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NOTE

This tool was developed between Q4/2013 and Q2/2014 by the ETF, after discussions and debates
involving the National technical teams from the countries of South Eastern Europe and Turkey on
monitoring issues. Thanks go to the ETF country managers for their valuable comments and to
Manuela Prina, Simona Rinaldi and Lucia Vergano for their contributions, and last but not least, to
Anastasia Fetsi for her advice and guidance.

The tool provides a set of guidelines on how to assess the progress towards the countries’ Visions
for Skills 2020. Practical implementation must be tailored to specific national conditions.

Initial lessons learnt from road-testing of the monitoring tool in Montenegro and contributions from
national experts and stakeholders during the bilateral country work and FRAME technical regional
meetings have been taken into account in drafting this document. It should guide and inspire the
roll-out of the Skills 2020 progress monitoring in South Eastern Europe and Turkey.

Doriana Monteleone and Cristina Mereuta, September 2014



CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES 5

INTRODUCTION: BACKGROUND AND
OBJECTIVES OF THE FUTURE FRAME INITIATIVE 6

ANNEX 1: REFERENCE INDICATORS FOR EU AND

PART 1 CONTEXT 8

1.1 FRAME MONITORING COMPONENT 8

1.2 COMPLEMENTARITY WITH OTHER PROGRESS-
MONITORING PROCESSES 11

PART 3 FRAME MONITORING TOOL 21

3.1 STRUCTURE OF THE INDICATORS 22

3.1.1 COMMON LIST OF INDICATORS
FOR MONITORING 23

3.1.2 NATIONAL LIST OF INDICATORS
FOR MONITORING 25

3.2 QUALITATIVE EVIDENCE-BASED MONITORING 26

3.3. MONITORING PROCESS: MAIN PHASES AND
CONTRIBUTION TO POLICY DEVELOPMENT 30

3.3.1 VISUAL TOOLS FOR MONITORING 32

3.3.2 MONITORING FOR POLICY
DEVELOPMENT 36

REGIONAL BENCHMARKING 38
ANNEX 2: COMMON INDICATORS -

DEFINITIONS 42
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 43
GLOSSARY 44
REFERENCES 47



LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

FIGURE 1.1 REFERENCE EU AND SEE TARGETS
AND BENCHMARKS 12

TABLE 2.1 EXAMPLES OF QUANTITATIVE AND
QUALITATIVE INDICATORS 17

TABLE 2.2 MAIN CHARACTERISTICS OF DATA
SOURCES 19

TABLE 3.1 STRUCTURE OF THE COMMON LIST
OF INDICATORS BY POLICY AREA 24

TABLE 3.2 EXAMPLES OF NATIONAL
INDICATORS 25

TABLE 3.3 ETF ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK 27
TABLE 3.4 EXAMPLE OF ASSESSMENT MATRIX

ON VET QUALITY ASSURANCE 28
FIGURE 3.1 QUALITATIVE MONITORING

PROCESS 29
FIGURE 3.2 ITEMS TO BE SPECIFIED IN

THE MONITORING PLAN 30
TABLE 3.5 MONITORING PLAN STRUCTURE 31
FIGURE 3.3 PROGRESS TOWARDS RESULTS 32

FIGURE 3.4 GRAPHICAL TOOLS FOR PROGRESS
ANALYSIS AT NATIONAL LEVEL, INCLUDING
REGIONAL AND EU BENCHMARKING 34

FIGURE 3.5 PROPOSED OUTLINE OF THE
MONITORING ACTIVITIES AND CALENDAR 36




INTRODUCTION, BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES
OF THE FRAME INITIATIVE

Promoting sustainable economic growth and creating a more cohesive society require the population to
possess appropriate skills. Such skills need to be generated through strategic policies for human capital
development. Policy making, if it is to be effective, must be based on evidence. This means that relevant
stakeholders at various levels need to follow and control the progress of policies in terms of their content,
development and results through a monitoring process, and to identify the corrective actions that will
eventually be needed.

The European Commission has entrusted the ETF with the task of supporting enlargement countries’ in
their human resource development (HRD) efforts. The overall objective is to promote sustainable economic
development and social cohesion within a medium to long-term perspective, with particular reference to
the Europe 2020 Strategy and the South East Europe 2020 (SEE 2020) Strategy. The initiative was
implemented in 2013 and 2014, and is funded under the 2013 Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA)
multi-beneficiary envelope.

The FRAME project has four components, which are treated as a single intervention:

e Foresight,
e Review of institutional arrangements;
e Monitoring;

e Regional cooperation.

'Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Kosovo (this designation is without prejudice to position on status,
and is in line with UNSCR 1244 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo Declaration of Independence), Montenegro, Serbia and Turkey.




This is designed to help the countries involved to:

1. Define a vision and a roadmap for skills in a wider HRD context for 2014-20 (based on the foresight
methodology developed by the ETF, and taking into consideration the contributions to skills development
in different learning contexts: formal, non-formal and informal learning);

2. |dentify capacity - development priorities for the implementation of the roadmap (based on a review of
institutional capacity using the methodology developed by the ETF);

3. Develop the monitoring tool to support policy makers in assessing the progress towards the Skills Vision 2020;

4. Enhance regional cooperation for comprehensive long-term and forward-looking policy planning and
implementation, taking into account country specificities.

The present paper aims to provide guidelines for monitoring the process of skills development and
assessing the progress towards Skills Vision 2020.

The first section provides an overview of the FRAME monitoring component and the process within
countries and at regional level. It presents the monitoring and assessment processes that are carried out
in the EU and South Eastern Europe, and by the ETF It also describes the complementarity of the FRAME
monitoring tool with all these processes.

The second section focuses on the general principles and definitions that facilitate a sound monitoring
process and on the most relevant data sources for the HRD area.

The third section describes the structure of indicators and their EU and regional relevance, and explains how
national specificities are reflected in the FRAME indicators. It also provides a recommended framework for
the monitoring process at national level (milestones; timing; how the monitoring results should feed into
policy making and budget allocation) and a set of tools to allow visualisation of the progress made.

The reference indicators for EU and regional benchmarking and the common indicators chosen for the
FRAME monitoring tool are presented in the annexes.



Part 1
CONTEXT

1.1 FRAME MONITORING COMPONENT

Through the monitoring component of the FRAME Initiative, the ETF has assisted the enlargement
countries to develop and follow an evidence-based tool to monitor progress towards achieving the Skills
Vision 2020, roadmap and capacity-development plan. Building on the results from the foresight and review
of institutional arrangements components, and taking into account national, regional and EU strategic
objectives, the monitoring component focuses on which indicators are needed to monitor progress towards
the Skills Vision 2020.

The ETF has worked with national authorities and stakeholders to define and agree on the monitoring tool.
A special focus was placed on the challenges faced by enlargement countries in relation to their capacity to
define and roll out a monitoring process based on an integrated approach of priorities, targets and indicators:

e issues of data availability at national level and comparability at the regional and EU
levels — most SEET (South Eastern Europe and Turkey) countries face human and
financial resource constraints, time lags in data collection, inconsistencies between
methodologies over time, etc.;

e the need to use the available data more efficiently for policy making and to further
develop sound mechanisms for monitoring progress.

The aim was to create a monitoring tool to support policy makers in assessing the progress towards the
Skills Vision 2020 in the wider context of EU and regional cooperation processes.




