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Poland in the wake of implementation of NSRF 2007-201haPP

convergence with the EU labour market ~ GDPgap
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120
D -

100 = m = e e e e mm e —— i} v Voot PL V4+4

s 40%
30 § EU-28 64,30 20% —\_

2

0%
- 0,
& o o
L -40%

0 — -60% -

g V4+4 - 10,74 -80%
m
IS [
20 é demlngraphgr
employment rate
& EU-28 8,20 ey
E_ working hours (per employee)
0 = ®m productivity
O OB A PO ODND DO DD D ° i
D" D DD DTS QLT QOO & GDP per capita
FFFFEFF S S EF S PL [l 130

- = JE-28 —— V4+4 Poland



NSRF 2007-2013

NARODOWA
STRATEGIA SPOJNOSCI

PO
RPW




NSRF 2007-2013
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NSRF 2007-2013: what have we spent so much money ¢p3apPP

what products?

sprzet transportowy

komputery
urzadzenia elektryczne, maszyny elektronika

what services?

N product supply

M construction works

M external services technical

product supply professional

ESF projects

tourism, culture, social
infrastructure

energy

transport

information society

R&D, innovation,
entrepreneurship
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NSRF 2007-2013

in relation to public sector . . decreasing
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the impact on economy GDP

convergence with the EU-
28
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the impact on economy: labour market

unemployment rate

MSRF contribution

with MSRF
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development distance to EU Member States

GDP gap of V4+4 countries collectively Poland’s GDP gap
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cohesion policy in Poland = profits of EU-15 countries
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EU-15 countries transferred around EUR 120 billion for
implementation of the Cohesion Policy in V4 countries The total 2
economic profit of EU-15 countries resulting from implementation o

of the Cohesion Policy in V4 amount to EUR 96.6 billion, which 5

represents ca. 80% of contributions

16%



NSRF context - territorial dimension (PL AD 2006) mapPP

intra- and interregional living conditions of use of EU funds 2004-
diversification of GDP households 2006
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territorial cross-section of intervention

compensatory impact of additional investments in concentration on
OP DEP self-governments voivodeship cities
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structure of intervention

large i medium cities support from UFA for the -
ge 1 medl remaining part of the region but not all ROPs
vs small cities i rural areas 100%) were the same!
6000 - - mazowieckie
5000 - 253% Slaskie
pomorskie
4000 1 podlaskie
3000 - 197% l6dzkie
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2000 - matopolskie
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ﬁ 115% Swigtokrzyskie
0 - | G

dolnoslaskie
urban areas urban-rural areas a

and rural areas

wielkopolskie
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UFA support/remaining part

transport \ \ ;
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effectiveness of intervention in the territorial cross-sectigpaPP

_ impact of the cohesion policy on
impact at the local level development of Eastern Poland voivodeships

(estimation through matching) (EUImpactMOD — impact in %)
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effectiveness of intervention in the territorial cross-sectigpaPP

rank of Polish regions
GDP ranking
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what do we know about the intervention

compared to other V4+4 countries

general structure railway  (1,26) I
multimodal transport (0,29) |

inlan_r.l roads (0,11) |
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road infrastructure

structure of expenditure motorway network density selected conclusions from
under the cohesion policy the evaluation
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14% significance of the cohesion
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railway infrastructure

selected conclusions from
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structure of expenditure the structure of track length by speeds
under the cohesion policy
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urban/public transport

structure of expenditure
under the cohesion policy

PL Va+4

® urban transport
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passenger satisfaction vs. transport
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— satisfaction [PL]
—— satisfaction [EU25]
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over new and

700 modernised

tramways

approxima
tely

selected conclusions from
the evaluation

increased
accessibility of urban
transport thanks to
investment in rolling
stock

number of
passengers in urban
trnasport continues
to drop, with the
exception of largest
cities

modernisation of
traffic management,
ticket distribution

and information
systems

despite new rolling
stock, decreasing

transport activity

support for road
transport excessive

under investment in
urban transport
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what do we know about the intervention?

