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Summary

The study aimed at assessing the level of the value of the indicators planned by the Intermediate Body of the Operational Programme Human Capital in the Lubelskie region to be achieved in 2010 and targeted for 2013 in the frame of the Priority VIII Regional Human Resources for the Economy and IX Development of Education and Competence in Regions. The study comprised projects selected through open calls for projects organised within these two Priorities.

The main objective of the study was to assess the level of achievement of the indicators planned in the Action Plans for the Lubelskie Region. This goal required to gather the analytical material within two modules:

· Module I

Assessing the extent to which the indicators planned in the Action Plan within the Priorities VIII and IX of the OP HC in the Lubelskie Region were reached according to the opinion of the beneficiaries that finalised their projects and those who are still implementing projects.

· Module II

Assessing the possibility of reaching the target level of the indicators in 2013.

The study was carried out mainly on the basis of the desk research and qualitative analysis including:

· In depth interviews with beneficiaries of the projects implemented within the Priorities VIII and IX of the OP HC, representatives of the IB as well as with representatives of the relevant departments within Marshal Office of the Lubelskie Region dealing with following areas: entrepreneurship/adaptability and education;

· Focus groups interviews with beneficiaries of the projects implemented in both Priorities under analysis.

The study started by taking into account conclusions from the study “Assessment of the monitoring system and value of the indicators of the OP HC 2007-2013”, carried out within an assignment contracted by the Managing Authority in 2010. This study demonstrated that the system of indicators monitoring in the OP HC showed some weaknesses. Several outputs indicators (and logically result indicators  based on the output indicators) are subject to reservations regarding the estimation of the target value. The study proved that “target values of the indicators were established in the majority of cases in a totally arbitrary manner. The establishment of the indicators was made without carrying out previously a deepened analysis, that caused that in several cases the target values overcome the number of potential participants
.” It concerns first of all the values of output indicators in the regional component, among them those set up for the Priorities VIII and IX OP HC. So to establish the adequate target values of the indicators within the Priorities VI-IX, it would have been necessary to start from taking into account the regional needs (including target group and potential beneficiaries interests) as well as realistic costs of interventions in each area – what actually had not been taken into consideration when the national values of the indicators were desegregated among regions. This way the IB is supposed to achieve targets that it did not really participate in the establishment of and that are often inadequate for the regional needs and thus unreachable in present conditions.

The IB is able to guide the process of achieving the planned values of indicators thanks to Action Plans set up for each Priority that cover the planned values of the indicators for each year. The Actions Plans are accepted by the MA that bear the responsibility before the European Commission for the overall management of the whole programme, including the achievement of the target values of the indicators planned in it. It happens then that values of indicators proposed by the IB on the basis of the monitoring system and regional needs and possibilities are not accepted by the MA that requests to increase the value of the indicators. Thus, the Action Plan includes sometimes values of the indicators that are impossible to reach. This statement is truth as well for the Lubelskie Region. 

When assessing the possibility of achieving the target values of the indicators in 2013 it is necessary to take into account that within the OP HC there are projects which do not or do indirectly (with delay) contribute to the achievement of the target values of the indicators set up within the Programme (i.e. research projects, information and promotion projects).

The study carried out in the Lubelskie Region confirmed the following conclusion from the study “Assessment of the monitoring system and value of the indicators of the OP HC 2007-2013”: “There is a general opinion that within the process of the implementation of the OP HC, the goals are neglected and, instead, the attention is paid to the achievement of the indicators. Obviously the indicators are related to the objectives, but they constitute necessarily simplification of the objectives underlying rather quantity and not quality of the measures
”. The obligation of reaching the values of the indicators planned makes that the IB/IB2 work intensively “towards” the indicators, opening first of all those call for proposals that would directly contribute to the achievement of the indicators. This statement relates as well to the choice of the strategic criteria that, to a certain extent, contribute more to the achievement of the indicators instead of combining the content of the projects to the needs of the region. 

The analysis of the level of achievement of the indicators within the Priorities in 2010 was based on the monitoring reports on the implementation of the Priorities within the regional component of the Operation Programme Human Capital 2007-2013 for the first semester 2010 in the Lubelskie Region. The analysis carried out within the study was based first of all on output indicators, because in the period in which the study was being performed (September 2010), the official data relating to the result indicators were not available at the IB (this was due to the principle of the monitoring of the OP HC system where the result indicators are estimated at the end of the year). Nevertheless, progress in the achievement of the output indicators influences directly the majority of the result indicators, thus the degree of achievement of the results indicators in 2010 was estimated on the basis of the output indicators, however those estimations can bear a risk of error to a certain extent.

