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Glossary

Term or acronym

Meaning or definition

AIR AnnuallmplementatiorReport

AMIF Asylum, Migration andIntegrationFund
AROPE At risk of povertyor socialexclusion

BMA Basicmaterialassistance

CAP CommonAgricultural Policy

CARE CohesiorAction for Refugeesn Europe

CEA Costeffectivenessnalysis

CRII CoronavirusResponsénvestmentnitiative
CRII+ CoronavirusResponsénvestmentnitiative Plus
CSR Country-specificrecommendation

DG EMPL DirectorateGenerafor Employment SocialAffairs & Inclusion
EAFFRD Europeamgricultural Fundfor Rural Development
EC EuropearCommission

ECA EuropearCourtof Auditors

ELA EuropeariLabourAuthority

EMFF EuropearMaritime andFisheried~und

EP EuropearParliament

EPSR EuropearPillar of SocialRights

EQ Evaluationquestion

ERDF EuropearRegionalDevelopmenfund

ESF &) EuropearsocialFund(Plus)

ESIF Europearstructuralandinvestmentunds
ESPN EuropearocialPolicy Network

EU Europearnion

EU SILC EU Statisticson IncomeandLiving Conditions
FEAD Fundfor EuropearAid to the mostDeprived
FEBA EuropearFoodBanksFederation

FRA FundamentaRightsAgency

JRC JointResearclCentre

JTF JustTransitionFund

MA ManagingAuthority

MCS ManagemenandControl System

MDP FoodDistribution Programmeéor the Most DeprivedPersons
MS MemberState

MSD Materialandsocialdeprivation




NGO Non-governmentabrganisation
OPI Operationaprogrammd

OPII Operationaprogrammel

PC PublicConsultation

PO Partnerrganisation

PPE PersonabndProtectiveEquipment




1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. PURPOSEAND SCOPEOF THE EVALUATION

Purpose

This staffworkingdocumen{SWD) presentshe mainfindingsof theex-postevaluationof the
Fundfor EuropearAid to theMost Deprived(FEAD or theFund) FEADIn 20142020helped

to addresghe worstforms of povertyin the EU,suchasfood deprivation,child povertyand
homelessnes# madeavailableatotal of EUR 4.5 billion (current pricesncluding REACTF

EU allocation for FEAD), witha total value of the fund atEUR 5.2 billion (including the
nationalallocation). In 2020 and 2021 FEAD helped implement the additional crisis budget
made available by REAGEU, through which the increased levels of precariousness across the
EU caused by COVIEL9 couldbeaddressedn 2022,theC o h e s Action for Refugeesn
Europe(CARE) introduced additional flexibilities for FEAD, to allow funding from FEAD
programmes to be also used to provide food and basic material assistdmosetdleeing
Russian military aggressioREAD distributed food and/ or basitaterial assistance together
with accompanying measurgs23 Member Stateandrun social inclusion programmeés 4
Member StatesIn the current 2022027 Multiannual Financial Framework, FEAD is
integrated into the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+).

The evaluation was carried out in accordance with Artifleof FEAD Regulation (EU) No
223/2014 (hereafter also referred totie FEAD Regulation or the Regulatipwhich requires

the Commission to carry out and complete by 31 December 2024, with the assistance of external
experts, an epost evaluationto assesshe effectivenessandefficiency of the Fundandthe
sustainabilityof results obtained, as well as to measure the added vaile Btnd.

In addition, the Commission had to comply with the provisions of the Better Regulation
Guideline$, which foresean assessment of additional evaluation criteria (such as relevance
and coherence) and the addition of other criteria if at all necessary.

In line with theabove thepresentvaluatioranalyseshe effectivenessefficiency, relevance,
coherence,EU added value and visibility * of FEAD, assessinghef u n pedfasmancean
relation to the objectives set out in the Regulation.

1 Link to Regulation othe EPandthe Councilof 11 March2014:Regulation (EU) No 223/2014 on FEAD

2 Link: to Better regulation: guidelines and toolbox

3 Theanalysif visibility hasbeenaddedjiventhetypeof interventionrequiringthefulfilment of thevisibility
condition and the timing of the evaluation, clbol #47 of the Better Regulation Toolbox allowing for
additional evaluation criteria beyond the obligatory five criteria if considered appropriate and justified:



http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32014R0223&from=EN
https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-making-process/better-regulation/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/88ebf8bb-79c1-4cf2-975b-c643dcc766f8_en?filename=BRT-2023-Chapter%206-How%20to%20carry%20out%20an%20evaluation%20and%20a%20fitness%20check_0.pdf

In particular, the purpose of the evaluation set out at the start of the process was:
U Totakestockof theresultsachievedoy FEAD support;

U To assess the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, EU added value and visibility of
actions funded by FEAD under the 262@20 programming period as well as the
complementarity and coherence with other funds and policies;

U To provide lessons learned, which can be relevant for the implementation of the
European Social Fund Plus (ESF+) during the programming period-202271
concerning support to the most deprived under Specific Objective (m) and Specific
Objective (I);

U To contributeto thedesign offuture programme$eyond2027.

ThepresentStaff Working Document{SWD) intendsto provideevidencebasedcanswergo the
evaluatiomquestiongormulated Substantiatedepliesareprovidedto eachevaluationquestion
distinguishing OP | and OP II, before, during and after the pandemic.

Scope

This evaluation covers all FEAD support, including support provided through the EU crisis
response instruments: the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative$ §6RICRIIF),
REACT-EU® and Cohesion Action for Refugees in Europe (CARE

FEAD implementation years 2014 to 2022 are considered in the evaluation as well as all 27
Member Statéswith their 27 operational programmes financed by FEAD, comprising 23
MemberStatesmplementingood and/orbasicmaterialassistanceupporto themostdeprived
complementeavith accompanyingneasure$OP 1) and4 MemberStatesmplementingsocial
inclusion support to the most deprived (OP 11).

The findings and | essons | ear neStudasupportmg i nl \
theexpostevaluationof the20142020Fundfor EuropeanAid to the MostDeprived(FEAD)®
(hereafter also called the O6supportiowag stu
commissioned to do.

Furthermore, important conclusions on the impact of FEAD were drawn from the working
paperdAn expostevaluationof theFundfor EuropeanAid to theMostDeprived(FEAD) 2014

Link to CRII-Regulation: Regulation 2020/460EN - EUR-Lex

Link to CRII+-Regulation Regulation 2020/558EN - EUR-Lex_

Link to REACT-EU-Regulation Regulation 2021/177- EN - EUR-Lex

Link to CARET Regulation Regulation- 2022/562- EN - EUR-Lex

The United Kingdom adoptedan OperationalProgrammefor FEAD but did not ultimately deliver the
operations and has thus not been included in this evaluation.

9 Link: Study supporting the gmost evaluation of the 2012020 Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived
10 Carried ouby Ecorys/3sandcoordinated by th€ o mmi s Birectarafe&Generafor Employment, Social
Affairs andInclusion, with the support of an Inter Services Steering Group (ISSG) c.f. Annex |.

® N o o b


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2020/460/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32020R0558
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32021R0177
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.L_.2022.109.01.0001.01.ENG
https://employment-social-affairs.ec.europa.eu/study-supporting-ex-post-evaluation-2014-2020-fund-european-aid-most-deprived-fead_en

202@* issued by the Joint Research Centre of the Eurofesnmissiof? (hereafter also
called 6JRC6s working paperdé or O06JRCO6s rep
FEAD impact on several poverty indicators, such as populatioskabf-poverty, monetary

poverty and its concurrence with material deprivationpimne inequality, and the persistence

of poverty to evaluate the impact of FEAD on poverty alleviation.

Moreover, the JRC also issudtep o | i ¢ yUnlkdreiresft atmdi ng Eur opeds
Socieeconomic profiles of FEAD end beneficiaGéswhich draws on the FEAD structured
survey data of six countries that provided detailed regionalidBgium, Spain, Finland,
Hungary, Poland, and Romania to analyse the socieconomic conditions of FEAD
beneficiaries, with a focus on key demographenids and regional disparities.

1.2. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS

1.2.1METHODOLOGY

Theevaluationusedinterventionlogicsi onefor FEAD asawhole,andoneeachfor OP| and

OPIl typesupport(seesection2.1belowandAnnexll.c) i which presenthetheoryof change,
combined with the evaluation framework. The intervention logics set out a lagél
understanding of the rationale, inputs, activities, outputs, results and impacts of FEAD and
provided a framework for a standardised approach to the evaluation.

The evaluation framework (see Annexd)laddresses the research questions set out for each
evaluation criterion, presents the syiestions that fall under the headline questions, as well as
the judgmentcriteria, indicatorsand sourceghat wereusedto addresghesequestionslit also

provides the elements of the methodology which were used to collect the required evidence.

The range of evidence gathered through the supporting study and outlifigdire@ 1below
wasassesseih astructuredvay andwastriangulatedo assesthedegreeao which processand
outcome causal chains detailed in the intervention logics were supported.

Since isolating the effects of FEAD interventions was impractical, a contribution analysis
approach aiming to build a credible O6perf ol
available sources of evidence to test whether the intervention, alongsiele factors,
contributed towards the observed outcomes and to identify any unintended effects generated.

The supporting studyincluded12 in-depth case studie$29 interviewsconducted with EU
and national level stakeholder8 betweenJuly and October2023; a public consultatioff

11 Link to publicationt An ex-post evaluation of the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived- 2020

12 JRCUnit B71 InnovationPolicy andEconomidmpact,RegionalEconomicMonitoring (REMO) team

13 Link toJRCPublicatonUn der st anding Europedés most vulnerable i
economic profiles of FEAD end beneficiaries

14 Seedetailedoverviewof themethodausedin Annexll

15 EU policymakers, civil society organisations working with FEAD target groups, natiati@rities, FEAD
partner and beneficiayrganisations, and academics/researchers working on social inclusion c.f. Annex VI

16 408respondentmok partin thePCc.f. AnnexVIl andAnnex VIl
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https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC138808
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC140588
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC140588

publi shed on Europa fiHave your sayo, open
deskresearctio collectandanalyséOperationaProgrammegOPs) evaluationslists of FEAD
operationsmonitoringdatafrom SFC2014 Annual ImplementatiorReports literaturereview

and results from atructured survey, anassessment of the so@gonomic contexmainly
basedon the evolutionof socioeconomiindicatorson povertyandsocialexclusionduringthe
evaluati on per i amhlysisdfFREADSMmparas well bs absteffactiveness
analysig. Finally, two focus groupswith key stakeholders took place orf2Bine 2024 (OP

1) and1® July 2024(OPI) to discusgreliminaryevaluatiorfindingsandlessondearnedrefer

to Annex llfor furtherdetails on thenethodology followed by the contractofrthe study and

by JRC).

Figure 1: Methodology of the supporting study

Preparatory work and construction of the baseline

Task 1 Mapping Task 2
Task 0 of FEAD Analysis of
Inception activities, target the socio-
phase populations and economic
achievements context

Y

Analysis and reporting
T_ask 8 Key ﬁgures_and Interim and Final Reports
evidence (country fiches)

SourceEcorys/3s2024

17 This survey wasonducted tgartner organisatiorend endecipientsof OP| type supportin both 2017 and
2022 and aimed at gaining i-ecenongchbackground,tcarrent dnépast nd 1
situation and their views on FEAD assistance.
18 C.f. AnnexV. Despiteeffortsto collectthe requireddata,a full costbenefitassessmentasnot possibledue
to thelimitation of themonitoringdatacollectedon FEAD, thelack of systematicollectionof outcomesand
the absence of a reliabdeunterfactual.
19 A totalof 24 participantsverepresenfor thefocusgroupon FEAD OP| and11 participantsverepresentor
the focus group on FEAD OP Il c.f. Annex XIII.
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1.2.2LIMITATIONS

Theevaluation research was subject to several limitations, associated with the scope, research
coverage, data availability and data quality. To start with, national evaluations were not
availablefor all MemberStateswith only 18 nationalevaluationgatherecandanalysedData

on expenditurdor specificfood or basicmaterialitemswasnot systematicallygatheredacross

all EU Member States. Similarly, a limited quantification and assessment of the impact of
FEAD support was made at the national level, including no collection of longitudinal data.
Additionally, differences in methodologies across structured suta&s collected by OR
MemberStatesn 2017and2022to gathemeedsandfeedbackrom endrecipientsandpartner
organisationsesultedn comparabilitychallengesTherewerealsodifficulties in accessingaw
structured survey data, with only nine Member States providing this information, making it
challengingo conductcrosstabulationanalysis.Thetiming of theevaluationstudyalsoposed

a limitation, as it could not cover the last year of implementation i.e. year 2023. Furthermore,
changes in available soegzonomic statistical indicatooecurred over the evaluation period.

In particular, the AROPE dataset does not include data for the years 2013 and 2014 as the
definition of theindicatorchangedn 2014%; theavailabledatafrom 2015wasusedasa proxy.
Monitoring data on end recipients relating to vulnerable groups is based on informed
estimations by the partner organisations, which may lead to underreporting. Moreover,
monitoring data did not gather disaggregated information on all target gnmabsng it

difficult to ascertain the extent to which FEAD reached allgudups targeted.

Thetablebelowpresents an overvieaf the main limitationsof the methodology and howhe
limitations were taken into accoutur i ng the studyds design
mitigation measures introduced accordingly.

Table 1: Overview of limitations identified in the supporting study

Explanation How it hasbeenaddressed

Nationalevaluations National evaluations have not been carrie. Multiple emailrequestsveresentto

notavailable for all  out for each country or Managing Member States, with a total of 18
Member States Authorities have been unresponsive to the national evaluations gathered and
studyt e a datarequestsThismeanghat analysed, which has been
granular assessment at the level of triangulated with other data sources
operations funded biyEAD in each to enhance robustness of findings.
Member State hasot been fully available.
Differences in Despitetheexistenceof acommontemplate  Foreachstructuredsurveyquestion,
methodologies comparability has not always been possib percentages were reversed into
between structured survey data due to absolute numbers to obtdime EU

20 MAs of anOP-I hadto carryoutastructuredsurveyonendrecipientsandPOsin accordanc&vith thetemplate
adoptecby theECto gaininsightsintoendr e c i psoc@ecbnémsidackgroundcurrentandpastsituation

and their views offEAD assistance.

The AROPE and severe material and social deprivation (SMD) datasets providing the most detailed
informationon genderageor householdcompositiondid notincludedatafor theyears2013and2014,which

slightly limits comparability and a clear view of a changing sesonomic context from the start of the
evaluation reference period (2013).

21



Explanation How it hasbeenaddressed

acrossstructured
survey data

Difficulties in
accessing raw
structuredsurvey
data

Timing of the
evaluationstudy

Differencesn socio
economic indicator
data available.

Dataonexpenditure
for specific food or
basicmaterialitems
not systematically

gathered across all
EU Member States

Limited
guantificationand
assessment of the
impact of FEAD

countries having used different
methodologies and data not being recorde
in the same way (e.g. some countries hav
used percentages of participant response:
wherea®thershaveusedactualnumbersof
participant responses).

averages. EU averagesght thus

not always be 100% due to the lack
of respondent numbers in certain
countiesputstill providearelatively
sound indication, which has been
further triangulated with other data
sources to ensure robustness.

Data available has been used as
extensively as possible, and fully
triangulated with other evidence
sourceswith caveatsaddedn the
analysis where needed.

Despite multiple requests to Managing
Authorities, including from the European
Commission, the study team only receivec
the raw structured survey data from nine
MemberStatesThis hasmadeit difficult to
conduct cros$abulation analysis of
structured survey data in the majority of
Member States.

At end of 2022, the FEAD
programme had been running for
nine years which allows a very
strong understanding of its
effectivenessefficiency,coherence,
relevance and EU added value,
despite the fact that operations are
still being implemented.

The evaluation reference period covers th
period until the end of 2022, whilst FEAD
operationsverestill runninguntil December
2023.

The at risk of poverty or social exclusion
rate(AROPE) and severe material and
socialdeprivation(SMD) datasetproviding
themostdetailedinformationon genderage
or household composition did not include
data for the years 2013 and 2014, which
slightly limits comparability and a clear
view of achanging socieeconomic context
from the start of the evaluation reference
period (2013).

As many countries started their
FEAD relatedactivitiesafteraperiod
of preparation, the available AROPI
data from 2015 has provided a
sufficiently viable proxy for the
situation before the intervention anc
has been used as the point of
comparison where data from 2013 i
not available.

Such data imeeded to understand
differences in expenditures between
countries. This data was requested of
Managing Authoritiesand wagrovidedin
some instances. In cases where it was no
provided, reasons for this given were that
this was not requested by tRegulation
(which only requireddataon total costsfor

all products), and that gathering this
information now would require collecting
information from all invoices from the
beginningof the2014programmingperiod
which was deemed not feasible.

All data sent by Managing
Authoritieshasbeenfully exploited
in the analysis of efficiency and in
the costeffectiveness analysis.

Such data would allow for a robust
guantitative assessment of ihgact of
FEAD, comparingheoutcome®f FEAD
recipients with those of a suitable

8

All data available has been gathere
and fully exploited to understand as
far aspossiblen bothqualitativeand
guantitative terms the impact of



Explanation How it hasbeenaddressed

suppor@atnational
level,includingno
collection of

longitudinal data.

Monitoring data on
end recipients
relatingto vulnerable
groups is based on
informedestimations
of the partner
organisations.

Lackof monitoring
data by specific
target group

Source: Ecorys/3s, 2024

comparatogroup orallowing observation  FEAD supportTheJRCreporé? has
of thedevelopmenbf agroupof recipients  beenusedin triangulationwith other
over time to yieldnsights into how FEAD  sources of evidence to provide mor:
mightimpacttheirlife. In addition,(quast) guantitative assessments of the
experimental approaches would allow a  impact of FEAD.

more rigorous assessment of causal

relationships between FEAD interventions

and outcomes.

Dataonthecharacteristicef endrecipients  Monitoring data on vulnerable
belonging to vulnerable groups is based o groups has been triangulated in the

informed estimations of the partner analysis with datavailable from
organisations and it is not required that er interviews, socieeconomic
recipients are asked for thigformation. indicators, secondary sources, case
There is thus a high likelihood of studiesandthepublic consultatiorto
underreportingf specificgroupssuchas assess the extent to which FEAD

marginalised communities (Roma) and support reached these sgioups.
homeless people in the monitoring data.

Monitoring data does not gather Monitoring data on vulnerable
disaggregated information on all the group groups has been triangulated in the
targeted by FEAD as stated in Member analysis with data available from
St atesd Operati onal interviews, socieeconomic

example, one indicator covers the indicators, secondary sources, case
participation i n FE studiesandthepublicconsultatiorto
participants with a foreign backgroain assess the extent to FEAD support
minorities (including marginalised reached these stdyoups. Specific

communitiesuchastheR o maAs€uch,jt examples of reach of FEAD to
is difficult to ascertain based on monitorinc known atrisk groups such as Roma

data alone the extent to which FEAD persons with disabilities etc. were
reached all sigroups targeted. identified through the above data
The target groups reported on in the sources and have been included in

EuropearC o mmi s moénoringsystem the analysis whe relevant.
may also overlap (e.g. a female child, a

womanaged65+with aforeignbackground

etc.).

22 Link to publication:An ex-post evaluation of the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived- Z020
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https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC138808

2. WHAT WAS THE EXPECTED OUTCOME OF THE
INTERVENTION

2.1. DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVENTION AND ITS OBJECTIVES

This evaluation built on the intervention logics (IL) of the FEAD as a whole and for each
OperationaProgrammaeypesupportseeAnnexll.c), which setouta high-levelunderstanding

of therationale(needs)pperationalspecificandgenerabbjectivesjnputs,activitiesproviding
basicneeds support to enal@ad recipients to escapiee poverty trap omovetowards social
inclusion, outputs, results and impacts of FEAD. The operational, specific and general
objectives are the core of the Fundés effec

Needs

FEAD is designed to respond to a range of needs. These include the large share of people at
risk of poverty or sociag¢xclusion (24% in 2015) and in severe material deprivation (9.8% in
2013), the divergent levels of poverty and exclusion across Member States and the risk that
thosein povertyandsocialexclusionaremorevulnerableo negativerendsbroughton by other

external factors (e.g. financial, economic etc.).

Generalobjectives

As defined in Article 3.1 of the FEAD Regulation, the Fund aims to promote social cohesion
and enhance social inclusion, complementing national policies tackling poverty and social
exclusion in Member States and ultimately contributing to the generaltivbjet reducing
povertyin theUnionanddecreasindpy 2020thenumberof personsatrisk of povertyandsocial
exclusion(AROPE)by atleast20 million comparedo 2008,assetout underthe Europe2020
strategy.The EuropearPillar of SocialRightsAction Planin 2021seta newheadlingargetto
furtherreducethenumberof peopleatrisk of povertyor socialexclusionby atleastl5 million

by 2030 compared to 2019, including at least 5 million children.

Specificobjectives

Thespecificobjectivesaredefinedin article3.1and3.2 of theFEAD RegulationTheyinclude:
contributing to the alleviation of the worst formspafverty and social exclusion; supporting

the most deprived persons to improve their living conditions and wellbeing; and contributing to
developing and fostering support structures for alleviating poverty and social exclusion.
Furthermore, OP | aims to pside food and/or basic material assistance to the most deprived
persons alongside accompanying social inclusion measures, while OP Il aims to supporting
their social integration through social inclusion activities.

Operationalobjectives

FEAD operational objectives emerge from these specific objectives, as defined principally in
Article 4 of theRegulationIn particular,FEAD aimsto stimulatethe developmenbf national

10



strategiesandpoliciesfor alleviatingpovertyandsocialexclusion supporthe enhancemeruf

relevants t a k e hcapadtyardishdwhow, promotemutuallearningandexchangef good
practice, and establish governance systems and processes for the delivery of FEAD support. OP
| specificallyaimsto meetheimmediateneedof themostdeprived personsy providing them

with food and/or basic material assistance and to engage the most deprived persons in social
inclusionmeasuredp starttheir pathwayinto socialinclusion.OPII in turn operationally aims

to supportpersonsat risk of povertyor socialexclusionthroughsocialinclusionactivities that
empowerthemin asustainablevay, aswell asto developa strategyfor FEAD contribution to

the promotionof socialcohesiorandpovertyreductionobjectivesin line with Europe20207,

defining national needs and priorities to address.

Inputs

FEAD aimed to achieve these objectives with direct financial inputs from the EU initially of
EUR3.8billion for 7 years(20142020),in additionto EUR0.7billion of nationalco-financing.

The EU contributionwasthenincreasedhroughcrisisresponseneasurefrom 2020onwards,
making a total of EU and national funding of EUR 5.2 billion. Inputs are also provided by the
EuropearCommissionMemberStatesManagingAuthoritiesandpartnerorganisationsn the

form of staff and financial resources for coordination and implementation activities.

Activities

Thesenputsareintendedo supportheimplementatiorof certainactivities:needsassessment,
interventiondesign governancegapacitybuilding, servicedelivery, monitoringandevaluation

and communication activities. OP | activities include the purchase, transport, and distribution
of food andbasicmaterialassistanceitherdirectly throughdistributioncentressoupkitchens,

or otherappropriatechannelsr indirectly through distributiorof vouchergfrom 2020).They

also include the design and implementation of accompanying measures that support FEAD
recipients beyond food and basic material assistance (e.g. counselling and educational activities;
information and referral services). Activities under OP Il inclindedelivery of social inclusion
activities such as street and outreach work, information and sensitisatiashofs, coaching

and counselling activities and awarenressing campaigns.

Outputs

These activities are then expected to lead to direct outputs which link back to the operational
objectives of the intervention. Outputs across bothtypes include processes being in place

to identify targetgroupsandtheirneedsOPsdesignedo addressheseneedsandinfrastructure
createdr enhancedo providesupportto themostdeprivedpersonsTheO P specificoutputs

include the quantity of food and/aumber of meals/food packages distributed (OP I) and the
number of persons participating in social inclusion activities (OP Il). These outputs will vary
according to the OP in each Member State, as well as the mode of delivery of support (e.qg.,
throughvouchersvhenthis wasmadepossiblein theRegulation) Theseparat®©P IL provide

2 Link: Europe 2020 strategy
11


https://ec.europa.eu/eu2020/pdf/COMPLET%20EN%20BARROSO%20%20%20007%20-%20Europe%202020%20-%20EN%20version.pdf

moredetailonthetypesof outputsthatcanbe expectedo emergdrom eachinterventiontype,
reflecting back again the operational objectives of each OP type.

Intendedresults

Theoutputsachievedcanbe expectedo leadto a setof intendedresultsthatreflectthegeneral

and specific objectives of FEAD, i.e. masprived persons being supported in a way that
improves their living conditions and overall weking, and national support structures for
alleviating poverty and social exclusion being strengthened and their sustainability increased.
Theseresultsareintendedo leadto positiveimpactsin theareaof greatesheed,.e. reducing
poverty across the Union, alleviating the social exclusion of the most deprived persons,
enhancing the capacity of partner organisations and supporting more efficient implkesment
through the spread of good practices.

Unintendedesults

The I L also recognises the fact that o6out
specify what these are, as by nature they were not expected at the design of the intervention.
Several external factors could affect FEAD implementation and ilisyaio deliver on its
expected outputs, results, and impacts e.g. financial and economic crises, pandemics, or a war
(suchastheCOVIL9 pandemic or Russiab6s war of agg
amendments and allocation of additional fuigdlinClimate change can also be expected to
contribute to worsening the condition of most deprived persons through its impact on food
availability and living conditions (e.g., colder winters and hotter summers). Finally, the
financial and economic crisisftepublic finances more vulnerable affecting the ability of
Member States to support those most in need.
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STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK

AEurope 2020 Strategy
including target of
reducing number of
people AROPE by 20
million by 2020
compared to 2008.

A European Pillar of Social
Rights and Action Plan
including target to reduce
the number of people
AROPE by 15 million by
2030 compared to 2021.

RELATED POLICIES

A Social investment
Package

A European Platform
against Poverty and
Social Exclusion,

EU FUNDS

A European Social
Fund (ESF)

A Asylum, Migration and
Integration Fund (AMIF)

A European Regional
Development Fund
(ERDF)

A Cohesion Fund

A European Structural and
Investment Funds
(ESIF)

AEuropean Fund for
Strategic Investments
(EFSI)

AEU Solidarity Fund

A (as of 2021) REACT-EU

A (as of 2022) Cohesion's
Action for Refugees in
Europe (CARE)

Figure 2: FEAD Intervention Logic

RATIONALE/NEEDS

Large share of EU population at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE) in 2013: 122.8 million people, 24.6% of the EU population.
AROPE rate higher for specific vulnerable groups in 2013 e.g., women (25.5%), childre1 (27.5%), unemployed (34.9%), households of single person with dependent children (50.1%), people born in non-EU country (34.5%).

High rates of severe material deprivation including food insecurity in 2013 (10.5% unable to afford a meal with chicken, meat, fish every second day); Different levels and causes of poverty and social exclusion across Member States require
tailored solution: e.g., 1013 AROPE rate ranges from low of 15.4'% in Denmark to high of 51.5% in Bulgaria.

Risk of social exclusion is easily affected and exacerbated by negative trends and events (e.g. financial and economic crisis)

APromote social cohesion and enhance

AcContribute to the objective of eradicating

AComplement sustainable national poverty

GENERAL OBJECTIVES

social inclusion by supporting the most

n . social exclusion
deprived members of the society

poverty in the Union (2020 target: at conditions and overall wellbeing

least 20 million fewer persons at risk of
poverty and social exclusion; 2030 target
(setin 2021: at least 15 million fewer
per5ons at risk)

States

eradication and social inclusion policies in
Member States

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
Contribute to alleviating the worst forms of poverty and

Support most deprived persons to improve their living

Contribute to developing and fostering support structures
for alleviating poverty and social exclusion in Member

OP1: Provide food and/or basic material assistance and
accompanying social inclusion measures

OPII: Support the social integration of most deprived
persons through social inclusion activities

¥

Identify and select partner organisations

OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES
the of national strategies and policies for alleviating poverty and social exclusion
Promote at Union level mutual learning, networking and exchange of good practices between relevant stakeholders
Establish governance systems and processes for the delivery of FEAD support

OP I: Meet the immediate needs of the most deprived persons by providing them with food and/or basic material assistance;
Engage the most deprived persons in social inclusion measures alongside the provision of food and/or basic material assistance
to start their pathway into social inclusion; Identify and address specific types of material deprivation

OP I: Support persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion through social inclusion activities that empower them in a sustainable
way; Develop a strategy for FEAD contribution to the promotion of social cohesion and poverty reduction objectives in line with
Europe 2020; Define national needs and priorities to address with FEAD OP Il support

INPUTS

« FEAD Regulation No 223/2014 and amending acts including CRIl, CRII+, REACT-EU, FE/1.D Implementing /Delegated Acts
+ Fund budget: initially €3.8 billion EU funding+ €0.7 billion national contribution for 7 years. From 2020 increased to €5.2 billion with€ 686 million allocated through REACT-EU)

+ EUROPEAN COMMISSION: management, monitoring, reporting and evaluation and mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices.

organizations.

data collection)

MEMBER STATES: preparing OPs, establishing and maintaining the MA, coordinating implementation of OP, monitoring, reporting and evaluating, enforcing compliance with regulatory framework, co-financing EU funding
MANAGING AUTHORITIES: coordinating implementation of OP, monitoring and reporting, enforcing compliance with regulatory framework, ensuring operations are in accordance with the criteria applicable, supporting partner

PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS: delivering food and basic material assistance and accompanying measures aiming directly at the social inclusion of the most deprived persons; Designing and delivering social inclusion activities for the most
deprived persons; Participating in capacity building activities; Collecting monitoring data (bottom-up monitoring,

EXTERNAL FACTORS
* Financialand economic
crisis
*+ Negative events that can
more strongly affect the
most deprived persons or
exacerbate socio-
economic divide (e.g.
Covid-19 pandemic and
Russia's war of
aggression against
Ukraine)
« Climate change and its
impact on food
availability and living
conditions (e.g. colder
winters and hotter
summers)
Worsening of public
finances and impact on
public health systems and
the ability of MS to
support those most in
need

ACTIVITIES

INTERVENTION DESIGN: Develop and implement FEAD OPs based on the needs and characteristics of the identified target groups
GOVERNANCE: Establishand maintain FEAD managing authorities; select FEAD partner organizations (POs)
CAPACITY BUILDING: Provide support and trailing to POs and stakeholders involved in FEAD delivery; Provide mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices in the area of non-financial assistance to the most deprived persons

SERVICE DELIVERY: Provide direct assistance, advice and support to target groups of FEAD
OP: Deliver food and/or basic material assistance in 23 Member States and design and implement accc ying cC

A OPII: Design and implement social inclusion measures for the most deprived persons outside of active labour marketmeasures in 4 Member States

MONITORING AND EVALUATION: Collect data, monitor, report and evaluate FEAD operations
COMMUNICATION ACTIVITIES including to inform the public about the support obtained from FEAD

2

ing the provision of food and/o’ basic material assistance

OUTPUTS
Process for identifying target groups and their needs is in place
FEAD OPs are designed to address these needs
Processes and infrastructure created or enhanced to provide support to the most
deprived persons including:
A Partner organizations are involved in FEAD delivery
A Mutual learning, capacity building, networking activities are implemented
Direct non-financial assistance is provided to most deprived persons: No. of most
deprived persons supported by FEAD activities

OUTPUTSOP |
Quantity of food (by type and target group)
Number of food packages/meals distributed (by type and target group)
Monetary value and types of goods distril for basic material assi:
As of April 2020: number and value of vouchers or cards - both in paper and
electronic form - distributed (also by types of products that could be
purchased)
Accompanying measures delivered by type and target group

OUTPUTSOP I
Total no. of persons participating in social inclusion activities by recipient
demographic (e.g. age, gender, etc.), target group (e.g. homeless,
children, etc.)
National strategy for FEAD contribution to promoting social cohesion
and poverty reduction objectives in line wit1Europe 2020developed
National needs and priorities to address with FEAD support defined in
Member States

RESULTS
Most deprived persons are supported in a way that improves their living conditions
and overall wellbeing e.g.:
[from structured survey] No. of end-recipients reporting that FEAD assistance
made a difference to them or to the members of their household
A [from structured survey] No. of end-recipients reporting that the FEAD advice or
guidance received was useful
A Increased self-confidence and empowerment of end recipients
National support structures for alleviating poverty and social exclusion are
strengthened and their sustainability increased:
A Number of partner organisations that have increased their capacity to support
the most deprived individuals
Out of scope effects (positive or negative) that may emerge from the intervention

g

RESULTS OP |

Most deprived persons are supported with non-financialassistance that meets

their needs:

A No. of end recipients receiving food support or basic materialassistance by
target group (e.g. homeless, children, migrants, minorities, etc.); Recipient
demographic (e.g. age, gender, etc.); Socio-economic characteristics

Persons at risk of social exclusion are supported and empowered through

accompanying measures: number of end recipients supported through

accompanying measures

RESULTS OP I
Social integration of the most deprived is supported through social
inclusion activities that meet their needs.

=

IMPACTS

A Reduced food insecurity
and, material
deprivation among the
EU population

AImproved overall health
and well-being of
European population

Alncreased social
inclusion of individuals
and families

A Contribution to
reduction of number of
people at risk of poverty
and social exclusion,
inter alia contributing to
the Europe 2020
poverty reduction
target (20million
people by 2020) and to
the 2030 poverty
reduction target (15
million fewer people by
2030(new target))

A Contribution to
alleviation of the social
exclusion of most
deprived persons

A Enhanced capacity of
partner organizations
and, more efficient
implementation through
spread of good
practices
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2.2. POINT (S) OF COMPARISON

Expectedesultsandimpactsof theinterventionassetoutin the FEAD Regulation

The evaluation covers thmplementation period from 2014 to 2022. The principal points of
comparison against which the performance of the Fund was assessed are the expected results
andimpactsof theinterventionassetout when FEADw~asbeingdesigned anfinally adopted

in 2013 c.f. FEAD Regulatiéh The analysis principally focused on comparing the situation
linked to the problems and needs that the intervention was intended to solve, as set out in the
FEAD Regulation (particularly its preamble), with the current situation.

Drawing comparisons against the baselines of the different scenarios set out in the FEAD
Impact Assessmetitwas not considered advisable for the reasons explaing® end of the
present section 2.2

Povertyandsocialexclusionindicatorsfrom 2013and 2019or proxies

Two points in time were used as points of comparison in relation to theeszmmomic data:

the point at which FEAD was designed (annual data from 2013), as well as at the point just
precedinghe COVID-19 pandemidannualdatafrom 2019).Thelatterwasincludeddueto the

impact of the pandemic on the target groups of the fund, so to allow for correct interpretation
and sizing of the contextual factors influencing delivery, as well as exploring how changes to
the fund through CRII, CRII+, REAGEU and CARE influenced & effectiveness and
relevance of FEAD. Where data was not available for 201822 2e.g. comparable AROPE
ratesonly availableasfrom 2015asthemethodfor calculatingtheindicatorchangedn 2014),
proxies were used, as set out in Tiable 2below.

The points of comparison provide an indication of the situation in terms of poverty or social
exclusion rate and severe material deprivation, thus linking clearly to the objectives of FEAD
support, asutlined in the FEAD Regulation. This approach facilitates a comparison with the
current situation, covering as far as possible the same parameters and indicators that are used
to describe the state of play.

Table 2: Quantitative points of comparison
Pointof comparison Targetgroup 2013 2022 2015 2020

(start of (end of | Proxyfor Proxyfor
reference| Covid) | reference 2013 2022

period) period) (where (where
data not | data not
available) | available)

Severanaterial Total population 9.8% 5.5% Not - 5.9%
deprivatiorrate available
Children 10.9% 5.7% Not - 6.7%
available

24 Link to Regulation (EU) No 223/2014 on FEAD
% Link to FEAD impact assessment SWD/2012/0350 finall
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http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX%3A32014R0223&from=EN
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Pointof comparison

Severamaterialand
social deprivation

At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE) rate

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day

Source: Eurostat

Targetgroup

Total population

Children

Total population

Children

65 yearsor over

Non-EU foreign
citizeng®

Total population

Singlepersonwith
dependenthildren

Households with
dependenthildren

FEAD mid-termevaluation

2013 2022 2015
(start of (end of | Proxyfor
reference| Covid) | reference 2013
period) period) (where

data not
available)

Not 7.3% 7.5% 6.8%
available

Not 9.2% 10.3% 8.5%
available

Not 21.1% 21.6% 24%
available

Not 225% 24.6% 27.3%
available

Not 19.4%  20.2% 18%
available

Not 45.4%  46.2% 49.9%
available

10.7% 6.8% 8.3% -

16% 11% 14.8% -

11% 7.7% 8.6% -

2020
Proxyfor
2022
(where
data not
available)

Relevantgualitativeandquantitativedatafrom the FEAD mid-term evaluatio®” wasalsoused
throughout the analysis as a point of comparison. This includes the 2018 monitoring data for
FEAD (covering 2014016) reported in the mitkrm evaluation, as well as the results of the
public consultation conducted for that evaluation.

% Link to Eurostatonline data code:ilc_peps05nNon-EU 27 Countries(from 2020) nor reporting
country. Persons at risk of poverty or social exclusiorgbyup of citizenship (population aged 18 and over)
27 Link: FEAD midterm evaluation final report VC/2016/0664
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Possiblepointsof comparisomot considered

Data from the FEAD Impact Assessment was not used mainly because thethantdehe

scop of support provided under the proposed FEAD Regulation are very different to that
which was finally agreed for FEAD. For these two reasons, the qualitative and quantitative
estimations in the Impact Assessment of the expected results and impacts ofl ttenfuex

11 of the Impact Assessment) are not appropriate points of comparison. Similarly, points of
comparison from thpredecessqorogrammeo FEAD, theMDP (theE U6 s Food Di st |
programmeor theMost DeprivedPersonsjverealsonotuseddueto thesignificantdifferences

to FEAD i.e. scope of assistance (only food distribution, not @welnding warm meals),
geographicatoveraggonly 20 MemberStategarticipatedandbudgeti meaningthatit does

not either provide relevant points of compari8on

3. HOW HAS THE SITUATION EVOLVED OVER THE EVALUATION
PERIOD?

3.1. DEVELOPMENT OF POVERTY AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION

The evolution of poverty and social exclusion in the EU was assessed primarily through key
indicatorsi.e. theat risk ofpoverty orsocialexclusionrate(AROPE),the materiatleprivation
rate,the severanaterialdeprivationrate,the materialandsocialdeprivationrateaswell asthe

severe material and social deprivation (ate Annex 1Xb).

| 3.1.1PERSONSAT RISK OF POVERTY OR SOCIAL EXCLUSION |

The AROPE rate®* depicts the rate of people who are either at risk of poverty or severely
materially and socially deprived or living in a household with a very low work intensity,
measuredn relation tothe national mediaincome(under60%)i seeevolutionovertime®. It

is the main indicator to monitor the 2030 target on poverty and social exclusion and was the
headline indicator to monitor the Europe 2020 Strategy poverty target.

28 The budget is very different to that which was finally agreed for FEA foreseen budget of the fund as

envisaged in the Impact Assessment was EUR 2.5 billion for the period2B@D4which compares to the

finally adoptedbudget of EUR 5.2 billion (EUR 3.8 billion initial EU funding plus 0.7 billion REAED

funding plus EUR 0.7 million national €dinancing).

The policy option finally selected from the Impact Assessment (policy option 3: Broad Scope) differs from the

scopeof supportprovidedunderthe FEAD Regulationasaccompanyingneasuresverenot envisagedn this

policy option, nor was the type of support offered under OP Il (social inclusion measures).

30 A total of EUR 500 million was distributed in 2012 and 2013, the last 2 years of the MPD. It was estimated
thatover18 million peopleperyearbenefitedfrom supportSuccessiveeformsof the CommonAgricultural
commonagriculturalpolicy ledto ratherbalancedood marketsthereforethe MDP lostits rationaleof using
surpluses. Aid was also only distributed under s
down to a nor mal |l evel 86 rather than being based o

31 Link: EU statistics on income and living conditions (BILC) methodology AROPE

%2 AROPE rates are only available from 2015 as the method for calculating the indicator changed in 2014. The
indicator was revised in 2021, the figure shows the available comparable data from 2015.

29

p
.
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=EU_statistics_on_income_and_living_conditions_(EU-SILC)_methodology_-_people_at_risk_of_poverty_or_social_exclusion&%3A%7E%3Atext=At%2Drisk%2Dof%2Dpoverty%2Chousehold%20with%20very%20low%20work

In 2015 (the first date from which data on the AROPE rate using the current definition is
available), 11 MemberStatefRO,BG,EL,HU, LV, ES,LT, IT, EE,PT,IE) hadAROPErates
above the EU average of 24%. AROPE rates were significantly high in 2015 in Romania
(44.5%) and Bulgaria (43.3%).

Figure 3: Evolution of the AROPE rate in the EU27 (20152022}

AROPE
European Union - 27 countries (from 2020)

245

24

235

23

22,5

22
21,7 216

21
205
20

19,5
205 2016 2017 2018 20139 2020 2021 2022

Source: Eurostat - People at risk of poverty or social exclusion [TIPSLC10__custom_7566228]

Althoughthe AROPE®*ratedeclinedsteadilyfrom 2015to 2019,it hassinceincreasedagain

likely due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic and remained stable close to 2018
levels up until 2022 Member States with AROPE rates aboveBhkaverage in 2022, at the

end of the evaluation reference period, were RO, BG, EE, EL, ES, IT, LT, LV. While in most
of these countries the rate was only slightly above the average, the situation remained
particularly acuten Romaniaand Bulgariavhere, despita declining trend, thAROPE rates

stood at 34.4% and 32.2%, respectively. There are clear segments of the population which are
much more severely affected by the risk of poverty than others, such as womdti) non
citizens, and the Roma population.

3.1.2MATERIAL DEPRIVATION

FEAD addresses material deprivation as outlined in the intervention(fsgsection 2.1 and
Annex lIl.c) which Eurostat measures by indicators such as the (severe) material deprivation
rate and severe material aswtial deprivation rate, among others.

33 See section on limitations concerning AROPE and SMD datasets for the years 2013 andt6agh he
AROPE rate is availabli®r 2023 it isnot shown in the graph #se year2023is not part of theevaluation.
34 Sameevolutionappliesto therisk of monetarypoverty(AROP).
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The material deprivation rat& has declined overall in the EU (from 12% in 2015 to 8.8% in
2022¥%and across most Member States over the evaluation period for which data is available.
In 2015, the material deprivation rate in Bulgaria was 41.7% and that of Romania was 37.8%;
although these rates dropped respectively to 27.7% and 31.6% in 2022, thegerem
considerably above the EU average.

Similarly, there is a clear declining trend for almost all Member States as regasis/é¢ne
material deprivation rat&. Bulgaria started the period with extremely high levels of severe
material deprivation (43% in 2013, more than four times the EU average, which was reduced
by morethanhalf butis still the highestin the EU (19.4%in 2020,thelast yearfor which data

is available) Countrieswith thisrateover10%in 2013wereHungaryandRomanigjustbelow

30% in 2013)followed by Greece (20.3%) and then Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Malta, Poland,
Portugal, Slovakia. Although there is a clear declining trend for almost all Member States, in
2020 Greece and Romania still had rates above 15%, while Croatia, Cyprus, and Hungary
experienced rates higher than the EU average.

Among the material deprivation items considered in the indicator, the one reported most
frequently is the inability to face unexpected expenses, which was at almost 40% in the EU in
2013 and still at 32% in 2022. The most relevant of these items for FEAL2 iinability to

afford a meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second day. Although,
the severe material deprivation rate has overall declined, there are groups of people who in
20212022 had aigherinability to afford ahealhy meal every second day than in 2013. This
included notably single persons with dependent children. The share of older people over 65
unable to afford a healthy meal has reduced over time but was stibatd 12% in 2022
comparedo 15.4%in 2013.Householdsvithoutdependenthildrenhaveexperience@similar

trend to the total population figures i.e. an average of 9% between 2013 and 2022.

Theseveramaterialandsocialdeprivationrate® alsodeclinedovertheevaluatiorperiod,from

9.7%in 2015t0 6.7%in 2022in theEU. Again, despitedecreasesverthe period,Bulgariaand
Romaniahavethe highest rates adeverematerial and social deprivation, witlrateof 36.8%

in Bulgariaand34%in Romaniagdecreasingespectivelyto 18.7%and24.3%.Thelowestrates

of severe material and social deprivation in 2015 were in Finland (1.0%) and Sweden (1.1%).
Despiteremainingverylow comparedo the EU averagetheserateshowevemroserespectively

to 1.9% and 2.1% in 2022.

35 Percentage of population with an enforced lack of at least three of the following nine items: their rent,
mortgage or utility bills; their home adequately warm; unexpected expenses; meat or proteins regularly;
holiday; a television set; a washing machiaear; a telephone (segttps://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Material_deprivation

3 EU-SILCindicatortessi0O80availablefrom 2015.

37 Percentage of population with an enforced lack of at least four out of the nine material deprivation items
mentioned littps://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statiseégplained/index.php?title=Glossary:Material _deprivajion

% |t is anEU-SILC indicator, partof the AROPE ,thatshowsan enforcedack of necessaranddesirabldtems
to leadanadequatdife andis definedasthe proportionof the populationexperiencinganenforcedack of at
least 7 out of 13 deprivation items (see https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Severe_material_and_social_deprivation_rate_(BMSD)

% For further details and analysis of the socioeconomic situation of various target groups, including children,
homeless persons, and eldgygrsons refer to Annex IX.b.
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3.2. FINANCIAL AND OPERATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF FEAD

| 3.2.1FINANCIAL IMPLEMENTATION |

Thetotal allocatedbudgetto FEAD amountto EUR 5.2 billion (EU contributionsandnational
co-financing) by the end of 2022, which includes an additional 0.7 billion made available
through the Recovery assistance for cohesion and the territories of Europe (FEACT
package), adopted in May 2020 in response to the C&dIbutbreak and was prognaned

for 2021 and 2022 by 14 Member States. Previously, as a response to the onset of the global
pandemic, the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative (CRII) and the Coronavirus
Response Investment Initiative Plus (CRII+) allowed for flexibilities ingi§EAD.

Of the total EUR 5.2 billion, theotal approved expendituresached EUR 5.6 billion by the
end of2022, which issquivalent to 109%f thetotal allocated budget. This vallygng above
the total allocated budgets is the result ot@nmon practice towards the end of the
programming period to ensure full implementation

The reported annual amounts @fpenditures incurred by beneficiaries and paid for the
implementatiorof operationdgn 2022hasincreaseatonsiderablyn comparisorto earlieryears

to EUR 924.9million, reachingatotal EUR 4.2 billion by theendof 2022(or 82 % of thetotal
budget). The declared expenditures reached EUR 3.8 billion inéqgtalalent to 73% of the

total allocated budget. One reason why in 2022 there was still quite a discrepancy between
approvedandactuallyincurredexpenditurdies in thepotentiallysloweruptakeof REACT-EU
fundsthatareusedto combatthe challengegposedby the COVID-19 pandemicandthe effects

of the Russi@ war of aggression against Ukraine.

Thetablebelowshowsthetotal amountof eligible expenditurancurredandpaidin operations
for OP I and OP Il respective(gee more detailed informationAmnexIX.a). The largest share
of funding was dedicated to OP I. Within @Funds were mainly allocated to food supply
(3.75 billion EUR, 96.2%), with a much smallgnarededicatedto the provision of basic
materialassistancél47.6million EUR,3.8%).

Table 3: Total eligible public expenditure (EU + national) incurred by beneficiariesand paid in
implementing operations relating to OP | and OP I, by country, 20142022 {(n 1 000EUR)

BasicMaterial Assistancg€OP]) Sociallntegration(OPII)

3755143 147642 109813 4 012598

Source: SFC2014 data

4 Thecommonpracticeof 6 o v e r b aimsktcompedsatindor potentialreductions.
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| 3.2.2SUPPORTPROVIDED AND TARGET GROUPSREACHED |

EachMemberStatecouldselecttheir own prioritieswhenadoptingthe programme andptfor
providing food support and/or basic material assistance to the most depaxsshs or
contribute to their social inclusion. Food and/or basic material assistance must be
complemented, according to the FEAD Regulation, by accompanying measures, which are
activities promoting social inclusion and tackling social emergencies in an empowaedng
sustainable way. By end of 2022, FEAD has delivered assistance in 27 Membét. States

Overall, most Member States (23 out of 27) decided to distribute food and/ or basic material
assistance (e.g. school starter packs, newborn packages, clothing or other essential items for
personal use) together with accompanying measures (OP I). Four M&malbes run social
inclusion programmes (OP II).

Table 4: Type of assistance

OP Type assistance  Member State
OPI Food 10MS: BE, BG, EE,ES,FI, FR,MT, PL, PT, SI
Basicmaterial 1MS: AT
Both 11MS:. CY*, CZ,EL,HR,HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, RO, SK"
OPII Socialinclusion 4MS: DE, DK, NL, SE

*Cypruscompletedood assistancen 2019,andsincefocusedon basicmaterialassistance
ASlovakiaprovidedbasicmaterialassistanceetweer20162019,andsinceonly providesfood
support with FEAD support.

Source:AnnualimplementatiorReports2022(SFC2014)
TheoperationdundedunderOP 1andOP Il werevery diverseandoften, especiallyegarding

basic material assistance (OP 1) and social inclusion activities (OP IlI), adapted to the specific
target groups they addressed (se€ahle 5an overview of target groups as defined in OPS).

Table 5: Target groupsby MS and OP

Disadvantagedvulnerable individuals  BE, BG, EE, ELES, FI, FR, IT, LT,
(e.g. below a certain income threshold LV, PL, PT, SI, SK

Homelespersons CZ, EL, ES, FI, HR, HU, IE, IT, PT, DE, 13
RO, SK DK

Childrenaged15 or below AT, CY, CZ, EL, HR, HU, IE, LV, DE 10
RO

Workless/lomwork intensityhouseholds IE, LU, MT 3

Migrantsor minorities BG, IE DE,SE 4

41 The United Kingdom adoptedan OperationalProgrammefor FEAD but did not ultimately deliver the
operations and has thus not been included in this evaluation.
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Elderly persons IE, RO

Women RO 1
Personsvith disabilities IE 1
Other IE 1

Source:SFC2014,period20142022

Member States provide annual figures, specifying the number of people receiving assistance
each year. It is highly likely that a significant portion of end recipients received support over
multiple years. In total, across OP operati@asaveragef 14.2 million individuals received

FEAD support yearly between 2014 and 2022, of which an average of 13.3 million received
food support, 0.9 million persons received basic material assistance and 23 thpeisor
benefited from social inclusion measures {{[DRevery year (se€able 6below).

Table 6: Number of endrecipients for eachtype of support, 20142022(in 1 000, rounded}?

Year Foodsupport Basicmaterialassistance Socialinclusionmeasures
(OR) (OR) ((o]=31))

2014 8190

2015 13691 80 31
2016 16642 662 37
2017 12581 567 48
2018 12508 768 39
2019 12074 790 30
2020 14984 1960 30
2021 15070 2103 18
2022 14165 845 9
Total 119906 7776 210

Source:AnnualimplementatiorReports2022(SFC2014)

4 Themonitoringdatadoesnotallow for differentiationbetweerindividualswho participatedn the FEAD only
one year vs. multiple years. The number of end recipients is reported on an annual basis, which means that the
same individual is counted again if he/she is end recipient in the next year.
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The share of OP | end recipients by type of support (food and basic material assistance (BMA)
and target group is shown kiigure 4below (refer to Annex Dafor furtherinformation).

Figure 4: Shareof OP | endrecipients by type of support and target group, 20142022
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Source: SFC 2014 data

Foodsupport(OP 1)

The total monetary value of food support in the 21 Member States whiclclhasen to use

the Fund for direct distribution of food, amounted to EUR 4.35 billion (including national co
financing) and reached on average 13.3 million persons per year. On average, 36.2 EUR were
spent per person every year. OP | countries distritart@end 3.3 million tonnes of food, 554
million meals,and962 million food packageso the mostdeprivedandvulnerable AcrossOP

| Member States an average of 0.88 kg of food was distributed for every Euro paid in
implementing operations.

Basicmaterialassistanc€OP I)

The total monetary value of basic material assistance distributed in the 13 EU Member States
amounted to EUR 2211&illion (including national cdinancing) and reached on average 0.9
million personsevery yearOn average, EUR8 werespentperperson everyearin 12 of the

13 Member States (excluding CyptisThe monetary value of provided goods for children
across OP | Member States amounts to EUR 110 million and the monetary value of goods
providedfor othertargetgroupsto EUR 97 million respectivelyHowever,the distributionof

43 Note that the same person may be included in several categories, while not all persons receiving support are
necessarily to any of the indicated categories.

4 In Cyprus,familiesatrisk of povertyreceivedhigh-quality newbornpacks explainingthe comparativeljiow
number of persons and high monetary value of goods per person. As this outliesigaifldantly distort
the average value of goods distributed per person, it has been excluded from this calculation.
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basic material assistance delivered to the different target groups varied over time. Especially
duringtheperiodof COVID-19 andtherespectivdockdowns homelespersonsveretargeted

to a larger extent than in the years before and after, when the aid was more often dedicated to
children.

The tot al value of goods for children and
migrants or people with disabilities, was significantly larger than the value of goods for
homeless people. This distribution is also related to the size ofrget gaoup, with children
comprising a larger share of the overall FEAD target group.

Socialinclusionassistanc€OP II)

Thetotal monetaryalueof socialinclusionassistancen thefour EU MemberStatesamounted

to EUR 109.8 million (including national dmancing) and reached on average a total of 23
thousand persons per year. These are, however, very unevenly distributed among the four
countriesprovidingit, with Germanyshowingthe highestnumberof participationdy far: 199
308overall,whichequal€95%of all participationsOnaverageEUR 525werespentperperson

every year.

The main focus of the operations under Ofhlithree of the four countries were migrants,
including minorities such as the Roma, and homeless people; while the Netherlands focused
specifically on persons aged 65 years or atiove

Germanysucceedeth reachingmorethanthetargetedoarticipantan eachof theprogramme

specificindicators far surpassingheinitial targetfor adultnonEU citizensadvised(achieved
by 623%).Denmarkoverallreachednorethantwice asmanyparticipantsastargeted215%).
In the Netherlandsthe targetvalueswere not reachedwith 3 299 achievedfrom a targetof

5000(66%).Thiswasdueto therecruitingof participantdeingmoredifficult thananticipated
and the fact that marparticipants stayed in the project for longer than expected.

A moredetaileddescriptionof operationsindereachOPIl countrycanbefoundin AnnexIX.a
and in the case studies in Annex X.

4. EVALUATION FINDINGS

Theevaluatiorhasassessetheeffectivenessfficiency,coherenceselevancelEU addedvalue
and visibility of the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) during its
implementatiorfrom 2014to 2022.1t thusaims(wherepossible}o drawconclusionsaboutthe
causaleffectsof the EU interventionon the desiredoutcomes.lt also looked at the wider

4 Germanysupportsnewly arrivedEU citizensto acces®arly childhoodeducationaswell ashomelespeople
to improve their access to counselling and support measurdderimark the intervention focuses on
providing support to homeless persons with temporary accommodation, storage facilities, as well as social
activities and programmes promoting employability. SwedenFEAD supports socially vulnerable
individuals who are not economically active and residing in Sweden for a shorter period than three months.
The Netherlandsassist elderly people with a low disposable income through outreach programmes that take
place mainly from local libraries where social activities and prograsnare organised.
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perspectiveseekingo identify (andlearnfrom) anyunintended/unexpectedfectswhichwere
not anticipated.

The evaluation confirms for the effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance aauidié&d)
valuecriteriatheoverallpositiveassessmetibattheyobtainedn theinterim evaluatiorthough
with roomfor improvementn someareagseen particularsections onconclusionsandlessons
learnt). Additional evidence is provided on wWisibility criteria, which was not evaluated in
the interimde.

4.1. TOWHAT EXTENT WAS THE INTERVENTION SUCCESSFULAND WHY ?

| 4.1.1EFFECTIVENESS |

Theassessmemhainly focusedon evaluatingvhetheEAD successfullynetthe operational,
specificandgenerabbjectivesn termsof outputsandresults andprovidedmuchneededood,
basicmaterialassistancandsocialinclusionmeasure$o themostvulnerablepeoplein theEU.

It alsoassesselH E A Dability to adaptto changesnd,notably,theresponset thechallenges

posed bythe COVIL9 pandemic and Russiab6s war of a.
and based on the available evidence, it can be concluded that FEAD had a very good level of
effectiveness, achieving its objectives to a large extent. w wiethe limited resources
available, FEAD contributed significantly to alleviating the worst forms of poverty, by easing
some of the direct effects of poverty, namely matealeprivation, food insecurity and social
exclusion. The direct involvement of civil society organisations in FEAD was one of the key
success factors. FEAD reached the most vulnerable groups at risk of or in poverty and social
exclusion across the EUERD was able to adapt to needs as they evolved and changed over
the course of the implementation period.

4.1.1.1ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES?/

FEAD aimed to promote social cohesion, enhance social inclusion, and contribute to the
eradicatiorof povertyin theEU aswell asto contributeto alleviatingtheworstformsof poverty

by providing nonfinancial assistance and social inclusion activities to the most deprived
persons (c.f. Article 3(1) of the FEAD Regulation).

The assessment of the contribution of FEAD to its objectives is based on the triangulation of
various evidence sources, including monitoring data, Annual Implementation Reports (AIRS),

Operational Programmes (OPs), national evaluations, JRC quantitasilysigninterviews,

public consultation, case study evidence, structured survey results and additional relevant
literature (see sources of evidence in section 1.2.1 above and methodology including
intervention logics and evaluation framework in sectionebdve and Annex ).

An analysis of the comparison points (see section 2.2) reveals that the EU's average severe
materialdeprivationratedecreasedignificantlyfrom 9.8%in 2013to 5.9%in 2020.While this

% Theinterim evaluationcoveredfive evaluatiorcriteria: effectivenesscoherencegfficiency, Europearadded
value, and relevance. Hence, the visibitititerium was not assessed at the interim stage.
Seeanswelto evaluationguestiondla,1b, 2, 3, 4 andEU addedvaluein section4 of thesupporting study
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decline cannot be solely attributed to FEAD, interview and case study data, particularly from
Member States where rates were very high in 2013 and have substantially dropped (e.g. BG and
RO), suggest that FEAD contributed to this. Furthermore, qualitatilence demonstrates

that FEAD bolstered support for the most vulnerable groups in European countries, ultimately
enhancing social inclusion and contributing to the EU's goal of poaietyation.

Theindicators(AnnexIX.a) pointto effectivefinancialimplementatiorof FEAD by theendof
2022andmarginaldifferencesn financialperformancéetweernOPtypes.E C A 804 9report

on FEAD found that approximately one third of food supply of food banks participating in
FEAD in 12 Member States was funded from FEAD (in tonnes). Latest data from the 2022
EuropearFoodBanks Federatioreportshowsthatthis sharencreasediuringthe COVID-19
period. By playing such a key role in alleviating food insecurity, it is clear that FEAD
contributed to a large extent to alleviating the worst forms of poverty, as intended by the
intervention logic of the fund.

By examining the peak annual figures for each country (indicating the year with the highest
numberof end recipients)the costeffectiveness analys{&nnex V) foundthat a minimunof
20.5million individualsreceivedfood assistancen the EU via FEAD whichtranslatego 4.6%

of the population of the EU. The inability to afford a meal with meat, chicken, fisiegetarian
equivalentleverysecondday wasidentified asthe mostrelevantmaterialdeprivationindicator

for FEAD. Comparing the minimum share of 4.6% of the EU population which redeia&n
assistancwtheaveragehareof 8.2%of theEU populatiorwhichc a m@ffoitd such type of meal
between 2014 and 2022 shows that FEAD has reached as an absolute minimum 56% of people
which are affected by this type wiaterial deprivatiofs.

Lookingatresultsandachievementsf FEAD supportgualitativeandquantitativedataconfirm

that FEAD has to large extent achieved many of their operational, specific and general
objectives to a high degree contributing to reducing poverty rates, as intended by the
intervention logic of the fund.

Results of a Fixed Effects regression médehdertaken by the Joint Research Céftre
assessingEAD impacton povertyacros€£U regionsonthebasisof six key povertymeasures,
including population at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE), poverty incidence and
intensity, income inequality, concurrence, and persistence of poverty estimated that FEAD
contributed to reducing poverty rates. According to this studgeamillion-euro increase in
FEAD expenditurds associatedvith a reductionof 2 650 peopleat risk of povertyor social

48 This calculation assumes that there is no dowlolenting within years. It should be stressed that the actual
number of individuals which received FEAD assistance will be higher than reported here, however, as it is
unclear how large the overlap between difféneporting years has been it is not possible to provide a more
accurate figure c.f. Annex V on Cost effectiveness analysis.

49 While thesdfindingsoffer valuableinsights they mustbeinterpretedwvith caution,asthe Fixed Effectsmodel
establishes correlations not ingjplg causality, and linear interpretation of the res(dtg.scaling up impacts
proportionally with expenditujds not appropriate given the complexities of the relationshigsved.

50 C.f. Annex Il for summary of the results addR C 0 (Pe @Qunto)An ex-post evaluation of the Fund for
European Aid to the Most Deprived 2012020
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exclusiolt!, a decrease of 0.002 percentage points (pp) in the poverty incitdandea0.005

pp reduction in income inequaltfy The analysis reveals significant regional disparities, with
MediterraneamndEasterrEuropearcountriesexperiencindrigherratesof povertyandincome
inequality. While notable reductions in AROPE were observed, particularly in less developed
regions, improvements in poverty intensity and income inequality remain uneven, with some
areas showing worsening conditions.

