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EMPL/I4/SA – 29 November 2006 
 
 
 
 

Guide to data collection on participants in ESF programmes and transmission to the 
Commission in accordance with the implementing regulation for Council Regulation 

1083/2006 and its Annex XXIII 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Commission has distributed two working documents: Indicators for monitoring and 
evaluation: A practical guide and Evaluation during the programming period: Ongoing 
evaluation – an integrated management tool 1.These two texts already state the main 
obligations and guidelines for the organisation of "indicator systems" and the arrangements 
for programme monitoring. This guide complements those working documents and describes 
the method of organising the electronic transmission of data on participants in ESF 
programmes. 
 
 
1. Background 
 
The collection and dissemination of information on the main characteristics of those receiving 
support from the European Social Fund or taking part in programmes co-financed by the ESF 
is a consolidated practice in the Member States. It meets several requirements: 

- monitoring and good management of the various measures; 
- feedback to national and European authorities via annual reports and evaluation 

exercises; 
- supplying input for public communications and information for the many stakeholders. 

 
1.1 An established practice 
 
Statistics are used at several levels: project, operation, scheme, "priority axis", policy domain, 
or on a regional, national and Community scale. A regional management authority should thus 
be able to ensure that the number of women recruited achieves the equal-opportunities 
objectives. A national authority would like to explain to voters how much easier Community 
aid has made access to training for the least qualified workers. 
 
To do this, the basic statistical data are progressively summarised and aggregated until that 
they can be used to construct indicators and to make various kinds of comparison,  e.g. to 
establish a coverage rate by comparing the percentage of female participants with the 
percentage of female workers in the sector covered by a certain scheme. Several Commission 
guidance documents clarify what types of indicator to use and how to construct them2. 
                                                 
1 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/working/sf2000_fr.htm 
2 See in particular the working document Indicators for Monitoring and Evaluation and its Annex II on the ESF: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/working/doc/indic_sf2007-2013_en.pdf. 
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As always in statistics, the collection and dissemination of data on the characteristics of 
participants come up against several difficulties of both a technical and a politico-
organisational nature. For example: 

- it is not easy to arrive at definitions which are shared by all stakeholders with 
contrasting needs; 

- those involved in implementation do not always have the same preferences concerning 
aspects to be given greater prominence than others.  

In addition to this, there are the difficulties peculiar to the ESF: several ways of matching 
European and national financing; a growing variety of types of programme (vocational 
training, vouchers, counselling, integrated pathways, certification of knowledge, 
administrative support schemes, etc.). 
 
In the past, the Commission supported and encouraged the efforts of the Member States to 
develop appropriate monitoring systems for human-resource investment policies: 
employment, inclusion, education. It has not always been easy, however, to exploit the data in 
the annual and evaluation reports at EU level 3. For the period just ending, the Commission's 
guidelines therefore specified a kind of common minimum 4. 
 
The implementing Regulation and its Annex XXIII update the content of the common 
minimum laid down for the 2000-2006 period and introduce the electronic data-transmission 
obligation. The legal text states certain principles: 

- The level of breakdown must cover at least the "priority axes" separately; 
- the counting system must permit flow monitoring on an annual basis; 
- the characteristics to be covered are sex, age, labour market status, level of education 

and membership of certain vulnerable groups, according to a list of general but precise 
categories. 

The method of organising data collection is the responsibility of the Member States and, more 
precisely, of each management authority. These authorities must, however, also take into 
account the requirements of the implementing Regulation and the use the Commission 
expects to make of this information. 
 
1.2. Integration of ESF monitoring and national policy 
 
The ESF Regulation and the working document on indicators both stress the need to 
consolidate the integration of the programmes co-financed by the ESF and the other national 
measures in a single policy domain, whether these are measures to support the employability 
of the unemployed or the integration of migrants. The monitoring systems may play an 
important role if they permit comparison and "describe" the various measures in the same 
way, whether or not they are co-financed. The framework for this integration is provided by 
the open coordination processes in the employment, inclusion and education fields. When 
describing participants it will therefore be necessary to use, as far as possible, concepts 
consistent with those adopted for the indicators common to these three coordination 
processes, both at European level5, and at the level of national action plans. Where 

                                                 
3 Cf. the attempt to construct a summary table of the simple number of participants by Member State contained 
in the mid-term summary of evaluations for the 94-99 programming period. 
4 See Guidelines for Systems of Monitoring and Evaluation of ESF Assistance, DG EMPL 1999, available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/esf2000/guidelines/evaluation/en.pdf. 
5 The three sets of indicators are available on the following pages: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/employment_strategy/docindic_en.htm 
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employment-market interventions are concerned, it is recommended to make maximum use of 
the methodological standards developed by Eurostat for the LMP database6.  

