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Introduction

This report summarises investment of ESF in "Access to Employment" (A2E)
interventions and the results obtained in Ireland. ESF-supported interventions in
Ireland (2007-2013) are contained in one Operational Programme, the Human Capital
Investment OP (HCI OP). The programme is structured around three priorities: (1)
Activation of the Labour Force; (2) Increasing Participation and Reducing Inequality in
the Labour Force and (3) Technical Assistance.

There has been significant change in economic conditions in Ireland since the HCI OP
was agreed (2007). Linked to the severity of the economic recession and the public
debt crisis, a revision of the OP was formally agreed in October 2009. Revisions
involved a reduction in the national exchequer contribution to the OP, a substantial
increase in the total (national and ESF) financial allocation to Priority 1 and a reduction
in the allocation to Priority 2. The revised HCI OP provides for total expenditure of just
over €906m, made up of €528m in national public funding, a Community (ESF)
contribution of €375m and private funding of €3m. The largest part of the investment is
in Priority 1 (€247 million ESF and €650 million total cost representing 71.7%) while
Priority 2 accounts for the bulk of the remainder (€125 million ESF and €250 million
total costs representing 27.6%). In 2010, a new activity, the Labour Market Activation
Fund (LMAF) 2010 (total allocation €32 million), was introduced into the OP under
Priority 1.

Policy and institutional changes have been adopted to overhaul labour market /
employment services and the links to social protection and education. Much of this is
motivated by the need to enhance the labour market activation process. Key changes
include:

The Department of Social Protection (DSP) is taking a greater role in providing
activation services for the unemployed in addition to administration of social
welfare, including unemployment, benefits. From January 2012, the National
Employment Service and other employment programmes are being moved from
the national training and employment agency (FAS) to the Department of Social
Protection and this service will be reconstituted as a “National Employment and
Entitlements Service”. Information management systems, including a new case
management system, are being enhanced. Policies to apply sanctions to people
on the Live Register (registered as unemployed with entitlement to benefits) who
unreasonably refuse offers of employment, further education or training are
being introduced.

The national training and employment agency (FAS) is being disbanded and
replaced with a new institution, SOLUS, which will have both a further education
(adult education) and training remit.

Based on a review of the HCI OP and the mid-term evaluation of the OP, Access to
Employment (A2E) interventions are supported in the activities listed in Table 1.1
under Priorities 1 and 2. The activities listed under Priority 2 have a social inclusion
focus but include A2E as a possible result. The main A2E interventions in terms of
scale of activity (financial and number of final recipients) are the Skills Training for the
Unemployed and Labour Market Activation Fund, under Priority 1. A2E activities under
Priority 2 are mainly small in scale (involving a total cost of €137.31 million across all
activities, with the largest-scale activity here being a programme for second chance
education of young people and Travellers, involving a total cost of €125.2 million).

By the end of 2010, the total cost of the OP was €1,051.8 million, which exceeds the
total cost of the revised OP (€906 million). The total amount of ESF allocated was

page 5

BT University | Training & Employment
QfGlaSgOW Research Unit



page 6

€310.6 million, which is less than the ESF allocation to the OP (€375 million). The
largest proportion of the allocation has been to Priority 1 (€777.7 million) and within
Priority 1 to skills training for unemployed and inactive people (€634 million). As a
response to labour market challenges arising from the economic crisis, the OP was
revised to increase the allocation to Priority 1 by approximately €100.56 million. This
was done by reallocation of some funding within Priority 1 (e.g., from in-company
training) and from some activities under Priority 2 (e.g. gender equality, integration of
migrants) to Priority 1. Some €32 million was subsequently allocated to the LMAF (€20
million national exchequer and €12 million ESF).

Table 1. A2E Interventions in HCI OP, Funding Allocations and Evaluations

Funding Funding % Total % ESF Evaluation
2007-2010 2007-2010 Allocated Allocated Reports
(Total €m) (ESF €m) (Revised (Revised
OP) OP)
Priority 1 777.7 173.6 119.7% 70.3% Mid-Term
HCI OP
Skills training 634 119.1 120% 59% Mid-Term
unemployed HCI OP,
and inactive Review of
LM
Programmes,
NEAP
Evaluation
Back to 54.9 20.9 144% 144% Mid-Term
education HCI OP
initiative,
inactive and
unemployed
LMAF 2010 32.046 12 allocated Mid-Term
allocated, HCI OP
295 LMAF
committed Evaluation
Priority 2 274.1 137.0 109.3% 109.3% Mid-Term
HCI OP
Disability 0.9 0.5 9% 9% Mid-Term
Activation HCI OP
Youthreach & 125.2 62.6 171% 171% Mid-Term
Travellers HCI OP
Garda Youth 7.3 3.7 30% 30% Mid-Term
Diversion — HCI OP
Additional
Workers
Positive Action 2.61 1.30 22% 22% Mid-Term
Gender Equality HCI OP
Integration of 1.30 0.65 15% 15% Mid-Term
Migrant HCI OP
Workers

This thematic review report draws on the mid-term evaluation of the HCI OP, review of
activities in the OP addressed to A2E and other relevant research and / or evaluations.
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1 Analysis of Interventions

The evaluations used as sources for this analysis are as follows:

1. Mid-term Evaluation of the Human Capital Investment OP 2007-2013.

http://www.esf.ie/en/publications_evaluation.aspx
2. Review of Labour Market Programmes.
http://www.forfas.ie/publication/search.jsp?ft=/publications/2010/title,5748,en.php
3. Activation in Ireland: An Evaluation of the National Employment Action Plan.

http://www.esri.ie/publications/search for a publication/search results/view/index.x
ml?id=3144

4. Evaluation of the Labour Market Activation Fund (LMAF) 2010: Final Report

http://www.education.ie/servlet/blobservlet/Imaf report.pdf?language=EN

The fourth evaluation (Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland), while not directly
related to ESF, provides additional insights in terms of net effects of activation
measures in Ireland and specific effects of training interventions for the unemployed
(which are ESF co-funded). Overall, the four evaluations provide evidence on which to
draw some conclusions on the relevance and effectiveness of ESF in Ireland. It should
be noted, however, that early employment results data were only available for 2007
(Review of Labour Market Programmes) before the large increase in unemployment
with the onset of the economic recession.

1.1 Evaluation Summary

Table 2 shows the key data on total public cost, number of final recipients and number
achieving an employment result (where these data are available) and other
employability results where stated in the evaluations. The table relates to three
evaluations. A fourth evaluation provides an assessment of the net impact of
participation training in terms of probability of subsequent unemployment.

Table 2. Summary of findings on total public cost, number of final recipient and
employment / other employability result

0 G asgow Research Unit

Evaluation Time Frame | Total Public Number of Employment | Other “hard”
Cost (€ Final Result result
million) Recipients

Mid-term 2007-2010 818.91 213,346 Not reported 59,996 into

evaluation (activities in estimated separately employment,

HCI OP Priority 1 and | final education or
2 but recipients training, 28%
excluding (excluding employability
LMAF) LMAF) result

Review of 2007-2008 418.7 40,928 8,554 (49%) | 2,733 (16%)

Labour (Skills participants; employment into further

Market Training, 35,529 resultin education or

Programmes Priority 1 OP) | completers 2007; training

LMAF 2010 2010-June 29.5 12,629 29% into 43%

Evaluation 2011 participants, employment, | progression

10,103 13% into self- | into further
completed employment education
(80%) (based on and training
5,361
page 7
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Evaluation

Time Frame

Total Public
Cost (€
million)

Number of
Final
Recipients

Employment
Result

Other “hard”
result

completers).
Grossed up
for all
completions,
employment
result is
4,243.

Participation
in training
lowered
probability of
unemployme
nt by 10-14%

Evaluation of
the NEAP

Sept 2006-
July 2008

Effectiveness of the interventions at an operational level

The original HCIOP established a series of performance indicators and targets for the
period to 2013 but these were not altered as part of the 2009 OP revision. As
significant changes were made in 2009, comparison of actual outputs and results with
reference to initial targets set for the OP does not make sense. However, based on
data on total public costs and number of final recipients engaged in interventions with
AZ2E as a possible result, the activity base of interventions is substantial.