Results of the DosResponse Model also carried out by JRC point to an impact of FEAD on
these positive outcomes. The results illustrate that higher FEAD allocations (treatment doses)
were consistentlylinked to reductionsin poverty ratesacrossall six dimensionsstudied,
suggesting that increasing FEAD funding contributes meaningfully to alleviating poverty and
social exclusion across the EU. For the population at risk of poverty or social exclusion
(AROPE), the relationship between FEAD expenditure and poverty reduci®nawlinear,
indicating that the positive effects on poverty become more pronounced at higher expenditure
levels. In contrast, the other outcodesuch as poverty incidence, intensity, inequality,
concurrence, and persistefcepresent a linear decreasitrgnd, suggesting that as FEAD
expenditure increases, the reductions in poverty rates occur at a steady, consistent rate

Furthermore, the JRC also issued a policy Brighich drew on the FEAD structured survey

data of six countries that provided detailed regional data based on which JRC analysed the
sociceconomiaconditionsof FEAD beneficiarieswith afocuson key demographi¢rendsand
regionaldisparitiesThepolicy brief highlightsthesignificantregionaldisparitiesn thesupport
provided, illustrating the localized challenges of poverty and social exclusion, and reinforcing
the importance of regionally tailored interventions.

Evidencefrom interviews,the casestudies(Annex X), the public consultationAnnex VIl and
VIII) andthestructuredsurveyresultsindicatethatFEAD supportedMemberStatedo respond

to the most deprived

groupso6 i

mme d i

at e n e ¢

measures. Moreover, FEAD played an instrumental role in addressingdiateeffects of
poverty and social exclusion specifically food insecurity (OP 1) or the provision of accessible
socialinclusionsupportto small,vulnerablegroupsthatmight haveotherwisereceivedimited
attention(OP11). In this context,FEAD increasedhefocusof Europeannationalandregional

policy and efforts to address theeds of vulnerable and often marginalised people.
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This indicator measures the proportion of households facing monetary poverty. Specifically, it identifies
householdsvhoseequivaliseddisposabléncomefalls belowtherisk-of-povertythreshold whichis setat 60

percent of the national median equivalised disposable income after social transfers.

Incidence of poverty or aisk-of-poverty rate (AROP) measures the proportion of households facing

monetary poverty.

Income inequality refers to the unequal distribution of income among households within a society and
measures the extent to which income is distributed unevenly across different segments of the population. In
the context of this analysis, income inequaistyassessed as the disparity between households living below
bigeci fically
The robustness of these findings is confirmed by estimating Dose Resporg®mns using polynomials of
different orders (see further explanations in Annex lll).
The analysis focuses on six count@ieBelgium, Spain, Finland, Hungary, Poland, and Romartiaat

the poverty Iline and

provided detailed regionaldatad¥n d er st andi ng

economic profiles of FEAD end beneficiaries

t hose
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FEAD played a key role in alleviating food insecurity, contributing so to a large extent to
alleviating the worst forms of poverty, as intended by the intervention logic of the fund. 99%
(305 of 310) of respondents to the public consultation also reported-E#fdD makes a
difference to the most deprived groups in their country. The structured survey results further
corroboratehisfinding astheyshowanequallypositiveassessmeimif FEAD by endrecipients
themselvesn both2017and2022.POsandFEAD MAs consultedthroughtheinterviewsand

the case studies reported that FEAD food and basic goods provided under OP | decreased the
sharethattheseitemstakeupin h o u s e burdedndlalowedlimited disposablencometo

be spent elsewhere.

Evidencefrom the interviews, public consultation, case study research, desk research and the
JRC gquantitativenalysis confirm that therincipal impact of FEAD was its ability to support
people most in need in dealing with some of the direct effects of poverty such as material
deprivation. When it comes to FEADOGgemr ol e
sustainablevay to escapgoverty,however the evidencas morelimited. Food/basianaterial
assistance ailiasufficientto address the multifaced aasles faced by vulnerabjeople.

Moreover, the evidence showed that accompanying measures, when tailored to the target
groups, had anoredirect impact in addressing the initial obstacles to social inclusion than the
distribution of food and basigoods alone and therefore played a role when it comes to the
effectivenessf theFEAD in achievingts objectives Foodandbasicgoodssupportalsoplayed

a central role in facilitating the conditions for accompanying measures and other social
inclusion measures provided outside of FEAD support to take place.

The stability and regularity of FEAD support, as well as the involvement of civil society
organisationsyereessentiatomponenti achievingtheseoutcomesFEAD hasstrengthened
theecosystenof actorsprovidingmaterialassistancandsocialinclusionmeasuresyith long-

term effects on the range and quality of support offered to those most in need. The act of
gathering in a physical space, engaging with social workers to receive food/basic material
assistance were key in bringing the most deprived persons clagketdypes of measures that
could more sustainably impact their overall social inclusion.

Evidence across the case study research, the interviews with stakeholders implementing OP I
operations and the OP Il focus group (see Annex XIlIl) also indicate that FEAD OP I
contributed to increasing the social inclusion of end recipients principallgrawiding a
foundation for further support. However, it must still be noted that FEAD under OP Il had a
marginal role in increasing social inclusion overall in the countries in which it was
implemented, functioning primarily as a complement to other maltiefforts.

From the public consultation, some obstacles for the effectiveness of the fund also arose. For
instance, buying foods/basic goods (e.g. Procurement processes) was seen as an obstacle to :
large or moderate extent by 49% of respondents (145 out of 298)waki followed by the

quantity of food/basic goods (35% of respondents, 105 out of 29¥)@hdrdle ofletermining

whether individuals were eligible for support (28% of respondents, 83 out of 296). Additional
obstacles included recipients' mistrust toagaactivities (e.g. what is the purpose and why they
should participate) or lack of continuous participation.
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Overall, the estimated contribution of the Fund was significant considerirfgitlyelimited
budget of FEAD relative to the extent of the problems it sought to address as well as the nature
of support provided. There are however opportunities for improvement in caeas

Focus group participants expressed uncertainty that FEAD food aid, while helpful and
necessary for end recipients, would change their ssmoaomic standing. However, through
interviews, it isacknavledgedthat FEAD did allow end recipients to free up budget for
expenses such as rent and healthcare, which alleviated some other effects of poverty, which
could providenitial ways for them to structurally exit situations of poverty.

4.1.1.2REACHING VULNERABLE GROUPS®

Evidence from all data sources analysed in the evaluation showed that FEAD support has
reached the most vulnerable groups to a high extent both under OP | artdl @Ralysis of
the OPs shows that the most commonly selected target group of FEAD operations as stated in

the OPs were oOdisadvantaged vulnerab¥e in
foll owed by Ohomeless persV¥ansnd(dvahgktednia
bel owd (targeted?®®i nOtlh0e rMegmwboeurp sSttaatregse)t ed i |
househol ds o, 6mi grants or minoritiesao, 0e
di sabi |l it icveral all MErmberrStatesoselected groups that faced a higher risk of

povertyor socialexclusion,or severanaterialdeprivationasintendedby theinterventionlogic
of the fund (se&igure 2in section 2 above).

Thequestiorof whetheror notthesenverethemostrelevanigroupsto targetwith FEAD support
isassesseith sectiod.2ii R e | e \belowd e presensectionsummarizeshemainfindings
regardingthe extentto which FEAD supportreachedhevulnerablegroupsin practiceandthe

factors influencing this reach based on monitoring data (where available for each group), case
study and interview findings, public consultation results and secondary sources.

Children were very well reached bfEAD support, making up the largest group of end
recipientseachedy foodandbasicmaterialassistanceupport Whilst childrenunderl6years

old have faced consistently higher severe material deprivation rates in comparison to the total
populationthroughouthereferenceperiod,theratefor childrenreducedoy 2020(from 10.9%

in 2013 to 6.7% in 2020) and the gap between the rates for children and the total population
decreased (from 2.9 percentage points in 2013 to 0.8 percentage points in 2020).

Womenwere reached well, with overall gender parity in thenitoring data confirmed by the
consultation evidence. Changes were also made to FEAD operations throughout the
programmingperiodto bettercaterfor womenastheybecamegroupmorein needof support.

% Seeanswelto evaluationquestionlb andRelevancén sectiord of the supporting study
57 Seesection3.2.2

%  BE,BG,EE,EL, ES,FI, FR,IT, LT, LV, PL,PT,SI, SK.

% CZ,DE,DK, EL, ES,FI,HR,HU, IE, IT, PT,RO, SK.

80 AT, CY,CZ,DE,EL, HR,HU, IE, LV, RO
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The gMiogparnt s, participants with wasfdrbetteri gn
reached by OP Il than by OP | operations, according to the monitorirfg. dapite the lack of
explicittargetingin MemberS t a ORs&Rdmawerereachedo someextentin practicebut there
wasroomto increasethis throughmoretailored andtargetedmeasuresHomelesgeoplewere

well targeted by Member States (a defined target group in 11 OP | Member States) and
consultatiorevidencéroadlyshowghatthisgroupwasgenerallyreachedy FEAD operations but

more tailored and targeted support would also increase effective reach of this group. Monitoring
data may not accurately reflect the numbers of homeless people reached hasiden
estimate®. Evidencealso showsthat thesetwo groups(Romaand homelesspeople)often fell

outside social security systems when incdrased metrics were used, resulting in such criteria
excluding them from support.

Similarly, elderly peoplewere only mentioned in four OPsas a specific sugroup but were in
practice adequately reached by FEAD, although more could have been done if support was tailored
specifically to their needs and eligibility criteria were adjusBsbple with disabilitiesvere well

reached by FEAD support despite the fact that according to the OPs, only Ireland specifically
targeted this grougReople living in rural areasvere broadly reached by FEAD despite obstacles
such as distance and the lack of local ogmtions which could be overcome with strategies such

as home delivery, widening of partner networks or the use of vouchers.

Overall, OP Il was very effective in reaching vulnerable groups with specific needs (e.g. homeless
people, migrants) due to more focused measures tailored specifically to their needs.

Challenges in reaching the above target groups were identified as follows: eligibility criteria linked
to social security systems or practical obstacles (e.g. not receiving communication about FEAD due
to not having a fixed address, lack of awareness of support provided amongst the group, lack of
explicitly targeted measures, language barriers). The monitoring data also does not capture
information on other relevant vulnerable groups (e.g. addicts, sgkeg) which makes it very
challenging to ascertain whether FEAD reached these groups.

4.1.1.3 ADJUSTMENTS TO NEW NEEDS%4

FEAD proved ablego adapt to evolving needs and neeeds such as thosenerging from the
COVID-19pandemictheenergycrisis,andR u s swamdf@ggressioagainstUkraine During the
COVID-19 pandemic, almost all Member Statesarranged their FEAD operations (e.g. CRII+
andREACT-EU greatlyfacilitatedtheseadjustment®) to be ableto continueproviding support
to the target groups or to assist to new groups in need.

61 Common output indicators show that of all recipients reached under OP Il an average of 76% fell into this
category, compared to 11% and 10% of recipients of OP | food support and basic material assistance.

62 Regarding the sensitive data on vulnerable target groups such as homeless, migrants, Roma or people with
disability, data is estimated by the partner organisations (use of informed estimates).

83 |E, NL, ROandNL.

64 Seeanswerto evaluationquestionslcandldin sectior4 of the supporting study

8 Analysis of OP amendments, interview and case study data and findings from the study supporting the preliminary
evaluatiorof thesupporprovidedby ESFandFEAD undertheCoronaviru®Responsénvestment Initiative§CRI|
andCRII+) showsthat 24 countriesadjustedheir FEAD operationdo betterrespondo new needs of the target
group derived from the consequences of the COV®pandemic.

86 Confirmed by theStudy supporting the preliminary evaluation of the support provided by ESF and FEAD under
the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiatives (CRII and CRII+)
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Other adjustments to FEAD operations were also implemented, such as changes in delivery
methods to allow more widespread use of home delivery (e.g. BG, EE, EL) or allow
recipients to receive their FEAD packages from other distribution centres (e.g. HMT)U,
Eligibility criteria were also widened to cover new groups of people in need of support;
accompanying measures were adjusted with the aim of increasing awareness of new health
and safety measures (e.g. AT, BG, LV, SK), as well as to move iperson accompanying
measures to an online setting, in respect of social distancing requirements.

Evidence also shows that, where needed, Member States adjusted their FEAD operations
directly in response to the Russiad6s war of

Most Member States responded to the energy crisis through FEAD by supporting the increased
numbers of people that needed helwith this being possible in part due to the additional
funding received from REAGEU and the irbuilt flexibility of FEAD (e.g, allowing changes

to eligibility criteria). Some small changes to delivery methods and accompanying measures,
as well as to social inclusion activities were also implemented at nation&f.level

However, despite the fact that FEAD was adjusted to respond to external events, the COVID
19 pandemic, the energy crisis and resulting high inflation remained significant challenges to
FEAD delivery across multiple Member States as seen in increased ARH3EN several
Member States. As a consequence of high inflation, many countries reported not being able to
support the increasing numbers of people needing support within available FEAD budgets, even
with the increase through REACHU, given the extenib which food prices increased, and
resultant supply chain issi¥&s

% The FEAD Regul ation was amended a third time in Aj
Refugees in Europe) initiative, whigmtailed the following key benefits for Member States: Administrative
flexibility: alteration®f certaincomponentsf theFEAD programmeanbemadebasedn asolenotification
totheECinstead of a preceding approval request; Extension of 100%eHidancing for the accounting year
July 2021 June 2022; Additional liquidity and velocity: the 2021 FEAD tranche of REA&CUT=andcohesion
policy programmesiretoppedupwith EUR 3.5hillion in prefinancingpayments. Therewith, the FEAD could
be used in a more efficient and extended manner to provide food and material askigiaopéein need.
SeeRegulation(EU) 2022/5620f the EuropeanParliamentand of the Council of 6 April 2022 amending
RegulationgEU) No 1303/2013and(EU) No 223/2014asregard<C 0 h e s Action forRefugee Europe
(CARE), 6April 2022andEuropean Food Banksederation(2022) FEAD, REACTF EU and the European
Food Banks Federation 2021 Implementation Report

68 E.g.in BulgariaPOsreportedthattheystarteddirectingFEAD endrecipientsto socialworkersin theregional
directoratesvherethey couldgetsocialsupportin responséo theenergycrisis.In Ireland,the MA increased
the amount of national funds provided to POs for the delivery of OP | by ®ttier allow them to support
increased demand as a result of the energy crisis.

8 E.g.in Croatia,advancepaymentsvereincreasedn thefourth cycleof projectsfrom 30%to 80%,to mitigate
the increase in costs POs were facing due to inflation. However, this had little impact on facilitating
implementation. Theapid increase in prices meant that in 2022, 11 organisatimthdocancel their grant
agreements from FEAD as they could no longer operate their projects financially (although resources were
reallocated).
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4.1.1.4HORIZONTAL PRINCIPLES'?

Article 5 of the FEADregulation sets out tHeorizontal principles which must lvespected in
FEAD-funded operations. These comprise in particular (i) the partnership principle (Article
5.9), (i) gender equality} (Article 5.11),(iii) preventionof discriminatiori? (Article 5.11)and

(iv) respect for the dignity of the most deprived persons (Article 5.14). For food assistance
under OP I, other horizontal principles include (v) taking into consideration climate and
environmentabspectsparticularly with a view to reducingfood waste,and (vi) considering

the contribution of food distributedto balanceddiets (Article 5.13). Aid providedthrough

FEAD must also (vii) comply with Union law on consumer product safety (AGidi2).

Hence, the FEAD programmes had to be guidetbligwing horizontal principles to ensure
that FEAD is implemented in a way that is consistent with the values of the EU:

Partnershigprinciple

Genderequalityprinciple
Nondiscriminationprinciple

Foodwasteprinciple

Principleof balancedliet

7. Principleof respecfor thedignity of endrecipients

aokrwbdPE

Most POs and public authorities consulted were aware of the above principles, considered
they wereimportant,and found themto be largely well implementedn FEAD operationsn
theircountry.While thereis broadcompliancewith all horizontalprinciplesthere is variation in
the degree to which individual principles have been achieved.

The mainfactors facilitaing the effective implementation of the principles were: including
information on horizontal principles in calls for proposals; monitoring their implementation;
certifying POs to deliver FEAD support; targeted training on specific principles; and the
requirementto report on the adherence to these principles in the Annual Implementation
Reports.

Thepartnershipprinciple, consideredo beattheheartof FEAD, broughttogetheistakeholders

which did not previouslywork together Evidencefrom the public consultationsonductedor

both the midterm and expost evaluations shows that stakeholders overall consider that the
principle is well implementédl In targeted consultations, the partnership principle was
considered by most consultees a key factor in FEAD effective implementation and in creating
dialogue between partner organisations.

0 Seeanswerto evaluationquestionlein section4 of the supporting study

"t Equalitybetweemmenandwomenandtheintegrationof the gendemperspective.

2. Thepreventionof anydiscriminationbasedn sex,racialor ethnicorigin, religion or belief, disability, ageor
sexual orientation

7 In the expost evaluation (see Annex VII and VIII) 88% (274 of 3E3pondents) considered that the
implementation of the partnership principle was achieved, with 45% (138 of 310 respondents) considering
thatit was achieved to largeextent. Thaesultsshowthatconsulteegonsider thathereis scopefor further
improvement, for example, through additional and more systematic involvement of relevant stakeholders,
since less than half of respondents consider that
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Similarly, theprinciple of respect for the dignity of end recipientas achieved within the
implementation of FEAD and was overall effectively taken into account in the design,
implementation and monitoring of the operatiofls.FEAD stakeholders strongly recognised
theimportanceof the needto respecthis principlewhendeliveringaid. Awarenessleveloped
positively throughout the implementation of the fund leading to improved and more sensitive
practices in food distribution. Effective means to achieve this included avoiding the branding
of individual goodsprovided, allowing end recipientsto have the dignity of choice of the
products they receive (which may be facilitated by the use of voucher schemes) and ensuring
regular commumation with end recipients about their needs.

POsandnationalauthoritiesconsideredhatthe principlesof genderequalityandpreventiorof
discrimination were well implemented in FEAD. However, these principles were often
understoodomewhasuperficiallyandimplementegassivelyandin anon-systematienanner

(i.,e. not based on an-oepth analysis of needs). More effective implementation of these
principles could be achieved through additional trainingaamarenessaising.

Despiteanimprovement ovetime in achievingthe principle of reducingfood wasté, there is

still scope for further improvementLikewise, even though progress was also achieved over
thelifespanof FEAD in termsof the principle of ensuringthe provisionof balanceddiet, there

is considerable scope for further focus on this prin€iple

4.1.1.5FACILITATING AND HINDERING FACTORS’®

Evidencefrom theinterviews,public consultationgdeskresearctandcase studyesearctwere
the main basis for identifying which factors facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of FEAD
operations (in terms of implementation and results).

Facilitating factors:

- StrongcollaborationbetweercoordinatingorganisationgMAs andIBs) andPOsin the
design and delivery of FEAD enabled better reach to target groups. The willingness of
MAs to collaboratewith andtakeon boardfeedbackrom organisationsvorking onthe
ground played a key role in this good collaboration.

4 The positive perception of the implementation of this principle was reflected in the results of the public
consultatiorconductedor this evaluation(seeAnnexVIl). 94% (292 of 310respondentsjonsideredhatthe
principle of respecfor the dignity of themostdeprivedpersonsvasachievedn FEAD implementationwith
74%(2290f 310respondentgjonsideringhatit wasachievedo alargeextent.Thisresultshowsanincrease
compared to the results of the public consultation conducted for thtemidevaluation.

5 E.g. The provision of vouchers was widely recognised in consultations as reducing food waste, because
families were able to buy the food/goods which they prefer and will use. Portugal implemented training
programmes to help beneficiaries better understamavay in which food waste could be reduced.

76 E.g. A minority of consultees in targeted consultationsadidsider that there was too much of the same
product (e.g. jam) was sometimes distributed which end recipients could not easily consume.

T Despite efforts made to provide a balanced and nutritious diet within the resources available, the evidence
shows that this was often challenging to achieve reflectélteinesults of the public consultation and needs
to remain a strong focus for future food aid programmes.

8 Seeanswerto evaluationquestior? andEfficiency in section4 of thesupporting study
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- POs were able tonake use of their existing expertise and knowledge of the most
deprived people in their communities to conduct more effective outreach.

- Extensive networks of POs with a broad territorial reach helped ensure the availability
of FEAD across the country.

- Efforts to undertake outreach measures to reach target groups in need of support were
crucial, particularly in OP Itountries, where eligibility was most often determined by
existing access to social support services.

- Flexibility of FEAD to adaptoperationsasneededllowedorganisationso accompany
end recipients more effectively, and as needs changed over time.

- The possibility for transnational learning, allowing improvement of FEAD processes
and better targeting of operations, ultimately improved the impact of operations.

Hinderingfactors:

- Public procurement processes were deemed lengthy and complicated, at times causing
delaysin distributionandlimiting thetype andquality of productsavailablealthoughit
brought highefficiency to FEAD".

- Administrative requirements were often considered burdensome, e.g. those linked to
additional national monitoring and reporting requirements (gold plating) such as the
requirement of a signature from end recipients, and multiple layers of audits on FEAD
swpport? i.e. at EU level, at national level and at regional level.

- Insufficient human resources of POs, including the challenge of relying on untrained
volunteer® and the financial resources available to cover certain costs in
implementation of FEAD that are reimbursed via flat rate and at times considered too
low.

- External events such as the COVIDB pandemic, high inflation, and the energy crisis
affected both OP | and OP Il operations, limiting or causing delays in the distribution
of food and goods, impacting outreach to erdipients or increasing energy and
transport costs.

- The lack of clarity among FEAD stakeholders regarding accompanying measures and
howtheycanbebestdesignedandimplementedThis showsthatmoreguidanceat EU
and/or national level may likely have had a positive impact on the effectiveness of the
FEAD-typesupportgiventheimportantrole of accompanyingneasure bridgingthe
gap between food/basic material assistance and holistic social inclusion measures.

®  Publicprocuremenis examinedn moredetailunderthe nextevaluationcriterioni.e. Efficiency.

80 Reported in consultations in multiple countries (e.g. BE, BG, CY, EL, ES, FR, HU, IE, LV, PL, NL, SI) and
affecting different stakeholders involved across both OP | and II.

8 Whilst POs and MAs alike praised the involvement of volunteers for their crucial role in delivering FEAD
support, POs highlighted the challenge of working with-pmfessional staff (e.g. in ES, FI, RO).
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4.1.1.6UNINTENDED RESULTS82

As per the intervention logics for the two @pes, the intended results of OP | are that most
deprivedpersonsaresupportedvith nonfinancialassistancandaresupportecandempowered
through accompanying measures. The intended result of OP Il is that social integration of the
most deprived is supported through social inclusion activities that meet their needs. Evidence
from the case studies, results of the structured survegsyiews and public consultation
strongly indicate that FEAD support cabtrted to other results beyond those intended by the
intervention, most of them with positive effects.

PositiveunintendedesultsthroughFEAD activitiesinclude

- Creatinga spacefor interactionbetweerendrecipientsandprovidersof supportwhich
contributed to building trusted relationships and had a positive impact on recipients'
engagement with social services for other types of support.

- Strengtheningof existing relationshipsand fostering new collaborationsamong
organisations delivering FEAD operations leading to more robust community support.

- Building capacityincreasedhe supportofferedto themostvulnerable and@ontributed
to "professionalizing food aid" in some cases.

- Increased knowledge of the target groups as regards their degree of vulnerability and
particular situation.

- Allowing for synergieswith otherprojectswhich ultimatelybenefitedendrecipients.

- Raising awareness around food deprivation at both policy and individual/community
levels.

Negative unintended resulkigere limited geographically or in scope. The most important one
identified was the risk of dependency on FEAD support with concerns that recipients may
become too reliant on the support and not address the underlying issues.

| 4.1.2 EFFICIENCY |

Despite efforts to collect the required data, a full-@fctiveness assessment was not possible.
This would have included monetising end receigiicomes, not just outputs, which weis
systematicallycollected.In addition,significantvariancebetweerandwithin Member Statem
supportmodelsandcosts,anda lack of areliable counterfactua(i.e. whatwould have likely
happened in thabsence of intervention) severely hampered the ability to conduct a thorough
costeffectivenesassessmerithisis akeylimitation of themonitoringdatacollected on FEAD.
Nonetheless, the available evidence indicates that, during the evaluation period, FEAD was
costeffective.FEAD has, to a large extent, implemented its budget and delivered the planned
outputs from the operational programme documents, indicating high operational efficiency.
FEAD wasmanagedo lower coststhroughvariousmeasuresvhile maintainingthe provision

of food, goods and services to the most deprived persons.

82 Seeanswelto evaluationquestior3 in sectiond of thesupporting study
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Based on the evidence gathered, thesadtions below provide the main conclusions regarding
efficiency.

4.1.2.1COSTEFFECTIVENESS OF DIFFERENT ACTIVITIES 83

Analysisof SFC2014datashowedhatfor theperiod20142022:

- FoodSupportvia OP | accountedor 93.6%o0f all FEAD public expenditureFoodwas
distributed at an overall cost of EUR 1.13 per kg. The average cost of providing one
individual with foodvia FEAD wasEUR 31, with significantvariationsacrossMiember
States. Foinstance, Finland had an average cost of EUR 13, while Cyprus had an
average cost of EUR 137. The disparity in costs can be attributed to the intensity and
type of support provided.

- BasicMaterial Assistancevia OP | accountedor 3.7%of all FEAD public expenditure.
Thecostperpersorto providebasicmaterialassistancerasEUR 19, rangingfrom EUR
2in Slovakiato EUR 1 193in Cyprus.Thesignificantvariationin costscanbeattributed
to the type of support provided.

- AccompanyingMeasures via OP I. although no data is available on the number of
people reached with these measures, stakeholders emphasized their importance and
success in having loAgsting effects beyond the duration of FEAD. These measures
were delivered in most catries using a 5% flat rate of the overall expenditure.

- Social Inclusion Measures via OP Il accounted for 2.7% of all FEAD public
expenditure. The average cost person folOP I[lwas EUR 52%, ranging from EUR
472 in Germany to EUR 1 800 in Sweden.

While it is evidently challengingto objectively assesgostoutputratios of activitiesdueto the

variety of support models, there was also insufficient data to assess the impavethases had

on endrecipientsanda lack of reliable counterfactua(i.e. whatwould havelikely happened in

the absenceof intervention),which madeit impossibleto monetisethe benefitsand therefore
conduct a traditionatosteffectiveness analysis.

However, when respondents were asked in the public consultation howffeative they
considered different FEAD activities, food support emerged as the activity which was considered
most costeffective: 65% (176 of 272 respondents) considered itefbsttive to a large extent

and 16% (43 of 272) to a moderate extent, followed by material assistance with 35% (95 of 272)
to a large extent, 25% (68 of 272) to a moderate extent and accompareasgres with 35%

(95 of 272 to a large extent and 22% to a moderate extent (60 o0°272)

8 See answers to evalwuation questions 5 in section 4
60verview of cossupporangstudjpoenef i t sdé6 of the

8 The cost per person is calculated by dividing the total amount of eligible pexpienditure incurred by
beneficiariesandpaidin implementingoperationgelatingto the provisionof socialintegrationmeasuredyy the
total number of end recipients supported.

8 While theseresultscanbe indicative of food supporthaving a betterperceivedcosteffectivenesshan material
assistancetesultsof the public consultationregardingaccompanyingneasuresand social inclusion activities
shouldbe treatedavith cautionasmanyrespondentasho assessed these activitigarelikely notinvolved in their
delivery.
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During interviews the importance and success of accompanying measures was also highlighted
which can have lontpsting effects beyond the duration of FEAD.

Furthermore, academic research estimated the costs of hospitalisation due to malnutrition between
EUR 1 640 and EUR 5 829 piedividual, which far exceeds the FEAD average cosppeson

of providingfood supportWhile thenumberof hospitalisationpreventedy FEAD is unknown,

it is estimated (based onhaspitalisation cost migoint estimate of EUR 3 735) that just one
hospitalisation for every 120 supported would need to be prevented for FEAD to-pewinat.

As such, reducing the risk of hospitalisation and its associated negative outcomesfifesgmt
significant cost efficiencies. Moreover, it derived from the conclusionsection 4.1.1
(effectivenessihat FEAD effectivelyreached thosmostin need.

Academic studies also demonstrate excellentefisttiveness of free school meal programmes,
leading to improved educational attainment and health outcomes. In absence of proper
counterfactual studies for such programmes under FEAD, evidence from acatiefiegeven
referringto non-EU countries)can help derive generalconclusionsFor instance,a UK study®
concludedhatfor everyGBP 1 spentonfreeschoolbreakfaststhebenefitscould exceed GBBO

largely due to higher tax revenues as a resudetter educational attainment. Improved learning

as a result of better nutrition can have ldasting effects as shown by a study into the T

effects of the provision of nutritious breakfast at school in Norway whdaibated anncreasef
educatiorby 0.1years ancarningsy 2i 3%. Theresultsof an EUwide mapping study showed

that Cyprus distributed each breakfast at a very reasonable cost. It can therefore be concluded that
meal provision in schools as implemented in some countries with HEBA® excellent cost
effectiveness.

During case study and interview research, multiple stakeholders pointed to the interconnectedness
of the activities implemented as contributing to esfé¢ctiveness and considered that the
approach of FEAD to naexclusively focus on food support is beneficial. In most cases, food
distribution was used to invite end recipients to accompanying measures, which has likely led to
a substantially increased taldp of social inclusion offers by people wivould not havefound
outabouttheseopportunitiesvithoutthefood provision.Hence the combination of both types of
activity (provision of food/material support and accompanying measures) was therefore
considered to be most effective. Furthermore, it can be infelnad due to the existence of
different forms of supportwhich do not only aim at the provision of food but also at the provision

of other materials, at enhancing social inclusion and combatting loneilifeSAD support is

likely most (costeffective fa those who are in need of all of those forms of support (food, basic
material and accompanying measures), which are often isolated older people without a social
network, or people with illnesses or disabilities.

% Link to The economic costffectiveness of the Magic Breakfast model of school breakfast provision
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4.1.2.2FACTORS INFLUENCING EFFICIENCY AND GOOD PRACTICES®’

During interview and case study research plblic and centralised procurement systems
emerged as the first most prominent factor influencing the efficiency of FEAD as it allowed
organisations to secure goods at discounted prices, enhancingffeoteness through
economie®f scaleandsuppliercompetition.Challengesuchastheneedfor extensivestorage
facilities and occasional procurement delays were noted highlighting potential drawbacks.

The second most prominent factor was #wailability of volunteers and food donations
However theextentto which FEAD deliverywasbasedn volunteersvariedacrosscountries,
anddifficulties in engagingrolunteersverereportedn somecountrieslnvestingin thetraining
of volunteers before the start of the project can lead to a more efficient delivery.

The use of a 5% flat raté to cover expenses related to transport, storage, and other
administrative processes was the third most important factor that influenced the efficiency of
FEAD. This simplified theimplementatiorof FEAD, reducedoureaucracyandforcedpartner
organisationgo plan andforecaststrategicallyand prudently,in orderto ensurethatall costs

would becoveredoy therestrictedbudget.Theflat ratealsoledto increaseaosteffectiveness,

as it forced partner organisations to plan and forecast strategically.

Partner Organisationplayed a crucial role in theffective and efficient implementation of
FEAD, particularly due to their existing dgheground knowledge and networks. POs
contributed to efficient outreach (as they were able to tap into existing comrauaty
networks and reach the most deprived vidlials) while also providing a human touch,
including empathy and dignified treatment of end recipients.

The FEAD programme allowed for considerable autonomy in its implementation, resulting in
diverse support modetbat catered to the specific needs of each country. Improvements in
supply chain management, such as the use of intermediate distribution centres, which reduced
transportation costs and enhanced efficiency or the introduction of innovations like drive
throughcollectionpointsandreducedieliveryfrequencyduringthe COVID-19 pandemiavere
retained for their costffectiveness aslentified in case studies.

Nonetheless, the potential drawbacks of less frequent and less personal support provision
resulting in less direct social contact need to be balanced against cost savings. Moreover,
different supply chain models across Member States limit the abilityatwatdise these
improvements.

The recent rises in inflatiéhled to increased prices for food, energy, and petrol, affecting the
ability of partner organisations to purchase goods and distribute food, which had also a major
impactonthecosteffectivenesef FEAD.

87 Seeanswergo evaluationquestions, 7 and8cin section4 of thesupporting study

8  Article 26(2) of the FEAD Regulation determines that administrative, transport and/or storage costs as well
ascostsof accompanyingneasuresindertakerby the partner organisatiorareto be covered with dlat rate
of 5% of the costs of purchasing food and/or basic material assistance.

8  Prices forfood increased dramatically across 2022, with the harmonised index of consumer prices (HICP)
increasingoy over9%. Somepartnerorganisationslsocitedincreasingcostsfor energyandpetrolasamajor
factor which reduced the cestfectiveness of FEAD delivery.
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It is thereforamportantto ensurghatfundingtakes the level of inflation into accountensure
that end recipients are not negatively impacted by inflation in the form of reduced food delivery.

Somepracticeshamperedheefficiency of FEAD operationsForinstancethewidespreadise
of frozen foods in some countries imposed additional problems on disadvantaged recipients
who lacked refrigerators ariceezers andreated challenges in the supply chain.

In conclusion, the evaluation pointed to the importance to balanceftestiveness with the
FEAD'smandateof alleviatingpovertyandsocialexclusion Evenif someactivitiesarecostly

like faceto-faceinteractionstheyenablePOsto build trustandestablishrelationshipsvith end
recipients, which is essential fproviding effective support and addressing the root causes of
poverty and social exclusion.

4.1.2.3THE MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL SYSTEM (MCS) REQUIREMENTS %

Mixed evidence was gathered regarding the appropriateness of the MCS requiremé&fisDor

Given the scope of the fund, a considerable level of administrative procedures and monitoring
is inevitable. This however poses challenges for POs, who bear a significant share of the
administrative burden of delivering the fund.

Although monitoring the outputs and outcomes of EU funding is crucial, these requirements,
including the setup and ongoing collection of data, were among the most burdensome
administrative tasks, particularly for POs. Similarly, eligibility requirementsréaeiving

FEAD support were set by Member States. The task of checking these requirements often fell
onPOsdeliveringFEAD, imposinganadditionaladministrativeactivity ontheseorganisations.
Respondents to the public consultation (see Annex Vll)ewasked about the types of
administrative requirements which they considered most burdensome. Eligibility rules for
FEAD support were mentioned most often (33%), followed by theseif monitoring and
reporting systems (28%) and the ongoing monitoringquirements (25%).
Excessive requirements such as data on the exact composition of food support, was not worth
the efforts and may have deterred volunteers from participating in the FEAD support. The
suggestion of removing the need to report on quantitideod was made in the migrm
evaluation of FEAD, but this requirement was only removed in the ESF+.
Many representatives from POs, in interviewsthia public consultation and during the focus
groups expressed the view that the administrative burden was both excessive and often
unnecessafy, with some POs estimating that 30%refevant NGOs were unwilling to assist

in the distribution of food under FEADue to concerns about documentation and auditing
requirementsAnother recurring concern identified in the interview and case studyndata

certain degree of frustration with the high level of auditing partner organisations underwent.

%  Seeanswerto evaluationquestionBain section4 of the supporting study

9 Accordingto the resultsof the public consultationmostMAs (67%; 30 out of 45) spentover 15 hours on
average on FEAD administrative requirements. This was also the time selected by the majority of POs (51%,
92 out of 179). On the unnecessary administrative burden opiniaesmindents are divided with 4686
respondentsaying theravasaburden to darge, to anoderater to someextentwhile this question was not
answered by a considerable number of participants to the survey i.e. 141 persons.
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Interviews and national evaluations revealed instances of unnecessary administraeves,

such as daily signature collection for meal distribution in Bulgaria and stringent enforcement
of eligibility rules?, leading to stigmatization. Differentiating between national aneexel
requirements proved to be challenging, complicating efforts to streamline administrative
processes.

However, several intervieweéseported a substantial decrease in administrative burden due
to digitalisation and improved administrative processes or to the easing of monitoring
requirements imposed at national level which were deemed impractical.

4.1.2.4V OUCHERS, FLAT -RATES, AND POTENTIAL FOR FURTHER SIMPLIFICATION 24
Vouchers

The small number of Member Stafethat adopted any form of voucher support, and the fact
that the use of vouchers was often limited to specific regions within these Member States,
resulted in a limited evidence base to comprehensively assess theffecthteness of
vouchersNonethelessanassessmettasedn triangulationof all availableevidencegathered
through analysis of Annual Implementation Reports, national evaluations, case study and
interview data and the results of the pulslhimsultation has been carried out.

Deliveringvouchergo endrecipientshasprovento befaster,cheapeandledto fewerproblems

than the irkind form of support in Romania (see case study, Annex X). Improvements in the
system included the fact that expenses related to large purchases of products, storage and
distributionwereno longerneededanda reductionof thework andtime previouslyrequiredto
determindghespecificneedf endrecipientdor basicmaterialassistancel heuseof vouchers

or e-vouchersvasseenmasaway to simplify thedistributionof theassistancegsit allowedend
recipients to choose what they wanted to purchase. Multiple stakeholders from Malta, Spain,
GreeceandLithuaniaidentifiedvoucherschemessanopportunityto simplify FEAD delivery.

As advantages, stakeholders cited the ability of recipients to make their own choices, cost
savings in distribution and storage costs, a reduction of staff requirements and increased
anonymity of respondents.

Nonetheleskey drawbackavereidentified,whichwerealsoechoedy representativeis other

Member States, particularly by partner organisations e.g. the delivery of accompanying
measures was more difficult to achieve or barriers in accessing supermarkets in isolated areas
due to distance or lack of transport were noted, the solution thwéquires a large network

of operators.

92 E.g. strict enforcememtf income thresholds pointexlit bya Czech interviewee describtte constant need
to assess whether the parents of school children receive certain benefits which makes their child eligible for
free school l unches and referred to the process as
% E.g.from CZ,IT, LT andRO andfrom both POsandManagingAuthorities
%  Seeanswerto evaluationquestion8b and9 in section4 of thesupporting study
%  According to SFC, only Romania, France and, to a much smaller degree, Hungary and Italy reported having
providedvoucherdo endrecipients Stakeholderén EstoniaandBulgariareportedon the procesof starting
to use vouchers introduced for the new 2@P27 programming period.
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Other stakeholders interviewed reported similar efficiency concerns due to perceived cost
effectiveness losses as food would be purchased at market prices by end recipients, instead of
at the more competitive prices achieved through bulk purchasing angettoom between
suppliers. Some Member States highlighted concerns about potential fraud and traceability.

Thereis thereforea mixedfeelingon thebenefitsof vouchersn termsof costeffectivenes®f

FEAD amongsPOsandMAs. However,evidencerom FEAD recipientshemselvesuggests

that the introduction ofoucherbasedsystems would be favourable to them. While several
Member States are considering implementing them (as part of ESF+) to simplify the process,
consideration would need to be paid to these potential drawbacks.

Flat rates

The possibility of applying a flat rate for transport, storage, and administrative costs was
universally praised as a significant simplification measure. However, evidence from the case
studiesandinterviewsshowsthat the fixed 5% rate was sometimesnsufficientto coverall

costs, especially for more expensive delivery models (such as for provision of cooked meals),
which forced organisations to budget prudently.

Potentialfor simplifications

Simplifying eligibility verification processes and extending the duration of FEAD operations
wereconsideredearingpotentialfor reducingadministrativeburdensincreasediseof digital

tools for monitoring and streamlined aug@itocesses were also recommended to enhance
efficiencyaswell asmorerelaxedeligibility rules®. Balancingtheneedfor accuratenonitoring

with reducing administrative burdeemains a challenge.

| 4.1.3.COHERENCE |

Evidence from thenapping task such as the analysi&BAD OPs, AlRs and national FEAD
evaluation$, the public consultation (see Annex VII), interviews with stakeholtldxus

groups casestudyresearctiseeAnnex X), examinatiorof thelegaltextsgoverningFEAD, the

ESF, the ERDF and AMIF regulation for the 2€A@R0 period as well as the regulation
establishingheRecoveryandResiliencd~acility (RRF),the CoronavirudResponsénvestment
Initiative Plus (CRII+) and the Just Transition Fund (JTF) and the survey of MAs carried out
by the European Court of Auditors in 2019 was gathered to conclude on the coherence
criteriun?®. In analysing the complementarity of implementation, both the FEADtend
evaluation and the 05/2019 Special Report of the European Court of Auditors on FEAD were
considered as main points of comparison.

Overall,andbasedntheevidencegatheredit canbeconcludedhattheregulatoryframework,

% SeveraMemberStategfor exampleEstoniaandthe Netherlandshaveadaptedheir eligibility requirements
during theprevious programming period.

97 C.f. eightnationalevaluationf FEAD (AT, BE, BG, DE, DK, HR, IT, SE),spanningbothOP1 andOPII.

% C.f. Annex VI related to targeted consultations at both EU and national level with all tygteketiolders
(national and EU policymakers, EU and national level NGOs, partner organisations)

% FormoredetailsseeEvaluationMatrix in Annexll.d
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OPsandactivitiesof FEAD werecomplementaryo nationalandregionalactionsandpolicies,

with other EU instruments and to the wider EU policies.

Moreover, no evidence was found showing there were overlaps or duplications as explained
below.

4.1.3.1COMPLEMENTARITY AND SYNERGIES OF FEAD WITH NATIONAL AND REGIONAL
ACTIONS AND POLICIES'®

The FEAD played an important role in alleviating food and material deprivation, reaching out
to target groups that would not otherwise be covered by national or local measures.

Overall, FEAD support was found to be complementary to national and regional actions and
policies for poverty alleviation and social inclusion in several ways:

- Complementingexistingpovertyreductionandsocialinclusionprogrammes.

- Reachingabroaderangeof targetgroupssuchasvulnerableseniorshomelespeople,
and migrants, who were not covered by national programmes.

- Providingextraservicesor filling gapsin nationalpoliciesrelatedto food aid, material
assistance and social activation support, which were not provided by national
programmes.

However, some limitations to the complementarity between FEAD and national policies have
been found in some Member Statéssuch as constrainexbordination between FEAD and
national policies; different approaches to poverty reduction and social inclusion; or limited
awareness of FEAD support which limited the coherence with other policies.

Synergies between EU support for combating poverty and social exclusion with national and
regionalpoliciescanleadto manypositiveeffects,includingleveragingpolicy attentiononthis
oftenrmarginalised policy area at national/regional level. The most important factors for
ensuring synergies between FEAD operations and other EU, national, and regional
interventions were implemented through:

- Fosteringclose collaborationbetweenthe FEAD MAs,POs,and other nationaland
regional stakeholders in the field of poverty reduction and social inclusion.

- Strategicplanningto ensureeffective synergieswith national, regional,and local
measures, including services provided by ldeakl NGOs.

100 C.f. reply toquestionlOain section4 of the supporting studyndcasestudyon Romania in Annex X.

MM E. g. In Luxembourg national stakeholders wunderlin
groceriesd where individuals choose their own f o«
available for those most in need in the sociedcgries, FEAD remains distinct from national policy.
Furthermore, in Sweden, FEAD (OP Il) targeted a narrower target group than in other Swedish poverty
reduction strategies, which meant FEAD was less complementary. In Estonia, national stakeholders
considered that FEAD remained separate from other policy measures at national level, however underlined
thattherewascomplementarityat local level, whereFEAD supportservedasanadditionalresourcedor local
administrations providing food aid. In Roman@ordination with national and local initiatives was also
considered to be weak, missing opportunities for synergies which could have increased the impact of FEAD
support, as shown in the case study on Romania in Annex X.
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- Awareness raising to ensure that national and regional stakeholders were informed of
the availability and benefits of FEAD support.

- Focusingon specifictargetgroupssuchasolderpeopleor homelesgeople which can
be more easily aligned with national support for these specific groups.

- UsingFEAD asanentrypointto acces®thernationalmeasurescludinglabourmarket
or social inclusion programmes.

4.1.3.2COMPLEMENTARITY WITH OTHER EU INSTRUMENTS 102

FEAD operations were largely complementary to support provided by other European Union
instruments, such as the ESF.

The legal texts governing the instruments, including the Common Provisions regulation, ESF
regulation, ERDF regulation, and FEAD regulation, demonstrate a good degree of
complementaritywith specificprovisionsdesignedo ensurecomplementaritypetweenthese
fundsor to preventoverlapsor duplication.The FEAD regulationalsostateshatthe EC should

seek synergies with any exchanges of best practices taking place under related Funds,
particularlytheESF.Moreover evidencegatheredor thisevaluatiorshowedhattherehasbeen

an improvement in the complementarity betw&dAD and ESF over time.

Examples from the case studies highlight good practices in several Member States in terms of
complementaritiebetweer-EAD andthe ESFsuchas:designingeSFandFEAD operational
programmes to complement each other; actiuwglyrming and supporting food aid recipients

to acces€SKfundedtrainingandemploymenimeasureicludingvia helpdeskandteamsof
professionals delivering accompanying measures; or usingfgfsled measures to support
specific target groups for training or other labour mark&dted operations.

Good complementarity was also found in the texts underpinning the funds with the EU
instrumentsntroducedn responséo thecrisedinkedto COVID-19,theimpactsoftheRu s s i a 6 s
war of aggressiomgainsUkraineandclimatechange.e.theCoronavirusResponsénvestment
Initiative Plus (CRII+), the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRRH the Just Transition

Fund (JTF). There were also examples of complementarities in implementation with CRII+
leading to an increase in the number and type of end recipients, adaptations of delivery
mechanismandpurchasef personaprotectiveequipmentHowever,no specificexampleof
complementarities in practice with the RRF and JTF were found

Similarly, as regards the ERDF and other European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)
(e.g. EAFFRD, EMFF), there is complementarity in the legal texts with FEAD. However, no
concreteexamplesof synergiesn implementatiorwere foundn theresearchwhich indicates

that synergies in practice have been limited.

Although the AMIF regulation makes no direct reference to ensuring complementarity and/or
avoidingoverlapsvith FEAD, A M1 Fspesificobjectivegargetdifferenttypesof supportthan

102 Seeanswetrto evaluatiomjuestionlObin sectiord of the supporting study
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those of FEAD and target groups that would not be eligible for FEAD support, showing good
complementarity in the support available. Evidence from existing evaluations and interviews
with stakeholders also underlines the overall good complementarity beRkdd and the

ESF and AMIF on the ground.

4.1.3.3COMPLEMENTARITY WITH WIDER EU POLICIES 103

Overall, the FEADsupport was highly complementary to thigler EU policies, including the
European Semester and EU policies in the five key policy areas identified in the 2012 FEAD
impact assessment:

(i) reduction of poverty and social exclusion (e.g. the Europe 2020 strategy headline
target on poverty reduction, the European Platform against Poverty and Social
Exclusion,the European Platforran Combatting Homelessness ahe European
Child Guarantee)

(i)  fundamentatights (e.g.the Charterof FundamentaRights,the EuropearPillar of
Social Rights, the EU Agenda for the Rights of the Child)

(i) public health (e.g. Union initiatives in the field of public health and against food
waste, Strategy for Europe on Nutrition, Overweight and Obesity related health
issues)

(iv) agriculturalpolicy and

(v) relevant food legislation (e.g. to ensure that food products distributed to the most
deprived persons were in conformity with Union law on consumer product safety)

FEAD is clearlyalignedwith the prioritiesof the EuropearSemestemarticularlyin relationto

the competitive sustainability dimension@ff ai rnessé, which i s al so
UN Sustainable Development Goals. Although no couspecific recommendations (CSRS)
directly target food poverty, several address the policy area of poverty, social inclusion and
social protection.

Some interviewees from Elgvel NGOs however considered that there could be a more
coherent, holistic and joinegp EU strategy to tackle poverty, similarly to the European
Platform on Combatting Homelessness or the European Child Guarantee.

4.1.3.40VERLAPS AND DUPLICATION 104

Despite initial concerns before the introduction of FEAD about the potential for overlaps or
duplicationbetweenFEAD - particularlyin relationto theaccompanyingneasuresinderOP |

and the social inclusion measures under ORMth ESFfunded or national/regional actions,
there is no evidence of overlaps or duplication.

103 Seeanswetrto evaluationquestionlOcin section4 of thesupporting study
104 Seeanswerto evaluatiomjuestion10din sectiord of the supporting study
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Noneof thenationalevaluation®f FEAD highlightedanyoverlapsor duplication,andthelegal
texts regulating FEAD and other EU funds included clear dispositions to avoid overlaps.

FEAD wasalsooverallcomplementaryoi ratherthanoverlappingwith i nationalandregional
actions, allowing greater territorial coverage of support across the Member State, access to
support for wider target groups and a larger number of end recipients, and sometimes
introducingnewmeasurefor food and/ormaterialassistance deprivedgroupswhich hadnot
previously been covered. Cases of potential overlap or duplication were closely examined by
Member States, for example in Austria.

For the most part, FEAD and ESF targeted complementary target groups. FEAD targeted the
most deprived individuals (with food and material assistance, accompanying measures, and
social inclusion actions) who are further away from the labour market thas dh&SF (e.g.
homeless, persons with disabilities, children and older people), whereas ESF targeted
individuals already employed or covered by natidaldurmarket policies.

To avoid potential overlaps, several Member States (e.g. Germany and Denmark) used strict
eligibility criteria, and some countries had the same national body overseeing the
implementation of both FEAD and ESF (e.g. Greece and Romania).

4.2. |ISFEAD STILL RELEVANT ?

This chapterexaminegherelevanceof FEAD by looking attherelationshipbetweertheneeds
andproblemsn societyandtheobjectivesof theintervention.lt consideravhetherthereis any
mismatch between the objectives of the intervention and the (current) needs or problems. The
mainpointof comparisorusedwerethe problemsandneedghattheinterventionwasintended

to alleviate relevant to the most vulnerable groups in 2913

Based on the analysis of Operational Programmes and A#fienal FEAD evaluations, end
recipientstructuredsurveysesults sociceconomiaatarelatedto povertyandsocialexclusion

and Eurostat statistics, the public consultation and particularly thesusuby of partner
organisations (see Annex VII), case study research (see Annex X), interviews with different
stakeholders, focus groups and secondary so@xciescan be concluded that FEAD was
relevant as explained below.

105 E.g. Severe material deprivation rate of children, 2013: 10.9%, Severe material and social deprivation of
children, 2015 (proxy year): 8.5%, AROPE rate for 2015 (proxy year), inability to afford a meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalenteey second day.

106 E.g. C.f.European Court of Auditor Special report No 05/2019: FEAD: Valuable support but its contribution
to reducing poverty is not yet establishé&diropean Court of Auditor Special Report 20/2020: Combating
child poverty Annual European Federation of National Organisations Workiuith the Homeless
(FEANTSA) reports(2014to 2021)fi Ov e r of hoasimgexclusionin Eur op e 0, European S
Network, Fighting homelessness and housing exclusion in Eurdpgtudy of national policies, European
Parliament 2018. Fighting Child Poverty: the role of EU Funding
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4.2.1RELEVANCE TO THE NEEDSOF THE MOST DEPRIVED 107

FEAD supportandthe designof FEAD operationsverevery relevantto the needof the most
deprived, namely, immediate poverty relief and mitigation of social exclusion.

At a strategic level, the vast majority of Member States defined specifigrsuips of
vulnerable populations as the target of their OPs, while seven Membe#*Statysdefined
thebroadgroupof 'disadvantagedulnerablendividuals'.Thetargetgroupsselectedn the OPs

were largely the most relevant groups in need of support from the FEAD, as they were those
with a particularly high risk of poverty and social exclusion or fa¢iigier rates of severe
materialdeprivation.However,it is worth notingthatno MemberStatespecificallymentioned

Roma as a target of their FEAD operations, despite this group consistently having a high rate
of poverty and social exclusion.

Additionally, atan operationalevel, targetgroupsdefinedin OPswereoftenfurtherspecified
through eligibility criteria, such as incon@sed eligibility criteria, to increase the relevance of
FEAD support as individual or household income is aiRdigator of relative poverty. Incorme
based eligibility criteria under OP | were effective in ensuring that the most relevant groups
weretargetedrom the outset However,evidencealsoshowsthatthe mostdeprivedin society

(e.g., homeless, Roma) often fell outside social security systems when ibasate metrics
were used, resulting in such criteria excluding them from support.

Targeting relevant groups was also ensured by giving partner organisations the flexibility to
tailortheselectiorcriteriaandestablishingexpertadvisorycommitteego identify targetgroups

mostin need.This practicewaspraisedoy POsasit gaveprovidersof thesupporontheground

the chance to flexibly respond to evolving needs of the target groups. Hence, féerible
andlocal® approacho eligibility criteriaandtargetgroupsettingmay betterreachthosemost

at risk of poverty and can ensure a high degree of relevance in defining FEAD target groups
and addressing their needs.

4.2.2 TARGET GROUPS NOT REACHED AS EFFECTIVELY AND ROLE OF ACCOMPANYING
MEASURES!0

Targetgroupsnotreachedaseffectively

Althoughhomelespeople migrantsandminorities,includingRoma(particularlyunderOP1),
elderly and people living in rural areas were reached, the scope of suppdirnises The
following groups presented challenges both in reaghand ensuring that the support was
actually relevant to their needs:

() Homeless people: The contents of food and basic material assistance packages
needed to be tailored to their specific needs.

107 Seeanswerto evaluationquestionllain section4 of thesupporting study

108 BE, EE,FI, FR,LT, PLandSlI

109 Basedon guidancefrom local organisationshatwork with theindividualsin need

110 seeanswetrto evaluatiomquestionla,11band1lcin sectiond of thesupporting study
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(i)  Migrants and minorities, including Roma: Outreach and adaptation of
communication strategies to better reach these groups needed to be tailored.

(i) The elderly: The content and delivery of food and basic material assistance
packages needed to be tailored to their needs, and outreach efforts could be
improved including communication on FEAD support.

(iv) People living in rural areas: Geographical disparities in support were identified,
with some areas receiving less frequent assistance due to remoteness and limited
resources.

However, it is noted that Member States made efforts to address these gaps, and by the end of
the programming period, some of the identified issues had been largely addressed.

Roleof accompanyingneasures

Accompanying measures were used by Men8iates to provide additional tailored services
relevantto themostvulnerablan their nationalcontext(e.g.redirectionto competenservices),

which allowed social services to better identify the specific needs. Accompanying measures
were also crucial in building trust between end recipients and social workers and thus highly
relevantio theneedsf thesegroupsthatareoftendistantto socialservicesandthereforeunable

to accessupport.Theimplementatiorof accompanyingneasuresvashoweverunevenacross
Member States. To be relevant and effective, accompanying measures need to be carefully
tailored to the needs of end recipients by the POs working with them.

4.2.3NEW TARGET GROUPSAND FUTURE TRENDS! 1

Newtargetgroups

New target groups with increased material deprivation emerged as a consequence of the
COVID-19 pandemi c, Russiabs war of aggression
crisis and rising prices (notably of food, basic goods, transportation and §torage

(i) Morepeoplewere atrisk of povertyor socialexclusioncomparedo 2019

(i)  Singlepersonsvith dependenthildrenfacedasignificantspikein need(from 11%
in 2019 to 14.8% in 2022) and

(i) More individuals with stable housing and income were struggling to make ends
meetdueto theeconomiacontext,havingto choosebetweerpayingbills or buying
food (working poor).

As a result of these external factadjustments to FEAD support were introduced in 2020, 2021,
and 2022 to respond to these changat$, a focus on supporting single parents and the working

poor.

111 seeanswetrto evaluatiomuestionlldandllein section4 of thesupporting study
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Given the flexibility of the criteria defining target groups in FEAD OPs, many countries were
able to adjust the support so that it remained relevant.

Futuretrends

The following four trends have been identified that will likely affect the future relevance of
FEAD-type EU support to the most deprived:

- Thecostof-l i ving crisis and inflation trigger
Ukraine has increased the number of people requiringmederial assistance but also
expanded the Omost deprivedd target gr
emergingalreadyasanewtargetgroup,althoughnationalmeasuresppeato havebeen
more important in mitigating their economic circumstances than FEAD

- Changes to demography due to an ageing population will likely also require this form
of support to be better targeted towards elderly people and tailored to thei#*needs

- Increased migration flows have and will continue to affect the size and nature of
FEAD target groups. This is not just [
aggressiomagainstJkraine,with migratoryflows increasingn generainto theEU, and
being necessary for some EU countries due to ageing populations.

- Climatechangewill alsoinfluencethe futuredesignandrelevanceof EU supportto the
most deprived. This is particularly relevant to grevision of food aid, as changes in
the climate affect agricultural conditions and food production, leading to food
insecurity, especially in southern Europe (ES, PT).

Overall, there is some concern amongst FEAD stakeholders that the resources for EU support to
themostdeprivedunderthecurrentE SF+programmingperiodwill beinsufficientgiventhis

increase in need across the HWere is thus a clear need for continued (and increased) EU
support to the most deprived in the future while Mengitates adjust national social systems to
betterdealwith newneedf targetgroupsin crisissituations.

112 More peoplewereatrisk of povertycomparedo 2019,beforethe startof thepandemicThisis evidencedy the
increase in the number gieople using FEAD support in 2020, 2021, and 2022, according to majority of
stakeholder interviews, including MAs and P&l case studies (BE, CZ, EE, ES, HR, HU, IE, IT, BV, RO,
Sl) as well as by the increase in the AROPE indicator by 0.5 percentage points between 2019 and 2022 from
21.1% to 21.6% after a steady downward trend since 2015. This increase in poverty is also evident in the European
Anti-Pover ty (EARNWHPdvdtgWatch 2022 report, whichighlightsCOVID-19 andRu s si ads wa
of aggression against Ukraires key factors in increasing inequalities ($es://www.eapn.eu/eaper2022
povertywatch/).

113 Mentionedin athird of MemberStatesn interviews:BG, CZ, HU, LV, MT, NL, PO,PT,RO) andalsovisible in
the socieeconomic data which shows a steady increase in the number of people over the age of 65 at risk of
poverty and social exclusion.As a point of comparisonthe AROPE rate for over 65swas 18% in 2015 and
increasedo 20.2%in 2022.While FEAD activitiesunderOP | tendto usebroadincomecriteriato determine
eligibility of participantsthis hasbeencitedasanexclusionaryfactorof elderly peoplereceivingsupportdue to
their pension often placing them just above the poverty threshold in several countries.

114 This has been particularly relevant in Central and Eastern European countries such as BG, CZ, EE, HR, PO, SK,
aswell asBE, DK, FI, IT amongothers AdaptingFEAD programmeso includemorerecipientsn times ofcrisis
is crucial to the continued relevance of EU support to the most deprived.
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Therelevanceof EU support to the most deprived was consistently identified as high across the
majority of Member States stakeholder in the interviews andstadees (BE, CZ, EE, EL, Fl,

FR, HU, IE, LT, LU, LV, MT, PO, PT, RO, SI, SK), with Managing Authorities and partner
organisations in agreement on this.

4.3. DiD FEAD MAKE A DIFFERENCE AND TO WHOM ?

Overall, and basedon the evidencegathered,t can be concludedthat FEAD operations
provided EU added value to their stakeholders and were visible as explained below:

| 4.3.1.EU ADDED VALUE |

Like the midterm evaluatioft’, the present evaluation found that FEAD continued to bring
unique value and produced several beneficial effects that would not have taken place in its
absence.

4.3.1.1ADDED VALUE OF FEAD: VOLUME , SCOPE, ROLE AND PROCESSEFFECTS!16

Theaddedvalueof FEAD canbe reflectedn termsof four differenteffects:

Volumeeffects

FEAD madea significantdifferencein termsof volumeeffects,allowing MemberStatego
reachmoreend recipientandprovideagreatewvolumeof aid (underbothOPI1 andOP II)
than would have otherwise been possible.

The impact of FEAD was also evident in the significant increase in support provided by
charitiesandorganisationg-orinstancejn Ireland,97%of charitiessurveyedeportedhat
theydeliveredfar moresupportthantheywould havewithout FEAD support.Similarly, in
Croatia,stakeholdergmplementingFEAD operationsstatedhat EU fundsenabledhemto
supportthreetimesmorepeoplethanwhatwould havebeenthe caseotherwise FEAD also
enabled the expansion of existing services, such as the provision of warm lunches, which
was expanded beyond the winter period in Bulgaria. Additionally, FEAD operations in
Belgiumrepresentedddedvaluein their ability to support,upscaleandstartnewfood aid
operations throughout the evaluation period, with a 99.2% increase in end recipients
between 2014 and 2022.

FEAD'simpactwasnotlimited to food aid, asit alsoprovidedadditionalresources$or staff

and activities under OP II. This contributed to an overall increase ofufakdthin the
target group. Moreover, FEAD complemented existing policies on poverty reduction in
manycountries providingsupportfor morepeoplefacingdeprivation 88%of respondents
(2720f 310)to thePublicConsultationaswell asFEAD ManagingAuthoritiesinterviewed
agreed or strongly agreed that FEAD complemented social inclusion policies.

For example, in Spain, a FEAD Managing Authorigpresentative highlighted that,
without FEAD,many people would not have been able to receive the same amount,of food

115 See Europeaommission (2017lFEAD Mid-term evaluation report
116 Seeanswetrto evaluatiomuestionsla,3, 12 and13in section4 of thesupporting study
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as autonomousommunitieswould have had more limited resourcesOverall, FEAD's
volume effects were substantial, allowing Member States to provide more support to more
people than would have otherwise been possible.

Scopeeffects

FEAD operations under OFbloadened the range of services available to end recipients,
adding valudo existing policies by enhancing the social dimensioiood aid and other
poverty reduction strategies (OP ), and addressing new target groups that were not
targeted and/or adequately covered by natipoaties (OP | and OP Il). In all Member
StatesmplementingOPIl, FEAD resourcegnabledartnerorganisation$o reachgroups

for which there was no or limited dedicated support at national level.