 
1.3. A transparency requirement 
 
Electronic transmission meets the need for simplification, easy access to data and some 
standardisation of format. The Commission needs these data for information purposes,  
meaning that the data sent by the programmes will be used for public communications (in 
brochures, press releases, speeches, parliamentary discussions and the many reports on 
cohesion policy) and, where appropriate, research. Yet the data must first and foremost be 
made accessible to everyone involved in the implementation of the ESF if they are to serve as 
a basis for exchanges by countries and players. 
 
Each year, therefore, a compendium comprising the quantitative and qualitative information 
provided by each management authority will be drawn up. This information may be presented 
by Member State, by OP or by priority, or by priority policy area (cf. Article 3 of the ESF 
Regulation and the theme codes of Annex IV of the implementing Regulation). 
 
1.4. The need for more detailed common guidelines 
 
Although the practice of collecting data on participants is well established, there are many 
differences in the procedures, definitions and other technical devices used by the various OPs. 
A degree of convergence is therefore needed to permit significant use of data aggregated at 
European level, while allowing the local monitoring systems the greatest possible autonomy 
in meeting their specific requirements and constraints.  
 
In early 2006 there was a series of consultations with the authorities in charge of developing 
the monitoring and evaluation systems7. Several requests for clarification were also dealt with 
bilaterally. 
 
Detailed guidelines are also necessary for the specific development of the IT platform 
(SFC2007) to support the electronic transmission of data on participants in ESF operations. 
 
This document therefore attempts to summarise a set of common explanations and guidelines 
which should assist the efficient implementation of this new legislation. The common 
guidelines recommended are highlighted in grey. 
 
1.5. Good estimates and unusable data 
 
Any data-collection system is faced with a choice of the ideal level of detail. Experience 
shows that asking for too many details usually results in incomplete data, since it is difficult to 
use large volumes of data upstream. It then becomes difficult to use these data, since it is not 
known whether they are representative of the set of programmes carried out. Conversely, 
                                                                                                                                                         
http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/social_inclusion/indicators_en.htm 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/2010/back_indi_en.html 
6 Manual available at: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1073,46587259&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&p_pro
duct_code=KS-BF-06-003.  The approach followed in this Guide cannot be as strict as a statistical survey, but 
should be consistent with the characterisation of participants used by the LMP base. 
7 In particular at partner meetings assessing the ESF programmes, a questionnaire disseminated by the 
Evaluation Unit, and during the initial work on a thematic evaluation of the information systems. 
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information which is too simplistic may also be useless unless the differences between one 
programme or scheme and another can be explained or interpreted. Each national system has 
to find its ideal balance. 
 
The subset of data to be passed upstream to the European System (SFC2007) does not have to 
be supplied to the fourth significant digit. In most applications, what counts are the orders of 
magnitude. In some cases it will be more appropriate to provide estimates, which will 
subsequently be corrected on the basis of more reliable and exhaustive information or 
evaluation results. If the missing data are substantial or the data quality is dubious, it may be 
better to explain the situation and submit high-quality data at a later stage. 
 
 
2. Definitions 
 
2.1. Participants 
 
The most common method of counting participants is to count the records of participation in a 
co-financed initiative. Many information systems are growing and now also monitor 
individuals via their social-security numbers or other national codes. Counting participation 
records has the advantage of producing figures proportionate to the size of the scheme or the 
capacity for offering services8. The disadvantage is that the number of individuals actually 
involved is overestimated if some of them take part in more than one programme. This type of 
overestimate becomes systematic where schemes are coordinated, as is the case with 
integration pathways offering guidance followed by courses and finally work experience. 
Such systems often record the individual pathway, however. Conversely, it is more difficult to 
avoid double counting where programmes offer guidance/advice services to a large target 
population and a section of participants then opts for more intensive schemes. Those in charge 
of programmes should nevertheless be able to identify and analyse this type of situation and 
make appropriate comments on the data. Obviously, monitoring (and counting) individuals is 
easier at local level, and it is becoming more and more time-consuming to aggregate data 
from several project leaders at regional or national level. 
 