The work on the development of the monitoring tool was structured so as to be flexible and adapted to
countries’ specific needs. A participatory approach ensured that national stakeholders were committed to and
in agreement with the monitoring tool. The core elements of this participatory approach were the national
technical teams (NTTs) that gathered representatives from relevant ministries (labour, education, economy,
development, research, youth, etc.) and implementing agencies, statistical offices and other stakeholders.

With the support of the ETF, NTTs were responsible for identifying a list of indicators to be used for
monitoring progress in skills development at national level and in referencing the progress of countries
against regional (SEE 2020) and EU (Europe 2020 and Education and Training 2020) goals. This allowed
a thorough check to be made of proposed monitoring methods and indicators against each country’s
specificities in terms of priorities in the field of skills generation and capacity development.

NTTs gave advice on the relevance and feasibility of indicators and the identification of gaps in current
capability to gather, process and disseminate key indicators for the HRD field. The main purpose was to find
a ‘common denominator’ set of indicators that are fully in line with international and EU statistical standards
and available in all or most of the enlargement (SEET) countries.

A local transversal expert also supported the NTTs to provide inputs for regional technical meetings and
foster agreement on the indicators and methodological approach.

The following phased approach was used for the development of the monitoring tool.




PHASED APPROACH USED FOR THE MONITORING TOOL'S DEVELOPMENT

CONCEPTUALISATION PHASE
Monitoring tool outline (draft). Draft set of common indicators; preliminary check of feasibility and O 05 A
relevance for HRD.
Setting up NTTs
October 2013

Identification of NTTs" members (relevant ministries and authorities, statistical offices, other stakeholders).

Roadtesting of the monitoring tool in Montenegro

12 November 2013
Discussion with the Montenegro NTT of the relevance and applicability of the proposed tool and related
indicators (common list).

First technical regional meeting in Sarajevo (Bosnia and Herzegovina)

Objectives: (i) present the monitoring tool; and (ii) receive country's feedback on the relevance and 26 November 2013

applicability of the proposed tool and related indicators.
Bilateral work with the NTTs

Objectives: (i) finalise the list of indicators, taking into consideration the indicators proposed during the

foresight and review of institutional arrangements exercises (vision and roadmap; institutional capacity); December 2013 -
and (i) gather information on data availability. June 2014
Follow-up activities in the countries (in the time between the two regional technical meetings) to further

support them in selecting country-specific indicators, checking the availability of common indicators and

identifying the main gaps and capacity-improvement needs in relation to HRD evidence.

Second technical regional meeting in Turin (Italy)

Objectives: (i) present the final version of the monitoring tool, taking into account the country feedback 25 June 2014
gained during the bilateral work; and (ii) agree on the applicability of the tool (i.e. methodological approach,
indicators, ensuring regional and EU comparability).

Finalisation phase

June-July 2014
Monitoring tool to be finalised, according to all the input from the national stakeholders, and shared with
the participating countries.



1.2 COMPLEMENTARITY WITH OTHER PROGRESS-MONITORING PROCESSES

The ETF has used the main strategic frameworks adopted at EU and regional level as reference sources for
indicator proposals. These are highly relevant for the enlargement countries given their engagement on the EU
accession path. The intention was to support countries’ efforts in achieving full compatibility with the EU and
regional benchmarking processes. To this end, the tool takes into consideration two dimensions: (i) the national
process for skills development (as a result of the foresight and review of institutional arrangements components);
and (ii) the country’s performance at EU and regional levels (Europe 2020 and SEE 2020 strategies).

The FRAME monitoring tool connects national progress monitoring with follow-up processes that are in
place at EU and regional levels (see Annex 1 for a complete list of indicators and definitions), as follows.

e Europe 2020 - the EU’s growth and jobs strategy. The tool makes reference to HRD-related
goals, namely the headline targets covering education and employment (early leavers from
education and training, tertiary educational attainment, employment rate). It also adapts the
methodological principles of the Joint Assessment Framewaork (the monitoring tool of the
Europe 2020 Strategy) to the context of countries involved in the FRAME Initiative.

e SEE 2020 - a regional strategy for jobs and prosperity from an EU perspective. The
tool takes into consideration the HRD goals for human capital development and their
impact on labour market performance, namely from the targets and objectives set
under the Smart Growth Pillar — Dimension D. Education and Competences, and the
Inclusive Growth Pillar — Dimension L. Employment.

e Strategic Framework for European Cooperation in Education and Training
2020 (ET 2020) — a common set of objectives adopted at EU level to address the
education and training challenges. The focus is on promoting lifelong learning and
learning mobility; improving quality and efficiency; ensuring social cohesion and active
citizenship; and enhancing creativity and innovation, including entrepreneurship,
at all levels of education and training. Benchmarks that are relevant for the skills-
development process were selected, namely achievements in reading, maths and
science, and adults’ participation in lifelong learning?.

?Although other ET 2020 benchmarks and indicators are extremely relevant for skills development (e.g. employment rate of recent graduates,
acquisition of foreign languages and digital skills, etc.), the extremely low level of feasibility/availability in all or most of the countries precluded their
selection as common indicators.



¢ European Quality Assurance Reference Framework for Vocational Education and
Training (EQARF) — a framework comprising quality criteria, indicative descriptors and
reference indicators to further improve and develop VET systems, and support lifelong
learning strategies and European Qualification Framework implementation.

Figure 1.1 Reference EU and SEE targets and benchmarks

EU LEVEL: EUROPE 2020, ET 2020 REGIONAL LEVEL: SEE 2020 STRATEGY

Smart Growth Pillar

Target: Add 300 000 highly
Below 10% qualified people to the workforce

EUROPE 2020 HEADLINE TARGETS

Early leavers from education and training

Tertiary educational attainment At least 40%
Dimension
D. Education & Competences
ET 2020 BENCHMARKS
. L Objectives
Low achievers in basic skills 15%
Decrease of early Increase tertiary
Employment rate of recent graduates 82% school leavers from educational attainment
education and training | as a percentage of the
L ) as percentage of 3 L
Adult participation in lifelong learning 15% population aged 30-34

population aged 18-24

Key strategic topics: lifelong learning; key competences;
skills acquisition; employability; innovation.




In addition, the tool builds on the methodological inputs and practical experience gained while running
monitoring, stocktaking and review processes relating to VET in the enlargement countries:

¢ Torino Process — a biennial assessment process leading to an evidence-based analysis of VET policies
in all ETF partner countries, through which the overall VET system capacity is evaluated,

¢ Bruges Process — a stocktaking exercise carried out every two years in the EU Member States and
candidate countries based on the Bruges Communiqué (a package of objectives and actions to increase
the quality of vocational training by making it more accessible and relevant to the needs of the labour
market);

¢ HRD reviews — carried out by ETF with a focus on education and training from a lifelong learning
perspective and on their contribution to employment and social inclusion.

Throughout the FRAME Initiative implementation process, on-going consultations and exchanges of
information with the European Commission, the Regional Cooperation Council, the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and the World Bank were carried out to ensure

a complementary approach on monitoring and evaluation in the region. Although the contexts and
final aims differ slightly (e.g. defining the monitoring framework for the SEE 2020 Strategy, selecting
indicators and developing the capacity for IPA Il monitoring®), the work on the FRAME monitoring tool
incorporates reference principles and indicators that are in line with EU and SEE strategic planning and
follow-up processes.