For example, in Bulgaria, 215,806 end recipients (47% of the total) received individual
and/orgroupconsultationsindertheaccompanyingneasuresyith 89%reportingpositive
outcomesndimpact.In Portugal 1,230trainingactionswerecarriedoutasaccompanying
measures, covering 60,239 ergtipients. Additionally, FEAD played a key role in
developinghenationalcoveragef foodaid, helpingto expandandstructurenationalfood

aid systems. In Estonia, for instance, food aid was not delivered at national level before
FEAD, and thanks to the programme, it started to cover the whole country. FEAD also
allowed Member States to reach target groups that were not reached thxatigiy e
nationalsocialpolicy measuressuchashomelesgpeoplein Denmark,new immigrantsn
Germany, and migrantsithout entitlements to ordinary welfare support in Sweden. In
CzechiaFEAD enabledheinclusionof childrenaged3-15 yearswithin thetargetgroups

of the country's poverty reduction strategy, while in Hungary, it expanded the scope of
supportfor themostdeprivedpersonsandtherangeof productsavailable Overall, FEAD's

scope effects were significant, allowing Member States to provide more comprehensive
support to a wider range of end recipients.

Roleeffects

UnderbothOPI andOPII, FEAD hasallowedthetestingandmainstreamin@f innovative

social activities to alleviate poverty and social exclusion. Notably, FEAD has supported
the development of efficient and innovative procedures for material support to deprived
people, as seen in Greece, where the use of tablets for idemtifichtend recipients at
delivery points streamlined the process. In Estonia, FEAD funding led to significant
development of the Estonian Food Bank, making their work operations more efficient.
This effectwasalsoconfirmedby theresultsof the public consultatiorwhich showedhat

80% of respondents (260 of 310) agreed or strongly agreed that FEAD provided added
valuein termsof experimentingvith newwaysof deliveringsupporto themostdeprived.

FEAD has als@nabledhe mainstreamingf innovativeapproache$inking food aid and

social inclusion. For example, a Greek NGO created sstopeshop providing access to
severakupportservicesjncludingpsychosociasupportandjob counselling Similarly, in

Poland, workshops were organised to help children cope with stress through physical
activity, and in Portugal, accompanying measures were used to train end recipients on
topics like family budget management and healthy diet choices.

Additionally, FEAD has allowed for the testing and mainstreaming of innovative social
inclusion activities, such as the pilot projects in Denmark, which were maintained after EU
support ended. In Germany, FEAD operations were able to secure funding from
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municipalities or regions to continue their work, with 21 out of 79 operations examined
continuing their work initiated through FEAD funding. These examples demonstrate
FEAD's role in promoting innovation and mainstreaming new approaches to alleviate
povety and social exclusion.

Processeffects

FEAD operations under both OP | and OP Il have also had a range of positive process
effects on stakeholders and organisations involved. These included:

o Intensifying collaboration between actorsdéferent levels; leading to increased
partnerships and cooperation. For example, in Luxembourg, FEAD allowed the
Managing Authority to collaborate with two partner organisations that it would
haveotherwisenot contactedStrongercollaborationhasalsoproducedadditional
benefits in Member States such as fostering efficiency and innovation.

o Improvingadministrativecapacityandknowledgeof EU programmemanagement
of partnerorganisationsThisis particularlyevidentin OPI countriege.g.EL, HR,

IE, LV, PL), wherepartnerorganisationseported improvedkills andknowledge
in managing EU projects.

o Better structuring of food aid and basic material assistance policy thanks to
FEADOGS stability of support over t he
continuity, which allowed partner organisations to plan in advance and develop
both staff and systems, aeran France, Belgium, and Czechia, among others.

o Providing partner organisations and Managing Authorities with access to national
and/or an EU wide community of practitioners to exchange on challenges and
solutions to tackling poverty and social exclusion. The FEAD Network is a prime
exampleof this, facilitating the exchangeof best practicesand discussionof
pertinentissuesamongrepresentativeffom nationalagenciespublic entities,and
civil society organisations

4.3.1.2KEY RESULTS OF FEAD SUPPORTTHAT MADE A DIFFERENCE AND TO WHOM 117

Therearethreekey aspectsn which FEAD supportmadea difference:

Theprincipal benefitof FEAD s thatit alleviatedsomeof thedirecteffectsof povertyfor 14.2

million individuals per year between 2014 a2@P2, by providing them with food and basic
materialassistance=EAD food supportin particularplayedanessentiatole in addressingpne

of the most basic facets of poverty: food insecurity. Discontinuing FEAB support would
significantlyreducetheresourcesvailableat nationallevel to providefood andbasicmaterial
assistance to the most vulnerable. FEAD made up a large share of theamcral support
provided by Member States to the most vulnerable. In 2021, the 10 members of the European
Food Banks Federation implementing FEAD received quantities of FEAD/REACTood
rangingfrom ashareof 1%to 57%o0f all thefoodtheyprovided.

117 Seeanswetrto evaluationquestionsl 3, 14 in sectiond of thesupporting study
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Consultecstakeholderduring theinterviewsfrom severaMemberStatege.g.BE, BG, FR, SI)
sharechdditionaldataonthe contributiorof FEAD to overallbudgetdor food andmaterialaid,

in all cases highlighting that this was one of the key benefits of the fund.
The second key resulof FEAD that made a difference is its impact on strengthening
communitylevel structuregor supportinghe mostdeprived with long-lastingpositiveeffects

on the ecosystems of actors providing support to the most vulnerable groups of European
society. FEAD was instrumental in strengthening existing relationships and/or fostering new
collaborations among organisations delivering FEAD operations yoCHtle vast majority
(89%, 275 of 310) of respondents to the public consultation agmaeeEAD contributed to
creatingpartnershipamongsocialinclusionstakeholders=EAD allowedpartnerorganisations

to increaseheir supportoffersby freeingup financialresource®f theseorganisationgor other

types of support to the mosgtiinerable groups in society. The stability of FEAD funding has
been a key aspect of this, with positive resultbath the resources available to crucial lecal
level organisations, as well as to end recipients themselves.

The third key resultof FEAD that made a difference is its role in providing a-tbveshold

access point to the most vulnerable groups of society to further social inclusion measures.
Whilst the provision of food and basic material assistance alone cannot bring people out of
poverty, the role of FEAD in bringing vulnerable groups into contact with professionals that
can help them cannot be overestimated. The simplicity of providing food, of gathering in a
physical space or engaging with volunteers or $oatakers to receive food or other support,
were key in bringing the most deprived persons closer to other types of measures that could
more sustainably impact their overall social inclusion and in turn lift them out of poverty.

Overall, FEAD support has made a significant difference to various groups of end recipients,
particularly the most deprived individuals in European societies, including target groups who
would otherwise not have received specific, targeted support (s8edpe effecjs17 out of

27 EU Member Statesvaluated their delivery of FEAD, with most evaluations focusing on
outputs rather than broader impact due to limitations such as the complex nature of FEAD,
difficulty in reaching target groups, and lack of reliable data.

| 4.3.2.VISIBILITY

4.3.2.1VISIBILITY ACTIONS TOWARDS THE GENERAL PUBLIC 118

All Member States implemented visibility and awareressi si ng acti viti e:
involvement in FEAD activities. A range of approaches were used across OP | countries to
promote information on FEAD to the general public including traditional pregs@gprus)

and media (e.g. Belgium or Portugal) or websites and social media posts (e.g. Slovakia or
Bulgaria).

In OPII countriesyisibility andcommunicatioron FEAD to thegenerapublicwaslesswidely
undertaken. The case studies for all OP Il countries found that limited focus had been placed
on the visibility of the fund. Visibility actions were left to the beneficiaries (DE) or were
restricted to posters at the site of delivery of social siclumeasures (NL).

118 Seeevaluationquestionl5in section4 of thesupporting study
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However, focus group participants highlighted that more targeted visibility actions including
radio campaigns andouTubevideosto attractparticipantsvereundertakerfe.g.NL), though

noting that these had to be balanced with the need to avoid any stigmatisation against
participants in OP lineasures

Visibility actions towards the general public were effective to some extent in influencing the
knowledge of the general public on FEAD and EU support. In Bulgaria, each partner
organisation could decide on the best approach to local communication amq lactiised
awarenessampaignvereimplementedyreatlyincreasingendr e ¢ i pawaamassf BEAD

aid andothersocialservicesn their municipalities However,despitesomepositiveexamples,
casestudy,interviewandpublic consultatiordataoverallshowthateventhoughthereis atleast
some awareness amongst the gener al publ i c
remains limited. Only 24% of public consultation respondents held the view that the general
public was aware that support came from FEAD and the EU to a lamy#.ext

4.3.2.2V/ISIBILITY ACTIONS TOWARDS END RECIPIENTS 119

In termsof visibility actionstowardsendrecipients gvidenceshowsthatthesehavebeenmore

effective in ensuring that receivers of support are aware that it comes from the EU. The vast
majority of public consultation respondents indicated that end recipients were aware that
support came from FEAD and the EU to a large or moderate extent (75%, 234 of 310), which
is a much higher share than those which responded positively when asked about the general
publicts awareness (47%, 145 of 310).

Member States across both OP | and Il shared information during the distribution of FEAD
products (OP 1) or the delivery of FEAD social inclusion activities (OP Il). These activities
included:theuseof postersandleafletsin distributioncentresor centresvheresocialinclusion
activitieswerecarriedout, theuseof EU logosonthepackagegrovided,informationon FEAD
shared directly with end recipients via text message (e.g. Greece).

Nonethelessevidence shows that there is room to further increase the visibility of FEAD to
endrecipients/finabeneficiariesTheirlow level of awareness someMemberStatehasbeen
attributedto severalfactors,including using technologybasedchannelswhich may not be
accessible to certain target groups (e.g. older persons, homeless people); a lack of language
skills dueto migrantpopulationsjow levelsof literacy of thetargetpopulationjack of interest

of end recipients, volunteers/staff and/or delivery organisations in where the food/ material
support comes from.

I n addition, there is a risk associated wi-t
in the support provided, which is the stigmatisation of end recipients. Makamgling too

obvious, having separate delivery points for FEAD products (OP I) or identifying potential
beneficiaries ofweeialddergified as nsysattiond. @hus, any effdrts to
increase visibility require a very careful balancing act to avoid this.

119 Seeevaluationquestionl5in section4 of the supporting study
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5. WHAT ARE THE CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONSLEARNED?

In this section, we set out the conclusions and lessons learned deriving from the evidence
gathered and reflected in previous section. Lessons learnpataemted in boxes after each set
of conclusions.

5.1EFFECTIVENESS

Achievementf objectives

Based on the available evidence, FEAD operated effectively during the2P@24evaluation
period to alleviate poverty and social exclusion of the rdeptived across the EU. Overall,
FEAD achieved to a high degree its general, specific and operational objéttisexpected

in the intervention logic. The evaluatiomnetheless points to opportunities for improvement
in certain areas (see Lessons learnt at the end of this section).

FEAD funding together with staff and financial resources from the European Commission,
MemberStatesandpartnerorganisationsllowedfor theimplementatiorof food distribution,
basicmaterialassistancendsocialinclusionactivitiesor for thecreationof capacityto support

the most deprived.

FEAD couldeffectivelyaddressmmediateeffects ofpoverty,suchasfoodinsecurityandsocial
exclusion of vulnerable groups and strengthen the ecosystem of actors providing food and
material assistance as well as social inclusion measures.

As shown by the analysis of the Joint Research C&atFesAD contributed effectively to
reducing poverty rates and income inequality. The estimated contribution is significant
considering the relatively limited budget of FEAD relative to the extent of the problems it
sought to address as well as the natureuppsrt provided. The largest share of FEAD was
dedicated to food/basic material assistance, whidhadequatd¢o address the multifaceted
obstacles faced by vulnerabbeople. However, thact of gathering in aphysical space,
participating in low threshold inclusion measures, or engaging with social workers to receive
food/basicmaterialassistanceverekey in bringing the mostdeprivedpersonscloserto other

types of measures that could more sustainably impact their overall social inclusion.

The evidence gathered indicated that accompanying measures, when tailored to the target
groups, had anoredirect impact in addressing the initial obstacles to social inclusion than the
distributionof food andbasicgoodsalone.However,despiteFEAD'ssuccesseshereareareas

for improvement, particularly in addressing the multifaceted obstacles faced by vulnerable
people (see below).

Reachingvulnerablegroups

All Member States selected groups that faced a higher risk of poverty and social exclusion or
severe material deprivation, as intended in the intervention logic of the fund. The FEAD
effectively reached the most vulnerable groups, in particular childcewamen.

120 seesection2.1 of thepresenteport.

121 SeesummaryunderAnnex|il or J R Créport(De Quinto 2024) of An expost evaluation of the Fund for
European Aid to the Most Deprived 2012020 whichassessed FEAD impact on poverty across EU regions
on the basis of six key poverty measures, inclugulationatrisk of povertyor socialexclusion(AROPE),
povertyincidenceandintensity,income inequality, concurrence, and persistence of poverty.
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Romawerereachedo someextentthroughoperationsargetinghemostdeprivedcommunities
andhomelespeoplé®?werewell-targetedby 11 MemberStatesvhereasn othercasegailored
and targeted support to increase effective reach of these two groups was missing.

Elderly people were in practice adequately reached by Fepddations, despite being less
frequently mentioned in OPs.

Overall, OP 1l was more effective in reaching vulnerable groups with specific needs such as
homeless people and migrants, due to more focused measures tailored specifically to their
needsThetargetgroups ofOP Ilwerealsomore narrowlydefined, asvas thetype of support
provided, thus further supporting reach of specific communities.

Challenges in reaching vulnerable groups included eligibility criteria linked to social security
system&3, practical obstacles such as lack of fixed addresses, limited awareness of support
among the target groups, lack of explicitly targeted measures or language barriers.

Adjustments$o newneeds

FEAD proved to be adaptable in responding to emerging needs during the dO®VID
pandemic, the energy crisis,adRdi s si a6s war of aglaosteEldBamben aga
States adjusted their FEAdperationgo continuesupportingargetgroupsandassisinewones

in need.Additional fundingfrom REACT-EU and FEAD's flexibility allowedfor changesn

eligibility criteriaand deliverymethods However,despitetheseadjustmentsthe COVID-19
pandemicenergycrisis, and high inflation stijposed significant challenges to FEAD delivery,
resulting in increased poverty rates in several Member States.

Horizontalprinciples

Most POs and MAs arawareof the horizontal principles, considénem important and found
them to be largely well implemented in FEAD operations in their country. The partnership
principle and respect for dignity of end recipients have been particularly effectively
implemented.

A number of key factors facilitate the effective consideration of the horizontal principles such
asincludinginformationabouttheprinciplesin callsfor proposalsmonitoringimplementation;
certifying partner organisations; targeted training and reporting adherence in Annual
Implementation Reports.

However challenges$n reducingfood waste ensuringoalancedliets,andimplementinggender
equality and nosiscrimination principles more systematically have been identified. In this
context, stakeholders emphasized the importance of respecting the dignityedipreshts and
consider as effective methods to achieve this avoiding branding, offering choice through
voucher schemes, and promoting regular communication with recipients.

Facilitating and hinderingfactors

The most importantacilitating factors for effectiveness included: strong collaboration in the
designanddeliveryof FEAD betweenVIA andpartnerorganisationgPOs);extensivenetwork
of POsto reachvulnerablepeopleall overthe country;efforts by POsin conductingoutreach

122 Monitoringdatamaynotaccuratelyeflectthenumberof homelespeoplereachedsit is basednestimates.
123 Evidence also showed that these two groups often fell outside social security systems wheibaseome
metrics were used, resulting in such criteria excluding them from suppogggtibn orRelevance).
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measures to make people aware of the support; flexibility of FEAD to adapt operations as
needed and thgossibility for transnational learning to improve processes and better targeting
of operations.

Some factors hindered the effectiveness of the fund, such as: lengthy and complicated public
procurement processes, causing delays and limiting proaetability; administrative
requirements, such as additional national monitoring and reporting requirements, causing
unnecessary burdens; limited resources at POs, including untrained volunteers and financial
resources; external events like the COMI® pandemic, high inflation, and the energy crisis;

lack of clarity amongstakeholdersegardingaccompanyingneasureandhowtheycanbebest
designed and implemented.

Unintendedesults

FEAD activitieshadseverabpositiveunintendedesults notablycreatinga spaceof interaction
betweerendrecipientsandprovidersof supportenhancingdrustedrelationshipbetweerthem,

which increased engagement with social services for other types of support; fostering new
collaborations among organisations leading to more robust community support; increasing
capacity to support vulnerable groups with more professionalized fdaat gobcial inclusion
activities beyond FEAD; improving knowledge of target groups' vulnerability and situations;
creating synergies witother projects. On the negative side, the risk of dependency on FEAD
supportwhererecipientsmaybecomedoo reliantandnotaddressinderlyingissuescouldarise

in certain circumstances or geographical areas.

Lessondearnedon6 Ef f ect i venesso

i Food/basic material assistance is a successful;teamcess type of support that can
bring the most vulnerable into contact with social services to eventually guide them
into more holistic and lorterm support. As sucmaintaining funding for this purpose
remaingmportant tathe provision of food and basic material assistance for vulnerable
groups under the ESF+ Specific Objective (m) remains important.

1 Bringing people together in one physical space is an important factor in combatting
socialexclusionanddemonstratetb be avaluableapproachhatcouldbefollowedin
future FEADtype support.

1 As providing food/basic material assistance alone is not enough to lift people out of
poverty,emphasisouldbe placedon designingandimplementingong-term,tailored
social inclusion measuresongsidethe provision of this assistance such as through:

o Combining food and basic material assistance with-degigned, tailored
social inclusion measures, undiee sameprogrammeandsameoperation, to
ensure real octhe-ground synergy between the two types of support;

o Providing additional guidance/resources to organisations delivering
accompanying measures;

o Monitoring how manyindividualsparticipaten theaccompanyingneasures.

i Eligibility criteria of funding for the most deprived could go beyond incdraged
criteria, by allowing organisations delivering the support some flexibility to help
individuals that fall just outside the criteria but are clearly still in needand by
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consulting these organisations when defining eligibility criteria at the start of the
operation.

1 More explicittargetingof marginalised groups, including Roma, could be apiied
managing authoritiesvhen designing FEARype of operations e.g. by consulting
expert organisations to get theidviceon how best to tailor support to the specific
needs of these groups.

T The monitoring indicators <could differe
backgramdd md 6 o to bettdruaderétanavhetherthe mostvulnerablegroups
such as Roma are actually reached.

1 Member States could also be asked to definertbstrelevantsub-groups,to allow
for a more detailed analysis of the effectiveness of the funding.

{1 Continuing ensuring sufficient flexibility would allowmanaging authorities the
opportunityto changeoperationswiftly to respondo changesparticularlyin light of
future trends showing an increase of groups requiring this type of support.

1 Although the horizontal principles are relatively well integrated in FEAD
implementation, national authorities could establish more robust monitoring of their
implementation and appropriate follewp.

1 The development of a compendium of good practices at EU level, showcasing
innovative approaches to implementation of each horizontal principle in Member
States could further strengthen their effective implementation.

1 More effective implementation of the principles of gender equality and non
discriminationcouldbeachievedhroughtraining/awarenesgaisingof MAs andPOs.

1 Theecosystemsf actors involvedn addressingpecificsocietalchallengesouldbe
more systematically mappetly managing authorities and intermediate baqdies
ensurethat all key stakeholders anevolved and engaged in problesolving and
building/strengthening community resilience.

1 Organisations which hava-depth knowledgef target groups, community networks
and the specificities of different territories could be more intensively assisted e.g. by
providing dedicated resources to strengthen the competences of staff/volunteers
working in POs. When organising EU support foe thost deprived POs could be
more systematically and meaningfully consulted.

5.2EFFICIENCY

Overall costeffectivenesef FEAD

Despite efforts to collect the required data, a full -@ctiveness assessment, which would
include monetising end e c i pouteamess(Bot just outputs), was not possible due to
significantvariancebetweerandwithin MemberStatesn supportmodelsandcosts,andalack

of comprehensive outcome data and a reliable counterfactual (i.e. what would have likely
happened in the absence of intervention). Nonetheless, evidence suggests that FEAD was
overall costeffective.

Academicresearchndicatesthatthe costsof hospitalisatiordueto malnutritionfar exceedhe
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FEAD averageostperpersomof providingfood support While thenumberof hospitalisations

prevented by FEAD is unknown, it is clear that FE&fectively reached thosmost inneed.
As such, reducing the risk of hospitalisation and its associated negative outcomes likely
represented significant cost efficiencies.

Thecosteffectivenes®f FEAD is furthersupportedy academistudieson free schoolmeals,
whichdemonstratedxcellentcostefficiencies)eadingto improvededucationahttainmenand
health outcomes.

Factorsinfluencingefficiencyandgoodpractices

Centralised procurement systems allowed organisations to secure goods at discounted prices,
enhancing costffectiveness through economies of scale and supplier competition. However,
potentialdrawbacksuch aghe needfor extensivestoragefacilities andoccasionaprocurement

delays were noted

The availability of volunteers was found to beceucial factor for coseffectiveness,
significantly reducing costs of implementation of the fund.

There were important improvements in practices over the implementation period of the fund
which increased efficiency. For example, improvements in supply chain management, such as
the use of intermediate distribution centres, reduced transportation cwstendanced
efficiency. Different supplychainmodelsacross Membe$tates howevdimited the ability to
standardiséhesamprovementsln somecasesinnovationdike drive-throughcollectionpoints

and reduced delivery frequency during the COMI pandemic were also retained for their
costeffectivenessHowever the potentialdrawbacksf lessfrequentandlesspersonakupport
provision need to be balanced against cost savings.

Themanagemendnd control systenrequirements

Monitoring the outputs and outcomes of EU funding is crucial. However, some challenges
related to high administrative burden emerged: monitoring requireneciisling the setup

and ongoing collection of data, such as data on the exact composition of food support, the
stringent eligibility rules set by certain Member States for FEAD support and the related
documentation and auditing requirements bore the masiehsome administrative tasks.
Nonetheless, several Member States reported a substantial decrease in administrative burden
due to digitalisation and improved administrative processes (e.g. streamlined eligibility
verification and audit processes)

Vouchersaandflat-ratesand potentialfor further simplification

The main advantages of voucher support identified included simplification of the distribution,
cost savings (deriving from the reduction of distribution, storage and personnel costs) as well
as increased anonymity, flexibility and autonomy of end recipient

However,several keydrawbacks were associated withuchersupport, includingdifficulties

in delivering accompanying measures (such as counselling or training, that aressétanal

for addressinghe underlyingcause®f poverty);barriersto accessingupermarkets isolated

areas (due to distance or lack of transport); perceiveedetiestiveness losses (as recipients
maypurchasdood atmarketpricesratherthanatthe morecompetitivepricesachievedhrough

bulk purchasing and competition between suppliers) and potential for fraud and difficulties in
tracking the use of vouchers. Despite these drawbacks, recipients themselves generally view
voucherbased systems favourably, and several Member Stateasidering implementing

57



them as part of the ESF+ to simplify the process.

Overall, careful consideration of the potential benefits and drawbacks of voucher support and
careful planning and implementation to address potential challenges shaolasimered.

Partneiorganisationsiniversallypraisedheintroductionof a5%flat ratefor transportstorage,

and administrative costs as a significant simplification measure. However, the fixed 5% rate
was sometimes insufficient to cover all costs, especially for more expensive delivery models,
which forced organisations to budget prudently

Increased use of digital tools for monitoring and streamlined audit processes have proved to
enhance efficiency. Similarly, simplifying eligibility verification processes and extending the
duration of FEAD operations have borne the potential to reducenesdirative burdens.

Contributionof partnerorganisations

The involvement of POs likely reduced the costs of setting up new structures and networks of
supportandincreasedheability of the supportto reachthe mostdeprived bothwith a positive

impactoncose f f ecti veness overall. This is due t
and existing communitievel networksgexperience and good levels of trust developed with
MAs as wel | as their Ohuman touchd in del

recipients. The professionalisation of POs over the FEAD implementation period has led to
increasing efficienciesiidelivery.

Lessondearnedon6 Ef f i ci ency

1 The provision of food or other forms of material assistance coutmbimplementec
with other support services (training, guidance, financial advice, etc.) under the
operation, for example requiring only one application by the end recipient (inst¢
multiple applications to multiple providers), and/or accessibldénsame locatior
(e.g. onestopshop bringing together different providers).

1 To adequately assess ceffectivenes$’, data on the actual impact of FEAipe
operationson end recipients (for example in the form of improved employr
outcomes, health or wellbeing) is need@&te collection of dimited number of
additionalr e s u | t Il ndicators for actions
receive support f rom s o cwiowd helpgathienr moce
information on the impact of this type of support. To not impose too r
administrativeburdenon POs,thecollectionof longitudinalimpactdatacouldalsobe
required only for one or two carelylselectecbperations or locations.

1 At the same time, balancing the need for accurate monitoring with red
administrativeburdenremainsa challengeMonitoring requirement®f the supportto
the most deprived could be more frequently reviewed by the EC in consultatio
both MAs andPOs andevised throughout the course of the programming peric
cases where data is proving particularly burdensome but providing little added

124 See section 1.2.2 and 4.1.2 on Efficiency e.g. limited quantification and assessment of the impact of FEAD
supportatnationallevel,includingno collectionof longitudinaldata.L ongitudinaldatais datathatis collected
sequentially from the same respondents over time.
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f Conducting quasexperimental studié® by linking outcomes of recipients to
outcomeof a comparatogroupusingadministrativedatafrom MemberStatescould
also be considered by the EC and/or individual Member $tates

1 MAs couldconsidelincreasingcompetitionamongsupplierspy for exampletargeting
suppliers from other Member States in the public procurement process.

1 Administrative burden makes volunteering unattractipetentially reducing the
willingnessof peopleto participate which bearsa potentialrisk asvolunteersarekey
to the coskffective delivery of FEAEtype operations (for further analysis refer to
next point on MCS requirements).

1 Where efficiency measures (e.g. drileough collection points for food packages)
that risk reducing personal contact between providers and end recipients are
introduced, complementary measures could be implemented to ensure that these
important intetpersonal interactions are conducted in other ways (e.g. regular catch
upsvia telephone/videoconference or active encouragement for end recipiégite
part in other services or activities offered like training).

1 MemberStatescould consideramoreflexible approacho eligibility thatallowslocal
discretionon decidingwhethera persomeedghistype of assistancel hiswould ease
administrative burden on POs (see also lessons learned on Relevance).

1 Capacityissues of PO® fulfil requirementproperlycould be better addressedg. to
setup and maintaindigitalised systems fommonitoring and reporting (ideally these
systemsvouldbeinterconnectedith those used by national authorities responsgdle
the overall monitoring ofEU funding and reporting to the European Commission,
though with due consideration given to data protection legislation) osedigital
tools such as electronic tablets at delivery points to gather immediate data on number
of end recipients supported.

1 While evidence suggests that vouchers are favourable to simplify the distribution
process by eliminating the need for storage and large purchases, consideration would
need to be paid to their potential drawbacks or concerns about accessibility (for
example in more isolated areas) or their effect on the delivery of accompanying
measures as well as about potential fraud related to traceability obstacles.

1 In order to continue simplification efforts, the EC could facilitate mutual learning
opportunities on vouchers between Member States implementing ESF+ SO(m).

1 Simplifying eligibility verification processes or increasing the use of digital tools for
monitoring and streamlined audit processes could reduce administrative burdens and
enhance efficiency.

125 A quasiexperimental design aims to study the ceaarséeffect relationship between an independent and
dependent variable. However, unlike a true experiment, a -gxpsriment does not rely on random
assignment. Instead, subjects are assigngtbigps based on namandom criteria.

126 SeealsolessorlearnedunderEU addedvalueunderpoint5.5 of the presenteport.
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5.3COHERENCE

Complementaritgnd synergieof FEAD supportwith nationalandregionalpolicies

Overall,FEAD supportunderboth OP landOP Il wascomplementaryo nationalactionsand
policies for poverty alleviation such as food aid programmes and social inclusion. While
recognisinghatFEAD is notablealoneto solvepoverty,it providedanimportantcontribution

to nationalpoliciesandactionsandshoneaspotlightontheneedfor - andbenefitsof - agreater
policy focus at national and regional level on tackling poverty and social exclusion.

Synergiedbetween EU support with national and regional policies for combating poverty and
socialexclusionled to manypositiveeffectsincludingleveragingpolicy attentiononthis often
marginalisegolicy areaat national/regionalevel; providingstability andcontinuity of supply;
extendinghe supportavailableto a greatemumberandbroaderangeof individuals;ensuring
tailoring of supporto specifictargetgroupsandtheirneedsstructuringandreinforcingsupport

for themostdeprived;and,creatingbridgesandpathwaydor endrecipientsnto otherrelevant
national measures on social inclusion and/or labour market integration.

Effective means of promoting complementarity with national actions and policies included:
fosteringclosecollaborationbetweenVIA, POsandotherrelevantstakeholdersghoosingPOs

t hat align with the fundds objectives; rai
strategiderritorial planning;focusingon specifictargetgroups(particularlyin socialinclusion)

and using the fundo6s activities as a bridg
activation or social inclusion programmes.

Complementarityvith other EU instruments

FEAD operations wereomplementary to support provided by other EU instruments, in
particularthe ESF and AMIFIn terms ofimplementation ofynergies on thground between
theESFandFEAD agooddegreeof complementarityvasfound?’, whichimprovedovertime.
Evidencealsounderlineghe overallgoodcomplementaritypetweenFEAD andthe ERDFand
other ESIF (e.g. EAFFRD, EMFF) in implementation.

Examination of thdegal texts governing FEAD, the ESF and the ERDF for the -20290
period confirms that there was a good degree of complementarity between these instruments,
with specific provisions in the legal texts designed to avoid overlaps or duplication.

Goodcomplementarityvasalsofoundin thelegaltextsbetweerFEAD andthe EU instruments
introduced in response to the crises linked to COY®) the impacts of the Rusémar of
aggressiomagainsUkraineandclimatechangetheCoronaviru®Responsénvestmentnitiative

Plus (CRII+), the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RRF) and the Just Transition Fund (JTF).
However, no specific examples of complementarities in practice with the RRF and JTF were
found.

127 Examples of good practices wef@ind in several Member States in terms of complementarities between
FEAD andtheESFe.g.designingeSFandFEAD operationaprogrammeso complemeneachother;actively
informing andsupportingfood aid recipientgo acces&€SFfundedtrainingandemploymenteasureseams
of professionalsleliveringaccompanyingneasuresor usingES~fundedmeasure$o supportspecifictarget
groups for training or other labour marketated operations.
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Complementarityvith wider EU policies

Overall, the FEADsupport was highly complementary to thigler EU policies, including the
European Semester and EU policies in the five key policy areas identified in the 2012 FEAD
impactassessmenti) reduction of poverty and social exclusion; (ii) fundamental rights; (iii)
public health and (iv) agricultural policy and (v) relevant food legislation.

FEAD is clearlyalignedwith the prioritiesof the EuropearSemestemparticularlyin relationto

t he competitive sustainability p ispecife r of
recommendations (CSRs) directly targeted food poverty, several addressed the policy area of
poverty, social inclusion and social protection.

Someintervieweesioweverconsideredhattherecouldbeamorecoherentholisticandjoined
up EU strategy to tackle poverty, similarly to the European Platform on Combatting
Homelessness or the European Child Guarantee.

Overlapsandduplication

Thereis noevidenceof overlapsor duplicationbetweer-EAD andotherEU or nationalsupport
measures (e.g. none of the national evaluations of FEAD highlighted it and the legal texts
regulating FEAD and other EU funds included clear dispositions to avoid overlaps). For the
most part, FEAD and ESF targeted complementary target groups. Egéd groups tended

to be further removed from the labour market than those of ESF, with a greater proportion of
end recipients compared to ESF who were either homeless, children or older peop

Lessondearnedon6 Coher encebd

1 Complementarities and synergies with national and regional policies and me
shall continue being implemented and furtheroritized proactively sought
strategically planned and regularly monitored.

1 MAs could be required to map their national, regional and local ecosyste
stakeholders in the field of poverty and social exclusion. Relevant members
fundds monitoring committee (e.g. n
conduct this rapping.

1 POscouldbeactivelyencouragetb developsynergiesvith existingnational regional
and local activities by requiring applicants to provide certain inform@tion

1 To ensure effective synergies with national/regional policies and actions, MA
those implementing national/regional actions in the field of poverty and <
exclusion could further establish close working relationships from thé&start

128 n therationalefor thefundingapplication a specificsubsectioncould beintroducedrequiringapplicantso

set out the existing relevant national/regional/local activities in relation to their propotbéties, describe

how they would be complementary and set out how they concretely intend to implement synergies (e.g.
creatingbridgesinto othermeasurednvolving theactorsmanagingheotheractivitiesto be partof asteering
committee etc.).

This could include establishing formal mechanisms (e.g. national/regional advisory/monitoring committees,
localor regionalplatformsagainspoverty,etc.),organisingegularmeetingsimplementingstructurednutual
learningopportunitiege.g.EU, national,regionalor local networks eventspnline networkingandexchange
platforms, etc.) and careful selecting partner organisations.
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1 Clearercommunicatiorandawarenessaisingon thebenefitsof EU funding,andhow
it can complement and reinforce (rather than supplanting or competing with)
national/regional actions and established stakeholders could be coflucted

1 MAs andIBs could activelyfostersynergieswith otherEU instrumentdo ensurethat
people affected by poverty and social exclusion are able to access-éollsupport
and complementary forms of assistéfice

1 Authorities managing and implementing other EU funds or programmes (e.g. AMIF
for migrants)couldactivelyensurehatparticipantsarealsoableto acces€U support
for food and/or basic material aid and sooalusion measurés.

1 To accelerate and facilitate synergies between EU instruments, especially when
managed by different authorities and with differing rules/processes, ongoing
cooperation and dialogue in both design and implementation could be further instigated
betweenthoseresponsibldor the instrumentspoth at EU level andnational level. It
can be particularly effective for the same national/regional authorities to manage, or
oversee, the implementation of different EU instruments.

1 More specific monitoring could be implemented of the way in which FE/l2
support is being used to address the coesplcific recommendations issued that
target improvements in poverty, sodiatlusion and social protection.

1 It could be beneficial to further explore whether the different EU policy measures could
bebroughttogethelin amorecomprehensiv&U strategyto tacklepovertyand social
exclusionasfor examplethe EuropearPlatformon CombattingHomelessness and the
European Child Guarantee.

130 Examples of inspiring practices, where synergies have been effectively established could be developed and
shared among the participating organisations managingnaplémenting actions or initiatives to tackle
poverty and social exclusion.

131 E.g.housingfinancial,training,healthwhich canhelpbringthemcloserto economidndependencandsocial
inclusion notably for facilitating access to training and labour market integration measures via the ESF.

132 Ensuring the provision of holistic support is essential for groups facing a wide range of challenges and can
amplify the impact of EU support. This could be achieved by organising regular meetingpyibotnd
during implementation of funds, between the authorities responsible for other funds and thoseEaADex
support.Suchmeetingscould establisithe concretevaysin which participantsof oneprogrammeareableto
benefit from other complementary programmes to meet their holistic needs (estopsbops, clearer
timelines, provision of information on complementary sources of support), and regularly monitor the degree
to which this is happening in practice ttentify and eliminate any barriers.
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5.4RELEVANCE

Relevancéo the needsof the mostdeprived

FEAD supportandthe designof FEAD operationsverevery relevantto the needof the most
deprived (namely, immediate poverty relief and redusimgjal exclusion).

At aprogrammindevel, targetgroupsdefinedby MemberStatesverehighly relevantthevast
majority of Member States defined spec8igxgroups of vulnerablpopulations as th&rget

of their OP, which were part of thmpulation considered most at risk of poverty and social
exclusion and thus in line with the intervention logic of FEAD.

Target groups defined in OPs were often further specified through iHcaseel eligibility
criteria to identify eligible recipients of FEAD support which from the outset ensured that
FEAD targeted thenost relevant groups in needEAD support, as individual drousehold
income is a key indicator of relative poverty. However, evidence also showed that the most
deprived in society (e.g., homeless, Roma) often fell outside social security systems when
incomebased metrics were used, resulting in such @itxcluding them from support.

Accompanying measures worked as a key entry point for target groups to activities outside of
FEAD providedby bothPOsandsocialserviceslike andwerecrucialin buildingtrustbetween

end recipients and social workers. They wéres highly relevant to theeeds othesegroups

that are often distant to social services and thus unable to aagmssrt. The practical
implementation of accompanying measures was however uneven across Member States, with
some evidence showing that they were not tailored to the needs of end recipients and that
organisations were unable to implement them systematicall

Newtargetgroupsandfuturetrends

Overall, MemberStatesveresuccessfuin adapting=EAD operationgo accounfor newneeds

and target groups, thanks to the adaptability of the fund. Given the flexibility of the criteria
defining target groups iIREAD OPs, many countries were able to adjust the support so that it
remainedelevantduringtheCOVID-19 pandemicR u s swalfaggressiomgainstUkraine

and the energy crisis.

There are several trends that will likely affect the future relevance of RgAp®EU support

to the most deprived increasing the size a
trendsarei.e. thecostof-living crisisandhighinflation triggeredoy R u s swaeobaggression

against Ukraine; changes tlemography due to an ageing population; increased migration
flows and climate change, the latter affecting food insecurity. Hence, there is some concern
amongst FEAD stakeholders that the resources for EU support to the most deprived under the
current ESF4programming period will be insufficient given these trends across the EU

Lessondearnedon6 Rel evancebd

1 A local, flexible approach to target grosptting, based on guidance from lo
organizationghat work with the individuals in need, could ensure a high degre
relevance in defining FEAD target groups and addressing their evolving need:
couldtaketheform of usinggeneraincomebasectriteriaat national/regionalevel as
a guidance, but then allowing partreeganizationgo tailor this further based on tf
specific needs of the people that come to them for support.

63



More concerteautreachefforts(by the Member Stated®)reachgroupsthatarereluctant
to engagewith social services but often face the highest poverty risk could inci
relevance and takap of supports.

MAs and the EC could examine successful social innovation examples of stru
and systematic involvement of end recipients themselves in the design oftyRé
support. This can ensure that they have a greater say in what kind of sug
provided,bothin termsof typesof productsdistributedandtypesof activities,in turn
increasing relevance and talp of support.

Onaccompanyingneasurespleaseseelessonearnedundereffectiveness.

MAs and POs could reflect on how to better take into account different di
requirements and needs of other religions and cultures in food and basic n
assistancerovided particularlyin light of increasednigratoryflows into EU Member
States. Due to an ageing population FE&Pe support could also be better targe
towards elderly people and tailored to their n&eds

Regardingheimpactof climatechangeMemberStatesouldberequestedo consider
this impact for their region when designing accompanying measures.

Consultingendrecipientsvhendesigning=EAD-typemeasuresouldaidthis process.

5.5EU-ADDED VALUE

AddedValueof FEAD: volume scopefole andprocessffects

The evaluation of FEAD has demonstrated that the programme has produced significant
beneficialeffects,which canbe expressedh termsof volume,scopeyole, andprocessffects.

Volumeeffects:FEAD increasedhevolumeof supportprovidedto thosein need(both
underOP1 andOPII), allowing MemberStatego reachmoreendrecipientghanwould
have otherwise been possible.

Scopeeffects: FEAD broadened the range of services available to end recipients,
enhanced the social dimension of food aid and other poverty reduction strategies, and
addressed new target groups that were not targeted and/or adequately covered by
national polices.

Role effects: FEAD enabled the testing of innovative social activities to alleviate
povertyandsocialexclusionmainstreamedhnovativeapproacheBnking food aid and
socialinclusion,andexperimentedvith socialinclusionactivities(e.g.onestopshops,
workshops on stress management for children). Accompanying measures under OP |
playedanimportantrole in complementingood aid deliverywith trainingandsupport
measuremcludingfamily budgetmanagementpod wastepreventionrandhealthydiet
choices.

133 E.g.Streetoutreachby local NGOsthatarefamiliar with the mostmarginalisedyroupsin their communities,
and/or efforts to consult meaningfully with the target groups in the process of designing support.
134 E.g.Homedeliveryinsteadof collection.
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- Process effects: FEAD intensified and broadened collaboration between actors at
different levels, improved administrative capacity and knowledge of EU programme
management, andchproved the quality and structuring of support for target groups.

In terms of quantification of FEAD impacts, Member States show willingness to evaluate and
learn from the experience of the support. However, this is difficult due to: the congtiee

of FEAD support, which encompasses various forms of assistance and diverse target
populationsthefact thatmostdeprivedpeopleare oftend h aar de a anth theirinvolvement

in evaluations is usually difficult; limited resources and capacity constraints within Managing
Authorities; and finally an inherent difficulty in capturing the multifaceted impacts of social
assistance programmes, such as changes irbeiely community cohesion, and economic
outcomes.

Keyresultsof FEAD supportthat madea difference

The evidence gathered shows that FEAD support has alleviated some of the direct effects of
povertyfor asignificantnumberof mostdeprivedpersonssin the EU, by providingthemwith

food, basic material assistance or social inclusion support. The key results of FEAD support
that made a difference include:

1 Alleviating the effects of poverty: FEAD provided essential support to address food
insecurity, a basic facet of poverty, and discontinuing this kind of support would
significantly reduce resources available at national level to provide food and basic
mateial assistance to those most in need.

1 Strengthening communtigvel structures: FEAD strengthened existing relationships
and/or fostered new collaborations among organisations delivering FEAD operations
locally, freedupfinancialresource®f partnerorganisationsandhadpositiveresultson
locatlevel organisations working closely with the most deprived.

1 Providing a lowthreshold access point to further social inclusion measures: FEAD
played a crucial role in bringing vulnerable groups into contact with professionals that
canhelpthem,providingasimpleyet effectiveway to reachthe mostdeprivedpersons
and bring them closer to other measures that could lift them out of poverty.

Lessondearnedon 6 E-bBlddedv al u e 6

1 FEAD has allowed structured support to reach target groups thatavehg ornot at
all previouslycoveredby eithernationalor EU mechanismsGoingforwards,thereis
continued relevance to ensure that these vulnerable groups continue to
appropriate and joinedp support.

1 FEAD has provided an impetus to national authorities to work closely
systematicallywith civil societyorganization@ndlocal actorsworking with the most
deprived. Future EU andational policies and funding for vulnerable groups cc
focuson maintainingtheseincreaseaollaborationsandfurtherdevelopinghem.One
possible way to achieve this that if worth considering could be (for the Member Stat
providingcivil societyorganizationgnvolvedin deliveringeU social

135 An average of 14.2 million individuals received FEAD support yearly between 2014 and 2022, of which an
average of 13.3 million received food support, 0.9 million persons received basic material assistance yearly
and 23 thousangersons benefiting from social inclusion measures|(P&very year.
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possible way to achieve thtould be for the MembeBtatesto providecivil society
organsations involved in delivering EU social inclusion fundingprogramswith
specific resources earmarked for their axapacitybuilding.

1 Linked to this, it would be important to tapto these strengthened commurgyel
networkssupportingthe mostdeprivedto experimenfurtherwith sociallyinnovative
approaches to tackling poverty. This could be done by allowing for experimen
with socially innovative approaches, to continue to explore the most effective 1
to serve the complex and evolving needs of FEAD target groups.

1 To arrive at more reliable impact estimates for future FE@i® interventions
enhanced support to Member States to conduct rigenalsations is essential. Th
would have to be commissioned before the start of the intervention. The chc
Member States could be guided by the availability of outcome data on end rec
collectedby stateentitieswhichlikely variesheavilydependingonthenationaldegree
of digitalizationand applicable data protection rules. Observing the developmer
group of recipients over time would yield insights into how FE#Pe support, migh
impact their lives. In addition, (quagxperimentalapproaches would allow for
more rigorous assessment of causal relationships between FEAD interventio
outcomes.

5.6VISIBILITY

Visibility actionstowardsthe generalpublic

All Member States implemented visibility aralvareness ai si ng acti viti e:
involvement in FEAD activities. A range of approaches were used across OP | countries to
promote information on FEAD to the general public including traditional press and media or
websites and social media postsAR Il countries, visibility actions have been taken, while

trying to keepa balancewith the needto avoidany stigmatisatioragainstparticipantsof OP Il
measures.

Thesevisibility actionstowardsthe generalpublic wereeffectiveto someextentin influencing
theknowledgeof thegenerabublicon FEAD andEU supportHowever,despitesomepositive
examples, case study, interview and public consultation data overall show that even though
there is at least some awareness amongst the ggmerdd | i ¢ o f t he EUOGS
implementation, this remains limited.

Visibility actionstowardsendrecipients

In termsof visibility actionstowardsendrecipientsgvidenceshowsthatthesehavebeenmore
effective in ensuring that receivers ifpport are aware that it comes from the EU. Member
StatesacrosdothOP1 andll sharednformationduringthedistributionof FEAD productqOP

I) orthedeliveryof FEAD socialinclusionactivities(OP Il). Theseactivitiesincluded:theuse

of posters and leaflets in distribution centres, the use of EU logos on the packages provided,
information on FEAD shared directly with end recipients via text message.

Nonethelessgvidencandicateshatthereis roomto furtherincreasdhevisibility of FEAD to
end recipients. End recipientsdo | ow | evel
attributedto severalfactors,including using technologybasedchannelswhich may not be
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accessible teertain target groups (e.g. elderly persons, homeless people); a lack of language
skills dueto migrantpopulationsjow levelsof literacy of thetargetpopulationjack of interest

of end recipients, volunteers/staff and/or delivery organisations in the origin of food and or
materialsupporidonationsilt is clearaswell thatthereis arisk associatedvith activitiesaiming

to showcase FEAD and EUOGs role in the sup
recipients.

Lessondearnedon6 Vi si bi |l i tyo

1 National authorities could increase their efforts to undertake communicatiol
informationactivitiesaroundeU supportfor themostdeprived Gatheringandsharing
best practices in communicating about this type of support whilst avoidin
stigmatizatiorof recipients could berganizedat EU level.

1 Informationto potentialendrecipientsaboutthe supportavailableis crucialin ensuring
they can benefit from support. In order to be effective, information needs to cai
take into account specific difficulties which certain target groups may face incl
lack of access to digital information (by providing information in paper forme
orally), low levelsof literacy (by providinginformationorally throughsocialworkers,
communityactors)or difficulties in understandinghenationallanguage€by providing
information in multiple languages).
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ANNEX |: PROCEDURAL INFORMATION

Lead DG, DecidePlanning/CWP references

The evaluation was led by thigrectorateGeneral for Employment, Inclusion and Social
Affairs, with a Decide planning reference PLAN/2023/172.

Organisation and timing

An Inter-service Steering Group (IS®Jas set up, coordinated by the DirectorGneral

for Employment,Inclusion and Social Affairs (represented by staff from the Better
Regulatiorunit) includingmemberdrom the SecretariatGeneralSG),andthe Directorate
Generals for Education, Youth, Sport and Culture (EAC); Regional and Urban Policy
(REGIO); Maritime Affairs andFisherie{MARE); Budget(BUDG); AgricultureandRural
Development (AGRI); Migration and Home Affairs (HOME); Justice and Consumers
(JUST); and the Joint Research Centre (Be@ille).

ThelSG alsoactedassteeringgroupfor theexternalstudysupportingheevaluationwhich

was carried out by Ecorys and 3s (contract awardee2®Z30152 with tender Vi2022

051) within the multiple framework contract VC/2021/0336 (EMPL/2020/0OP/0016). The
contract VC/2021/0336 started on 17.02.2023.

On 24 May 2024 the contractor sent the draft final report (Ares(2024)3775114) and some
annexes. Annex 1 Methodology and Annex 6 Factual Summary Report were submitted on
10June2024.Annex4 Consultatiorsynopsigeportwasnot submittedasfocusgroupshad

notyet beenconductedandin agreementvith usneededo be submittedonly with thefinal
reportmid-July. On 31 May2024the contractor sentonceptote andliscussiorpaper for

focus groups (Ares(2024)8386797).

On 15 July 2024 the firsevised final report was sent by contractor (Ares(2024)8387677).
On22July 2024thesecondevisedfinal reportwassentby contractor(Ares(2024)8387728)
with annexes (except annex 9 on country fiches).

On 09 August 2024 Annex 9 concerning country fiches was submitted by the contractor
(Ares(2024)8387927).

On 10 and 11 October 2024 the contractor submitted a third revised final package (FEAD
final report, all its annexes and for the first time the executive summary)
(Ares(2024)8388718 and Ares(2024)8388839).

On 15 November 2024 the fourth revised final package (FEAD final report, all its annexes
and executive summary with translations in FR and DE) was sent by contractor
(Ares(2024)8389310).

On 28 November 2024 the fifth and final revised figpglckage sent by contractor
(Ares(2024)8483240). On 3 December 2024 a minor isBigure 25 was corrected

Thecall for evidencepublishedon 13/02/2024explainedthe context,purposeandscopeof
theevaluatiorandinformedstakeholderthatanexternalevaluatiorstudywasbeingcarried
out, supported by a public consultation. Theblic consultation was open for 12 weeks
from 14 Februaryuntil 8 May 2024. The factual summarywas publishedon 18/06/2024.
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Targeted consultationswerecarriedout mainly within July andOctober2023.SeeAnnex
V for further details on the stakeholdmmsultations carried aut

Exceptionsto the better regulation guidelines
All BetterRegulatiorrequirementsverefulfilled.

Consultation of the RSB (if applicable)
Theevaluationwasnot selectedor the scrutinyof the RegulatoryScrutinyBoard.

Evidence,sourcesand quality

The evaluation was based on the evidence collection and analysis carried out by external
experts (contract with Ecorys/3s to carry out the supporting study, see above)

Annex Il providesadditionalinformationon the methodologicahpproach takenlo ensure

quality, the ISG provided feedback throughout all steps of the evaluation process and ensured
accuracy of the factual information and data in each study deliverable

Table A. 117 Chronological overview of the evidencecollection process

P

20.01.2023 ISG meetingto discusghe Tenderspecifications

27.02.2023 LaunchRequesfor services

27.3.2023 Offersreceived

16.05.2023 Signhatureof Contract

22.05.2023 ISG meetingkick-off meetingwith externalcontractor

30.06.2023 ISG Meeting: Inceptionexternalevaluationreportanddiscussioraboutthe
consultatiorstrategyandpublic consultation

July-October2023 Targetedconsultations

13.02.2024 Publicationof Call for EvidenceandPublicconsultation

14.2.2024

21.02.2024 ISG Meeting:Interim externalevaluatiorreport

24.5.2024 Draftfinal report

20.6.2024 ISG meeting:draft Final externalevaluatiorreport

15.07.2024 Reviseddraft Final externalreport(seefurtherrevisionsabove)

03.12.2024 Receiptof final versionof externalreportsupportinghe evaluation

07.03.2025 ISG meetingon thedraft Staff Working Document
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ANNEX |I: METHODOLOGYAND ANALYTICAL MODELSUSED

1. Overall Approach to the evaluationwork.

The main objective of thiex-postevaluation is to provide aassessmentif the effectiveness, efficiency,
coherence, EU added value, relevance and visibility of FEAD for the period2224

DG EMPL took amixedapproacho this evaluationpy relying on thework of externalevaluatorso (i) collect

and analyse theelevant evidence (including consultation work); (ii) provide initial answers to all evaluation
questions; and (iii) present eviderAgased conclusions and lessons learnt. The supporting study followed a
mixed methodslatacollectionapproachcombiningqualitative andjuantitative researdioolsand sourceto

collect wide evidence on FEAD performance. The evaluation did not assess the performance of the fund in
each individual Member State but focused on evaluating the performance of FEAD at a brodelexl EU

The external contractor collected and examined evidence covering2P@24for the supporting study and
performedaprospectiveanalysisof theF u n tutbireimplementationDatafrom this studyhavebeenupdated

in this staffworking documenbnthebasisof the 2017annualimplementatiormreportsthatMemberStateshad

to submit to the Commission by 30 June 2018 and on the basis of the latest available Eurostat statistics.

Specifically,theinterventionlogicsi onefor FEAD asawhole,andoneeachfor OP1 andOPIl type support

setouta high-levelunderstandingf therationale inputs,activities,outputs resultsandimpactsof FEAD and

provided a framework for a standardised approach to the evaluation. The intervention ftogiesl the
foundation of the evalwuationd6s analytical framewor k
evaluation, the supporting study team completed six tasks (see Figure below).

Moreover, JRCcarriedoutaquantitativeanalysigo assestheimpactof FEAD expenditureon povertyduring
the 20142022 implementation period and provided a detailed profile of FEAD beneficiaries across six
countries using data from the FEAD ERe@cipient Surveys carried out in these countries in 2017 and 2022.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS
TheEvaluationquestionsetoutin thetenderspecificationso beansweredverethefollowing:
To whatextentwasthe FEAD supportsuccessful or noti andwhy?

Effectiveness

1) To what extenthasthe FEAD supportcontributedto achievingthe objectivessetin Article 3 of
Regulation (EU) No 223/2014?

1 How andto whatextentdid the FEAD supportdeliveredcontributeto theachievementf these
objectives by type of assistance?
- Food distributedincluding thoseelated to indirecsupporthrough voucherer cards

or food donations (OP 1)

- Basicmaterialassistancéelivered,includingthoserelatedto indirectsupportthrough
vouchers or cards or food donations (OP )

- Accompanyingmeasure$OPI) delivered

- Socialinclusionactivities(OP1l) delivered

1 To what extent has FEAD support reached the most vulnerable groups (homeless, children at
risk of poverty,Romaandothermarginalisedyroups.etc.)?How well werewomenreached?s
there other evidence omchievements by other characteristics such as geographical
characteristics (rural vs. urban)?

1 Towhatextentwereadjustmentsnadewhenneedsshangear newneedsemergede.g.deriving
from the covidpandemic or the energy crisis?

1 To what extent havthe operations introducdsy CRII+, REACT EU and CARE under FEAD
mitigated the negative social effects of the COVID and energy crises in terms of poverty and
social exclusion, and allowed to test new ways of working and delivery?
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1 How well werehorizontalprinciples®, suchasreducingfood waste achieved?

2) Which factors, whether unintended or not, facilitated or hindered the effectiveness of FEAD
operations (in terms of implementation and results)? Rank these factors by omti@oafnce and
justify your ranking. Whatdifficultiesweremetby partnerorganisationsand howdid theyovercome
them?

3) Were there unintended results that have occurred, and which hindered progress or facilitdfed it?
s0, which were thosgnintended results?

4) What socieeconomic impacts can be identified from FE#&dpport, both at micr@conomic and, if
possible, at macr@conomic level?

Efficiency and simplification

5) Whattypesof activitiesandfor whichtargetgroupwerethemost/leastosteffectiveAVhy?

6) Arethereanyexample®fgoodpracticesmplementedo improvetheefficiencyof FEAD operations?
Were there any bad practices that hampered the efficiency of FEAD operations?

7) Which are the factors that influenced tkéiciency of FEAD? Rank these factors by order of
importance and justify your ranking.

8) Towhatextentweretheelement®f ManagemenandControl SystenfMCS)requirements’in FEAD
set appropriately to minimise the administrative bufd&hDid they allow effective and efficient
implementation? Did those elements protect the dignity of FEAD end recipients while avoiding
stigmatisation?

1 Towhatextentwasthereunnecessargdministrativeburdenjn particulargold plating*®®, atMS
level in implementing the FEAD?

1 Towhatextentdid theuseof flat ratesor theintroductionof vouchers/cardanderOP1 simplify
the implementation of operations by partner organisations?

1 How havepartnerorganisationgontributedo effectiveandefficientimplementation?

9) To what extent can FEAD processes be simplified at the national level? And at EU level? Are there
(other?) areas where simplification could be

Coherence

10) TowhatextentwereFEAD operationscoherentwith otherinterventions™ow havecomplementarity
and synergies been ensured?

1 How complementary was FEAD support with the national actions and policies for poverty
alleviation and social inclusion? How have synergies between FEAD operations and other EU,
national and regional interventions been ensured?

1 To what extent were FEAD operations complementary to support provided by other European
Union instruments, in particular the ESF and Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund?

136
137

138

139

Article 5 of Regulation (EUNo 223/2014
As definedin Title V of Regulation(EU) No 223/2014of the EuropearParliamenandof the Councilon the Fundfor
EuropearAid to the Most Deprived (c.f. Art. 28 to 37)
Administrativeburdensshouldencompastheentirelifecycle of operationsspecifically

- Setupof FEAD regulatoryframeworkat EU level, approvalof OPandguidanceprovidedby EC

- Designatiorandsetup of MCSincludingInformationsystems;

- Appropriatenessf theeligibility requirementsor partnerorganisationgindendrecipients;

- Projectselection;

- Requirementfor implementatiorby projectpartnerge.g.public procurementyseof flat rates);

- Reportingevaluationandaudit;

- Levelof thetechnicalassistancandits use
Gold-plating is an expression which refers to Member States going beyond what is strictly required by EU legislation when they
implementt atnationallevel. This mayenhancéhebenefits butanalsoaddunnecessargostsfor businesseandpublic authorities
which are mistakenly associated with EU legislation.
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1

To what extent was the FEAD support complementary to the wider EU policies including the
Europe 2020 Strategy and the European Pillar of Social Rights?

Weretherecasef lack of complementaritypverlapsor duplicationandif so,which?

Is FEAD still relevant?

Relevance

11) Howrelevantwasthe supportto theneedsof themostdeprived?

f
f
f
f

To whatdegreeverethemostrelevantgroupstargeted?
Whichtargetgroupswerenotreachedandwhy?Werethereany gapsin thesupportprovided?
Whatrole did accompanyingneasuregplay in addressingheseneeds?

Were there anpewtargetgroups, needand/or activitieghathave emerged ioonsequence of
the COVID-19 pandemic or the Ruséiss  waggressian against Ukraine?

What are the future trends that could affect the future relevance of this EU support to the most
deprived? Why and how? To what extent is the design of FEAD still relevant?

Did FEAD makea differenceand to whom?

EU-addedvalue

12) Overall, what and how significant has been the added value of the FEAD support in producing
beneficial effects that would otherwise not have taken place? This question shall be addressed by
assessing volume, scope, role and process éffects

13) Werethereattemptsn MSto quantifyandassessheimpactofthe FEAD support?

14) Whatare thekeyresultsof FEAD supportthat madea difference?To whichgroup(s)of stakeholders
did FEAD make a tangible difference?

Visibility

15) To what extent are the general public and end recipients aware that support comes from FEAD and
the EU? Please specify differences by MS and by target group.

140 Definitionsof thefour effectsareprovidedin section2.5E C &waluation/studieabove
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EVIDENCE

Evidencegatheredfrom different sourceswere gatheredand triangulatedto concludeon the different
evaluation criteria (see examples below).

Secondangourcesn patrticular:

- ImpactAssessmemiccompanyinghe Proposafor a Regulationronthe FEAD (2012)

- Regulation(EU) No. 223/2014onthe FEAD (2014)

- FEAD mid-termevaluation2019)

- FEAD Networkinputpapersandmeetingreports

- Studyonthesupportprovidedby ESFandFEAD underCRIlI andCRII+ (2023)

- FEAD countryfichesfrom theMid-termevaluation

- Deliveriesof the FEAD NetworkincludingFEAD casestudies

- ESF20072013Ex postEvaluation

- EuropearCourtof Auditors: ECA SpecialReport05/2019

- EuropearCourtof Auditors,Combatingchild poverty,SpecialReport20/ 2020

- AnnualEuropearfFederatiorof NationalOrganisationdVorking with theHomeles{FEANTSA)
reports (2014 to 2021) fAOverview of housing excl

- EuropearSocialPolicy Network, Fightinghomelessnesandhousingexclusionin Europe- A study
of national policies

- EuropearParliament2018.Fighting Child Poverty:therole of EU Funding

- StrategicStudiessuchasEmploymentandSocialDevelopmentin Europe Annual Reportof the
Social Protection Committee etc.

- Impactassessmerstccompanyinghe Proposafor a Regulationonthe EuropearocialFundPlus
(ESF+)

- E-Voucherdor themostdeprived:A studycomplementinghe ESF+impactassessment

- Investingin jobsandgrowthi maximisingthe contributionof Europearttructuralandinvestment
Funds

T1Mapping

- SFCmonitoringandfinancialdata

- Screeningf AIRs

- NationalFEAD OPs

- Analysisof endrecipientsurveys

- Analysisof nationalevaluations

- Nationalex anteevaluations

- Financialdataon shareof FEAD fundingfor food supportoy OP1 MemberStateandtargetgroup,
the share of payments incurred (spent by beneficiaries) over approved expenditure (committed by
Managing Authority)

T2 Socioeconomianalysis

- Evolutionof mainindicatorson povertyandsocialexclusionincludingon poverty,child poverty
and homelessness

- Policy expendituredata

T3 Consultations

- Interviews

- PublicconsultationMAs, endrecipientspartnerorgs)

T5 Impactanalysis

- Evidencefrom existingevaluations/studies

- Resultsfrom JRCstudy

T6 Casestudies

- Qual./quantevidenceon achievemenof objectives

T7 Focusgroups(includingrepresentativesf differentstakeholders)

- Viewsondegreeof achievemenof objectives
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ANNEXIIl.A: METHODOLOGYFOLLOWEDBY EXTERNALCONTRACTOR

1.  Approachto theevaluation

The objectives and purpose of the study indicated the necessithiedrgbased evaluation approach using
mixed-methoddatacollectionapproaches;ombiningqualitativeandquantitativeresearchmethodswithin an
overall analytical approach guided by a comprehensive evaluation framework.

1.1 Articulation of theinterventionlogic.

During the inception phase, we further developed the intervention logics that we articulated in our original
tender. Specifically, thimtervention logic§ onefor FEAD as a wholeandoneeachfor OP | andOP Il type

supporti  setouta high-levelunderstanding of theationale jinputs, activities, outputs, resudad impact®ef

FEAD and provided a framework for a standardised approach to the evaluation. The intervention logics as an
analytical basis for the evaluation, combined with the evaluation criteria specified in the technical
specifications, provided an important underpng to the required consideration of proecesated themes as

well asthosemoreconcernedvith outcomesTheinterventionlogicsareincludedin themainreportin section

2.1.

1.2. Assessingrocesseandoutcomes

Exploration of processes were linked to the earlier parts of the intervention logics, for example in exploring the
degree to which inputs supported the range and quality of actiampliement FEAD and led to the expected
outputsin termsof enhancingorocesseandinfrastructureto providesupportto the mostdeprivedto enhance

their social inclusion. Assessment of outcomes and impacts focused on the later stages of the intervention
logics, exploring how andthe extentto which the actionssupportecby FEAD led to the intended outputs,

results, and broadésng-termimpacts articulated in the model.

