmesysopplement this information.

In establishing the indicator system of a prograniini® necessary to keep in mind that each
intervention delivers a diversity of data and etffecThe challenge is to select and to record
data that is relevant for the users at the diffetewels or, in other words, not all available
information should be recorded and transmittedvarelevel.

After consideration of programme and context ingice we turn our attention to the
implications of the use of indicators in monitoriegd evaluation on the design of an
indicator system.



3. USE OF INDICATORS FOR MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Monitoring and evaluation are two closely linkedcepts. Nevertheless, one should be clear
about their different objectives and functions rder to design a successful indicator system.

Monitoring is essentially the checking of outturns againgbeeiations. It is generally
relatively easy to monitor the values for outpud arwith some more effort required - result
indicators.

Evaluation involves interrogating information from monitorimgd other sources to find out

and explain the effects of the interventions. Ha#drs use the data delivered by the
monitoring system, including output and result @adors. But the most important instrument
used here is an impact indicator. Impact indiGatorove away in time from the action

(specific impact indicators) or from the direct b&aiary (global impact indicators). The

move in time and link with the direct beneficiarftem will make it impossible to create

impact data as easily and reliably as values fagpuiuand result indicators. Consequently, it
is necessary to decide in the process of programlagoration which indicators can be
gathered from monitoring and which need inputs fenaluation.

3.1. Impact indicators: An instrument for strategy decisions
Impact indicators should play a decisive role atate stages of the programming cycle: the
ex ante quantification of impacts is an instrumfentthe strategic orientation of a programme
during its planning phase; and only the impacta programme found ex post allow a final
judgement to be made on the success or failure mogramme. It should be recognised
however, that some impacts will only be measuraiter a certain time of programme
implementation, e.g. after 3 or 4 years.

3.2. Impact indicators: how to obtain their values
As explained above, impact indicators by their ratask for more developed arrangements to
obtain meaningful values than is possible for dhtd can be obtained from the monitoring
system. An improvement in the economic situati@mn,example, might be due to factors
external to the programme. In many cases, onlyuatians will be capable of delivering
reliable information. As this work can demand gusubstantial efforts, it is reasonable to
define impact indicators only for the most impottéemg., in financial terms) prioritiesf a
given programme.

For the same reason, the Commission advocategp dgtetep approachln many cases it
may improve the effectiveness of the indicator exysto concentrate the limited resources on
the establishment of reliable, measurable resdit@tors of good quality rather than to create
impact indicators of questionable value. Suchltesdicators are a necessary building block
for a subsequent development of impact indicatoBoth indicator types need a sound
explanatory modeds their basis. A collection of data without ad@loexplaining the causal
chain is not useful, as the establishment and eagitan of values would remain an unsolved
guestion.

Such research needs careful planning well in adyamcluding the necessary financial
means. Appropriate techniques could include caséies, surveys, or the use of control

! Impact indicators are not a legal requirement egiation (EC) 1083/2006.



groups. Other instruments are sector specificn@o®tric or macroeconomic models. The
Commission emphasises the role of primary reseamthbeneficiaries for the reliable
assessment of impacts.

As explained under heading 2.1, some shortcomiegirdrerent to the logical framework
approach as far as unintended effects and theemék of other policies and factors are
concerned. An indicator system based on this fraorie reflects these limitations — an issue
that should be borne in mind in evaluations whengusnpact indicators.

3.3. Result indicators: A core instrument for progamme management

The ultimate objective of Structural Funds and Gotre Fund assistance is a certain impact,
measured as far as possible by impact indicatémsan ideal world strategic decisions of
programme managers such as programme revisiongddb@iased on this type of indicator.
The difficulty is that impact indicators by theimatare are often available only after a
considerable time lag and they often need subsatamethodological input in order to be
valid. Output indicators, on the other hand, d&lienly information about the physical, not
the socio-economic, effects of an action. In pcattterms this gives a special importance to
result indicators for the management of a prograrasma whole during the implementation of
an intervention.

The Commission wishes to encourage the Member sStateoncentrate their efforts on the
improvement of result indicators, particularly dfose that will be used to define the
objectives of each priority.

Such efforts should cover all elements contributioghe quality of an indicator: a sound

analysis of the context, the understanding of #®umed causal chain, a clear definition, a
baseline, a definition of the measurement method anquantified target. Some result

indicators might need additional preparatory warkorder to make the needed information
available, as described in chapter 3.2 for impadicators.
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4. DESIGNING A HIGH QUALITY SYSTEM OF INDICATORS

After the definition of the most important typesinélicators and the discussion of their use
for monitoring and evaluation we turn the attentian some selected issues which are
essential for the performance of an indicator systad the quality of individual indicators.

4.1. A clear, focused strategy with theoretical uwherpinning
A first issue that programming authorities shouékl in mind is that a programme that is

concentrated on a limited number of prioritisslikely to generate a higher impact in the
selected areas and can be reflected in a limitedf sedicators.

Secondly, the quality of an indicator system depgeticectly on the clear understanding of the
intervention logic of a programme, i.e., the linktlween measurgspriorities and the
programme level. Every priority should make explits underlying_economic and social
rationale— the channels through which a certain interveni® expected to affect socio-
economic development.