differences in contribution in a

the share of total EU co- breakdown by topics (difference in
financing percentage points in comparison to
V4+4 average)

water and sewage management (2, 74) _

87,50% 12’50% 2;18% environmental protection - other I(2,22) _
energy efficiency (0,45) .
1,27% 1.02% waste management (0,44) .
other
B RES RES (0,03) |

B energy efficiency and cogeneration
conventional energy (infrastructure)

waste management

conventional energy -)

B water and sewage management
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water and waste water management

the contribution of NSRF to NSRF responsible for
outcomes of support investments in 2009-2014 ca. 6 p.p. of the change
in total
nowe The share of the population
the length of . Sew()a(gzezilrgazt{:nzegtlﬁlaems - connected to the sewage
24.6 constructed or system
thousand modernised 85%89%

37%

km sewage system Acnhy
= population connected to the 69%
60%
sewage system
2 2 PErsons nallaizawjl I

connected to I

million sewage system 20%
number of waste W built sewage system - l
413 water treatment Total Urban areas Rural areas
plants = 2006 m2014
constructed

B | NSRF contribution i other sources



waste management

outcomes of support

105 MBT
6 incineration plants
municipalities
1115 covered by
support
RIPMWs covered
40%

by support

forms of waste
management

2015
m ir other forms of management 4

2006

m o landfilled waste

m o waste not subject to management
Zi

NSRF outreach

population
covered by
supported
installations

municipalities
covered by NSRF
support

m NSRF



RES and energy efficiency

. . share of power installed contribution of NSRF (2009'
installed electrical power under NSRF in the change in 2015)
under NSRF (MW) 2009-2015 the share of electrical energy

from RES in the gross final
consumption of electrical energy

wind power stations [NGS3 installations <0.2 MW g 51,
in total .
§ biomass power plants [l 238 biogas plants 69% 4,40%
g 2008 2015
2, solar power plants | 64 solar power plants 41% the share of energy from RSE in
2 final energy consumption in
% biogas plants: | 49 biogas plants 7% heating and cooling sectors
< 0,33%
hydropower plants 5 wind power stations 13
10,90%
small and micro RES | 10 hydropower plants’ 159, 2008 2015
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-potherinvestments > m NSRF



labour market




what do we know about the intervention

European Social Fund compared to V4+4 countries

education (1,10) | G

86% PARP, self-employment 0,07) |

social integration I 0,15

labour market institutions
and social assistance
institutions

adaptability of workers - 0,46

=1 labour market suppayt I 015

| social integration |
( education



ESF in numbers

RN
9.5 participants
N S
/\ /\
3.3 million from rural 361 thousand people
areas Persons with disabilities
N S N S
/J\ RN /J\
nemployed: Employed: Out of the labour force:
million 4 million 3 million
\L/\ T o
#\
Including long-term: .
1.4 million SMEs
700 thousand
#\

Women: 57%

NS

1 million administration

N

95%

95%

Entities granted support:

kindergartens

80% primary

gymnasia*

vocational
schools

90%

technology*

secondary schools*

* The share (%) of SGU, where
projects were implemented in a
given type of school under HC OP



active labour market policies

impact of OP HC on
unemployment

share of the unemployed
activated under OP HC amon 10,6%
all unemployed (annual

average)

gross share of employed .
thanks to OP HC (max) 7,1%
gross share of employed

thanks to OP HC (min) - 4,8%

net share of employed .
thanks to OP HC 0,8%

outcomes

1.3

million

26%

45-67%

8 p.p

20-42%

unemployed brought
into the labour
market in 2008-2015

funds from Labour
Fund on ALMP were
from HC OP

participants worked
after 6 months

counter-factually
estimated net
effectiveness

found potentially
sustainable
employment

high share of
participants took up
employment, but net
results were relatively
poor

e rorms introducing
into the labour market
(internships, practices,
subsidies) were more
effective and better
assessed by

low cost effectiveness

of the support

“creaming” was
significant, particularly
after introduction of
employment
effectiveness