Our analysis also identified and explore the unintended effects (outpstdis and impacts) of FEAD
implementationaswell asthe conditionswhichled to theseunintendedconsequencegheinterventionlogics
includetheseunintendedeffectsin the6 r e sofitheinterdentionbutdid notdetailwhattheyareasby nature
o6unintended effectsd were not defined or expected t

The different methodological approaches including secondary data analysis (Tadladping, Task 2

Analysisof thesocioeconomicontext,Task4 i Costeffectivenesanalysis,;Task51 Impactanalysis,Task6

T Case studies) and the consultation activities (Task 3) (all described in section 2 of this Annex) provided a
range of evidence that was triangulated to assess the degree to which process and outcome causal chains
detailed in the intervention logics veesupported.

1.3. Establishingcausality

The evaluation made use of a thebased approach to assessing outcomes, underpinned by the intervention
logics. The intervention logics algwovided a way to contextualise the evaluation and ensure that it is rooted
in an understanding of FEAD implementation and its challenges.

FEAD sought to contribute to a set of hilgivel objectives yet operated through a relatively broad range of
tools and mechanisms, with a long and indirect causal chain, in which external factors are present. For that
reason, we did not expect to uncoveidence that FEAD has generated uniform results and outcomes across

all Member States, regional and local contexts and OPs, as well as FEAD stakeholders and target groups.
Instead, we anticipated that specific types of results or impacts are more stesgtyated with specific
mechanisms or contexts.

To testthis, we carriedout arobustassessmerttf causalityi i.e.,thedegrego which FEAD hasin reality led

to the outcomes it intends to support, and the extent to which FEA@pased to othelactors) can be said

to havebeenthecauseof them.A rangeof otherfactors(externatto FEAD) influencedtheresultsandimpacts

of the implementation of the fund, including the economic context and external shocks, such as the COVID

19 pandemic and i mpacts of Russiabs war of aggressi

A robust evaluation methodology must go beyond singshablishing whether the intended outcomes have
beenachieved(or avoidedin the caseof negativeoutcomes)to considerwhethertheseeffectswould have
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happenedh theabsencef theintervention andto addressviderissuesf causality . Thisis necessaryo avoid
overclaiming or double counting, which are common pitfalls of evaluations. It is possible to distinguish
between two main forms of causal analysis, as showWalite A. 2below**.

Table A. 27 Options for measuringcausality within evaluations

Analysisof causahttribution Analysisof causakontribution

Using experimental or quaskperimental design Using iterative theorpuilding and testing

to test arexplicit counterfactual, through a proce critical comparisons and predictions. T}

of directcomparisonThis approaclhis bestsuitedto approactis bestsuitedto complexand'dynamic'

discreteinterventionghathavevery specificresults, interventions that involve multiple elemer

and where the theory of causation can be expre delivered in multiple locations and over a wi

singularly#? timeframe, and where the counterfactual situa
is more implicit.

Source Ecorys,2024,drawingon Mayne,J (2001)Addressingattribution throughcontributionanalysis:
using performance measures sensibly. Canadian Journal of Programme Evaluation

Reflecting on these two approaches, FEAD presents several challenges for undertaking an analysis of causal
attribution, notablybecause its outcomes are heterogeneous, diffuse, will vary in different contexts, and are
subject to a wide range of contributory factors.

Takingtheseconsiderationgto accounta contributionanalysisapproactwastakenspecificallyfor assessing

the extent to which FEAD has achieved the desired effects, over and above what would have been achieved
anyway.We operationalisethe contributionanalysisapproachthroughcollatingandassessingn astructured

way, therangeof evidencegatheredrom therangeof methodologiesleployedor thekey studytasksoutlined

in detail in section 2 of this Annex.

Theorybasedevaluationandcontributionanalysisweredevelopedspecificallyfor situationswheredefinitive

causal attribution ismpracticat*® and its use allowed us to ensure that the study maintains a consistent focus

on causality and attribution. Rather than setting out to isolate the effects of a single intervention, contribution
analysis aims to buil dba drawi hhbgeuppeaerfthemavae | athd
considemwhethertheintervention alongsidentherfactors,contributedowardsheobservedutcomesSituated

within a wider theonbased evaluation approach, this is ideal for FEAD, as it provided a mechanism for
reflecting on the assumptions within the intervention logics and testing with key stakeholders the extent to

which these assumptions have hdtde throughout implementation. This approach also allowed the
identification and exploration of any unintended effects generated.

1.4. Evaluationframework

Drawing together our thinking in designing the initial intervention logics and approach to the evaluation, we
developedanoverarchingevaluationframeworkwhich guidedthe evaluation The draft evaluationframework
wasrevisedfollowing feedbackeceivedrom thelSG atthekick-off meetingandonourdraftinceptionreport.

The evaluation framework addresses the research questions set out in the technical specifications for each
evaluationcriterion, presentshe sub-questionghatfall undertheheadlinegquestionsthejudgmentcriteriaand
indicators that were used to address these questions and the elements of our metivbditchogpvided the

required evidence.

" NONIE Subgroup2: ImpactEvaluationGuidancg2008)[Online] Viewed26.03.18.

" An example of a singularausal claim is that "Event c caused event e", with the counterfactual conditions presented as "If
¢ had notoccurred, e would not have occurred" (Menzies, 2001)

- Mayne, J (2001) Addressing attribution through contribution analysis: psifigrmance measures sensibly. Canadian
Journal of Programme Evaluation [16]; p24

H MayneJohn(19990 A d d At&ibusian thigughContributionAnalysis:UsingPerformancMeasureS e nsi bl y 0,
discussiompaper, Office of the Auditor General dfanada.
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1.5. Pointsof comparison

The study covered the implementation period from 2014 to Zl#2principal points of comparison against
which the performance of the Fund was assessed in the study are the expected results and impacts of the
intervention as set out when FEAD was being designed and finally adopted in 2013.

At the requestf the Interservice steeringroup for the studygur analysisprincipally focused orcomparing
thesituationlinked to the problems and needsthat the intervention wasintendedto solve assetoutin the
FEAD Regulationparticularlyits preamblewith thecurrentsituation. We summarisedheproblemsandneeds
which FEAD intended to address in the intervention logics of the Fund.

In generalassetoutin Tool #46 of the BetterRegulatiorntoolbox#, the main sourceof pointsfor comparison

should be the expected results and impacts of the preferred policy option outlined in the Impact Assessment
(in this case, the FEAD Impact Assessment of 2012, policy opfith Blowever, for this study, the Inter
servicesteeringgrouprequestedhatwe do not usedatafrom the FEAD ImpactAssessmerfor thefollowing

reasons:

1. The budget is verdifferent to that which was finally agreed for FEAEhe foreseen budget of the
fund as envisaged in the Impact Assessment was EUR 2.5 billion for the peric@ @IL4vhich
compares to the finally adopted budget of EUR 5.2 billion (EUR 3.8 billion liftiafunding plus
0.7 billion REACTEU funding plus EUR 0.7 million national dmancing);

2. Thepolicy optionfinally selectedrom thelmpactAssessmen(fpolicy option3: BroadScopeXiffers
from the scopeof supportprovidedunderthe FEAD Regulationasaccompanyingneasuresverenot
envisaged in this policy option, nor was the type of support offered under OP Il (social inclusion
measures).

For these two reasons, the qualitative and quantitative estimations in the Impact Assessment of the expected
resultsandimpactsof thefund (Annex 10 of thelmpactAssessmen@irenotappropriateointsof comparison.

At the request of the Inteservice steering group, we also did not use any points of comparison from the
predecessor programmeRoE A D , the MDP (the EU6s Food Distributio
Persons). The MDP had significant differences to FEADcluding the scope of assistance (only food
distribution,notevenincludingwarmmeals) geographicatoveragdonly 20 MemberStategarticipatedand

budgefi meaning that it does not either provide relevant points of comparison.

For quantitative points of comparison, we therefore principally drew throughout the analysis on the data set out
in the state of play section (sectidf.1of the main report). This principally comprises seegmnomic data,
providing an indication of the situation in terms of poverty and social exclusion and severe material deprivation,
thus linking clearly to the aims and objectives of FEAD support, dmedtin both the Impact Assessment

and the FEAD Regulation. This approach facilitates a comparison with the current situation, covering as far as
possible the same parameters and indicators that are used to describe the state of play.

The principalpointsof comparisoraresetoutin TableA. 3 below. Two points in time were used as points of
comparison in relation to the soeg@onomic data: the point at which FEARasdesignedannual data from
2013, aswell asatthepointjustprecedinghe COVID-19 pandemic énnual data from 2019. The latter was
included due to the impact of the pandemic on the semdmomic contexin which the fund was being
delivered andits significantimpacton thetargetgroupsof thefund. This allowedfor correctinterpretatiorand
sizing of the contextuafactorsinfluencingdelivery,aswell asexploring effectively how changes to the fund
through CRII, CRII+REACT-EU and CARE were used under effectiverarsdrelevancevheredatawasnot
availablefor 2013or 2022 (e.g.AROPE (atrisk of povertyandsocialexclusion)ratesareonly availablefrom
2015),proxies were used, as set out in the table.

Throughout the analysis, we also used where relevant qualitative and quantitative data fr&/#Dhmid-

term evaluation**” as a point of comparison. This includes the 2018 monitoring data for FEAD (covering
20142016)reportedn themid-termevaluation aswell astheresultsof the public consultatiorconductedor

that study. We purposefully did not include a wider range of points of comparison which could endanger the
consistency of findings.

“HWhere there is a prior i mpact assessment, the expected

the preferredp oi nt (s) of comparison. o0 Better Regulation tool bo:
° https://eurlex.europa.eu/legalontent/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52012SC0350
147 https://op.europa.eu/en/publicatidaetail//publication/51421b364f8-11e3a8ed0laa75ed71al/language
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Table A. 37 Quantitative points of comparison

2015 2020
2013 2022 Proxyfor Proxyfor
Point of (start of (end of 2013 2022
: Targetgroup
comparison reference reference | (where (where
period) period) data not data not
available) | available)
Severe Total population 9.8% 5.5% Not - 5.9%
material available
deprivation
rate Children 10.9% 5.7% Not - 6.7%
available
Severe Total population Not 7.3% 7.5% 6.8% -
materialand available
social
deprivation Children Not 9.2% 10.3% 8.5% -
available
At risk of Total population Not 21.1% 21.6% 24% -
povertyor available
social
exclusion Children Not 22.5% 24.6% 27.3% -
(AROPE) available
rate
65 yearsor over Not 19.4% 20.2% 18% -
available
Non-EU foreign Not 50% 45% -
citizens available
Inability to Total population 10.7% 6.8% 8.3% = =
affordameal ) }
with meat, Singlepersonwith 16% 11% 14.8% - -
chickenfish  dependent
(or children
vegetarian
equivalent) Householdsvith 11% 7.7% 8.6% = =
everysecond dependent
day children

Source: Eurostat People at risk of poverty or social exclusion [TIPSLCtQstom_7566228]; Eurostat
Severamaterialdeprivationrate by NUTSregions[ILC_MDDD?21_ custom_7420160Jurostat- Inability
to afford a meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every secon&ldeiLC survey

[ILC_MDES03 custom_7420371]

2.  Detailedmethodology

In this section we setoutin detailthe methodologicapproactusedin undertakinghe evaluationstudy.We
begin with an overview of our methodology, followed by a detailed presentation of the methods and tools
implemented for each Task.

As outlined above, this study is about the effects and the success of FEAD, but also about learning and
understanding (insights) from different angles. In order to understand these elements, the study needed to set
outfirstly whatthe expectedutcomeof FEAD waswhenit wasdesignecandcameinto force. It thenneeded

to outlinehowthesituationin theareathe FEAD wasaddressingpamelypovertyandsocialexclusionevolved

over the evaluation period across the EU and in each Member State examining the changes that took place
since the point of comparis@nd the reasons for them. Téealuation findings then addressed the following
questions to assess the effects and success of FEAD:
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I Towhatextentwastheinterventionsuccessfuhndwhy?
Y HowdidtheEU interventionmakea differenceandto whom?

9 Istheinterventionstill relevant?

In essence, the need was to understand what happened and why, in specific contextspisclubains and
lessondearnedcouldbedrawnfor bothMemberStatesandthe EuropearCommissiorto inform future policy
making and fund design to alleviate poverty and tackle social inclusion.

The methodologicahpproachwasthusaimedat finding theright balancebetweerthesedifferententry points
andcombiningappropriatanethod<€o ensuregherobustnessf results.Thefigure belowpresentanoverview

of theevaluatiorprocessandtherole of thedifferenttasksin this whilst alsoclearly showingtheway in which

we conceived the interconnections between the tasks to ensure gathering all the complementary evidence
needed, both qualitative and quantitative, to provide comprehensive answers to the full range of evaluation
questions.

Figure A. 11 Overview of study methodology

Preparatory work and construction of the baseline _

Task 1 Mapping Task 2
Task 0 of FEAD Analysis of
Inception activities, target the socio-
phase populations and economic
achievements context

v

Analysis and reporting

Task 8 Key figures and

2.1.1. Kick-off meetingandinceptionmeeting

evidence (country fiches)

2.1. TaskO Inceptionphase

Thekick-off meetingbetweerthestudyteamandtheInter-serviceSteeringGroup(ISG) took placeon 22 May

2023. During the kicloff meeting, the ISGyrovided detailed feedback on the study method. DG EMPL also
confirmed the areas in which they would be able to support the study team in accessing information and
contacting relevant stakeholders.

The inceptiommeetingtook place or80 June2023. The ISGorovidedthe studyteam withdetailed comments
ontheinceptionreportfollowing revisionsmadeduringtheinceptionphaseFollowingthemeeting DG EMLP
provided the study team with detailed written comments which were all addressed in the revised inception
report.

2.1.2. Preliminarydeskresearch

During the inception phase, we mapped and reviewed the list of sources presented in our technical offer. We
also researched additional sources by targeting gaps in our initial selection. The systematic review we carried
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outhelpedrefinethe evaluationframeworkandresearchyuestionsandforeseeanygapsin the dataneededor
thestudy.Thesystematiaeviewlaid thefoundationdor thesubsequentasksof the study,with thefollowing
specificpurposes:

I To support with the identification of sources for Task 1 (Mapping of FEABted activities, target
populations and achievements) and Task 2 (Analysis of the-eooitomic context)

I To finetune the data collection tools, ensuring in particular that the interview guides and public
consultation questionnaires ask specific questions on aspects which are not sufficiently covered by
existing literature

I To assess the availability and quality of quantitative data on FEAD for Té&Sksteffectiveness
analysis) and Task 5 (Impact analysis)

I Toassistheresearctonthenationallevelto beundertakeracrossTask3 andTask6 in particular.

We reviewed a total of 85 documents with the use of a pugesigned Excel screeningol. The screening

tool helped us categorise the sources according to author, type of source, geographical scope, year of
publication and years covered (if applicable). The review excluded sources stemming from Eurostat, the
Cohesion Open data platfornimet SFC 2014020 database and the FEAD Annual Implementation Reports
20142023astheseweremappedandanalysedinderTasksl and?2. It alsoexcludedhationallevel evaluations

and studies as these wenapped and analysed through tiagional levereseach undertaken underasks 1,

2 and 6. Sources were further categorized according to whether they presented information on the following
aspects:

1 FEAD-specificinformationorinformationonthebroadersociceconomiccontext

9 The consequencesf the COVID-19 pandemicor Rus si ads war of aggressio
(includingspecificmeasureput in place like the CRIls, CARE and REAEN)

i Evidenceof theF E A Dirdpacton theground
i Strongquantitativedata

i Dataonspecifictargetgroupsrelevanto FEAD

The overall relevance of each source to the objectives of the study was rated across a scateediuimw

high based on the above criteria. A source was also considered highly relevant if it contained reliable
quantitative data which coulik used for Tasks 4 and 5, and quality insights into the impact of FEAD on the
ground.6 Hi ghd r el everearkeyépusimaiall reseach activities.

2.1.3. Refinemenbf methodologyandtaskpreparation
Basedon thediscussionsit thekick-off meeting theinceptionmeeting,andthe preliminarydeskresearchywe

refined the study methodology atmbls andincluded the updated versions in the revised Inception Report.
The main changes made are indicated in the table below.

Table A. 41 Main revisionsundertaken during the inception phase

Sectiontask Main methodologicathanges

Evaluation framework

I Evaluation framework revised, adding additional source:
evidence and sufuestions where needed, and reviewing
judgementriteria and indicators (Annex 1)

TR (E5fe i Intervention logic revised, adding additional details on
specific and operational objectives by OP and on the re
and impacts of FEAD

LEERRGE S i Increased emphasis given to the screening of OPs as wel

structured survey results
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Sectiontask

Analysisof socioeconomicontext

Main methodologicathanges

I Additional indicators forthe taskrelatedto context analysis
(Task 2) identified for analysis
COMIEIEIGETE e S I Research tools revised, and two interview guides (EU
(Task 3) national) developed, witadditional OPspecific questions it
the national interview guide
i List of interviewees updated, and details of contact per:
added
i Public consultation questionnaire shortened as per feec
and revised to include additional specific questions to pal
organisations (linking also to Task 5 needs)
SR O IS I Method updated taking into account Tool 57 and 58 of
methodology (Task 4) Better RegulatioToolbox
I Additional questions added to the research tools to b
capturegheadministrativeourdenof FEAD implementatiorior
the stakeholders
TPEEt AT S ieeole I Follow-up meeting with JRC held on 6 June where
(Task 5) methodology was clarified
I Taskupdatedully to alignwith therevisedrequirements
I Researchtools (Task 1 and Task 3) revisedto integrate
additional data needs under this Task
CizsileleEatret el e i Additional criteria used in the selection of case studies |
tools (Task 6) implementation rate, number of POs and beneficia
involved in the distribution of support);
I Therationalefor theselectionof certaincasestudies(BG, EE;
EL, RO, PT) further clarified
s)ocusgroupsmethodology(Task | Stakeholdegroupsrefinedandtimelinefurtherspecified
LBy O B (SR I Exampleof designedtountryfiche provided(Annex6)
Analysisand reporting i Structureof draftinterimreportreviewed
Work plan and quality assurance I Work plan updatedto reflect datesagreedat the kick-off
meeting
i Dataprotectionarrangementslarified
' Quality assurancearrangementilarified (including in the

relevant sections across individual Tasks)

SourceEcorys/3s2024

As part of the inception phase, we also organised an online meeting with our Thematic tBxjiectsss the
revised evaluation framework and methodology. The thematic experts for the study were:

I Dr Timo Weishaup{Professoof Sociologyatthe Universityof Géttingen,Germany)

1 Marili Parissak{independengxpertwith specificknowledgeon FEAD)
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I DrAnnaTenggvist(Coordinatorof the Forumfor Sociallnnovation,Sweden)

i Nigel Meager(PrincipalAssociateFellow of the Institutefor EmploymentStudies).
Their comments and insights are summarised below.

1 In assessing the effectiveness of FEAD in reaching target groups, it will be important to understand
how Member States hawesignedthe programme i.e. how they selected the types of activities to
support with FEAD, how they selected the target groups of FEAD activities etc. We have added
several questions in our research tools to better capture this.

1 A keychallenges thatFEAD monitoringdata,in particular resultsindicators,arenot disaggregated
by specifictargetgroupin SFCandin the AIRs. ManagingAuthoritiesmayhavethis informationand
shouldbeaskedo shareif possible soasto betterunderstandheimpactof FEAD on specificgroups
of vulnerable people.

I Theimportanceof capturingthe viewsandexperiencesf endrecipientsvasstressed for example,
throughthe structuredsurveyswhich werecompletedor all OP| countriesi whilst thechallengesn
doing sowere also acknowledged. As such, the methodology proposed in the study to reach end
recipients via the views of representative organisations and partner organisations was welcome. In
some Member States, for example, Germany, vulnerable groups such asiRbhwneless people
have formed representative bodies. It would be important to reach these groups where they exist during
the nationallevel consultationsastheywill be bestplacedto providethe views of endrecipients of
FEAD support

1 The work of the FEAD Network (now Community) provides a rich source of information and best
practices on FEAD from stakeholders involved in delivery and implementation. The outputs of the
FEAD Network(thematic dossiers, event reports, case studieswittbe a very useful source for
identifying in particular innovative approaches to delivering FEAD support and best practice
examples to feature in the study.

Theaboveinsightsweretakenon boardin themethodologyof thestudy.
2.2. Taskl1: Mappingof FEAD-relatedactivities,targetpopulationsandachievements

The objective of this task was to collect, analyse, synthesise, angpnogy@mming and monitoring data
(financial,outputandresultindicators) FEAD supportactivitiesandnationalevaluatiorandstructuredsurvey
(OP 1) information.

The quantitative programming and monitoring data were extracted from SFC2014 and collected in an offline
database. The qualitative information was collected in a screening tool filled in by the Core Research Team
and the National Experts. The detailed noelitiogy for this Task and the research tools to conduct it are
described inhefollowing sections. While the informatiorollected throughhis tool formed thebasisfor the
preparation of Task 1 deliverables, the information was used throughout the study to feed into analysis of all
evaluation questions. As such this data collection was instrumental to all tasks.

2.2.1. Collectionandanalysisof quantitativemonitoringdatafrom SFC2014

FEAD performance monitoring is built on a set of Common Input indicators for OP I/1l, and specific output
and result indicators per OP. Tlhgsantitative information about the financial and physical progress of the
implementatiorof FEAD is providedby the MemberStatesn the SFC2014databasén the frameworkof the
Annual implementation reports (AIRS).

Duringtheinceptionphasethe CoreResearciTeamreceivedafirst extractof the AIR datafrom theSFC2014
database from DG EMPL, containing the quantitative data of all Member States for each year from 2014 to
2022.Datafrom the CohesiorDatabasdhttps://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/sktdbp) wasextracted,

in order to download the additional REACEU allocations to FEAD and the most recent payment data for
calculating the progress in financial implementation of FEAD atl@&lél and in the Member States. In
addition, financial planning data was edted from the OPs (from SFC2014) to map the changes in the
financial allocations over the programming period.

In additionto the SFCdata,the CoreResearciTeamgathereccomplementaryationaldata(for instancedata

at regional level, raw data of the structured survey) provided by the monitoring systems (and databases) of
FEAD Managing Authorities where available. As discussed with DG EMPL, a central request for data to the
MAs was sent out, detailing the required datasets (also linking teetids of the JRC as outlined in Task 5).
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During the inception phase, the team built the offline database of FEAD monitoring data which was used to
assess the financial and physical progress in implementing FEAD at Member State level and aggregated for
theEU27aswell asby programmeype.Aggregatedraluesgaveafirst quantitativensighton thecontribution

to achieving the specific and global objectives of FEAD. The datadmasred both cumulative and yearly
values reported in the AIRs, as defined in the Regulation (EU) No 1255/2014 as well as OP data (such as
financial allocations), as this was particularly relevant in the event of changes and amendments of OPs (for
instancethe additional allocations of REAGEU funding). The database was fully searchable by Member
State OPtype,indicatorandyearandmadeuseof the Pivottablefunctionin Excel. CommonandProgramme

specific indicators were separated into two different sheets, as the given structure of the tables in SFC varies
between these two types of indicators (e.g. specific indicators used in OP Il include a baseline and a target
column).

The AIRs 2023 reporting on the implementation of FEAD until the end of 2022 were to be submitted by the
MemberStateauntil 30 June2023.This meanghatby theendof August2023mostAlRs wereadoptedy the
Commission and ready to use for the study. As agreed in the inception phase, an updated extract of the
monitoring data was shared by the Commission at the beginning of July as preliminary data for 2022. This
preliminarydatawas updatedvith final 2022data extractegust beforethe drafting of the draft final reportin

April 2024.

Additional data collected by the Core Research Team and national experts was also stored centrally in
additional sheets of the database to provide a comprehensive database of all relevant quantitative monitoring
data related to the financial and physicalgress of the implementation of FEAD.

Oncethedatabasaascompleteanddataquality checkedfrequencytablesandvisually attractivefigureswere
preparedreadyto beusedfor theothertasksandfor respondingheevaluationquestionsThisincludedcharts

and tables illustrating both the development over time (from 2014 to 2022) and cumulative figures. We also
includedfiguresandtablesillustratingtherole andvolumeof REACT-EU fundingin theMemberStatesThese

figures and tables were usiedthe finalreport ofthe studynamely inoutlining the state of playsection 3of

the main report).

2.2.2. Collectionandanalysisof qualitativeinformation

The qualitative information included in the AIRs was key detting a more accurate understanding of the
implementatiorandperformancef FEAD, its underlyingreasonsndtheimplementedperationsDuring the
inception phase, we developed a screening tool in Excel to systematically capmuelitative information

in the AIRs.

The screening tool which was approved by DG EMPL contained the following sheets filled in by the Core
Research Team:

I Review of programme documentation and AlRsthis collected, summarised and categorised the
qualitative information on both the implementation of FEAD in general and FEAD operations in
particular,includingtheaccompanyingneasuresr his sheetwaspiloted with datafrom Austria. The
tool collected both information at the level of the OP ifistance contribution to horizontal principles,
challengesand succesdactorsin implementationgtc.) and at the level of FEAD operations (for
instance, target groups, description of FEAD operations, accompanying measures, etc.) with the
objective of systematically collecting and categorising the information included in the AIRs.
Therefore, ifargely followedthe structure of the AIRs, but also contained additional elements, such
as:

thedescriptionof goodpracticeexamples
succesgactors
contributionto horizontalprincipals

informationontheimplementatiorof FEAD

O O O o o

its response to th€OVID-19 pandemic and measures related tdRbssia's war of
aggression againktkraine, if applicable.

Predefined categories were used to systematically collect and categorise information, which
facilitated the analysis at a later stage. The categorisation of the FEARmcvaluation and the
FEAD monitoring reports were used as a starting point foeldging the tool.
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 Amendmentsi changes to OPsThis sheet collected the data on changes in the OPs, including
numberof formalamendmentgype of changereasoningandchangen financialallocationfrom the
first adopted version of the OP to the last adopted version of the OP.

i National evaluations this sheet collected the data from the national evaluatiwhsreavailable)
conductedy MemberStateson FEAD supportlt providedanoverviewof thescopeof theevaluation
followed by details relevant to each evaluation criterioravaslable in each evaluation.

I Datafrom the CRIl Evaluation: this sheetcollectedall referencesto FEAD operationsmadein
the evaluation report of the CRII.

To ensure homogeneity across screening categories, the screening was done by Bes&orh Team,

starting in July 2023, after having received feedback from DG EMPL and was finalised after the inception
meeting. Researchers working on this task were briefed and assisted throughout the screening by the Task
Lead. To this end a guidancetaavas prepared explaining: the rationale of the exercise; the steps to be
undertakerandresponsibilitiestheinformationto be collectedandwhereto look for it; and,mostimportantly,

a list of categories and an explanation of their interpretation.

In a separate file, the results from the structured survey were summarise@vidence from the structured
surveysconductedo partnerorganisationgindendrecipientsof OP| type supportin both2017and2022was
collected. The surveys are rmtailable in excel form, so the Core Research Team manually input answers
from available pdfs into the excel tool to allow for a categorised and systematic presentation of the data.

Once all information was collected by the beginning of October 2023 dkk Lead quality checked and
validatedthe datacollected.Thiswasdoneby screeninghroughtheresults checkingthatthe opentextswere

in line with the categorisation and running random checks on the original texts of the AIRs. In case of data
gaps, National Experts were contacted to complement the screening tool with information collected from
national documents and the interviews (see Task 3).

Basedonthevalidatedinformation,basicfrequencytablesandgraphsveregeneratedo furthertestthe quality

of results(andspotany unusual/unexpectemsults).The collectedqualitativeinformationfrom the AIRs was
analysedand,whererelevantjinked to informationin the Exceloffline databaseswell asto sociceconomic

context factorqTask 2), and type of OP. This meant that information which was already categorised and
assessed by the experts was analysed following the categorisation and synthesised by the evaluators to be
includedaskeyevidencen theinterimandfinal reportsaswell asprovidethenationallevel datato beincluded

in the case studies per Member State (Task 6) and the country fiches (Task 8).

2.2.3. Collectionandanalysisof evaluatiorinformation

As stipulated in Art. 17(1) of FEAD Regulati@23/2014, Managing Authorities (MAs) for OP type Il were
requestedo carryout atleastoneevaluationbefore31 DecembeR022assessinthe effectivenessefficiency

and impact of the operations supported. MAs for OPs type | were not obliged to conduct an evaluation, but a
structured survey on end recipients in 2017 and 2022.

We screened the national evaluations and included them in the screening tool described above, in a separate
worksheetTheaim of this screeningool wasto provideaphysicalinventoryof theevaluationgin thenational

language) and to gather all evaluation findings (in English). The structure of the screening tool followed the
evaluation criteria, but in addition included specifics questions based on the evatuestions and sub
guestions.Sincenationalevaluationsanvery muchdiffer from eachotherin termsof methodologyandscope

we included additional dimensions to those presented in the table below (see Annex 3) to better capture
differences across countries. The additional dimensions are:

I scope of the evaluatidinthis dimension provided insights on the number of projects included in the
evaluation main topics

I yearscovered
1 Informationon MAs andpartnerorganisations

i link to thepublicationif availablein theweb.

Some of the evaluations were available in the national languages only. In these cases, our team of National
Experts were involved in completing the screening tool for their respective countries.
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2.3. Task2: Analysisof theevolutionof the socioeconomicontext

This task aimed to allow us to identify the main trends, challenges andne¢stddl to FEAD support at the
timetheinterventionwasaddressedgeedinginto establishinghe pointsof comparisorfor thestudy.Thesame
informationalsoservedaccountabilitypurposesasit fed thecountryfiches(Task8) andthe casestudieq Task

6) showing the role played by FEAD in each Member State. Furthermore, by analysing the evolution of the
sociceconomic context and by borrowing from, again, the results of the mapping activity (Task 1) and the
insights from case studies (Task 6), were able to investigate the flexibility of FEAD and its capacity to
adapt to changing needs and challenges.

At the beginning of the 2012020 programming period (i.e., at the time of programming of FEAD) the EU

was still dealing with the lonterm effects of the Great Recession of 2@082. After several years during

which figures concerning employment and pyemproved, in 2020 the COVH19 pandemic was a
watershed, causing structural changes in social conditions of European people, deeply affecting the
implementation of FEAD. The same is true for tRassia's wamf aggression againdtkraine and its
consegences on the globatonomygspeciallyhighincreasesf energyandcropprices)eadingto inflationin

almostall economicsectors, and as such to an increase of cost of living. This increase, especially regarding
basic consumption goods such as food and energy, impacted FEAD target groups more negatively than other
parts of the populatiorEU countriesand regionswere affectedin different ways by the abovementioned
externalfactors, due to specific contextual elements, which in some territories magnified the effectiveness of
FEAD, while in others constituted an obstacle to FEAD implementation, despite the efforts ohpeitiess.

The financial crisis, the pandemicaflu s si a6s war of a gagerthe mostiretevantéagiasi nst U
that affected the implementation BEAD.

Thesocioeconomiccontextwasthusanalysedasfollows:

i Defining the points of comparisorn the principlepointof comparisorfor the analysiss the situation
in 2013, as explained in section 1.5 of this annex. The ®mtinomic analysis used data from 2013
or 2015, when some indicators, such as the severe material anddepciahtion rate, were newly
introduced, to enable the study team to construct the point of comparison and identify overarching
changadynamicsandtherelativeprogressor regressiorin the contextuaindicatorsrelatedto FEAD-
type support in Member States until the end of 2022 (end of the reference period of the evaluation).
The analysis also distinguished two periods, Obe
out before, compared to after 2020), as retpeem the technical specificatis, enabling an analysis
of challenges stemming from the COMVI® crisis and to a lesser extent aRassia's war of
aggression against Ukraine (2022). These served as another point of comparison against which
progress in implementation of FEAD was assessed

i Taking into accountdifferencesacrossMember Statesandidentifying the mainfeaturesof socio
economic contexts.

Thevarietyof FEAD supportandthedifferenttargetgroupsmadeit necessaryo collectandanalysedatathat
covers thdifferent dimensions of poverty and social exclusion, and that distinguishes between target groups
and type of support.

Themainsource®f informationidentified andcollectedin this subtaskwerefrom Eurostatjn particularthe

EU statisticsonincomeandliving conditions(EU-SILC). Theanalysisalsorelied on statisticincludedin the

Social Scoreboard which is used to monitor the implementation progress of the European Pillar of Social
Rights. Nonstandardised data, where available, was also included in the analysis, slath esated to
homelessnesgathered by EU level networks and organisations (e.g. FEANTSA) as wddtaselated to

other vulnerable groupssuch as Roma (gathered principally by the Fundamental Rights Agency).

Thetablebelowsetsout therelevantindicatorswe used.Many of theseassaid,referto the SocialScoreboard

and the EU2020 strategy (e.g., the AROPE rate). It is important to bear in mind that indicators for social
deprivation changed in 2015 and tAROPE indicator was changed in 2021, when it was aligned with the
Europe2030targets. NeverthelessAROPE s acrucialindicatorspecificallyrelatedto the contextof FEAD
implementation, as it aims to reflect the multifaceted nature of poverty, including three different dimensions
(monetary poverty(severematerialdeprivation,or 6 v daw work intensity). Therearealso otheimportant
indicators, specifying the situation of specific target groups (e.g., child poverty) which were used where
available disaggregated by characteristics of the individual.
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Table A. 57 Indicators mappedfor Task 2

Source

Individualsatrisk of poverty
At-risk-of-povertyor socialexclusionrate
(AROPE)

At-risk-of-povertyrateor exclusionof
children% of population0-17
Severematerialandsocialdeprivationrate
(SMSD)
Severamaterialdeprivationrate(SMD)

Inability to afford a meal with meat,
chicken fish (or vegetariarequivalent)
everysecondday- EU-SILC survey
Impactof socialtransfergotherthan
pensionspnpovertyreduction%
reduction of AROPE
Housingcostoverburden

Selfreportedunmetneedfor medicalcare
% of population16+
Householdsvith very low work intensity

Populationin the EU couldnotafford
unexpectedinancialexpenses

Shareof total populationhavingneithera
bath, nor a shower in their dwelling

Shareof total populationnothavingindoor
flushingtoilet for the soleuseof their
household

Personsvho cannotafford atelephone

Personsvho cannotaffordto replace
worn-out clothes

Personsvho cannotaffordto gettogether
with friends or family (relatives) for a
drink or mealatleastonceamonth
Personsvho cannotaffordinternet
connectiorfor personaliseathome
In-work-at-risk-of-poverty rate

Long-termunemploymentate
Employmentate

Child poverty

Eurostat SocialScoreboard povertyandsocialinclusion
indicatorsrelatedto Europe2020/ EPSR2030targets
Eurostat

Eurostat
Eurostat SocialScoreboard povertyandsocialinclusion

indicatorsrelatedto Europe2020
Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat / Social Scoreboard / poverty and social inclusic
indicators related to Europe 2020

Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat

EurostafEU-SILC ad-hocmodule2014)

EurostafEU-SILC ad-hocmodule2014)

EurostafEU-SILC ad-hocmodule2014)

Eurostat

Eurostat SocialScoreboard povertyandsocialinclusion
indicatorsrelatedto Europe2020

Eurostat SocialScoreboard povertyandsocialinclusion
indicatorsrelatedto Europe2020/ EPSR2030targets

Childrenliving in ahouseholdvith avery
low work intensity
At-risk-of-povertyratefor children

Severamaterialandsocialdeprivationrate
(SMSD)for children

Homelessness

Eurostat

Eurostat

Eurostat

o]
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Indicator Source

Nationalstatisticsonhomelessness Annual European Federation of National Organisations
collected in reports Working with theHomelesgFEANTSA) reports(2014to
2021),

Overviewof housingexclusionin Europe EuropearSocial
Policy Network,
Fightinghomelessnesandhousingexclusionin Europe- A
study of national policig¢&]

Datafrom the EuropearDbservatoryon Homelessness

Source:Ecorys/3s2023

Theanalysisof thesedatasetsvascomplementetby data gatheredfrom the deskresearchincluding:
I Employmentandsocialdevelopments Europe(severalyears)

i Study supporting the preliminary evaluation of the support provided by ESF and FEAD under the
Coronavirus Response Investment Initiatives (CRIl and CRII+) (carried out by Ecorys and 3s)

' Annual EuropearfFederation oNational Organisations Working witthe Homeless (FEANTSA)
reports (2014 to 2021), Overview of housing exclusion in Europe

I European Social Policy Network, Fighting homelessness and housing exclusion in EAstpey
of national policies

Y Romain 10 EuropearcountriefRomaSurvey2021i mainfindings)by the EuropearUnion Agency
for Fundamental Rights 2023

1 Reportsof the FEAD networkmeetings
1 Reportsf the FEAD communitypeerexchanges

i Datafrom the EuropearObservatoryon Homelessness

Theanalysisvasundertakerat nationallevel butincludedstatisticsatregionallevelin caseof regionspecific

FEAD support in a Member State. It reported indicator trends from 2013 to the most recent year available.
Moreover, theanalysis was carried out taking into account age (children, youth, elderly), gender and non
discriminationdimensiongpersonswith disabilities,migrants,asylumseekershomelessandothervulnerable

groups such as Roma), as well as other characteristics, where available (such as type of household).

Operatively theanalysisfocusedon the evolutionof themainindicatorsfrom 2013(=point of comparison}o
2019andfrom 2020to 2022for eachtypeof FEAD support(e.g.,thenumberof peopleunableto affordameal

with meat, chicken, fish or vegetarian equivalent every second day in relation to FEAD food support). This
resulted in the identification of the main trends in the countries and the effects of the crises, differentiating
between outperforming and unigerformingcountries.

In thisway, we wereableto:

i Identify themaintrendsin thefields of povertyatEU-27 levelandbetweercountriesespecialljthose
resulting from the impact of the Covi® pandemic.

1 Identify the role playedby FEAD in eachMember State bylinking contextstatisticswith FEAD
indicators through the calculation of coverage rates.

1 Identify the relevant contextual factors that can explain the observed differences in effectiveness,
efficiency and relevance of FEASupport.

The Core Research Team carried out the analysis over the summer and autumn 2023. This resulted in a key
datasethatwasused by thestudy team throughouthe analysisof the finalreport, thenationalexpertsas part

of their work on the case studies (Task 6) and which also informed theftaiveness analysis (Task 4).
Relevant indicators were disaggregated by secmnomic characteristics such as age, gender, household
composition and other variables wheavailable. Furthermore, an overview of théicators used by country

was prepared (specifically used by national experts as part of Task 6).

11 https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=738&langld=en&publd=8243&furtherPubs=yes
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The challenges in collecting the indicator data were relatéoe details available for the different indicators
and how comparable they webetween countries. Furthermore, the AROPE and severe material and social
deprivation(SMSD)datasetprovidingthemostdetailedinformationongenderageor householdcomposition

did not include data for the years 2013 and 2014, as theyimtenduced/changed in 2015, which slightly
limited comparability and a clear view of a changing s@zionomic context from the start of the evaluation
referenceperiod.However,asmanycountriesstartedheir FEAD relatedactivitiesafteraperiodof preparation,

the available AROPE data still proxies the situation before the interventions.

2.4. Task3: Consultatioractivities
2.4.1. Consultatiorstrategy

Stakeholders were a key source of evidence for the study. We developed a consultation sirategtfcat
phase whicldefinedthe consultation activitie® becarriedout, the stakeholderonsulted, and the activities
through which their viewsvere obtainedAs outlined in theavaluation framework, the consultation activities
intended to provide evidence and insights to answer evaluation questions under all evaluation criteria, and
across all steps of the study.

Theconsultatiorstrategywasimplementedvith thefollowing principlesin mind:

I Maximising the depth and breadth of existing evidence:We ensuredhattheconsultatioractivities
implemented for this study built on the existing evidence already available from key stakeholders
involved in the management, delivery and monitoring of FEAD. In particular, the consultation
activities were further complemented and strengthened by the results of the surveys targeting end
recipients carried out by FEAD Managing Authorities in 2022, as foreseen under FEAD Regfilation
as well as on the extensive range of outputs produced by the stakeholders involved in FEAD
Community*®, former FEAD Network and Expert Group.

' Ensuring the views of organisations working directly with end recipients of FEAD support are
included: As endrecipientsof FEAD supportoftenarepartof hardto-reachgroupsensuringhatthe
consultation activities included a strong focus on partner organisations (through the targeted
interviews and public consultation), paired with the analysis of the end recipient surveys conducted at
nationallevel by FEAD Managing Authorities, was crucial for a thorough assessment of the short and
mediumtermimpactsof FEAD operationaprogrammesndactivitieswhich area key aspecbpf the
evaluation.

T Usingexisting EU level structures/communitiesof stakeholdersasmultipliers: We leverageadbur
existingcontactsandbuilt onour experiencavith the FEAD communitief stakeholdersn addition
through our higHevel team of Thematic Experts, to ensure that they acted as multipliers for our
consultation activities (e.g., to increase the outreach of the interview programme and the public
consultation).

2.4.2. Targetednterviewprogramme

Throughin-depthinterviewswith therelevantstakeholdersye gatherednformationwhich couldnotbeeasily
acquiredthroughotherresearchmethodsSpecifically theinterviewsprovidedevidenceo furtherdevelopthe

points of comparison for the evaluation and understand the extent to which FEAD support contributed to
providingnonfinancialassistancéo themostdeprivedpersonsandenhancingheir socialinclusionatthe EU,
national and regional level. In addition, thealitative evidence from the targeted interviews informed the
designanddelivery of the casestudiesunderTask6, by providinginformationon which issuego exploreand

which stakeholders to further consult for thaligpth case studies. They also helped to identify key stakeholders
to involve in the online focus groupsto be carried out under Task 7. The interviews thus aided in the
investigation of all evaluation criteriaeffectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance, EU added value and
visibility.

Interviewing iswell-suited togatheringdetailed informatioron policy and practice. However, sopeatential
limitations of this method were duly considered:

148 hitps://eurex.europa.eu/legalontent/EN/ALL/?uri=celex:32014R0223

149 hitps://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=1207&Ilangld=en
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I To ensure that respondents felt free to express their perspectives, we did not attribute specific
viewpoints to individual stakeholders when reporting.

I Wealsocomparednformationbetweerthe differentinterviewedstakeholderandtriangulateit with
data or information obtained through all other research methods. This ensured that the evidence
collected allowed us to formulate robust and balanced conclusions.

Interviewswereconductedisingasemistructurecapproachto allow for promptingandprobingonkeytopics.

The topic guides were structured in line with the evaluation criteria and closely followed the evaluation
questionsaand subkquestionsThis ensured thatheinterviewscould directly feed into theesponseto thekey
evaluationquestionf the studyandfacilitatedtriangulationof sourcesluringthe analysis. The guideswere

further adapted by our national experts as needed, for example according to the various roles, governance
levels, and areas of expertise of the stakeholders consulted.

Theinterviewprogrammavaslaunchedn earlyJuly 2023andinterviewswerecompletedby November2023.
Weconductedhtotalof 11interviewsatEU level. Thelist of organisationintervieweds includedin the Annex
VI

We conducteda total of 118 interviews with stakeholdersat nationallevel. The list of organisations
interviewed by Member State is included in thenex VI

The interviewers wrote the summary notes from the interviews within a template structured around the main
headings from the topic guide, which was used as the basis for subsequent analysis.

To bringtogethetthefindings,wefirstly aggregatethe setsof interviewwrite-ups.To thisend,we createdan
Excel spreadsheet, mirroring the topic headings from the interview gojide (in line with the evaluation
framework). The data was then imported to the master file from the individual sets ctipgjtadding one
respondent per row.

Havingpopulatedhemasteffile, we undertookathematic analysis drawingoutkeyissuesandfindingsunder

each of the main topic headings corresponding to the six evaluation criteria and the questions outlined in the
interviewtopic guides(effectivenessefficiency andsimplification,relevancegoherencelU addedvalueand
visibility). Codingof thethemesncounteredh theinterviewsallowedfor filtering andsearchingto compare
andcontrastheviewsof stakeholderandto distinguishareasof consensuom areasvheretherearemarked
differencedn opinion. Thesecomparisongxploredthe degreeof concurrencén viewpointsbetweerdifferent

types of stakeholders (EU, national level public authorities involved in the managerr&ADfand related

EU funding programmes; EU and national level organisations representing FEAD partner organisations; EU
and national level negovernmental actors working with or representing the interest of end recipients), and
whether any country differees emerge from the qualitative data.

The findings from the interviews were used to draft the preliminary answers to all evaluation questions
presented in the Interim report and the final answers to all evaluation questions and all analysis presented in
theFinalreport,complementingheresearcttonductedn TaskO (inceptionphase)Taskl (mappingexercise),

and Task 7 (focus groups). They also provided a strong basis for the case studies (Task 6), as well as for the
key figures and evidence (country fiches) developed under Task 8.

Wherethereweredatagapsdueto intervieweesothavingrelevantknowledgen relationto certainevaluation
criteria, efforts were made fil in these gaps agartof thecase studies task (with additional interviews) and
through questions that weaglded/reformulated in the public consultation questionnaire.
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2.4.3. Publicconsultation

Thepublic consultatiorprovidedthe opportunityfor all interestedstakeholderso providetheirinputon the
topicscoveredby the study.It addressedspect®f thekey evaluationcriteria(i.e., effectivenessefficiency

and simplification, relevance, coherence, EU added value and visibility) and provided an open channel
through which any stakeholder can feed their thoughts into the evaluation.

The Core Research Team prepared the questionnaire for the public consultation in the inception phase, in
compliance with the Guidelines on Stakeholder Consul
Better Regulation Guideline§he questionnaire was further revised following the first round of data
collection from the interviews to address any data gapscifically, this included revising the options
available for questions on target groups, outcomes of FEAD, and obstacles to providing FEAD support as
well asrevisionof theroutingof thequestionnairdéo ensureall respondentwith knowledgeof FEAD could
contribute.

Thequestionnairaddressethekey evaluationcriteriaandincludedthefollowing typesof questions:

i Closedendedquestionsfactual,for exampleratingson the extentto which FEAD supportdelivered
contributed to achieving the objectives set in Article 3 of Regulation (ELD28¢(2014.

I Dedicated areas for comments/suggestions (open questions): in which stakeholders and the general
public will be invited to express or explain thpositions and reasoning behind their replies.

Thefollowing principlesguidedtheapproacho thedevelopmenbf thequestionnaire.

9 The questionnaire includes filter questions to ensure relevance to the different categories of
stakeholdersvhowill completethe surveyasfollows. Thecategorisatiomf respondentalsoenabled
us to conduct comparison between the different groups and assess how the effectiveness, efficiency,
relevancecoherencandEU addedvalueof FEAD fundedoperationss perceivedy thestakeholders
with varying degrees of experience of and with FEAD:

1. Organisationsotfamiliar with FEAD
2. Organisationgamiliar with FEAD butnotdirectly involved

3. Organisationsdirectly involved in providing FEAD support, in particular partner
organisations of FEAD

4. Individualsreceivingor havingreceived=EAD support
Individualsawareof FEAD butnotreceivingsupport

6. Individualsnotawareof FEAD

i Stakeholdersvhowerenotspecificallytargetedunderthetargetecconsultatioractivities((interviews
and focus groups) were encouraged to participate e.g., public social services, academic experts,
research organisations, etc.

I The range of stakeholders involved in delivering FEAD support on the ground were targeted, in
particular, partner organisations of FEAD. A targeted set of questions was developed to gather in
depthinsightson the operationabelivery of FEAD overthe 20142020programmingperiod,aswell
as on key issues under all evaluation criteria, which were routed only to respondents representing
partner organisations of FEAD.

I Thesurveywasaccessibl@andstructuredn aclearway with clearandaccessibléanguageQuestions
were thus not dependent on respondents having detailed technical knowledge of the main aspects of
FEAD operations and types of activities, or the
val ued.

The consultation ran from 14 February 2024 until 8 May 2024. The consultation was available in all official
EU languages and was hosted on EU Survey.

To ensureghattheresultsof the consultationvereasrelevantaspossible representingisfull arangeof key
viewpoints as possible, the CdResearch Team disseminated the questionnaire broadly as per the
dissemination plan included in the table below:
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Table A. 81 Disseminationplan for public consultation

Level
Stakeholdecategory | (European,

as per consultation | national,
strategyfor thestudy | regional,
local)

PotentialPCrespondent

Dissemination

approach Request

National and National,
regional authorities  regional
involved in the
overallmanagement

and coordination of

FEAD

Regional

National, regional National,
and/or local regional,
organisations local
responsible for the

delivery of FEAD
activities/operations

Other civil society European,
organisations and national,
umbrella networks  regional,
representing end local
recipients or FEAD
partnemrganisations

European,
national,
regional,
local

FEAD Managing
Authoritiesin all 27 EU
Member States

Othernational regional,
and local government
bodies in charge of
social policies and/or
involved in the
implementation of
FEAD operational
programmes (as
relevant to each
country)

FEAD partner
organisations

EU-level civil society
organisations and
networks representing
and/omworkingdirectly
with end recipients of
FEAD support

EU-levelcivil society
organisations and
networksrepresenting
FEAD partner
organisations (e.g.,
FEAD Community
members; Eurocities;
European Social
Network (ESN);
(ESAN); etc.)
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Directemailfrom Toanswethe
core team survey
National experts

for follow up as

needed

Supporting email

from DG

EMPL/geodesks

as needed

Directemailfrom Toanswetthe
national experts  survey

Directemailfrom To answer the
core team survey and
disseminaté to
Nationalexperts  their partners
for follow up /otherorgs
involved

Directemailfrom To answer the

core team survey and
disseminaté to
their members/
post in their
newsletters/
social media
channels

Directemailfrom To answer the

core team survey and
disseminatéf to
their members/
post in their
newsletters/
social media
channels
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Level
Stakeholdecategory | (European, : o
£ : : Dissemination
as per consultation | national, PotentialPCrespondent Request
; approach
strategyfor thestudy | regional,
local)
National, Civil society Directemailfrom To answer the
regional, organisations and national experts  survey and
local networks representing DG EMPL to disseminaté to
and/omworkingdirectly  contactFEAD their members/
with end recipients of  Community post in their
FEAD support members newsletters/
(including social media
national/regional/local channels

offices or members of
EU level organisations
identified above)

Endrecipientsf National, N/A Direct email to To answer the
FEAD support regional, multipliers (EU survey and
local levelandnational disseminaté to

level CSOs) their members
Academic and European, Academic experts/ Directemailfrom To answer the
research bodies national researctorganisations  study'shigh-level survey and
focusingonsocial experts disseminate to
inclusion theirnetworksas

relevant

EUcitizensandany  National N/A Direct email to Toanswethe
other interested multipliers (EU survey and
parties levelandnational disseminatéo

level CSOs) theirmembers

Source:Ecorys/3s2023

In line with this plan,the CoreResearci eamdirectly approachedh total 196 contacts including Managing

Authorities (96), EUevel CSOs (21), and FEAD Partner Organisations (79). In addition, the 27 national

experts of the study disseminated the public consultation link via their networks to regional and local
stakeholders of FEAD. The Public Contstdt i on was al so di sseminated throu
website aswell asby multipliersincludingDG EMPL geographicalinitswho sharechewsof theconsultation

within their networks.

A total of 408respondentsrespondedto the Public Consultation. Thefull detailsof therespondentandthe
results of the analysis are included in the annex of the study.

2.5. Task4: Costeffectivenesanalysis

As setoutin thetechnicalspecificationsthe studyrequireda comprehensiveosteffectivenessnalysisof

FEAD support, which would consider the unit costs of activities and results to the extent feasible and the
factors having an influence on delivery and effectiveness.

We undertooka mixed-methodapproactto theanalysisof costeffectivenesshatcombined:

i quantitative analysis of available casftectiveness indicators based on expenditure data and output
and results data (from Task 1)

i qualitativecosteffectivenesanalysisof activitiesbasedntheconsultation§Task3) andcasestudies
(Task 6).
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A conventionatosteffectivenessinalysig CEA) approachnvolvesthe quantitativecalculationof costresult

ratios(or aunit costperresult),with benchmarlcomparisonsndan analysisof thereasondor differencesn

unit costs.Costeffectivenessnalysigncorporatesnassessmermf how far activitieshavebeenimplemented

at a cost which is commensurate with the level of outputs and results achieved. Taking account of the Better
Regulation guidance, our approach maximised the use of available quantitative data, where available, to
undertake an analysis of unibsts per output or per result indicator. This was complemented by qualitative
insights into relative cosffectiveness that also examined scope for cost savings and gains in efficiency and
effectiveness.

Datato inform the CEA calculationsvasgatheredrom arangeof sourcesacrossll tasksasfollows:

i Detailed analysis of the FEAD monitoring data which was collected from the SFC support portal as
part of Task 1

Reviewof all availablenationalevaluationscreenedinderTaskl

Reviewof all casestudieghatwereproducedcaspartTask6

Analysisof stakeholdeinterviewresponseto relevantefficiencyquestiongTask3).
Analysisof datafrom thepublic consultationTask3)

Sifting of AnnuallmplementatiorReportq AIRs) (Task1)

= =4 =4 =4 =4 =4

Assessment of the possibility to monetise FEAD benefits through additional academic research that
built on the preliminary desk research conducted at inception phase

i Direct engagement with Managing Authorities to clarify inconsistencies in the provided data and
request additional data

All research tools were reviewed in the inceptitrase an@gain following each researtdsk with the CEA

needs in mind. Stakeholders were asked across all research tools for qualitative and quantitative data to feed
into the CEA. An overview of all questions relevant to the CEA asked in the stakeholder consultations is
provided in the tableelow.

Table A. 91 Questionsaskedon costeffectivenesghrough the stakeholderconsultationtasks

Efficiency/CEA angle

Nationallevel In your opinion,to whatdegreevereFEAD operationsosteffective?
interviews Whattypeof FEAD activitiesandfor which targetgroupwerethe mostcost
effective?

Whichweretheleastcosteffective?

Which mainfactorsinfluencedthe costeffectivenessf FEAD operationghe most?
Whichtypeof administrativerequirementsf FEAD weremostburdensoméor
yourorganisation?

Onaverageandasanestimatehow muchtime did your organisatiorspendeach
monthonfulfilling administrativerequirementsinkedto FEAD?

To whatextentdid the useof flat ratessimplify theimplementatiorof operationy
partner organisations?

Whatwerethemainbenefitsfor whom?

To whatextentdid theintroductionof vouchers/cardsimplify theimplementation
of operations by partner organisations?

Whatwerethe mainbenefitsfor whom?

To whatextentwasthereunnecessargdministrativeburdenfor yourorganisationn
implementing FEAD?

Are thereany changesyouwould suggessimplifying administrativerequirements
and reduce administrative burden?

Public In your opinion,to whatextentarethefollowing typesof FEAD supportcost
consultation effective? *[single response for each statement]
questionnaire 1 Foodsupport

I Materialassistance
1 Accompanyingneasures
i Socialinclusionactivities(OPII)
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Efficiency/CEA angle

On averageandasanestimate how muchtime did your organisatiorspendeach
monthon fulfilling administrativerequirementdinked toFEAD (e.g.monitoring
and reporting)?

I Lessthan2 hours
1 2-5hours
1 6-10hours
117 15hours
' Over15hours
To whatextentwasthereunnecessargdministrativeburdenfor your organisatiorin
implementing FEAD?
 Toalargeextent
To amoderateextent
To someextent
To asmallextent
Not atall
1 Do nkaaw/Not applicable

1
1
1
1

Which type of administrativerequirementsveremostburdensoméor your
organisation? [select up to 3]

Designof operationaprogrammes
Designatiorof authorities

Setup of monitoringandreportingsystem
Selectionof partnerorganisations

Scopeof flat rateexpenditures

Eligibility rulesfor FEAD support
Directdeliveryrequirement
Procuremenprocedures

Obligationto deliveraccompanyingneasures
Ongoingmonitoringrequirements
Communicationvisibility requirements
Audit requirements

Evaluationrequirements

Requiremento carryoutstructuredsurveyof endrecipientfor OP|

e |

Do you know of examples of gold plating or any other casxoéssive
administrativeburdenin the managemerdandimplementatiorof FEAD?If so,could
you please describe them? [free text response]

In yourview, whatwould increasehe costeffectivenesef FEAD?[opentext

response]
Casestudies In youropinion,to whatdegreevereFEAD operationsosteffective?
(interview Whattypeof FEAD activities(differentiatebetweerOPI* andOPII**) werethe
questions) most costeffective? Why?

ForwhichtargetgroupswereFEAD activitiesmostcosteffectiveWhy?
ForwhichtargetgroupswereFEAD activitiestheleastcosteffectiveWhy?
Which mainfactorsinfluencedthe costeffectivenesef FEAD operationghe most?
Are thereanyexampleof goodpracticesmplementedo improvethe efficiency of
FEAD operations?
Whatarethecharacteristicef thesegoodpractices?
Werethereanybadpracticegshathamperedhe efficiency of FEAD operations?
Whatarethecharacteristicef thesebadpractices?
Case studies The casestudiesnustlook closelyatthe efficiencyof FEAD andfactorsinfluencing
(instructions to this. Case studies are particularly important in gathering quantitative evidence
nationalexperts)  (estimates/averages) of the amount of time speataninistrative activities as a
resultof managemerdndcontrolsystenmrequirements An assessmermn whether
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Efficiency/CEA angle

simplificationmeasurege.g.the useof flat rates,useof vouchersaandother
simplification measures) had an impact on efficiency is also key.

Source:Ecorys/3s2024
Limitations to the CEA

A traditional costbenefit analysis would focus on the comparisons of costs with pecuniary effects of the
intervention. Sufficient data is available for most Member States to determine the-felad&d expenditure

for different activities, however, thereiissufficient data to allow the monetisation of benefits. For example,
the intervention logic ofood support is that inadequate nourishment directly results in innumerable physical,
mental,andemotionalhealthconsequenceshich canleadto heavycostburdensfurtherhealthconcernsand
evendeath Wearingdirty andwet clothesfor long stretche®f time, makespeoplevulnerableto the spreadbf
transmissible disease, including COVID. In addition, wearing clean and comfortabigh-quality clothes

can help to open the doors to employment and housing opportunities.

However, even if one can argue that without FEAD operations people have little chance of moving out of
poverty or social exclusion, the difficulty is in assessing to which extent FEAD operations improve these
results. In addition, Managing Authorities didt collect sufficient endecipient data related to wellbeing,
health outcomes or similar metrics which would make a traditionalbesosfit analysis feasib/&® None of

the reviewed national evaluations were able to adequately assess the impact of°FHABetising the
outcomes of food provision to the most deprived via OP | was therefore not possible.

Similarly, it is difficult to quantify theresults ofproviding basic material support, suebd6 s c hoo ki s s art er
in Austria, which are designed to ease financial burdens on deprived families and lead tetelonger
downstream effects. Additionally, specific employment or similarnetizableoutcomes from OP Il would

be difficult to identify, as the focus of social inclusion actions is more on social inclusion via the removal of
languagébarriersor informationdeficits,which might only resultin emgoymentoutcomessa sideeffect.In

addition, no adequate data was collected by Member States or as part of the national evaluations which were
carriedoutin all OPII countrieghatwould allow to assestheimpactOPII interventionshadonendrecipients.

Consideringhesdimitations,the CEA focussedn the calculationof costoutputratiosin orderto determine
the amount omoney by country that was spent per endecipient and per distributed kilo of food, and
how these metrics developed over the time of thetervention. Problems of this analysis were that the
form of support (e.g. whether emdcipients were provided with food packages or cooked meals) and the
intensity of support (e.g. homuch food an endecipientreceived from partner organisations) vanedely
across all Member States.

The CoreResearciTeamworkedcloselywith DG EMPL to identify andimplementseverakolutions A
technical meeting was held with DG EMPL in April 2024 where a set of actions were agreed upon and
implemented by the Core Research Team as follows.

i Special attention was paid éxtreme outliersin the costoutput ratios and additional analysis such
as the review of Annual Implementation Reports was carried out to understand these.

9 In orderto overcomehelack of quantifiableimpactdatathatwould allow the monetisatiorof FEAD
benefitsaliterature review wasconductedo assessvhetheracademiditeraturecouldshedlight on
thecosteffectivenessf FEAD activities.While researchiegardingheimpactsandcosteffectiveness
of food provisionin developedountrieds scarcethereis a sufficientbody of literatureon the effects
of schoolmeal provision which was the sole FEAD activityCyprus and also conducteasmaller
degrees in Croatia ar@zechia. As Cyprus used all funding for food provision on the distribution of
breakfastsn schoolsto disadvantagegupils,it was possible tealculatethe price for eachprovided
mealwhichwasnotpossiblefor countrieghatdistributedbothmealsandfood packagesThisenabled
the comparison of this FEAD activity with that of other school meal programmes.

i All 12 conductedcase studies and all national evaluationsere reviewed in depth for evidence
related to efficiency and cosffectiveness.

150 The SpecialReportof the EuropearCourt of Auditors concludedin 2019that dueto a lack of dataon the resultsof
FEAD,6t bentri bution towards alleviating the worst for ms

151 rurtherdetailsregardingthelack of datathatwould allow to quantifytheimpactof FEAD on recipientsanbe
foundunderQuestion13 in the main report.
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9 Interviews with stakeholderswere reexamined irdepthand alldataon efficiencyrelated research
questions was analysed and incorporated in the assessment-effectsteness and efficiency.
Interviewees gave elaborate insights into the perceivedeffestiveness of different activities,
factors that enhanced or reduced efficiency, the effect of vouchers, flat rates and monitoring
requirements and how the programme could be simplified ifuthee.