As an example, what is the mechanism through wbagiital grants are supposed to enhance
the competitiveness of enterprises? The answiidauestion will guide the selection of the
appropriate indicators. Indicators in this cont&xbuld be seen as an instrument that helps to
clarify the content of measures and priorities: ffiRulties in identifying an appropriate
indicator are very often the expression of an isiehtly understood action. One of the
conclusions should be to develop indicators withmdiscussion on the action in general, not
to “add” indicators when the discussion has beeistied.

4.2. Context indicators

Article 37 of the General Regulation provides tpabgrammes contain an analysis of the
situation in terms of strengths and weaknesseshiiregions or policy domain concerned.
Context indicators reflect this stipulation and @lddorm part of the programming process.

Each programming document has an individual overhjective and the analysis will be
adapted to this objective. To provide a socio-ecaic analysis means not simply to describe
somehow with a maximum of data the situation iregain area, but to present the driving
forces behind the picture and explanatory varialllased on economic theory. Such a
structuring effort is necessary to focus the angly® have available criteria to differentiate
between essential and secondary phenomena. Whectiisgl context indicators, Member
States should take account of indicators alreadyd usy such policy frameworks as the
National Reform Programmes for the Lisbon Strategg the National Action Plan for
Inclusion. Consistency should be ensured whengyaogriate.

Context indicators should reflect the structuréhef socio-economic analysis of a programme,
especially its SWOT analysis. They are relevantroher to assess regional needs through a
socio-economic analysis of a country or region eoned, and in order to monitor the
evolving general context of a programme.

2 Measures are not anymore part of the OperatiomgrBmmes in the programming period 2007 — 2013.
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Context indicators should be updated in annualnte@nd used when the programme strategy
is evaluated. They are a means to carry out sygtemeporting and analysis throughout the
lifetime of a programme.

Often official statistics can serve as data sofwceontext indicators. If data is missing for
important context indicators, special efforts skiobke undertaken to obtain the necessary
information (e.g., studies, surveys).

As this type of indicator reflects the context op@gramme which is not or not directly
affected by a Structural Fund Programme, it is @vidhat programming documents cannot
include quantified targets for this type of indmat

4.3. Baselines

Baseline data refer to the initial value againstclwhan indicator is subsequently measured.
Baseline data are indispensable if programme itolisaare to be meaningful because they
put the activities of a programme into their cotteX is the instrument to understand the
relative importance of a Structural Fund interventin relation to the existing situation, the
needs and national policy instruments. For exaniplee aim of a measure is to increase the
number of SMEs in a region, the most appropriateeli@e data are the number of SMEs
existing at the start of the programme. Once ithigsrmation is collected, it will then be
possible to conclude, quite specifically, that,, 2026 of the existing businesses in an eligible
region benefited from Structural Fund assistance.

In defining baselines one can distinguish two apphes with different information values:

a) Satic concept: The concept, used for most of indicators in Sbgpgmmes, is confined
to a simple statement of a value for an indicatoa &ertain reference point in the past
(figure 4.4a). For example: the number of SMESvacin research in a certain year.
Some programmes use an even simpler instrumentrayiding a reference value for
activities in the past by the same or a similatrumeent. For example: number of SME
active in research supported by the programmeceriain year of the past. Even if such a
reference value is not a proper “baseline”, thistruiment can help to understand the
planned instrument better by putting it into reativith past activities.

b) Dynamic concept: A more demanding definition is the dynamic coricep a
baseline (a baseline scenario or counterfactuztsin). Here one projects the value of a
certain indicator during the programming periogfie 4.4Db).

4.3.1. Information sources

Baseline data in the static concept are gathernedbpty from official statistics. Sometimes,
however, these sources can be problematic. Typrodlems include:

- the non-availability of data at an appropriategraphical level,
- the non-availability of data that is sufficientlisaggregated by sector;
- delays in the publication of data; and

- gaps in official statistics in relation to thequérements of the programme (for example,
the distinction between full-time and part-time wens might not feature in official
statistics);

12



In some cases official statistics will need to hgpmEemented with surveys or, possibly,
indirect indicators (for example, SME turnover datan offer some approximation of
competitiveness).

The dynamic concept requires the use of a variétyechniques, which can be of very
different ambition. An important issue that canrblatively easily integrated is the planned
intervention of national public funds. For instandor many infrastructural priorities this
information will be the most important factor detening the counterfactual situation without
Structural Funds.

4.3.2. Which approach should be used?

The decision on the appropriate approach for bhaselata (static or dynamic approach, use of
reference values) should be done in such a way that

- the most important parts of a programme (in faianand/or strategic terms) use a more
developed approach,

- the specific dynamic features of an intervent@wea are correctly reflected. This means
for instance that a region with a developed rogitvark, that is likely to see little change
in the future could use the static concept, wheeeasgion lagging behind undertaking
significant efforts by its own and national fundsr froad construction should use a
dynamic concept for the baseline.

In most cases the static approach will be sufficienthe purposes of a programme.