It is therefore recommended that the number of individuals is estimated wherever possible. 
Such information is also often the most helpful for calculating the indicators of results such as 
target-group coverage rates. In other cases, the participation records for all measures may be 
counted. It is essential to avoid systematic double counting, however (e.g. in coordinated 
measures where individuals are expected and encouraged to take part in more than one linked 
scheme). In the qualitative notes (§3.2.), please indicate any significant double counting 
suspected.  
 
2.2. Programmes/operations co-financed by the ESF 
 
The concept of "participant" in programmes refers essentially to direct beneficiaries who can 
be identified and asked for their characteristics, and for whom specific expenditure is 
earmarked. It therefore covers the whole range of assistance programmes for persons 
mentioned in the ESF Regulation: training, vouchers, work experience, integrated guidance 
and pathways, certification of skills, etc. 
 
                                                 
8 The Eurostat LMP methodology also counts records of participation (incoming and/or outgoing), as it  records 
the measures one by one.  
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The indirect beneficiaries which appear each time programmes support the 
reorganisation/modernisation of certain public services (e.g. public services for employment) 
or other structure and system support programmes (study, accreditation of training centres 
etc.) cannot and should not be included. The only cases it might be useful to record are those 
involving "training for trainers" and training for public officials under the heading of 
"capacity building"9. 
 
2.3. Annual flows 
 
It is obviously important, not only for the Commission, to monitor the implementation trend 
in terms of the volume of services offered and/or participants reached. It is therefore 
important to know, at the end of each year, by how much the total number of participants has 
grown. Depending on the requirement, the numbers for each year may be used or the 
cumulative total, which should be equal to the sum of the annual values10. 
 
Annex XXIII also asks for a clear distinction to be made between participants entering and 
leaving a certain programme during the year. The main reason for this is to avoid double 
counting from one year to the next when a programme straddles two consecutive years (e.g. a 
course beginning in October 2007 and ending in March 2008). It is therefore essential, when 
counting participants, to state clearly the point in the life cycle of the programme at which 
their characteristics were recorded. Three approaches in particular have been seen in the past: 
the number given was the expected number of participants as declared in the project proposal; 
or the number of participants registered at the start of the programme; or the number of 
participants successfully completing the programme. 
 
As a general rule, it is better to avoid the first and third approaches and concentrate on 
counting the participants actually present at the start of the programme11. There may be 
exceptions for specific types of programme: where a scheme certifies skills already acquired 
at the workplace, for example, it is better to count the number of persons obtaining the 
certificate (on leaving the scheme) than the number applying (entering the scheme, but not 
necessarily obtaining the certificate). Whatever the choice of approach, however, it is 
essential to keep to the same rule or procedure from one year to the next throughout the 
programme, so as to avoid the risk of double counting. The most efficient information 
systems will monitor both incoming and outgoing participants.  
 
It may be useful to record forecasts (the expected number of participants) only in the first or 
second year, while waiting for programmes to take shape, so as to obtain an idea of the 
physical quantities associated with the initial decisions to commit funds. In this case they 
could be recorded as influx estimates to be corrected as soon as the real data are available. 
 
Clearly, the link with financial flows (commitments and payments) is complex, and there is 
often a discrepancy between financial and physical data. These links will be examined 
primarily at local level. 
 
2.4. Male and female participants 
 
                                                 
9 See § 3 for the method of counting these various types of programme when presenting data. 
10 Provided that the same thing is counted from one year to the next (people entering or leaving the programme). 
11 This is consistent with the Eurostat LMP approach, which characterises "entrants" by sex, age and labour-
market status. 
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Counting of participants by sex is required by Annex XXIII on the basis of the more general 
principle stated in Articles 16 and 66(2) of the general Regulation, according to which all 
statistics must, wherever possible, be broken down into men and women participants. It is 
therefore recommended to present all of the subsequent characteristics (age, labour-market 
status, level of education and membership of vulnerable groups) broken down by the sex of 
the participants12.  
 