SThe FRAME monitoring tool is in line with the IPA Il monitoring approach. It employs a similar taxonomy of indicators (i.e. input, output, result,
impact) and matches some of the IPA progress and performance indicators at sectoral level (such as educational attainments, early school leavers,
employment rate and investments in active labour market policies).



Part 2
GENERAL CONCEPTS AND CONDITIONS FOR A SOUND
MONITORING PROCESS

2.1 WHAT IS MONITORING?

Monitoring can be defined as a continuing process that aims primarily to provide the management and
main stakeholders of an on-going intervention with early indications of progress, or lack thereof, in the
achievement of results.

Effective monitoring and evaluation are key components of the policy cycle, informing policy makers by
means of feedback, which is essential for adjusting on-going policies and building an evidence-based
institutional memory.

An effective and efficient policy cycle must address a number of questions:
e \Where are we? (accurate situation appraisal);
¢ \Where do we want to go? (clear formulation of objectives);

¢ \What are the steps needed to get there? (clear formulation of policies, strategies, and tasks;
understanding of the linkages and priorities);

e Do we have the capacity to follow the steps? (sound implementation procedures, with effective
management, resource mobilisation and accounting);

e \Where do we stand in relation to the planned progress? (effective, honest and unbiased monitoring
and evaluation).

The main objective of the monitoring process is to identify progress towards results. At the same time,
monitoring ensures that evidence is produced to inform decision making and to support its accountability.




Thus, a monitoring process aims to achieve the following.

Tracking changes from baseline Signalling problems in performance,
conditions to desired results, providing input for corrective

through analysis and comparison actions
of indicators over time

Monitoring is a reiterative process, based on indicators, and is made up of the following elements:
e identification of relevant indicators;
¢ collection of baseline data to describe the situation;
¢ identification of key indicators that capture the achievement of the results;
e data collection (according to a defined time schedule);

¢ analysis of the indicators to capture information on success or failure.

In order to inform evidence-based policies in an effective way, monitoring should:
® be continuous;
e involve partners;
¢ be focused on progress;

e be based on the right mix of tools and expertise;

® be based on clear criteria and indicators.



2.2 INDICATORS FOR MONITORING

Strategies always refer to one or more goals that must be reached through policy interventions.

Goals are objective expressions Targets are individual, Indicators are variables
of what is to be achieved. They observable achievements used to measure progress

are usually non-technical and directly related to a goal towards a target
often non-gquantifiable statements

Indicators (OECD, 2002) are defined as quantitative or qualitative factors or variables that provide a simple
and reliable means of measuring achievements, to reflect changes connected to an intervention or to help
assess the performance of a development actor. Indicators are aggregations of raw or processed data that
help to quantify a phenomenon under study and to grasp complex realities.

e Quantitative indicators capture objective information about the real world and are numerical (absolute
values as well as percentages).

e Qualitative indicators instead deal with non-numerical characteristics of the object of study and may
include subjective information, opinions or judgments. Qualitative evidence is typically expressed as
descriptive information, although it can also be quantified and numerically expressed.




Examples of quantitative and qualitative indicators are provided in Table 2.1
Table 2.1 Examples of quantitative and qualitative indicators

INDICATORS

Expenditure on primary education

Number of primary school teachers

Quantitative indicators
Enrolment and dropout rates

Literacy level

Adequacy of the curriculum

Quality of teaching atmosphere in the classroom
Qualitative indicators

Satisfaction with teaching methods

Change in perception of empowerment and poverty status

Source: UNDG, 2005

With regard to the effectiveness of indicators in the monitoring context, the most important characteristics
are that they should:

e provide direct and unambiguous measures of progress over time;
e be chosen at the appropriate level of disaggregation;
e have a direct link to interventions;

® be relevant for policy making.

The overriding requirement is that indicators should be consistent with the data available and with the
data-collection capacity.



2.3 DATA QUALITY AND DATA SOURCES

Indicators that fulfil all quality criteria enhance the level of reliability of a monitoring process, as well as its
capacity to be used over time by different stakeholders.

Eurostat (2003) defines the quality of statistics with reference to the following six criteria.
1. Relevance: an inquiry is relevant if it meets users’ needs.
2. Accuracy: accuracy is defined as the closeness between the estimated value and the (unknown) true value.

3.Timeliness and punctuality in disseminating results: most users want up-to-date figures that are
published frequently and on time at pre-established dates.

4. Accessibility and clarity of the information: statistical data have most value when they are easily
accessible by users, are available in the forms users’ desire and are adequately documented.

5. Comparability: statistics for a given characteristic have the greatest usefulness when they enable
reliable comparisons to be made of values taken by the characteristic across space and time. The
comparability component stresses the comparison of the same statistics between countries.

6. Coherence: when originating from a single source, statistics are coherent in that elementary concepts
can be combined reliably in more complex ways. When originating from different sources, and in particular
from statistical surveys of different frequencies, statistics are coherent in so far as they are based on
common definitions, classifications and methodological standards.

In addition to these criteria for data quality, a crucial role is played by data sources, given the strong link
between the degree of quality of data and the reliability of their source. A reliable data source should be
comprehensive in coverage, unbiased and consistent over time (ETF, 2013).

The most frequently used data sources include the following.

Administrative databases include data collected and provided by public institutions. They are created in
order to monitor individuals or singular entities for fiscal, legal or other reasons and they usually possess
in-depth geographical detail (e.g. public employment service database of registered unemployed; schools’
registries of pupils).

Surveys are statistical tools for collecting information and providing a description summarising the
characteristics of a certain phenomenon or group of people, as in the case of the Labour Force Survey,
a standard household-based survey collecting work-related statistics.




Censuses are procedures through which information about the members of a given population are
systematically collected and recorded. Typical examples are population and housing censuses, but
agriculture, services and industry censuses are also common.

Table 2.2 Main characteristics of data sources

CHARACTERISTIC  ADMINISTRATIVE SURVEY CENSUS
DATABASE
Inclusion criteria All events All sampled units  All units
registered
Cost Low Medium High
Frequency On-going 1,3 or 5 years 10 years

Data sources can also be categorised as primary or secondary.

* Primary sources are original documents or data providing first-hand and direct evidence (e.g. interviews
with country officials).

e Secondary sources include the information from primary sources that has been processed and
interpreted. This category includes international organisations (e.g. Eurostat, World Bank, International
Labour Organisation, OECD, etc.) that provide data and indicators based on information collected by
individual countries, and other primary data.

When the same data are available from different sources, it is appropriate to choose the one that is most
reliable, thus guaranteeing that the data is of high quality.




2.4 BENCHMARKING

According to the Common Assessment Framework (2012), the common European quality management
instrument for the public sector, a benchmark is a performance level that is recognised as the reference or
measurement standard against which a certain situation may be compared. It might correspond to the best
value an indicator assumes with respect to a certain process under consideration. Alternatively, it could be
the value an indicator assumes for a certain year (baseline), which is chosen as the reference against which
values for the following years are compared in order to analyse their development through time.

One of the challenges in a benchmarking exercise is the lack of comparability (i.e. data comparability). This
refers to a lack of adequate procedures for ensuring standard definitions and methodologies.