4.4. Ex ante quantification

One of the most important overall objectives of pihegramming system for Structural Funds
is to facilitate the transition from a primarilypuat-driven implementation system of socio-
economic development to an results-oriented systdine categories of output, result and
impact indicators should be an instrument for fhispose. This consideration explains the
important role of ex ante quantification of programobjectives. Ex ante quantification is
one of the most demanding exercises in establisiimopdicator system. All weaknesses of
the system, concerning definitions, data availgb#dind performance of explanatory models
manifest themselves in this exercise. In this egtise quantification of a target for an
indicator is a quality check.

Indicators need quantified targets because othentl®e extent to which the original
objectives are being met cannot be measured. taidyj as with all such forecasting
exercises, an element of judgement is requirediditian to data processing.

Two first instrumentscan be used for the quantification of targets: uke of historic time
series and the use of reference or benchmark valtesn from prior monitoring and
evaluation exercises:

» Time series together with a clear understandingxpfanatory factors in an ideal case will
stem from the analytical part of the programme #rel development of a baseline as
described above. The insights gained can senlmsis for an extrapolation, reflecting
the intervention of a programme.
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» Benchmarks offer a further source of informationdaantifying the objectives associated
with measures and enable the effectiveness armegitly of the actions in question to be
compared. Such data should be used with cautotheaspecific conditions for different
programmes may not be the same.

Experience shows that outputs and results arevehatstraightforward to quantify in that
they are quite close to the ‘measure’ level. Imtest, impacts must be measured from
outside the operational context. They need natieflore, be particularly visible or obvious
and this has adverse consequences in terms ohtleaisurability. In addition, impact is often
the cumulative effect of a number of measures dmd turther complicates analysis.
Evaluation can be useful in overcoming such diffies.

The achievable quality for the quantification ofgiets at priority and programme level will
depend on the quality of the quantification at tieasure level (which is not included in the
programming document). In this context the Commisgecommends thaall outputs
should bequantified at measure level. In a next step, attention shbeldoncentrated on the
guantification ofresult indicators for the most important parts of a programme iatstic
and financial terms. After that one should movéhquantification of selected impacts.

As mentioned above, the use of forecasting tecksiqur small sectoral models might be
necessary for result and impact indicators. Egfigdior impact indicators the utility of the
guantification depends directly of the quality loé tmeasurement and estimation methods.

If a certain programme uses macro-economic modgeiéohniques, this should be used in the
indicator system. First of all, the model can citmite to the setting of targets at programme
level. As far as possible, a consistency checlwden the data produced by this top down
technique and the bottom up system of output, t@sul impact indicators should take place.

If a managing authority has succeeded in develogghagble result and impact indicators, the
guantified targets of the respective lower levedpgially output targets) acquire a more
instrumental character. The progress in achietlegresult or impact target will determine
possible changes of more operation-oriented indisaat the respective lower level (first of
all the targets for output indicators).

Difficulties in the aggregation of indicatoexe a typical phenomenon for the priority and
programme level. Whereas financial indicators banaggregated to all levels (measure,
priority, programme, national level), physical iogiors are more difficult to aggregate, and it
is often inappropriate to attempt to do so. Thenmot necessarily an identity of indicators at
two corresponding programme levels. Different @awi may contribute to a more general
objective at priority level and this more generbjeative will be reflected by an indicator of
more generic nature. For example, a road and laanaiconstruction measure could
contribute to the improved accessibility of a regiexpressed in a respective impact indicator
without reference to the transport mode; or severa@sures (e.g., training, investment aid)
may contribute to the innovative capacity in a givegion that would be expressed at priority
level by the number of innovations in supportecegnises.
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4.4.1. Satic and dynamic concept

In relation to baselines, a distinction can be drdgtween a static concept and a dynamic
concept for the setting of quantified targets (fegi4.4 a and 4.4 b).

Figure 4.4 a. Static concept Figure 4.4 b. Dynamconcept
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4. 5. Core indicators

Programmes can include a large number of indicatefiecting the wide variety of
interventions and users needs.

The Commission, however, also has information ndmdsthese relate to a more limited
subset of “core” indicators. We can distinguish types of core indicators:

a. Core indicators specific for a programme

As already outlined in chapter 3, the general raguh emphasizes the need to describe the
objectives of each priority in terms of expecteduits. They should be explained in a
gualitative manner in the programming documentgRonmme monitoring will pay particular
attention to the attainment of those objectives i@sdilts. These indicators shall capture the
core elements of the expected changes and areequmtstly, especially important.

In some cases, these indicators will assume anath@ortant function: when they can be
derived from more general policy frameworks, sushhee Lisbon agenda, they will describe
the contribution of structural funds to those pekc

b. Common minimum core indicators

Usually the wide variety of programme indicators nst directly comparable across
programmes. Therefore, the Commission wishes towgage the use of common minimum
core indicators where appropriate to the conteprogrammes.

Common minimum core indicatorsare physical and financial indicators, which canused
to make comparisons or aggregations of data acsomsfiar programmes, priorities or
measures. The concept can be useful in differentegts: for example, a national authority
responsible for the National Strategic Referen@ariework could be interested in collecting
certain information across different programmes.
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Generally speaking, the number of core indicatorstnbe _smallto ensure that they are
appropriate and manageable with regard to programmaitoring and comparative or
thematic analyses. Common core indicators arellysiagled out from the larger number of
programme (output, result, impact) indicators. obher words, core indicators are not a
separate monitoring system, they are a subsetlafators that have a special use.