 
2.5. Age groups 
 
The forms completed by participants usually ask for the person's exact age. Subsequently, the 
monitoring systems retain only the age group, useful for calculating performance/result 
indicators or benchmarks. Annex XXIII asks for only the two main extreme age groups: 
young people aged 15-24 and the oldest people, aged 55-64. The data to be transmitted should 
refer to the closest age groups available, explaining any difference in the qualitative notes13. 
These age groups also correspond to those used by the main indicators of the European 
Employment Strategy (17.1: employment rate; 18.1: youth unemployment).  
 
2.6. Labour-market status 
 
Labour-market status is one of the most important characteristics. It is often a criterion for 
identifying or selecting groups to be reached, and enables the nature and target groups of 
programmes to be understood. The categorisation adopted in Annex XXIII uses distinctions 
based on the usage of the Eurostat Labour Force Survey (Annex 2 summarises the operational 
definitions and gives their Internet references).  
 
There are three main, mutually exclusive groups: persons with jobs, unemployed persons, 
"inactive" persons. Then, for each of the three groups, we ask for identification of a sub-group 
which is particularly significant for assessing the targeting of ESF programmes: 

- of the employed, we ask how many are self-employed; 
- of the unemployed, we ask how many are long-term unemployed; 
- of the inactive, we ask for separate identification of young people who are still in 

education and other adults who are neither employed nor unemployed, but are in 
training or education. 

Here we are, of course, seeking to identify the status of participants on the labour market 
before they enter the co-financed programmes. In surveys or evaluation work we will be 
investigating whether this status has changed as a result of the support received. 
 
Where the definition of an unemployed person is concerned, it is known that the definition 
used in the Eurostat-LFS survey does not coincide either with administrative concepts 
(persons registered as unemployed) or with simple, subjective self-assessments. The 
definitions actually used should therefore be clarified in the qualitative notes attached to the 
quantitative data. The definition of an unemployed person used must nevertheless be 
consistent with that used to calculate the key indicators of the European Employment Strategy 
(cf. the references in Annex II and the agreements with each Member State on defining the 
registered unemployed person concept). 
 
For the concept of the long-term unemployed person there are the following references: 
                                                 
12 See § 3.1. on the structure of the table for encoding quantitative data. 
13 For example , certain programmes supporting active old age are already aimed at workers aged 45 upwards. 
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- EES indicator 19.1: based on the Eurostat survey, this takes into account only young people 
or adults who have been unemployed for more than 12 months; 
- EES indicators 19.2 and 19.7 (inflow and activation of LTU) which, for young people (aged 
15-24 inclusive) adopts a reduced threshold of 6 months. 
Each Member State is asked to adopt the definition most consistent with integrated 
monitoring of its ESF programmes with other national policy measures for employment. 
 
2.7. Level of education 
 
The level of education is an important characteristic for most programmes, as it describes the 
ability of programmes to reach those needing appropriate support or who tend to be offered 
fewer development opportunities. All national education systems are different, but they can be 
compared fairly accurately on the basis of the common classification system ISCED (see: 
http://europa.eu.int/estatref/info/sdds/fr/educ/educ_isced_1997.htm). 
Each Member State knows which qualifications are to be associated with each ISCED level. 
 
 
2.8. Vulnerable groups  
 
Many programmes are designed to target certain particularly vulnerable groups: groups at risk 
of social exclusion or subject to discriminatory practices (direct or indirect). It is important, 
therefore, to be able to quantify the efforts made to support these vulnerable groups, including 
activities for preventing discrimination. The various common approaches developed at 
European level 14 have stressed the importance of collecting data on these groups, to make 
trends more visible and facilitate the design of effective policies.  
 
For these counting exercises and above all for correct interpretation of the figures, it is 
important to know the main approach adopted by the priority programme/axis: specific 
programmes aiming primarily, though not necessarily exclusively, at these vulnerable groups; 
or mainstreaming and constantly ensuring that these groups are adequately represented 
amongst the participants. In the past, therefore, participant membership of such groups was 
quantified either for specific measures only, or for all priority measures and axes. For the 
2007-2013 period, given the dissemination of the mainstreaming approach, it is preferable to 
produce these data for all axes. 
 