I Thepublic consultation resultswereexaminedn depthto provideadditionalinsightsin theform of
quantifiable perceptions of the caffectiveness of different activities and the most burdensome
administrative tasks. Results algmvided further qualitative suggestions regarding potential scope
for simplifications.

i Finally, all Managing Authorities were contacted agairto provide additional context and data on
the following elements:

0

o O O o

(0]

(0]

Additional dataon expendituresor specificfood or basicmaterialitems
Dataon administrativecosts

Reasonsor largegapbetweerapprovedundingandincurredfunding
Gapbetweeroverallfundingandfundingfor food/basiamaterials

Reasons$or identicalvaluesfor distributedbasicmaterialassistancandfundingincurredon
basic material assistance

Reasons for higher value of distributed basic material assistance than funding incurred on
basic material assistance

Reasonsor high costsfor food
Additionalinformationontheeffectivenesandefficiencyof vouchers

The table below presents the data requested by Member State and indicates whether or not a response was

received.

The results of the cost effectiveness analysis are included in the annex. The report inclodewidgwe of
costs and benefits table as required by the Better Regulation Guidelines.
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Table A. 107 Additional data andinformation requestto Managing Authorities

Information | Additional data| Data on
requested

on expendituregy administrative
for specificfood | costs

or basicmaterial

items

Not requested
No answer from
MA

MA is unable to
provide
answer/data
Answer received
from MA

Reasons for
large gap
between
approved
funding and
incurred(spent)
funding

Gap between
overallfunding
andfundingfor
food/basic
MEICHES

100

Reasons for

identical values

for distributed
basic material
assistance and

fundingincurred

on basic
material
assistance

Higher value of
distributedbasic
material
assistance than
fundingincurred
on basic
material
assistance

Reasons for
high costsfor
food

Additional
informationon
SHEEOEESS
and efficiency
of vouchers
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2.6. Task5: Supportto theJRC

Thistaskaimedto identify andgatherdatato supportheJRCfor theirowneconometriexerciseontheimpacts
of FEAD.

A technical meeting was held with the JRC on 6 June 2023 to clarify their data needs. The JRC emphasised
that collecting end recipient data including description/summary of the interventions and any other project
specificinformation,particularlylocationdatato seeif thefund wasdistributedin theright regions,shouldbe

apriority in thistask,eventhoughsignificantvariationsin reportingperiods dataquality, depth,andcoverage
acrosdifferent Member States were expected.

The primary focusof thedatacollection exercisavasgathering theaw structured survegatafrom 2017 and

2022 and the lists of FEAD operations from each Member State. Almost all of this data is Maddgjing
Authorities and not publicly available. For this reason, a detailed data request was sent to all Managing
Authorities in August 2023, followed with multiple reminders to complete data gaps.

Severafollow-up meetingsvereheldthroughouthe studywith the JRCto decideon the outputsof this task,
based on their analysis needs. Agreement was reached to form three main datasets as follows:

I raw structured survey data for 2017 and 2022 from all Member States. For this, the Core Research
Team extracted all data from the surveys manually and recoded them, disaggregated with a specific
focus on certain questions asked to end recipients. Thidimadsed and sent to the JRC on 13
November 2023.

9 a harmonised dataset of the list of FEAD operations across all countries with geographical and
financial data together (where possible). The Core Research Team gathered this data from websites
whereavailableandfrom a datarequesto MemberStateqseebelow). This wasfinalisedandsentto
the JRC on 18lovember 2023.

i a datasetf thesociceconomic indicatoréTask?2). This wassentin two parts, ageneralevel, with
country overview data and graphs on 6 October 2023 and a more detailed dataset, including data by
NUTS level where available, on 17 October 2023.

Therewereseverakhallengeselatedto this task.Firstly, it wasnot possibleto retrievea completesetof data

from eachMemberState asnot all MemberStatesvereresponsiveo thedatarequesi{despiteremindersand
theinterventionof theDG EMPL). Secondlycomparabilitywasnotalwayspossiblebetweerstructuredsurvey

data due to countries having used different methodologies and data not being recorded in the same way (e.qg.
some countries have used percentages of participant responses, whereas others have used actual numbers of
participant responses). Finallyvaer y hi gh fAdata c¢cl eaningo effort by t
work with the data and present it in a format useful to the JRC. Despite thesagdmllrowever, and in
discussions with the JRC, alternative solutions were found in terms of disaggregating the data to the most
detailedlevel possibleandnotrequiringcomparisonetweerall structuredsurveyquestionaskedgiventhat

these wer@ot the same in each country. This made it possible to deliver sufficient data to the JRC.
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Table A. 117 Overview of data receivedfrom Member Statesfollowing data requests

Total
L ¥ x o) = —
Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 18

Natioral
evaludion

Raw data Y Y n n Y Y Y Y Y n Y Y n 9
structued a a a a

survey

2017

Rawdata Y Y n n Y Y Y Y Y n Y Y n 9
structued a a a a

survey

2022

List of Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 17
FEAD
operaions

Additional Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 9
micro- data

Natioral Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 8
statistts on

food

insecurity

Source:Ecorys/3s2024
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2.7. Task6: Casestudies

To gain deeper insight into FEAD related activities, target populations and achievements and feed into analysis
across all evaluation criteria we carried @dtcase studies covering operational programmes (countrie#ys
perthetechnicalspecificationsgightcasestudiescoveredOP| typeprogrammeswhile four casestudiescovered

the four countries implementing OP Il type programmes.

Theselectionof the countriedor the casestudieswasbuilt on 12 selectiorcriteria. The selectioncriteriaincluded

criteria based on FEAD implementation (for instance, FEAD financial volume implementation rate, number of
Partner Organisations (POs) and beneficiaries involved, and participations), response to crisis-EREACT
funding, amendments), context s$éitts (for instance, the -aisk-of-povertyrate (AROPE)), and a balanced
geographical scope. The following table provides a detailed list of the criteria used to select the 12 countries.

Table A. 1271 Selectioncriteria of FEAD casestudies

Selectiorcriteria Detailedsub-criteria

FEAD programming

Financialallocationof theEU amountby theend = EU-amountin EUR

of 2022
FEAD implementatiomate o Financialimplementatiorrate(%)
OPtype o Typel OP

o Typell OP
Typeof supportprovidedfrom 20142022 a BasicMaterial Assistance

a  Provisionof food

a Socialinclusionactivities
Approach®? o Bottom-up approachk®

o  Top-downapproack*
POs/beneficiariegvolved a  Numberof POs/beneficiariegmvolved
Useof vouchersk-vouchers o FEAD operationsn the OPincludetheprovisionof

(e-vouchers)

FEAD implementation

FEAD participations Numberof FEAD participationgeportedn SFC2014
(2021 data)

Responsé COVID-19

REACT-EU funding o Yes
o No

1oz As definedin the Studysupportinghemonitoringof FEAD i datacollectionsystemsmplementedy MemberStates

153 . o " . . . I .
Eligibility for support is identified at regional and/or local level, or at the discretion of the partner organisatidy direct
involved in thedistribution of food and material support.

154 o . . " -
Eligibility criteriaaresetbytheMA atnationallevelandareusuallybasednthepreconditiorthattheeligibility of aperson
orahouseholdis based omvhetherthey are included in national social assistance / minimum income support schemes
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Selectiorcriteria Detailedsub-criteria

Allocationof REACT-EU funding Shareof REACT-EU fundingallocatedo the OP (%)
Changedasedn CRII/CRII+ (OPamendments) © Yes

Contextindicators

o
Z
(]

Statisticson poverty,materialdeprivationand o Shareof peopleatrisk of povertyor socialexclusion
food insecurity) (AROPE) 2013 and 2021 (%)
o Shareof severematerialdeprivation2013and2021
(%)

o Share of people unable to afford a meal with mea
chicken fish (or vegetariarequivalenteverysecond
day 2013 and 2021(%)

Geography

Populatiorsizeof the country a Small(CY, EE,LT, LU, LV, MT andSlI)

a Medium(AT, BE,BG, CZ, DK, FI, GR,HU, IE,
NL, PT, RO, SE and SK)

o Large(DE, ES,FR,IT andPL)

Geography o North-westEurope
o CentralEasterrEurope
o SoutherrEurope

Coveragéy CRII/CRII+ study

|

Countrycoveredby CRII/CRII+ studyasacase Exclusionof countriescoveredby a FEAD relatedcase
study study in the recent CRII+ study

Source:Ecorys/3s2023

Theseselectioncriterialed to the provisionalselectionof 12 MemberStatesasoutlinedin thetablebelow, which

were approved fdiinal selectionby DG EMPL following the inceptionmeeting. Collectively, these 12 countries

cover 62% of the overall financial volume of FEAD by the end of 2022 (including REAQ)T and 70% of
FEAD participations.

Table A. 137 Selectionof FEAD casestudies

Belgium Highestshareof REACT-EU fundingcomparedo FEAD allocation

Bulgaria High AROPErate,severamaterialdeprivationandfood insecurityratesof
the EU27 in 2021

High shareof REACT-EU fundingcomparedo FEAD allocation

High (> 80%)implementationmate
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Germany
Denmark

Estonia

France

Greece

Italy

Netherlands

Endrecipientancludepersonsn needof food supportandmaterial
assistance

Multiple anddiversePOsandbeneficiarieslistributeFEAD support

Effect of socialinclusionon endrecipientsin manycasespeoplewho come
to receive their fooghackages very often become volunteers under other
activities organised by the Bulgarian Red Cross

Datacollectionandreporting:a high level of uniformity is ensuredy the
municipalities that are involved as POs in FEAD implementation, which
reportthe data via a single system (EUMIS).

OPII
OPII

Seconchighestshareof REACT-EU fundingcomparedo FEAD allocation
High (> 80%) implementation rate
Endrecipientancluderecipientsof socialbeneficiaries

Uniform nature of FEAD programme all across the country, which allow
for equaltreatmentvhereassistancés givento all personsn need;thehelp
is uniform, and a national information system is used.

Geographicabalance

Bottomrup approach

Useof vouchersn FEAD delivery

High (> 80%)implementatiorrate
Endrecipientancludepersonsiving in deprivation

Casedf decentralisedeliveryasexamplef proactiveactionin ahighly
bureaucratic system. e.g. the ASDA partnershifsthrens

Comprehensive-eohesion system that are partially or fully accessible to
organisations involved in the implementation and monitoring of FEAD i.
theintegratednformationsystemprovidesfor acomprehensiveecordof all
individual characteristics of beneficiaries including aggnder and whether
they are refugee camp residents.

Geographicabalance

Secondargestnumberof FEAD participationandFEAD financialvolume

Bottom-up approach

OPII
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Portugal High (> 80%)implementationate
EndrecipientancludePersonsn needof food support
LargeanddiversePOs(~600)andbeneficiarieslistributeFEAD support
Use of vouchers

The FEAD InformationSystem(IS FEAD) allowsthetrackingof all FEAD-
funded operations. The system is accessible to all bodies and partners
charge of FEAD implementation.

Romania SeconchighestAROPErateof theEU27in 2021

Broader target group of emdcipients: persons in need of food support,
disadvantagedndvulnerableindividuals,childrenaffectedby or atrisk of

poverty
LargeanddiversePOs(3.185)andbeneficiarieslistributeFEAD support

FEAD provides a mucheeded complement to both state and third secto
operatednterventionsandtherefore addsto nationaland/orlocalinitiatives

Useof vouchersn FEAD delivery

Sweden OPII

Source:Ecorys/3s2023from a rangeof Eurostatdata, FEAD monitoringdataand FEAD mid-termevaluation,
2023

Followingapprovabf thecasestudyselectiondeskbasedesearchwvasundertakerby thes t u datidnalexperts

to collect both qualitative and quantitative information on FEAD implementation in each selected country. The
casestudy desk research built on initial desk research conducted as part of Tasks 0, 1, 2 and the targeted
consultations carried out under TaskBsk research gathered the following information:

i Qualitative information ontheprogrammingandimplementatiorof FEAD, FEAD architecturgbodies
involvedin theimplementatiorof FEAD), andcontextuainformationontherole of FEAD in thecountry,
all of which served as a basis for the development of the country specific theoharmjebased
intervention logic.

1 Understanding of the implementation of FEAD (governancenechanismspationalpolicy framework,
rolesof thestakeholdergvolved,etc.)overtheprogrammingperiod20142020,including CRII, CRII+,
REACT-EU and CARE as well as REPowerEU if applicable.

1 Useof andchangeof FEAD implementatiorin responseto the COVID -19 pandemicand the Russia's
war of aggression against Ukraine

i Identificationof goodpractice examples

Thefollowing sourcesvereused:

i FEAD OperationaProgrammesall adoptedversionsrom 2014to 2023

i Annualimplementationreports2014-2022,bothqualitativeandquantitativeinformation
i Nationalevaluationof FEAD asrequestedby FEAD Regulationwhereavailable
1

Studiesandreportsavailablein thecountrycoveringFEAD
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i Studies, evaluations, other publications at European tawaring the respective country (for instance,
FEAD yearly summaryeports, the Study supporting the monitorafg~EAD i data collection systems
implemented by Member States)

1 Excel file filled withinformation frommapping TasK including tables anfigures on théinancial and
physical implementation of FEAD and provision of seemdnomic statistics from Task 2

1 Sourcesdentifiedfrom theinterviewsalreadyconducted

I Templatego build theinterventionlogic

To build on the desk researcbnducted and the national level consultation undertaken under Task 3, National
Experts also conducted additional consultations with national level stakeholders of FEAD in the case study
countries, in the form of interviews or where feasible small focospg. This provided each case study with
additional detailed primary data to complement the secondary research outlined above.

Following the collection of the primary and secondary data, National Experts carried out data consolidation,
analysis and triangulation and subsequently drew findings based on the evidence gathered. This exercise also
involved the triangulation of relevaimformation gathered in Tasks4l

The following table illustrates the structure of the case study summaries. The case studies are all annexed to the
final report.

Table A. 1471 Structure of casestudy reports

1. Contextandbackground Contextandbackgroundgsummarisinghesocic-economic
context in the country, including the development over
time ofrelevant key indicators (AROPE, severe materie
deprivation, food insecurity, child poverty, etc.).

2. Reconstructingheinterventionlogic Presentationf atheorybasednterventionlogic
1 Objectivesandtargetgroups Descriptionof objectiveandtargetgroupsof FEAD
1 Implementedperationsand Description of measures and accompanying measures
accompanying measures implemented in the country in the programming period

20142020,includingchange®vertime, e.g.,in response
to the COVID19 pandemic

1 Descriptionof thenationalpolicy Descriptionof the nationalpolicy frameworkandtherole

framework of FEAD within this framework
i includinghowFEAD operationsre
integratedvithin this

1 Governanc@ndFEAD deliverysystem Descriptionof the stakeholdersvolvedin thedeliveryof
FEAD operations

3. Keyfindings(conclusionspn Reportingkey findingsundereachEvaluationcriteria
implementation of FEAD

Effectiveness Responséo Evaluationquestionsasednthematerial
Efficiency andsimplification collected
Coherence

Relevance

=aj =al | =a1 =8 =9

EU addedvalue
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i \Visibility
Description of good practices (e.g., in terms of

i COCL[IREEES implementationputreachto targetgroups,impact,etc.)

Conclusions lessondearnedjncludingpointsfor

5. Conclusions% lessondearned .
improvement

The work carried out, representativeness of sampling,

Annex1: Methodology methodologicathoicesandlimitationsof thework done;

Annex?2: References SourcesX Interviews

Annex3: FEAD indicators TabIggnglu@ngsetof FEAD (common& programme
specific) indicators

Source:Ecorys/3s2023

Thefull list of sourcesonsultedandinterviewsconductedor the casestudiess includedin eachcasestudy.The
case studies are all annexed to the final report. The case study research and drafting was carried out between
October and December 2023.

2.8. Task7: Focusgroups

As perthetechnicalspecificationof the study,two thematicfocusgroupswerecarriedoutto discusghes t udy 6 s
provisional findings and fill remaining knowledge gaps: oaeeringfood distribution basic material assistance
andaccompanyingneasuresinderOP |, andanothercoveringsocialinclusionunderOPII. Theaim of thefocus
groupswasto testandvalidatethe draft findings of the studybeforesubmissiorof thefinal report. The objectives

of the focus groups were:

i Toconsolidateandvalidatetheanalysisundertakenn thestudy

I To fill in any evidence gaps including collecting additional examples, measures, or good practices to
supplement existing findings

I To exchange ideas on lessons learned from FEAD implementation and further refine them in view of
future FEADtype support (e.g. under ESF+).

The focus groups were structured by evaluation criterion. A brief overview of the conclusions for each criterion
were presented by the study team, each followed by a plenary discussion based on guiding questions that asked
participants whether they agredttwthe conclusions, and probed on specific areas as relevant to each OP. The
focusgroupsclosed witha final session asking participartts share theiviewsonthe main lessongarnedfrom

FEAD support centred around forwaibking considerations.

Thefocusgroupstook placeon Tuesday26 June(OPIl) andMondayl July (OPI) from 14:0017:00CET online.
2.9. Task8: Key figuresandevidence

The aim of Task 8 was tarepare individual country fiches for each of the 27 Member States, providing a clear
overviewof theimplementatiorandtheachievedesultsof FEAD supportin the programmingperiod20142020.

As such, the methodology for this task drew on evidence gathered under Tasks 1 to 6, as indicated in the table
below:
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Table A. 157 Structure of country fiches

EIements_of the Content Sourceof information
country fiches

Summary 1 Boxed summaryincluding overall  Countryfiche
level of financial investment,end
recipientsandkey findings

Sociceconomic  Shortdescriptiorof thecontextand i Eurostadata(Task2)
context presentation of development of:
i Peopleat risk of povertyor social
exclusion,

I Severe material and social
deprivation rate

FEAD support i Information on the OP, FEAL Y Task 1 Mapping of SFC2014 Monitorin

andmainoutputs support (_)perations, includin data
accompanying measures i Task2 Analysisof the evolution of the
I Totalfinancialallocation socioeconomic context
I Totalnumberof endrecipients 9 Annualimplementationeports(AIRs)
1 Breakdown of end recipient { OperationaProgrammes

(women, children, persons aged { FEAD Mid-termevaluation
€ clove, MRS, PEEers I NationalevaluatiorReports

disabilities, homeless) 1 stud I o
o udy supporting monitoring:
I Breakdown of distributed gooc Analysis of FEAD Annual

(dependingntypeof support OP) implementatioreports

Keyachievements | Summaryof results I Task 1 Mapping of SFC2014 Monitorir
to date 1 Information on accompanying data
Main results measures, where available I Study supporting FEAD monitoring
1 Targetgroupsaddressed Analysisof FEAD annualimplementation
i Key findings (e.g., differencesin reports_ ] )
subgroups across OPS) Annualimplementatiorreportssubmitted
2023
Task3 Consultations

Task4 Costeffectivenessnalysis
Task6 Casestudies

=AI=aI=a =N

Lessondearned I Summary of the key findings § Annualimplementatiomeportssubmitted
results and reported impacts frc 2023

Summary of . ; . i

evidence on evaluations, where available 1 Nationalevaluatiorreports

results and { Response to the COVHDI § CRII+evaluatiorreport

. pandemic through CRII/CRII+ an . .

impacts from REACT-EU 9 EU publicationg(for instanceFEAD case

evaluations/other ) studies: Adapting FEABunded

relevant Sources good practices and areas measures  during the  Coronavir

g e e et pandemic; Diverse approaches

supporting Europe

FEAD case studies 2019)
Subtask3.2targetednterviews
Task5 Impactanalysisvherepossible
Task7 Casestudiesvherepossible

=8|=0=9
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Elementofthe T Sourceof information
country fiches

9 Study supporting FEAD monitoring:
Analysis of FEAD Annual
implementatiomeports

Nationalevaluatiorreports
Annualimplementatiorreportssubmitted
2023

Task6 Casestudies

EU publicationgfor instanceFEAD case
studies: Adapting FEABunded
measures during the Coronavir
pandemic; Diverse approaches
supporting E u r o pmosi sleprived:

Projectexamples | 1-2 examplesof FEAD supportin
theMember State

A=/ =29

FEAD casestudies2019)
Additional I URLs of sources of further
information information
Source:Ecorys/3s2024

The country fiches were drafted in two separate phases and formats: a first phase using Microsuifiéaves
delivered to DG EMPL with the interim report, and a second phase producing a full designed version using Adobe
InDesign. Revised versions of all countries were submitted with the draft final report, with one fully completed
examplan PDFformat.All revisedPDFversionof theficheswill bedeliveredto DG EMPL with the revised final

report.
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ANNEXI|.B: METHODOLOGYFOLLOWEDBY JRC

JRC has been commissioned with the task to analyseotttebution of FEAD expenditures on several poverty
outcomes across the European Union (EU) regions.

The analysis assesses the impact of FEAD expenditure on poverty during th202Qlinplementation period.
The study utilizes data from the EU Statistics on Income and Living ConditionsS(EC), maintained by
Eurostat®®, along with information on financial allocation (planned and implemented expenditure) from two
different sources for the implementation period 2Q022:

- FEAD annuaimplementatiomeportsof the EuropearCommissioninformationatcountrylevel.

- European Commi ssionbés Cohesion Open Data Pl atfo
distribution of the of Cohesion Policy funds.

Theanalysisshouldbe understoodvith the complementaryvork of De Quinto (2024),which providesa detailed
profile of FEAD beneficiariesusing noveldata fromthe FEADENdRecipientSurvey.This survey, conducted in
2017 and 2022, offers valuable insights into the secanomic characteristics, housing conditions, and types of
assistance received by end recipients across the EU.

In order to explore the relationship between the FEAD expenditareasured as the annual amount of eligible
public expenditure incurred by beneficiaries and paid in implementing operations of FEAD in accumulated
terms®® - andthechangesn thepovertyoutcomesacrosghe EU MemberStatesa Fixed Effects(FE) regression

model is used. The study presents a descriptive examination létienship between FEAD expenditure and

six poverty indicators.

1. Number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion (ARGPEAssesses the prevalence of
poverty and social exclusion, encompassing households facing monetary poverty, severe material
deprivation, and/or low work intensity.

2. Incidence of poverty or Aisk-of-poverty rate (AROP Measures monetary poverty by calculating
the percentage of households with an inchx@lew the poverty threshdfs.

3. Intensity of povertyReflects the severity of poverty experienced by households, measuring the
di stance between househol dsdé equivalised dispo

1% The EUSILC surveyis designed tmffer microdataon income, living conditions, social exclusion, artealth across
European countries. It encompasses both egestonal and longitudinal components, featuriatjonally representative
samples of individuals aged 16 and older. The implementation <8IECU started in 2003 through an agreement among Six
countries: Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Luxembourg, and Austria. By 2005 Eldlata hadeerreleased imost
EU countries, andy 2011 all27 Member Stateslong with Croatia, Iceland, Norway, and Switzerlaiméd fully
implemented the survey. EBILC data undergo annual updates, with crsmstional data for a specific year being released
in November othe subsequent one. Additionally, longitudinal data covering a giwanand the three preceding ones are
typically released by March two years later

%6 The rationale behind using cumulative FEAD expenditure is rooted in the multiannual implementation of FEAD, spanning
from 2014 to 2022 with significant differences throughout the years. Moreover, using the accumulated terms captures
potential lags or dimishing returns over successive years.

157 Population in AROPE corresponds to the number of persons who are either at risk of poverty, or severely materially and
socially deprived, or living in a household with a very low work intensity. Individuals are inatundednceevenif theyare
in morethanoneof thesesituationsin thiscasetheunitis 10,000persons.

%8 The povertythreshold iglefined a$0%of nationalannualmedian equivalised disposable income after sdakfers.
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4, Income inequalityHighlights the unequal distribution of incorbetween households, illustrating
thegapbetweerdeprivedhouseholdd thosewith equivaliseddisposabléncomebelowthe poverty
threshold and those above it.

5. Concurrence of povertyCaptures the simultaneous occurrence of monetary poverty and severe
material deprivation. Unlike AROPE, where households are counted if they meet one or more sub
aspects, this measure highlights the intersection of different poverty dimensions.

6. Persistence of povertssesses lorterm economic hardship by examining whether households
have been consistently below the poverty threshold for at least two of the previous three years.

Furthermoreasetof controlvariablessuchasfood pricesandcompensatiopercapita(in purchasingpowerparity
i PPP-, wherethe EU-averageequalsl00)is includedto accounffor externafactorsthatmightinfluencepoverty
rates and mitigate potential confounding effects.

For that purpose, following regression is applied for each abovementioned poverty outcomes, icolutotiryg

and year fixed effects in order to control for time non varying country characteristics that might influence the
povertyoutcomesand/orthepredictorvariablesfood pricesandcompensatiopercapitabeyondthe allocationof

FEAD:

0o+ {00DO0DOOGRIOFGOUOTORH 1 6 00 S 00+ B b s + - wud

=1

where® @ydgthe outcomeof interestfor countryor region'Qi2 yearo ;60°0°0°'0'0"0"0"0"@'@gkérstq the annualamountof
FEAD allocationin accumulatederms®®, "0"0"0"0"0"0"O'giigtitie price of food (PPP);6 6 "0"06 -§oiéhe compensatioper
employee (in PPP), and a set of count&y',) and yea(d & s) dummy variables is alsacluded.

it is crucialto emphasizé¢hatresultsrepresentedt Annexlll following this methodologypresentorrelationsnot
causakffects.The Fixed Effectsmodelcontrolsfor certainunobservedactors,butit cannotfully accountfor the
nonrandom allocation of FEAD funds, which considers-gxésting factors such as severe material deprivation

and lowwork intensity across Member States. Moreover, interpreting these figures as linear relationships, where
total FEAD expenditure could be extrapolated to imply an exact reduction in poverty, is not methodologically
sound. Therefore, as each EU Member Stateives a minimum amount of FEAD funding, we account for a
control group (i.e. group of countries or regions without treatment). To sxitlhese challenges, the analysis
incorporatess DoseResponsenodel(DRM), wherethe continuousreatmentvariable- FEAD funding amount

captures the nuanced effects of varying levels of FEAD funding on poverty outcomes. This approach recognizes
that the impact of funding may differ by context and intensity of need. Despite the challenges posed by data
limitations, including the absencéarobust instrumental variable for the FEAD, the use of time and country fixed
effects helps to mitigate potential@dogeneity concerns.

To implement thi¥°, JRC utilizes an extension of the propensitpre method for estimating desssponse
functions as initially proposed by Hirano and Imbens (2004). This approach is further refined with the
methodological frameworks providéy Bia and Mattei (2008) and Cerulli (2015). The adoptioh t he Cer ul
approachs particularlyrelevant,asit appliesto caseswherethe continuougreatmenis notnormallydistributed.

1% Theunit of thevariableis onemillion euros.
180 FormoredetailedreferencepleaseseeJRCWorking Paperii A ex-postevaluatiorof theFundfor European Aid to the
Most Deprived (FEAD) 2012 0 2 0 0
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For each observational urf@'®hich corresponds to a specific country and year, the model defines several key
components to capture the varying levels of FEAD exposure and their potential effects on poverty outcomes.

- W apasthepotentialoutcomewhenunit QiQtreated andw exntp the potentialoutcomewhenthesameunit
remains untreated.

- 0 Ugqasthetreatmentndicator,takingvaluel for thosecountriesor regionsreceivingmorethanl million
euros of FEADallocation, and 0 otherwigé!

- 0-gasthecontinuoustreatmen(i.e. Dose)indicator,which takesvalueswithin [0,100]. Theintensityor
fdoseodo of t hcalculdted dasednom rthie percentile rank of accumulated expenditure.
Specifically, for each country, the FEAD expenditure is ranked, and then the ranks are converted to a
percentile scale from 0 to 100.

- BodF | 1109t | |"ég?()+ E+| |&}Q '8%s apolynomialof order'Q ¢ -¢fn this evaluation/QQ 3).

- e &9s the vector of confounders, exogenous and observable characteristics, which in this case are food
prices and labour compensation petployee (both in constant prices, PPP with EU average = 100).

- 00=0 0, + 0 Oy asthetotalnumberof units,bothtreated 0 0;) anduntreated( U).

Then,two distinct functionsare specifiedasthe unit ‘Besponse$o the confoundingvariablese &#whenthe unit QQ
is treatedand untreatedyespectively:"Q'fle e)oand Qe &)q

Giventhepreviousnotation,two potentialoutcomesreassumedo be generated:

00=1Dw@= C 1+ Qe ¢+ 0 o+ 0D

00=1 QLb="‘ +"Qe ¢+ )
00
0 0 0 0

where' ‘1and' % aretwo scalars,0'0and O'@aretwo randomvariableswith 0 unconditionaimeanandconstant
variance, and@o Yis different from 0 only if treated. Given this, the causal parameters of interest can be finally
defined,by specifyingthetreatmengffectas’Y'Y'O:0(w @ ® o) andtheaveragdreatmeneffectas '0°0"Y" YO0 0w @
e 90)0
Under the previous definitions and assumptions, following regression to estimate the parameters of interest are
specified’ o, 1% %4 4,007YY00
O o+ 0 bpi OOV YO0ukE + 0 box (o 4n OPE o+ 0 o {Mogh Q) +- 0 ()
where- p& "0yt 0 bo (08 O

AnnexIll providesfor moredetailedinformationaboutthework carriedoutby JRCandtheresultsobtained.

161 Thechoiceof the 1 million eurosthresholdcorrespondapproximatelyto the 10" percentileof thedistributionof accumulated
FEAD expendituresyhichliesat0.96million eurosThis choiceallowsdifferentiatingbetweercountrieghatreceivedonly a
minimal amount of funding and those that received a substantial FEAD support.
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ANNEXII.C: INTERVENTIONLOGIC

Thisevaluationbuildsontheinterventionlogics(IL) of theFEAD asawholeandfor eachOperationaProgramme

type support (hereafter OP | and @P. The ILs include a complex set of operational, specific and general
objectives. These objectives are mirrored, respectively, by activities/outputs, results, and impacts, which are the
main reference for the present assessment.

Needsi argeshareof peopleatrisk of povertyor socialexclusion(24%in 2015)andin severematerialdeprivation

(9.8% in 2013), the divergent levels of poverty and exclusion across Member States and the tlislsehiat

poverty and social exclusion are more vulnerable to negative trends brought on by other external factors (e.g.
financial, economic etc.).

GeneralObjectivesPromotesocialcohesiommndenhancesocialinclusion;contributeto reducepovertyin the EU

by 2020 and decrease the number of people counted under AROPE by at least 20 million compared to 2008 (or
the mostupdated objective afontributing to reduce the number under AROPE.Symillion by 2030, including

at least 5 million children, compared to 2019).

Specific Objectives: Alleviate the worst forms of poverty and social exclusion; improve living conditions and
wellbeing of the most deprived persons; develop and foster support structures for alleviating poverty and social
exclusion; provide food and/or fia material assistance to the most deprived persons (OP I) and support social
integration through social inclusion activities (OP II).

Operational Objectives: Stimulate national strategies and policies for alleviating poverty andesdaisibn;
enhancestakeholdergapacityandknow-how; promotemutuallearningandexchangef goodpractice;establish
governanceystemdor FEAD support;meetimmediateneedsf the mostdeprived personfOP1) and empower
persons at risk gfoverty or social exclusion through social inclusion activities (OP II).

Inputs:FEAD aimedto achievethe abovegeneral specific,andoperationabbjectiveswith directfinancialinputs

from the EU initially of EUR 3.8 billion for 7 yeaf®0142020) in addition to EUR 0.7 billion of national-co
financing. The funding was then increased through crisis response measures from 2020 onwards, making a total
of EU and national funding of EUR 5.2 billion. Inputs are also provided by the Eur@mamission (EC),

Member States (MSs), Managing Authorities (MAs) and partner organisations (POs) in the form of staff and
financial resources for coordination and implementation activities.

Activities: Theaboveinputsareintendedo supportheimplementatiorof certainactivitiesi.e. needsassessment,
intervention design, governance, capacity building, service delivery, monitoring and evaluation and
communication activities. Moreover, OP | activities include the purchase, transport, and distribution of food and
basic material assistance eitidirectly through distributionentres, soup kitchens, or other appropriate channels

or indirectly through distribution of vouchers (from 2020) asllves the design and implementation of
accompanying measures. Activities under OP Il include the delivery of social inclusion activities such as street
and outreach work, information and sensitisation, workshops, or counselling activities.

Outputs: The above activities are then expected to lead to direct outputs which link back to the operational
objectives of the intervention. Outputs across bothtypes include processes being in place to identify target
groups and their needs, OPs desifjito address these needs and infrastructure created or enhanced to provide
support to the most deprived persons. The OPs6 spec
meals/food packages distributed (OP I) and the number of persom$padiry in social inclusion activities (OP
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II). Theseoutputswill vary accordingio the OPin eachMemberState aswell asthe modeof deliveryof support
(e.g., through vouchers). The separate OP intervention pogicdesmore detail on the types of outputs that can
be expected to emerge from each intervention type.

Intendedresults:Theaboveoutputscanthenbeexpectedo leadto asetof intendedresultsthatreflectthegeneral
and specific objectives of FEAD mentioned above.

Impacts: The above results are intended to legubsitive impacts in the areas of greatest need, linking back to

the rationabf the interventiordepictedatthe FEADiIntervention logic belovi.e. thelongerterm contribution to
reducing poverty across the EU, alleviating the social exclusion of the most deprived persons, enhancing the
capacity of POs and supporting more efficient implementation through the spread of good practices.

Unintendedesults:ThebelowlL alsorecogniseshefactthatunintendedesultsmayalsoemergebutit doesnot
specifywhattheseareasby naturetheywerenotexpectedatthedesignof theintervention. Severakxternafactors

could affect FEAD implementation and its ability to deliver on its expected outputs, results, and impacts e.g.
financial andeconomic crises, pandemics, or a war, climate change.
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FEAD OP I Intervention Logic

RATIONALE/NEEDS
Large share of EU population at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE) in 2013: 122.8 million people, 24.6% of the EU population.
AROPE rate higher for specific vulnerable groups e.g., women (25.5%), children (27.5%), unemployed (34.9%), households of single person with dependent children (50.1%), people born in non-EU country (34.5%).
High rates of severe material deprivation including food insecurity (10.5% unable to afford a meal with chicken, meat, fish every second day).
Different levels and causes of poverty and social exclusion across Member States requires tailored solution. E.g., 2013 AROPE rate ranges from low of 15.4% in Denmark to high of 51.5% in Bulgaria.
Risk of social exclusion is easily affected and exacerbated by negative trends and events (e.g. financial and economic crisis)

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
Promote social cohesion and enhance social
inclusion by supporting the most deprived
members of the society
Contribute to the objective of eradicating
poverty in the Union (target: at least 20
million persons at risk of poverty and social
exclusion)
Complement sustainable national poverty

eradication and social inclusion policies in
Member States

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
Support most deprived persons to overcome poverty and
improve their overall well-being through providing food
and/or basic material assistance and accompanying social
inclusion measures
Contribute to developing and fostering support
structures for alleviating poverty and social exclusion in
Member States
Contribute to alleviating the worst forms of poverty and
social exclusion

OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES
Meet the immediate needs of the most deprived persons by providing them with food and/or basic material assistance
Engage the most deprived persons in social inclusion measures alongside the provision of food and/or basic material
assistance to start their pathway into social inclusion
Identify and address specific types of material deprivation and specific target groups in need of support
Establish strategies/processes for the delivery of food and basic material assistance and accompanying measures
including facilitating food donations
Support enhancement of national authorities' and NGOs' capacity to provide food/basic material assistance
Promote at Union level mutual learning, networking and exchange of good practices between relevant stakeholders
Stimulate the development of national strategies for alleviating poverty

« Resources from the following stakeholders in the form of FTEs and financial resources:

funding

data

INPUTS

« FEAD Regulation No 223/2014 and amending acts including CRII, CRIl+, REACT-EU, FEAD Implementing /Delegated Acts
« Fund budget: initially (3.8 billion EU funding+ €0.7 billion national contribution for 7 years. From 2020 increased to €5.2 billion with€ 686 million allocated through REACT-EU); Final allocation OPI of €5 059 510 087

+ EUROPEANCOMMISSION: coordinating and supporting implementation of FEAD OP | (e.g. management, monitoring, reporting and evaluation) and mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices.
+ MEMBERSTATES: preparing OP | (in 23 MS), establishing and maintaining the MA, coordinating implementation of OP I, monitoring, reporting and evaluating, enforcing compliance with regulatory framework, co-financing EU

MANAGING AUTHORITIES: coordinating implementation of OP I, monitoring and reporting, enforcing compliance with regulatory framework, ensuring operations selected for funding are in accordance with the criteria applicable to
OP | [e.g. monitoring, evaluation, financial management, verification and audit data), supporting partner organizations.
PARTNER ORGANIZATIONS: delivering food basic material assistance and accompanying measures aiming directly at the social inclusion of the most deprived persons, participating in capacity building activities, collecting monitoring

NEEDS ASSESSMENT: Identify the areas and target groups most in need of food and basic material assistance

GOVERNANCE: Establish and maintain FEAD managing authorities; select FEAD partner organizations (POs)

COMMUNICATION ACTIVITIES: inform the public about the support obtained from FEAD

INTERVENTION DESIGN: Develop FEAD OP | based on the needs and characteristics of the identified target groups

ACTIVITIES

SERVICE DELIVERY: Establish partnerships with POs to provide food and basic material assistance; purchase, transport and distribute food and basic material assistance [directly through distribution centres, soup kitchens, or other
appropriate channels; or indirectly through distribution of vouchers (from 2020)); Promote access to nutritious and balanced meals, considering the specific dietary needs of vulnerable groups.

SERVICE DELIVERY (ACCOMPANYING MEASURES): Design and implement activities that support FEAD recipients beyond food and basic material assistance including counselling and educational activities on how to prepare healthy food,
or advice on managing a household budget; information and referral services to FEAD recipients for employment opportunities, social services and educational programmes etc.

CAPACITY BUILDING: Provide guidance and training to POs and stakeholders involved in FEAD delivery; provide mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices in non-financial assistance to the most deprived persons
MONITORING AND EVALUATION: Collect data, monitor, report and evaluate FEAD operations under OP | include through an ex-ante evaluation; annual implementation reports; a structured survey on end recipients in 2017 and 2022

OUTPUTS
Quantity of food distributed by type of food: fruits and vegetables; meat, eggs, fish, seafood; flour,
bread, potatoes, rice and other starchy products; sugar; milk products; fats, oil; convenience food
Total quantity of food support distributed
Total number of meals or food packages distributed
As of April 2020: number and value of vouchers or cards - both in paper and electronic form-
distributed
Total monetary value of goods distributed (by type: children, homeless, other target groups)
Accompanying measures delivered by type and target group
Processes and infrastructure created or enhanced to provide support to the most deprived persons
No. of POs involved in delivering food and basic material assistance
No. of mutual learning, capacity building and networking activities implemented
No. of reports and evaluations produced

RESULTS
Most deprived persons are supported in a way that improves their living conditions and overall wellbeing:
No. of end recipients reporting that FEAD assistance made a difference to them or to the members of their
household; and that FEAD advice or guidance received was useful
No. of end recipients receiving food support or basic material assistance by target group (e.g. homeless, children,
etc.); Recipient demographic (e.g. age, gender, etc.); Socio-economic characteristics
Enhanced nutritional intake and improved dietary habits among FEAD OP | recipients
Increased health and well-being of FEAD OP | recipients
Increased self-confidence and empowerment of FEAD OP recipients
Increased awareness and knowledge regarding nutrition and healthy eating amongst FEAD OP | recipients
Enhanced empowerment and social inclusion of most deprived individuals through accompanying measures
National policies and structures to support people at risk of social exclusion are strengthened and their sustainability

increased

B

IMPACTS
Reduced food
insecurity and material
deprivation among the
EU population
Improved overall health
and well-being of
European population
Increased social
inclusion of individuals
and families
Contribution to
reduction of number of
people at risk of
poverty and social
exclusion, inter alia
contributing to the
Europe 2020 poverty
reduction target (20
million fewer people by
2020) and to the 2030
poverty reduction
target (15 million fewer
people by 2030 (new
target))

Contribution to
alleviation of the social
exclusion of most
deprived persons
Enhanced capacity of
partner organizations
and more efficient
implementation
through spread of good
practices
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FEAD OP Il Intervention Logic

RATIONALE/NEEDS
Large share of EU population at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE) in 2013: 122.8 million people, 24.6% of the EU population.
AROPE rate higher for specific vulnerable groups e.g., women (25.5%), children (27.5%), unemployed (34.9%}, households of single person with dependent children (50.1%), people born in non-EU country (34.5%).
High rates of severe material deprivation including food insecurity (10.5% unable to afford a meal with chicken, meat, fish every second day; 39.7% of population unable to afford unexpected financial expenses)
Different levels and causes of poverty and social exclusion across Member States requires tailored solution. E.g., 2013 AROPE rate ranges from low of 15.4% in Denmark to high of 51.5% in Bulgaria.
Risk of social exclusion is easily affected and exacerbated by negative trends and events (e.g. financial and economic crisis)

GENERAL OBJECTIVES
Promote social cohesion and enhance
social inclusion
Contribute to the objective of eradicating
poverty in the Union (target: at least 20
million persons at risk of poverty and
social exclusion)

Complement sustainable national poverty
eradication and social inclusion policies in
Member States

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES
Alleviate the worst forms of poverty and social
exclusion
Support social integration of most deprived
persons through inclusion activities
Support most deprived persons to overcome
poverty and improve their overall well-being
Contribute to developing and fostering support
structures for alleviating poverty/social exclusion
in Member States

OPERATIONAL OBJECTIVES
Support persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion through non-financial and non-material assistance measures
outside active labour market measures
Develop a strategy for FEAD contribution to the promotion of social cohesion and poverty reduction objectives in line
with Europe 2020
Support the enhancement of national authorities' and NGOs' capacity and know-how to provide social inclusion
measures to the most deprived
Promote at Union level mutual learning, networking and exchange of good practices between relevant stakeholders
Define national needs and priorities to address with FEAD support
Establish strategies and processes for the delivery of FEAD support

INPUTS
Regulation No 223/2014 on the FEAD and amending acts including CRII, CRIl+, REACT-EU, FEAD Implementing /Delegated Acts
Fund budget: initially €3.8 billion EU funding+ €0.7 billion national contribution for 7 years. From 2020 increased to €5.2 billion with€ 686 million allocated through REACT-EU). Final allocation OPII of €111378 652
Resources from the following stakeholders in the form of full time equivalent and financial resources
EUROPEANCOMMISSION: coordinating and supporting implementation of FEAD (e.g. management, monitoring, reporting and evaluation exercises)and mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices
MEMBER STATES: preparing OP 1l (in 4 MS); establishing and maintaining the national managing authority; coordinating implementation of OP II, monitoring and reporting, enforcing compliance with regulatory
framework; co-financing EU funding
MANAGINGAUTHORITY: coordinating implementation of OP I, monitoring and reporting, enforcing compliance with regulatory framework; ensuring operations selected for funding are in accordance with the criteria
applicable to OP Il (e.g. monitoring, evaluation, financial management, verification and audit data); supporting partner organizations
PARTNERORGANISATIONS: Designing and delivering social inclusion activities for the most deprived persons Participating in capacity building activities; Collecting monitoring data (bottom-up monitoring data collection)

ACTIVITIES
NEEDS ASSESSMENT: develop a strategy for contributing to the Europe 2020 target of poverty reduction; identify the areas and target groups most in need of social inclusion measures
INTERVENTION DESIGN: Develop FEAD OPII based on the needs and characteristics of the identified target groups
GOVERNANCE: Establish and maintain FEAD managing authorities; select FEAD partner organizations (POs)
SERVICEDELIVERY: Establish partnerships with NGOs, social service providers and other community organizations to deliver social inclusion activities; Deliver social inclusion activities including health-related preventative
measures, street and outreach work, information and sensitization; awareness-raising campaigns and workshop and coaching and counselling activities
CAPACITY BUILDING: Provide support and training to POs and stakeholders involved in FEAD delivery; Provide mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices in the area of non-financial assistance to the
most deprived persons
MONITORING AND EVALUATION: Collect data, monitor, report and evaluate FEAD operations under OP | include through an ex-ante evaluation; annual implementation reports; at least one evaluation before 31 December
2022. assessing the effectiveness, efficiency and impact of the operations supported.
COMMUNICATION ACTIONS: including a main information activity to publicize the launch of the operational programme; and at least one main information activity a year to promote the funding opportunities and the
strategies pursued and/or present the achieve ts of the operational programme.

RESULTS

« Enhanced empowerment and social inclusion of most deprived individuals
« Improved living conditions of most deprived individuals

Increased health and well-being of FEAD OP | recipients
« Increased self-confidence and empowerment of FEAD OP recipients
« National policies and structures to support people at risk of social exclusion are strengthened and their
sustainability increased:
* Number of partner organizations that have increased their capacity to support the most deprived individuals
* Most deprived persons are supported in a way that makes a difference in their lives
« Programme specific results indicators for SE, NL, DE, DK

OUTPUTS
« Total number of persons receiving social inclusion assistance by:
« Recipient demographic (e.g. age, gender, etc.}
« Target group (e.g. homeless, children, migrants, minorities, foreign background, people with
disabilities, etc.)
Programme specific output indicators
Processes and infrastructure created or enhanced to provide support to the most deprived persons
Number of partner organizations involved in delivering social inclusion measures
Number of mutual learning, capacity building and networking activities implemented
Number of reports and evaluations produced
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IMPACTS
Improved overall
health and well-
being of European
population
Increased social
inclusion of
individuals and
families

Contribution to
reduction of number
of people at risk of
poverty and social
exclusion, inter alia
contributing to the
Europe 2020 poverty
reduction target (20
million fewer people
by 2020) and to the
2030 poverty
reduction target (15
million fewer people
by 2030 (new target))
Contribution to
alleviation of the
social exclusion of
most deprived
persons

Enhanced capacity of
partner organizations
and more efficient
implementation
through spread of
good practices




ANNEXIIl.D: EVALUATIONMATRIX

Table A. 161 Evaluation Matrix

Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Tasks(T) / Primaryand Main pointof
criteria questions secondarylatasources comparison

To whatextentwasFEAD supportsuccessful or noti andwhy?

1. Towhatextent Lla& How and to what extent did Judgmentriteria: Secondargourcesn Problemsand
has FEAD FEAD support delivered o Extent to which FEAD particular: needs that the
support contributg to.the achievementof objectives have been met, o Impact ?ntervention was.
contributed to these objectives by type of overall,by OPandby type e intendedto solvein
achieving the assistance? of assistance Accompanying 2013:

'Obf(t;'mllesé seft o Food distributed, including  Indicators: the Proposal  Severe material
in Article 3 o P -
those related to indirect : fora deprivatiorrate,
Regulation supporthroughvouchersor @ Level of achievement of Regulation on 2053
(EU) No T S Fargetset(outputandresuIt the FEAD
223/20147? | indicators for each OP), (2012) 1 Total
) disaggregated by OP and ) population:
o Basic material assistance type of assistance & Regulation 9.8%
Effectivenes i i i '
delivered, including those 5 Numberfiypesfiargstanat (EV) No. o
s related to indirect su 223/20140n T Children:
pport hieved by MS, OP and
acnieved by i al the FEAD 10.9%
throughvouchersor cardsor type of assistance
food donationgOP1) Sentificationof relationshi (2014) Severanaterialand
o Accompanyingneasures o |dentificationof relationship 5 FEAD mid socialdeprivation,

between FEAD support

(disaggregated where termevaluation 2015 (proxy year)

(OP I) delivered

o Socialinclusionactivities possible by type of support) (2019) 1 Total
(OP 1) delivered and the achievement of 2  Study on the population:

o Aretheredifferencesn the results/outputs support 6.8%
degree of effectiveness o Evidenceof changegor end Eré)l\:/;jne ddFtI;yAD f Children:8.5%
betweerindirectanddirect ini i i .

CRII+ (2023)  social exclusion
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Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions

criteria guestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

Main pointof
comparison

ol
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Evidence of change in the
key indicators related to
povertyandsocialexclusion
since the baseline

FEAD country
fichesfromthe
Mid-term
evaluation

Deliveriesof
the FEAD
Network
including
FEAD case
studies

ESF 20072013
Ex post
Evaluation

European
Court of
Auditors:ECA
SpeciaReport
05/2019

European
Court of
Auditors,
Combating
child poverty,
SpeciaReport
20/ 2020

Annual
European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Workingwith
theHomeless

(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)

9 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%

9 65yearsor
over:18%

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

9 Households
with
dependent



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators
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Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

(FEANTSA)
reports(2014
to 2021)

iOv erofi
housing
exclusion in
Europeo

o European
SocialPolicy
Network,
Fighting
homelessness
and housing
exclusion in
Europe- A
study of
national
policies

o  European
Parliament,
2018.Fighting
Child Poverty:
the roleof EU
Funding

T1 Mapping
o SFC

monitoring
data

o Screeningf
AIRs

Main pointof
comparison

children:

16%



Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Analysisof end
recipient
surveys

o  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

o Financial data
on share of
FEAD funding
for food
support by OP
| MemberState
and target
group, the
share of
payments
incurred(spent
by
beneficiaries)
over approved
expenditure
(committed by
Managing
Authority)

T2 Socioeconomianalysis

o Evolution of
mainindicators
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Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison

onpovertyand
social
exclusion
including on
poverty, child
poverty and
homelessness

o Policy
expenditure
data

T3 Consultations
o Interviews

o Public
consultation
(MAs, end
recipients,
partnerorgs)

T5 Impactanalysis

o Evidencerom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies

o Resultsfrom
JRC study

T6 Casestudies

o Qual./quant.
evidence on
achievemenof
objectives

T7 Focusgroups
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o Views on
degree of
achievemenof
objectives

124



1b. To what extent has FEAD
support reached the most
vulnerable groups (homeless,
children at risk of poverty, Roma
and other marginalised groups,
etc.)?

Were some target groups

more effectively reached
thanothers? Why?

How well were women
reached?

Is there other evidence on
achievements by other
characteristics such as

geographical characteristics

(rural vs. urban)?

Which factors influenced the

reach of different target
groups?

[l How were challenges
reaching  target
overcome?

Judgment criteria:

Extent to which FEAD
support has reached the ma
vulnerable groups, women
and groups defined by other
available characteristics (e.¢
geographical location)

Degree ofdifferentiation of
FEAD operations according
to different needs of the
target groups

Evaluative judgement on the
basis of evidence collected
as to potential
barriers/success factors
underlying outputs and
results, distinguished by
target group, especially
those further away from
labour market and at risk of
exclusion or discrimination

group Indicators:

Output and result indicators
disaggregated by Member
State, OP and target group
(younger people (<15 years
older people (>65 years),
women, migrants, minorities
including marginalised
communities such as the
Roma, persons with
disabilities, homeless, @)

Evolution since the baseline
of key Eurostat indicators or

125

Secondary sources in
particular:

- FEAD midterm
evaluation (2019)
and FEAD country
fiches

- European Court of
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019

- European Court of
Auditors, Combating
child poverty,
Special Report 20/
2020

- Annual European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Working with the
Homeless
(FEANTSA) reports
(2014 to 2021)
AOverview
housing exclusion in
Europebo

- European Social
Policy Network,
Fighting
homelessness and
housing exclusion in
Europe- A study of
national policies

Problems and need:
that the intervention
was intended to
solve in 2013
relevant to the most
vulnerable groups:

Severe material
deprivation rate of
children, 2013:
10.9%

Severe material and
social deprivation of
children, 2015
(proxy year): 8.5%

At risk of poverty or
social exclusion
(AROPE) rate, 2015
(proxy year)
9 Children:
27.3%

1 65 years or
over: 18%

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afford a
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian



o Views of keystakeholders
(MAs, partnemrganisations,
monitoring committee
members, etc.) involved in
the implementation and
monitoring of FEAD

Views of FEAD vulnerable
targetgroups/representative:

ol
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povertyandsocialinclusion
(including AROPE rate, by
country, gender, age etc.)

of target groups

- EuropearParliament
2018.FightingChild
Poverty: the role of
EU Funding

Outputsof theFEAD
Network including
FEAD case studies

T1 Mapping

ol

SFC
monitoring
data

AlRs

NationalFEAD
OPs

Endrecipient
surveys

Analysisof
national
evaluations

Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis

ol

Socio
economialata
particularly
changedn key
indicatorg(e.g.
AROPE,
disaggregated
by target
group)from

equivalentevery
secondlay, 2013

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

9 Households
with
dependent
children:16%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand

secondarylatasources

baselingo
2022

o Policy
expenditure
data

T3 Consultations
o |nterviews

o Public
consultation

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups

127

Main pointof
comparison




1c. To what extent were
adjustments made when needs
changedor newneedsemerged,
e.g.,deriving from the COVID -
pandemic or the energy crisis?

o]

To what extent were thes
adjustments  effective i
addressing changed or ne
needs?

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:
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Extent to which FEAD
operations were adjusted to
address the needs brought
about by the COVIBEL9
pandemic outbreak, the
consequences theinvasion
of Ukraine (including the
energy crisis) and other
contextual changes

Evaluativgudgmentbased
on evidence collected

Number and nature of
amendments OPs(or other
programming

T1 Mapping

ol

SFC
monitoring
data

NationalFEAD
OPs

Analysisof
AlIRs
specifically,
number of
changeso OPs
and reasoning,
and amount of
financial
allocation
change

formal/informal documents) T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis

to accommodate new needs

Number(wherepossible)
and nature of FEAD
operations specifically
addressing new needs /
contextual change

Number (where possible)
and characteristics of new
targetgroupsaddressedue
to new needs / contextual
change

Views of key stakeholders

ol

Socic
economic data
particularly
changes in key
indicatorsfrom
baseline and
from 2020
(COVID onset)
onwards

Policy
expenditure
data

(MAs, partnerorganisations, T3 Consultations

monitoring committee
members, etc.)nvolved in
the implementation and
monitoring of FEAD

ol

ol

Interviews

Public
consultation

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013, and prior to
onsetof COVID-19
pandemic in 2019:

Severe material

deprivatiorrate,

2013

1 Total
population:
9.8%

1 Children:
10.9%

Severe material

deprivatiorrate,

2019

1 Total
population:
5.5%

9 Children:5.7%

Severanaterialand

social deprivation,

2015 (proxy year)

M Total
population:
6.8%

9§ Children:8.5%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources
o Views of FEAD end (MAs, partner
recipientsfepresentativesf organisations)
target groups T6 Casestudies
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Evolution of key Eurostat 7 Focusgroups,ncluding

|nd|_cat_o rs or? p°‘(e”y a_nd representatives of different
social inclusion (including stakeholders

ARORPE rate, by country,
gender, age etc.) during the
COVID-pandemi¢202021)
and energy crisis (2022), in
comparison to the baseline
and preceding trends.

Main pointof
comparison

Severanaterialand
social deprivation,
2019

1 Total
population:
7.5%

 Children:
10.3%

At risk of povertyor

social exclusion



1d. To what extent have the
operationsintroduced by CRII+,
REACT EU and CARE under
FEAD mitigated the negative
social effects of the COVID and
energycrisesin terms of poverty
and social exclusion?

o Towhatextenthave
they allowed to test
new ways of
working and
delivery?

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:
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Extent to which FEAD
operations under CRII,
CRII+, REACT EUand
CARE met the needs which
emergediueto theCOVID-
19 pandemic and energy
crisis and mitigated the rise
in poverty and social
exclusion

Extent to which FEAD
operationsinderCRII+,
REACT EU and CARE
allowedtestingnewwaysof
working and delivering
FEAD support to the most
deprived

Analysis of the number,
nature and value of
operationgundedby FEAD
under CRIl+, REACT EU
andCARE

Positive/negative trends in
socic-economic indicators

relatingto povertyandsocial
exclusion

Qualitativeevidenceonnew
ways of working and
delivery under FEAD
operations related to
addressing the crises

View of key stakeholders
(MAs, partnerorganisations,

Secondangourcesncluding

Studyonthe support
providedby ESFand
FEAD under CRII
and CRII+ (2023)

EuropeanCourt of
Auditors: ECA
Special Report
02/2023: adapting
cohesiorpolicy rules
to respond to
COVID-19

T1 Mapping

a SFC
monitoring
data

o AIRs

o Endrecipient
surveys

T2 Socioeconomi@analysis

o Socie
economiaata
on at risk of
poverty, child
poverty,
homelessness
from 2013 to
2019and2020
to 2022

a  Policy
expenditure
data

(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)

9 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2019

9 Total
population:
21.1%

9 Children:
22.5%

i 65yearsor
over:19.4%

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
45.5%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian



monitoring committee T3 Consultations equivalentevery
membersetc.) involvedin o Interviews secondiay,2013
the implementation and

L o Public q Total
r;onllto.nng ?LFEED consultation population: 10.7%
volution of key Eurostat (MAs, partner . .
- , 1 Single personvith
|nd|.caf[0rs on poyerty gnd organisations) o
socialinclusion (including 5] tanalvsi ; o
AROPE rate, by country, mpactanalysis children:16%
gender, age etc.) during the @ Evidenc#rom  {  Householdsvith
COVID-pandemi¢202021) emstmg dependent
and energy crisis (2022), in evaluations/stu children:16%
comparison to the baseline dies 7 Non-EU
and preceding trends o Resultsfrom foreign
JRC study citizens:45%
Vo s _ _ Inability to afforda meal
T7 Focusgroups,including with meat, chicken, fish
representatives of different (or vegetariarequivalent)
target groups every second day, 2019
1 Total
population:6.8%

1 Single personvith
dependent
children:11%

9 Householdsvith
dependent
children:7.7%
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1le. How well were horizontal
principles, suchasreducing food
waste, addressed?

ol

To whatextentwereeachof
the following principles
addressed?

Reducingood wasteand
taking into account
environmental/climate
impacts
Respectinghedignity of the
most deprived persons
Preventingdiscrimination
Genderequality
Partnershiprinciple

Judgmentriteria:

Indicators:

Extent of evidence of the
implementatiorof horizontal
principles in FEAD
operations

Extent to which horizontal
principles influenced the
designof interventionsthe
selectionof operationsand
the evaluation process

Extent to whichFEAD

contributed concretely to the

implementatiorof horizontal
principles

Evidence of horizontal
actionsto tacklefoodwaste
and take into account
environmental/climate
impacts across FEAD
operationsidentificationof
good/badpractices

Evidence of a targeted
actions to promote gender
equality across FEAD
operationsidentificationof
good/bad practices

Evidence of actions to
prevent any form of
discrimination in access to
FEAD supportacros=EAD
operations andttention to
ensuring the dignity of end

w2 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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Secondargourcesncluding
FEAD mid-term evaluation
(2019)

T1 Mapping

o SFC
monitoring
data

o AIRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Endrecipient
surveys

o  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis
o Policy
expenditure
data

T3 Consultations
o Interviews

o Public
consultation
includingsub
survey of
partner
organisations

T5 Impactanalysis

Existingassessment of
horizontal principles, in
the FEAD midterm
evaluatiod®?including:

- 83%(937
of 1129
respondets)
agreed (39%,
440
of 1129
respondets) or
strongly agreed
(44%,497
of 1129
respondets)that
thepartnerstp
principle was
beingproperly
implemented

- 85%(960
of 1129
respondets)
agreed (53%,
598
of 1129
respondets) or



recipientsjdentificationof
good/bad practices

o Genderdisaggregated data
on the outreach,
participationandoutcomes
of end recipients in FEAD
operations

o Qutputandresultindicators
of target groups: younger
people (<15 years), older
people(>65years)women,
migrants, minorities
including marginalised
communities such as the
Roma, persons with

disabilities, homeless, etc.)

o Views of key stakeholders

(MAs, partnerorganisations,

monitoring committee
members, etc.jnvolved in
the implementation and
monitoring of FEAD

o Views of FEAD end
recipientgwherepossible)
representatives of target
groups
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o Evidencdrom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies

T6 Casestudies

T7 Focusgroups,ncluding
representatives of different
stakeholders

strongly
agreed
(32%,361
of 1129
responden
ts)thatthe
principle
was being
properly
implement
ed

87% (982
of 1129
responden
ts) agreed
(32%,361
of 1129
responden
ts) or
strongly
agreed
(55%,621
of 1129
responden
ts)thatthe
principle
was being
properly
implement
ed

71%(802
of 1129
responden
ts) agreed
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(34%,384
of 1129
responden
ts) or
strongly
agreed
(37%,418
of 1129
responden
ts)thatthe
foodwaste
reduction
principle
was
properly
implement
ed

66% (745
of 1129
responden
ts) of
responden
ts agreed
(38%,429
of 1129
responden
ts) or
strongly
agreed
(28%,316
of 1129
responden
ts) that
FEAD
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was
contributi
ngtoa
balanced
diet

- 88%(994
of 1129
responden
ts) agreed
(35%,395
of 1129
responden
ts) or
strongly
agreed
(53%,598
of 1129
responden
ts)thatthe
principle
was being
properly
implement
ed
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Which factors,
whether
unintended or
not, facilitated
or hindered
the
effectivenesof
FEAD
operations (in
terms of
implementatio
n and results)?

o Rankthesefactorsby order
of importance and justify o
your ranking.

o What difficulties were met
by partnerrganisationand
how did they overcome
them?

Indicators:
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Judgmentriteria:

Evaluativejudgmentonthe
basis of evidence collected
as to potential
barriers/success factors
underlying outputs and
resultsdistinguishedy OP
and target group

Factors mosftrequently
reported by MAs, partner
organisations, other
stakeholders, studies and
evaluations to explain the
(in)effectiveness of FEAD
operationsndsupportedy
clear justification/evidence

Ranking of
facilitating/hinderingactors
with justification/evidence

Difficulties and ways to
overcome them reported by
partner organisations and/ol
evidenced in
reporting/evaluations/studies
and case studies

Secondargourcesn
particular:

- FEAD midterm
evaluation(2019)

- EuropearCourtof
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019

- European Court of
Auditors,Combating
child poverty,
Special Report 20/
2020

- Annual European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Working with the
Homeless
(FEANTSA)reports
(2014 to 2021)
AOverview
housingexclusionin
Europeo

- European Social
Policy Network,
Fighting
homelessness and
housingexclusionin
Europe- A study of
national policies

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material
deprivatiorrate,
2013

1 Total
population:
9.8%

 Children:
10.9%

Severanaterialand

social deprivation,

2015 (proxy year)

1 Total
population:
6.8%

1 Children:8.5%
At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)

9 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%



- EuropearParliament 1 Non-EU

2018.FightingChild foreign
Poverty: the role of citizens:
EU Funding 49.9%
T1 Mapping Inability to afforda
o AIRs meal with meat,
o NationalFEAD chlcken., el @
vegetarian
OPs )
o equivalent) every
a Endrecipient  gocond day, 2013
surveys
. 1 Total
a  Analysisof .
national population:
0
evaluations LI
o Nationalex T Single person
ante with
evaluations dependent

; " Ro
T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis children:16%

Households with

o Socio .
economidata dependenthildren:
16%
T3 Consultations o
) Existing
= Interviews assessment of
a  Public factorsfacilitating
consultation and hindering the

includingsub  effectiveness of
survey of FEAD operations

parmer in the mid-term
0rganisations g, a1 ationie®

T5 Impactanalysis
o Evidencerom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies

137
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T6 Casestudies

T7 Focusgroups,ncluding
representatives of different
stakeholders

163 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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Were there
unintended
results that
haveoccurred,
and which
hindered
progress or
facilitated it?