Common minimum core indicators are of special ingmee for the information and
accountability needs of the Commission. Some, edlab the categorisation of expenditure,
are defined in the implementing regulation and da@ managed and transmitted
electronically. Others are part of the monitoriggtem and progress should be presented in a
separate table in the annual report. For exampiplayment is an EC policy objective and
simultaneously a priority in most forms of assis&n An important core impact indicator is
therefore the number of (gross) jobs directly gatezt by structural assistance.

Annex 1 of the working paper lists the common mimimcore indicators which the
Commission suggests that Member States apply aéiRB$ and Cohesion Fund
programmes, wherever appropriate. Annex 3 prekempproach recommended for ESF
programs.

These lists of core indicators do not detract ftbeimportance for the Member States to
establish indicators for each programme/prioritthvei particular focus on result indicators
(see chapter 3.3).

4.6. Innovation, co-operation: special attentiond process issues

Throughout the whole process of the establishménanoindicator system it should be
recalled that indicators are just another instrunfi@neffective management with an intrinsic
potential and limitations. For instance, indicatonay distract the attention of programme
managers from important, but unexpected impactsoon major process issues. In addition,
for some actions (e.g., support for RTD, innovatiterritorial co-operation) it might be
especially difficult to collect meaningful informabh on results and impacts. Here the
collection of process-related information, on tlevelopment of capacities and competences
of stakeholders can be an instrument to suppograrome mangers in their management and
reporting.

4.7. Checklists — what should be included in Opetianal Programmes and National
Strategic Reference Frameworks

This section concludes with two checklists whicmsarise the indicators and explanations
which should be included in Operational Programmued the National Strategic Reference
Framework. They synthesise previous sections hadlg be used flexibly depending on the
programme concerned.
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Indicators - what should be included in the Operatbnal Programme? A checklist

Analysis

Context indicators

- name / definition

- baseline

- data source, frequency of reviewing

Description of strategy

Indicators at programme level: Impact or resulicatbrs and Core indicators
- name / definition

- baseline

- quantified target

- description of source or measurement method

- breakdown by sex and size of recipient undergakin

Indicators at priority level: result (impact) indiors; output indicators if necessary
- name / definition

- baseline

- quantified target

- description of measurement method or source

- breakdown by sex and recipient undertakings

where appropriate:

- source of information
- periodicity

- measurement method

Description of implementation system
- description of responsibilities for data collectiand analysis
- provisions for annual report: up-date of contaxtl programme indicators planned

- regular information on indicator values for Maning committee planned

Indicators - what could be included in the NationalStrategic Reference Framework? A
checklist

Analysis

Context indicators
- name / definition
- baseline

Description of strategy

Indicators at NSRF level

Convergence Obijective: preferably data obtainedfroacro-economic models (impact
GDP, employment, investment);

Competitiveness objective: gross new jobs created,

other indicators, if appropriate

- name / definition

[®)
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- baseline
- quantified target
- description of source or measurement method

Indicators at priority level: result (impact) indiors; output indicators if necessary
- name / definition

- baseline

- quantified target

- description of measurement method or source

where appropriate:

- source of information
- periodicity

- measurement method

Core indicators
Description of implementation system

- description of responsibilities for data collectiand analysis
- provisions for reporting system: up-date of cahtnd programme indicators planned
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5. INTEGRATION OF HORIZONTAL ISSUES

5.1. General principles

Member States may wish to integrate horizontal aihjes of different nature in their
programmes. Such themes could be sustainable apeneht, equal opportunities, cross-
border cooperation and many others. In doingdbme general principlesan be helpful:

- The monitoring and evaluation of horizontal thenshould be embedded into the
general indicator system of a programme and neeparated into a specific indicator
system.

- Indicator systems for Structural Fund intervemsichould be decision oriented. Data
should not be collected without clear purpose.

- The establishment of any indicator system islgodhdicators for horizontal priorities
should be applied first of all for measures thateha significant impact on a given
horizontal theme.

- It is recommended to use a step by step approkdh equally important to be open to
experiments and to find out good practices. Fangde, a one and only way to
implement sustainable development does not exidepgends always on the situations
and priorities concerned which can vary considsgrabl

5.2. Breakdown of data by gender and by size of egient undertakings

Taking account of the general principles outlinbd\e, Member States should be aware of
Article 66.2 of the General Regulation requiringtthwhere the nature of the assistance
permits, the statistics shall be broken down by sexl by the size of the recipient
undertakings.

5.3. Strategic environmental assessment

Directive 2001/42/EC requires the Member States to carry out Strat&gigironmental
Assessments for a whole range of programmes. skragegic assessment will be carried out
under the responsibility of the Member Statesis Nery likely that many Structural Funds
programmes will be subject to this Directive. Al 5 of the Directive asks for an
assessment of significant effects on the envirotroEimplementing a plan or programme;
article 10 stipulates a monitoring of plans andgpammes. In developing indicator systems
for Structural Funds programmes Member States dhtake a decision if and how the
monitoring as required under Directive 2001/42 #mel monitoring system of the Structural
Funds programme as such should be integrated goleament each other.