Values of indicators for 2010 were not set up adequately to existing possibilities of the particular Measures within the Priorities VIII and IX in the region. The analysis of the Action Plans and of the reports on the implementation of the Priority indicates clearly that the IB, when establishing the target values for 2010, was conscious that in the majority of cases the chance for achieving them was weak. This approach is certainly a result of negotiation with the MA that recommends to increase the value of the indicators so to achieve the overall targets planned for the whole programme.

In both Priorities the values of the output indicators achieved till the end of 2010 in the majority of cases is far from levels planned in the Action Plans for 2010. In the Priority VIII there is only one indicator – number of persons that finished the participation in training projects and number of persons receiving support for  self-employment – that will certainly be significantly much higher than the level foreseen in the plan and in the Priority IX – the exception concerns the indicator related to number of pre-school establishments supported under the Priority for which the planned value was already exceeded.

In the Priority VIII the achievement of the values of the indicators planned for the end of 2010 related to the Specific objective 2 “Improving the system of anticipation and management of economic change” as well as to the first output indicator within the Measure 8.2 “Transfer of knowledge” are particularly under threat. The level of interest of potential participants for a given support is the major factor that decides whether the value of the indicator is exceeded or not achieved. Only in the case of the indicator related to the number of employees in danger of negative results of restructuring the problem is due to the methodology established for measuring it. Low level of interest is particularly visible in the case of the output indicator measuring the number of companies participating in projects. As states the IB, the main problem is related to the lack of interest of companies to the forms of support that include state aid. But this problem could be more serious in this sense – as demonstrated in the study “Assessment of the implementation of the OP HC in the context of the concentration of the support for the Priority VIII and Priority IX in the Lubelskie Region
” – “employers are in the majority convinced that the orientation of the OP HC takes to a minor extent into account needs and expectations of the companies from the region”. Thus this opinion necessarily has a negative influence to level of interest of the companies for the participation in the Programme. 

In the Priority IX the indicator related to the number of adults aged 25-64 who participated in formal continuing education under  the Priority (due to lack of interest for this form of support from the project promoters as well as participants themselves) and the one related the number of grassroots community initiatives launched under the Priority must be considered at stake. 

It is necessary to underline that the target values for 2010 of the indicators at risk were set up at higher levels than in 2009 though in the majority of cases their achievement is unlikely. This decision was taken under the recommendation from the MA that expects IB to achieve higher values indicators aiming at achieving indicators at Programme level. On the contrary – for the indicators that were significantly exceeded in 2009 but there is still a need in the region for this type of support, their target value for 2010 was planned at lower level than the year before. Apparently this was due to the fact that the indicator reached the overall target value and, for this reason, was planned at a lower level than the year before.

One can have serious doubts regarding the possibility of achieving the level of contracting under both Priorities foreseen in the Action Plan for 2010. Thus this fact influences negatively the values of the indicators achieved in 2010 and 2011. 

Furthermore, the study demonstrated that there is lack of correlation between the values of the indicators and the level of funds devoted (allocated) for the implementations of the Measures, in other word, taking the amounts allocated to the Measures and the realistic individual costs there is impossible to achieve the indicators. This can be a result of the wrong establishment of the target values of the output indicators in comparison to the level of financing allocated, which is a result of the faults of the mechanism for desegregating output indicators at country level as well as of the fact that the methods of desegregating indicators and the financial allocations were not interconnected. 

The study demonstrated that the beneficiaries hardly perceive the direct relation between the project and the indicators planned for an area. This is understandable as the project promoters are guided by their view of the problems and they indentify their objectives from this perspective preparing them at the level corresponding to their possibilities. The experience from project implementation makes them plan indicators at a safe level. They prefer to exceed planned level of indicator instead of not being able to reach it. 

According to representatives of IB and beneficiaries, the principles of support directed to entrepreneurs under the form of training including state aid is a major factor that influences the level of achievement of the indicators. They make that entrepreneurs avoid projects including state aid assuming that their employees shall participate in training organised directly for them (thus not including state aid) and useful for the company. The beneficiaries mention additionally problems related to a competition from the side of the projects under the Priority II covering several regions, relatively low interest to vocational training from the side of the entrepreneurs and their unwillingness to be covered by analysis necessary to identify pertinent projects. They mentioned as well limited number of trainers able to train in specific areas, i.e. related to new technologies or renewable energy. In the case of projects implemented for specific companies the problem is caused by the time needed to assess the application (on average 4-5 months) that makes that the needs cannot be fulfilled in adequately short time. 

