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NOTICE TO MEMBERS
(12/2010)

Subject: Horizontal/recurring questions to the Commission regarding EGF applications 
(Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, Finland, Latvia, Sweden, United Kingdom)

1. Can the Commission give a detailed description of the complete process, from received 
MS applications to the final report on the implementation?

Answer:
The complete process going from the receipt of an EGF application to the winding-up of 
that application can be divided into six major steps:

1. Assessment of the application: when a Member State formally submits an 
application for an EGF contribution the Commission services immediately start 
assessing the content of that application to check whether it complies with all the 
legal requirements laid down in Regulation (EC) No 1927/2006 ('the EGF 
Regulation'), e.g. number of workers made redundant, reference period, 
measures proposed for co-funding, authorities responsible for implementation 
and audit… The amount of time necessary for this step is variable and often 
requires correspondence with the national authorities concerned so that they can 
provide the Commission services with any additional information necessary. The 
outcome of the assessment of an EGF application is a draft Proposal for a 
Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council;

2. Adoption by the Commission of the Proposal for a Decision of the 
Budgetary Authority:  once the Commission services responsible for the EGF 
have drafted the Proposal for a Decision they submit it to all other relevant 
Commission services for consultation. This step provides the latter with an 



PE452.528v02-00 2/11 CM\836801EN.doc

EN

opportunity to eventually nurture the content of the draft Proposal for a Decision 
and is intended to ensure collegiality within the Commission. Once the inter-
services consultation is over, the draft Proposal is translated into all EU 
languages (except Irish) and is submitted to the College for formal adoption. The 
Proposal for a Decision is then immediately transmitted to both arms of the 
Budgetary Authority;

3. Adoption of a Decision by the Budgetary Authority: when they receive the 
Proposal for a Decision from the Commission, both arms carry out their own 
internal procedures leading to the signature by their respective President of a 
Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council. These internal 
procedures involve sub-entities of both arms and would be best described by 
them;

4. Payment of the EGF contribution: once the Commission has received the 
Decision of the Budgetary Authority its services draft a Commission Decision 
awarding the financial contribution from the EGF to the Member State 
concerned. To ensure collegiality all relevant Commission services are consulted 
on this draft document [N.B.: since 2010, the Commission Decision is drafted 
and submitted for consultation before the actual Decision of the Budgetary 
Authority in order to save time]. The Commission Decision is then translated (if 
necessary) into the national language(s) of the Member State concerned, signed 
by the Commissioner responsible for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion 
on behalf of the Commission and notified to the Member State. The Commission 
Decision serves as the legal basis for all financial procedures which will finally 
lead to the contribution being transferred to the relevant bank account;

5. Implementation of the EGF contribution: this step – which in practice starts 
before the EGF contribution is granted – consists for the Member State in 
implementing the co-financed measures, ensuring a proper follow-up of the 
corresponding expenditure, eventually inform the Commission of any rising 
problem or irregularity… The implementation of the co-financed measures ends 
24 months after the submission of the application at the latest;

6. Final report and winding-up of the application: six months maximum after 
the end of the implementation of the EGF contribution the Member State 
submits a final report on that implementation and on its outcome for the targeted 
workers. The Commission services then assess that final report, asking for 
additional information if necessary, and wind up the application. This operation 
consists first, in obtaining from the Member State the reimbursement of all EGF 
funds that have not been spent or which have been spent irregularly and second, 
in formally notifying the Member State that the application is considered closed.



CM\836801EN.doc 3/11 PE452.528v02-00

EN

2. How is the Commission engaging with Member States to improve the quality of the 
initial submitted applications, which we believe would decrease the time between 
application and disbursement?

Answer:
The Commission agrees that well presented, well argued and well documented 
applications can help reduce the time between the date of application and the date on 
which the Commission decides to propose EGF co-financing to the budget authority. 
That is why the Commission has taken several steps to help Member States improve 
application quality, including the creation of a permanent group of contact persons in 
the responsible ministries in all Member States meeting 2-3 times a year and who are 
kept up-to-date on EGF matters including interpretation of the legal provisions of the 
EGF Regulation, FAQs, best practises and decisions taken; they also have access to the 
EGF web-site and can consult other EGF cases. 