% Directive 2001/42/EC of the European Parliamernt @ithe Council of 27 June 2001 on the assessafent
certain plans and programmes on the environmedt.207.2001
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6. USING THE INDICATOR SYSTEMS DURING THE PROGRAMME
LIFECYCLE

Indicators need to be considered through all theseé of the Structural and Cohesion Fund
programme management cycle:

* planning and programming,
» implementing structural interventions,
» evaluation.

Decisions and actions can be influenced by infolonaprovided by the indicator system at
each of these stages. Therefore, it is crucid the structure of the system as well as
indicators themselves are tailor-made to users’dmeat each stage of programme
management.

6.1. Planning and Programming

In most cases the future managing authority ofpiteggramme (and the authority responsible
for the NSRF) will take the lead for the elaboratad the indicator system.

6.1.1. Integrationin programming

The establishment of the indicator system shoulohtegjrated in the programme planning

at an early stage The inherent need for precision of definitiordahe quantification of
objectives can contribute substantially to the duabf the programming. In addition,
experience proves that an indicator system is ®@fecwhen it starts to measure the
programme implementation from the very beginning.

6.1.2. Establishment and Management in partnership

The potential users of information are the stak#édnsl who have their own areas of
responsibilities and, therefore, their distinctivéormation needs. As a result, not all
indicators are useful for everybody. Typical usses

— implementing agencies, project promoters,

— managing authorities,

— monitoring committees,

— European Commission,

— European Parliament and national parliaments,
— external evaluators,

— wider public, including civic organizations.

In order to establish an indicator system, it ise®sary to involve to the maximum possiple
thefuture suppliers and potential users of information Already available information and
existing monitoring systems should be used, whiso alarifying what additional, ne
indicators should be established in order to baetet information needs.
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The users should co-operate on a regular basistathuthority responsible for the design of
the indicator system, for example, in the form ofemporaryworking group. Such a
working group — if effective during the planning daprogramming phase - could be
transformed in the course of programme implememtainto a more formamonitoring
platform, especially for bigger Convergence Objectie programmes The platform could
beresponsible for quality checks or further improveise

The involvement of one or more outsieeperts may also be of benefit. Experience has also
shown, especially for large programmes with mamakedtolders, that it can be useful to fix
procedures, definitions etc in a user manual.

Figure 6.1: Suppliers and users of the indicator stem

Suppliers of information Managing Authorities in Users of information —
— implementation charge of indicator systems Monitoring Committees
agencies — <> <4—»| Managing Authorities,

Implementing Authorities
European Commission
External Evaluators

The mainsuppliers of information on indicators are the implementation agencies who
implement Structural and Cohesion Fund programmethe field. Their participation is
likely to ensure that the system is realisticallgsidned because they are familiar with
practical possibilities and limits of data colleeti They can be helpful in planning the
channels for collecting information as well as meipg the initial quantification of
indicators. The future management authorities khanake sure that already existing

information is usedr reach a clear understanding with the users cat wbt yet generated
data could improve their management and decisidanga

Other suppliers are the official statistical services. Their stats may be used to define
context indicators which describe a basic situatibthe beginning of an intervention as well
as to quantify baselines for other indicators.

6.1.3. Proportionality

The Regulation introduces the concept of propoddion (art. 13). The scale of the
Operational Programme should be considered ingheegt of the indicator system proposed.
In particular for the measurement of impacts, medhagies used should reflect the size of
the interventions.

The indicator systems of complex programmes (@ighin the Convergence Objective) with
a high number of priorities and measures will neagly be more difficult to manage than the
system of a smaller programme. The challenge @etign indicator systems as complex as
necessary and as small as possible under the ispgimstances of a specific programme.
The aim is not to achieve an equal coverage oprajramme and priority objectives. The
impact and result indicators should cover priositee® measures which represent the bulk of
expenditure or are of strategic importance frompbmat of view of programme objectives or
the information needs of the potential users.
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6.1.4. Quality check

The Commission invites the competent authoritiesutolertake a quality check of the
indicators identified for the programme. This dhsbould cover the systeaf indicators for
guestions such as:

- coverage,

- balance, and

- manageability.

and_individualindicators using the following quality criteria:
* relevance,

* sensitivity,

 availability,

* cCosts.

6.1.5. Coherence between NSRF and Operational programmes

The authority responsible for the National StratBgyerence Framework together with the
Managing Authorities of the Operational Programmsiesuld assure, whenever appropriate, a
coherence of indicators used in the NSRF and trexd@ipnal Programmes.

It may be useful to organize an exchange of expeeieor co-ordination across several
Operational Programmes or for Programmes co-firdirine one Fund, e.g. the European
Social Fund, during the implementation period.

6.1.6. Coherence with indicators of established EC policies

The more strategic character of programming pe2i@@i7-2013 is also based on a reinforced
link between Structural Funds Programmes and atiegor EC policies. Indicator systems
should aim to reflect those links, taking accouhth® indicators used for reporting or for
setting targets in the policy cycle of these sg@® as for example those of the European
Employment Strategy. Examples for the policy fiedfishe employment strategy are provided
in annex 2.