If so,whichwerethose
unintended results?

o Which stakeholders did

unintended results impact
(partnerorganisationsend
recipients) and how?

Judgmentriteria:

Indicators:

139

ol

Existence of results not
aligned with FEAD
objectivesextentof these
results

Extent towhich unintended
results have
hindered/facilitategirogress

Identification of
positive/negativeesultsnot
aligned with FEAD
objectives reported by
stakeholders and/or
evidenced in
reporting/evaluation/studies
and case studies

Comparisorto theintended
results of FEAD at the

baseline as outlined in the
2012 Impact Assessment

Assessmenf the extentof
the unintended results

Evaluative judgmentn the
degree to which any
unintended resultsindered
orfacilitatedprogresdased
on evidence gathered

Secondargourcesn
particular:

- FEAD midterm
evaluation(2019)

- EuropearCourtof
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019

- European Court of
Auditors,Combating
child poverty,
Special Report 20/
2020

- Annual European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Working with the
Homeless
(FEANTSA)reports
(2014 to 2021)
AOverview
housingexclusionin
Europeo

- European Social
Policy Network,
Fighting
homelessness and
housingexclusionin
Europe- A study of
national policies

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material
deprivatiorrate,
2013

1 Total
population:
9.8%

 Children:
10.9%

Severanaterialand

social deprivation,

2015 (proxy year)

1 Total
population:
6.8%

1 Children:8.5%
At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)

9 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%
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- EuropearParliament
2018.FightingChild
Poverty: the role of
EU Funding

T1 Mapping

a SFC
monitoring
data

o AlRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Endrecipient
surveys

o Analysisof
national
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis
o Policy
expenditure
data

T3 Consultations
o Interviews

o Public
consultation
T5 Impact analysis
o Evidencdrom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies
T6 Casestudies

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

1 Households
with
dependent
children:16%
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T7 Focusgroups,ncluding
representatives of different
stakeholders
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What socio
economic
impactscanbe
identified from
FEAD
support, both
at micro-
economicand,
if possible, at
macro-
economic
level?

Indicators:

142

Judgmentriteria:

Extent to which socio
economiachanges/impactst
micro-economic (and, if
possible, macr@conomic)
level can be attributed to
FEAD support,
disaggregated by OP

Evidence from FEAD
structured survey of end
recipients anghartner
organisations on micro
economidmpactsof FEAD
interventions (if available).

Evidenceof micro-economic
impactsn FEAD monitoring
data/indicators on FEAD
operations

Findingsfrom contribution
analysis on the degree to
which macreeconomic
impacts (e.g., reduction in
populations at risk of
poverty, reduction in
homelessness, etc.) can be
attributedto FEAD support

Evaluative judgment on the
degree to which socio
economidmpactsatmicro-
economic (and, if possible,
at macreeconomic) level
can be attributed to FEAD
support

Secondargourcesncluding
Strategic Studies such as
Employment and Social
Developments in Europe,
Annual Report of the Social
Protection Committee etc.

T1 Mapping
a SFC

monitoring
data

o AIRs

o Financial data
on share of
FEAD funding
for food
support by OP
| MemberState
and target
group, the
share of
payments

incurred (spent

by
beneficiaries)
over approved
expenditure
(committed by
Managing
Authority)

o Endrecipient
surveys

a  Analysisof
national
evaluations

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material

deprivatiorrate,
2013

1 Total
population:
9.8%

 Children:
10.9%

Severematerialand

social deprivation,

2015 (proxy year)

1 Total
population:
6.8%

9 Children:8.5%

At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)
9 Total
population:
24%
9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators
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Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomianalysis

o Socio
economiaata
1 indicatorson
at risk of
poverty, child
poverty,
homelessness
from 2013 to
2019and2020
t0 2022

T3 Consultations
o Interviews
T5 Impact analysis

o Evidencefrom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies

o Evidencerom
JRC analysis

T6 Casestudies

T7 Focusgroups,ncluding
representatives of different
stakeholders

Main pointof
comparison

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

Households with
dependenthildren:
16%



Evaluation
criteria

Efficiency
and
simplificati
on

Mainresearch
guestions

5.  What typesof
activities and
for which
target group
were the
most/least
costeffective?
Why?

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:

144

Extentto which theinvested

resources were appropriate
(benefitsgreater than costs)
with respecto achievements

Differencesbetweertypesof
activities regarding the cost
effectiveness ratio

Differences between
differenttargetgroups
regarding the cost
effectiveness ratio

Unit costs peputput and
result for each type of
activity and target group
(wherepossibleatEU level

Examples of unit costs
calculated in case study
countriesvhererelevant
data is available

Directandindirectcostsof
interventions

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

Secondargourcesncluding

Impactassessment
accompanyinghe
Proposal for a
Regulation on the
European Social
Fund Plus (ESF+)

E-Voucherdor the
most deprived: A
study
complementinghe
ESF+ impact
assessment

Investing in jobsand
growthi maximising
the contribution of
European Structural
and Investment
Funds

T1 Mapping

o SFC
monitoring
data

o AlRs

o Endrecipient
surveys

o Analysisof
national
evaluations

Main pointof
comparison

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material
deprivatiorrate,
2013

 Total

population:

9.8%
 Children:

10.9%

Severanaterialand
social deprivation,
2015 (proxy year)

1 Total

population:
6.8%

§ Children:8.5%
At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxy year)

1 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

164 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomianalysis

o Socio
economiadata

o Policy
expenditure
data and
financial data
on share of
FEAD funding
for food
support by OP
| MemberState
and target
group, the
share of
payments
incurred(spent
by
beneficiaries)
over approved
expenditure
(committed by
Managing
Authority)

T3 Consultations

o Interviews

Main pointof
comparison

9 65yearsor
over:18%

1 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
secondday, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

Households with
dependenthildren:
16%

Existing
assessment of
efficiencyin the
mid-term
evaluatioR®4



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources
T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis
T5 Impact analysis
T6 Casestudies
T7 Focusgroups

146

Main pointof
comparison




Are there any
examples of
goodpractices
implemented
to improve the
efficiency of
FEAD
operations?

o Whatarethe characteristics Judgmentriteria:

of these good practices? o Evaluative judgment based

on evidence of cost
effectiveness of different
types of
operations/activities/interven
tions with different target
groups and/or in specific
Member States (based
particularly on case study
countries)

a  Werethereanybadpractices
that hamperedhe efficiency
of FEAD operations?

o Whatarethe characteristics
of these bad practices?

Indicators:

a |dentification of FEAD
operations/activities/interven
tions with different target
groups and/or in specific
Member States with a
high/low degree of cost
effectiveness

o Qualitative evidence
obtainedrom consultations
(e.g., interviews, case
studies, focus groups) on
examples of good/bad
practices in terms of
efficiency of implementing
or managind-EAD support
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ol

Secondargourcesncluding

Impact
assessment
accompanying
the Proposal
for a
Regulationon
the European
Social Fund
Plus (ESF+)

E-Voucherdor
the most
deprived: A
study

complementing

the ESF+
impact
assessment
Investing in
jobs and
growth-
maximisingthe
contribution of
European
Structural and
Investment
Funds

FEAD
Network input
papers and
meetingreports
FEAD mid-
termevaluation
(2019)

Existing
assessment of
efficiencyin the
mid-term
evaluation'6>
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o  Study on the
support
provided by
ESFandFEAD
underCRIl and
CRII+ (2023)

o Summaryof
FEAD case
studies

o Member
St a hadogad
evaluations of
FEAD

T1 Mapping
o  AIRs

o Analysisof
national
evaluations

T3 Consultations
o Interviews
T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis
T5 Impact analysis
T6 Casestudies
T7 Focusgroups

165 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation

148



Mainresearch
guestions

Evaluation
criteria

7. Which arethe
factors that
influencedthe
efficiency of
FEAD? Rank
these factors
by order of
importance
and justify
your ranking.

Subquestions

o Did these factors

particularly affect
the efficiency of
implementation of
FEAD support for
certain types of
operations (e.g.
provision of
food/material
assistancer social
inclusion
programmes) or

target groups (e.g.

partners
organisationsr
specific groups of
endrecipients?)

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:

Evaluative judgment on the
basis of evidence collected
as to potential
barriers/success factors
underlying efficiency,
examining any patterns
(wherepossiblehy OP,type
of activity and target group

Factors most frequently
reported by MAs, partner
organisations, other
stakeholders, studies and
evaluationsvhichfacilitated
or hinderedheefficiencyof
FEAD operations and
supported by clear
justification/evidence

Ranking of
facilitating/hinderingactors
with justification/evidence

166 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

T1 Mapping
o AIRs

o Endrecipient
survey

T3 Consultations
o |nterviews

o Public
consultation,
particularly
sub-surveyof
partner
organisations

T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis

T5 Impact analysis
T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups

Main pointof
comparison

Existingassessment
of efficiency in the
mid-term
evaluatiod® and
European Court of
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019



To what extent
were the
elements of
Management
and Control
System (MCS)
requirements
in FEAD set
appropriately
to minimise
the
administrative
burden? Did
they allow
effective and
efficient
implementatio
n? Did those
elements
protect the
dignity of
FEAD end
recipients
while avoiding

stigmatisation
?

8a. To what extent was there
unnecessary administrative
burden, in particular gold plating,
at MS level in implementing
FEAD?

If so,whatwerethereasons

for this?

ol

Indicators:
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Judgmentriteria:

Extentto whichprocedures
adopted by MAs exceeded
regulatory requirements at
EU level for the
management of FEAD
support

Degree to which activities
weredeliveredatreasonable
cost (compared to similar
interventions and/or in light
of benefits)

Differences in delivery
mechanismandrelative
variation in the
administrativeburden
between MS/OPs

Degreeto whichthedignity
of FEAD endrecipientsvas
respected in the MCS
procedures

Identification of the
existencenatureanddegree
of prevalence of additional
procedures or reporting
requirements beyond the
regulatory requirements at
EU level

Views of key stakeholders
(MAs, partnerorganisations,
monitoring committee
members, etc.)nvolved in
theimplementatiorand

Secondargourcesncluding

ol

T1 Mapping
a

ol

FEAD mid
termevaluation
for the 2014
2020
programming
period

Impact
assessment
accompanying
the Proposal
for a
Regulationon
the European
Social Fund
Plus (ESF+)

E-Voucherdor
the most
deprived: A
study
complementing
the ESF+
impact
assessment

AlIRs

Analysisof
national
evaluations

Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T3 Consultations

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material
deprivatiorrate,
2013
1 Total
population:
9.8%
 Children:
10.9%
Severanaterialand
social deprivation,
2015 (proxy year)
1 Total
population:
6.8%

9 Children:8.5%

At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)
1 Total
population:
24%

9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

151

monitoring of FEAD on
proportionality of
administrativeburdenand
effectiveness/efficiencyf
implementation

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

o Interviewsand
public
consultation
particularly
subsurvey of
partner
organisations

T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis
including costcollection form
from MAs if used.

T5 Impactanalysis

T6 Case studies

T7 Focusgroups,including

representatives of different
target groups

Main pointof
comparison

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Singleperson

with



Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison
8b. To what extentdid the useof Judgmentriteria: T1 Mapping dependent
flat rates or the introduction of E e e o ARs children:16%
vouchers/cards under OP | adoptedheuseof flat rates o Analysisof Households with
simplify the implementation of or theintroduction of el dependenthildren:
operations by partner vouchers/cards under OP | evaluations 16%
rganisations? P
LIRS . o Evaluative judgment on the o Nationalex Existing
a  Whatwerethemain extentto whichtheadoption ante assessment of

binefi’t)s and for o_f th(le_?_e meas;ues Ied_ to evaluations efficiencyin the
whom? implification ration . f
S dp h(.:argo tokof? el dato ' T3 Consultations mid-term
P SEbEoelEs e evaluatiod®’ and
primarily benefited ) EuropearCourtof
Indicators: @ Public Auditors: ECA
o |dentification of the consultation, - special Report on
existencandprevalencef SN FEAD 05/2019
. . subsurveyof
the implementation of
partner

simplification measures
under OP |

o Views of partner
organisationsnthedegree  T5 Impact analysis
to which measures did T6 Casestudies(OP1)
simplify implementatiorof
operationsand keybenefits

organisations
T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis

T7 Focus groups, including
viewsof partnerorganisations

167 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

8c. How have partner
organisationscontributed to
effective and efficient
implementation?

o Whatfactorshavesupported
this?

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

o  Extent to which partner
organisationfavefacilitated
or hinderedhe effectiveness
and efficiency of the
implementation of FEAD
operations

Indicators:

o |dentificationof exampleof
good/bad practices among
partner organisations in
terms of effective and
efficient implementation

o Views of key stakeholders
(MAs, monitoring
committee members,
(representatives) of end
recipientsetc.) involvedin
the implementation and
monitoring of FEAD

o Views of partner
organisations on the
measures they implementec
to enhanceffectivenesand
efficiency

153

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

T1 Mapping
o AIRs

o Analysisof
national
evaluations

T3 Consultations
o Interviews

o Public
consultation,
particularly
sub-surveyof
partner
organisations

T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis
T5 Impact analysis
T6 Casestudies(OPI)

T7 Focusgroupsjncluding
partner organisations

Main pointof
comparison




To what extent
can FEAD
processes be
simplified at
the national
level? And at
EU level?

ol

Are there (other?) areas
wheresimplificationcould
be pursued further?

If so, which stakeholders
would these simplifications
principally benefitandhow?

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:

154

Extent to which there is
scope for further
simplification of FEAD
processeatnationallevel

Extentto whichthereis
scope for further

simplificationof FEAD
processes at EU level

Existenceof furtherpotential
areas for simplification

Existence of other
simplificationmeasuresot
applied in FEAD in other
EU funds (e.g., ESF+)

Evaluativgudgmentbased
on evidence collected

Views of key stakeholders
(MAs, monitoring
committee members,
(representatives) of end
recipients, partner
organisationsgtc.) involved
in the implementation and
monitoring of FEAD

Identification of other
simplificationmeasuresot
applied in FEAD in other
EU funds (e.g. ESF+)

Secondangourcesncluding
o FEAD mid

termevaluation

for the 2014
2020
programming
period

o Impact
assessment
accompanying
the Proposal
for a
Regulationon
the European
Social Fund
Plus (ESF+)

o E-Voucherdor
the most
deprived: A
study

complementing

the ESF+
impact
assessment
T1 Mapping
a  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T3 Consultations
o |nterviews

Existingassessment
of efficiency in the
mid-term
evaluatiod®® and
European Court of

Auditors: ECA

Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019



Mainresearch
guestions

Evaluation
criteria

10. To what extent
were FEAD
operations
coherent with
other
interventions?
How have
complementar
ity and
synergiesbeen
ensured?

Coherence

Subquestions

10a. How complementary was

FEAD support with the national
actions and policies for poverty
alleviation and social inclusion?

a How havesynergies
between FEAD
operationgndother
EU, national and
regional
interventions been
ensured?

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

a  Extent to which FEAD
complements national
initiativesandpoliciesfor
poverty alleviation and
socialinclusion

o Extent to which synergies
andcomplementaritiesxist
and have been nurtured
between FEAD and other
regional, national and EU
initiatives and policies

Indicators:

o Evaluative judgment on

complementarity/synergies

(or lack of) withnational

168 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
169 EuropearCommission2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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TaskqT) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

o Public
consultation,
particularly
subsurveyof
partner
organisations

T4 Costeffectivenesanalysis
T5 Impact analysis
T6 CasestudiegOPI)

T7 Focusgroupsjncluding
partner organisations

Secondary sources including
relevant EU regulations/
recommendationsndfunding
programmes

T1 Mapping

o AIRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

a  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

Main pointof
comparison

Existingassessment
of coherence in the
mid-term
evaluatiod®®

EuropearCourtof
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

policies for poverty
alleviation/social inclusion
based on documentary des}
research and evidence from
themappingandcasestudies

o Evaluative judgment on

complementarity/synergies
(or lack of) with other
relevant regional, national
andEU interventiondbased
on desk research and
analysis of

o Views of key stakeholders

(MAs, national
policymakers, European
Commission officials in
chargeof otherrelevanteU

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

o Otherrelevant

studies e.g.
FEAD mid
termevaluation
(2019), Study
on the support
provided by
ESFandFEAD
underCRIl and
CRII+ (2023),
FEAD country
fiches from the
Mid-term
evaluation,
ESF2007#2013
ex post
evaluationegtc.

Main pointof
comparison

instruments) on T3 Consultations

complementarities with o Interviews
relevant o Public
regional/national/EU consultation

initiatives

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups



10b. To what extent were FEAD
operations complementary to
support provided by other
European Union instruments, in
particular the ESF and Asylum,
Migration and Integration Fund?

Judgmentriteria:

ol

Indicators:

Extent to which FEAD
complements other EU
instrumentsparticularlythe
ESFandAsylum, Migration
and Integration Fund

o Evaluative judgment on

complementarity/synergies
(or overlap/duplication/lack
of synergy) with other EU
instrumentgin particularthe
ESF and Asylum, Migration
and Integration Fund) basec
on documentary desk
research

o Views of key stakeholders

157

(MAs, European
Commission officials in
charge of other relevant EU
instruments) on
complementarities (or
overlap/duplication/lack of
synergy) with relevant EU
instrumentgin particularthe
ESF and Asylum, Migration
and Integration Fund)

o Regulation
(EVU) No.
1303/2013
Common
Provisions
Regulation
(CPR)2014
2020covering
the European
Structuraland
Investment
Funds (ESI
Funds) or the
ERDF, ESF,
theCohesion
Fund, the
EAFRDand
the EMFF

o Regulation
(EVU) No.
1304/201FESF
Regulation
o Regulation (EUNo.
1057/2021ESF+
Regulation

T3 Consultations
o |nterviews

o Public
consultation

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

10c. To what extent was FEAD
support complementary to the
wider EU policies including the
Europe 2020 Strategy and the
EuropeanPillar of SocialRights?

Indicators:

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

a  Extent to which FEAD
complements wider EU
policies including the
Europe2020Strategyand
European Pillar of Social
Rights

o Evaluative judgment on
complementarity/synergies
(oroverlap/duplication/lack
of synergy) with wider EU
policies (including the
Europe 2020 Strategy and
European Pillar of Social
Rights) based on
documentary desk research

o Views of key stakeholders
(MAs, European
Commission officials in
chargeof otherrelevanteU
instruments) on
complementarities (or
overlap/duplication/lack of
synergy) with wider EU
policies (including the
Europe 2020 Strategy and
European Pillar of Social
Rights)

158

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

Strategiadocumentsncluding
o Europe2020
Strategy,

a EuropearPillar
of Social
Rights

T3 Consultations
o Interviews

o Public
consultation

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups

Main pointof
comparison




10d. Were there casef lack of

complementarity, overlaps or
duplication and if so, which?

Judgmentriteria:

Indicators:

o Existenceandprevalencef
cases of lack of
complementarity, overlaps
or duplication between
FEAD support and other
regional, national or EU
policies, actions or funds

a |dentification of cases of
lack of complementarity,
overlaps or duplication
between FEAD support and
other regional, national or
EU policies, actions or
funds,supportedy evidence

o Evaluative judgment on

extent of lack of
complementaritypverlaps
or duplication between
FEAD support and other
regional, national or EU
policies, actions or funds

o Views of key stakeholders

(MAs, national
policymakers, European
Commission officials in
chargeof otherrelevanteU
policies/instruments) on
cases of lack of
complementarity, overlaps
or duplication between
FEAD support and other
regional, nationabr EU

159

Strategiadocumentsncluding

o Europe2020
Strategy,

o EuropearPillar
of Social
Rights

Other secondary sources
includingImpact assessment
accompanyingheProposafor
a Regulation of the European
Parliament and the Council or
theEuropearocialFundPlus
(ESF+)

T1 Mapping

o AIRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T3 Consultations

o |nterviews
T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentiajudgmentcriteriaandindicators

policies/instrumentsctions
or funds

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

Main pointof
comparison

Is FEAD still relevant? _

Relevance

11. How relevant 11a. Towhat degree were the Judgmentriteria:
was the mostrelevantgroupstargeted? o Extent to which FEAD
supportto the o How werethemostrelevant objectives, programming
needs of the groups identified by documents (e.g., OPs) and
most Member States? operationhavetargetedhe
deprived? mostdeprived groups

Indicators:

o]

o]

160

Effective identification of
relevant (most deprived)
targetgroupsandtheirneeds
in FEAD ex-anteevaluations
carried out by Member
States

FEAD target groups
correspondo mostdeprived
groups as evidenced in
analysis of socieconomic
data across the EU;
including comparison of
proportion of funding
allocated to different target
groups compared to
proportionof targetgroupin
the wider population

Secondargourcesncluding

- EuropearCourtof
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019

- European Court of
Auditors,Combating
child poverty,
Special Report 20/
2020

- Annual European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Working with the
Homeless
(FEANTSA)reports
(2014 to 2021)
ifioverview
housingexclusionin
Europeo

- EuropearSocial
Policy Network,
Fighting

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013 relevant to
the most
vulnerable groups:

Severe material
deprivatiorrateof
children, 2013:
10.9%

Severe material and
socialdeprivationof
children, 2015
(proxyyear):8.5%
At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)

1 Children:
27.3%

9 65yearsor
over:18%



Evaluation Mainresearch

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof
criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison
o Views of key stakeholders homelessness and 1 Non-EU
(FEAD MAs, partner housingexclusionn foreign
organisations, members of Europe- A study of citizens:

FEAD monitoring

committees(representatives
of) end recipients,) on the
relevance of the groups

targeted

161

national policies

EuropearParliament
2018.FightingChild
Poverty: the role of
EU Funding

T1 Mapping

o AlRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Endrecipient
surveys

o  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis

o Socio
economidata

T3 Consultations

o Interviews

o Public
consultation
particularly
subsurveyof

49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

1 Households
with
dependent
children:16%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

162

Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

partner
organisations
T5 Impactanalysis
T6 Case studies

T7 Focusgroups,including
representatives of different
target groups

Main pointof
comparison




Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison
11b. Which target groups were Judgmentriteria: Secondargourcesisabove
not reached,and why? Were there o Existence of target groups  T1 Mapping
any gapsin the support provided? whichwerenotsufficiently o ARS
reached by FEAD support
. Y . PP o NationalFEAD
a  Existence of gapms OPs

provision of support (types

of assistance, scope of ¢ Hutzellen

support, geographical survey§
locationstargetgroupsetc.) o Ana}ly5|sof
Indicators: natlona_l
evaluations

o Effective identification of

relevant (most deprived) 5 INEHEEE

targetgroupsandtheirneeds ante .
. . evaluations
in FEAD ex-anteevaluations
carried out byMember T2 Socioeconomianalysis
States and in Operational & Socioeconomialata
Programmes T3 Consultations

o FEAD target groups o  Interviews
correspondo mostdeprived .

. . o Public
groups as evidenced in itat
analysis of soci@conomic cor1t§u Ia |Ion
data across the EU particutarly

) sub-surveyof
o Views of key stakeholders partner

(FEAD MAs, partner
organisations, members of
FEAD monitoring
committees(representatives T6 Case studies

of) end recipients,) on the  T7 Focusgroups,including
relevance of the groups representatives of different
targeted target groups

organisations
T5 Impactanalysis
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Evaluation

criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources
11c.What role did accompanying Judgmentriteria: Secondargourcesisabove
measuresplay in addressingthese 5 Extentto whichaccompanyingneasures T1 Mapping
needs? played a role in addressing the needs o SEC
o How were accompanying target groups monitoring
measuredesignedo take Indicators: data
on board the needs of the o Data (where available) on o ARSs
target groups? number, type and value of

o Endrecipient

FEAD supportallocatedto
surveys

accompanying measures

o Views of key stakeholders 5 AT

(FEAD MAs, partner n\é/ltl:)n?il )
organisations, members of évaluations
FEAD monitoring T3 Consultations
committees(representatives o Interviews
of) end reC|p|_ents,) on the & Public
degree to which the .

accompanying measures
contributedo addressinghe
needs identified T6 Casestudies

T5 Impact analysis

o Evaluative judgment on the T7 Focusgroups,including
degree to which the representatives of different
accompanying measures  target groups
contributedo addressinghe
needs identified

164

Main pointof
comparison




11d. Were there any new target
groups, needs and/or activities
that haveemergedin consequence
of the COVID -19pandemicor the
Russia's war of aggression
againstUkraine?

o Towhatextentdid FEAD
actions address these?

Indicators:

o]

Judgmentriteria:

Extent to which new target
groups, needs or activities
emerged because of the
COVID-19 pandemior
Russia's war of aggression
against Ukraine

Number and type afew
target groups, needs and/or
activitieswhichemergediue
to the pandemic or Russia's
war of aggression against
Ukraine

Comparison between needs
identified at the baseline
fromthelmpactAssessment
and FEAD Regulation and
needs identified in
subsequent Regulations
impacting FEAD (CRII,
CRIl+, REACT-EU).

Views of key stakeholders
(FEAD MAs, partner
organisations, members of
FEAD monitoring
committees(representatives
of) end recipients,) on the
new target groups, needs
and/or activities which
emerged due to the
pandemic or invasion of
Ukraine

Evaluativejudgmenton the
newtargetgroupsneeds
and/oractivitiesemerged

165

Secondangourcesncluding

Studyonthe support
providedby ESFand
FEAD under CRII
and CRII+

EuropearCourtof
Auditors: ECA
Special Report on
FEAD 05/2019

European Court of
Auditors,Combating
child poverty,
Special Report 20/
2020

Annual European
Federation of
National
Organisations
Working with the
Homeless
(FEANTSA)reports
(2014 to 2021)
nOverview
housingexclusionin
Europeo

European Social
Policy Network,
Fighting
homelessness and
housingexclusionin
Europe- A study of
national policies



dueto thepandemior Russia's waof - EuropearParliament

aggression againktkraine 2018 FightingChild
Poverty: the role of
EU Funding
T1 Mapping
a SFC
monitoring
data
specifically
number of
changeso OPs

and reasoning,
and amount of
financial
allocation
change

o AlRs

o NationalFEAD
OPs

o Endrecipient
surveys

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis

o Socie
economidata

T3 Consultations
o |nterviews

o Public
consultation

T6 Casestudies

166



Mainresearch
guestions

Evaluation
criteria

Subquestions

11e. What are the future trends
that could affect the future o
relevance of this EU support to

the most deprived? Why and

how? To what extentis the design

of FEAD still relevant?

Indicators:

Did FEAD makea differenceandto whom? _

167

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Judgmentriteria:

Extentto which futuretrends
might affect theelevanceof
FEAD (or other EUfunded)
support tahe most deprived
in terms of e.g., target
groups, activities, needs

Evaluativejudgmentbased
on analysisof likely socio
economic future trends

Views of key stakeholders
(FEAD MAs, partner
organisations, members of
FEAD monitoring
committees(representatives
of) end recipients,) on the
impact of new/emerging
trends on the needs and
focus of FEAD (or other
EU-funded)supportor the
most deprived

TaskyT) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

T7 Focusgroups,including
representatives of different
target groups

T2 Socioeconomi@nalysis

o Socio
economicdata

T3 Consultations

o Interviews

o Public

consultation

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups,including
representatives of different
target groups



Evaluation
criteria

EU added
value

Mainresearch
guestions

12. Overall, what
and how
significant has
been the
addedvalueof
FEAD support
in producing
beneficial
effects that
would
otherwise not
have taken
place? This
question shall
be addressed
by assessing
volume,scope,
role and
processeffects

Subquestions

Whathavebeentheeffectsof FEAD
support in terms of:

o Volume: To what

extenthave FEAD
operations provided
additional resources
by addingto existing
action, either by
supporting national
action in general
(O6mirrori
specific areas of
national policy
(6boostini

a  Scope: To what

o]

extenthaveFEAD
operations
broadeneeéxisting
actions by
addressingroups,
systems or policy
areas that would
otherwisenothave
received support?

Role:To whatextent

have FEAD
operationsupported
innovativeactionsor
the mainstreaming
of
local/regional/innov
ative activities at

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources
Judgmentriteria: T1 Mapping
a  Volumeeffects:theextentto a SFC
which FEAD has provided monitoring
additional resources by data
adding to existing actions g ARS
t, hroug h © rAm N o NationalFEAD
6boostingd of
= . OPs
policies, e.g. leading to an
increase in the number of @ Endrecipient
participants (people and surveys
organisations) benefitting o Analysisof
from actions/policies national
tackling poverty and evaluations
promoting social inclusion o Nationalex
o Scope effects: compared to ante
existing actions, the degree evaluations

168

to which FEADhas reached 13 consultations
new groups or hardeo-

. o i
reachgroups providedmore Interviews

opportunities of support, o Public
supported systems with consultation
specific actions, or particularly
developed/extended policy subsurveyof
areas partner

Role effects: the extent to HERIIEIENE

which FEAD operations
have supported innovative
actionsor/andcontributedo
mainstreaming of
local/regionainnovationsat
national level

T5 Impactanalysis
T6 Case studies
T7 Focus groups

Main pointof
comparison

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material
deprivatiorrate,
2013
 Total
population:
9.8%
 Children:
10.9%
Severanaterialand
social deprivation,
2015 (proxy year)
1 Total
population:
6.8%
§ Children:8.5%
At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxy year)
1 Total
population:
24%
9 Children:
27.3%



Mainresearch
guestions

Evaluation
criteria

o]

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

nationallevel?e.g.
Towhatextenthas
awareness about
food and material
deprivation been
raised through
FEAD resulting in
similar national
initiatives which
support target
groupsnhotcovered
by FEAD?
Process: To what
extent have Member
Stateadministrations
and partner
organisations
derivedbenefitye.g.
improvement of
systems/structures,
improved
cooperatiorbetween
social services and
local organisations
or partner
organisations and
individual
stakeholders) and
been influenced
from being involved
in FEAD actions?

Indicators:

o Procesgffectsitheextentto
which FEAD has brought
aboutsustainablehangesn
the cooperation between
administrations and other
entities,integrationbetween
policy systems (e.g. social
assistance and training or
health services, etc.) and
empowerment of the actors
involved in the operations

a  Numbers/volume of end
recipients and organisations
participating in
policies/actions tackling
poverty and promoting
socialinclusionsupportedy
FEAD comparedo previous
actions

a Evidence of ¢
6 b 0o o otnationgldttion
policies seeking to tackle
poverty and social
deprivation

o Any evaluative evidence
(including counterfactual
evidence) from existing
evaluations or studies or the
impact analysis on the
impactof FEAD atMS level
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Taskd(T) / Primaryand
secondarylatasources

Main pointof
comparison

9 65yearsor
over:18%

1 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

1 Households
with
dependent
children:16%



Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison

o Evidence of new target
groups reached by FEAD
whichwouldnothavebeen
reached otherwise

o Evidence of extension in
acces$o serviceractions
due to FEAD support

o Evidence of existence of
extension of types of
activities/serviceprovided
with FEAD support

o Evidence of existence of
newpolicy areasovered
thanks to FEAD support
which were not covered
otherwise

o Evidence of local/regional
innovative actions
mainstreamedthto policies
orinterventionsatnational
level

a  Evidence of benefits fdr
and influence on MS
administrations or partner
organisations (e.g. improve(
systems/structuresnproved
cooperation between social
services and local
organisations or partner
organisations and individual
stakeholders) from being
involved in FEAD actions
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Evaluation | Mainresearch Subquestions Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof

criteria guestions secondarylatasources comparison

o Views of key stakeholders
(FEAD MAs, partner
organisations, members of
FEAD monitoring
committees(representatives
of) end recipients,) on
volume, scope, role and
process effects

o  Evaluativeudgmentased
onevidence collected on
volume, scope, role and
process effects

13. Were there o If not, whynot? Judgmentriteria: T1 Mapping
attempts in a  Extent to which MS have o Analysisof
MS to soughto quantifyandassess national
quantify and theimpact of FEAD support evaluations
::]szzi? ;tfwe Indicators: T5 Impactanalysis
FEAD a  Availability of a  Evidencefrom
support? studies/evaluations at existing
nationallevelwhich seekio evaluations/stu
quantify and assess the dies
impact of FEAD support o Evidencefrom
o Contentandfocusof any JRC analysis

available studies
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14.

What are the
key results of
FEAD support
that made a
difference?

ol

To which group(s) of
stakeholders did FEAD
makeatangibledifference?

Judgmentriteria:

o Evaluative judgment based
onevidenceollectedonthe
key results of FEAD that
made a difference in terms
of results/outcomes for end
recipients and partner
organisations and wider
impacts (e.g., ofevels of
poverty,homelessnessic.)

o  Evaluative judgment based
ontheevidencecollectedon
the stakeholder groups with
the most tangible benefits
from FEAD support

Indicators:

o Results indicators for
differentstakeholderand
target groups

o Otherevidenceof impactfor
different groups (e.g., from
impact analysis and existing
evaluations/studies at MS
level)

o Views of key stakeholders
(FEAD MAs, partner
organisations, members of
FEAD monitoring
committees(representatives
of) end recipients,) on key
results of FEAD and the
stakeholder groups which
have most benefited
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T1 Mapping

o AlIRs

o  Endrecipient
surveys

a  Analysisof
national
evaluations

o Nationalex
ante
evaluations

T3 Consultations

o Interviews

o Public
consultation
particularly
sub-surveyof
partner
organisations

T5 Impactanalysis

o Evidencefrom
existing
evaluations/stu
dies

o Evidencerom
JRC analysis

T6 Case studies
T7 Focusgroups

Problemsand
needs that the
intervention was
intendedto solvein
2013:

Severe material

deprivatiorrate,
2013

 Total
population:
9.8%

 Children:
10.9%

Severematerialand

social deprivation,

2015 (proxy year)

1 Total
population:
6.8%

9 Children:8.5%

At risk of povertyor
social exclusion
(AROPE)rate,2015
(proxyyear)
9 Total
population:
24%
9 Children:
27.3%

i 65yearsor
over:18%



Evaluation
criteria

Mainresearch
guestions

Subquestions

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators

Taskd(T) / Primaryand

Main pointof

173

secondarylatasources

comparison

9 Non-EU
foreign
citizens:
49.9%

Inability to afforda
meal with meat,
chicken, fish (or
vegetarian
equivalent) every
second day, 2013

9 Total
population:
10.7%

1 Single person
with
dependent
children:16%

1 Households
with
dependent
children:16%



Evaluation Mainresearch
criteria guestions

Subquestions

15. Towhat extent
arethe general
public andend
recipients
aware that
support comes
from FEAD
and the EU?

Visibility

o  Pleasespecifydifferencedy
MS and by target group

Potentialjudgmentcriteriaandindicators Taskd(T) / Primaryand Main pointof
secondarylatasources comparison
Judgmentriteria: T1 Mapping Existingassessment
o Degreeof visibility among o AIRs of visibility in the
thegeneral public and end o NationalFEAD Mid-term
recipients that support is OPs evaluation™
rovidedby FEAD andthe -
EUVI y o  Endrecipient
indi surveys
ndicators: o Analysisof
a  Evidence of visibility from national
documentary sources (e.g., evaluations

o Views of key stakeholders

AIRs, endrecipientsurveys)

. T3 Consultations
and case studies

o |nterviews

(FEAD MAs, partner a  Public .
organisations, members of consultation
FEAD monitoring T6 Case studies

committees(representatives T7 Focusgroups
of) end recipients,) on the

visibility of FEAD and EU

fundingfor supporiprovided

via FEAD

o Evaluativeudgmentased

on evidence collected

170 EuropearCommission(2017).FEAD Mid-termevaluation Reporton theopenpublic consultation
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ANNEX IlI: IMPACTOFFEAD( J RS®@RKING PAPER

The study carried out by the JRC performs aipest evaluation of the impact of the Fund for European Aid to
the Most Deprived (FEAD) during the 2028422 implementation period, assessing its impact on poverty across
EU regions. Thisvorking papet™ examinessix key poverty measures, including populationiskt of poverty or
social exclusion (AROPE), poverty incidence and intensity, income inequaditgurrence, and persistence of
poverty. Concrete methodological aspects have been described in Annex Il. We collect here the main findings.

The first stage of the analysis reveals significant progress in reducing the population at risk of poverty or social
exclusion(AROPE)acrosanostEU regionsbetweer2014and2022,particularlyin lessdevelopedegionswhich
demonstratedignificantimprovementsConverselymoredevelopedegionsexhibitedrelatively stableratesover

this period. Notablgrogress has been made in East and Southern European countries, where the incidence of
poverty has decreased; however, some of these regions have simultaneously experienced an increase in poverty
intensity, indicating that those who remain below the pgvéne have become even poorer. Despite these
challenges, there has been an overall improvement in income inequality over the years, although heterogeneity
within country remains high. However, there is still a worrying trend in the persistence of paidrtymany

countries showing either a worsening performance or maintaining persistently high rates over the years.

The findings from the FE regression model (Sable A. 17 indicate a generally positive association between
increased FEAD funding and reductions in poverty rates. Specificallymdhien-euro increase in FEAD
expenditure is associated, on average, with a reduction of 2,650 individuals at risk of povectsl@xslusion

(1). Additionally, thisincreasecorrelatesvith a0.002percentag@oint (pp) decreasén povertyincidence(2) and

a 0.005 pp reduction in income inequality (4). Nevertheless, the analysis finds no significant correlation between
FEAD expenditure and the intensity, concurrence, and persistency of poverty (3, 5 and 6). While these findings
offer valuable insightshey must be interpreted with caution, as the Fixed Effects model establishes correlations
but does not imply causality.

171 Link to JRC Publication An ex-post evaluation of the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived- 20P0:
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC138808
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Table A. 1771 Fixed effectsregressionestimates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
#0f persons at risk Incidence: Intensity: Inequality: Consurrence: o Persistence:
: : ; Avg gap between  Income gap between % HHs in monetary  disp. income below poverty
of social exclusion % of HHsatrisk ; )
(AROPE) of povert inds' income and HHs in poverty and poverty and severe  threshold for current year
P ¥ poverty threshold other HHs material deprivation  and 2+ out of previous 3
FEAD paid in OPs, in -0265" -0.002* 0.007 -0.005" -0.000 0.001
accumulated terms (0.097) (0.001) (0.010) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
Food prices (PPP) 0.284 -0.001 0.239 0.063 -0.041*** -0.034
(0.713) (0.020) (0.285) (0.046) (0.012) (0.033)
Compensation of -2.323* -0.020 0011 -0.089** -0.046* 0.062*
employees (PPP) (1.079) (0.027) (0.243) (0.039) (0018) (0.036)
Constant 726.552** 23.162*** 35.688 90.170*** 21.063** 8870***
(319.038) (7.436) (72.577) (10.955) (5.230) (1.863)
Time fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 162 189 169 169 169 186

Robust standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

TheDoseRespons@&odel providesadditionalinsights,theresultsconsistentlydemonstrata significantpositive
impact of FEAD expenditure on reducing poverty across all six dimensions studied, suggesting that increasing
FEAD funding contributes meaningfully to alleviating poverty and social exclusion across the EU. For the

population at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE), the relationship between FEAD expenditure and

povertyreductionis non-linear, indicatingthatthe positiveeffectson povertybecomemorepronouncedt higher
expenditurdevels.In contrasttheotheroutcomed suchaspovertyincidencejntensity,inequality,concurrence,
andpersistencé presentlineardecreasingrend,suggestinghatasFEAD expendituréncreaseshereductions
in povertyratesoccuratasteadyconsistentate. Therobustnessf thesefindingsis confirmedby estimatingDose
Response Functions using polynomials of different orders (see Figure 12 in JR&9eport

Theseresultsshouldalsobeseerntogethemwith J R Cpbly briefé U n d e r sE uar nodpicsstéginerablen six
EU MemberStates: Soci@conomicprofilesof FEAD endb e n e f i 16 bhasedon READEND-Recipients data
gatheredrom six countrieswhich highlightthesignificantregionaldisparitiesn thesupportprovidedi,illustrating
the localized challenges of poverty and social exclusion, and reinforcing the importance of regionally tailored

interventions.
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ANNEX IV: OVERVIEW OF BENEFITSAND COSTS

TableA. 18 ¢ Fundfor Europeanaid to the mostdeprived (FEAD)

Fundfor Europearaid to the mostdeprived(FEAD)

Member States

P :
artner (Managing

Cost/Benefit Cost/Benefit

EuropearnCommission

Endrecipients

description

Organisations

Directcosts

Implementation
costs

Costdgncurred Not applicable
for the

deliveryof

food support

(OPI)

Costdancurred Notapplicable
for the

deliveryof

basicmaterial

Authorities)

5%o0f expenditure
flat rate for delivery
partners to pay for
transport,storageand
other administrative
measures.

Not applicable

5%of expenditure
flat rate for delivery
partnersto payfor
transport,storageand

Not applicable
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Totalexpenditure
incurred by
beneficiariegelated
to the provisionof
food support(2014
2022)
Totalnumberof
personshenefiting
from food support
(20142022)
Costper person
(20142022)
Totalexpenditure
incurredby
beneficiarieselated
to the provisionof
basicmaterial

EURB,755,806,230.5¢

119,905,708

EUR31

EUR147,641,598.09



assistancéOP

)

Costsncurred
for the
indirect
deliveryto the
mostdeprived
through
vouchers
cardsor other
instruments
(OP )

Not applicable

otheradministrative
measures.

Not applicable

178

Not applicable

assistanc¢2014
2022)

Total number of
persons benefiting
from basicmaterial
assistance (2014
2022)

Costper person

Total expenditure
incurred by
beneficiaries
providedindirectly
through vouchers,
cards or other
instruments(2014
2022)

Total number of
persons receiving
support through
vouchersgcards or
otherinstrumentsof
indirect delivery
(20142022)
Costper person

7,776,324

EURILY
EURL02,867,369.02

832,680

EURL24



Costdncurred Notapplicable
for the

delivery of

accompanying

measures (OP

)

Costdncurred Notapplicable
for the

delivery of

social

integration

measures (OP

)

5% ofexpenditure
flat rate wasavailable
to cover delivery of
accompanying
measures. In some
countries (for

example Belgium), all
funding was used for

food/basic material
support and
accompanying
measures were paid
for by partner
organizations

Not applicable

179

Not applicable

Not applicable

Noexactfigure
available.
Accompanying
measures were in
most cases funded
by FEADundingand
paidthrough5%flat
rate of
expenditures.

Total expenditure
incurred by
beneficiariegelated
to the provision of
social integration
measures (2014
2022)

Total number of
persons
participating in
socialintegration
measures (2014
2022)

Costper person

EURL10,532,277.57

209,913

EURS27



Administrative
costs

Directbenefits

Administrative Not applicable
costs

Partnerorganisations
werenot requiredto
collectinformationon
administrativecosts.
However substantial
burdenhasbeen
reportedrelatedto
the fulfilment of
monitoring
requirementsandthe
assessmenof
eligibilityof end
recipients.Inthe
publicconsultation,
17%o0f respondents
(460f 267)reported
that there was
unnecessary
administrativeburden
for their organisation
to alargeextent,21%
(560f267)to a
moderateextentand
26%(680f 267)to
someextent.

180

Estimatesavailable
from selectMember
States:
EUR321,410in
Denmark
EUR390,954in
Sweden

400to 500hoursin
Portugalrelatedto
monitoring, following
up and providing
information system
support.
Administrativecostsin
OPI countriesare
likelyto be higheras
MAshadto dealwith
the regular
procurementof food
basicmaterials.

Noexactfigure/estimatesavailable Costshorne
by the EuropeanCommissiorfor the setup and
implementationof FEAzouldberegardedas

administrativecosts.



Benefits of the
distribution of
food andgoods

Foodprovided Total provided food Not applicable Not applicable

to end
recipients

support during the
implementation period
of FEAD3.3 million
tonnes of foodin the
form of: 962 million
food packages and 554
million preparedmeals.

In2022,an averageof
90%(22,7810f 25,313),
of recipients of OP |
supportthat responded
to the structured
survey in all OP |
Member States
reported that
assistance provided by
FEAD made a
difference to them or
to the members of
their household.

181

Not applicable



Goods
providedto
children

Goods
provided to
the homeless

Goods
provided to
other groups

Value of goods Not applicable
distributedto children,

often in the form of

school materials and

layettes- EUR 11®13

306.59

Example: In Austria,

where 100% of FEAD

provided goods for

children,88% (919 of

1045)of endrecipients

responding to the

structured survey in

2022indicatedthat the

assistance provided

made a difference to

them or to the

members of their

household.

Value of goods Not applicable
distributedto homeless

people, often in the

form of clothing and

sleeping bagsEUR 166

13592.53

Value of goods Not applicable
distributed to other
targetgroupsoftenin
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Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable



Enhanced
nutritional
intakeofend
recipients

Improved
hygiene of
endrecipients

the form of hygiene
products:EURD7428
775.47

An average 068% of  Notapplicable
end recipients
responding to the
structured surveyin
2022 across all OP |
implementing
countries indicated
that a year ago they
werenot ableto afford
to purchase the food
goods received from
FEAD support.

An average 068% of  Notapplicable
end recipients
responding to the
structured surveyin
2022 across all OP |
implementing
countries indicated
that ayear ago they
werenot ableto afford
to purchase the
food/goods received
from FEABupport.

183

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable



Benefits of
accompanying
measures and
socialinclusion
activities

Increased
educational
attainment

Improved
cookingskills
of end
recipients

Free schoobreakfasts, Free school Free school
suchasthosedelivered breakfasts, such as  breakfasts, such as
by FEAD in Cyprus, those delivered by those delivered by
have an excellent track FEAD in Cyprus, have FEAD in Cyprus, have

record of leading to an excellent track an excellent track
positiveoutcomessuch record of leadingto  record of leading to
as improved learning  positive outcomes positive outcomes
and educational such as improved such as improved
attainment. A study learning and learning and
into the long-term educational educational
effectsof the provision attainment. A cost attainment. A cost
of nutritious breakfast effectiveness analysis effectiveness analysis
at school in Norway in the UK concluded in the UK concluded
indicated an increase that foreach GBP 1  that for each GBP 1
of education by 0.1 spent, there can be  spent, there can be
years and earnings by benefits in excess of benefits in excess of
2¢3% GBP50, largelydueto  GBP50, largelydueto
highertaxrevenuesas highertaxrevenuesas
a result of better a result of better
educational educational
attainment. attainment.
Quantitative benefits  Notapplicable Not applicable

not available. Classes
relatedto cookingand
how to utilise FEAD
food packages were
offered in most
Member Stateswith
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Free school breakfasts, such as those delivert
by FEAD in Cyprus, have an excellent track
record of leading to positive outcomes such a:
improvedlearningand educationakttainment.
A costeffectiveness analysis in the UK
concludedhat for eachGBPL spent,there can
be benefits in excess of GBP,3argely due to
higher tax revenues as a result of better
educational attainment

Not applicable



Improved
hygiene of
endrecipients

Healthier
nutrition of
endrecipients

thishavingareportedly
positive impact on end
recipients' ability to
makethe mostof FEAD
food packages.

Quantitative benefits
not available. In
addition todistributed
hygiene products,
severaMemberStates
conducted courses on
personahygiene.
Quantitative benefits
not available. Classes
related to healthier
nutrition on how to
select food were
offered in most
Member States, with
thishavingareportedly
positive impact on end
recipients' ability to
makethe mostof FEAD
food packages in a
healthy way.

Not applicable

Not applicable
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Not applicable

Member States and
the EUbenefitfroma
healthier population
due to reduced
healthcarecosts.
Academic research
estimates that the
costs of
hospitalisatiordueto
malnutrition, are
between EUR 1 640
and EUR 5 829 per
individual (see Annex
3). Theseestimatesfar
exceed the annual
costper personof

Not applicable

Member States and the EU benefit from a
healthierpopulation dueto reduced healthcare
costs. Academic research estimates that the
costs ofhospitalisation dugo malnutrition, are
between EUR 1 640 and EUR 5 829 per
individual (see Annex 3). These estimates far
exceed the annual cost per person of providin
food support (EUR 31). While the number of
hospitalisationgreventedby FEADs unknown,
it is estimated (based on a hospitalisation cos!
mid-point estimate of EUR 3 735) that just one
hospitalisation for every 120 supported would
need to be prevented for FEAD to be cest
neutral.



Improved
employability
of end
recipients

Quantitativebenefits
not available.
Accompanying
measures in many
Member States
included trainings for
professional skills and
sometimessupportand
guidance in job
searching, with a
reportedly positive
impacton basicjob-

Not applicable
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providing food
support (EUR 31).
While the number of
hospitalisations
prevented by FEAD is
unknown,it is
estimated(basedon a
hospitalisation cost
mid-point estimate of
EUR 3 735) that just
one hospitalisation
for every 120
supported would
need to be prevented
for FEAD to be cost
neutral.

Member States and
the EU benefit from
higheremployability
of deprived people
due to higher tax
revenues and a
reduced need for
benefits.

Member Statesandthe EUbenefit from higher
employabilityof deprivedpeopledueto higher
tax revenues and a reduced need for benefits,



Improved
wellbeingand
mentalhealth
of end
recipients

searchskillsandoverall
employability.

Examplein Francethe
wSaidl dzNI y i
projectemployed
thousands of FEAD
recipients for the
provisionof meals 52%
subsequently found
employment or
training.
Quantitativebenefits Not applicable
not available.
Psychologicandsocial
support wasoffered in
most Member States.

Example: In the
Netherlands, informal
coffee hours were
conducted for lonely
elderlypeoplein public
libraries- an initiative
which was deemed as
very costeffective.
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Member States and
the EU benefifrom
improved wellbeing
and mental health
throughe.g.increased
productivity at work,
less expenditures in
psychologicatupport,
higher tax revenues,
reduced need for
benefits etc.

Member States and the EU benefit from
improvedwellbeingandmentalhealththrough
e.g. increased productivity at work, less
expendituresn psychologicasupport,higher
tax revenues, reduced need for benefits etc.



Indirectbenefits

Improved
financialskills
of end
recipients

Improved
knowledge
regarding
(social)
serviceof
endrecipients

Quantitative benefits
not available Courses
on budgetinganddebt
advicewereofferedin
someMemberStates.

Quantitativebenefits
not available.
Recipientsn all
Member States
improvedtheir
knowledgeof (social)
serviceswhereto
requestassistancend
howto accesservices
suchashealthcare.
Specifiguidanceor
recipientsin that
regardwasprovidedin
allcountriesthat
provided
accompanying
measures.

Not applicable

Partnerorganisations
benefitted from

better visibilityamong
recipientswhich
makesit easierto
reachtheir target
groups.
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Member Statesand
the EUbenefitfrom
higherfinancialskills
of deprivedpeople
throughincreased
productivityat work,
highertaxrevenues
andareducedneed
for benefits.
Member States
benefitthrough
increasedake up of
socialservices.
Recipientdbecome
easierto reach.

Member Statesandthe EUbenefitfrom higher
financialskillsof deprivedpeoplethrough
increasedoroductivityat work, highertax
revenuesandareducedneedfor benefits.

Member Statesbenefitthroughincreasedake
up of socialservicesRecipientdecomeeasier
to reach.



Improved Quantitative benefits ~ FEAD has improved In addition to better EuropeanCommissiorbenefitsfrom a strong

collaboration  notavailablelndirectly the relationships of relationships with ecosystem of actors supporting the most
between benefited end PartnerOrganisations partner organisations, deprived
stakeholders  recipients through to public authorities.  FEADalsocontributed

strengthening the to better relationships

capacity of among public sector

organisations that can organisations. The

support them. German evaluation

identifies better
working relationships
between actors such
as social services, the
police, housing
authorities and the

federalstate.

Capacity Quantitativebenefits Partnerorganisations Managing Authorities EuropeanCommissiomenefitsfrom astrong
buildinginthe not available. were often provided gained experience ecosystem of actors supporting the most
delivery of Indirectly benefited with capacitybuilding  with the management deprived
sociafundsor endrecipientsthrough  support in order to of large EU social
services strengthening the provide the skills funding programmes.

capacity of necessary for the

organisations that can delivery of services

support them. and the compliance

with administrative
requirements

189



Improved
awarenes®f
social
problems

Enhanced
sense of
recognition

Quantitativebenefits
not available.
Recipientbenefitfrom
better general
awareness of social
problems which can
improve the response
to their needs.

Quantitative benefits
not available Projects
contributedto making
the participants feel
seen, taken seriously
and treated as fellow
human beings.

Example: The value of
the project employees'
friendly and respectful
treatment was
repeatedly highlighted
ininterviewsin Sweden
as part of the Swedish
evaluation.

Partnerorganizations
benefit from better
awareness regarding
malnutrition and
socialinclusionissues
as it increases the
volunteer pool and
can lead to higher
donations and more
public funding
opportunities
Stronger relationship
between end
recipientsandpartner
organizations
indirectlycontributing
to greater impact of
their work.
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Member States
benefit from better
awareness regarding
malnutrition and
socialinclusionissues.

Not applicable

European Commission benefits from better
awarenessegardingmalnutritionandsocial
inclusion issues in Member States

Not applicable



SourceEcorys2024

Stronger
sense of
community

Quantitative benefits
not available. Food
packages being
distributed by
volunteers from the
community for the
deprived members of
the community has
increasedsocialunity.

Example: In Estonia,
involvingUkrainians
fleeing Russiamilitary
aggressiofin the work
of food banks has
contributed to their
integration.

Stronger relationship Member States
between end benefitfromincreased
recipientsandpartner social cohesion.
organisations

indirectlycontributing

to greater impact of

their work.
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TheEUbenefitsfrom increasedsocialcohesion
in Member States.



STUDBUPPORTINHEEXPOS EVALUATIONFTHE2014-2020FUNDFOREUROPEANIDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVED (FEAD)

ANNEX V: COSTEFFECTIVENESSANALYSIS BY EXTERNAL CONTRACTOR

3. Introduction

This costeffectivenesanalysig CEA) wasundertakeraspartof the Studysupportingthe evaluationof Fund
for European Aid to théMost Deprived (FEAD). It provides supplementary detail to the analysis provided
within the main evaluation report to research questions (RQ@s)Bich cover the following topics:

I Thetypesof activitiesandfor which targetgrouptheywerethe most/leastosteffectiveandwhy.

i Goodexampler badpracticesn theimplementatiorof FEAD which hadanimpacton efficiency.
i Thefactorsthatinfluencedtheefficiency.
1

Theappropriatenessf the ManagemenandControl Systemandwhetherit allowedfor effectiveand

efficient implementation. This includes an assessment of whether there was unnecessary
administrative burden at MS level, to what extent flat rates and vouchers simplified the
implementation of operations and how partner organisations contributetetbivef and efficient
implementation.

I The extentto which FEAD processesan be simplified at different levels in order to increase
efficiency.

The CEA complements the responses to the efficiealated research questions in the main report and
should not be read in isolation. It provides an overview of FEAD expenditures and to what extent Member
States utilised all of their approved funtfslight of datalimitations indicated in section 2 below, t6&A
focused principally on thprovision of food support under OP | (which made up 93.6% of total FEAD
expenditure).In addition, it shows summary calculations of FEAD outputs pertaining to the total volume of
distributed food, cosbutput ratios for food support, the total number ofpsrped individuals, annual
expenditureperindividual andthe monetaryvalueof distributedbasicmaterialsLastly, it alsoincludesan
analysis of the costffectiveness of school meal programmes based on existing academic research and an
overview of tle collected interview and focus group data which adds to the insights which are presented in
the main report.

4.  Methodology

The CEA methodologyincludedthefollowing steps:
i Detailedanalysisof thedatawhich wascollectedfrom the SFCsupporiportalaspartof Task1
Reviewof all availablenationalevaluations
Reviewof all casestudieshatwereproducedaspartof the FEAD evaluation
Analysisof stakeholdemterviewresponset relevantefficiencyquestions.
Analysisof datafrom thepublic consultation
Sifting of AnnuallmplementatiorReportqAIRS)

Assessmentf thepossibilityto monetisdFEAD benefitsthroughacademicesearch

=4 =4 =2 =4 =4 =4 =4

Engagement with Managing Authorities to clarify inconsistencies in the provided data and request
additional data

A traditional costbenefit analysis would focus on the comparisons of costs with pecuniary effects of the
intervention.Sufficient datds available formost Member States determine the FEARelated expenditure
for differentactivities,however thereis insufficientdatato allow the monetisatiorof benefits The potential
benefits of FEAD are detailed in Annex 2 (Costs and Benefits table) of the study with information on the
benefits by stakeholder group (end recipients, padrganisations, Member States and the European
Commission/EU) and include the following:
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1. Benefitsof thedistributionof food andgoods:

a.
b.

C.

Enhancedutritionalintakeof endrecipients
Improvedhygieneof endrecipients

Increase@ducationahttainment

2. Benefitsof accompanyingneasureandsocialinclusionactivities

a.
b
c
d.
e
f

g.

Improvedcookingskills of endrecipients
Improvedhygieneof endrecipients

Healthiernutrition of endrecipients
Improvedemployabilityof endrecipients
Improvedwellbeingandmentalhealthof endrecipients
Improvedfinancialskills of endrecipients

Improvedknowledgeregarding(social)servicef endrecipients

3. Indirectbenefitsof FEAD support

a.
b.
c.
d.

Improvedcollaboratiorbetweerstakeholders
Capacitybuilding in thedelivery of socialfundsor services
Improvedawarenessf socialproblems

Enhancedensef recognition

4. Strongersensef community

There is insufficient data to allow the monetisation of these benefits. For example, the intervention logic of

food support is that inadequate nourishment directly resuitsmirmerable physical, mental, and emotional
healthconsequenceshich canleadto heavycostburdensfurtherhealthconcernsandevendeath Wearing
dirty and wet clothes for long stretches of time, makes people vulnerable to the spread of transmissible
disease, including COVIR19. In addition, wearing clean and comfortable kigiality clothes can help to
open the doors to employment and hagsbpportunities. However, even if one can argue that without
FEAD measures people have little chance of movingobpoverty or social exclusiothe difficulty is in

assessing to which extent FEAD measures improve these resultsaddition, Managing Authorities did

not collectsufficientendrecipientdatarelatedto wellbeing,healthoutcomesr similar metricswhich would
make a traditional codienefit analysis feasibfé? None of the reviewed national evaluations was able to
adequatelyssess the impact of FEABMonetising the outcomes of food provision to the most deprived
via OP | is therefore not possible.

Similarly,i t

is difficult to quantify the results

starter k i in@\dstria,which aredesignedo easdinancialburdenson deprivedfamiliesandleadto longer
term downstream effects. Additionally, specific employment or simitadpetizableoutcomes from OP I

would be difficult to identify, as the focus of social inclusion actions is more on social inclusion via progress

towards removing language barriers or information deficits, which might only result in employment
outcomes as a sigffect. In addition, no adequate data was collected by Member Statepant af the
national evaluationghich were carriedut in all OP Il countriethat would allow to asse#ise impact OP |l
interventions had on end recipients.

In light of these clear limitations, tH@EA focussed therefore on the calculation of cosiutput ratios
principally for the provision of food support under OP | (which made up 93.6% of total FEAD
expenditure)lt aimedto determinehe amountof moneyby countrythatwasspentperendrecipientandper

distributed kilo of food, and how these metrics developed over the time of the intervention. Problems of this
analysis were that the form of support (e.g. whether end recipients were provided with food packages or

cooked meals) and the intensity of popt (e.g. how much food an end recipient received from partner
organisations) varied widely across all Member States. Special attention was paid to extreme outliers in the

costoutputratiosfor which additionalanalysiswascarriedout suchasthereviewof Annuallmplementation

74 The Special Report of the European Court of Auditors concluded in 2019 that due to a lack of datasuitsbie
FEAD, ¢ t domributiontowardsalleviatingtheworstformsof povertycouldnotbee st ab.l i shed

15 Furtherdetailsregardinghelack of datathatwould allow to quantifytheimpactof FEAD onrecipientscan be found
under Question 13 in the main report.

193

of

prov



STUDBUPPORTINHEEXPOS EVALUATIONFTHE2014-2020FUNDFOREUROPEANIDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVED (FEAD)

Reportsin addition,ManagingAuthoritieswerecontactedo provideadditionalcontextandadditionalcost

data on food items.

In order to overcome the lack qéiantifiable impact data that would allow the monetisation of FEAD
benefitsa literature review wasconductedwith the aim to assessvhether academicliterature canshed

light on the costeffectiveness of FEAD activitiesWhile research regarding thapacts and cost

effectiveness of food provision in developed countries is scarce, there is a sufiicgrdf literature on the
effects of school meal provision which was the sole FEAD activity in Cyprus and also conducted to smaller
degrees in Croatia and Czechia. As Cyprus used all funding for food provision on the distribution of
breakfasts in schools disadvantaged pupils, it was possible to calculate the price for each provided meal
which was not possible for countries which distributed both srexadl food packages. This enabled the
comparison of this FEAD activity with that of other school meal programmes in Cyprus.

The interviews with stakeholders provided a comprehensive data source that allowed all effel&tecy
researclguestiongo beaddressedntervieweegjaveelaboraténsightsinto the perceiveccosteffectiveness

of different activities, factors that enhanced or reduced efficiency, the effect of vouchers, flat rates and
monitoring requirements and how the programme could be simplified in the future. The public consultation
provided additional inghts in the form of quantifiable perceptions of the @fftctiveness of different

activities and the most burdensome administrative tasks. It also provided furtheatiyeadiiggestions
regarding potential scope for simplifications.