The Commission encourages Member States to inform it about potential or up-coming 
applications at an early stage so that advice can be given on specific points even before 
the application is formally submitted. In some cases the Commission services have 
visited Member States with potential cases and have given practical advice. By so 
doing, a number of otherwise time-consuming errors and/or mistakes, including issues 
of eligibility, can be avoided. In a number of cases this has indeed reduced the time 
needed by the Commission services to draft a proposal.
It should be noted, however, that EGF decisions must follow a number of procedures 
due to the involvement of three Institutions (Council and European Parliament as well 
as the Commission). These procedures cannot time-wise be compressed below a certain 
minimum, because they involve formal decisions by the Institutions, transmission 
between them, internal consultations allowing a set number of days for reaction, 
translations into all Community languages, scheduling of meetings etc. (see also point 1 
above).  

3. What are the criteria used by the Commission to define these active measures? 
According to which definition are wage subsidies (like subsistence allowances, 
outplacement incentives, entrepreneurship incentives, or the accumulation of social 
security contributions) eligible actions according to Article 3 EGF regulation? Where is 
the dividing line between active and passive labour market measures

Answer: 
The list of measures in article 3 of the EGF Regulation is indicative; the Commission 
has not produced a further definition of active labour market measures. Outplacement 
assistance and entrepreneurship promotion are among the actions which are explicitly 
mentioned in Article 3 as eligible..
Subsistence allowances (or any other type of allowance) which carry no obligation on 
the recipient to participate in actions or activities designed to help him/her remain in or 
return to the labour market, are not considered eligible for EGF support. The 
Commission is of the opinion that allowances can be considered eligible but only for the 
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duration of active participation in the actions co-funded under the EGF project.

4. The EGF regulation does not recommend or limit the total amount requested. How does 
the Commission evaluate/verify the proposed MS packages of personalised services and 
costs?

Answer: 
The Member States are free to propose the measures forming a coordinated package of 
personalised services to be funded and its estimated cost. These costs vary greatly from 
case to case and from Member State to Member State depending on the specific 
measures, the number of participants, the duration and other variables.

The Commission services responsible for managing the European Social Fund, who 
have detailed information on cost structures in the Member States based on information 
from the operational ESF programmes, are systematically consulted on all EGF 
applications. The EGF services also compare cost estimates with previous cases from 
the same Member State. As part of the final report in each EGF case the Member State 
must present a comparison of the original budget and the actual outcome, both in terms 
of the number of workers assisted and the cost per worker. A statement justifying the 
expenditure must also be presented. The Commission uses this information to wind up 
the financial contribution from the EGF.

5. Has there been an active ex-post control - from the Commission - on irregularities like 
on-the-spot checks, sample checks on the actions financed by the fund since the 
amendment of the EGF criterias? If so, what were the results of the Commission 
controls and audits? Have any recoveries been performed? What was their financial 
impact?

Answer: 
The cases which have been approved since the amendments took effect (on 1 May 
2009) are all in the phase of implementation. Ex-post controls and audits of these cases 
will be possible only after the end of the implementation period, 24 months after the 
date of application (after which the Member State has 6 months to present a final report 
and the Commission has an additional 6 months to wind up the EGF conftribution. 
The Commission has, nevertheless, discussed progress in specific cases with the 
Member State concerned and with some stakeholders in order to be able to respond to 
criticism concerning the speed of implementation and the absorption of funds.

Information on audits of cases from under the old Regulation will be given before end 
of October 2010.

6. Why are management, information and publicity costs so high in various applications. 
What is defined to be information and publicity costs? Can the Commission submit a 
list of publicity and information activities for each application in 2009, including a 
breakdown of the costs per publicity measure and publication?  What is the rationale 
behind, e.g., the decision to broadcast videos on EGF in non-EU countries (e.g. Congo) 
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and to issue posters in Chinese, Arabic and Urdu? 

Answer: 

According to Article 3 of the EGF Regulation the EGF may finance the preparatory, 
management, information and publicity, and control activities needed for its 
implementation. The table in the annex shows the breakdown of the budget for these 
categories for all EGF applications to date. The largest budget was € 1,1 M in case 
EGF/2007/003 DE BenQ, corresponding to 4,3 % of total cost. The requested lists of 
measures and costs will become available when the Commission receives the final 
reports for the 2009 applications. 

The Commission has produced 2 video presentations of EGF cases to illustrate what the 
Fund can do and how it can be used by the Member States. These videos have been 
offered free of charge to television broadcasters with the aim of increasing knowledge 
of the EGF in the public. Broadcasters in non-EU countries are free to use the material 
and that has indeed happened.