Benchmarking is usually seen as a starting point for mutual learning, and it plays a key role within a process
of continuous improvement. ‘The aim of every benchmarking procedure is to widen the horizon, to provide
a better overview of own weaknesses and strengths, to improve internal and external processes, to learn
from others, to prevent re-inventing the wheel and to lead to the identification, exchange and application of
Best Practices’ (European Commission, online resource).

At EU level, based on relevant strategic documents (Europe 2020; ET 2020), the Education and Training Monitor
and the Employment Performance Monitor make use of the Joint Assessment Framework and support EU
Member States to strengthen their evidence base and analytical capacity. A set of benchmarks for 2020 has
been identified with the aim of providing standards for comparison, encouraging the exchange of information and
stimulating peer learning (European Commission, 2013).The annual monitoring reports (Education and Training;
Employment Performance) set out progress on the Europe 2020 and ET 2020 benchmarks and core indicators,
including Europe 2020 headline targets on education and training and employment, allowing comparison across
countries, and with EU averages and EU highest and lowest performers.

EU joint monitoring actions (within the framework of Europe 2020) do not aim to rank countries according to
their performance. The scope of this multi-country exercise is to provide an enabling working environment
to allow countries to learn from each other, and to give appropriate consideration to various starting points,
legacies of the past (e.g. the different pace of economic transition from centralised to market economy) and
current challenges. The foremost function of this process is to guide EU joint action and support for policy
areas that are lagging behind and that are preventing Europe from gaining global competitiveness in terms
of economic and social development.




Part 3
FRAME MONITORING TOOL

Under the foresight and review of institutional arrangements components, a Skills Vision 2020, roadmap and
capacity - development plans were drafted. The participating countries highlighted the following key priority areas:

e increased investment in education, training and labour market policies;

e improvement in the quality of skills-development systems, including their responsiveness to labour
market demands;

e in-built anticipatory capacities for the skills systems and a strengthening of the sectoral approach to
skills development;

e promotion of entrepreneurship, including entrepreneurial learning, and innovation;

e ensuring skills-development opportunities for all from a lifelong learning perspective, and easing
transition to quality jobs;

e promotion of socially inclusive policies in education and employment;

e ensuring effective governance (especially the capacities for coordinated sector policy development and
implementation) and local capacity building.

Building on these common priorities for all countries, the FRAME monitoring tool captures the specificity
of the skills-development process both from a taxonomy perspective (from input to impact and context
indicators) and in terms of the main policy areas (education and training systems; skills supply; labour
market participation).



3.1 STRUCTURE OF THE INDICATORS
The FRAME monitoring tool is based on a single list of indicators (quantitative and qualitative) with two dimensions:

¢ national dimension: country-specific indicators — a set of indicators to track the progress towards
the Skills Vision 2020, roadmap and capacity-development plan;

¢ EU and regional dimension: common indicators — a selection of indicators that link up the national
level with EU and regional cooperation processes (EUROPE 2020 and SEE 2020 strategies) and reflect
the most relevant targets and benchmarks for skills development.

Thus, the country-specific indicators are connected to each country’s priorities and measures (resulting from
the foresight and review of institutional arrangements components). The reference sources for the common
set of indicators are the main strategic frameworks adopted at EU and regional level and the on-going work
on setting relevant indicators for country strategic papers (under the IPA Il programming process). The
intention is to support countries’ efforts towards full compatibility with EU requirements.

The indicators can be grouped according to the following taxonomy, according to which phase of the skills-
development process they refer to:

¢ input indicators, measuring investments in education, teacher training and active labour market policies
(ALMPs);

® process indicators, capturing participation in education and training from a lifelong learning perspective
and the level of forward-looking content in learning processes (e.qg. digital skills, foreign learning);

¢ output/outcome indicators, measuring achievements and failures of education and training processes
(e.g. completion rate, early school leavers);

¢ impact indicators, providing information on the returns from education and training and improved skills
for a knowledge-intensive economy;

e context indicators, providing information on employment levels and other relevant indicators on
demographic and economic trends.




The indicators identified can be grouped into three main policy areas as defined in the Europe 2020 Strategy
and its evidence-based approach (the Joint Assessment Framework):

® Policy area 1: Improving education and training systems (raising skills levels, acquisition of key
competences, preventing early school leaving, etc.);

¢ Policy area 2: Improving skills supply, productivity and lifelong learning (adaptation of skills to labour
demand; training measures, etc.);

¢ Policy area 3: Increasing labour market participation (employment, unemployment, labour market
participation of specific groups, investments and participation in ALMPs, etc.).

The structure allows monitoring of progress towards the country's priorities within each policy area, by
means of the key indicators (K) and a set of relevant sub-indicators. Where applicable, the indicators should
be disaggregated by sex and age.

3.1.1 COMMON LIST OF INDICATORS FOR MONITORING

The list of common indicators contains key evidence stemming from the Europe 2020 and SEE 2020
strategic frameworks that are relevant for the skills-development process. These indicators reflect the EU
and regional dimension of the monitoring tool.

The indicators shown in italics in Table 3.1 were initially proposed as common set of indicators. They were
removed following feasibility checks owing to their very low availability and comparability across SEET
countries. Most of them come from national administrative registries (e.g. investments in education by
programme and ALMPs; the participation of teachers and unemployed in further training; completion rates
of VET learners, etc.). The indicator on the employment of recent graduates (ET 2020 benchmark) requires
methodological adaptations of Labour Force Surveys in the SEET countries (except the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Turkey).



Further work and support is needed in the region to exploit available evidence (e.g. to calculate additional
indicators) and to adjust current methodological instruments (especially Labour Force Surveys). The
administrative databases (national registers) should be interconnected and improved in terms of quality,
transparency and availability. SEET countries (with EU support) should take decisive steps towards improved
availability of evidence on key HRD indicators.

Annex 2 presents the detailed common list of indicators, including definitions and data sources.

Table 3.1 Structure of the common list of indicators by policy area

POLICY AREA 1 EDUCATION AND POLICY AREA 3 LABOUR
POLICY AREA 2 SKILLS ADAPTATION
TRAINING SYSTEM MARKET PARTICIPATION

Financing education (including by

education programme) Investing in skills development for the EinaneiralAtARS
unemployed

Supporting teacher training
K: Lifelong learning

Participation in VET Entrepreneurship Activation of the unemployed

Skills development for the unemployed
K: Tertiary educational attainment

Employment rate of recent graduates
K: Highly qualified people

K: Achievement in basic skills

K: Employment rate
K: Early school leavers
Placement rate of VET learners
VET completion

Adult literacy

K - Key indicator




The social inclusion dimension of education and training can be summarised as the goal to achieve accessible,
attractive and inclusive education and training systems and schools that provide environments that allow individuals
to acquire knowledge, skills and competences for employment and life. Social inclusiveness is reflected in the list
of common indicators by the use of key evidence on achievement in basic skills, adult literacy, early school leaving
and lifelong learning. Additional country-specific indicators reflect the countries’ efforts to make education and
training systems more inclusive and improve the labour market participation of vulnerable groups through skills
development (e.g. reducing gender and ethnic disparities in education and labour market participation; enabling
individuals with a disability to take full advantage of skills development and job opportunities, etc.).

3.1.2 NATIONAL LIST OF INDICATORS FOR MONITORING

Given the diversity of countries’ priorities, as set out in the national Skills Vision 2020 and roadmaps, the
country-specific group of indicators reflects particular policy priorities. Country-specific indicators focus on
such areas as the development of education and training; active labour market measures; inclusive learning
arrangements; education and training returns; and labour market performance.