All conducted case studies and all national evaluations as well as data from the focus groups were reviewed
for evidenceelatedto efficiencyandcosteffectivenesslt shouldbenotedthatinformationfrom interviews,
casestudiesevaluationandpublic consultationshatdirectly relateso the efficiency RQs5-9 is presented

in the main report and, in order to avoid the duplication of information, not additionally presented in this
Annex.This costeffectiveness analysis should therefore be seen as complimentary to the results in the
main report and not be read in isolation

5. The costs of undernutrition

As outlined above, dut datdimitations, theCEA focusesrimarily on thecosteffectivenessf OPI, food
support.The costeffectivenesof OP | of FEAD is intricately linked to the financial toll of malnutrition

and undernutrition acrossthe EU. Thesecostsmanifestin two primaryways:directexpense®orneby the
healthcare systems of EU nations and indirect societal costs. Indirect costs encompass a range of factors,
including diminished work capacity among affected individuals and reduced educational achievement
stemming from impaired cognitive development in emdurished children. While quantifying the indirect
costs of malnutrition on EU Member States poses significant challenges, the direct costs can be gauged
through the financial strain on healthcare systems, primarily due to disease related malnutrition.
Malnutrition is associatedavith arangeof healthconditions jncludingweakenedmmunesystemsincreased
susceptibility to infections, delayed wound healing, and higher rates of hospitalidationduals

experiencing undernutrition may also suffer from nutritional deficiencies, such as deficiencies in essential
vitaminsand minerals, whichan lead toarioushealthproblems. Malnourished individuadse more likely

to require hospitalisation and may have longer hospital stays compared-toweéthe individuals. The
costsassociated with hospitalisatiofeg malnutritionrelated conditions, including treatments, medications,
and specialised care, contribute to overall healthcare expenditures.

Undernutrition can exacerbate existing health conditions and increase the risk of developing complications
and comorbidities, such as pressure ulcers, infections, and impaired wound healing. Treating these
complicationsaddsto healthcareostsandmayrequirespecializednterventionsandprolongedcare.Severe
undernutrition, particularly among older adults, may necessitatetésngcare services, such as nursing
home placements or home health care. The costs associated witarioncare for malnourished

individuals, including personal assistance, tiotmal support, and medical supervision, contribute
significantly to healthcare expenditures.

Several studies have tried to assess the healthcare related costs within EU national Aditézatsire

review of available research estimated the cost of the hospitalisation of a malnourished person in
Europe to lie betweenEUR 1 640and EUR 5 82978 Country-specificstudiesestimatedotal healthcare

176 KhalatbariSoltani, Saman et al. (2015): The economic cost of hospital malnutrition in Europe; a narrative review.
Clinical Nutrition ESPEN, Volume 10, Issue 3, e84
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related annual costs for undernutrition to be around EUR 1.4 billion in IfélaBtUR 9 billion in
Germany”®and 10 billion in Italy”®. A widely cited study estimated thaalnutrition cost EU

governments up to EUR 120 billion annuallyaround theyear 2010.More recent insights on the costs of
malnourishment in the EU asearce. While it iglifficult to determine howepresentativéhese figuresire

for the current context, the decrease of individuals unable to afford a healthy meal from 10.7% to 8.3%
combinedwith increasednflation levels,whichwill alsoaffecthealthcareosts suggestshattheyareona
comparable level.

In summary, the multifaceted impact of malnutrition on health and society emphasises the vital role of
initiatives suchasFEAD in tackling this complexchallenge While thedirectfinancial strainon healthcare
systems is evident, broadsocietal implications, including reduced workforce productivity and educational
attainment, underscore the urgency of effective interventions. While precisely quantifying FEAD's
contribution to reducing healthcare costs poses challenges, the substaesmhant in combatting
malnutrition through programmes like FEAD is justified by the considerable costs it alleviates for EU
Member States.

6. Assessment of FEAD costs and outputs

6.1. Overall costs

Within the EU,FEAD stands asthe largest programmeof its kind, offering essential provisionssuch as

food and basic materials to those in needin initial allocation of EUR 3.8 billion was provided for
implementation during the 2042020 period. FEAD funding was later boosted to address the surge in
poverty and financial strain across Europe in the aftermath of the CQ¥andemic, largely tbugh

financial transfers from REAGEU. This increase aimed to ensure the continuous provision of vital
assistancduringatime of widespreadctrisis.By 2022,theapprove fundingfor FEAD operationsurpassed
EUR 5.6 billion. Note that thEUR 5.6 billion is the total amount of eligible public expenditure approved in
the documents setting out the conditions for support of operations. This is more than the approveaf budget
EUR 5.2 billion. This difference is explained by allowing for overbookings in case of financial corrections.
Figure A. 2illustrates the cumulative approved funding for FEAD throughout the 2014 to 2022
implementation period. Following an initial twyeear period with relatively lower intensity, marked by
delayed initiation of FEAD operations in many Member States, the aggfonding remained relatively
stable, ranging between EUR 6800 million per year. However, a notable upswing occurred in 2022,
pushing the approved funding to over EUR 900 million. The figure also highlights the funding reported as
paid by ManagingAuthoritiesduringthe executionof FEAD operationsvhich amountedo aroundEUR 4.2
billion in 2022.

A discernible gap emerges between the approved funding and reported expenditures, indicating
challengesn someMember Statesin fully utilising the allocatedfunds. Thisdisparitysteadilywidens
throughout the implementation period, reachimpakof approximately EURL.4 billion in 2022. Thids
potentially explained by additional funding being made available through REACT

7 Rice N, Normand C. The cost associated with disesladed malnutrition in Ireland. Public Health Nutr. 2012
Oct;15(10):196672.

178 Ceptonnet [internet]. Publications [cited 2011 Nov 15Jdller MC, Uedelhofen KW, Wiedemann UCH.
Mangelerndhrung kostet 9 Milliarden Euro jahrlich 2007

7% Pradelli L, Zaniolo O, Sanfilippo A, Lezo A, Riso S, Zanetti M. Prevalence and economic cost of malnatiidn
A systematic reviewndmetanalysi$rom theltalian Societyof Artificial Nutrition and Metabolism (SINPE). Nutrition.
2023Apr; 108:111943

195



STUDBUPPORTINGHEEXPOSEVALUATIONFTHE20142020FUNDFOREUROPEANIDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVED (FEAD)

Figure A. 27 Cumulative funding (EUR billion) for FEAD by year in relation to cumulative
expenditures related to the implementation of FEAD operations, 2014-2022
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SourceSFC201data.

Figure A. 3illustrates the divergence in the utilisation (funds reported as spent) of approved FEAD funding
acrossMemberStatesNotably,elevenMemberStategeportednearlycompleteutilisation, reachingratesof
approximately 95% or higher. In contrast, seven states, namely France, Slovakia, Portugal, Italy, Croatia,
Romania, and th€zech Republic, exhibited utilisation rates below 70%. The remaining Member States fell
within the range of 80% to 95%.

The data implies that the lower utilisation rates in certain Member States may be patrtially attributed

to increases in approved funding resulting from the European crisis responsA recent study on the
absorption rates of cohesion policy funds has shown that by the dagja$t 2023, only 45% of REAGT

EU funds had been paid to Member Stat&gVhile only four out of the 11 Member States with the highest
utilisation rates received additional funding through financial transfers from REAC The same was true
for 6 outof the7 MemberStateswith utilisationratesbelow70%. This suggestgshat someMember States
faced challenges in fully deploying funds made available at relatively short noticedicating potential
difficulties in adapting swiftly to increased allocations

Member States with low utilisation of FEAD funds were contacted for explanations. The Czech Managing
Authority responded, attributing delays in one operation tdith@rance in transferring funds to another.
Theydiscoveredheunspentundstoo late afterthefinal auditto reallocatehem.Theyalsoacknowledged

the impact of REACIEU funding on reduced absorption as the programming period ended, complicating
new procurements.

The national evaluation for Itai§#, one of the countries with the lowest utilisation rates, conducted an in

depth description of financial implementationédssessing the claimed expenditures of every participating
partner organisation. The evaluation found that there was a large degree of variance between organisations
with some having claimed nearly 100% of their approved funding while other organisatinotieaimed

anyof theassignedundingby Septembe021.Unfortunately the authorsof the evaluationdid not provide

an interpretation of this finding.

180 ResearcHor REGI Committeg(2023).AbsorptionRatesof CohesiorPolicy Funds:Preliminary StudyResults
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2023/747284/IPOL_STU(2023)747284 EN.pdf
181 Ministerodellavoroedellepolitichesociali(2020),Serviziadi valutazionendipendentelel PONInclusione FSE 2014/2020.
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Figure A. 31 Utilisation of approved funding by member state, 2014-2022
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SourceSFC201data.

Managing Authorities were also asked to report how funds were used for different ativifkeported
expenditure for specific activities amounted to ERillion in total. A comparison witthe overall reported
expenditureof EUR 4.2 billion, ashighlightedabove revealsa gapof approximatelyEUR 200million. Figure

A. 4. delineateshedistributionof expenditureshowcasinghe proportion reportedsspentoy MemberStates
for foodsupportpasicmaterialassistancegr socialinclusionmeasures relation to the reported total spending.

©

ForelevenMemberStatesthereis acongruencdetweertotal spendingandspendingy activity. Conversely,

in several other Member States, almost 95% of the spending is attributed to food and basic material support.
Engaging with the Managing Authorities of these Member States revealed that these states do not explicitly list
fundsallocatedto technicalassistanceyhich canconstituteup to 5% of their total spendingn theform of a

flat rate.Notably, Romaniastandsout, with only 72% of its total spendingallocatedto food supportor basic

material assistance. The reason is Ramania was the only country that provided a significant share of its
total support via vouchers which were declared in a separate indicator. Adding the EUR 99.8 million to the
expenditures incurred by beneficiaries shows that Romania had an implemenatatiohmore than 99%.

Upon closer examination of allocated funéi$% were directed towards operations supporting the
distribution of food under OP I. Additionally, approximately 4% funded the distribution of basic material
assistancelsounderOPI, while around2% supportedsocialinclusionmeasureseliveredaspartof OPII.

182 Theexceptionarethefour countrieswhichimplementedOP1l astheyusedall their availablefundingfor socialinclusion
measures
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Figure A. 41 Share of funding which was reported as spent by Member States for food
support, basic material assistance or social inclusion measures as proportion of the

reported total spending
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The recording of administrative costs was not a monitoring requirement of FEAD. In addition, the nature of

:>- I— = ™ :d gy I— 25
thedelivery of FEAD which involved paid staff and volunteers on the EU, national and local level in
ManagingAuthorities,headquartersf partnerorganisationsndlocal outletsof partnerorganisationsnakes
it very difficult to collect this informationAccordingly, it is very challenging to provide an estimate of
the administrative costs that were incurred during the implementation of FEAD Annual
Implementation Reports and national evaluations were reviewed for quantifiable information in that regard.
In addition, Managing Authorities were asked to provide estimates of administrative costs.
These actions have not produced any comparable results. The Managing Authorities of Spain and Poland
specificallystatedthatthis informationwasnot collectedastherehadnot beenanobligationto do so.The
Belgian Managing Authority denied being able to provide this information without giving further details.
For some countries, indicative amounts of administrative costs were provided. The Danish Managing
Authority calculatedEUR 321.41for administrativeexpense$or the periodJanuaryls 2016 December
31562021, specifying that these costs are largely consisting of wages and that ftassible to retrieve
similar informationfrom partner organisatioressthey hadhot been asketb split their expensda such a
way and asheproject had already been completed in 2021 Swedish Managinguthority provided a
similar answer, stating that the costs for staff members working on FEAD amouie&t890,954 and
that they were not able to provide data for partner organisations.
While the Dutch Managing Authority did not provide an answer, the Dutch national evaluation cites
estimates of administrative costs that are high, totalling 30% of all resourceklowever, this estimate
wasbasedon only oneinterviewedstaff membermakingit questionabldow accuratehisfigureis for the
total FEAD delivery.
The Portuguese case study cites a representative of the Managing Authority which estimédeththat
authorityitself administrative tasksrelating to FEAD may amount to 400/500hours eachmonth which
can vary depending on time of the year.
While these examples can provide an insight into the difficulty of estimating, quantifying and comparing
administrative costs, it should be emphasised that they are of little use for the estimation of administrative
costs related to the implementation &A&D. The vast majority of administrative costs in terms of
complying with monitoring requirements, budgeting, coordination of volunteers etc. was borne by
partner organisations As thosewerenotaskedo collectdetailson administrativecostswhichwould have

SourceSFC201data.

6.2. Administrative costs
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constituted an extreme administrative burden in it&dl,not possible to provide details on
administrative costsand administrative costsper staff asrequired by the Better Regulation Guidelines.

6.3. Outputsandcostbenefitratiosof food provision
6.3.1. Quantityandtypesof distributedfood

Sinceits establishmenin 2014 until thelatestavailabledatain 2022,FEAD hasfacilitated the distribution
of a cumulative 3.3million tons of food across EU Member Statesrigure A. Sillustrates the distribution
of quantities in tons for each member state. These figures vary considerably, from 766 000 tons in Spain to
153 tons in Cyprus, influenced not only by the varying population sizes of the countries, the types of food
distributedand the achieved price for food, but also by decisions on whether Member States allocated FEAD
funds exclusively for food provision or opted for providing basic material assistance as well. The figure
shows that the vast majority of food (82%) was distiél in only five countries: Spain, France, Italy,
Poland and Romania.

Figure A. 51 Total sum of distributed foodin 6 0 @0s,20142022
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SourceSFC201data.

Member States and their partner organisations exercised significant discretion in implementing the FEAD
mandateaimingto offer food assistancéo the mostdeprivedpopulations Although the predominantnethod

of distribution involved providing foogackages for end recipients to prepare their own meals, this approach
was deemed insufficient for certain groups facing the most extreme forms of poverty, such as the homeless.
ConsequentlyseveraMemberStatesoptedto supplemenfood packagesvith the provisionof cookedmeals.

Figure A. 6illustrates the disparity between the reported number of distributed food packages and meals in
each member state offering food support. Notably, seven Member éStademia, France, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, and Slovehiaxclusively providd food packages. In contrast, Cyprus
emerged as the sole country exclusively offering prepared meals by using FEAD funding for a school meal
programme offering free breakfasts in the form of sandwiches to disadvantaged pupils. This unique approach
contribuesto theobservatiorthatCyprusreportedhelowestquantityof distributedfood whenassessesolely

by weight as most Member States focused heavily on the distribution of staple foods such as rice, pasta and
sugar whichincur a lower price per kilo.
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Figure A. 61 Proportion of distributed food packages and meals in %, 2014-2022
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The composition of distributed food, as revealed in the graph below, highlightgions among Member
StatesAcrosstheEU27 ,thelargestshareconstituting30%,falls underthecategoryof milk productsfollowed
closely by flour, bread, potatoes, rice, and other starchy products at 26%. Fruits and vegetables make up 15%
of distributedfood, while meat,eggs fish, andseafoodnakeup 8%, followed by fatsandoils at 7% andsugar
at 4%. Approximately 10% of the distributed food falls into the category of convenience or other food items.
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In the majority of Member States, tiheost prevalent category of distributed food was comprised of flour,
bread, potatoes, rice, and other starchy products. The noteworthy observation that milk products constituted
the largesproportionof the overall distributedfood stemdgrom thedistribution patternsf Spain and France.
Theseawo countriespeingtheforemostdistributorsof food, distributedsignificantly greatemuantitiesof milk

products compared to starchy products.

200



STUDBUPPORTINHEEXPOSEVALUATIOBFTHE20142020FUNDFOREUROPEANDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVED (FEAD)

Figure A. 717 Composition of distributed food
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6.3.2. Cost per type of food support delivered

Priceper kilogramof distributedfood

Examiningthedata on theotal food distribution manageday theFEAD programmevetween 2014 an2022,
alongside the financial disbursements documented under OP |, shows theérhié cost per kilogram of
distributed food wasEUR 1.13 Thecostperkg wascalculatedy dividing thetotalamountof eligible public
expenditureéncurredby beneficiariesandpaidin implementingoperationselatingto provisionof food support
by the total quantity of food support distributétigure A. 8graphically illustrates the evolution of the cost
associated with distributing one kilogram of food throughout the implementation timeline.

Notably,in 2014 thecostperkilogramstoodatEUR 0.62,yetthisfigure doesnotaccuratelyreflecttheoverall
performance of the Fund as a significant number of Member States only commenced their food provision
operations in 2016. Subsequently, following the initiation of operations in most Member States, the cost
stabilisedatapproximatelyEUR 1.00beforewitnessinganascento EUR 1.31in 2018.Thetemporalrajectory

exhibits a downturn in 2020, possibly attributed to disruptions of FEAD operations caused by the global
pandemic, followed by a resurgence to the previ@alserexceeding EUR 1.30.

Uponscrutinisingthe dataavailableon the SFCSupportPortal,inconsistenciehavebeenidentifiedin certain
countries.Yearon-yearvariationsin food provisiondid notconsistentlyalign with the correspondindgunding

incurred, suggesting time lags in reporting timelines. Some Member States reported substantial expenditures
in years during which no food was reported as distributed. Consequently, the figure presented below
incorporates 3-yearrolling combinedvalué®® offering amoredependablestimateof the costoutputratio's
progressionThis analysisrevealsa consistentncreasédrom EUR 0.92in the periodspanning2014to 2016to
EUR1.24in theintervalfrom 2020to 2022.Someof thisincreasecanbeattributedto generalpriceincreases.
However,there is alsoevidencethat severalMember Statesadjustedthe typesof distributed food during

the evaluation period. For example PortugalandGreecedndicatedin their AnnuallmplementatiorReports

183 For example, the value 1.24 for 2021 reflects the average unit costs achieved in the three years from 2020 to 2022.
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that, following feedback from recipients, attempts were made to diversify the distributed food. Instead of
focussingon cheapanddurablestaplefoodssuchasrice, pastasugarandflour. moreexpensiveproductssuch
aslegumesandcannedish wereincludedin thefood packagedn orderto alignthe contentof packagebetter

with theactualconsumptiorhabitsof recipients The responsivenessf Managing Authorities to the actual

needs of recipients has therefore also contributed to increasing per kilo prices of distributed food aid

over thelifetime of FEAD.

Figure A. 81 Developmentof the incurred costsfor distributing onekilo of food amongall Member
States across the total implementation period
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SourceSFC201data.

FigureA. 9 showshowthecostto outputratiosvariedacrossll MemberStateshatusedFEAD fundsfor food
provision. The figure illustrates that tieest of distributing one kilo of food differed substantially across
countries and ranged from EUR 4.94 in Cyprus to EUR 0.20 in LuxembourgMost countries fell in the
range of EUR 1 to EUR 3.

These results should be interpreted with caution as the mode of food delivery varied widely across Member
Statesvhich reduceghe comparabilityof the calculatedcostperoutputratios,andwhich makest difficult to

assess whether these results are based in different leveiscosteffectivenessThis isparticularly true for

the two extremeutliers Cyprus anduxembourg Cyprus,as shown abovayas theonly countrythatdid not
distribute any food packages but spent their entire budget for food support on the provision of prepared
breakfasts in the form of sandwiches for school children. This stands in contrast to the approach of countries
which distributed food packages whioften contained cheap and durable food products such as pasta, sugar
or cookingoil. Takinginto accounthe722,368mealsCyprusreportedasdistributedshowsthateachbreakfast
hadanaverageveightof 212gandincurreda costof EUR 1.05which comparesheaplyagainstturopewide

prices for the provision of breakfast to school children.

The very low cost pekg of distributed food inLuxembourgof only EUR 0.20is identicalwith the value that
wascalculatedduringthe mid-termevaluationwhich only consideredlatafor 2016.Thediscretionof Member
Statedo organisethe delivery of supportbasedon thelocal contextalsoincludedthe possibilityto useFEAD

funding solely for the transport, distribution and storage of food which was either fully donated or acquired
using other sources of funding. In Luxembourg, the share of distributed food which the managing authority
marked as not being paid for by FBAunding amounted on average to 45% which was the highest value
amongall MemberStates. The onlgthercountries which indicated that sometioé distributed foodvas not
paidfor by FEAD wereEstoniaand,to a marginaldegreeCroatia.In addition,Luxembourgoptedto provide
nearlyexclusivelycheapstaplefoodswhich alsoresultedn alower costperkilo asopposedo othercountries

which also providedfood itemsthat are more expensivein relationto weight suchasmeat,nuts or tea®

BiExamplegsakenfromMa | tARRSwhich hadthehighestexpenseperkilo of foodamongstountriesvhich onlyprovided
food packages and no cooked meals.
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Accordingto thesubmittedAIRs, in mostyearsLuxembourgdistributedsolely cookingoils, milk, pastarice,
sugar and canned tuna.

Figure A. 91 Costper distributed kg of food via OP |
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Costperperson

The EU-wide annual average cost of providing one person with food via FEAD was EUR'®. This

figure variedsubstantiallyacrossMemberStateswith Finland(EUR 13) andCyprus(EUR 137)beingonthe

extreme ends. This disparity can partially be explained throughttresity and type of support that was

provided. For example, Cyprus was the only country that opted for exclusively providing prepared food in

the form of breakfasts for disadvantaged pupils, which explains its higher costs per supported person and per
distributed kg of food.

As noted above, the differences in the compositiodisifibutedfood reduces the comparability of the price

per kilo metric. However, since the volume of food parcels varied widely across all Member States, incurred
costs per distributed kilo is still a more comparable metric than incurred costs per food parces whigh
presentedherefor completenessAs the SFCdatapresentzostandweightdataaggregatedor bothpackages

and meals, the weight of food packagesasgbciated costs can only be calculated for the seven countries (EE,
FR, LT, LU, MT, PT, SI) which chose not to distribute cooked meals.

Figure A. 10shows how the price per food package and the weight per food package compare across these
seven Member States. Evidently, average weights per food package vary widely from 1kg in France to 38 kg
in Portugal and reportedly even 72 kg in Luxembourg. Thistissurprising as the size of a package may
dependnthefrequencyof distributionandalsothe numberof peopleit is determinedor, which variesacross

Member States and may vary even between partner organisations within a Member State. The numbers
indicatedthatin someMemberStatesfood supportfor afamily wasdeliveredin onepackagewhile in others,

each member of the family received their own package.

185 The annual average cost per individual is calculated by dividing the yearly amount of eligibleppbiiditure incurred
by beneficiaries and paid in implementing operations relating to provision of food support by the yearly number of end
recipients andalculating the average across all yearsnpilementation.
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Figure A. 107 Costper distributed packageof food by Member State
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Costperspecificfooditem

As the type of foodupport varied drastically between Member States, it was decided to request additional
data on costs per specific item in the hope that comparing the costs for similar items may contribute to the
under st andi n geffaxtivenésE Rd3pbissesaveesaived from BE, CZ, EL, ES, LT and PO.
However the submittedresponsedlustratethedifficulties thatarisewhentrying to harmonisedataex-post

from various authorities.

Lithuania responded that this data had not been collected as it had notregeineanent of FEAD to

aggregate data by item and that this would require the review of invoices since 2014. Greece and Spain
referred to their Annual Implementation Reports in which the Managing Authorities publish every year
detailedinformationregardinghe quantityandexactbrandsof distributedfood, but notthe expenditurehat

the procurement of each of these items had incurred. Conversely, Belgium also referred to their Annual
Implementation Reports which show the expenditures for certain items (for example EUR 700,000 in 2020
for rice) without indicating the quantity thatas purchased for this expenditure.

Lastly, Poland and Czechia submitted aggregated data on cost per unit. While Czechia provided data for the
whole implementation period of FEAD, Poland only provided data for 2020 and emphasised that the
ManagingAuthority hasnotaggregatethis datafor reportingpurposesandhadto compileinformationfrom

various documents in order to arrive at a result. The submitted data is presented Gelble . 19and

Table A. 20.

The price perweightdatafrom Polandillustrateshow the choiceof distributedfood canhavea strongimpact

on the price per kilogram with prices ranging from EUR 0.38 per kilogram for barley groats to more than
EUR 3.00 per kilogram for honey and canned mackerel filets. Overall, meat and fish had the highest per
kilogrampriceat EUR 2.26, followed bymilk productsat EUR 1.15, cookingpils at EUR 0.93, sugar (which
included honey) at EUR 0.88, fruit amdgetables at EUR 0.84 and starch products at EUR 0.73.

While many items were distributed both in Poland and in Czechia, a per item comparison is not possible as
PolandsubmittedpricespertonneandCzechigperitem. However for someitemssuchaspastarapeseeail

and sugar, it can be assumed that items were distributed in packages weighing one kilogram and that
therefore costs per item likely equal costs per kilogram. A comparison of these items shows that products
were procured at similar prices:

1 Onekilogramof pastancurredexpensesf EUR 0.56in PolandandEUR 0.57in Czechia.
1 Onekilogramof rapeseedil incurredexpensesf EUR 0.93in PolandandEUR 1.09in Czechia.
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1 Onekilogramof sugarincurredexpensesf EUR 0.60in PolandandEUR 0.63in Czechia.

Table A. 197 Pricesper distributed tonne per item in Poland, 2020

Expenditure

Amount in tonnes
deliveredo partner
organisations

Priceperkg (own
calculations)

Tomato 1,649.66 9,407,724.48 2,090,368.53 1.27
concentrate

Gratedbeetroot 2,062.20 6,118,538.12 1,359,521.06 0.66
Cannedeans 2,208.96 9,170,475.38 2,037,652.48 0.92
Canned carrots 4,712.40 15,920,254.35 3,537,433.39 0.75
and green peas

Apple mousse 2,120.94 4,852,999.74 1,078,322.18 0.51
Plumjam 2,209.43 11,204,650.12 2,489,640.09 1.13
Total amount / 14,963.59 56,674,642.19 12,592,937.73 0.84
expenditure  on

fruit and

vegetables

Wheateggpasta 7,362.32 18,537,585.53 4,118,996.63 0.56
Rice 2,946.40 8,792,057.60 1,953,569.17 0.66
Barleygroats 2,208.96 3,757,394.57 834,881.95 0.38
Oatflakes 1,472.94 4,390,760.49 975,613.98 0.66
Butterbiscuits 589.56 3,621,372.30 804,658.21 1.36
Cerealkoffee 883.73 11,524,325.63 2,560,671.04 2.90
Total amount / 15,463.91 50,623,496.12 11,248,390.99 0.73
expenditure on

starch products

Cannedmackerel 1,753.25 25,660,222.39 5,701,625.46 3.25
filets

Poultryham 3,534.45 32,123,920.07 7,137,839.95 2.02
Porkham 1,767.74 16,482,445.06 3,662,350.50 2.07
Poultrypate 472.74 2,352,838.93 522,793.85 111
Total 7,528.18 76,619,426.45 17,024,609.76 2.26
expenditure on

meat and fish

products

UHT milk 10,306.80 23,700,486.60 5,266,177.97 0.51
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Expenditure

Amount in tonnes
deliveredo partner
organisations

Priceperkg (own
calculations)

Ripeningcheese 2,356.50 41,865,579.00 9,302,407.73 3.95
Total 12,663.30 65,566,065.60 14,568,585.69 1.15
expenditure on

milk products

Sugar 5,890.32 15,872,056.27 3,526,723.92 0.60
Honey 737.20 10,519,475.40 2,337,396.30 3.17
Total 6,627.52 26,391,531.67 5,864,120.22 0.88
expenditure on

sugar products

Rapeseedooking 5,890.32 24,677,495.64 5,483,266.48 0.93
oil

Total 5,890.32 24,677,495.64 5,483,266.48 0.93
expenditure on

oils

Total 63,136.82 300,552,657.67 66,781,910.87 1.06

Source:ManagingAuthorityfrom Poland.Pricesweresubmittedn bothPLN and Euros.

Table A. 207 Pricesper distributed tonne per item in Czechia,20152022

Priceperitem

=) Item Total pieces VoA e in Euros,own
uCluldos VAT calculations
1 lentils 59,805 1,154,120.97 0.73
2 peas 51,805 531,415.69 0.39
3 wheatflour 51,805 495,074.48 0.36
4 ricein boiling bags 111,610 1,781,758.94 0.61
5 sugar 51,805 859,678.07 0.63
6 milk powder 59,805 3,694,488.05 2.35
7 eggpasta 103,610 1,550,161.02 0.57
8 vitamin supplements 134,291 1,445,508.32 0.41
9 instantcocoadrink (cocoain powder) 55,805 1,218,643.44 0.83
10 tomatopuree 111,610 1,083,553.69 0.37
11 rapeseeaoil 55,805 1,604,556.42 1.09
12 cannedorkin ownjuice 59,805 1,989,441.12 1.26
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Priceperitem

Lz Item Total pieces TEIETIGANIE, in Euros,own
[z VAT calculations
13 cannedeefin ownjuice 134,291 5,533,393.51 1.57
14 canneduna 142,291 4,170,061.15 111
15 honey 51,805 3,416,669.26 251
16 applepulp snackin glass 207,220 1,601,396.16 0.29
17 fruit jam 138,291 4,749,516.92 131
18 babybiscuits 107,610 748,051.43 0.26
19 instantsoup 164,972 1,132,615.27 0.26
20 cannedeans 82,486 926,771.45 0.43
21 cannedyoulash 90,486 3,251,160.06 1.37
22 cannedsardines 82,486 1,191,427.78 0.55
23 semolingpasta 8,000 185,656.00 0.88

Source:ManagingAuthorityfrom CzechiaTo convertthe pricesto Euros,theaverageconversiorrate
between 2014 and 2022 of 0.038 Euros per CZK was applied.

6.4. Costeffectivenessf freeschoolmeals

As discussed above, monetising achieved benefits of FEAD is extremely difficult as very little quantifiable
evidenceon FEAD impactwascollectedby MemberStategseeRQ 13 in themainreportfor moredetails).

After reviewing all available data sources in the form of national evaluations, case studies or management
information, no examples of the collection of longitudinal outcome data on aspects such as wellbeing,
employment or socieconomic status &re found that would allow to track the development of FEAD
recipients over time.

However,research conducted outside the FEAD delivery can help to shed some light on the eost
effectivenesof FEAD activities. While thereis alot of researcton the costeffectivenesandimplications

of food provision programmes in developing countries, there is very little scientific literature on the cost
effectiveness of similar programmesdaveloped countries which could be transferred to the European
context of FEAD.

However, Cyprus provides a unique opportunity for-@fictiveness analysis of FEAD using existing
academic studies. For most countries, it is not possible to determine the afrfounding that was spent on
food packagen oppositionto the funding spenton mealsasthis datawassubmittedin anaggregatedormat

to the SFC. This is not the case in Cypftighe only country where all FEAD funding was used for the
provision of prepared school breakfasts in the form of sandwiches to economically disadvantaged pupils.
This specificityallowsfor precisecostdeterminatiorof eachmeal.In addition,while thereis little scientific
literature on the costffectiveness of food provision in developed countries, there is sufficient literature on
various aspects of the benefits of free school meals, a topic frequently debated in many nations.

As illustrated inFigure A. 9the average cost of distributing one kilo of food in Cyprus was EUR 4.94, the
highestamongall MemberStatesThis highercostis plausiblesinceproviding preparednealsincurshigher
expenses for food items and labour compared to distributing cheaper staple foods such as rice, pasta, and

186 \While there were similar programmes in Croatia and Czechia, it was not possible to determmoeehepent on these
programmes or on each meal as SFC data was submitted aggregated for all operations related to food provision.
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sugar, which constituted a significant portion of distributed food in other countries. A closer look at the
submittedSFCdatafrom Cyprusshowsthatatotal of 153.15tonnesof food weredistributedin theform of

722 386 meals at a total cost of EUR 756 259. This results in 212 grams of food per meal at a cost of EUR
1.05.

Thoughacquiringprecisedataon schoolbreakfastproveschallengingrecentanalysisof free schoollunch
programmes across the EU offers insight. For instance, a study assessing the provision of warm lunches to
primary school students in Cyprus estimated an average cost of EUR 2.70 péf'riiba.makes the
expenditure of EUR 1.05 per distributed breal@dstss than 40% of the cost of a hot ludcappear quite
reasonable within the context of Cyprus's school meal programmes.

While most academic research focuses on the effects of free school lunches, there is also evidence of the
benefitsof freeschoolbreakfastsThegeneralintake of breakfast hasshownto substantially improve the
mental performance of childrent®® Free breakfast programmes for disadvantaged pupils have shown to
increase the overall school attendaoteecipient$®®, and to reduce the likelihoaxf obesity bypromoting a
healthier diet®.

In termsof educationabutcomesarandomisedontrolledtrial in the UK foundthatYear2 children(aged6

to 7 years)receivingfree breakfastwvia the Magic Breakfastprogrammemadetheequivalenoftvomo nt h s 6
additional progress compared to Year 2 children in a randomised controtgrdmproved learning as a

result of better nutrition canhave longlasting effectsasshownby a study into the longterm effectsof

the provision of nutritious breakfast at school in Norway which indicated an increase of education by
0.1yearsand earningsby 2i 3%

A costeffectivenesanalysisof the Magic Breakfastprogrammaen the UK foundthepotentialfor long-term
benefits to the economy of around GBP 9 200 per child, nearly half of which woulggblio budgets in

the form of higher tax revenue. According to the study, this has the potential produce a return of GBP 50 in
benefits for every GBP 1 spent indicating high esfétctivenes¥®.

In conclusion, while no suitable impact data on FEAD food provision was collected which would allow to
monetiseheeffectsof FEAD, existing evidencefrom related studiesunderscoresthe significant benefits

of providing free school breakfastsas happened in Cyprus. It is a ceffective strategy with substantial
educational and economic returns. Considering FEAD food provision in Cyprus appears highly cost
effective, although it had the highest incurred costs per kilogram of food distriliuted; also offer

valuable insights into the broader ceéfectiveness of FEAD. It suggests that food distribution in other
countries could also yield high cesffectiveness, reinforcing the value of invegtin food provision

initiatives under FEAD.

6.5. Individualsbenefitingfrom food support

Estimatingthetotal numberof individualswho havebenefitedfrom food supporthroughFEAD over2014to
2022 poses ahallengeMemberStates providannualfigures,specifyingthe numberof peoplereceivingfood

187 Guio, AnneCatherine & Marlier, Eric & Frazer, Hugh. (2028tudy on the economic implementing framework of a
possible EU Child Guarantee Scheme including its financial foundafioriPublicationscatalogue- Employment,
Social Affairs & Inclusiont European Commission (europa.eu)

18 Zipp, A. and Eissing, G. (2019%tudies on the influence of breakfast on the mental performance of school children and
adolescents. Journal of Public Health, 27(193- 110.

18 Bartfeld JS, Berger L, Men F, Chen Y. (2018cess to the Scho8lreakfast Programis Associated with Higher
Attendance and Test Scores among Elementary School Students. J Nutr. 2019181):336 343.

1% Millimet, D.L. and Tchernis, R. (2012Estimation of Treatment Effects without an Exclusion Restriction: With an
Application to the Analysis of tt&chool Breakfast Program: Treatment effects without an exclusion restriction. Journal
of Applied Econometrics. 28(6).

¥ Crawford, C. et al. (2019). Magic Breakfast. Evaluation report and executive summaig:
https://d2tic4wvoliusb.cloudfront.net/production/documents/projects/Magic_Breakfast report.pdf34#2862

192 Bitikofer, A., Mglland, E. and Salvanes, K.G. (2018)ildhood nutrition and labor market outcomes: Evidence from a
school breakfast program. Journal of Public Economics, 168052

1% Franklin, J., Kenward, T., Freeman, K., Remtulla, A., Coller, J., & Greenwold, N. (Z0&&conomic cosffectiveness
of the Magic Breakfast model of school breakfast provision. Pro Bono Economics, Magic Breakfast, Heinz
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assistanceachyear.Giventhep r o g r aextemsiv@sachandits focusonspecificgroups(suchashomeless
individuals and single parents), it is highly likely that a significant portion of recipients has received support
over multiple years.

By examining the peak annual figures for each country, indicating the year with the highest number of
beneficiaries, we find that minimum of 20.5 million individuals received food assistance in the EU via
FEAD which translatego 4.6%of the populationof the EU. Theinability to afford amealwith meat,chicken,

fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second day idestified as the most relevant material deprivation
indicator for FEAD. Comparing the minimum share of 4.6% of the EU population which received FEAD
assistance theaveragesharebetweer2014and20220f 8.2%of the EU populationwhichc a raffotd ameal

with the specified sources of protein every second®dapows that-EAD has reached as an absolute
minimum 56% of people which are affected by this type of material deprivation

This calculationassumesinimal overlapbetweercountrieswhichis highly probableastherestrictedmobility

of themostdeprivedmakest unlikely for a substantiahumberof recipientsto havesoughtassistancer more

than one country. It alsassumes that there is no doubtainting within years. It should be stressed that the
actual number of individuals which received FEAD assistance will be higher than reported here, however, as
it is unclear how large the overlap between different reposteags has been it is not possible to provide a
moreaccuratdigure. After supportingaroundd.2million peoplein its initiation yearduringwhichonly asmall
numberf MemberStatesstartedwith FEAD operationsFEAD food supportreachedetweerl2-16.5million

people in each subsequent year until 2022.

Figure A. 11shows the annual average of individuals which received FEAD food support by country. As the
roll-out of FEAD did not happen in a timely consistent manner across all Member States (countries like
Hungary, Croatia or Cyprus did not start with the provigibfood until 2017) the chart is only based on the
average number of supported individuals in years during which the delivery took place and numbers of
supported individuals were recorded. Likewise, to the total sum of distributed food, the large nodjority
recipients lived in only five countries: France, Italy, Romania, Spain and Poland. In France, 4.7 million
deprived people benefitted from FEAD food support in every year on average.

Figure A. 117 Averageannual number of supportedindividuals in million, 20142022
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Source:SFC2014data.Onlytakinginto accountyearsduring whichfoodwasprovided.

Putting the total amount of distributed food in each countrglation to the total number of supported
individualsshowsthattheintensityof supportvarieddrasticallywithin OP | MemberStatesin Luxembourg,
each recipient received an average of 153 kg of food per year followed by 75 kg in Portugal aiml 56 kg
Spain. In contrast, individuals in Ireland and Finland received less than 10 kg of food per year which
indicated a less intense level of support.

However, followup engagements with Managing Authorities and an analysis of Annual Implementation
Reportshaveshownthatit wasnot alwaysclearto whatextentpartnerorganisationfiavecorrectlyregistered

194 SeeFigureA. 57.
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andsubmittedthe numberof individualswhich will benefitfrom afood packageor whetheronly theperson
receiving the food package was recorded as recipient. Different interpretations of data requirements have
likely contributed to the large variance in the weight of food that each end recipient received in the form of
food packages.

Figure A. 127 Averagekilograms of food support per supported personper year, 20142022
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Source:SFC2014ata.Onlytakinginto accountyearsduring whichfoodwasprovided.

Figure A. 13illustrates the average annual cost for food support per supported person in each country.
Notably, Cyprus spent the highest amount, with EUR 137 per supported person, followed by Hungary at
EUR107,PortugalatEUR 97,andGreeceat EUR 93. In contrastFinlandexhibiteda significantlylower

cost per supported person, amounting to EUR 13, indicating a ratio that is ten times smaller than that of
Cyprus.

However, it is crucial to acknowledge the limitations of drawing conclusions solely from theezost
supporteeberson ratiosDisparities among Member States extend beyond financial considerations and
encompass factors such as the composition of provided food and the chosen distributionimekiatider
throughfood package®r meals.Theintensityof supportvariedsignificantly,with somecountriesoptingfor
weekly distributions while others followed a less frequent, often monthly, pattern. The average volume of
annually provided food ranged from 153 kilograms in Luxembourg to 6 kilograms in Finland.

It is important to notethat a high cost persupported persondoesnot necessarily imply inefficiency in
delivering support. Instead, it may signify a greater degree of support per person, reflecting the diverse
approaches taken by Member States. The FEAD, tasked with providing assistance to those in need, usually
prioritised targeted support to those that needed it the natisér than aiming to assist as many people as
possible Consequentlyunderstandinghe nuance®f supportdeliveryis crucialwheninterpretingcostper-
supporteeperson ratios.
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Figure A. 137 Averagecostfor food support per supported personper year, 20142022
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6.6. Outputsandcostbenefitratiosfor othertypesof FEAD support
6.6.1. Basicmaterialassistance

Themonetarywalueof outputsrelatedto theprovisionof basicmaterialassistancerasconsiderablyowerthan

the monetary value relating to food provision under OP I. In total, goods worth EUR 221 million were
distributed up to 2022. Only around half of Member States (13) opted for providing basic material assistance
alongsidethe provisionof food. Austriawasthe only countrywhich exclusivelyutilised FEAD fundsfor basic

material assistance provision.

Figure A. 14shows a split of the value of all distributed goods by country and by target group. With EUR 72
million, Romania reported the highest amount of distributed goods followed by Greece with EUR 35 million
and Croatia with EUR 32 million. The total sum of geddr children were valued at EUR 111 million,
followed by EUR 97 million for goodsfor othertargetgroupsandEUR 17 million for goodsfor thehomeless.

The existing data does not allow the calculation of costutput-ratios as it was done for food provision

Some Member States, namely Cyprus, Lithuania and Luxembourg, recorded idantiesl for the value of
distributed goods and the money that was spent for the support of operations related to the prdasion of
materialassistancesuggestinghatno fundswereusedto payfor delivery,storageadministratiorandsimilar

cost factors. The Lithuanian Managing Authority confirmed that administrative costs for storage or transport
had not been paid from this source. The fact that some Managing Authorities use FEAD funding to cover
administrativeexpensesvhile otherseitherpaytheseexpensethemselve®r rely onthesupportof volunteers

and partner organisations reduces the overall comparability eéffestiveness in each country.

OtherMemberStateseportedotal monetarywaluesof distributedgoodswhich largely exceededhereported

expenses for basic material assistance up to factors of four (Romania) and even six (Croatia). In the case of
Croatia,goodsworth EUR 32.4million wererecordedasdistributedwhich standsagainsEUR 5.3 million that

were recorded as paid for operations relating to basic material assistance. While the Croatian Managing
Authority did not react to requests poovide valuable context, the Romanian Managing Authority explained

that indicator 2b 06Tot al beaefit@mues and paifl in Enplenentin iofgematioms i nc u
relating to basic materi al assistance6 only includ
validated by the Managing Authority up to 31 December 2022 and that the final expenditure fidiunes wi

be available before the publication of the final implementation report.
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Figure A. 147 Monetary value of distributed goodsby Member Stateand type, 20142022
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The cost per person dElivery of basic material support was EUR%9Figure A. 15shows the average

cost for basic material support per end recipient per st disparities between Member States are

even greater than those that were found for food suppors some countries opted for the provision of
itemsto large groupsf people while others, particularly Cyprus, decidegravide substantial support é0
smaller group of recipients. According to the existing data which Member States registered in the SFC
Support Portal, costs to provide basic materials to the most deprived ranged from EUR 2 per end recipient
peryearin Slovakiato EUR 1 193in Cyprus,where layetteswereexclusivelyprovidedandreportedto have
supported around 3 200 people at a total incurred cost for basic materials of around EUR 3.8 million.

The layettes distributed in Cyprus consisted of several essentiphaially highvalue items for newborns

such as baby beds and mattresses, baby bathtubs, highchairs, pushchairs, linen articles and also consumable
items such as shampoos, creams and nappies for a total of 24 f®Athpart of the newborn starter

packages, Cyprus also paid a monthly allowance to supported families for the purchase of baby food which
makest plausiblewhy theincurredcostspersupportecthild aresomuchhigherthanin otherMemberStates

which distributed basic material assistance. In contrast, the countries with the lowest reported costs per
supported individual Lithuania and Slovakia distributed exclusively hygiene articles such as shampoo and
toothpaste which explains the compasaly lower incurred costs.

% The cost per person is calculated by dividingttitel amount of eligible public expenditure incurred bgneficiaries
and paid in implementing operations, by tb&l number of end recipients supported
1% SeeFEAD 2018Cataloguef casestudiegeuropa.eu)
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Figure A. 157 Averagecost(EUR) for basicmaterial support per endrecipient per year, 20142022
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Source:SFC2014ata. Onlytakinginto accountyearsduring whichbasicmaterialswereprovided.
6.6.2. SocialintegrationmeasuresinderOPI|

According to the existing data which Member States registered int&fZeen 2014 and 2022, the
averagecostto provide socialintegration measuresunder OP Il wasEUR 527.Thisdifferedby Member
State, with Germany registering the lowest costgeeson per year at EUR18. In Denmark this was EUR
944, whilst in Netherlands and Sweden this wa&UR 1316 and EUR 1372 respectivels the focus of

this CEA wason OP| andspecificallyon food distributionunderOP1, dueto the datalimitationsoutlinedin
section 1 and 2 of this annex, additional information onl®R@s notbeen analysed as part of this CEA, but

is available in the main report and in the case studies on the OP Il implementing countries (see Annex 8).

7. Facilitatorsandhindersto costeffectiveness

Qualitative insights regarding the factors of eeSectiveness, administrative burdens, scope for
simplificationsandthe ManagemenandControl Systemarediscussedn detailin themainreport.In orderto

avoid the duplication of information, the following only provides a summative overview of factors 10 cost
effectiveness.

7.1. Procuremenandtendering

Therewasdisagreemeramongsstakeholdersn theefficiencyof the publictenderingprocessSomesaidthe
tendering procedures were ceftective, enabling states to reduce the price of food and goods up to 20%
comparedo theestimatednarketvalue.However thereis anacknowledgemerthatthisis only possiblewith

the cooperation of the public sector. On the other hand, delays in the tendering process can cause increased
costs related to food delivery and storage by delaying food delivery and paying for empty storage facilities
which canbe preventedhrougheffectiveplanningandforecastingTherewerefurthersplit opinionsregarding

the costeffectivenes®f sourcing thdood. Some felthe purchase amdistributionof large quantitie®f food

led to difficulties consuming the food prior to the expiration date or unnecessary products being ordered in
excess. Others focused on reducing food waste, usingerishable products, buying in bulk, removing
expensiveroductdrom foodlists to increasaheefficiencyof their programmespr allowing the beneficiaries

choice in theproducts they were given to ensure they only received what they would use.

Otherfactorsmentionedo increasehecostefficiencyof theprogrammewerecentralisecduyinganddelivery
systemsastheyhelpedreducethe costof procuringthrougheconomie®f scaleandkeepingthetransportation

cost low. Greece had implemented a dittveugh delivery system that worked very well, with the recipient
showing their national insurance number and receiving their parcel in their car, simplifying the delivery and
removingthe needfor delivery centres.Good andflexible delivery systemsalsoreducedthe impactof the
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COVID-19 pandemic after March 2020 as they allowed operations to continue during social distancing
requirements.

7.2. Organisation

Being able to recruipartner organisations with experience and knowledge of implementing these types of
activities had a large impact on the eeffectiveness of the programmes. They can input into the delivery
mechanismandintroducemethoddo facilitatedistribution.SomeMemberStategeportedhatusingcharities
increased the efficiency of the projects as they already knew the end recipients very well and had contacts in
the community. However, other stakeholders reporteeed to train partners with dialogue skills when
reaching the end recipients. They, therefore, suggested further guidelinegdioisations to understand the
expectations on the organisations, including tools to assess if an organisation was ready to take on the
administrativdoadthatprojectsrequire.A furtherhurdlefor projectswasthe cooperationbetweenall of the

actors, which stakeholderdeemedfactorfor successThesecollaborationsvorkeddifferentlyin all Member

States, with some reporting the relationship was working well, whilst others reported too many institutions
involved, creating a complicated delivery and communication between the different institutions were not
working well. Alongside this, stakelt®ers reported thaccurate planninghad a significant impact on the
efficiency of the project. However, this is not easy, particularly in the long term, as conditions and prices change
over time, impacting the or foddliveralreaghlagimtalplanmed.and t he |

The majority of member state representatives reported the voluntary workforce as being vital to-the cost
effectivenes®f theprojects,especiallyastheyoftenmakeup thebulk of thefront-line workforce.Volunteers
havebeenfoundto beagreatway to supplementhelimited resourcesndmakethe mostout of thefundsthey

have. Stakeholders also noted that an overreliance on volunteer work could be a hindrance. Nevertheless, the
view was split here asell, as some reported tineed taretrain the volunteers was costby, it was too time
consuming to find the appropriate staff within the NGOs.

Theflat rateswerementionedpositively by mostEU statesastheytendedo simplify the proceduresgreated
lesspaperworkandwereeasieito checkfor auditors However alargeportionof thestakeholderalsoreported

a need for a higher technical assistance buRggtardinghevouchers there is not much evidence that would
allow to assess their impact. The existing evidence provides a mixed picture. Some report they work well,
particularlywith childrenandyoungpeople arecosteffectiveandreducetransportcosts.However,there are
alsostakeholdersvho reportthattheyaredecreasinghe costefficiency astheydo notallow bulk purchases or
because there are difficulties with their implementation.

A few intervieweegperceivedalack of motivation and political support whichhamperedhepr o gr a mme 6 s
costeffectivenessA Danishstakeholdefrom a partnerorganisatiorfelt thata lack of political tailwind anda

high turnover rate of staff within the Managing Authority led to delayed distribution of funds which gave the
impression that FEAD was generally not considered a high priority. A few stakeholders reported that the
complexnational bureaucratic processc aused i nefficiencies, although th
effort made the system work more cesfectively.

7.3. Administration

All MemberStategecognisedhe needfor respectingequirementsyettheyall felt the administrativeburden

was high to some extent, including the number of people needed to complete administrative tasks. Strategies
to ease the burden included usisgbcontractors or consultantsto assist with the administration,
simplification anddigitalisation. SevenMemberStateshelievedthatdigitisationwasimportantin easingthe
administrativeburdenasit removedhe redundancyf doublefiling. A centralised monitoring and delivery
systemalsohelpedto simplify thesubmissiorof reports However this doescomeata cost,astrainingfor the

digital platformwascostly,andthe burdenwasput on partnerorganisation@ndNGOs.In thelongrun, it was

seen as effective and allowed MAs to see the data easily, even if it did not completely eliminatdtfer

paper during audits in all Member States.

One Member State mentioned that thuarterly reports were beneficial, as they allowed for tracking trends
over time and showed how much support charities nefedadtheprogrammeeachquarter However,a few
stakeholders also expresdifficulties retrieving the required data from partner organisations and NGOs,
particularlysomeorganisationshatwerenotinterestedn collectingdataor did not havetherequiredskills to
collect the necessary data and needed further training.

Somestakeholdermentionedheneedfor effectiveidentification of target groupstheprojectsareattempting

to reachasa factorfor efficiency. Managingiuthorities, thereforeysedwell-establishedorganisationsthat

were on the ground already and familiar with their target groups. However, complicated eligibility requirements
and the needfor detailed monitoring sometimesdecreasedhe efficiency. Severalpartner
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organisations found theational eligibility criteria cumbersome which required a lot of paperwork and
doublechecking. Converselygne Member State explained htiveyused automatifiling systemdo choose
theendrecipientsyeducingtheadministrativecost.Furtherdigitalisationacrossall MemberStatesandaccess

to administrative registerscould positively contribute to reduce this burden.

Around a third of interviewed stakeholders from partner organisations found the most burdensome activity to
be monitoring, auditing and reporting, requiring a lot of time and funding from staff members, particularly
whenaudits were duplicatedat the EU and national levels. One stakeholder mentioned that around 30% of
NGOs did not want to contribute to distributing food and goods via FEAD due to fears of being unable to
comply withauditing requirements which were perceived as challenging.

Lastly, most stakeholders expressed frustration due tiad¢keof administrative and technical funding At
leastsix MemberStategequiredfurtherfundingfor their regionalgovernmentso covertheadministrateatost
or technical support.

flAdministrativeburdenwasvery costdraining; Youcannotexpecthis levelof adminresponsibilityfrom
people working at the FStakehaderi es on top of their dut
fi T hveryhigh degreeof controlis exaggeratedandhasbeenunnecessarilyime-c o n s u inStakeholder
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ANNEX VI: STAKEHOLDERSCONSULTATION- SYNOPSISREPORT

Thisannexprovidesa synopsiof the stakeholdeconsultationgonductedor the studysupportinghe ex-post
evaluation of the Fund for European Aid to the most Deprived (2020).

8.  Outlineof theconsultatiorstrategy

Theconsultatiorstrategyandrespectiveconsultatioractivitiesaimedto collectdataand/oropinionsfrom key
stakeholders, to gather evidence to answer the evaluation questions under all evaluation criteria. The
consultationcomplementedhe mappingof FEAD-relatedactivities,targetpopulationsandachievementsas

well as the analysis of the soggonomic context, and addressed gaps in the documentary evidence base of
the study. The consultations also provided additional evidence to develop the point of comparison.

A wide range of stakeholders were consulted, as outlingdlite A. 21 Different consultation activities and
methods were used, including a targeted interview programme (EU and national level), a public consultation
(PC), including a call for evidence with feedback submitted by organisations responding td%& B

online focus groups to gather views on the draft findings of the study.

9. Overviewof consultatioractivities

Thetargeted interview programmeaimed to gather detailed input from stakeholders involved in the

management, implementation and delivery of FEAD. The interviews were conducted with EU and national

level stakeholdergargetingeU policymakersgivil societyorganisationsvorking with FEAD targetgroups,

national authorities, FEAD partner and beneficiary organisations, and academics/researchers working on

social inclusion. The targeted sestructured interviews were carried out between July and October 2023.
Thepublic consultation aimed provide an open channel for all interested stakeholders to provide their input to the
study. Theconsultatiortook theform of an esurvey,with closed anadpenrended questioraddressing the key

evaluation criteria and tailored to the different stakeholder groups. It was open for 12 weeks from 14 February to 8
May 2024.

Two online focusgroups wereheldon 26 June2024and1 July 2024with selectedstakeholderso validate

the findings of the study. This was also an opportunity to dravadditional lessons learnt from

stakeholders involved in the management, implementation and delivery of FEAD, and those representing
FEAD target groups more broadly.

10. Summaryandreflectiononchallenges

The consultation methods weiraplemented as planned, in line with the agreed consultation strategy. The
targetednterview programmeposedinitial challengesn schedulingnterviewsdueto themtaking placeover

the summer period. The support of DG EMPL was used to encourage national authorities to contribute, with
the result that all were consulted for the study, as planned.

197 European Commissiomttps://ec.europa.eu/info/law/bettergulation/haveyour-say/initiatives/13715 Aid-to-themost
deprivedevaluatiorof-the-20142020FEAD_en

% Disclai mer: contributions received in the context of t
regarded as the official position of the Commission and its services and thus does not bind the Cononthsitihe
contributionscanbeconsidere@sarepresentativeampleof the EU population.
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11. Informationonconsultatioractivitiesandstakeholdegroupsconsulted

Table A. 217 Overview of stakeholdersconsultedin all consultation activities

Targeted Public

EU level policymakers anstakeholders
workingonsocialinclusionandmanaging
FEAD and other related EU funding
programmes

Nationalandregionalauthoritiesnvolvedin the
overall management and coordination of FEA

National,regionaland/orlocalorganisations
responsible for the delivery of FEAD X X
activities/operations

Othercivil societyorganisation@ndumbrella
networksrepresentingndrecipientsor FEAD X X X
POs

Endrecipientsof FEAD support X

Academicandresearclhbodiesfocusingon
social inclusion

EU citizensandanyotherinterestedarties X X

Source:Ecorys2024
11.1. Targetednterviews

The interviews targeted the following stakeholder groups: EU fmlalymakersand stakeholders working on

FEAD and social inclusion, national/regional authorities managing FEAD, national/regional/local
organisations delivering FEAD, and academic/research bodies focusing on social inclusion. The interviews
included questions on efféveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance, EU added value and visibility, as well as
overarching questions to investigate the characteristics and objectives of FEAD.

129 interviewswere conducted. Of these, 11 were with EU level stakeholders and 118 were with national
level stakeholders in all 27 EU Member States.

Table A. 2271 Targetedinterviews completed

Stakeholder Numberof | MemberStates
interviews
conducted

DG EMPL (Units G.1, D.3, Geodeskfor 5

Spain/Malta, Romania, Denmark)

EuropearCourtof Auditors 1

RedCross 1

217



STUDBUPPORTINHEEXPOSEVALUATIOBFTHE20142020FUNDFOREUROPEANDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVEEAD)

Stakeholder Numberof | MemberStates
interviews
conducted
Federatiorof EuropearFoodBanks(FEBA) 1
Caritas 1
Europeart-ederatiorof NationalOrganisations 1

Working with the Homeless (FEANTSA)

EuropearDisability Forum 1

Total EU levelinterviews 11

National authorities involved in th 42 AT, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL,

management of the FEAD operati ES, FI, FR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV,

programmes MT, NL, PO, PT, RO, SE, SK, SI

FEAD POs 51 AT, BE, BG, CY, CZ, DE, DK, EE, EL,
ES, FI, FR, HR, HU, IE, IT, LT, LU, LV,
MT, NL, PO, PT, RO, SE, SK, SI

National organisationsrepresenting/working 10 DE,ES,HR,IE, IT, LV, LT, PO,RO,SI

with end recipients

Academicandresearctbodies 11 AT, CY,CZ,DK, HR,HU, IE, LU, PT,RO

Other relevant national or regional 4 DE, EE,FR,LV

organisations in charge of social policies

Total nationallevelinterviews 118

Source:Ecorys,2024

The list of organisations interviewed by Member States is included below:

Table A. 71 National intervieweesconsulted

Austria FederaMinistry for SocialAffairs, Health,Care,andConsumeProtection
AustrianRedCross
Institutefor AdvancedStudiesVienna(IHS)

Belgium Inter-federalFinanciallnspectiorBody
SPPIntegrationSociale
Federatiorof BelgianFoodBanks
BelgianRedCross

Bulgaria SocialAssistancégency(ASP)

BulgarianFoodBank
Plovdiv Municipality
BulgarianRedCross
PolskiTrambeshVunicipality
Croatia Ministry of Labour,PensiorSystem Family andSocialPolicy
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Ministry of Labour,PensiorSystemFamily andSocialPolicy
Caritasof ZadarArchdiocese

HumanitariarNGO 'Putevimilosti', Osijek

WYG Consulting

Cyprus DirectorateGenerafor EuropearProgramsCoordinatiorand
DevelopmentMinistry of Economics
Ministry of Education

Czechia Ministry of LabourandSocialAffairs (MOLSA)
Ministry of LabourandSocialAffairs (MOLSA)
FoodBankPlzen
Kralovehradeckyregion
MasarykUniversity,RISLA - Researclhinstituteof LabourandSocialAffairs
Denmark TheNationalCentrefor WelfareResearclandAnalysis
TheNationalBoardof SocialServices
DanishRedCross
ProjektUDENFOR
Estonia Ministry of SocialAffairs of Estonia
EstonianFoodBank
Tallinn WelfareandHealthDepartment
TartuFoodBank
Finland Ministry of EconomicAffairs andEmploymenbf Finland
HelsinginSafka
FinnishRedCross
France LesRestosdu Coeur
FranceAgriMer
SecourdopulaireFrancaigSPF)
FrenchFoodBankFederatior{FFBA)
Directoratefor SocialCohesion
Germany FederaMinistry for LabourandSocialAffairs
DiakonieSaxony
HousingSecurityAssistance
CaritasCologne
HildegardeLagrenneStiftung(for theequalparticipationof RomaandSinti)
Greece Departmenfor theManagementf Co-financedandNationalPrograms
Departmenbf Planning Municipality of Kavala
Municipality of Kozani
Developmenbrganizatiorof WestAthensregionalauthority
Municipality of Xanthi
Hungary Ministry of HumanResources
HungarianMalteseCharity Service
Klebersberddézpont
HajléktalanokérKozalapitvanyPublicFoundatiorfor theHomeless)

SzocialisgsGyermekvédelmir Ri g a z (SAGYF)slggariarDirectorate
Generafor SocialAffairs andChild Protection
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Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

InvestigativeJournalist

Departmenbf EmploymentAffairs andSocialProtection
FoodCloud

Focuslreland
UniversityCollegeDublin/IndependeriResearcher
Italian Agricultural Payment#\gency(AGEA)
BancoAlimentare

fio.PSD

CaritasAmbrosiana

Italian RedCross

LatvianAssociationof Local Governments
Ministry of Welfare

SocietylntegrationFoundation(SIF), Departmenfor SocialCohesionSocial
InclusionUnit

TheSamaritarFund

Ministry of SocialSecurityandLabour
FoodBank

Antipovertynetwork

LithuanianRedCross

Municipality of Kaunas

Ministry for Family andintegration

Caritas

Luxembourdnstitutefor Socic EconomicResearcliLISER)
Foundatiorfor SocialWelfareServicefFSWS)
Ministry for SocialPolicy andChildren'sRights
CaritasMalta

Ministry of the Economy Europear-undsandLands,Planningof Priorities
CoordinatiorDivision
Ministry of SocialAffairs andEmployment

Ministry of SocialAffairs andEmployment
Library Utrecht

PublicLibrary Amsterdam(OBA)

Ministry of the Family andSocialPolicy
Federatiorof PolishFoodBanks

CaritasPoland

PolishRedCross

Manto Man Foundation

Pess0a2030

CaritasPortugal
EuropearAntipovertyNetwork (EAPN) Portugal
Centrode Estudogaraa Intervencddsocial(CESIS)
Ministry of Europeari-unds

Ministry of Education

World Vision International
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‘ UNICEF

Institutefor Quality of Life Research

Slovakia CentralOffice of LabourSocialAffairs andFamily
SlovakCatholicCharity
Ministry of Labour,SocialAffairs andFamily
Depaul

Slovenia Ministry of Labour,Family, SocialAffairs andEqualOpportunities Office
for thelmplementatiorof CohesiorPolicy
CaritasSlovenia

SlovenianRedCross
Associationof Volunteersof theVincentianGoodnes#ssociation

Spain Administrationof the EuropearSocialFund(UAFSE)
SpanishAgrarianGuarante&und(FEGA)
SpanisiRedCross
LunaBlancaNGO
SpanishFoodBankFederatior(FESBAL)

Sweden SwedishESFCouncil
Ministry of SocialAffairs
SwedishRedCross
SwedishAssociatiorof City Missions

Total national level 118

interviews

Source:Ecorys,2024.