low effectiveness of
many trainings, job
placement services and
vocational counselling

relatively poor quality
of employment taken
up (type of contract,
remuneration)




suport for self-employment

244

thousand

79%
56%

66%

8.9%

outcomes

subsidies and more than 3
thousand loans for
establishing one’s own
business

companies exist after 18
months

companies exist after 30
months

companies would have not
been established without the
support granted

of all companies established in
2008-2015 received a subsidy
from HC OP

survival rate

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%

0%
2011 2012 2013

——P PL established=—=F OP HC
2011 established 2011

survival rate of
companies established
from HC OP at the level
of all newly established
companies

the highest survival rate
of companies run by

men, aged 25-49, best
educated

increased risk of
cessation of activities
by long-term
unemployed persons,
aged 18-24 and 50+



INnNnovation

and competitiveness




what do we know about the intervention?

internal structure
52%
0 . 2 6%

m inf infrastructure and R&D

m wes indirect support, business environment, IIF

be direct investment support (innovation)

bedirect investment support (investments) )

compared to V4+4 countries

direct investment support i€
o i) I

(investments)

indirect support, business )
. PP 0,07) |
environment, IIF
direct investment suport 3
infrastructure and R&D >
Bl oso

direct investment support
innovat D <
(innovation) )



direct investment support

projects 26471
supported enterprises 19 997

structure of support

projects with the value of ca. PLIN 69
billion

of which ca. 24 billion is EU co-financing
significance of investment
subsidies

large: [ OZ

100% approximately
g medur
60% .170
. [0)
40% of all companies  s™Mall
20% (non-financial)  micro, I

0%
. large :
approximately

, o) medium |

5 X value of < £U coufi _ 7.7A)oftotal
number co-financing . small
orojects investment

expenditure micro 870,
mrmicro mr small mmedium = large (2008-2015) :




macroeconomic context

innovative and research and

GDP and investments in Poland L .
development activities of companies

. 250
500 200
150 150
100 e — 100
50 20

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
—FGDP — investments i innovativeness —| R&D



subsidies: micro outcomes vs. macro outcomes

impact of the cohesion policy on expenditure

m lE OP4 . .
on innovation

employment (preliminary estimation)
the level of investment 5%
scale of :
. value of fixed assets + +# 0%
operations
revenue -5%
export +* X 10%
net profit +*
surplus -15%
remuneration +* +#
-20%
innovativeness (0/1) + +
: : -25%
innovativeness
L R&D expenditure + W O N < © 0 O N < © 0 O
productivity S S0 o000 9 o8 8 8
TEP . . N N & & N NN NN N NN
problem of significance in e general equilibrium efffect

dead-weight

m ¢ direct effect
m e spillover effect

the territorial
cross-section

the scale of

effect . .
innovativeness




financial instruments (regional programmes)

warto$é noreczonvch 16 2
value of guaranteed loans RN 4,61 : vave: [

(7]
()]
b thousand
C  value of intermediaries’ projects - 1,30 of final recipients number _-
&
0% 50% 100%
EU co-financing - 1,08 4 2)( o microm smalle medium
for EU funds
value of granted loans _ 4,15 3 2 6
S
o

value of intermediaries’ projects_ 3,11 th ousan d number .

of final recipients

EU co-financing [ - 59 0% 50% 100%

PLN 1 ) 6)( micros smalls :medium
billion for EU funds



summary




what can we say about the evaluation itself?

macroeconomic and territorial analyses

Innovation

. and
environment

transport protection and

human capital including direct
energy sector

support for
companies

labour market and competitiveness,

rmappP

other
thematic
evaluations




what can we say about the evaluation itself?

List jest tak dfugi, poniewaz nie miatem
czasu napisac krotszegqo.

| have only made this letter longer because
| have not had the time to make it shorter.

- Blaise Pascal, 1656



under development...

The
synthesis
of
Cohesion
Policy
outcomes
in Poland

The
synthesis
of
Cohesion
Policy
outcomes
in V4+4
countries




dziekuje!

thank you!