6.1.7. Role of ex ante evaluation

Working Paper No. 1 provides detailed guidance lon éx ante evaluation. As regards
output, result and impact indicators and their éeggthe working paper states that these
should be proposed by the competent authoritielsis $hould include an estimation of the
likely impact in terms of jobs created. The ewaatw should verify the appropriateness of the
indicators identified and the proposed quantifmation the basis of past experience and
appropriate benchmarks.

The establishment of impact indicators is a compdek which may not be possible for those
responsible for drawing up the programme. Somduatian work on the part of the

evaluators may be required as part of the ex amdduation if benchmarks and past
experience do not provide a sufficient basis foal@shing and quantifying impact indicators.
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The evaluator should also verify the causality lesmvoutputs, results and impacts and make
recommendations for improvements if appropriate.

Both the planners and the evaluator should see&nsure that the system of indicators
remains manageable and useable. In this regaedevaluator may need to work with the
competent authorities on a detailed level of inica which will not appear in the
Operational Programme but which will be necessany the Managing Authority and
Implementing Bodies in delivering the programme.

The relevant working paper should be consultedirfore detail on this issue.

6.2. Implementing Structural Interventions

During implementation of Structural and CohesiomdFrprogrammes, the use of indicators
requires consideration of a number of issues, dioly the reliability of data collection
methods, how to usefully present the informatioth#®monitoring committee and how to use
it in annual implementation reports.

6.2.1. Data collection

Data collection from the programme will be the tagkimplementation agencies and the
managing authorities. Practical experience of datiection will provide insights on how
indicators can be consolidated and improved. Qmngolose co-operation with the users of
information would improve the practical applicatioof the indicator system in the
implementation phase of a programmes a well agnalise data collection methods.

The risk of excessive data requirements existsonbt within the public administration, but
also for project promoters.

It will be the responsibility of the Managing Autiity to check periodically the reliability of
the information collected to provide additional dmmce, if needed.

6.2.2. Presenting the data to the monitoring committee

The monitoring committees are responsible for enguthat Structural and Cohesion Fund
implementation is effective. Their tasks incluéeiewing progress, especially the degree to
which the quantified targets associated with eaththe priorities have been achieved.

Therefore, monitoring committees should be condutia the indicator system during the

planning phase as well as at an early stage ofrpnoge implementation in order to verify

that:

 the indicator system as a whole has been set ygegyo and
» define what kind of information is needed for itsrowork.

The monitoring committee should concentrate onstih@tegic issues of a programme. This
understanding should guide the decision of a mawgaguthority on which data - financial,
physical or process related - is presented to dinentittee. In most cases, it would probably
consist of aggregated financial data as well asmétion on result and impact indicators.

The members of the monitoring committee have dfierknowledge and experiences
regarding Structural Fund programmes. In particida complex Convergence Objective
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programmes the use and interpretation of informapi@vided by the indicator system might
prove to be difficult. For these reasons, the rgangpauthorities should when presenting data
on indicators to the monitoring committee:

* Put quantitative information into its qualitativentext,

* Reduce the volume of information provided, compdcecurrent experience,
* Present information in standardised manner,

* Undertake some preliminary analysis, highlightingeal information, and

» Use appropriate presentation techniques.

6.2.3. Annual implementation reports

The managing authority will submit an annual impégration report to the European
Commission within six months by the end of eachdalendar year of implementation. This
report will detail the progress made in implemegtihe assistance over the preceding year.
These reports must includeter alia, following elements:

» data on the context in which the assistance wakmgnted;
 the financial implementation of the assistance.

* progress made in achieving the priorities, quatntgdy using the adopted monitoring
indicators.

As far as the physical indicators are concernegl,réports should use indicators at priority
and programme level, as well as core indicatoragiged in the respective programmes.
Values for impact indicators can be added when beepme available.

The implementation report is an opportunity to paevinformation not only to the
Commission, but to other stakeholders too, inclgdanoject promoters. Appropriate feed-
back and publicity measures should be put in place

The tasks illustrated above lead to an importantiusion:

The use and improvement of the set of indicatorpas$ of the monitoring system is|a
continuous task during the programming period. Qwnmission underlines the need|to
establish and to develop the necessary administratapacities, in particular within the
managing authorities.

6.3. Evaluation

Indicators represent a major source of informabanwhich evaluations are based and they
will be used at the different evaluation stages.

Relevant evaluation issues
Relevanceassesses the links between the defined objectnetsh@ existing socio-economic
problems to be solved by an intervention.

Effectiveness compares what has been done with what was origindanned,i.e, it
compares actual with expected or estimated outpegs]ts, and impacts.

Efficiency looks at the ratio between the outputs, resultg] empacts and the inputs
(particularly financial resources) used to achidwm.
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[72)

Utility checks whether the impact obtained by an intergartorrespond to society’s need
and to the socio-economic problems to be solvedigregards all reference to stated

objectives of an intervention).
Sustainability assesses the ability of the programme effectsstariahe middle or long term

after the funding of an intervention has ceased.