The groups concerned may vary from one Member State to another. At the aggregated 
European level, Annex XXIII requires: 

- only three large groups to be monitored: migrants, minorities and disabled people, on 
whom Article 10 of the ESF Regulation calls for more detail in annual reports; 

- priority use of national concepts and rules.  
The following paragraphs summarise the state of the definitions available as a point of 
departure and some rules for guaranteeing the validity of the exercise. It is nevertheless 
essential for each Member State to ensure consistency between the data collected on ESF OPs 
and those used in the National Action Plans on employment and inclusion. 
 
2.8.1. Definitions of the four groups 
 

                                                 
14 Anti-discrimination programme; see also the "Toolkit for evaluating accessibility of ESF projects to people 
with disabilities", under preparation. 
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The term migrants usually refers to persons of non-EU origin who have settled in the EU 
fairly recently to find work and/or improve their living conditions. At this time of high 
migratory flows, successfully integrating such persons in the socio-economic fabric and 
preventing any form of discrimination are priorities for most Member States. Nationality is 
one of the easiest data items to record and is often used for initial assessments of the migrant 
concept by distinguishing between national of EU Member States and non-EU nationals. It 
should nevertheless be noted that the nationality criterion is not always adequate and may lead 
to underestimates or overestimates of the target groups by a factor of 2 or 315. 
 
The indicators for monitoring NAPs on inclusion and the next module of the Eurostat Labour 
Force Survey have therefore introduced a further key criterion: birth abroad. 
 
The date of entry into the country (new arrivals or long established), ethnicity, immediate 
descendants (children of immigrants) or nationality at birth may also be taken into account. 
These different criteria can be combined to define the target group(s) which is/are most 
appropriate to the Member State concerned. 
 
All participants resident in the country (Eurostat excludes those intending to stay for less than 
12 months) but born abroad (including other EU Member States and non-member countries) 
should therefore be recorded in the SFC2007 tables, unless the programme has defined a more 
specific concept.  
Asylum seekers should be placed in the " other vulnerable groups" category. 
 
The minorities concept is not easy to define and may overlap the migrant concept. Ethnic 
minorities may be the result of old migrations or more recent influxes, or may be without 
links. Some minorities are target groups for public initiatives because of their risk of social 
exclusion or direct or indirect discriminatory practices. The minorities on which data should 
be collected should therefore be identified on the basis of the priorities and rules specific to 
each Member State. For Roma people, see points 16 to 19 of the "Aide-mémoire for desk 
officers about Roma and Structural funds – programming period 2007-2013"16. 
 
For disabled people there is a consolidated practice for designing specific and transverse 
measures. However, data collection on participants is not always easy, given the lack of 
clarity in the definition of the disabilities to be covered and the difficulties in recording this 
characteristic17. The most common approach is simply to count the participants reached by 
measures specifically targeted 18 at this group of people. It is nevertheless recommended to 
estimate the rate of attendance/representation of disabled people amongst participants in 
general schemes.  Please therefore explain clearly in the qualitative notes the approach 
followed in estimating this characteristic. The Commission encourages all innovation and 
experimentation aimed at improving the monitoring of policies in this domain. 
 
                                                 
15 Cf. the work of the indicators sub-group of the Social Protection Committee. 
16 available on the Internet   ? or only on CIRCA … ? 
17 The main figures available at EU level are based on the EUROSTAT survey on "Employment of disabled 
people in Europe in 2002", Statistics in focus, Theme 3 - 26/2003, in which 15.7 % of the population aged 16-64 
stated that they have a long-standing health problem or disability.  As the definition of disabled people varies 
among Member States, there are no harmonised figures on the number of people recognised as disabled available 
for the EU. 
18 Article 3(1)(c)(i) of the ESF Regulation includes a specific reference to people with disabilities as a target 
group: "promoting pathways to integration and re-entry into employment of disadvantaged people such as people 
with disabilities (..)". 
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In the other vulnerable groups category, each OP may show the number of participants with 
characteristics which the programmes have chosen to target specifically (situations of extreme 
poverty or exclusion; school drop-outs; ex-prisoners; asylum seekers; second-generation 
immigrants etc.). 
Specific groups such as the long-term unemployed or low-skilled workers (ISCED 1 and 2) 
should be counted under the existing variables: labour-market status and level of education. 
Specific subgroups such as very long-term unemployed persons (e.g. >2 years) or the illiterate 
should also be placed in this "others" group. Depending on the method of data collection, 
steps should be taken to avoid double counting ting and overestimates.  
 