While the interventions are strongly focused on training and education (alone or in
combination with other forms of support) and are of varying structure, duration and
qualification level, the average cost per person completing is €3,838 and per person
achieving a positive employability result is €13,649. If the largest scale intervention
under Priority 1 is considered (skills training for unemployed and inactive), based on
the Mid-term Evaluation of the HCI OP, a total of 91,618 people received training in
2007-2010 and 34,794 persons completed training in 2010, approximately 10,500
more than in 2009. The 2010 output target (i.e. 5,480 persons trained) was
considerably exceeded, with a nearly seven-fold increase. This higher output rate is
due to a range of factors, including a doubling of the activity budget in June 2009
following the OP revision and an increase in number of short-duration courses and
evening courses. Also the annual output target set at the outset was deemed by FAS
to have been ‘conservative’.

More detailed analysis of costs, outputs and results of training programmes within skills
training for unemployed and inactive (under Priority 1) are considered in the Review of
Labour Market Programmes. The evidence here shows variation in drop-out rates
between individual training programmes funded by ESF — from highest drop-out rates
of 33% in 2007 and 31% in 2008 for the Community Training Centres programme and
lowest drop-out rates of 9% in 2007 and 8% in 2008 for the Bridging Training
programme. The programme with the highest drop-out rates has a profile of young
participants who are relatively more disadvantaged in the labour market (97% under 25
years in 2007 and 2008 and with 25% and 21% having only primary level education in
2007 and 2008 respectively). While the Bridging Programme has a high proportion of
participants who are unemployed (64% in 2007 and 65% in 2008 on the Live Register),
they have higher levels of education with approximately half in both years having upper
second level qualifications. Drop-out rates on Specific Skills Training and Traineeship
programmes are the next lowest (10%-12% in 2007/08).
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Drawing on the most recent evaluation, the LMAF 2010, the target set for number of
participants across the 55 LMAF projects supported was 12,616. This was generally
achieved (12,629 enrolments in the LMAF projects). The overall drop-out rate was just
under 20%. Based on statistics for 1,000 of the 2,466 early leavers, the main reason
for drop-out was personal reasons (30%) while just over 25% left to take up
employment.

The target group for the LMAF ranged from low skilled to high skilled and recently
employed to long-term unemployed. It gave priority to unemployed people under 35
years, with low education, in declining sectors, long-term unemployed and other
vulnerable groups. The targeting was reasonably effective. In terms of out-turn, 69%
were males, 54% under 35 years, 62% educated to ISCED 1-3 (secondary education),
56% unemployed for 12 months or less, 80% formerly employed in declining sectors
and 25% classified as vulnerable groups.

Net effects of interventions are estimated in three evaluation studies, Review of Labour
Market Programmes, Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland and Evaluation of
the LMAF 2010. The main features of the methodologies used are outlined in section 5
below.

1.2 Synthetic Text

Types of interventions and target groups

The types of A2E co-financed are mainly in the sphere of training, in particular, Skills
Training for Unemployed and Inactive under Priority 1 of the OP. These interventions
involve a range of types of participants in terms of age cohort, education, duration of
unemployment. Some specific programmes within Skills Training for Unemployed and
Inactive prioritise specific target groups (e.g., Community Training Centres and teh
Bridging Programme targeted groups with low education and more disadvantaged in
the labour market). Interventions also involve education including Back to Education
Initiative (further education for adult learners), second chance education for vulnerable
groups including young people not in mainstream education and Travellers (Priority 2
of the OP), and further education and higher education in the context of the LMAF. The
LMAF projects involved a range of types of provision including core skills development
(4 projects, 936 participants, €2.68 million); accessing further education and training
(22 projects, 7,018 participants, €16.36 million); higher education (19 projects, 2,138
participants, €6.97 million); and industry/sector focused up-skilling and re-skilling (10
projects, 2,537 participants, €3.49 million). As indicated above, participants in LMAF
projects ranged from low skilled to high skilled and from recently employed to long-
term unemployed. Other forms of support — including personal development — are
provided for vulnerable groups such as disabled people (Disability Activation) and
women under Priority 2.

In the main A2E interventions, take-up levels achieved are high and have generally
exceeded those planned. The difficult labour market conditions (recession, reduced
employment opportunities and unemployment) is the main factor seen to influence
take-up rates and demand (stronger demand) and also the key factor identifying lower
rates of progression (to employment) compared with those planned. However, in the
LMAF evaluation, effective recruitment strategies were identified as an important factor
in achieving take-up in line with targets set (and stronger demand compared with
places available) and high take-up by participants identified as the priority target
groups.
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Most significant results

Based on physical indicators of progress, ESF co-financed interventions show
significant achievements in terms of numbers of final recipients and employability
results.

Some programmes / interventions show better results than others. Specific Skills
Training and Traineeship were the best performing programmes in terms of
employment results (58% and 72% respectively) while the Community Training
Centres (which had a profile of participants with greater labour market disadvantage)
was relatively poor in this respect (41%) and in terms of other progression results (18%
further education / training). The Specific Skills Training and Traineeship Programme
had additional progression results compared to estimated results derived from Live
Register data (+5% in Specific Skills Training and +18% in the Traineeship
programme).

Certification award outcomes varied across programmes. The proportion of
participants who received a major award was highest for Traineeship (67%), and
Specific Skills Training (28% in 2007 and 47% in 2008). It was low or not available for
other programmes.

While there is variation across interventions in terms of intensity, duration etc., the
better performing programmes (e.g. Specific Skills Training, Traineeship Programme)
are not necessarily those with the highest unit costs. For instance, in the Review of
Labour Market Programmes, the highest unit cost per person progressing to further
training, education and / or employment was for the Community Training Centres
(€53,271), followed by the Traineeship Programme (€20,640) while it was second
lowest for Specific Skills Training (€13,640) in 2007. A general finding of the
programmes reviewed (2007/08) in this evaluation was weaknesses in effectiveness of
targeting priority groups of unemployed.

The evaluation of LMAF 2010 provided evidence of positive results from the initial
assessment of results and impacts. For final recipients in LMAF projects where current
status is recorded, 29% are in employment, 13% are in self-employment, 43% have
progressed to further education or training and 15% are still unemployed. These
results are based on statistics from 5,361 participants, representing 54% of the total
completions. Taking account of additionality factors (deadweight, displacement), the
employment impact identified to date in the LMAF (based only on 54% of completions)
is estimated at 1,404 jobs, an income effect of between €31.5 million to €54.1 million
per annum to the Irish economy and a positive exchequer benefit as a result of
individuals moving off the Live Register of between €12 million and €21 million. The
evaluation concludes that the LMAF 2010 has supported successful projects to
address all types of unemployment. A key conclusion is the need to continue to
support projects which can demonstrate delivery of progression results.

Whether results vary across intervention types and target groups?

As there is not such a diversity of types of intervention, it is not possible to comment on
whether the results vary across intervention types. However, the LMAF evaluation
concluded that the work placement aspect, linking core skills and specific skills building
and providing wider career development and entrepreneurial guidance were important
components in facilitating positive results. Linking and integration of types of
intervention is important for success compared with single / isolated education or
training interventions. The evidence (LMAF and Review of Labour Market
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Programmes) suggests that employment results are achieved to a greater extent for
groups that are closer to the labour market (better educated, more recent history of
employment) compared with vulnerable groups. The latter require a stronger focus on
social inclusion-type interventions along an employability pathway.

What may be concluded about the effectiveness of A2E interventions overall?

The evidence indicates that overall ESF-supported interventions are effective in
promoting A2E for unemployed and inactive people.

As stated above, A2E interventions are more effective for groups who are relatively
more advantaged in terms of labour market characteristics (higher level of education,
shorter duration of unemployment etc.) and less effective for vulnerable groups distant
from the labour market. The latter tend to show higher drop-out rates from
interventions and progression outcomes (e.g., access to further education and training)
tend to provide bridges to employment rather than direct employment results.

The evidence from the Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland indicates that the
effectiveness of ESF-supported interventions (e.g., training, further education) has
been diluted by poor effectiveness of the overall activation system in Ireland, operated
by state employment and training services. The initial results from the three models
developed in the multivariate analysis (probit models) suggest that, after controlling for
all observable variables, the referral plus interview component of the NEAP is
ineffective in achieving a successful re-entry to employment. For instance, comparing
the results of those who participated in activation measures (interview or referral and
interview) under the NEAP with a control group who were not referred (no
intervention), it was found that the NEAP had a negative impact, reducing chances of
entering employment by about 17 per cent. The evaluators state that the reason for
this could be that NEAP participants learn, as a consequence of the process, that they
are unlikely to face sanctions or substantial monitoring as a result of failure to obtain
employment. This, in turn, could lead to some reduction in job search intensity. The
results, however, found a positive employment impact from participation in FAS
training programmes. Compared to a control group of individuals who were either
referred for interview or had received both a referral and an interview, FAS training
participants were found to have a lower the probability of subsequent unemployment
by between 10 and 14 per cent. However, the cumulative effect of training plus
activation was either zero, or at best, weakly positive, due to the negative impact of the
FAS referral and interview process.