Indicators are most frequently used to measuretefeness and efficiency ratios which can
be calculated for each programming stage (overairamme level, priorities and
measures/actions), i.e., in terms of output, reanll impact.

Table: Effectiveness and efficiency indicators atifferent programming level

Objectives Indicators Effectiveness Efficiency

Measure/action Financial/physical Actual/planned output Output compared to cost
output

Priority Result (impact) Actual/planned results sRle compared to cost

Programme Impact (results) Actual/planned impact mpdct compared to cost

The tasks of the ex ante evaluation concerningcatdrs are outlined above under heading
6.1.6.

Evaluations undertaken during the programming period shouldnere the degree of
effectiveness and efficiency achieved in the setéetrea or theme under evaluation on the
basis of indicators collected by the monitoringteys and/or by an autonomous appropriate
field work. It should also assess the qualitygevahce and the level of quantification of these
indicators. Either of the programme as a wholdecsed parts of it or cross-cutting
objectives.

Finally, theex post evaluation— carried out by the Commission - in addition tdirel
assessment of effectiveness, will concentrate astegans of utility and sustainability. Impact
and result indicators are likely to be the most ontgnt indicators at this stage of the
programme cycle. For this purpose, ex-post eviagatare likely to involve — in addition to
the monitoring data — methods typical for thosedatbrs. The Commission will need the
close cooperation of the Managing Authorities foe success of this evaluation, especially in
relation to the provision of data.

6.4. Indicators in the Programming Life Cycle — é&Synthesis
The following table summarises the role and funcwd indicators at the different stages of

the programming life cycle. It can help to foch® tattention of key stakeholders on the
importance of indicators for effective design, iemplentation and evaluation of programmes.
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Indicators in the Programming Life Cycle

Stage of Programme Cycle

Issues for Indicators system

Programme Elaboration

Analytical part: definition of context indicators

Definition of Programme Strategy
and Priorities

Definition of objectives at the Programme and Riydevel —
establishment output, result and impact and catiedtors

Planning Implementation
Arrangements

Designing the monitoring system: electronic datacpssing,
quality check of indicators,

Designing the evaluation system: planning evalmatigth a
description of indicator data needed to evaluage th
Programme; selecting indicators, information onchitshould
be delivered by an evaluation exercise

Establishing rules and conditions for a smooth effidient co-
operation between these two systems

Integration of Ex Ante Evaluation

Ex ante evaluation as a parallel process to Prageadesign
Close co-operation between the evaluators and gnage
designers as regards the indicator system, momit@md
evaluation arrangements

Examination of the evaluation recommendations aed t
possible consideration in the design of the Prognam

Implementation

Collecting and updating information on indicatonsla
transferring it to the users;

On-going process of improving the functioning of th
monitoring system

Carrying out on-going evaluations

Annual Reporting on
Implementation

Preparation of the selected indicator data and greliminary
interpretation for the Annual Reports — possilié&dige
between the on-going evaluation exercise and anepalting
which could improve the decision making process

Preparing Information for the
Monitoring Committee

Compiling information on indicators and the prograshieved
by the programme towards the defined targets vagliof data|
to the Monitoring Committee on a regular basis

Ongoing Evaluations

Evaluation of the programme performance as regaadscular
priorities or themes by using indicators as neggssa
Review of indicators linked to a possible reviewtod
programme strategy

Review of functioning of the monitoring system (tityaof
indicators, data collection and their transfertte tisers), if
necessary

Ex Post Evaluation (Commission)

Monitoring system delivering data on indicatorstfut and
result indicators, if appropriate) for the purpa$¢he
evaluation

Evaluation role in assessing impact (and resudleppropriate)
achieved by the programme — possible use of mamyoesmic
models
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ANNEX |: C ORE INDICATORS FOR ERDF AND COHESION FUND

The indicators on this list should be integrated the system of programme indicators for
each Operational Programme, whenever appropridie.list has been established to reflect
the Community priorities as outlined in the Comntyitrategic Guidelines and the structure
of the codification of interventions (Commissiomguéation [] on implementation of

regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006).

The information should be up-dated in annual repgmeferably aggregated at the level of

Operational Programmes (or NSRF, if possible). MenStates should use information
available when the project has been approved (pthoatcomes).

“C ONVERGENCE” AND “C OMPETITIVENESS AND EMPLOYMENT ” OBJECTIVES
Programme level
(1) Jobs created,
Definition: gross direct jobs created, full timeugégalents, Source: monitoring system
(2) of this: for men

3) of this: for women

Thematic fields
(selected fields out of codification system)

Research and technological development (01 — 05, 07

(4) Number of RTD projects
(5) Number of cooperation projects enterprisesseaech institutions
(6) Research jobs created (preferably 5 years jpiftgect start)

Direct investment aid to SME (08)

(7) Number of projects

(8) of it: number of start-ups supported (firsbtyears after start-up)
(9) Jobs created (gross, full time equivalent)

(20) Investment induced (million €)

Information society (10 - 15)

(11) Number of projects
(12) Number of additional population covered byasteand access

Transport (16, 17, 20 — 23, 25)

(13) Number of projects
(14) km of new roads,
(15) of which TEN
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(16) km of reconstructed roads