2.8.2. Rules for ensuring validity 
 
There are several possible methods of collecting information on migrant status and 
membership of a minority or other vulnerable group.  

• If forms and/or questions asking people to declare their membership are used, the 
European directives on equal treatment recognise that the differences must be taken 
into account. Data collection may help to dispel prejudiced and reveal the 
discrimination of which minorities are the victims. Clearly the data should quickly be 
rendered anonymous 19 and the proportionality principle respected (there must be a 
link between the data collected and the expected results of the programme). 

• If this information can be estimated only on the basis of indirect surveys or ad hoc 
assessments, the most significant results should be presented in the annual report 
and/or the qualitative note (cf. §3.2). It is nevertheless recommended to present 
reliable estimates in table SFC2007. 

 
It should be noted that, since people may cumulate several vulnerabilities, it is advisable to 
record all characteristics separately, without choosing a dominant characteristic20. The four 
categories of this variable will not therefore be totalled; instead the effect of each category on 
the total number of participants will be considered. 
 
Lastly, as mentioned above, it is important for each Member State to ensure consistency 
between the data collected for the ESF OPs and the data used in the employment and 
inclusion NAPs concerning the whole set of national measures. 
 
 
 
3. Format under SFC2007 
 
Following the discussions with the Member States, it seems clear that two basic approaches 
can be followed: 

- either a simple request to complete a table, with the risk of ending up with low-quality 
data which are hard to compare and ultimately useless because it is not known what 
they represent; 

- or it is left up to each management authority to present data on participants according 
to their own systems and describe all appropriate methodological details, but here too 

                                                 
19 Statistical treatment of personal data – Data-Protection Regulation/Directive. 
20 Technically this means a severance between these categories, which are not mutually exclusive. It is therefore 
theoretically possible that their sum will yield a value higher than the total number of participants if, for 
example, 60% are migrants, 50% disabled and 15% in other groups. 
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there is a risk of not being able to use the data, since they will be very difficult to 
summarise and compare without painstaking analysis. 

 
It is therefore preferable to adopt an intermediate approach combining the advantages of both 
basic approaches, without making the procedures too complicated. In SFC2007, therefore, a 
quantitative table should be completed and a semi-structured qualitative note recorded. 
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3.1. The quantitative table (structured data) 
 
The structure of the table should be as follows: 
 
 

Current year (e.g. 2007) 
 

Cumulated values since 
the beginning 

 

People 
entering 

People 
leaving 

People 
carried-

over from 
previous 

year  

People 
entering 

People 
leaving 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Tot W Tot W Tot W Tot W Tot W 

Total number of 
participants … … … …       

Status on the labour market: 
 

Employed 
… … … … 

      

of which self-
employed … … … … 

      

Unemployed 
… … … … 

      

of which LTU  
… … … … 

      

Inactive 
… … … … 

      

of which in 
education/training … … … … 

      

 
 
The table continues with the categories of variables "age", "vulnerable groups" and "level of 
education". 
 
Only columns 1 and possibly 2 should be completed, since columns 3, 4 and 5 can be 
calculated automatically from the first two plus the previous years' values. 
 
The number of women in the total number of participants in each group should be indicated as 
an absolute value. 
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Current year (e.g. 2007) 
 

Cumulated values since 
the beginning 

 

People 
entering 

People 
leaving 

People 
carried-

over from 
previous 

year  

People 
entering 

People 
leaving 

 
1 2 3 4 5 

 
Tot W Tot W Tot W Tot W Tot W 

age 
 

young people (15-24 
years) … … … … 

      

older people (55-64 
years) … … … … 

      

vulnerable groups 
 

migrants 
… … … … 

      

minorities  
… … … … 

      

disabled 
… … … … 

      

others 
… … … … 

      

Educational achievement 
 

Primary or lower 
secondary education 
(ISCED 1 and 2) 

… … … … 

      

Upper secondary 
education (ISCED 3) … … … … 

      

Post-secondary non 
tertiary education 
(ISCED 4) 

… … … … 
      

Tertiary education 
(ISCED 5 and 6) … … … … 
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The sum of the categories should yield the total number of participants in the case of the 
"labour-market status" variable21». For the other three characteristics, "age", "vulnerable 
groups" and "level of education", the sum of the categories does not necessarily cover all 
possible cases and values globally below the total number of participants are therefore 
acceptable. 
 