Effectiveness is also associated with methods of delivery / process aspects (e.g.
market-led, integrated interventions, tailored and flexible to address needs,
collaborative partnerships etc.). These have been enhanced recently with the
introduction of the LMAF in 2010, to address weaknesses of the mainstream system
and in view of the enormous labour market challenges presented by the economic
recession.

What A2E interventions appear to be most effective?

The Review of Labour Market Programmes identified the most effective programmes
for the unemployed as those training programmes closest to the labour market and
with employer involvement, including the Specific Skills Training and Traineeship
programmes. These had the best employment results (58% Specific Skills Training and
72% Traineeship) of all programmes reviewed. These results, however, are from 2007
before the economic crisis began to impact on the labour market.
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Interventions in LMAF focused on core skills development and access to further
education were identified as a key bridging stage along the progression pathway to
employment. Participants accessing programmes delivered by the Vocational
Educational Committees (further education for those with low educational
qualifications) and community and voluntary sector providers focused on building
capacity followed by specific skills building could then lead on to continuing education
and training opportunities with A2E results slower to emerge. The analysis of
progression pathways by type of provision showed best positive progression routes
from higher education into employment and self-employment (i.e., best A2E results).
Industry-led and focused up-skilling and reskiling showed more disappointing A2E
employment results. However, the evaluation states that this is area where the sample
of participants was least concentrated. The few LMAF projects showing limited
evidence of progression engaged with the most marginalised groups in inner city
areas. Although still offering a goal of formal accreditation and a link to employability
results, these interventions tended to be more focused on social inclusion objectives
rather employability results. Rates of A2E are lowest and an employment result
slowest to achieve.
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2 Success Factors, Good Practice

Qualitative factors contributing to or inhibited performance

The Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland highlighted the need for training
interventions (supported by ESF) to operate in a wider framework of effective activation
policies. This evaluation concluded that there is a need to overhaul existing NEAP
eligibility and administration systems as well as to provide more intensive job search
assistance to unemployed people. It also highlighted the potential benefits of
developing a fully compulsory activation programme with effective monitoring and
sanction mechanisms. These suggestions are now being taken on board and applied
by government.

The LMAF Evaluation identifies the flexibility of the Department of Education and Skills
(Managing Authority) in supporting different types of intervention in response to need
as a key positive characteristic of the LMAF. The evaluation found that the multiple
provider model facilitated provision of tailored, responsive and market-focused
interventions. The inclusion of providers outside the mainstream delivery agencies
(e.g. from the private or community and voluntary sectors) was a key characteristic of
the LMAF, despite concern among some stakeholders at involving providers who may
not have delivered publicly funded programmes in the past. The evaluation found
notable successes arising from the inclusion of such providers who often brought a
new approach and new thinking to addressing the needs. Voluntary and community
sector providers brought capacity to reach and address the needs of more vulnerable
target groups. Others introduced more innovative methods of teaching and learning.
However, A2E results are slower to materialise with most vulnerable groups. The
evaluators conclude that there is a rationale for continuing to use open competition
methods for activation funding on the basis of the results achieved under the LMAF.

Collaboration across different types of organisations in partnerships (public
employment services, educational institutions, voluntary bodies, employers etc.) was
another positive characteristic of LMAF projects, drawing on the individual strengths
(reach, referral, delivery of programmes, access to job placement and work
opportunities) of the individual organisations.

What forms of Community Added Value! are identified in relation to A2E
interventions?

The Mid-Term Evaluation of the HClI OP addresses the issue of added value of the
ESF co-financing. It identifies “volume effects” in that the resource contribution of the
ESF is substantial and of greater national importance than under the previous EU
funding round when the Irish exchequer was in a position of unprecedented strength.
The importance of the ESF contribution is greater than was anticipated at the planning
and initiation stages of the HCI OP, given the economic collapse and deterioration in
the public finances. ESF co-financing under the OP is also seen to ensure a level of
planning, objective and target setting, management, monitoring and reporting discipline
that few stakeholders consider would exist in its absence (process effects). A number
of stakeholders hold the view that the ESF support is ensuring that a national focus

1 In spite of being regularly referred to by decision makers to justify Community action there is no agreed
definition of Community Added Value (CAV). For the purpose of this exercise, we use the definition used
in the “Methodological Note, A framework to describe the Community Added Value of the ESF,
EMPLO3/DR/AZ/... of 23/10/08". CAV is defined here as having two fundamental aspects: ‘Intrinsic CAV’,
i.e. the contribution of ESF action to achieving broad policy goals; and ‘Comparative CAV, i.e. the
comparison between ESF action and action by others. It is proposed that these effects be measured using
volume effects, scope effects, role effects and process effects. The main aim is to show that the ESF has
made a (positive) difference in spite of difficulties in attribution and the different ways in which the ESF is
used in the different Member States.
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remains on the important principles of gender and wider equality and social inclusion
(scope effects). The LMAF also drew on experience of EQUAL (innovation and models
from the previous round of EU Structural Funding).

Success Factors in A2E interventions

In the LMAF 2010, the mix of core and specific industry and occupationally focused
skills, the inclusion of a work placement aspect, the provision of wider forms of support
addressed to needs of individual participants and the focus on progression rather than
education and training course per se were identified as key characteristics of success.
This provides an holistic approach to A2E.

Developing education and training provision in order to match job-seekers skills to
market and specific industry needs, addressing skills development to labour market
opportunities emerging in new sectors and prioritised in national policies (e.qg.
sustainable energy, ICT), and direct links to employment opportunities (structured work
experience and placement programmes) are identified as success factors in bringing
unemployed back into employment (Review of Labour Market Programmes and LMAF
Evaluation).

The LMAF also identified the importance of building capability for self-employment and
business start-up including links to provision of appropriate supports in order to set up
in business.

Open competition rather than delivery through the traditional mechanism (state training
and employment services) was considered a success factor in the LMAF. This involved
delivery of activation measures by different types of providers and collaborative
arrangements (partnership). This approach was seen to have brought a degree of
innovation, improved targeting and more tailored and flexible programmes which
delivered positive results to unemployed people including employment. These
approaches were also found to be highly efficient (in terms of unit costs).

Examples of Good Practice

Examples of good practice which reflect the success factors, as outlined above, were
identified in the LMAF evaluation.

An example of targeting to individual needs and market opportunities included: an
assessment and guidance programme provided to over 1,000 unemployed persons
around the country. The primary purpose was to use this as a basis for providing
individualised and person-centred education and training needs. This also involved
matching jobseekers skills, experience and interests with market opportunities.

The benefits of incorporating a work placement into the training programme were
maximised when there was a clear project goal with specific timelines and deliverables
(results to be achieved).This approach provided both the participants and employers
with a clear understanding of the purpose, benefits, duration and conditions of the
placement and brought participants into a real employment situation.

There were various examples of partnership and collaborative approaches which
provided integrated holistic approaches to delivering training and support services. By
working together, partners offered a range of supports throughout and beyond the
project lifecycle, to support job seekers return to employment. This approach included
engagement with organisations to ensure potential participants were aware of
opportunities (e.g. the social welfare offices, local voluntary organisations); they could
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receive the support required to engage (e.g. via community childcare initiatives or
agencies working with marginalised groups); the education and training necessary for
progression onto or from the intervention was available (e.g. core skills development
by a Vocational Educational Committee that would allow participants to access higher
level vocation training courses); and the skills developed reflected the needs of
employers in the area (e.g. by engaging with major local employers, Chambers of
Commerce and business associations, industry networks, etc).

The LMAF 2010 recognised that there was a continued need to focus on development
of softer skills, particularly those cohorts which had experienced either long-term
employment or where previous working experience had been concentrated within a
specific skills or employment background (e.g. on a construction site or in basic
manufacturing). However, it also recognised that such core skills development must be
linked to a complete intervention pathway which will ultimately support a progression
into sustainable employment.

Project providers used a range of techniques to design appropriate approaches in
response to target group needs. A key focus was direct engagement with employers to
establish skills needed by them and stimulate future demand for participants’ skills.
This was the case, for example, in a Higher Diploma in computing project offered by an
Institute of Technology (third level educational institution) where employers in the
sector had considerable input to identifying skills in demand. This approach was
particularly important in projects involving industry focused up-skilling or re-skilling
where immediate employment was often a primary goal.