(17) km of new railroads

(18) of which TEN

(19) km of reconstructed railroads

(20) Value for timesavings in Euro / year stemnfirogn new and reconstructed roads for
passengers and freight

(21) Value for timesavings in Euro / year stemmnfirogn new and reconstructed railroads for
passengers and freight

(22) Additional population served with improved anbtransport

Renewable energy (39-42)

(23) Number of projects
(24) Additional capacity of renewable energy prdduc(MWh)

Environment (44-47, 50)

(25) Additional population served by water projects
(26) Additional population served by waste watajgcts
(27) Number of waste projects

(28) Number of projects on improvement of air guyali
(29) Area rehabilitated (ki

Climate change (16-17, 39-43, 49, 52)

(30) Reduction greenhouse emissions 4@@d equivalents, kt)

Prevention of risks (53)

(31) Number of projects
(32) Number of people benefiting from flood protentmeasures
(33) Number of people benefiting from forest fir@ggction and other protection measures

Tourism (55-57)

(34) Number of projects
(35) Number of jobs created

Education (75)

(36) Number of projects
(37) Number of benefiting students

Health (76)

(38) Number of projects

Urban issues
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If a Member State decides to allocate specific futodurban issues in line with art. 37.6 of
the regulation 1083/2006, then following core iadors should be applied to these parts of
the programme:

Physical and environmental regeneration

(39) Number of projects ensuring sustainability androving the attractiveness of towns
and cities

Competitiveness

(40) Number of projects seeking to promote busegssntrepreneurship, new technology

Social inclusion

(41) Number of projects offering services to proenetual opportunities and social inclusion
for minorities and young people
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CO-OPERATION OBJECTIVE

Cross-border co-operation and Transnational coatiogr

degree of co-operation

(42) Number of projects respectitwgo of the following criteria: joint development, jdin
implementation, joint staffing, joint financing

(43) Number of projects respectitigee of the following criteria: joint development, jain
implementation, joint staffing, joint financing

(44) Number of projects respectifaur of the following criteria: joint development, jain
implementation, joint staffing, joint financing

Cross-border co-operation

Number of projects

(45) encouraging the development of cross-boraeletr

(46) developing joint use of infrastructure

(47) developing collaboration in the field of pudbdiervices

(48) reducing isolation through improved accessansport, ICT networks and services
(49) encouraging and improving the joint protectam management of the environment

(50) Number of people participating in joint educator training activities

(51) Number of people getting employmentthe other side of the border as a result of CBC

project

Transnational co-operation

Number of projects

(52) on water management

(53) improving accessibility

(54) on risk prevention

(55) developing RTD and innovation networks

Inter-regional co-operation

(56) Number of projects
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ANNEX Il: C ORE I NDICATORS AND MONITORING ARRANGEMENTS
FOR ESF CO-FINANCED PROGRAMMES

Paragraph 4.5. presented two types of indicatorshwghould play a central role in
monitoring and evaluating programmes in the fram&wd partnership between the
Commission, the Member States and the managemtraies. For programmes co-
financed by the European Social Fund a number afacheristics derive from its specific
mission.

1. Core indicators relating to objectives

First, the principal specific character of the E8Be taken into account arises because many
co-financed priorities link directly with policie®-ordinated at a European level, which have
common indicators and quantified objectives. Thithe case in particular for the European
Employment Strategy and the National Action Plamrssbcial inclusion. ESF programmes
must contribute to the implementation of thesegied and, where the financial volume of the
priorities or their strategic characteristics pdrrfie result indicators adopted to quantify the
objectives should linked to those which quantifgsé policies at European level or in the
NAP. This establishment of correspondence (viagk@ample, coverage rates) should
facilitate the monitoring and evaluation of the tdoution of the ESF to these policies.

Clearly, the same co-ordination requirement appbgarding context indicators and the
analyses which accompany them. The elements ohdgtigs already developed for the open
co-ordination methods can and must be the stapngt of the Operational Programmes.

2. Common minimum core indicators

As for the other Funds, for the ESF the need tecbsome comparable data between
programmes and between regions remains. In teeests of simplification, these indicators
should be concentrated at two levels:

a) the principal common indicators are presentegtlenimplementing regulation and concern
the categorisation of the financial indicators (ooitments and expenditure) and the
recipients' characteristics according to main festifage, sex, labour market status, etc).

b) the other comparison requirements will be satisinainly by the follow-up systems
already in place for policies for employment, irssin and education. In these reports it
should be possible to present significantly andigehtly standardised information on the
contribution of the ESF to the attainment of thétpal objectives at the European level and
specific to each Country.

It is not necessary therefore to provide heretafisore indicators for the ESF. There is a
need, however, to explore in greater detail themmomcomprehension of the indicators
adopted within the framework of these policies amdtrengthen common work between the
authorities responsible for monitoring ESF progragarand those responsible for monitoring
the NAP and other relevant policies. Through thekvad correspondents' network for
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evaluation of the ESF, which is managed by the @atadn Unit of the DG for Employment
and Social Affairs, exchanges of good practicetimarea will be facilitated.

References :

http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment social/empleytstrategy/docindic en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment social/so@mlusion/indicators en.htm
http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/20406k indi en.htnil
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