Annex XXIII asks for at least one table of this type for each priority axis. For the sake of good 
management, many management authorities identify sub-axes under different names and 
cover different types of programme in different domains. The SFC system may permit 
management authorities which so wish to record several tables, one for each sub-axis or other 
subset considered appropriate. The system will automatically calculate a "sum" table of the 
other tables. This arrangement will enable the participants involved in different schemes to be 
distinguished without being confused (see also the comments on §4) and enable the 
information to be grouped by fairly homogeneous programme domains. 
 
3.2. The qualitative note 
 
As emphasised above, for quantitative data to be read, understood and used effectively it is 
essential to share methodological metadata and complementary information.  
 
For this reason, the SFC platform will require a text file to be associated with each OP or 
table, containing the following information: 
 
(a) methodological metadata 

- the definition(s) used, above all concerning the difference between individuals and 
participation records; 

- the time period to which the data refer; 
- the method of estimation (simple aggregation of records, criteria on which the 

estimation is based); 
- coverage and missing data (whether the figures represent all activities or only part of 

them); 
- risks of double counting; 

 
(b) complementary information (as appropriate) 

- comments on the type of programmes that have been aggregated (see §4), mainly to 
distinguish between short-term programmes (advice, guidance, seminars) and longer-
term schemes (training, work experience, tutoring for starting own business, etc.); 

- comments on the links to performance/result indicators, particularly to explain any 
inconsistency between the data provided on participants and the method of calculating 
the values reflected by the indicators. 

 
Compiling this qualitative note will require more effort in the first year, after which it can be 
updated, mainly by adding information.  
 
Other more detailed tables, figures and comments can appear in the annual report. 
 
 

                                                 
21 Taking only the three main categories: employed + unemployed + inactive. 
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4. Organisation of information systems  
 
For the joint efforts of the Commission, the Member States and the management authorities 
outlined above to be useful and efficient, it is important to remember three prerequisites for 
success: 
 
(1) Information systems should be designed as far as possible to avoid mixing chalk with 
cheese. Experience shows that it is important to incorporate one or more typologies describing 
the wide variety of specific programmes cofinanced by the ESF: short-term/long-term 
training, business subsidies, vouchers, skills certification, studies, awareness campaigns, pilot 
projects, statistical surveys etc. These typologies should follow the working methods specific 
to each local system, but two elements should be included: 
- the distinction between assistance to people (AP) and structure and system support (SSS); 
 - the standard coding of "active" labour-market measures developed by Eurostat for the LMP 
database22 (it is important to incorporate at least the distinctions between codes 1 to 7 – 
services and measures). 
These programme typologies can then be used to provide adequate comments on the highly 
synthetic data required by Annex XXIII.  
 
(2) The concept definitions used to describe the characteristics of participants and projects 
must be properly understood and shared by all parties. , resulting in the establishment of 
agreed protocols and manuals. Building up this consensus means taking into account 
requirements at various levels and finding a balance between the encouragement, benefits and 
costs of data collection and transmission. For example, the importance of feedback of the 
main data to local players and fieldworkers cannot be stressed too strongly. 
 
(3) The final key to success is to make available enough internal administrative resources 
(human, time, budgetary) to cope with these flows of data, which have to be read, interpreted, 
corrected, estimated and commented on. This may mean various organisational changes. The 
Regulations emphasise the quality of the interim and annual reports to be submitted to the 
monitoring committees. It will also be crucial to establish close collaboration between those 
in charge of monitoring ESF programmes and those in charge of monitoring the 
corresponding national policies in the fields of employment, inclusion and education. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Annexes: 
 
1. Extract from the implementing Regulation and its Annex XXIII 
 
2. LFS definitions and EES indicators 

                                                 
22 The Eurostat methodological manual can be consulted at this address: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1073,46587259&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&p_pro
duct_code=KS-BF-06-003 
This text presents a classification by type of programme, type of expenditure and common concepts for data 
collection on the participants in these measures. 
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Annexe 1. Extract from the implementing Regulation and its Annex XXIII23 
 
 

Article 40 
Content of computer system for data exchange 

1. The computer system for data exchange shall contain information of common interest to the 
Commission and the Member States, and at least the following data necessary for 
financial transactions:  
 
(a) ... 