Approaches often built upon previous experience of delivery, adding new forms of
support or innovative means of delivery to facilitate access by participants most in
need of support (e.g. the First Step project built on its track record of offering funding to
unemployed people to start their own businesses by offering intensive training and
mentoring support that decreased the loan rejection rate from 70% to 7% and
facilitated activation by a significant base of people).
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3 Evaluation Data Sources, Quality and Reliability

3.1 Evaluation Summaries

Four relevant evaluations were identified. A summary of the content of these
evaluations is as follows:

Mid-term Evaluation of the Human Capital Investment OP 2007-2013, undertaken
by FitzPatrick Associates, August 2011.

The analysis covers the period from 2007 to end of 2010. While the analysis takes into
account the revisions made to the OP in 2009, it does not include an evaluation of the
Labour Market Activation Fund 2010 (which was agreed in March 2010). The mid-term
evaluation involves an analysis of contextual conditions in the labour market
particularly new challenges arising from the large growth in unemployment. This
includes identification of those groups most affected by unemployment (males, people
with low education, young people, workers in declining sectors particularly
construction). It examines effectiveness in terms of the extent to which the mid-term
objectives and the mid-term indicators of the OP are being met, and efficiency. The
evaluation presents an analysis of financial and physical progress (output and results
indictors) broken down by priority and activities in the OP (except the Labour Market
Intervention Fund). The analysis includes a geographic break-down of expenditure and
with reference to targets for the two regions in the state (Border Midlands and West
and Southern and Eastern Region). It examines the extent to which the OP is
addressing horizontal principles (promoting social inclusion, gender equality and wider
equal opportunities and sustainable development), ESF's role and its added value. It
draws overall conclusions on the relevance of the OP and achievement of objectives
and targets at priority and activity levels, and makes recommendations for the future
period (post 2013).

Review of Labour Market Programmes, undertaken by Forfas, a state-funded policy
body, 2010

This is a comprehensive review of labour market programmes in the state, based on
2007 and 2008 data. Labour market programmes are examined in terms of how well
they performed and how well aligned they are to the needs of the new labour market
context. The key performance metrics used are benefits to Government, individuals
and enterprises arising from: (i) People obtaining employment on completion of a
programme; (ii) People progressing to further training/education; and (iii) Qualifications
/ Awards received by individuals. The evaluation draws a substantial amount of data
together on the performance of labour market programmes, including cost, activity and
results of programmes as well as participant profiles. Findings are presented by main
programme measure for (a) Training Programmes for Unemployed; (b) Employment
Programmes; (c) Apprenticeship and Training for Employed and (d) National
Employment Services. The training programmes under (a) include interventions funded
by ESF. However, ESF interventions and the ESF contribution are not disaggregated
within this evaluation.

Activation in Ireland: An Evaluation of the National Employment Action Plan,
undertaken by the Economic and Social Research Institute, a state-funded but
independent research institute. 2011

This study is a systematic evaluation of the impact of activation measures implemented
under the Irish National Employment Action Plan (NEAP). Under the NEAP, persons in
receipt of Jobseeker's Benefit (JB) or Jobseeker's Allowance (JA) who reach three
months duration on the Live Register of unemployment are identified by the
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Department of Social Protection (DSP) and referred to FAS, the national training and
employment authority, for an activation interview. In this interview, unemployed people
may be provided with job search assistance, and some may be referred to employment
or training opportunities. The research specifically examines the impact of two key
interventions under the NEAP: (i) referral by the DSP for an activation interview with
FAS; (ii) participation in training programmes provided by FAS, following an activation
interview. Training programmes for the unemployed are co-funded by the ESF. While
this study is not directly related to ESF, it does provide insight into the relative impact
of training interventions on access to employment in the broader context of labour
market activation measures in the state.

Evaluation of the Labour Market Activation Fund (LMAF) 2010: Final Report,
undertaken by PA Consulting Group, November 2011

The Labour Market Activation Fund (LMAF 2010) was set up in March 2010 to act as a
more flexible and responsive measure to labour market activation in the context of the
large growth in unemployment. The LMAF 2010 was established to provide training
and education places for priority groups who are unemployed. It targeted low-skilled
and those formerly employed in declining sectors such as construction, retail and
manufacturing with a particular emphasis on the under 35s and the long-term
unemployed. The focus of the LMAF was on support for innovative, market-led
activation measures aimed at improving the employability of unemployed persons by
providing “progression pathways” and for up-skilling and re-skilling measures which
enhance education and skills levels in line with future labour market needs. The
evaluation describes the nature, extent and costs of activity supported by the LMAF;
assesses how, and to what extent, project outputs and results met the goals and
objectives of the LMAF; draws conclusions on effectiveness and efficiency; and draws
conclusions on the appropriateness of this model in national labour market policy and
mainstream activation measures to assist the unemployed.

3.2 Synthetic Text

Types of data used

The main types of data used in the reviewed evaluations are administrative data,
monitoring data, official datasets on labour market indicators (employment /
unemployment and key characteristics of unemployed) and characteristics of recipients
of unemployment benefits. Only one evaluation (LMAF 2010) used data based on
research with providers and final recipients. National and international studies are also
used — for instance, as a basis for methodology development (use of similar
approaches) and to provide a wider evidence framework as a basis for additionality
calculations.

Type of data used in evaluation of ESF interventions are programme level
administrative and monitoring data broken down by priority and activity level, and
providing data on financial and physical indicators. Result indicators specifically
addressed to A2E are not available comprehensively for ESF-supported interventions.
The exception here is the LMAF 2010, under Priority 1 of the OP. Administrative and
monitoring data on ESF (at programme, priority, activity or below activity level in, for
instance, specific training interventions) are primarily collated by the Implementation
Body (e.g., FAS, the national training and employment agency) or at provider level
(e.g. the 42 providers leading the 55 projects supported by the LMAF) and sent for
collation to the Managing Authority.
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Data relevant to A2E in the mid-term evaluation of the HCI OP includes financial,
output and results data using administrative and monitoring data. This is available at
activity, priority and programme level. Data (financial, output, result indicators)
specifically addressed to A2E are not available. “Employment, further education and /
or training” is presented as a single result (progression) indicator where this is an
objective. Breakdown of output and result indicators by categories of Inactive and
Unemployed people are not available. This evaluation uses secondary data from
official sources as contextual indicators, addressed to the labour market situation and
changes over time.

The Review of Labour Market Programmes uses administrative and monitoring data.
The evaluators accessed results data on A2E for 2007 based on the monitoring system
(obtained from the implementation agency, FAS). This evaluation in its totality is not
directly aligned to ESF in that some activities are and some are not co-funded by ESF.
However, based on review of the mid-term evaluation of the HCI OP (i.e., specific
training programmes funded below activity level), details of A2E training programmes
including expenditure, outputs and results can be identified for 2007 and 2008
(employment results only for 2007). Drawing on secondary data from the Department
of Social and Family Affairs (now the Department of Social Protection), national and
international published data (e.g., EU Employment in Europe Report) and analysis of
available National Employment Action Plan data, the evaluators provide estimates of
the additional impact of the training interventions in terms of a positive employment
result for 2007 only.

The analysis in the Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland is based on a unique
dataset constructed by combining three separate data sources (i) a specially designed
guestionnaire administered by the Department of Social Protection to new claimants of
Jobseeker® Benefit (JB) or Jobseeker’'s Allowance (JA); (i) weekly administrative data
from the Live Register, which contains information on all unemployed benefit recipients
and on their movements on and off the register; and (iii) client event files collected by
FAS. The analysis also identifies separately employment results for unemployed
people (of specific unemployment duration) who participated in FAS training
programmes. These training activities are co-funded by ESF.

The LMAF 2010 Evaluation drew on destination statistics from 54% of final recipients
obtained from the providers (42) who delivered the (55) projects supported under the
LMAF. Data provided by the Department of Social Protection was also used to track
changes in status of 1,065 individuals that participated in the LMAF. These data were
drawn from a much smaller sample (representing 8% of final recipients) than the
destination statistics (54%). This evaluation also used wider datasets, for instance, to
map contextual indicators, and relevant research and studies to inform the assessment
of the additional impact of the LMAF, taking into account deadweight, displacement
and multiplier effects.