Table 3.2 Examples of national indicators

INDICATOR DEFINITION SOURCE TIMELINE

Young people (15-24) not in employment,

NEETSs rate (15-24%) : s Labour Force Survey Annual
education or training
Share o_f hard—tpgmploy Hard-to-employ groups are defined through National Employment
categories participating National Employment Action Plans Service HAE
in ALMPs (%) oy
Share of enterprises characterised by the
implementation of a new or significantly improved
Share of innovative product, service or process, a new marketing Enterorises’ registers Annual
enterprises (%) method or a new organisational method in business P ¢

practice, workplace organisation or external
relations of an enterprise with the environment



3.2 QUALITATIVE EVIDENCE-BASED MONITORING

Under the review of institutional arrangements component, the FRAME Initiative addresses countries’
institutional capacities to pursue and deliver their commitments for Skills Vision 2020. Common issues in
countries’ capacity-development plans include the quality of education and training, skills anticipation and
labour market responsiveness (e.g. work-based learning), further development of national qualification
frameworks, effective governance (especially cooperation among stakeholders) at national level and capacity
building at regional and local level .

This section complements the quantitative monitoring approach (captured in the previous sections and based
on the set of indicators) and provides methodological guidance and concrete examples on how to monitor
progress in policy and institutional development. It should be noted that a higher level of complexity and more
resources are used for a qualitative monitoring process that is focused on capacities to design and deliver
skills policies. However, a qualitative approach to tracking progress is appropriate as it offers a comprehensive
view of the extent to which a sector/policy field is developed, the key bottlenecks, and the key steps required
to improve policy making and to move forward. Qualitative information complements the purely quantitative
data and offers insights on the policy fields under analysis.

At international and EU level, several initiatives are in place or under development for using qualitative
information in tracking progress towards policy goals. The Europe 2020 Strategy, the Education and Training
2020 Strategic Framework and the SEE 2020 Strategy monitoring comprise qualitative components. Given the
short time between the finalisation of capacity-development plans in the review of institutional arrangements
and the current drafting of methodological guidelines, the issue of qualitative evidence needs further work at
national and regional level. This could be addressed in a follow-up project to the FRAME Initiative.

A methodological approach to tracking and monitoring progress in terms of capabilities for policy making
is exemplified in Table 3.3. It builds on international and regional experience, the outcomes of the review
of institutional arrangements, and ETF work. The core part of this methodology is a fivelevel assessment
matrix that enables decision makers to track progress. The lowest level reflects the need for sustained
implementation of reform, while the highest level indicates consolidated policy making®.

“Complete cycle: from agenda setting, policy formulation/planning and resource allocation, policy implementation/delivery to policy monitoring,
evaluation and revision.



Table 3.3 ETF assessment framework

LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT

1. Ad hoc

2. Initial

3. Structured

4. Defined

5. Consolidated

DESCRIPTIVE ITEMS

Ad-hoc/sporadic policy measures and institutional arrangements in the policy area. Policy analysis is run on an
ad-hoc basis, with no/limited use of policy analysis results to inform policy definition, monitoring and evaluation.
Evidence is collected on an ad-hoc basis to fulfil specific needs. There is severe understaffing and insufficient
funding. There is low/limited coordination and consultation with stakeholders. Stakeholders are not or only
partially organised. There is limited transparency, communication and monitoring of delivery/performance.

Basic capacity for policy making exists. Some ad-hoc policy measures are in place. A key stakeholder

is responsible for policy but the (vertical or horizontal) involvement of other stakeholders is very

limited. Policy analysis in relation to policy development is at an initial phase. Challenges exist in terms
of appropriate staffing and funding against adopted policy goals. There is good communication and
interaction among stakeholders, yet this is not organised efficiently and takes place mostly in informal
settings and/or is related to specific actions. Regular reports are provided to track delivery and progress,
although this practice is not yet in place throughout the system.

Further capacity for policy making is developed. Other stakeholders are informed about policy initiatives,
but are given a very limited decision-making role. Coordination is mostly at the national, horizontal level.
Policy analysis is frequently used in relation to policy development and forms part of the practices used
in sector development. No major challenges exist in terms of appropriate staffing and funding. Evidence
is collected on a cyclical basis, and the functions and roles of actors are defined, allowing for the
optimisation of processes and results. Policy making is documented and defined.

Good capacity for policy making exists. Policy-management structures are in place; they are
standardised, documented and communicated, and are being applied. Key institutions, social partners
and other stakeholders participate and share responsibilities, at both the horizontal and vertical level,
in some stages of the policy making. There is adequate staffing and funding. The system itself tracks
performance, reflects on results and adjusts the policy cycle management indicators to meet the
evolutionary nature of the sector and its development needs.

Optimised capacity for policy making is in place. Policy measures are regularly monitored and reviewed,
and benchmarking and identification of good practice are common. Multi-level governance, both vertical
and horizontal, is applied in all stages of policy making. There is adequate staffing and funding to allow

for innovation in policy making and delivery. The country’s practice is internationally recognised as good
practice and is regarded as a reference for policy learning in other countries.



The descriptive items must be adapted and refined depending on the specific policy area selected for
progress assessment.

Table 3.4 provides an example of how the five-level matrix can be applied to the policy area of VET
quality assurance, with a focus on the reforms in the field as a key item for assessing the progresses in
VET development.

Table 3.4 Example of assessment matrix on VET quality assurance

LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT  DESCRIPTIVE ITEMS

There are discussions (involving a few stakeholders) on system-level VET quality assurance

[t reform. The discussion is not nationwide and there is no clear plan.

There is a nationwide policy debate on system-level VET quality assurance reform involving

eIl all stakeholders with the aim of developing the policy direction.

The policy direction (strategy) for system-level VET quality assurance reform is agreed.

3. Structured ;
Governance mechanisms are clear.

Policy (operational) for system-level VET quality assurance reform is in place.

4. Defined .
Implementation plans are agreed.

System-level VET quality assurance reform is implemented in full and is working,
5. Consolidated and stakeholders are actively engaged. (Introduction phase finished with review of
achievements.)




The implementation of the qualitative monitoring process usually follows a three-steps approach,

exemplified in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1 Qualitative monitoring process

Phase | SCANNING

Tool: perception
qualitative survey

How: evaluate
stakeholders’
perception

What: provide the
elements for the first or
general assessment

Phase Il IN-DEPTH
ASSESSMENT

Tool: in-depth interviews
How: investigate further
the critical issues to emerge

from scanning phase
What: provide information
on critical areas where
improvements are needed

Phase lll REVIEW AND
VALIDATION

Tool: stakeholders’ consultation
How: workshops on assessment
outcomes (revisions if needed)

and validation

What: results of scanning and indepth
assessment are reviewed and validated;
a level of development is selected

Such a process of assessment should be properly steered during the implementation phase. Some of the
most challenging aspects refer to the availability of resources to carry out the complex process of scanning,
interviewing, making adjustments and validating the results. Numerous stakeholders should be consulted
when the target area is the HRD sector. There is also a need to allow enough time for the implementation
and consolidation of reforms. This enables the changes in a policy area to be properly captured and allows
new ranking (in terms of development levels) to be carried out. The same methodology of qualitative

monitoring should be employed to guarantee the collection of reliable evidence on progress over years.