The Commission has produced one poster on the EGF in all community languages and 
in Chinese, Arabic, Urdu and Turkish. The posters have been offered to all Member 
States through the group of contact persons. The posters carry the simple message: 
“Lost your job? The EGF may be able to help you.”, plus contact information, for the 
general public including redundant workers. Posters in the four languages mentioned 
convey this message to the large number of foreign workers in the Member States who 
speak these languages. 

7. Why is there such a huge dispersion in EGF financing provided per worker in different 
EGF applications? Is there a real EU added value in using limited EU budget resources 
to finance so financially different individual support packages, when national social 
systems are not even harmonised in the EU? 

Answer:
Differences in amounts budgeted per worker in EGF applications are due to many 
factors including the planned duration of measures, the nature and level of training, the 
level of support for business start-ups, the cost of teachers/trainers and the cost – in 
some cases – of providing innovative measures in the co-ordinated package of 
individualised services. The budget is furthermore based on assumptions regarding the 
number of redundant workers who will participate in the different measures. Some EGF 
cases include income replacement (in the form of allowances) during the period the 
worker participates in the measures (see also point 3 above); in these cases the cost per 
worker is also influenced by the level of allowances in the Member States, which are 
not, as pointed out in the question, harmonised in the EU.
The actual amounts spent per worker will be indicated in the final reports; the 
Commission will analyse these figures as they become available.
The Commission considers that the added value is the assistance and training which 
each individual concerned worker receives as these measures improve their chances on 
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the labour market.

8. Has the Commission evaluated the reason for differences in the rate of successful 
workers reintegration after EGF implementation (in 2007 from 6,2% to 65,5% were re-
employed, in 2008 from 10,7% to 65,5%)? If so, what are the consequences to be drawn 
from this analysis?

Answer:
Many factors influence the successful reintegration of workers into employment; these 
may vary from one Member State to another.
In 2008, only three cases presented final reports, whereas there were nine cases in 2009. 
It is difficult to draw solid conclusions from such small samples. The 2008 results are 
furthermore strongly influenced by the high reintegration result for one particular case 
out of the three : BenQ achieved a 74 % rate. It must also be remembered that all these 
cases had a 12-month implementation period, which made longer-term retraining for the 
sectors of the future quite problematic, and the outcomes probably reflect that fact as 
well.

9. How much deadweight loss has there been? To what degree were those who were re-
employed helped in achieving this by the personalised service? 

Answer:
The answer to this question can only be given when a sufficient number of final reports 
are available and have been studied in depth.

10. According to the 2009 EGF report, more than 20 % of the EU contribution has not been 
used and was reimbursed back to the EU budget. What are the reasons? How much 
money, as a proportion of that paid out, has been returned to the EU from the individual 
member states who have applied? What measures are taken to reduce this proportion?

Answer:
All in all €26m has been returned to the Commission because the money was not spent 
by the final date of implementation. Poor design of projects and long payment delays 
are among the contributing factors, but there are several others: all EGF applications 
contain budgets based on assumptions about the number of workers who will participate 
in the actions, the duration of the action (and participation) and the cost of the actions. 
These assumptions may not be fulfilled. Some workers may find new employment 
before the co-funded actions are completed and some actions may not be in demand by 
the workers concerned. 
All the reimbursements concern cases dating from before 2009. At that time the EGF 
was a new and untried instrument, and Member States faced difficulties in forecasting 
precise expenditure. The short period of implementation (12 months from the date of 
application) left little room for correcting or adjusting actions, leading to under-
spending.  
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Overview of the Technical Assistance for implementing EGF measures - Estimeted costs* in €
* The real costs are available when the MS submittes the final report to the EGF

Technical Assistance by: Total cost:

EGF reference number* Preparat
ory

Managem
ent

Informatio
n and 

publicity

Control 
activites

Administr
ative 

expenditur
e

Scientif
ic study

Total 
technical 
assistance

Sub-total 
personalise
d services 

Total 
estimated 

costs

Technical 
Assistance 

in % of 
Total Cost

EGF/2007/001 FR Peugeot - - - - - - 0 5.116.500 5.116.500 0,0

EGF/2007/003 DE BenQ - - - - 1.100.000 - 1.100.000 24.432.300 25.532.300 4,3

EGF/2007/004 FI Perlos - - - - - - 179.000 3.878.075 4.057.075 4,4

EGF/2007/005 IT Sardegna 200.000 400.000 80.000 70.000 - - 750.000 21.192.000 21.942.000 3,4