Quality, Reliability and Accessibility of Data

All evaluations, to varying extents, noted issues regarding the quality and reliability of
available data. The key issues in relation to each of the evaluations are outlined below.
The Mid-Term Evaluation of the HCI OP noted that for a number of indicators,
appropriate baselines or targets were not established, some targets were not revised
at the time of the revision of the OP, and in some activities, progress has not been
consistently measured nor reported. For instance, in the case of the Back to Education
Initiative (BEI), the AIRs and Mid-term Evaluation record annual number of places but

page 18

B University |Training & Employment
of Glasgow | Research Unit



A2E Thematic Country Report - IE

the actual number of participants / final beneficiaries by year and cumulatively (2007-
2010) are not stated. For significant numbers of final recipients on BEI, there is no
follow up to record results. Similarly, the actual numbers of final recipients on
Youthreach and in Traveller Training are not stated clearly.

Time delays in the provision of monitoring information was identified as an issue. The
Review of Labour Market Programmes noted significant data deficits in terms of the
availability of some key data (outputs and results). This evaluation highlighted that not
all data gathering was computerised but rather some providers continued to rely on
manual systems of reporting. In the case of the LMAF evaluation, the short timeframe
since completion of the LMAF projects (with many projects only ceasing in June 2011)
could be part of the explanation as to why results data are not available for all projects
(55). The lack of obligation on providers to ensure results were measured was
identified as a weakness that should be addressed in any future LMAF, with a
requirement at the outset for robust and ongoing monitoring of progression results.

In the case of the Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland, the evaluation noted
that the labour market services do not have integrated systems of profiling and tracking
unemployed people. These issues are being addressed. For instance, in November
2010, the DSP implemented a profiling system for the unemployed developed in
collaboration between the DSP and the Economic and Social Research Institute
(ESRI). This will enable early identification of those with high probability of becoming
long-term unemployed, at the time they first become unemployed. In theory, this
system will provide the capacity to target resources on those who need and can benefit
from activation measures.

No issues related to accessibility of information were noted in the evaluations. The
reports on which this review is based are all available publicly. After a specific time,
AIRs are also available on the website of the Managing Authority.

Constraints on evaluations resulting from issues related to quality and reliability of data
outlined above include: (i) it is not possible to comment on operational effectiveness of
some specific interventions when targets are not set (i.e., what is planned to be
achieved within a specific time frame) as a basis for comparison with actual outputs
and results achieved; (ii) as follow-up surveys with final recipients are not completed
within specific time frames, it is not possible to assess actual progression results of all
interventions; (iii) lack of integrated datasets on socio-economic characteristics and
employment histories of final recipients assisted under interventions present difficulties
in tracking progression / employment results.3
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I 4 Evaluation Approaches and Methodologies

4.1 Evaluation Summaries

A summary of the targeting in relation to A2E and evaluation methodologies used is
provided in Table 3.

Table 3. Evaluation Approaches and Methodologies

Targetin | Manage Results Results Results Theory- Counterf | Other
g ment using based based based actual Impact
and Monitor- | on Final on Impact Impact Evalua-
Impleme | ing Data | Recipien | sample Evalua- Evalua- tion
ntation t Case of final tion tion
Process Study / recipient
es Focus research
Group

Specifical | 1 2 1 2 2 1

ly (LMAF (Review (LMAF (NEAP (Review (LMAF
focused | 2010) of LM 2010) LMAF LM Progs | 2010

on A2E Program (seconda NEAP) (addition
and mes ry a“ty))

target LMAF sources))
groups 2010)

Specifical 1

ly (HCI OP)
focused
on
subset of
A2E and
target
groups

Specifical
ly
focused
on target
group, a
sub-set
including
AZE final
recipients

Focused
on
interventi
on type
where
subset of
target
group are
AZ2E final
recipients

page 20

i University | Training & Employment
of Glasgow | Research Unit



A2E Thematic Country Report - IE

4.2 Synthetic Text

Process and Impact Evaluation

Based on the evaluation summaries, there is relatively little emphasis on process
evaluation. Aspects of process related to the appropriateness of implementation
arrangements are reviewed to some extent in the Mid-Term Evaluation of the HCI OP,
the Review of Labour Market Programmes and the Evaluation of Activation in Ireland,
the NEAP (how the activation system works and its effectiveness) but process aspects
do not have a strong focus in the evaluations. The Evaluation of the LMAF 2010,
however, includes a stronger focus on process evaluation as it addresses the
appropriateness of the model used. The LMAF was based on open call for proposals
rather than implementation through the state national employment and training agency
and was delivered by a range of providers including public agencies in the education
sector, community and voluntary sector and private companies. Elements of process
examined in this evaluation includes stakeholder roles and collaborative effort in
project development and implementation, the extent to which projects supported under
the LMAF demonstrated innovation in delivery mechanisms, collaboration between
providers and between providers and employers as well as experiences of final
recipients in terms of recruitment and selection.

The Mid-term Evaluation of the HCI OP examines effectiveness, efficiency and
relevance of the OP and does not address impact. The evaluation findings report
progress with reference to the physical and financial indictors identified in the OP
documentation. This evaluation does not provide any overall assessment of net effects
nor impact. Results indicators are reported in the evaluation in terms of “progression to
employment, further education and training” (a single indicator) and are not
disaggregated to identify employment results separately.

The three remaining evaluations provide an assessment of impact to varying degrees.
None of these are based on theory-based impact evaluation. Two evaluations —
Review of Labour Market Programmes and Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in
Ireland - involve use of counterfactual impact evaluation methods (discussed in more
detail below). The third evaluation, LMAF 2010, factors into the evaluation an analysis
of deadweight, leakage, substitution and multiplier effects (additionality) and impact
generated including reduced unemployment and the economic value (income,
exchequer savings) that can be attached to such impacts.

Main Types of Data Collection

The main types of data collection are secondary source data including administrative
and monitoring data (output and results), record systems and client files of the
Department of Social Protection and the labour market services (FAS), official statistics
and labour market studies. Details are provided above. None of the evaluations is
based on final recipient surveys, based on a sample of recipients supported by the
interventions. Only the Evaluation of the LMAF involves primary data gathering with
providers (all 42), some final recipients (but not using questionnaire-based surveys),
enterprises and other stakeholders in labour market services. This is based on
interviews organised via providers. Overall, there is a strong focus on quantitative data
analysis and ‘hard’ results in the evaluations. Only the Evaluation of the LMAF
provides any insights to ‘soft’ outcomes based on qualitative data.
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Methodological Approaches

Further details of the methodological approach of the two impact evaluation studies
using counterfactual approaches and the third evaluation which estimates net effects
are provided below.

The Review of Labour Market Programmes is not a “pure” counterfactual approach.
While the evaluators state that the “ideal” way is to use a control group (established
before the programme intervention), this study was designed ex-post, using secondary
data, and therefore a control group approach was not possible. The counterfactual
analysis is based on derived exit rates from the Live Register for 2007 and 2008 and
comparison with results for final recipients on labour market programmes in order to
estimate the additional positive effects of participation in the labour market
programmes. Exit rates for unemployed people from the Live Register are derived with
reference to duration of unemployment i.e., (i) short-term unemployed: probability for
those less than 6 months unemployed exiting in the following 6-12 months; (ii)
medium-term: probability of those less than 1 year unemployed exiting in the following
year; (iii) long-term: probability of those 1-2 years unemployed exiting in the following
year; (iv) very long-term unemployed: probability of those 2-3 years combined with
those more than 3 years unemployed exiting in the following year. The results of labour
market programmes (% into employment) were compared with the derived exit rates
from the Live Register for different categories of unemployed people, classified by
duration of unemployment. An overall estimated 50% average exit rate into
employment is used for 2007. This is estimated by analysing exit data by category for
2007 from Department of Social and Family Affairs (now Social Protection) and
comparable data on the UK exit rate from unemployment into employment (50%) in
2004. For 2008 an overall estimated 42% average exit rate into employment is used.
This is in line with the reduced overall exit rate from the Live Register for 2008 supplied
by the Department (now Social Protection) — resulting from rising unemployment and
reduced job opportunities in the economy. This analysis, however, does not control for
differences in socio-economic characteristics of the unemployed (e.g., to identify
potential bias between those final recipients on labour market programmes and
unemployed on the Live Register).