In the case of the Priority IX the attractiveness of a given form of support for project promoters and potential project participants is the major factor that decides whether the target value of the indicator shall be exceed or not achieved. Only in case of two indicators the reasons of the problems are different. In the case of the indicator related to the number of schools which implemented development programmes under the Priority, its value is negatively influenced by its definition (each school can be counted only once even if it implemented several development programmes) and in the case of the indicator related to the number of schools and establishments providing vocational education which implemented development programmes its target value was wrongly set up as it assumes that 100% of the potential beneficiaries would implement development programmes. The beneficiaries think that the most significant barrier in the achievement of the results and outputs planned within the project is the inactivity of schools and teachers – when it comes to the implementation and to their participation – as well as low level of activity and lack of initiative from the side of the local authorities responsible for schools. Another barrier indicated in the study can be the obligation next year to implement in each region a systemic project of the Ministry of National Education titled “Individualisation of the process of teaching and educating pupils from the classes from I to III of the elementary schools”, which would require a huge effort form the IB and will not contribute to achieve any of the regional indicators – this is an example of one of those measures that will not contribute to the achievement of the indicators but are significant for the society, so an example showing that indicators relate only to a part of the interventions under the OP HC.

The beneficiaries perceive often strategic criteria and sometimes access criteria as factors that influence the number of certain type of project within the two Priorities. In the opinion of the evaluators, the strategic criteria should stimulate the number of projects in certain areas when the potential participants are very interested in participating in them and when the IB wants projects to tackle some strategic, from the regional point of view, needs. They are not necessary when the project promoters are not very much interested because they cause a negative view among them and do not motivate them to apply. Unfortunately, the strategic criteria are used by the IB more to stimulate projects that are supposed to allow the achievement of the indicators planned in the Priority and less to activate development in the scope and in the areas strategic from the regional point of view but obviously the regional needs are important when it comes to the selection of the criteria. In particular as far as identification of specific target groups and areas (problems and territories) of support are concerned.

The study showed as well other horizontal factors influencing the achievement of the outputs et results planned within the projects: a) insufficient strategic planning at different implementation levels of the Programme (MA, IB); b) low level of cooperation between entities representing different sectors of the regional economy; c) formal requirements within the projects co-financed under the structural funds, including the European Social Fund, making that i.e. entrepreneurs are not interested in applying directly to the Programme and if they decide to take part in a project it is usually as participants and not as beneficiary; d) financing of the projects that sometimes make timely implementation of the project very uneasy.

The analysis of the possibility of the achievement of the target indicators for 2013 demonstrated that in the case of both Priorities the majority of the indicators shall be modified by reducing or  increasing target values planned. If the planned value of the output indicators is not achieved, it will directly make impossible to achieve the target value of the result indicators. 

It must be underlined that the study is carried out in the moment when a big number of project are being implemented, new calls for proposals will be launched and the indicators can change significantly. According to the opinion of the IB, the fact that in many areas the contracting is touching its goal, may reorient the interest of the project promoters towards other areas considered so far as to difficult, what can constitute a chance to achieve (or at least increase) particularly problematic indicators. 

Taking all this into account, we recommend:

1) Deepening cooperation between all units within DEFS on the area of formulating specific project selection criteria (access and strategic);

2) Checking target value of several output and result indicators (list in the report and in the table of recommendations);

3) Changing the approach to strategic criteria in the case of those Measures and Sub-measures where the interest for applying is low. We recommend to not impose strategic criteria what should contribute to increase the interest of the project promoters;

4) Not formulating too specific criteria that require enumeration of the companies or the (high) number of companies that will be covered by the project;

5) Identifying and analysing in 2011 schools and establishments providing vocational education, so to launch in 2012 a call for proposals exclusively for those schools which have not received so far support under the Measure 9.2 OP HC (access criteria). Additionally, we propose to promote through strategic criteria projects promoters-operators what should facilitate the access of schools that have not received so far support under this Measure. IB in cooperation with Regional Centres for ESF (RO EFS) should undertake active steps to support potential project promoters in applying;

6) Allowing, in the case of Grouping of Schools that concentrate schools and establishments providing vocational education, to include within their projects additional pupils from other schools than the technical ones;

7) Modifying the definition of the indicator related to the number of employees in danger of negative results of restructuring so it takes into account all target groups and include – according to its name – persons “covered” by activities measured in the moment of receiving the support. Alternatively, so to continue the present methodology of monitoring the indicator, this definition could be introduced as additional. 
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