EGF/2007/006 IT Piemonte 150.000 350.000 60.000 40.000 - - 600.000 14.997.500 15.597.500 3,8

EGF/2007/007 IT Lombardia 300.000 500.000 80.000 50.000 - - 930.000 24.138.250 25.068.250 3,7

EGF/2007/008 MT Textiles 17.470 34.941 25.000 15.141 - - 92.552 1.269.862 1.362.414 6,8

EGF/2007/010 PT Lisboa-Alentejo - - - - 120000 - 120.000 4.731.350 4.851.350 2,5

EGF/2008/001 IT Toscana 70.000 150.000 40.000 30.000 - - 290.000 7.418.400 7.708.400 3,8

EGF/2008/002 ES DELPHI 125.000 300.000 120.000 200.000 - - 745.000 20.198.557 20.943.557 3,6

EGF/2008/003 LT Alytaus tekstilė 12.000 8.287 4.000 6.000 - - 30.287 567.700 597.987 5,1

EGF/2008/004 ES Castilla Leon 30.000 100.000 20.000 30.000 - - 180.000 5.208.600 5.388.600 3,3

EGF/2008/005 ES Catalonia 50.300 166.700 28.000 56.000 - - 301.000 6.312.500 6.613.500 4,6

EGF/2009/001 PT North/Centre 7.750 50.000 2.250 4.000 - - 64.000 1.601.600 1.665.600 3,8
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EGF/2009/002 DE Nokia - - - - 500.000 50.000 550.000 10.557.700 11.107.700 5,0

EGF/2009/004 BE Oost-West Vlaanderen 50.000 250.000 130.000 70.000 - - 500.000 11.068.654 11.568.654 4,3

EGF/2009/005 BE Limburg 8.000 50.000 30.000 25.000 - - 113.000 2.470.460 2.583.460 4,4

EGF/2009/006** IT Gruppo Merloni 150.000 300.000 20.000 40.000 - - 510.000 15.785.500 16.295.500 3,1

EGF/2009/007 SE Volvo 10.000 300.000 140.000 200.000 - - 650.000 14.487.960 15.137.960 4,3

EGF/2009/008 IE Dell 50.000 300.000 350.000 300.000 - - 1.000.000 21.817.000 22.817.000 4,4

EGF/2009/009 AT Steiermark 109.200 73.000 23.000 50.000 - - 255.200 8.522.700 8.777.900 2,9

EGF/2009/010 LT AB Snaige 0 21.925 2.500 3.400 - - 27.825 369.350 397.175 7,0

EGF/2009/011 NL Heijmans 0 8.800 0 13.200 - - 22.000 572.021 594.021 3,7

EGF/2009/012 IE Waterford Crystal 22.500 14.000 40.000 13.000 - - 89.500 3.865.659 3.955.159 2,3

EGF/2009/013 DE Karmann 0 400.000 0 0 - - 400.000 9.137.449 9.537.449 4,2

EGF/2009/014 ES Valencia 60.000 137.000 122.000 141.000 - - 460.000 9.691.900 10.151.900 4,5

EGF/2009/015 DK Danfoss Group 104.282 347.606 104.282 139.042 - - 695.211 12.986.846 13.682.057 5,1

EGF/2009/016 LT Furniture 2.500 62.902 2.500 3.400 - - 71.302 947.295 1.018.597 7,0

EGF/2009/017 LT Construction 12.000 91.989 3.500 4.400 - - 111.889 1.609.485 1.721.374 6,5

EGF/2009/018 LT Wearing apparel 0 50.475 2.500 3.400 - - 56.375 748.980 805.355 7,0

EGF/2009/019* FR Renault 66.566 0 2.000 0 - - 68.566 86.677.809 86.746.375 0,1

EGF/2009/020 ES Castilla La Mancha 63.050 55.000 15.000 23.000 - - 156.050 2.843.950 3.000.000 5,2

EGF/2009/021 IE SR Technics 40.000 230.000 80.000 90.000 - - 440.000 11.015.174 11.455.174 3,8

EGF/2009/023 PT Qimonda 3.500 197.000 3.000 3.000 - - 206.500 3.494.532 3.701.032 5,6

EGF/2009/024** NL Noord Holland and 
Zuid Holland 0 35.791 35.791 71.583 - - 143.166 3.436.000 3.579.166 4,0