In the Evaluation of the NEAP, Activation in Ireland, the evaluators identified the key
challenge as the construction of an acceptable control group against which to measure
any increase in the probability of employment experienced by jobseekers referred to
FAS (i) for an activation interview and (ii) for training. In each case, individuals who
participated in active labour market programmes under the NEAP and in FAS training
programmes were compared with two control groups of unemployed. In the first part
(referral and interview), the treatment group was composed of those who were on the
Live Register and referred to FAS for NEAP intervention. Unemployed people in
Control Group | were on the Live Register and eligible for referral to FAS but were not
in fact referred (no intervention). Unemployed people in Control Group Il were on the
Live Register but were not referred to FAS because they had received a light
intervention in the context of a previous spell of unemployment.

The data were generated from three administrative data sources: (i) The Live Register
database, which contains information on all unemployment benefit recipients, and was
constructed using weekly files of the claimant population on the register and claimants
leaving the register in any one week. The Live Register database contains detailed
information on benefit recipients©marital status, whether they have dependence
children, geographic location, etc. (i) The FAS Events and Customer files, which
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record each jobseekers contact with the employment and training agency; and (iii) the
DSP’s profiling data, which contains employment, unemployment and benefit history
information, along with comprehensive socio-economic details on those registered for
an unemployment claim. The dataset generated from these sources enabled the
creation of Treatment Group and Control Groups which were found to compare well on
key characteristics (duration of unemployment, level of education, marital status etc.)
providing evidence that selection bias was unlikely to be a major issue with the
analysis. The impact of the NEAP referral plus interview on the likelihood of a
jobseeker exiting the Live Register at various points in time was assessed, with
reference to exit rates for the Treatment Group and Control Groups.

The final sample size the groups in the evaluation of activation were as follows:
Treatment Group for activation (4,034), Control Group I, no intervention (1,521) and
Control Group I, light intervention (1,094). In the case of those unemployed who
participated in training interventions (supported by ESF), the Treatment Group sample
(763) was compared with Control Group | consisting of individuals who were either
referred and referred and interviewed by FAS under the NEAP but received no training
(8,365 individuals) and Control Group Il consisting of individuals who were never
referred to FAS, i.e. a “no intervention” control group (2,490).

In the LMAF 2010 Evaluation, impact estimates were adjusted to calculate net effects
taking into account deadweight and displacement. Gross employment, income and
exchequer savings were adjusted to take into account that a certain proportion of
individuals would have left the live register and entered employment in any event. The
evaluation used the estimates developed by Cambridge Economic Associates (2009)
in a study which collated and analysed additionality data from over 280 evaluations of
interventions across the UK. Of the 280 evaluations, 21 related to programmes which
provided level 3 or above qualifications, similar to LMAF. This study concluded that the
mean net additionality percentage (multiplier) for programmes which provided level 3
or above qualifications was 62%. Using this estimate, the results in terms of net
employment, income and exchequer benefits of the LMAF were estimated.

Dominant approaches

Overall, there are few evaluations of ESF in Ireland and only two specifically
addressed to ESF (Mid-term Evaluation of the HCI OP and Evaluation of the LMAF
2010). At the same time, it should be noted that there is only one ESF OP, the
investment of ESF is relatively small (€350 million) and is limited to a small nhumber of
intervention types, strongly focused on training for unemployed and inactive people
and education, under Priority 1, with A2E one possible progression or result. The more
recent activity, LMAF 2010, includes a broader range of intervention types including
skills training, further education, work placements / internships, with A2E identified as a
specific result indicator. Interventions under Priority 2 of the OP focus on vulnerable
target groups (disabled people, young people in second chance education, travellers,
migrants) who are unemployed or inactive and outputs and results of activities here are
examined in the HCI OP evaluation. The interventions under Priority 2, however, relate
to small numbers of final recipients, include A2E as one possible progression result
combined with others (further education and training).

This situation of few evaluations and limited types of interventions funded by ESF
means that there is little material for commentary on orientation in terms of targeting,
methodology and dominant approaches to evaluation. A positive aspect of the
methodological approaches is that there has been increasing emphasis on impact
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evaluation, using sophisticated methodologies, and in three of the four evaluations
there is an attempt to estimate net effects. This is important in view of the labour
market challenges, particularly the large increase in unemployment and more recently
long-term unemployment in the state, and the need to identify models that are more
effective in activation and in achieving positive employment results. However, impact
evaluation requires access to integrated datasets to allow identification and tracking of
final recipients on ESF-supported programmes in terms of employment /
unemployment experience over time and in order to construct counterfactual impact
evaluation methodologies with information on characteristics of unemployed people (to
ensure that the analysis can apply controls to eliminate bias in comparisons and
compare ‘like with like”). This may not always be possible in terms of time and
resources required, technical expertise and other factors such as obstacles to access
to personal data under data protection legislation.

page 24

B University |Training & Employment
of Glasgow | Research Unit



A2E Thematic Country Report - IE

Annex |: Evaluation data sources

Evaluation 1: Mid-Term Evaluation of the Human Capital Investment OP 2007-2013

Final Financial Output Results Data | Results Data
Recipient Data® Data* Based on Based on
Contact Monitoring® Research®
Data?
In relation to evaluation of No Yes Yes Yes No primary
A2E, what were the different research in
types of data used (i.e. final this evaluation
recipient contact data,
micro-data financial data,
activity data, result data)
What sources for each type | Not Admin data | Admin data | Admin data No
of data (e.g. admin data, applicable
final recipient survey data)
Were the data obtained from | Not Programm | Programm | Programme Not applicable
programme level, project applicable e level e level level

level, provider level?

Can data relating to A2E be | Not No No No Not applicable

sample size?

Where survey based, what
was the A2E final recipient

reasonably isolated from applicable
other activities / groups?
What obstacles to accessing | Not part of Progress Progress Progress Not applicable
data were noted (e.g. Terms of reporting reporting reporting not
capacity of systems for data | Reference of | not not consistent,
gathering, cost, provider co- | evaluation consistent, | consistent, | not always
operation)? not always | not always | timely
timely timely

What issues with data Not None Baselines Baselines Not applicable
quality were noted? applicable and targets | and targets

not set in not set in all

all cases, cases, poor

poor quality

quality progress

progress reporting in

reporting in | some

some activities

activities

Not applicable

2 Were the evaluators able to access the contact data required in order to carry out effective final recipient

research?

2 i.e. data on the financial inputs to the interventions covered by the evaluation.

i.e. data relating to the number of final recipients participating in different A2E interventions.

5 i.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went onto

further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained from project monitoring data.

6 i.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went onto
further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained through research among final

recipients.
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Evaluation 2: Review of Labour Market Programmes
Final Financial Output Results Data | Results Data
Recipient Data® Data® Based on Based on
Contact Monitoring® Research!
Data’
In relation to evaluation of No, all from Yes, but Yes Yes, for No, not based
A2E, what were the different | secondary not directly 2007 on follow-up
types of data used (i.e. final | sources aligned to with final
recipient contact data, ESF recipients
micro-data financial data,
activity data, result data)
What sources for each type | Some follow- | Admin data | Admin data | Admin data Data from
of data (e.g. admin data, up survey secondary
final recipient survey data) data for 2007 sources
by
Implement-
tion Agency
but this was
accessed as
secondary
data by the
evaluators
Were the data obtained from | Implementa- | Implement | Implement | Implementati | Various official
programme level, project tion Agency ation ation on Agency sources
level, provider level? Agency Agency
Can data relating to A2E be | Yes, butonly | Yes Yes Yes, for Partially, using
reasonably isolated from for 2007 2007 secondary
other activities / groups? data
What obstacles to accessing | Survey Not fully Manageme | Management | No primary
data were noted (e.g. follow-up not | comprehen | nt information research on
capacity of systems for data | done for sive information | systems not | results done
gathering, cost, provider co- | 2008 systems in place
operation)? not in comprehensi
place vely
comprehen
sively (not
fully
computeris
ed)
What issues with data None None In few Follow-up
quality were noted? cases, surveys not
quality done on time
issues

7 Were the evaluators able to access the contact data required in order to carry out effective final recipient

research?

8 i.e. data on the financial inputs to the interventions covered by the evaluation.
9 j.e. data relating to the number of final recipients participating in different A2E interventions.
10 i.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job,

went onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained from project monitoring

data.