       … 
 

2. In addition, the computer system for data exchange shall contain at least the following 
documents and data of common interest enabling monitoring to be carried out:  
 

       … 

 
(g) data on participants in ESF operations by priority, in accordance with the model in 
Annex XXIII;  
… 

 

                                                 
23 Version approved by COCOF at its meeting on 27 September 2006. 
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Annex XXIII : Data on participants in ESF operations by priority 
 
 
NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS PER YEAR  

(people entering, those leaving, carry-over from one year to the next) 

 

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANTS BY GENDER 

 

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANTS ACCORDING TO STATUS IN THE LABOUR 
MARKET 

– employed (total number of employed, including self-employed) 

– self-employed 

– unemployed (total number of unemployed including long-term unemployed) 

– long-term unemployed 

– inactive persons (total number of inactive persons, including those in education, 
training or retirement, those having given up business, the permanently disabled, those 
fulfilling domestic tasks or other)  

– inactive persons in education or training 

 

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANTS BY AGE 

– young people (15-24 years) 

– older workers (55-64 years) 

 

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANTS BY VULNERABLE GROUPS, IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH NATIONAL RULES 

– minorities 

– migrants 

– disabled 

– other disadvantaged people 

 

BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANTS BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 

– Primary or lower secondary education (ISCED 1 and 2) 

– Upper secondary education (ISCED 3) 

– Post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 4) 

– Tertiary education (ISCED 5 and 6) 
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Annexe II - LFS definitions and EES indicators  

 

For basic concepts and definitions of LFS see : 
http://forum.europa.eu.int/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_lfs/f_lfs_concepts.htm 
 
a) "Self-employed" people include employers and own-account workers, according to ICSE-
93 definitions, also adopted by the Eurostat LFS. 
 
Extract from : http://www.ilo.org/public/english/bureau/stat/class/icse.htm 
7. Self-employment jobs are those jobs where the remuneration is directly dependent upon the profits (or the 
potential for profits) derived from the goods and services produced (where own consumption is considered to be 
part of profits). The incumbents make the operational decisions affecting the enterprise, or delegate such 
decisions while retaining responsibility for the welfare of the enterprise. (In this context "enterprise" includes 
one-person operations.)  

9. (2) Employers are those workers who, working on their own account or with one or a few partners, hold the 
type of job defined as a "self-employment job" (cf. paragraph 7) and, in this capacity, on a continuous basis 
(including the reference period) have engaged one or more persons to work for them in their business as 
"employee(s)" … 

10. (3) Own-account workers are those workers who, working on their own account or with one or more 
partners, hold the type of job defined as a "self-employment job" (cf. paragraph 7), and have not engaged on a 
continuous basis any "employees". 
 
b) the definition of unemployment used to calculate EES key indicators 2005-2008 is 
available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/employment_strategy/indicators_emco_en.pdf 
 
A compendium of statistics related to indicators for monitoring the Employment Guidelines 
can be found at:  
http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/employment_strategy/docindic_en.htm 
 
Conventions to be applied when calculating indicators 19.2 - 5 and 7 – 8 
 
i. The number of people registered as unemployed should be considered to be the reference population for the 
NRP indicators19.2-5 and 7-8. 
 
ii. The number of people registered as unemployed should be defined as all persons who are registered as 
unemployed according to the national definition; other groups may be added to those registered as unemployed 
only if they meet the ILO unemployment criteria (i.e. not in work, available for a job, and searching for a job). 
 
c) “long term unemployed” means people in unemployment for 12 months or more; 
 
d) "inactive" is a residual category including all cases not recognised as employed or 
unemployed; 
 
e) those “inactive in education or training” are usually identified in the LFS on the basis of 
variable 101 (Main labour status) – category 3: pupil, student, further training, unpaid work 
experience. 