3.3 MONITORING PROCESS: MAIN PHASES AND CONTRIBUTION TO POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Once the full list of indicators and data sources has been identified, the different phases of the monitoring
process should be planned, starting from data and information collection to the reporting and use of the
resulting evidence to support policy cycles.

A monitoring plan should be defined and agreed by the institutions and stakeholders who took part in
the development of the Skills Vision 2020. The plan should contain clear references to the indicators and
other qualitative items (e.g. legislative actions) that are the subject of monitoring, as set out in countries’
roadmaps and capacity-development plans; the institution that is leading the monitoring and reporting
process; the data and information sources; and the timing of the monitoring process.

Figure 3.2 Items to be specified in the monitoring plan

MONITORING
PLAN

How
(means of verification/source of information)

How monitoring data will be used
(use of results in the policy cycle)



Table 3.5 Monitoring plan structure (example)

POLICY AREA 1. EDUCATION AND TRAINING SYSTEMS

Main responsible (to be identified at country level, e.g. relevant ministry):

Policy area 1. Improving education and training system (raising skills levels, acquisition of key competences, prevention of early

school leaving, etc.)

Indicator

K1.1: Tertiary
educational
attainment

K1.2: Highly
qualified people

K1.3: Achievement
in basic skills

K1.4: Early leavers
from education and
training

Baseline
(2010)

Target
(2020)

Means of
verification/
source of
information

LFS

LFS

PISA results,
OECD

LFS

Frequency
of data
collection

Annual

Annual

Every three

years

Annual

Data
availability
timing

e.g. April
(according

to national
statistics
dissemination
plan)

e.g. April
(according

to national
statistics
dissemination
plan)

According
to OECD
results
availability

e.g. April
(according

to national
statistics
dissemination
plan)

Who is Date of monitoring
responsible results disseminati
for data on and use (when
collection data and information

and are available to feed
dissemination  into the policy cycle)

e.g.
National
Statistical
Office



3.3.1 VISUAL TOOLS FOR MONITORING

Building on EU tools for progress monitoring, this section provides technical advice on how to use graphical
tools to allow policy makers a swift visualisation of trends and progress towards targets from a national
perspective, coupled with references to regional/EU targets or benchmarks.

Figure 3.3 Progress towards results
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Explanatory notes:

e National, regional and average EU data refer to baseline year (2010) and provide information on the
starting point/level.

® The expected trajectory of the selected indicator towards the target (for 2020 or another timeframe)
should be set by using information on past trends and expected progress. Deviations from the
expected trajectory signal the need to re-adjust policies (e.g. increase or make more efficient
investments; eliminate eventual bottlenecks). WWhere major disruptions occur (e.g. economic shocks,
changes/break in data from a methodological perspective), policy makers should revise the targets.

e Use regional and EU trends and targets for comparing performance and trends over time.

e The eventual gap between the real data and committed targets at the end of the implementation period
mirrors the effects of policies and other factors (e.g. demographic changes; economic dynamics, etc.)>

An illustrative example for this approach is the EU Education and Training Monitor report and its online
visualisation tool. Its objective is to support the evaluation of the performance and progress of EU Member
States in relation to the Europe 2020 and ET 2020 targets and benchmarks.

°In order to distinguish between the different effects (e.g. policies and contextual factors), a more complex methodology should be applied (e.g.
Principal Component Analysis/Discriminant Analysis of the different factors).
Shttp://ec.europa.eu/education/dashboard/index_en.htm
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Figure 3.4 Graphical tools for progress analysis at national level, including regional and EU benchmarking

1. Analyse the

1. BASELINE DESCRIPTION (2010)

baseline situation

The starting point

of the monitoring
process is the
description of the
initial situation,
displaying the
current state of the
indicators selected
for a particular policy
area.

K. Tertiary education attainment (%)

K. Low achievers in basic skills (%) -...

K. Early leavers from education and. ..

VET expenditure (%)

2. Changes from baseline

This step can be summarised

by the following question: What
happened in the meantime?

By calculating changes from
baseline, this graph shows
positive or negative trends. In
addition, by focusing on unique
information visualisation items (i.e.
the ‘change’), a comprehensive
analysis of very detailed indicators
and an in-depth look at country

Tertiary education attainment (%) - Females
Tertiary education attainment (%) - Males

Tertiary education attainment (%) - Total

K. Highly qualified people (000) - Females
K. Highly qualified people (000) - Males

K. Highly qualified people (000) - Total
Participation in VET (%)

CHANGES FROM BASELINE (2013-10)

Getting worse Improving

level are possible.




3.Trends and regional

benchmarking
35
A time-series graph

shows an indicator trend

3. TERTIARY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT (%)

Target 2020

towards a national target, 30
allowing at the same
time benchmarking at 25

regional level. It answers
the following questions:
Are we going in the right
direction? How are we

Females . SEET average

performing in comparison ~ 1°
to the region as a whole?

4. EU benchmarking

When the indicators have

an EU relevance (e.g. the

key indicators in the FRAME
common list), countries could
check what is happening at

EU level, in order to identify
possible areas for improvement,
but also to learn from EU
Member States’ successes or
failures and to prepare for future
demands as EU Members.
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3.3.2 MONITORING FOR POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Monitoring activities should take place on a regular basis (e.g. annually) and be designed in such way as to
provide a solid contribution to policy development, including adjustments if needed. The monitoring calendar
should set out the main milestones of the monitoring activity as a continuous process that can be replicated
over a number of years. It also should be compatible with (i) data availability; and (ii) the national policy and
budget-planning schedule. Survey data for the previous year are usually released in May or June, while
policy and budget planning for the following year are are typically finalised by September.

Figure 3.5 describes the timing and the content of each phase, featuring two dimensions, national and EU/regional.

Figure 3.5 Proposed outline of the monitoring activities and calendar

Phase Il Phase Il

Monitoring and Input for policy
report drafting cycle

Quantitative data Analysis of progress and Monitoring results
collection or updating identification of eventual available for policy

Qualitative information bottlenecks and challenges plannir)g and budget
on roadmap and capacity Drafting a report on Skills allocation
plan implementation Vision 2020 priorities
- - -
Common ational Benchmarking onitoring Peer Input for
regional and specific at regional progress at learning policy cycle

EU indicators indicators and EU level national level




The first phase — the single set of national, regional and EU indicators (common and countryspecific) —
represents a single step of gathering HRD data and information with national, regional and EU relevance. This
facilitates the regional and EU referencing process on main indicators.

The second phase focuses on the progress report and analysis. The (administrative) stocktaking exercise on the
implementation of roadmap measures should be complemented by a robust analysis of progress achieved in the
key areas of the skills-development process: (i) education and training systems; (i) skills supply and lifelong learning;
and (iii) labour market participation. The visual monitoring tools should be used (as described in Section 3.3.1).

It should be possible to identify the policy areas that are showing slow or no progress (including those in which
trends are worsening), and policy makers must take action. Corrective measures should be sought and adopted
(see Figure 3.5, Phase Ill). The embedding of regional- and EU-relevant indicators in the evidence gathering
ensures that there is a natural linkage between national progress and benchmarking at regional and EU levels.

The third phase is crucial. It reveals whether a monitoring process is managed as a purely administrative/
bureaucratic action or whether it is a solid component of the policy cycle. The outcomes of the progress
analysis should be used in policy planning, including budget allocation. All priority areas for which there has
been no progress, or where there are worsening trends, should be addressed through resource allocation,
improved implementation, the elimination of bottlenecks, etc.