11 j.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went
onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained through research among

final recipients.
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(data not
consistent)
or not
avail-
able
Where survey based, what Not done
was the A2E final recipient
sample size?
Evaluation 3: Activation in Ireland: An Evaluation of the National Employment Action Plan
Final Financial Output Results Data | Results Data
Recipient Data'? Datal4 Based on Based on
Contact Monitoring*® Research'®
Data'?
In relation to evaluation of Yes No Yes Yes Yes
A2E, what were the different
types of data used (i.e. final
recipient contact data,
micro-data financial data,
activity data, result data)
What sources for each type | Admin data Admin data | Admin data Data from
of data (e.g. admin data, secondary
final recipient survey data) sources
Were the data obtained from | Implementati Implement | Implementati | Department of
programme level, project on Agency & ation on Agency Social
level, provider level? Department Agency Protection
of Social Profiling
Protection Dataset & Live
Profiling Register
Dataset
Can data relating to A2E be | Yes No Yes Yes Yes
reasonably isolated from
other activities / groups?
What obstacles to accessing | None noted Not done None None noted Difficulties in
data were noted (e.g. noted constructing
capacity of systems for data control groups,
gathering, cost, provider co- and ensuring
operation)? no bias
between
treatment
group and
control groups

12 were the evaluators able to access the contact data required in order to carry out effective final recipient
research?

13 e. data on the financial inputs to the interventions covered by the evaluation.

14 e. data relating to the number of final recipients participating in different A2E interventions.

15 j.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went
onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained from project monitoring data.

16 j.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went
onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained through research among
final recipients.
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What issues with data
quality were noted?

Where survey based, what
was the A2E final recipient
sample size?

None

None

None

None

Quality checks
done

Secondary
source data
used

Evaluation 4: Evaluation of the Labour Market Activation Fund 2010

Final Financial Output Results Data | Results Data
Recipient Data'® Data?® Based on Based on
Contact Monitoring?® Research?!
Datal”
In relation to evaluation of Yes Yes Yes Partially, for No, only
A2E, what were the different 54% of final interviews with
types of data used (i.e. final recipients a sample of
recipient contact data, providers to
micro-data financial data, examine
activity data, result data) results
What sources for each type | Admin data Admin data | Admin data | Admin data Interviews with
of data (e.g. admin data, providers
final recipient survey data)
Were the data obtained from | Provider Programm | Provider Provider Providers
programme level, project level e and level level
level, provider level? provider
level
Can data relating to A2E be | Yes No Yes Yes Yes
reasonably isolated from
other activities / groups?
What obstacles to accessing | None noted None None Because of Too short time
data were noted (e.g. noted noted short-time frame since
capacity of systems for data frame, data implementatio
gathering, cost, provider co- on results n to have
operation)? not always research done
available,
providers not
specifically
required to
gather
results data
What issues with data None None None Progression | Too early

quality were noted?

data not
collected by /
not available
from all

17 were the evaluators able to access the contact data required in order to carry out effective final recipient

research?

18 i e. data on the financial inputs to the interventions covered by the evaluation.
19 e. data relating to the number of final recipients participating in different A2E interventions.
20 j.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went
onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained from project monitoring data.
21 j.e. data relating to the numbers of A2E final recipients who obtained a positive result (e.g. a job, went
onto further training, etc) following participation in A2E interventions obtained through research among

final recipients.
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providers.
This was not
a formal
requirement

Where survey based, what No survey
was the A2E final recipient done
sample size?
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I Annex Il: Evaluation approaches and methodologies

Evaluation 1: Mid-Term Evaluation of the Human Capital Investment OP 2007-2013
Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Theory Counter- Other
Management | of Results | of Results | of Results | Based factual Impact
and Using based on based Impact Impact Evaluation
Implemen- Monitoring | final upon Evaluation | Evaluation
tation Data?? recipient sample
Processes Case final
Study / recipient
Focus research?
Group?®
Evaluation No No No No No No No, only
specifically results
focusing on data
A2E reported
interventions
and target
groups
Evaluation No Yes, but No No No No No, A2E
specifically employme results not
focusing on nt result reported
subset of not separately
A2E disaggreg
interventions ated
and target (progressi
groups on results
reported)
Evaluation No No No No No No No
focused on
target group,
a subset of
which includes
AZE final
recipients.
Evaluation No No No No No No No
which focuses
on
intervention
type where
subset of the
target group
are A2E final
recipients.

22 j e. evaluation that is based upon administrative resources rather than research.

23 j.e. evaluation based upon very small scale final recipient research and useful for investigating qualitative
issues (may form part of a more broadly-based evaluation).

24 j.e. evaluation research through representative final recipient survey examining the gross results.
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Evaluation 2: Review of Labour Market Programmes

Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Theory Counter- Other
Management | of Results | of Results | of Results | Based factual Impact
and Using based on based Impact Impact Evaluation
Implemen- Monitoring | final upon Evaluation | Evaluation
tation Data® recipient sample
Processes Case final
Study / recipient
Focus research?’
Group?®
Evaluation No Yes No No, all No Yes, to No
specifically based on some
focusing on secondary extent
A2E and admin
interventions data
and target
groups
Evaluation No No No No No No No
specifically
focusing on
subset of
A2E
interventions
and target
groups
Evaluation No No No No No No No
focused on
target group,
a subset of
which includes
A2E final
recipients.
Evaluation No No No No No No No
which focuses
on
intervention
type where
subset of the
target group
are A2E final
recipients.
25 j.e. evaluation that is based upon administrative resources rather than research.
26 j.e. evaluation based upon very small scale final recipient research and useful for investigating qualitative
issues (may form part of a more broadly-based evaluation).
27 j.e. evaluation research through representative final recipient survey examining the gross results.
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Evaluation 3: Activation in Ireland: An Evaluation of the National Employment Action Plan

Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Theory Counter- Other
Management | of Results | of Results | of Results | Based factual Impact
and Using based on based Impact Impact Evaluation
Implemen- Monitoring | final upon Evaluation | Evaluation
tation Data?® recipient sample
Processes Case final
Study / recipient
Focus research®0
Group?®
Evaluation No Not No Yes, but No Yes No
specifically directly related to
focusing on related to NEAP (not
A2E ESF specificall
interventions interventio y ESF OP)
and target ns
groups
Evaluation No, No No No No No No
specifically examines
focusing on activation
subset of process for
A2E unemployed
interventions people
and target
groups
Evaluation No, all No No No No No No
focused on unemployed
target group, | butsome
a subset of categorisatio
which includes | nin
A2E final sampling
recipients.
Evaluation No, covers No No No No No No
which focuses | activation
on interview
intervention and
type where activation
subset of the with training
target group if applicable
are A2E final
recipients.

28 j.e. evaluation that is based upon administrative resources rather than research.

29 j.e. evaluation based upon very small scale final recipient research and useful for investigating qualitative
issues (may form part of a more broadly-based evaluation).
30 j.e. evaluation research through representative final recipient survey examining the gross results.
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Evaluation 4: Evaluation of Labour Market Activation Fund 2010
Evaluation of | Evaluation | Evaluation | Evaluation | Theory Counter- Other
Management | of Results | of Results | of Results | Based factual Impact
and Using based on based Impact Impact Evaluation
Implemen- Monitoring | final upon Evaluation | Evaluation
tation Datas! recipient sample
Processes Case final
Study / recipient
Focus research®?
Group?®?
Evaluation Yes but Yes Yes, inter- | Yes, but No No Examines
specifically within a views use of employme
focusing on range of secondary nt, wage
A2E types of source of additionalit
interventions programmes data y and
and target ; focus on returns to
groups employability exchequer
results (including
effects of
deadweigh
t&
displacem
ent)
Evaluation No, covered No No No No No No
specifically different
focusing on employability
subset of progression
A2E outcomes
interventions
and target
groups
Evaluation No No No No No No No
focused on
target group,
a subset of
which includes
AZ2E final
recipients.
Evaluation No, Not No No No No No
which focuses | activation broken
on programme down by
intervention with various TG in the
type where interventions | evaluation
subset of the
target group
are A2E final
recipients.
31j.e. evaluation that is based upon administrative resources rather than research.
32 j.e. evaluation based upon very small scale final recipient research and useful for investigating qualitative
issues (may form part of a more broadly-based evaluation).
33 j.e. evaluation research through representative final recipient survey examining the gross results.
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Annex lll: Effectiveness of ESF interventions

Evaluation 134 Mid-Term Evaluation of the Human Capital Investment OP 2007-2010

Total Public Number of Number of Number of final Number of final
Cost € final recipients | final recipients recipients
2007-2010 2007-2010 recipients achieving other achieving soft
achieving an | hard result® result®®
employment
result
A2E Aggregate 818,910,000 | 213,346 Not broken 59,996 estimate Not stated
Level down (progression
result into
employment,
education or
training)
Intervention 634,000,000 | 91,618 Not broken 30,234, estimate Not stated
type 1: Skills down (progression
training for the result into
unemployed employment,
education or
training), 33%
against a target of
70%
Intervention 54,900,000 109,117 Not broken 26,468, estimate Not stated
Type 2: Back to participant down (progression
Education places, based result into further
Initiative on sum of education or
annual totals employment),
30% in 2007 —
17% in 2010
Target Group 1 | 900,000 1,049 48 still in 241 progression Positive impact on
Disabled people economic to further participants —
in receipt of activity education and / or | numbers not
disability / (including training stated
illness payment training)
from after 12
Department of months
Social
Protection
Target Group 2 125,200,000 | 5,655 Not broken 69% certification Not stated
Young people for target participant down in 2010, 709
15-20 in second | groups 2 and | places for participants, 65%
chance 3 (not target groups completing
education broken down | 2 and 3 programme and
in the data) progressed to

further education /
training and or
employment

34 In countries where there are limited evaluation findings relating to A2E, a versions of this table should be
produced based upon the relevant Annual Implementation Reports.