EGF/2009/026** NL Noord Holland and 
Utrecht 0 34.871 34.871 69.742 - - 139.484 3.347.631 3.487.115 4,0
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EGF/2009/027** NL Noord Brabant and 
Zuid Holland 0 44.461 44.461 88.923 - - 177.847 4.268.347 4.446.194 4,0

EGF/2009/028** NL Limburg 0 8.460 8.460 16.921 - - 33.842 812.228 846.070 4,0

EGF/2009/029** NL Gelderland and 
Overijssel 0 30.978 30.978 61.957 - - 123.915 2.973.960 3.097.875 4,0

EGF/2009/030** NL Drenthe 0 6.978 6.978 13.957 - - 27.915 669.980 697.895 4,0

EGF/2009/031 DK Linak 14.309 47.696 14.309 19.079 - - 95.393 1.771.544 1.866.937 5,1

EGF/2010/001 DK Nordjylland 90.717 302.391 120.900 90.000 - - 604.008 10.967.314 11.571.322 5,2

EGF/2010/002 ES Cataluña 17.864 103.000 18.000 30.000 - - 168.864 4.066.420 4.235.284 4,0

EGF/2010/003 ES Galicia 123.000 15.000 25.000 30.000 - - 193.000 2.645.000 2.838.000 6,8

EGF/2010/004** PL Wielkopolskie 2.300 28.200 15.120 2.000 - - 47.620 926.345 973.965 4,9

EGF/2010/005** ES Valencia 0 60.000 0 30.200 - - 90.200 2.098.800 2.189.000 4,1

EGF/2010/006** PL H.Cegielski-Poznań 1.650 5.250 4.170 1.000 - - 12.070 163.700 175.770 6,9

EGF/2010/007** AT Steiermark-
Niederoesterreich 57.500 355.560 18.000 65.000 - - 496.060 12.921.134 13.417.194 3,7

EGF/2010/008** AT AT&S 10.000 56.000 20.000 55.000 - - 141.000 4.015.804 4.156.804 3,4

EGF/2010/009** ES Valencia 0 60.000 40.000 40.000 - - 140.000 3.028.409 3.168.409 4,4

EGF/2010/010** CZ Unilever 4.745 2.372 1.186 15.420 - - 23.723 474.463 498.186 4,8

EGF/2010/011** NL NXP Semiconductors 0 27.837 27.837 55.675 - - 111.350 2.672.395 2.783.745 4,0

EGF/2010/012 NL Noord Holland ICT 0 39.340 39.341 78.681 - - 157.362 3.776.693 3.934.055 4,0

EGF/2010/013 PL Podkarpackie 2.000 3.000 6.000 2.000 - - 13.000 684.800 697.800 1,9

EGF/2010/014** SI Mura 0 20.000 20.000 93.000 - - 133.000 3.325.370 3.458.370 3,8

EGF/2010/015** FR Peugeot 17.047 0 0 605.229 - - 622.276 37.647.590 38.269.866 1,6

EGF/2010/016** ES Aragon 10.800 0 9.000 22.200 - - 42.000 2.358.000 2.400.000 1,8

EGF/2010/017** DK Midtjylland machinery - - - - - - 268.456 6.112.725 6.381.181 4,2
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EGF/2010/018** DE Heidelberger 
Druckmaschinen - - - - - - 580.000 12.202.392 12.782.392 4,5

EGF/2010/019** IE Construction 41 73.486 422.547 146.973 165.345 - - 808.351 20.208.776 21.017.127 3,8

EGF/2010/020** IE Construction 43 73.486 422.547 146.973 165.345 - - 808.351 20.208.776 21.017.127 3,8

EGF/2010/021** IE Construction 71 73.486 422.547 146.973 165.345 - - 808.351 20.208.776 21.017.127 3,8

EGF/2010/022** DK LM Glasfiber - - - - - - 661.074 11.033.557 11.694.631 5,7

EGF/2010/023** ES Lear 3.000 27.000 5.000 5.000 - - 40.000 548.000 588.000 6,8

EGF/2010/024** NL ABN Amrobank - - - - - - 0 7.953.000 7.953.000 0,0

EGF/2010/025** DK Odense Steel Shipyard 74.260 482.694 185.652 201.342 - - 943.948 18.565.134 19.509.082 4,8

* The EGF/2007/002, EGF/2007/009, EGF/2009/003, EGF/2009/025 cases are in withdrawn. The EGF/2009/022 has been 
rejected.
** The case is in Assessing stage. Some figures could change