The two dimensions of the evidence-gathering and analysis processes (phases | and Il) facilitate a more tailored
approach to peer learning at regional level. Joint referencing (against regional and EU benchmarks) enables
countries to identify common challenges and to pursue a dialogue on possible solutions, including joint actions.

In essence, monitoring is about the systematic collection of data to assess how well the policies are
implemented. This allows corrective actions to be adopted and the implementation of committed priorities
to be checked. It is not about ‘'naming and shaming’ one or another. Carried out in a comprehensive and
relevant manner (e.g. keep an eye on policy impact; intersectoral influences), a proper monitoring process
supports continuous improvement and innovation in policy development and implementation.

Other key requirements include keeping the monitoring process fair and transparent. Achieving policy goals
on human capital development is not an easy task. Education and training, coupled with employment and
social inclusion, is one of the most challenging policy areas for all enlargement countries and for the world in
general. Investments and reforms in education and training take years to yield results. Employment growth
is heavily conditioned by economic dynamics and restructuring processes. However, precious opportunities
for improvement are lost as a result of limited funding allocations (in spite of stated priorities), understaffing
of delivery organisations, a lack of cooperation among key stakeholders, overcentralisation of policy making,
and inefficient monitoring arrangements.




ANNEXES

ANNEX 1: REFERENCE INDICATORS FOR EU AND REGIONAL BENCHMARKING
Part |. Europe 2020 and Education and Training 2020 indicators

INDICATOR

EUROPE 2020 HEADLINE TARGETS

Early leavers from education and training, Europe 2020
headline target: less than 10%

Tertiary educational attainment, Europe 2020 headline
target: at least 40%

Employment rate for 20-64 age group, Europe 2020
headline target: at least 75%

ET 2020 BENCHMARKS

Early childhood education and care, ET 2020 target: 95%
Low achievers in basic skills, ET 2020 target: 15%
Learning mobility

Employment rate of recent graduates, ET 2020
target: 82%

Adult participation in lifelong learning, ET 2020 target: 15%

PROPOSED ET 2020 BENCHMARK

Foreign language skills

OTHER ET 2020 INDICATORS

Investment in education and training

Digital competences
Entrepreneurial competences
Vocational education and training
Skills for future labour markets

Adult skills

DEFINITION

Proportion of the population from the age of 4 to compulsory school age who are participating in early education
and who are not in further education or training

Proportion of the population aged 30-34 years having successfully completed university or university-like
education (ISCED 5 or 6)

The number of persons aged 20-64 in employment as a share of the total population of the same age group

Proportion of the population from the age of 4 to compulsory school age who are participating in early education
The share of 15-years-olds failing to reach level 2 in reading, mathematics and science
Leonardo da Vinci outbound (IVET) Erasmus inbound (higher education)

The share of employed people aged 20-34 having successfully completed upper secondary or tertiary
education 1-3 years before the reference year of the survey and who are no longer in education or training

The share of the population aged 25-64 who stated that they received formal or non-formal education or
training in the 4 weeks preceding the survey

ISCED 2 students at proficiency level B1 or higher in first foreign language
ISCED 2 students learning a second foreign language

General government expenditure on education (% of GDP) Expenditure on educational institutions per
student in EUR PPS (purchasing power standard)

Pupils in grade 4 (ISCED 1) using computers at school Individuals aged 16-74 with high computer skills
Individuals aged 18-64 who are believed to have the required skills and knowledge to start a business
Share of vocational students at ISCED 3

Projected change in employment 2010-20

Low achievers in basic skills: literacy, numeracy, problem solving




Part Il. SEE 2020 indicators

SMART GROWTH PILLAR

Target: add 300 000 highly qualified people to the workforce

EDUCATION AND COMPETENCES DIMENSION (K)

Objectives:

e reduce the number of early leavers from education and training as a percentage of the population aged 18-24
e increase the tertiary educational attainment as a percentage of the population aged 30-34

Measures:

e introduce policies to increase equitable access to, and participation in, high-quality education at all levels

* implement measures to prevent early school leaving and drop-out and improve completion rates at all levels

e standardise qualifications and remove obstacles to their recognition

e ensure education better meets economic and labour market needs

e entrepreneurship key competence development at all levels of education and training

INCLUSIVE GROWTH PILLAR

Target: increase the overall employment rate, as a percentage of the 15+ population, from 39.5% to 44.4%




Part lll. EQARF indicators

INDICATOR

DEFINITION

1. RELEVANCE OF QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEMS FOR VET PROVIDERS

Share of providers applying internal quality
assurance systems defined by law/at own
initiative

Share of accredited VET providers

Percentage of VET providers showing evidence of applying the EQARF principles
within a defined quality assurance system, where the number of registered VET
providers=100%

Percentage of VET providers who are accredited, where the number of registered
VET providers=100%

2. INVESTMENT IN TRAINING OF TEACHERS AND TRAINERS

Share of teachers and trainers participating
in further training

Amount of funds invested

3. PARTICIPATION RATE IN VET PROGRAMMES

Number of participants in VET programmes,
according to the type of programme and the
individual criteria

4. COMPLETION RATE IN VET PROGRAMMES

Number of successfully completed/
abandoned VET programmes, according to the
type of programme and the individual criteria

Percentage of teachers and trainers participating in accredited in-service training
programmes, from the total number of registered teachers and trainers

Total amount of funds annually invested per teacher and trainer in teachers' and trainers’
further education and training

Percentage of annual cohort completing lower secondary school/compulsory
education participating in IVET programmes at upper secondary level (which lead to a
formal qualification)

Percentage of active population (15-74 years old) entering continuing education and
training (CVET) programmes (which lead to recognition)

Percentage of those completing (i.e. attaining a formal qualification) IVET programme(s)
(which lead to a formal qualification), compared to those entering IVET programme(s)

Percentage of those completing (i.e. attaining a formal qualification) CVET programme(s)
(which lead to recognition), compared to those entering CVET programme(s)




INDICATOR
5. PLACEMENT RATE IN VET PROGRAMMES
Destination of VET learners at designated point in

time after completion of training, according to the
type of programme and the individual criteria

Share of employed learners at designated point in
time after completion of training, according to the

type of programme and the individual criteria

DEFINITION

Proportion of VET programme completers who are placed in the labour market, further education or
training (including university) or other destination within 12-36 months after the end of programme

Percentage of VET programme completers who are employed one year after the end of training

6. UTILISATION OF ACQUIRED SKILLS IN THE WORKPLACE

Information on occupation obtained by individuals
after completion of training, according to type of
training and individual criteria

Satisfaction rate of individuals and employers with

acquired skills/competences

Percentage of VET programme completers working in relevant occupations

Percentage of employees of a given sector who, within a period of 12-36 months of completing the
VET programme, find that their training is relevant for their current occupation

Percentage of employers of a given sector who are satisfied to find VET programme completers with
relevant qualifications and competences required for the work place

Percentage of employers of a given sector who are satisfied with programme completers

7. UNEMPLOYMENT RATE ACCORDING TO INDIVIDUAL CRITERIA

Unemployment rate

8. PREVALENCE OF VULNERABLE GROUPS

Percentage of participants in VET classified as
disadvantaged groups (in a defined region or
catchment area) according to age and gender