35 |.e. qualification, progress into other training or education

36 j.e. some form of increased personal capacity or other progress towards employment not covered by hard

outcomes
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Evaluation 237 Review of Labour Market Programmes

Total Public Number of Number of Number of final Number of final
Cost € final recipients | final recipients recipients
2007-2008 2007-2008 recipients achieving other achieving soft
achieving an | hard result®® result®®
employment
result
2007 only
data
A2E Aggregate | 418,700,000 | 40,928 8,554 (49%) | 2,733 (16%) Not stated
Level 201.3m in participants in 2007 progression
2007 20,214 in 2007 | Not available | further education
217.4min | 20,714 in 2008 | for 2008 S O [ 200y
2008 35,529
completers
17,520 in 2007
18,009 in 2008
Intervention 111,000,000 | 12,778 3,308 (58%) | 1,619 (28%) Not stated
type 1 — Skills 52,900,000 participants in 2007 certification major
graining, in 2007; 6,411in 2007 | Not available ZW;T?d 227%/0537; _
rogramme ; for 2008 , %) major
1:Specific Skills ;8’210%%000 (;13%5”] 2008 award in 2008;
Training ’ 570 (10%)
complgters progressed into
5,704 in 2007 education and
5,701 in 2008 training in 2007.
Intervention 71,600,000 4771 1,439 (72%) 1,329 (67%) in Not stated
Skills Training: 33,400,000 participants in 2007 2007 and 1,317
Programme 2, | in 2007; 2,277in 2007 | Not available | (59%) in 2008
programme in 2008 4233 major awards; 180
’ (9%) progressed
complgters into further
2,235 in 2008 training in 2007.

37 |n countries where there are limited evaluation findings relating to A2E, a versions of this table should be
produced based upon the relevant Annual Implementation Reports.

38 j.e. qualification, progress into other training or education

39 j.e. some form of increased personal capacity or other progress towards employment not covered by hard

outcomes

=
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Intervention 64,800,000 12,587 2,082 (38%) | 531 (10%) major Not stated
Skills Training: 30,800,000 participants in 2007, Not | awards in 2007
Programme 3, | in 2007; 5,988in 2007 | available for | and 649 (11%)
Bridging 34,000,000 | 6,599 in 2008 | 2008 [
. major awards in
n 2008 11,531 2011; 877 (16%)
complgters progressed into
5,480 in 2007 further education /
6,051 in 2008 training in 2007
Intervention 67,800,000 6,202 1,055 (39%) | 812 (30%) Not stated
Skills Training 32,900,000 participants in 2007; Not | progressed into
Programme 4, in 2007; 3,147 in 2007 available for | further education
Local Training | 34,900,000 | 3,055in 2008 | 2008 or training in
Initiatives in 2008 5217 2007,
completers 317t'f('12(t%)) TR
. certification
2,706 in 2007 awards in 2008
2,511 in 2008
Intervention 103,500,000 | 4,590 669 (41%) in | 294 (18%) into
Skills Training: 51,300,000 participants 2007; Not further education
Programme 5, in 2007; 2,391 in 2007 available for | or training; 340
gommunitv 52,200,000 | 2,199 in 2008 | 2008 (23:./13) ”;?‘jor
raining ; certification
Centres n 2008 3,143 awards in 2008
completers
1,632 in 2007
1,511 in 2008
Target Group 1 11 different Results for Results for
categories different different groups
specified (% groups not not specified
final specified
recipients)
within training
programmes
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Evaluation 3% Activation in Ireland: An Evaluation of the National Employment Action Plan
Total Public | Number of final Number of Number of final Number of final
Cost € recipients final recipients recipients
2007-2010 2007-2010 recipients achieving other achieving soft
achieving an | hard result* result®
employment
result
A2E Aggregate | Costs not Not related to Analysis Not specified Not stated
Level specified numbers of shows that
B[ e recipients but to within 12
N stu_d_y sample mont_hs
Employment Original Sample = duration, the
Services (WhO 60,189 but after a rates of
participated in a process of closure to
referral plus exclusions and employment
interview) that adjustments: was 41% for
met with certain Treatment Group= the
criteria (e.g. 4,034 Treatmento
minimum 20 Control Group 1 Group; 55%
weeks duration :New clients Control
of - ~ | Group 1 and
untreated = 1,521; 41% Control
unemployment) Control Group 2: Group 2.
e bz Old clients with
employment light or no
closure was intervention =
recorded 1,094
Intervention Costs not Original sample Respondents | Not specified Not stated
type 1: specified =1,505 reduced to receiving
Claimants with 763 after training 10%
unemployment exclusions / more likely to
duration of 20 adjustment; Control | be absent
weeks Group 1 are from the Live
minimum who claimant referred to | Register
enrolled on interview but no after a
FAS training training = 8,365; specific
Control Group 2, duration (by
claimants receiving | week 91)
no
interventions=2,490
Target Group 1
Target Group 2
Target Group 3

40 |n countries where there are limited evaluation findings relating to A2E, a versions of this table should be
produced based upon the relevant Annual Implementation Reports.

41 |.e. qualification, progress into other training or education

42 .e. some form of increased personal capacity or other progress towards employment not covered by hard
outcomes
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Evaluation 4% Evaluation of the Labour Market Activation Fund 2010
Total Public Number of Number of Number of final Number of final
Cost € final recipients | final recipients recipients
2010 2010 recipients achieving other achieving soft
achieving an | hard result* result*®
employment
result
A2E Aggregate 29,500,000 12,629 total Actual Actual number Reduced isolation,
Level participants. number progressing to improved self-
Completion 2,265 further education / | esteem
rate 80% positive training = 2,277
(10,103 employment | where data on
participants). outcome outcomes are
Data based on | where data available. Rate of
5,361 on outcomes | progression is
participant files | available. 43%. If applied to
representing Rates are wider data set of
54% of total 29% into completions,
completions. employment | number could be
Data for and 13% into | 4,344 into further
remainder of self- education /
participants employment. | training based on
(4,802) are not | Based on this rate
available these rates,
actual
number
could be
4,243
positive
employment
outcome
Intervention 2,680,000 936 (80% Combined Combined with Reduced isolation,
type 1: Core completion) with Further | Further Education | improved self-
Skills Education below esteem and
Development below confidence
Intervention 16,360,000 7,018 (80% 31% into 60% into further Reduced isolation,
Type 2: completion) employment | education and /or | improved self-
Accessing and 8% self- | training esteem and
Further employment confidence
Education
Opportunities
Intervention 6,970,000 2,138 (83% 33% into 18% into further Reduced isolation,
type 3: Higher completion employment, | education and /or | improved self-
Education rate) 44% into training esteem and
Platform self- confidence
employment

43 |n countries where there are limited evaluation findings relating to A2E, a versions of this table should be
produced based upon the relevant Annual Implementation Reports.

4 |.e. qualification, progress into other training or education

45 j.e. some form of increased personal capacity or other progress towards employment not covered by hard
outcomes
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Intervention
type 4: Industry
| Sector
Upskilling

3,490,000

2,537 (79.5%
completion
rate)

22% into
employment,
13% into
self-
employment

18% into further
education and / or
training

Supported
industry growth in
specific sectors;
industry
involvement in
design of
education and
training

Target Group 1:

There was
targeting but
breakdown of
financial and
outcome data
by target group
not available
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