Success rate of disadvantaged groups according to

age and gender

The number of people unemployed as a percentage of the labour force; the labour force is the
total number of people employed plus unemployed

Percentage of participants and of programme completers from disadvantaged groups, defined at
European and national level, from the total number of participants and VET programme completers

Percentage of programme completers from disadvantaged groups, defined at European and national
level, compared to the number of those entering

9. MECHANISMS TO IDENTIFY TRAINING NEEDS IN THE LABOUR MARKET

Information on mechanisms set up to identify
changing demands at different levels

Evidence of their effectiveness

Type of mechanisms used to update the VET offer to the future labour market needs

Information on mechanisms used to provide stakeholders with the most recent information on the future
needs of the labour market

10. SCHEMES USED TO PROMOTE BETTER ACCESS TO VET

Information on existing schemes at different levels

Evidence of their effectiveness

Type of schemes used to improve access to VET

Information demonstrating the capacity of the VET system to increase access to VET



ANNEX 2. COMMON INDICATORS - DEFINITIONS

INDICATOR

DEFINITION

POLICY AREA 1. IMPROVING EDUCATION AND TRAINING SYSTEMS

K: Tertiary educational attainment (LFS)

K: Highly qualified people (LFS)

K: Achievement in basic skills (PISA results, OECD)

K: Early leavers from education and training (LFS)

Financing education (national accounts)
Participation in VET (education statistics)

Adult literacy (education statistics)

Proportion of population aged 30-34 years having successfully completed university or university-like
education (ISCED 5 or 6) (EU 2020 headline target: 40%)

Number of highly qualified people in the workforce (SEE 2020 headline regional target: +300 000
highly qualified persons)

The share of 15-years-olds failing to reach Level 2 in reading, mathematics and science as measured
by OECD's PISA (ET 2020 target: <15%)

Proportion of the population aged 18-24 years with at most lower secondary education and who are
not in further education or training, (EU 2020 headline target: <10%)

Public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP
Number of students in VET as percentage of total enrolment in upper secondary education (ISCED 3)

Proportion of adult (10+) population able to read and write a simple text in the national language

POLICY AREA 2. IMPROVING SKILLS SUPPLY AND PRODUCTIVITY AND LIFELONG LEARNING

K: Lifelong learning (LFS)

Entrepreneurship (Small Business Act, OECD)

Placement rate of VET learners (LFS)

The share of the population aged 25-64 who stated that they received formal or non-formal education or
training in the 4 weeks preceding the survey, (ET 2020 target: 15%)

Training needs analysis
University—enterprise cooperation
Training for women'’s entrepreneurship
Access to training

Share of employed who attended a VET programme in total employment

POLICY AREA 3. INCREASING LABOUR MARKET PARTICIPATION

K: Employment rate (LFS)s

K - Key indicator

Employment rate (20-64): the number of persons aged 20-64 in employment as a share of the
total population of the same age group, (EU 2020 headline target: 75%)

Overall employment rate (15+): the number of persons aged 15+ in employment as a share of the
total population of the same age group, (SEE 2020 headline regional target: 44.4%)




LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

ALMP
CVET
EQARF

ET 2020
ETF
Europe 2020
HRD

IPA

IVET

LFS

NES
NTTs
OECD
PISA

SEE 2020
SEET

VET

Active Labour Market Policy
Continuing Vocational Education and Training

European Quality Assurance Reference Framework for Vocational Education
and Training

European Cooperation in Education and Training Strategy
European Training Foundation

EU Growth Strategy

Human Resources Development

Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance

Initial Vocational Education and Training

Labour Force Survey

National Employment Service

National Technical Teams

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
Programme for International Students Assessment (OECD)
South East Europe Strategy for jobs and prosperity

South Eastern Europe and Turkey

Vocational Education and Training



GLOSSARY

ADMINISTRATIVE DATA
ADMINISTRATIVE SOURCE

BASELINE DATA

BENCHMARK

BENCHMARKING

DATA

INDICATOR

The set of units and data derived from an administrative source. (Eurostat).

The register of units and data associated with an administrative regulation (or
group of regulations), viewed as a source of statistical data. (OECD)

Data that describe the situation to be addressed by a programme or project and that
serve as the starting point for measuring the performance of that programme or
project. A baseline study would be the analysis describing the situation prior to
receiving assistance. This is used to determine the results and accomplishments of an
activity and serves as an important reference for evaluation. (UNDP)

The reference point or standard against which progress or achievements may be
compared, e.g., what has been achieved in the past, what other comparable
organisations such as development partners are achieving, what was targeted or
budgeted for, what could reasonably have been achieved under the circumstances.

It also refers to an intermediate target to measure progress in a given period. (UNDP)

Comparing data, metadata or processes against a recognised standard.
(SDMX — Statistical Data and Metadata eXchange)

Characteristics or information, usually numerical, that are collected through
observation. Data are typically the results of measurements and can be
visualised using graphs or images. (Eurostat)

A quantitative or qualitative factor or variable providing a simple and reliable
means to measure achievements, to reflect changes connected to an
intervention or to help assess the performance of a development actor.
Indicators are aggregations of raw or processed data helping to quantify a
phenomenon under study and to grasp complex realities. (OECD)



MONITORING

PERFORMANCE
PERFORMANCE INDICATOR

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR
FOR VET

A continuing function that aims primarily to provide managers and main
stakeholders with regular feedback and early indications of progress or lack
thereof in the achievement of intended results. Monitoring tracks the actual
performance or situation against what was planned or expected according to pre-
determined standards. Monitoring generally involves collecting and analysing data
on implementation processes, strategies and results, and recommending
corrective measures. (UNDP)

Progress towards and achievement of results. (UNDP)

A particular characteristic or dimension used to measure intended changes
defined by an organisational unit's results framework. Performance indicators are
used to observe progress and to measure actual results compared to expected
results. They serve to answer "how’ or ‘whether’ a unit is progressing towards

its objectives, rather than ‘why’ or ‘why not’ such progress is being made.
Performance indicators are usually expressed in quantifiable terms, and should be
objective and measurable (e.g. numeric values, percentages, scores and indices). (UNDP)

Aimed at informing whether a policy or programme does what it is intended to do and
whether it does it well. [...] Inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes are the building
blocks for performance indicators. (EU Quality Assurance in Vocational Education & Training)

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT The collection, interpretation of, and reporting on data for performance indicators

PROXY INDICATOR

which measure how well programmes or projects deliver outputs and contribute

to achievement of higher level aims (purposes and goals). Performance measures are
most useful when used for comparisons over time or among units performing similar
work. A system for assessing performance of development initiatives against stated
goals. Also described as the process of objectively measuring how well an agency is
meeting its stated goals or objectives. (UNDP)

A variable used to stand in for one that is difficult to measure directly. Cost,
complexity and/or the timeliness of data collection may prevent a result from

being measured directly. In this case, proxy indicators may reveal performance
trends and make managers aware of potential problems or areas of success.(UNDP)



TARGET
TREND

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
AND TRAINING (VET)

What the situation is expected to be at the end of a programme or activity. (UNDP)

The slow variation over a longer period of time, usually several years, generally
associated with the structural causes affecting the phenomenon being measured.
(Eurostat)

Education and training which aims to equip people with knowledge, know-how,
skills and/or competences required in particular occupations or more broadly on
the labour market. (ETF)
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