11.2. Publicconsultatiorandcall for evidence

Therewerel4 responsego the call for evidencedocumentaiccompanyinghe PC. Theresponsesamefrom

Italy (3), France (2), Belgium (2), Czechia (2), Finland (2), Greece (1), Slovakia (1), and Spain (1). The majority
of the responses came from Hlitizens (5) followed by NGOs (4), business associations (2), consumer
organisations (1), company/businesses (1), and public authoriti&s (1)

The repliescamefrom various stakeholders, including ngavernmental orgasations (NGOs), Eltitizens

public authorities, consumer orgaaions, and business associations. The main message from the replies is
that the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD) has been valuable in providing essential support
to the mostdeprived individuals in the EU, but there are still significant challenges to be addressed. Many
respondents emphasd the need for more targeted and effective approaches to reach the most vulnerable
populations, such as persons with disabilities, Roma communities, and those living in poverty.

Several NGOs, including the European Food Banks Federation and the World Roma Federation, highlighted
the importance of FEAD in addressing poverty and promoting social inclusion. They noted that the Fund has
helped to provide food and other essential iténthose in need, but that more needs to be done to reach
marginalized communities. The World Roma Federation, in particular, emphasised the need for more targeted
interventions to address the specific needs of the Roma community, who are dispropbyrtadfeatted by

poverty. Other respondents, such as the Fédération Frangaise des Banques Alimentaires, noted that FEAD has
been instrumental in supporting food banks and other organisations that provide assistance to those in need.

19 EuropearCommissionResponset the Call for evidenceor anevaluation:
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Despite the positive impact of FEAD, many respondents also identified challenges and areas for improvement.
Some noted that the applicatigmocesses for aid are often complex and inaccessible, particularly for
marginalsed communities. Others empleesl the need for more funding and resources to support FEAD
initiatives, as well as the importance of monitoring and evaluation to track the effectiveness of the Fund. The
European Food Banks Federation, for example, noted that FEAD has been flexibi@miieg to emerging

needs, such as the COVI® pandemic, but that more needs to be done to support theelomgustainability

of food banks ad other orgasations that provide assistance to those in need.

Overall, the replies to the Call for Evidence highlight the importance of FEAD in addressing poverty and
promoting social inclusion, but also emplsagihe need for ongoing efforts to improve the effectiveness and
accessibility of the Fund.

The public consultation (PC) ran from 14 February 2024 until 8 May 2024. Its distribution targeted FEAD
ManagingAuthorities(MAS), civil societyorganisationsiE-EAD partnerorganisationgPOs),endrecipientsof

FEAD support, academic and research bodies focusing on social inclusion, and EU citizens. The PC was

di sseminated via the European Commi ssionds website

The consultation was available in all official EU languages, hosted on EU Survey. It gathered input through
closed multiplechoice questions, with opgaxt questions to provide additional information. Questions were
groupedby evaluationcriterion.Respondent&ereroutedto questiondasedon their profile, in particular,the

nature of their involvement with FEAD.

408 respondentdook part in the PC. The vast majority of respondents (99,5%; 406) came from within the EU,
with 26 Member States represented. The highest number of responses came from Italy (45%; 173) and Bulgaria
(9%; 37).Responsewerealsoreceivedrom two non-EU countriestheUnited StatesandVenezuela, (0.5% of

all responses combined (2)).

The PC received replies from organisations and individ@4lg responses were submitteddrganisations
(85%)and61 by individuals(15%). Thehighestnumberof response§34%;139) camefrom organisationshat

identified asd Ot her 6, i n ardioatl banlg. Pabticaauthotitiesel NGOsrespectively accounted

for 28% (113) and 18%73) of respondents. Companies/businesses, business associations and consumer
organisations represented 5% of total respondents (Elje response came from academic/research
organisations (0.2%). Among the 347 organisational respondents, 28% (97) belonged to small organisations.
Micro-sized organisations were the second most represented organisation size (26%; 91), followed by large
(24%; 84) and mediunrsized organisations (22%; 75).

Organisational respondents were asked about their familiarity with FEAD. The majority (78%; 271) were
familiar with FEAD and had detailed knowledge of FEAD objectives and actions. 16% (57) of organisations
responding had only a general idea of FEAD objectives/scope and did not know any specific activity funded
by FEAD. A small number of organisational respondents indicated they had never heard of FEAD (2%; 7).

Respondents were also asked to specify their involvement with FEA® most common respondent was
partner organisations (POs) delivering FEAD support to individuals (45%; 155). This was followed by
organisations engaged in food distribution/material and/or social assistance to the most deprived but not
involved in FEAD (4%; 48), FEAD MAs or intermediate bodies (13%; 45), and organisations representing
the most deprived such as civil society organisations (11%; 39). 10% of respondents included other
organsationsnvolvedin FEAD support(35), suchascity councils.Onecertifying/auditauthoritycontributed

to the PC.

11.3. Onlinefocusgroups

Theonlinefocusgroupstook placeon 26 June2024(OP 1) and1 July 2024(OP1) andtargeted~EAD MAs,

POs as well as EU level civil society organisations. The draft findings of the study were presented to
participants and questions related to effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, relevance, EU added value and
visibility, and lessons learned were asked.

A total of 24 participants were present for the focus groap FEAD OP | and 1 participants were present
for the focus group on FEAD OP Il as indicated able A. 23.
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Table A. 2317 List of participants in OP | and OP Il focusgroups

Stakeholdelype

OP| focusgroup
Belgium  ManagingAuthority FederaPublicServicefor Sociallntegration fight againstPoverty

Bulgaria  ManagingAuthority InternationalCooperationProgrammeandEuropearintegration
Directorate, Social Assistance Agency

Czechia  ManagingAuthority Ministry of LabourandSocialAffairs

Greece ManagingAuthority Nationallnstituteof LabourandHumanResources
Ireland PartneiOrganisation FoodCloud
Latvia PartneiOrganisation Samaritané\ssociationof Latvia

Latvia ManagingAuthority Ministry of Welfare
Lithuania ManagingAuthority Ministry of SocialSecurityandLabour

Malta PartneiOrganisation Foundatiorfor SocialWelfareServicefFSWS)

Poland ManagingAuthority Ministry for family andsocialpolicy

Romania ManagingAuthority GenerabDirectorateEuropearProgrammesiumanCapital,Ministry of
InvestmentandEuropearProjects

Romania ManagingAuthority GeneraDirectorateEuropearProgrammesiumanCapital, Ministry of
InvestmentandEuropearProjects

Romania ManagingAuthority GeneraDirectorateEuropearProgrammesiumanCapital, Ministry of
InvestmentaindEuropearProjects

Slovenia ManagingAuthority Ministry for Labour,Family, SocialaffairsandEqualopportunities

EU DG EMPL Unit D5

EU DG EMPL Unit C4

EU DG EMPL Unit D1

EU DG EMPL Unit B5

EU DG EMPL Unit B4

EU DG EMPL Unit E5

EU DG EMPL Unit G5

EU DG EMPL Unit G5

EU EU NGO FEBA

EU EU NGO FEBA

OPII focusgroup
Germany ManagingAuthority FederaMinistry for Employmeni&andSocialAffairs

Germany PartnerOrganisation HildegardLagrenneStiftungfir Bildung, Inklusionund Teilhabevon
Sinti undRomain Deutschland

Netherlanc ManagingAuthority Ministry of SocialAffairs andEmployment

S

Netherlanc ManagingAuthority Ministry of SocialAffairs andEmployment
s

Sweden PartnerOrganisation City of Géteborg
Sweden PartnerOrganisation City of Géteborg
Sweden PartnerOrganisation Forte

EU DG EMPL Unit E4

EU DG EMPL Unit D3

EU DG EMPL Unit G5

EU DG EMPL Unit B4
Source:Ecorys2024
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12. Methodologyfor dataprocessing

Forthetargetedinterviews with EU and national levelstakeholders thewrite-upsfrom theinterviewswere
collectedandexportednto analyticalgrids, brokendownby questionandrespectiveevaluationcriterion. The
research team used the analytical grids to carry out-depth analysis to inform the relevant sections and
annexes of the interim and final reports.

For thepublic consultation, the analysis of results was carried out using both quantitative and qualitative
methodsThe quantitativedataanalysisncludedanalysisof frequencydistributionfor eachvariablerelatedto
theclosedendedjuestionsandcrosstabulationdbetweerspecificvariablesandcharacteristicef respondents

and between specific variables, though the low number of responses limited the possibilities for this. For the
qualitativedataanalysisdatawasclassifiedby relatedvariableandanalysedo identify additionalinformation.

For thetwo focus groupsthe outcomes of the discussions were collected in summary report drafted by the
research team and used to finalise the findings in all sections of the final report.
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ANNEX VII: PUBLIC CONSULTATION REPORT

13. Introduction

This is the report on the Public Consultation (PC) conducted as part of the study supposrirajuagon of
theFundfor EuropearAid to theMostDeprived(FEAD). It presentsheresultsof thePCthatwaslive between
14 February 2024 and 08 May 2024.

Thisreportis structuredasfollows:
I Sectionl.1presentsheoverviewandobjectivesof theconsultation
1 Sectionl.2presentshetypesof respondentto the consultation

I Section2 presentsan in-depth analysisof the main findings of the consultationacrossthe five
evaluation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, relevasobgerence, and Eddded value.

13.1. Overviewof theconsultation

The PC gathered input from intended stakeholders, including national, regional and local authorities, EU
citizens, businesses, research and academic institutionspeiggdpvernmental organisations (NGOs), on

their involvement and experiences with FEAD. The PC ran from 14 February 2024 until 8 May 2024. Its
distribution targetea@ wide range oftakeholdersuchasManaging Authorities, civil society organisations,
FEAD partner organisations, end recipients of FEAD support, academic and research bodies focusing on
social inclusion, and EU citizens, in line with the consultation strategy of the study. The PC was also
disseminatedhroughthe EuropearC o mmi s weébsiteadveell asby multiplierswho sharechewsof the
consultation within their networks.

The consultation was available in all official EU languages and was hosted on EU Survey. The survey
gathered input primarily through closed multigleoice questions with opportunities for additional
explanation or input through op#ext questions. Questis were grouped based on the study evaluation
criteria: effectivenessefficiency,relevancecoherencendEU addedvalue.Respondentaerebranchedo
different questions based on their responses, including the nature of their involvement with FEAD actions.

13.2. Profile of respondents

A total of 408 respondentdook part in this PC. The vast majority of respondents (99.5%; 406 out of 408)
camefrom within the EU, with 26 Member Statesbeingrepresentedlhehighestnumberof responsesame
from Italy (45%; 173 out of 408 Bulgaria (9%; 37 out 0#408) andGreece(8%; 33 outbf 408). Responses
were also received from two ndtlJ countries, the Unite8tates of America and Venezuela, accounting for
0.5% of all responses combined (2).
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Figure A. 161 Distribution of responses by country of origin

Country of origin (N=408)

24 73 19 17 15

™ @

13 9 g 5

3
T T T
= F @ | E

=
[EE T O VI T = TR ¥ S S =
eI = = T T = T = T = T = =]
iaky
<
]
L
o
w
W
w
[7T]
[*]
[*]
=
'—'l
=
=
'—'l
=
=
'—'l

—_ — ] 0]
= 2 D2 EZEZE2SZE5EEEZ 52222 RE S g
2l EEa o522 cE35283323223% 3

= = £ F B ] | = = = = = = o Y in
29 55 @ 240 = _._EEEEE TS 3 £ 5 Ex L2
S = w ) S @ o @
o = = =

= 4 =

=

ThePCreceivedrepliesbothfrom organisationsand individuals. Overall,85% (347 outof 408) of responses
weresubmittedby organisationatespondents/hile 15% (61 out of 408) of responsesamefrom individuals.
Almost all individuals (98%; 59 out of 61) were EU citizens.

The largest share of responses (34%; 139 out of 408) came from organisations that marked themselves as
6 Ot hiecluding,for examplecharitiesandfood banks.PublicauthoritiesandNGOsrespectivelyaccounted

for 28%(113outof 408)and18%(73 outof 408)of respondentCompanies/businessémjsinesassociations

and consumeorganisations togetheepresente&% of totalrespondents (2@ut of 408).One responseame

from representatives of academic/research organisations (0.2%).

Figure A. 171 Distribution of responses by type of respondent
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13.2.1. Organisational respondents

Amongthe347organisationatespondenta/ho participatedn thisPC,28% (97 outof 347)belongedo small
organisationgbetweenl0to 49 employees), 26% (91 oof 347)to micro-organisationgl to 9 employees),
24% (84 out of 347)to largeorganisationgmorethan250employeesand22% (75 out of 347)to medium
sizedorganisation§50to 249employees).
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Figure A. 1871 Distribution of responses by organisation size
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Respondentaho statedthattheyweregiving their contributionasanorganisationN=347)wereaskedabout

their familiarity with FEAD. The majority of respondents (78%; 271 out of 3d:&re familiar with FEAD
andhaddetailedknowledgeof FEAD objectivesandactions.16% (57 outof 347)of organisationsesponding

to the PC marked that they had only a general idea of FEAD objectives/scope and did not know any specific
activity funded by FEAD. A small number of organisational respondents indicated they had never heard of
FEAD before the PC (2%; 7 out of 347), while 3% (12 out of 347) remaining respondents indicated that they
did not wish to answer this question.

Outof the113 public authorities who respondedo the PC,47% (53 out of 113)operatedatlocal level, 30%

(34 out of 113) at nationallevel and 20% (23 out of 113) at regionallevel. 3% (3 out of 113) operatedat
internationalevel. 75% (85 out of 113)of respondentsepresenteduthorities,19%(22 outof 113)represented

agencies, 3% (3 out of 113) represented a national or regional parliament and 3% (3 out of 113) represented
internationalorganisationslocal authoritiesmadeup 40% (45 out of 113)of all public authoritieswhile local

agencies made up 7% (8 out of 113).

Figure A. 197 Distribution of responses by organisation scope for Public Authorities
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Respondents were asked to specify tihmiolvement with FEAD (N=347). The most common involvement

type was partneorganisations delivering FEAD support to individuals (45%; 155 out of 347). This was
followed by organisations engaged in food distribution/material and/or social assistance to the most deprived
butnotinvolvedin FEAD (14%;48 out of 347),FEAD managingauthoritiesor intermediatebodies(13%;45

out of 347), and organisations representing the most deprived such as civil society organisation or advocacy
groups(11%; 39 outof 347).10% of respondentgcludedother organisationsivolved in FEADsupport(35

out of 347), such as associations or city councils. One certifying/audit authority contributed to this PC.
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Figure A. 207 Distribution of responses by involvement in FEAD
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Organisational respondents who were directly involved in FEAD activities were agtdype of FEAD
operation they were involved inbetween 2014 and 2022 (N=155). The majority of respondents (83%; 129
out of 155) were distributing food directly to individuals, e.g. food packages or meals. 5% (7 out of 155) of
organisationsveredeliveringsocialinclusionactivitiesfor individuals(OPIl). Oneorganisatiorwasinvolved

in thedistributionof basic goodslirectly to individuals, onen thedistributionof vouchergo individualsand

one in the delivery of accompanying measuresdoviduals receiving food/basic goods, counting altogether
for 2% (3 out of 155). The remaining 16 out of 155 organisations (10%) indicated that they were involved in
otherFEAD operationsThiswasprimarily partnerorganisationsupportingin coordinationof distributionof

food aid.

13.2.2. Individual respondents
Among the 61 individual responderfisU and norEU citizens) who participated in the PC, the largest share
wereaged 5065 years o0ld(43%; 26 out of 61), followed by respondents aged between 30 and 49 years old

(30%; 18 out of 61). 23% (14 out of 61) of respondents were aged over 65 years old and only 2 (3%) respondents
were aged 19 years old. One (2%) respondent indicated thatdigeypot wish to answer thguestion.
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Figure A. 217 Distribution of responses submitted by individual respondents by age
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Regardinggender, morethanhalf of respondent&lentifiedasmale(52%;32 out of 61), while 44% (27 out of
61)identifiedasfemale,andonerespondenidentifiedasother(2%). Onerespondeninarkedthattheydid not
wish to answer (2%).

Figure A. 221 Distribution of responses submitted by individual respondents by gender
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Individual respondentserethenaskedhow familiar they were with FEAD (N=61). Mostrespondentaere

familiar with FEAD and hadletailed knowledge of FEAD objectives and actions (64%; 39 out of 61). 21%
(13 out of 61) of individual respondents to the PC answered that they had a general idea of FEAD objectives
anddid notknow any specificactivity fundedby FEAD. A smallnumberof individual respondenteadnever

heard of FEAD before the PE@%; 4 out of 61), while 8% (5 out of 61) remaining respondents indicated that
they did not wish to answer this question.

229



STUDBUPPORTINHEEXPOSEVALUATIOBFTHE20142020FUNDFOREUROPEANDTO
THE MOST DEPRIVED (FEAD)

Figure A. 231 Distribution of responses on familiarity with FEAD from individual
respondents
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Theindividual respondentsvshoweredirectly involved in FEAD operationsin the periodbetween 2014 and

2022 (N=29) were asked about the type of activities of their engagementndjoeity of individual
respondents who were involved with FEAD were distributing food directly to individuals,

e.g. food packages or meals (93%; 27 out of 29). One respondent was involved in delivering social inclusion
activities (3%) and one remaining respondent indicated other types of activities that included volunteering in
food distribution (3%).

14. In-depth analysis of public consultation results
14.1. Effectiveness
14.1.1. Overall achievement of FEAD-specific objectives

Respondentwereaskedo evaluateheeffectivenessf FEAD supportin contributingto its variousobjectives
between 2014 and 2022 (N=3%9. The objectives were evaluated as follows @Ggarre A. 24:

I providingnonfinancialassistanceo themostdeprivedpersons89%of respondent§275outof 310)
believed that FEAD suppovery effectively or mostly effectively contributed to the achievement of
this objective. 5% (16 out of 310) found it most ineffective, while 2% (5 out of 310) found it not
effective at all.

1 supportinghemostdeprivedpersongo improvetheir living conditions:86%of respondent§268out
of 310) believed that FEAD support vesffectively or mostly effectively contributed to the
achievemenof this objective.10% (31 out of 310)foundit mostineffective,while 1% (4 out of 310)
found it not effective at all.

1 alleviating the worst forms of poverty and social exclusion: 91% of respondents (282 out of 310)
believed that FEAD suppovery effectively or mostly effectively contributed to the achievement of
this objective. 6% (20 out of 310) found it most ineffective, while 1% (3 out of 310) found it not
effective at all.

1 social integration of the most deprived persons: 69% of respondents (214 out of 310) believed that
FEAD supportvery effectively or mostly effectively contributedto the achievementf this objective.
19% (59 out of 310) found ihost ineffective, while 5% (17 owof 310) found it not effective at all.

In terms of prevalent opinions of different stakeholder types, 63% (22 of 35) of other organisations involved

in FEAD (this type represents stakeholders such as
and 60% (95 of 155) of partner orgaatisns delivering FEAD support to individuals found that FEAD was

mostly effective to alleviate the worst forms of poverty and social exclusion.

WThis question was asked ItanfanilirevithrFEAD@md theera tetailed/knowledge | ect e d :
of FEAD objectives/ actior3.6 . Thi s question was not answered by 98 res
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Figure A. 247 Extent to which FEAD support has been effective between 2014 and 2022 in
achieving the following objectives
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Respondents were also asked whether FEAD support made a difference to the most deprived groups
(N=31C°Y. The majority of respondents (63%; 195 out of 310) stated that FEAD support made a difference to
the most deprived groups, while 35% (110 out of 310) thought that it only partially made a difference. Looking

at the responsegper stakeholdetype, 69% (24 of 35) of otherorganisationinvolved in FEAD selected that

support made a difference to the most deprived groups that is the stakeholder type who selected this response
most frequently.

Respondents could explain their responses to this question in atexpdox.Fulfilling the basic needs of

the most deprived and alleviating their daily strugglesre commonly emerging themes that respondents had
seen as the most important differences brought on by FEAD to the most deprived groups by respondents who
providedexplanationsTwo individualsreceivingFEAD supportaddedthat FEAD doesmakea difference as

there are not many funds directly providing necessary products to those in need. Analysing textopen
contributionsjt seemghatmostrespondentacknowledgd- E A Didportanceputsomerespondentsall for
additional support measures, going beyond the provision of basic goods to more substantially change the
circumstances of those in need.

14.1.2. ImpactonF E A Didrgetgroups

Respondents were asked to evaluate the exgraupst of FE
(N=31C%). In general, a large majority of respondents found that FEAD actions were very and mostly
successfuin providingsupporto all targetgroups.Thisis particularlytruefor thefollowing targetgroups(see

Figure A. 25): unemployedpeople (84%; 258 out of 310), single parents (80%; 247 out of 310), elderly
people(76%;237outof 310)andchildren (76%;236outof 310).

MThis question was asked Itamfamilfaewith FEADpandi dageratdetailed knowlesige bfe c t e d :
FEAD objectives/ action8.6 . Thi s questi onrespamdentmot answered by 98
202 Thisquestionwasnotansweredy 98 respondents.
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Figure A. 251 Extent to which FEAD actions were successful in providing support to the
following target groups
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The next set of questions looked into the effectiveness of FEAD support in contributing to the different
outcomedor theindividualsreceivingsupport. A majority of respondentfoundthatFEAD supportwasvery
effective and mostly effective in contributing to all intended outcomes. This is especially tmeeldiong

hunger (91%; 271 out of 299%9), improving nutritional intake (through better quality of food) (76%;

226% out of 298)and reducing financial stress(75%; 227% out of 304). All answers per outcome are
summarised ifFigure A. 26.

203 This questionwasnot answeredy 109respondents.
204 This questionwasnot answeredy 110respondents.
205 This questionwasnot answeredy 104 respondents.
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Figure A. 2617 Extent to which FEAD actions were successful in contributing to the
following outcomes for the individuals receiving support
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When lookingat the responsespecifically providedby Managing Authoritiesind Partnersrganisations, the
following canbe observed. Managinguthoritiesstated thaFEAD actionswerevery andmostly effectivein
contributingto thefollowing outcomesreducechungen85%;40outof 47); improvedaccesso socialservices
(80%; 37 out of 46) and improved nutritional intake (80%; 37 out of 46).
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Figure A. 271 Extent to which FEAD actions were successful in contributing to the
following outcomes for the individuals receiving support, according to Managing
Authorities
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For partner organisations responding to this question, FEAD actions were very and mostly effective in
contributing to the following outcomes: reduced hunger (96%; 140 out of 146); improved nutritional intake
(79%; 115 out of 146) and reduced financial s4ré/6%; 116 out of 151).
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Figure A. 281 Extent to which FEAD actions were successful in contributing to the following outcomes for the individuals receiving support,
according to Partner Organisations
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A majority of partner organisations (56%; 102 out of 283think that to a large extent, individuals
receiving FEAD support were the same every time food or assistance was delivered. 31% of partner
organisationg57 out of 183)think thatto amoderateextent,individualsreceivingFEAD supportwerethe

same every time food or assistance was delivered, while 8% (14 out of 183) and 3% (5 out of 183) think
those individuals were the same to some and a small extent respectively. 2% (4 out of 183) did not know
and 1% (1 out of HRA8n3jgrity of paatheeodgandsadtions think antlividaals Ire6edving
FEAD supportwereto alargeextentreliantonthesupportprovidedto fulfil theirbasicneedq451%;94 out

of 18497, 32% of them (58 out of 184) think those individuals were to a moderate extent reliant on the
support provided to fulfil their basic needs. 13% (23 out of 184) and 4% (7 out of 184) think they were to
some and a small extent reliant on the support peavid fulfil their basic needs respectively. 1% (2 out

of 184) did not know.

14.1.3.  Challengesn implementation

The following set of questions asked respondents to evaluate the extent to whicharedsiposed an
obstacle to providing food/basic material assistance to end recipienBuying foods/basic goods (e.qg.
Procuremenprocesses) was seen asoéstacle to d&argeor moderate exterty 49% of respondents (145

out of 297%). This was followed by the quantity of food/basic goods (35% of respondents, 105 out of
299%) and determining whether individuals were eligible for support (28% of respondents 8396

Cooperation between organisations involved in providing supports the area that was neeen as
posing any obstacledy the highest percentage of respondents (63%; 187 out &fR29dhe other areas
that respondents did not find challenging weverking with volunteers (55%; 161 out of 2959,
delivering food/basicgoodsto individuals (47%;141outof 2993 and the quality of food/basic(46%;
137 out of 29814,

206 This questionvasaskedo therespondentashoselectedi P a r organgsatiordeliveringFEAD support to

individual s6. This was not answered by 225 respondents.
207 Thisquestionvasaskedo therespondentasho selectedi P a r argangsatiordeliveringFEAD support to
individual so. This question was not answered by 224 resp

208 This questionwasnotansweredy 111respondents.
209 This questionwasnot answeredy 109respondents.
210 This questionwasnot answeredy 112respondents.
211 This questionwasnotansweredy 112respondents.
212 This questionwasnot answeredy 113respondents.
213 This questionwasnot answeredy 109respondents.
214 This questionwasnot answeredy 110respondents
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Figure A. 291 Extent to which the following areas pose an obstacle to providing food/basic material assistance to end recipients
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In terms of responses to this question by Managing Authorities alone, the most selected areas posing an obstacle
to a large or moderate extent by Managing Authorities that responded to this question were: Buying foods/basic
goods (e.g. Procurement procegsg0%; 23 out of 46) and transporting food and basic goods (26%; 12 out of

46).

Figure A. 307 Extent to which the following areas pose an obstacle to providing food/basic
material assistance to end recipients, according to Managing Authorities
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33%
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According to the majority of Partner Organisations, cooperation between organisations (67%; 96 out of 144),
working with volunteers (60%; 88 out of 146) and delivering food / basic goods (50%; 73 out of 146) were not
posing any obstacles.
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Figure A. 3171 Extent to which the following areasposean obstacleto providing food/basicmaterial
assistance to end recipients, according to Managing Authorities

Whichof the followingareasposean obstacleto providingfood/basic
materialassistancéo endfood/basicmaterialassistanceéo end

Gatheringnformationon thosereceivingsupport remilents

(n=145) 10% [l 19% [ 20 R 5o N 4%

Determiningthosein needof support(n=145) 7% [} 26 [ 20 I 230« N 4%
Reachinghosein needof support(n=144) 5%10% - 33% _ 44% - 8%
Cooperatiorbetweenorganizationgn=144) 4%6% | 17% [ 679 I 6%
Workingwith volunteers(n=146) | 6% 10% | 13% _ 60% _ 11%

Diversityof food/basicgoods(n=145) | 8% [} 21% ||| 32 RN 320 B 5%

Quantityof food/basicgoods(n=145) | 11% |} 1% | 27 N 25% B 3%

Qualityof food/basicgoods(n=145) 5%|12% [l 32 IR 270 BN 4%

50%

Deliveringfood/basicgoods(n=146)2% 14% [l 27% RN 7

36%

Transportingood/basicgoods(n=149) 7% [} 19% || 307 IR 5%

38%

Storingfood/basicgoods(n=147) 7% || 16% || 320 IR 7%
Buyingfood/basicgoods(n=146) [} 18% | 32 I 140 13%] " 21%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

H Largeobstacle W Moderateobstacle B Smallobstacle = Notanobstacle Don'tknow

14.1.4.  Adjustmentgo FEAD to addressiewchallenges

Accordingto the majority of respondent§70%; 211 out of 30219), adjustmentsveremadein theway thatFEAD

was delivered to a large and moderate extent to address new challenges frG@\ttie-19 pandemic
Adjust ments were | argely and moderately made al so i
accordingto arelativemajority ofrespondent§43%; 128 of 2949). Therewasa lower shareof respondentthat

consider that FEAD was adjusted to respond to the energy crisis (32%; 935§ a8d the migration crisis of

2016 to a large and moderate extent (32%; 95 of'996

215 This questiorwasnot answeredy 106respondents.
216 This questionrwasnot answeredy 114respondents.
27 This questionrwasnot answeredy 114respondents.
218 This questiorwasnotansweredy 112respondents.
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Figure A. 321 Extent to which adjustmentswere madein the way that FEAD wasdeliveredin your
country in response to the following external factors/crises

Towhat extentwere adjustmentsmadein the waythat FEADQvas
deliveredin your countryin responseo the followingexternal
factors/crises?

11%
w dza anarlof@ggression againstkraine(n=294) 23% 20% 13% 16% 16%
9%
Energycrisis(2022onwards)(n=294) 18%
%
COVIBL9 pandemid20202022)(n=302) 3%)| 7%
4 -
Migrationcrisis(2016)(n=296) | 6% . 26% . 14%I 10% 20% 25%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
H Toa largeextent B Toamoderateextent B Tosomeextent

B Toa smallextent Notat all 5 2 ykaoiv/ Not applicable

Horizontal principles

In terms ofFEAD horizontal principles, the majority of respondertf8 believed that the following principles
were achieved to a large extent:

1 Nondiscriminationbasedon sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual
orientation (75%; 231 out of 310)

1 Genderquality(64%;197outof 310).

Respondentaieremoredivided regardingthe degreeof achievemenbf the otherprinciplesasshownin Figure
A. 33

219 This questionwasnot answeredy 98 respondents
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Figure A. 331 Extent to which the following FEAD horizontal principles were achievedin the
implementation of FEAD

Towhat extentwerethe followingFEADhorizontalprinciplesachievec
in implementationof FEAD?

N=310
( ) 0%
Genderequality 64% 15% 5%/ 3%| | 11%
1%
Partnershiporinciple 45% 30% 11%8 3% |11%
3%
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0 8%
balanceddiet 29% 34% 13% 0 14%
2%/ | 13%
Foodwastereduction 44% 27% %R 7%
4% | 2%| | 4%
of the mostdeprived A% 15%
2%
5% 8%
Non-discrimination 75% 10%
1%|| 1%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Toa largeextent m Toamoderateextent m Tosomeextent
Toa smallextent Not at all 5 2 yk@biv/ Not applicable

14.1.5. Challengesn theimplementatiorof accompanyingneasures

Respondents had the possibility to provide their opinion on whether there were any obstacles to providing
accompanying measures undAD in their countries via an opdaxt box. Many respondents who answered
stated that there were no obstacles. Some pemiedbstacles included recipients' mistrust towards this type of
activity (e.g.whatis the purposeandwhy theyshouldparticipate)or lack of continuougarticipation.Onepartner
organisation delivering FEAD support to individuals added that according to their long experience, users mostly
participated in workshops when they were conducted just before the distribution of packages.

Individualswho hadreceivedFEAD supportanswerechowthereceivedsupporthelpedthem?2® However,dueto
a limited number of responses (19) the findings are not conclusive.

14.1.6.  Effectivenes®f FEAD supportaccordingor e s p o rogeaendedariswers

Finally, respondents could provide their opinions ondtierall effectiveness of FEAD support via a textbox.
Many respondenthighlightedthe effectivenes®f FEAD asan emergencymeasurethat successfullyprovided

the basic products to those in needA public authority from Portugal referred to a suntlegy had conducted,

which found that 88% of respondents reported that the FEAD assistance made a difference. Two Italian
organisations mentioned that FEAD had been effective as it had gone beyond the provision of- supplies
contributedo thecreation of local and regional partner organisations,enablingthem to tackle theimmediate

needs of the most deprived.

SomerespondentexplainedhatFEAD couldbefurtherimproved.Asit addressetheneedf themostdeprived,
it is important thatime gaps between FEABfunded operations areminimal, and that support is constant if

220 Thequestiond 6 Hdidithesupportyoureceivedhelpy o u waSahly by respondedy 19 respondents.
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possible, according to a Croatian NGO. Similar to the previous egmaed question, some respondents
highlighted that the most deprived could only effectively be helped when the provision of basic needs is coupled
with other ESF+ measuresincluding social and employment assistance.

14.2. Efficiency

Thissectionexamines e s p o nvidvesh bnghéefficiency of FEAD by focusingontheoverallcost
effectiveness of FEAD and the administrative burden created by FEAD implementation.

14.2.1. Overallcosteffectiveness

Looking atthe overall costeffectivenes®f thedifferenttypesof FEAD supportfood support wasevaluatedto
be costeffective to a large extent by a majority(65%; 176 out of 27229 of respondents®. Respondents were
moredividedregardingothermeasuressshownin thefigure below,whereaccompanyingneasureandmaterial
assistancevereevaluated asosteffectiveto alargeextentby over athird of respondent&5%;95 outof 272 in
both cases) of respondents.

Figure A. 341 Extent to which the following typesof FEAD support are costeffective

To what extent are the following types of FEAD support-effsictive?
(N=272)

Accompanying measurem- 16% 9%| 2% B 16%
Material assistancem- 13% '5% 1%4§ 21%
Social inclusion activitie

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

EmTo a large extent ® To a moderate extent To some extent

B To a small extent m Not at all B52y Qi l1y2ékb2i | LI

Theorganisationsnvolvedin FEAD hadsimilar viewson the costeffectivenes®f food support.66% (122 out of

184) of partner organisations delivering FEAD support to individuals, 65% (31 out of 48) of FEAD Managing
Authorities / Intermediate Bodies, and 59% (23 ouB®f of other organisations involved in FEAD stated that it
was costeffective to a large extent. The majority (50%; 24 out of 48) of FEAD Managing Authorities /
Intermediate Bodies believed that material assistance wasftestive to a large extent.

221 Theefficiency questionsvereaskedto thefollowing profiles of respondentsartnerorganisationdelivering FEAD support
to individuals; Managing Authority, Intermediate Bo&lyCertifying or Audit Authority, coordinating body for EU funds &
Other organisations involved in FEAD.

222 Thisquestionwasnotansweredy 136 respondents.

223 The efficiency questions were asked to the following profiles of respondamteer organisations delivering FEAD support
to individuals; Managing Authority, Intermediate Body & Certifying or Audit Authogtyordinating body for EU funds &
Other organisations involved in FEAD.
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Respondents provided varied opinions on the-etfsctiveness of sociahclusion (OP Il). A relative majority
(28%; 76 outof 272)saidthatthistypeof supportwascosteffectiveto amoderateextent.No particulardifference
in analysed answers was found for the three stakeholder types

14.2.2. Administrativeburden

Respondents were asked to estimate how much time on average their organisation spent each month on fulfilling
administrativerequirementsinked to FEAD (e.g.monitoringandreporting).A majority of respondentés6%;147

out of 26224 selectedhe highest value of 15 hours per monthlooking at the responses by stakeholder type,

68% (25 outof 37) of otherorganisationénvolvedin FEAD, 67% (30 outof 45) of FEAD ManagingAuthorities

/ Intermediate Bodies and 50% (92 out of 179) of partner organisations delivering FEAD support to individuals
said that they had spent 15 hours on average on ful

A majority of ManagingAuthorities(67%; 30 out of 45) spentover 15 hourson averageon FEAD administrative
requirements. This was also the time selected by the majority of Partner Organisations (51%, 92 out of 179).

Figure A. 3517 The amount of time spentper month on FEAD administrative requirements, accordingto
Managing Authorities

Howmuchtime did your organizatiorspendper month on
FEAD administrativequirementsAN=45)

70% 67%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% .
10% 7% - 9% %

. mm ] I =

Lesghan 2 hours 2-5hours 6-10hours 11-15hours Overl15hours

224 This questionwasnot answeredy 146 respondents.
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Figure A. 367 The amount of time spenton FEAD administrative requirements per month accordingto
Partner Organisations

Howmuchtime did youspendper month on FEAL
administrativerequirementsIN=179)

60%
51%

50%

40%
30%
23%
20% 17%
0
- — [ ]

Lesghan 2 hours 2-5hours 6-10hours 11-15hours Overl15hours

On the unnecessary administrative burden experienced by organisations when implementing FEAD,
opinions of respondents are divided46% (124 out of 2679 of respondents said that there was a burden to a
moderate and some extent.

Figure A. 371 Extent to which there wasunnecessaryadministrative burden in implementing FEAD

Towhatextentwasthere unnecessaradministrative
burdenfor yourorganizationnimplementingFEAD?

16,00 (N=267)
16,0%
14.0% 13,7%

0%

11,3%
12,0% 10,0%
10,0%
8,0% 7,1% 6,6%
6,0%
4,0%
2,0%
0,0%
Toa largeextent Toamoderate Tosomeextent Toa smallextent Notat all 5 2 yk@biv/ Not
extent applicable

Moreover,respondents were able to select up to three administrative requirements which were most burdensome
for theirorganisationgN=537). Thethreerequirementsnostcommonlyselectedvereeligibility rulesfor FEAD

support (33% of responses; 8®etting up of a monitoring and reporting system(28% of responses; 68) and
ongoing monitoring requirements(25% of responses; 62).

Respondents could provide examplegold plating or any other case of excessive administrative burden in the
managemerand implementation of FEADLhey explainedthatin mostcases, providingetailedend eci pi ent s
data (e.g. sel€ertifications and privacy notices requested periodically) creates an administrative burden.
Respondentstatedthattheydid notalwaysunderstanavhy thatparticulardatawascollected Theadministrative

25 This questionwasnotansweredy 141 respondents.
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impact related to the identification of beneficiaries (one Italian organisation said that volunteers usually did this
identification) is also seen as burdensome.

Somerespondentprovidedideason howto makeFEAD more costeffective Thecommonlymentionedhemes
are grouped below.

{1 Putting in place a moreffective collaboration between the various national structures on the
identification of end recipients (working closely with social services) and products to be supplied and
distributed. More effective collaboration between Managing Authorities and partner bodies could
streamlire some processes.

i Creatingsynergies with other programmesto accompany disadvantaged people with labour market
inclusion if needed.

1 Switching todifferent delivery modeseither in the form of a card or voucher. An organisation from
Estonia mentioned that their card system enabled beneficiaries to choose relevant assistance (products
they need), which reduced transport and storage costs.

14.3. Relevance

Respondents® wereaskedto assestherelevanceof FEAD throughtwo questionstherelevanceof FEAD to
target groups and the relevance of FEAD to emerging needs.

14.3.1. Relevanceo targetgroups

A largemajority of respondent§68%;211out of 310%%") think thatthe designof FEAD wasstill relevant to the
needsof the target groupsto a largeextent. In termsof specificstakeholder typed,7% (27 out of 35) of other
organisations involved in FEAD (e.g. NGOs, public authorities) and 73% (107 out of 147) of partner
organisations delivering FEAD support to individuals found that the design of FEAD was still to a large extent
relevant to the needs of the target grau

Figure A. 381 The extentto which the designof FEAD still relevant to the needsof the target groups

Towhat extentisthe designof FEADBtill relevantto the
needsof the targetgroupsAN=310)

80%
70% 68%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% 18%

()

0,
10% . 8% 3% 3%
0% - I ]
Toalargeextent Toamoderate Tosomeextent Toa smallextent IR 2 ykabiy
extent

226 These questions were asked to the respondents who selecEbfamiliar with FEAD and have adetailedknowledge
of FEAD objectives/ actionso6b6
227 This questionwasnotansweredy 98 respondents
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14.3.2.  Relevanceao emergingneeds

A majority of respondents (54%; 141 out of 28palso think that, due to FEAD adjustments (i.e. COMI®)
energycrisis,Ru s s i aobaggreasiomgainstUkraine),targetgroupsin needof supportwerereachedutto a

large extenf?°This is particularly true for other organisations involved in FEAD, as 70% (21 out of 30) stated that
FEAD adjustments ensured that target groups in need of support were reached to a large extent.

Figure A. 391 Extent to which theseadjustmentsensure thatFEAD reachedtarget groupsin needof
support

Towhatextentdid theseadjustmentsensurethat FEAL
reachedtargetgroupsin needof support?

(N = 260)
60% 54%
50%
40%
29%
30%
20%
10%
0,
0% [ | 0% 2%
Toalargeextent Toamoderate Tosomeextent Toa smallextent Not at all 5 2 ykoiv/ Not
extent applicable
14.4. Coherence

This section presents e s p o n d e % onsthiecoheiercaf$EAD with other EU, national, regional, locat

private interventior’$®. A majority of respondents found that FEAD operations complemented or reinforced:
existing national programmes (72%; 224 out of 310); existing regional/local programmes (64%; 198 of 310);
activities of norprofit organisations and NGOs supporting the nmaegtrived (62%; 191 out of 310) and the
EuropearSocialFund(ESF)(57%; 177 outof 310).0ntheotherhand,only aminority of respondentfundthat

FEAD operations complemented or reinforced the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) (30%; 94 out
of 310),Asylum, Migration andintegrationFund(AMIF) (23%;72 outof 310)andotherEuropearttructuraland
Investment Funds (e.g., EAFRD, EMFF) (21%; 65 out of 310).

Respondents had the possibility to explain why they believed FEAD operations were coherent with other
interventions. According to sonamswers, coherence was evidenced in the fact that:

I FEAD hadstrengthenethealreadyexistingnetworksof local/regional/nationgdrogrammes

i FEAD hadimprovedthecapacitieof deliveryorganisationso recoversurplusfood from otherchannels.

As anexampleof how FEAD-deliveredfood wasalignedwith nationalplans,a Portugueseespondeninentioned
thattheFEAD food baskegivento recipientsvasdefinedaccordingo theNationalProgrammeor the Promotion
of Healthy Eating.

228 This questionwasnotansweredy 267 respondents.

22 This questionwasnotansweredy 148respondents.

0 These questions were asked to the respondents who selecgdbfamiliar with FEAD and have adetailed knowledge
of FEAD objectivesA ct i ons 66 .

B1This questionwasnotansweredy 98 respondents.
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14.5. EU addedvalue

A considerablemajority of respondent® agreed or strongly agreed that FEAD contributed to increasing the

capacityof organisationsupportinghemostvulnerablg91%;283outof 310);creatingpartnershipeamongsocial

inclusion stakeholders (89%; 275 out of 310); complementing existing social inclusion policies (88%; 272 out of

310);raising awareness é&dod and materialleprivation(87%; 269out of 310); creatingpartnerships facilitating

mutual learning, networking and dissemination of good practices in supporting the most deprived (84%; 259 of

310); strengtheningocialcohesion84%; 260 of 310); experimentingvith newwaysof deliveringsupportto the

most deprived (80%; 247 of 310) andyaging new organisations to work with the most deprived (76%; 237 of

310).

Thefiguresbelowzoomin onthe specificopinionsof ManagingAuthorities(N=47) andPartnerOrganisations
(N=155) on EUadded value. They both agree and strongly agree that FEAD contributed to a different set of
objectives. For Managing Authorities, this is especially truefeating partnerships (92%; 43 out of 47),

raising
(85%; 40 out of 47).

awar eness

on food/ mater.i

al

deprivation

For partner organisations,this is especiallytrue for increasingorganisations' capacity (95%; 147 out of
155),creating partnerships (90%; 139out of 155)and complementingexisting policies(90%; 139out of

155).

Figure A. 407 The extentto which FEAD contributed to addedvalue, according to Managing

Authorities
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232 This questionwas askedto the respondentsvho selectedfil am familiar with FEAD and | havea detailed knowledge of
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Figure A. 417 The extentto which FEAD contributed to addedvalue, accordingto Partner
Organisations

Towhatextent,doesFEALzontributeto the following?
(N=155)

1%

i

Facilitatingmutuallearning 39% 46% 3%]| 10%
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Strengtheningsocialcohesion 42% 45% 4%| 8%|
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Experimentingrewways 35% 45% LT% 12%
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food/material deprivation 41% 48% 2 /0 8%
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Respondents whilentified themselves as individuals receiving or having received FEAD support were asked
whether FEAD support made a difference to them or the members of their household. All four respondents who
replied said yes.

14.6. Visibility

Respondentwaereaskedio whatextentthefollowing groupswereawarethatsupportcomesfrom FEAD andthe

EU (N=31G39. A majority of respondents (54%; 166 of 310) think #¥ad recipients of supportare aware to

a large extent that support is provided by FEXDOpinions are more divided on the awareness of the general
public where the answer which was selected by the highest number of respondents was that thpigknesral
aware to some extent of the source of FEAD support (26% of respondents; 80?8t 310)

B3 This questionwasnotansweredy 98 respondents.
Bpartner organisation delivering FEAD support to individu
or Audit Authority, coordinating body for EU fundso &0 C
25 This questionwas askedto the respondentsvho selectedfil am familiar with FEAD and | havea detailed knowledge of
FEAD objectives/ actionso
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Figure A. 427 Extent to which the following groupswere aware that support comesfrom FEAD and the
EU

Inyourview,to what extentarethe followinggroupsawarethat
supportcomesfrom FEADandthe EU?
(N =310)

Endrecipients ) ) ) 8%
3%

Generalpublic m 23% 26% 18%j 7% 2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

B Toa largeextent Toamoderateextent B Tosomeextent

B Toa smallextent = Notat all m5 2 ykabiv/ Not applicable

Respondents could select the elements on FEAD support, which were visible to end recipient®{N=586
multiple selectionsverepossible) Respondentsiostcommonlyselectedhefollowing elementsan EU flag
present on the packaging ofood/material assistance providedvasselected makingp 37% ofresponses;
218), and FEAD mentioned on the packaging of provided food/material assistan¢making up 36% of
responses; 206) were most frequently chosen as elements visible on FEAD support to end recipients.

The question, which was directed at individuals who recesuggort on how they learned about the received
support was only answered by 6 respondents, making the findings limited.

26 This questionwvasnotansweredy 114respondents.
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ANNEX VIII: FACTUAL SUMMARY REPORT

Factualsummaryreportof thepublic consultation

This document should be regarded solely as a summary cotitebutions to the public consultation (PC)
launchedn the contextof the studysupportingthe ex-postevaluationof the Fundfor EuropearAid to the Most
Deprived (FEAD). It cannot be regarded as the official position of the Eurdp@amission or its services.
Responsereceivedo this PC cannotbe consideredsarepresentativeampleof theviewsof theEU
populationlt is publicly available athttps://ec.europa.eu/info/law/bettemgulation/haveyour-
say/initiatives/13718\id-to-themostdeprivedevaluatiorof-the- 20142020 FEAD/public-consultation_en

%1 These questions were asked to the respondents who selecébfamiliar with FEAD and have adetailed knowledge
of FEAD obj e ardwerenst/ansaecet by @@ respoddents.

22 This questionwas askedto the respondentsvho selectedfil am familiar with FEAD and | havea detailed knowledge of
FEAD obj ect amndwaas hot answereddyna8 tespondents.

®»These questions wer e as ke tamtfamiliar ite FEAR ang Idhaved sedethiled knotvledges e | e c t
of FEAD obj e andivareenstiansweced by 88resgondents.
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ANNEX IX: KEY DATA

3.2.1FINANCIAL IMPLEMENTATION |

The EU average expenditure declared to the Commission is 73% of FEAD budget allocations
by 2022and82% (4.2 billion) of approvedotal budgetsof EUR 5.2 billion hadbeenofficially
incurred by the end of 2022 One reason why there is still quite a discrepancy between
approved and actually incurred expenditure also lies in the potentially slower uptake of
REACT-EU funds, which in many countries were used from 2021 onwards to combat the
challenges posed by theO¥ID-19 pandemic and the RusSiavar of aggression against
Ukraine.

Thefigure belowshowsthedegreeof financialimplementatioratthe endof 2022asa shareof
the FEAD allocated budget (EU and national cofinancing) as reported in the latest approved
OPs.

254 Of the total allocations EUR 5.2 billion (EU and national funding included), the total appezpedditures
reachedEUR 5.6 billion. by the endbf 2022, which is the equivalenf 109%. Thedifference insums is due
to the common practice of ©6overbookingd to compens
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Figure A. 461 Financial implementation by the end of 202225 (SFC2014 data)
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The table below shows the total amount of eligible expenditure incurred and paid in
operationsby countryandfor OP1 andOP I respectivelyThelargestshareof fundingwas
dedicated to OP I. Within OP I, funds were mainly allocated to food supply (3.75 billion
EUR, 96.2%),with amuchsmallershareto the provisionof basicmaterialassistanc€l47.6
million EUR, 3.8%).

Table A. 247 Total eligible public expenditure (EU + national) incurred by beneficiaries and
paid in implementing operations relating to OP | and OP IlI, by country, 2014-2022 (EUR)

Country Basic Material Food Supply Social Integration Total
Assistance (OP 1) (OP 1) (OP 11)

BE

BG

CcY

Cz

DE

DK

EE

EL

ES

FI

FR

HR

HU

LT

LU

LV

MT

NL

PL

PT

RO

25 429 786

3814 170

8 575 264

34 537 531

5322 417

14 085 025

4 446 472

14 712 833

5513 472

933 938

10 926 697

18 134 500

104 996 407
151 897 127
756 259

12 655 223

10 560 337
203 233 613
706 107 442
25101 669
709 673 882
29 851 759
95 127 265
22 156 461
557 134 753
66 933 321

3 024 001
42 810 243

4172 401

535 809 850
149 628 520

245 226 378
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94 116 106

3565 712

4 408 740

25 429 786

104 996 407

151 897 127

4 570 429

21 230 487

94 116 106

3565 712

10 560 337

237 771 144

706 107 442

25101 669

709 673 882

35174 176

109 212 290

26 602 933

571 847 586

72 446 793

3957 939

53 736 940

4172 401

4 408 740

535 809 850

149 628 520
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Country Basic Material Food Supply Social Integration Total
Assistance (OP 1) (OP 1) (OP 11)

7722579 7722579

Sl = 26 040 705 = 26 040 705

SK 1209 494 52 908 613 = 54 118 107
Total 147 641 598 3 755 143 069 109 813 138 4 012 597 805

Amount

Source: SFC2014 data

As a response to the onset of the global CO¥®pandemic, the Coronaviresponse
Investment Initiative (CRIl) and the Coronavirus Response Investment Initiative Plus
(CRII+) allowed for flexibilities in using FEAD. A sequential initiative: the Recovery
assistance for cohesion and the territories of Europe (RERAQ)T extendedhe original
initiatives through a topip, which was used by 14 Member States.

| 3.2.2SUPPORT PROVIDED AND TARGET GROUPSREACHED |

By endof 2022,FEAD hasdelivered assistanée 27 MemberStatesMost MemberStates
(23 outof 27) distributedfood and/or basicmaterialassistancéogethemwith accompanying
measures (OP I). Four Member States run social inclusion programmes (OP 11).

Type of assistance

OP Type assistance Member State
OPI Food 10MS: BE, BG, EE,ES,FI, FR,MT, PL, PT, SI
Basicmaterial 1IMS: AT
Both 11MS: CY* CZ,EL,HR,HU,IE, IT, LT, LU, LV, RO,
SK»
OPIl  Socialinclusion 4MS: DE, DK, NL, SE

*Cypruscompletedood assistancen 2019,andsincefocusedon basicmaterial
assistance
ASlovakiaprovidedbasicmaterialassistancbetweer?20162019,andsinceonly
provides food support with FEAD support.

Source:AnnuallmplementatiorReport2022(SFC2014)

The operations funded under OP | and OP Il were very diverse and often, especially
regarding basienaterial assistance (OP 1) and social inclusion activities (OP II), were
adaptedo the specifictargetgroupsthey addressedl he Tablebelowgives anoverviewof

target groups as defined in Member States Operational Programmes.

Table A. 251 Target groups by MS and OP

Disadvantaged vulnerable BE, BG, EE, EL, ES, FI,
individuals (e.g. below a certain FR,IT, LT, LV, PL, PT,
income threshold) SI, SK
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Homeless persons CZ,EL, ES, FI,HR,HU, DE, DK
IE, IT, PT, RO, SK

Children aged 15 or below AT, CY, CZ, EL, HR, DE 10
HU, IE, LV, RO
Workless households / households |E, LU, MT 3

with low work intensity

Migrants or minorities BG, IE DE, SE 4
Elderly persons IE, RO NL 3
Women RO 1
Persons with disabilities IE 1
Other IE 1

Source: SFC 2014, period 2014-2022

In total, across OP operations, 120 million persons received food support, and 7.8 million
received basic material assistance up to 202 share of OP | end recipients by type of
support and target group is shown in Figure below.

Figure A. 471 Share of OP | end recipients by type of support and target group, 2014-20222%
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Source: own calculations based on SFC 2014 data

Foodsupport(OP 1)

256 Note that the same person may be included in several categories, while not all persons seggyoirig
are necessarily to any of the indicated categories.
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Thetotal monetarywalueof food supportin the21 MemberStatesvhich havechoserto use
theFundfor directdistributionof food,amountedo EUR 4 345942740 (includingnational
co-financing) and reached 119 905 708 persons. On average, 36.2 EUR were spent per
personOP | countriedistributedaround3.3million tonnesof food, 554 million meals,and

962 million food packages to the most deprived and vulnerable.

Across OP | Member States an average of 0.88 kg of food was distributed for every Euro
paid in implementing operations relating to OP | food supply.

Basicmaterialassistancg€OP I)

Thetotalmonetaryalueof basicmaterialassistancdistributedn the13EU MemberStates
amounted to EUR 221 165 046 (including nationaficancing) and reached 7 776 324
persons. On average, EUR 28 were spent per person in 12 of the 13 Member States
(excluding Cyprus).

The monetary value gfrovided goods for children across OP | Member States amounts to
EUR 110million andthe monetarywalueof goodsprovidedfor othertarget groupso EUR

97 million respectively. However, the distribution of basic material assistance delivered to
thedifferenttargetgroupsvariedovertime. Especiallyduring the periodof COVID-19 and
therespectivdockdowns homelespersonsveretargetedo alargerextentthanin theyears
before and after, when the aid was more often dedicated to children.

As shown in the Figure below the total value of goods for children and the value of goods
for &6éotherd target groups, e. g. mi grants 0]
than the value of goods for homeless people. This distribution is adgedab the size of

the target group, with children comprising a larger share of the overall FEAD target group.

Figure A. 487 Distribution of overall monetary value of basic material assistance
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Source: own calculations based on SFC2014 data

Socialinclusionassistanc€OP Il)

The total monetary value of social inclusion assistance in the four EU Member States
amountedo EUR 109813138(including nationalco-financing)andreachedatotal of 209

913 persons. These are, however, very unevenly distributed anttomgour countries
providing it, with Germany showing the highest number of participations by far: 199 308,
which equals 95% of all participations. On average, EUR 525 were spent per person.

The main focus of the operations under OP Il in three of the four countries were migrants,
includingminoritiessuchasthe Roma,andhomelesgeople;while the Netherland$ocused
specifically on persons aged 65 years or above.

Germany succeeded in reaching more than the targeted participants in each of the
programmespecific indicators, far surpassing the initial target for adultBOncitizens
advisedachievedyy 623%).Denmarkoverallreachednorethantwice asmanyparticipants

as targeted (215%). Ithe Netherlands, the target values were not reached, with 3 299
achieved from a target of 5 000 (66%). This was due to the recruiting of participants being
more difficult than anticipated and the fact that many participants stayed in the project for
longerthan expected.

A moredetaileddescriptiorof operationandimpactsundereachOPII countrycanbefound
in the case studies.
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ANNEXIX.A: ADDITIONAL FEADMONITORINGDATA

Common Input Indicators OP | and OP II
Table A. 2671 Eligible public expenditure by type and Member State, 20142022

Totalamountof

Totalamountof

Total amount of | Totalamounif Total amount

eligible public eligible public of eligible eligible public | eligible public
expenditure expenditure public expenditure expenditure
approved in the incurred by expenditure incurred by declaredto the
documentssetting beneficiaries incurred by beneficiaries Commission
out the conditions and paid in beneficiaries and paid in
for support of implementing and paid in implementing
operations operations implementing operations
operations relating tofood
relating to provided
basic directly to the
material most deprived
assistance
provided
directlyto the
mostdeprived
AT 27214980 25877795 25429786 0 25851941
BE 137323985 110442312 0 104996407 88590622
BG 161884757 159622013 0 151897127 154698959
CY 4640777 4640777 3814170 756259 4294529
Cz 42628133 21958227 8575264 12655223 21568258
DE 107769727 94116106 0 0 81584632
DK 4612743 4290536 0 0 3920831
EE 10565891 10560337 0 10560337 8993302
EL 309443823 253202357 34537531 203233613 252485758
ES 801698113 739920685 0 706107442 657378688
Fl 26519000 26184497 0 25101669 26098946
FR 1031802528 712948666 0 709673882 601415963
HR 63433762 37193831 5322417 29851759 35182794
HU 130601837 109685079 14085025 95127265 95883392
IE 26783915 26638598 4446472 22156461 25068880
IT 930583787 588553066 14712833 557134753 496302508
LT 90857522 72446793 5513472 66933321 68307304
LU 5459548 4703714 933938 3024001 3882702
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LV

MT

NL

PL

PT

RO

SE

Sl

SK

EU-27

Total amount of
eligible public
expenditure
approved in the
documentssetting
out the conditions
for support of
operations

57595425
4640777
4408740

591850452
243793742
686655264
8 052035
34716365
84902408

5630440035

Totalamountof
eligible public
expenditure
incurred by
beneficiaries
and paid in
implementing
operations

57208908
4431228

4 403056
535809850
157067851
365464829
7722579
27696117
56432309

4219222309

Common Output Indicators OP |

Total amount
of eligible
public
expenditure
incurred by
beneficiaries
and paid in
implementing
operations
relating to
basic
material
assistance
provided
directlyto the
mostdeprived

10926697

0
18134500
0

0
1209494

147641598

Totalamountof
eligible public
expenditure
incurred by
beneficiaries
and paid in
implementing
operations
relating tofood
provided
directly to the
most deprived

42810243
4172401

0
535809850
149628520
245226378
0
26040705
52908613

3755806231

Totalamounif
eligible public
expenditure
declaredto the
Commission

52517111

3694157

4 403056

496302892

154790675

338443696

7404830

18498089

54975067

3782539582

Table A. 271 Quantities of food support, mealsand food packagedistributed acrossEU27, by
Member State 20142022

Total number of food

Total number of meals

Totalquantityof food packages distributed

HEmIDEEiEE support (in tonnes) Eartlyortotallyfinanced partlyortotally financed
)y @12 by OP
BE 84016 10115096 17648057
BG 105712 64722772 1727668
CcY 153 722386 -
Cz 5762 4549921 1702684
EE 4493 - 329681
EL 71842 16067696 4444751
ES 765986 251816713 34412082
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Total number of food

Total number of meals packages distributed

Total quantityof food

HlempErsiEe support (in tonnes) Eartlyortotallyfinanced partlyor totally financed
Ak by OP
Fl 12339 288331 2012601
FR 685705 - 593420707
HR 16 640 18021390 847864
HU 26010 6246479 2355183
IE 6272 8677571 1613246
IT 527315 145726747 211136790
LT 48289 - 9775689
LU 15007 - 209081
LV 19832 2567561 3012635
MT 1305 - 86823
PL 463108 13093543 47716434
PT 115604 - 3034288
RO 283595 11027838 18618986
Sl 31188 - 6 872866
SK 18609 410445 1435952
Source:SFC2014

Table A. 2871 Quantities of typesof food support distributed, by Member State20142022

Total
quantity _ Meat, _
oo | Tt e S [ S | sugar [ s
(in seafood
tonnes)
BE 84016 15482 2348 21341 567 31569 2719 9987
BG 105711 29111 13758 46 684 5873 4370 4558 1355
CY 153 41 21 68 = 21 = =
cz 5762 938 729 1384 408 1010 375 915
EE 4493 360 1144 1369 498 41 435 646
EL 71842 14283 10832 16983 4818 8016 5828 11080
ES 765986 137779 37895 102892 - 313804 45196 128418
FI 12338 - 1307 8106 - 837 - 2087
FR 685704 92533 45962 100419 23324 348056 26779 48627
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Total

quantity

of food i Starchy Sudar Milk Fats, Convenience
support i foods 9 oil food or other
(in

tonnes)

HR 16639 2998 1366 5234 1054 2074 2937
HU 26010 3370 598 8099 1804 1759 1859 8517
IE 6272 1754 223 1902 926 7 - 1459
IT 527314 34203 14556 215435 16204 140708 24530 81678
LT 48289 2859 3951 20777 5547 3697 5087 6 369
LU 15007 3147 1619 2576 493 4076 663 2430
LV 19832 861 2732 11527 1406 1801 1505 =
MT 1305 425 121 538 - 147 - 73
PL 463108 102801 67342 110166 44302 94395 36942 7157
PT 115604 38831 12960 19921 981 36 665 3223 3020
RO 283595 7639 37616 142171 38057 - 54400 3711
SI 31188 - - 10962 - 13847 3076 3302
SK 18608 2153 2118 10052 1436 574 1436 839
Source:SFC2014

Table A. 297 Number of personsreceiving FEAD food support 2014202257

Member | Persons Migrants
Children | Age65+ Women or Disabled Homeless
State total S
minorities

3156993 926047 240323 1149004 972620 93591 165776
BG 3265520 819504 871372 1845376 339345 757321 2305
CY 5533 5079 - 2767 2158 - -
cz 547266 249712 51723 229715 185018 44677 104122
EE 196910 56 759 17339 101208 46 268 30916 8022
EL 2190897 493735 160330 1135865 107844 42058 35132
ES 13619 4054424 932412 7140298 3596475 249074 241511

618

FlI 2001767 274502 579190 821762 209019 44 495 16302

7 Participants may be part of different groups at the same timea(ehgd with disabilities, a woman aged
65+ etc)
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Migrants
e Children Age 65+ Women or Disabled Homeless
State total L

minorities

FR 42490 14182 2243107 22515 - - 4253
821 927 719 918
HR 436450 189325 84135 221422 34852 12040 1151
HU 885436 576620 72200 169654 304103 245415 62497
IE 938857 332637 95325 319848 130488 43834 155025
IT 21592 4922420 2135752 9858241 6097185 309185 915131
510
LT 1916483 474218 127693 870545 32823 187986 2690
LU 97817 28284 2084 50834 72434 2917 967
LV 629367 118261 125286 311311 393880 84496 5347
MT 85921 43702 5069 49654 6532 505 -
PL 10748 3060237 1000343 5481943 214894 1714966 228418
634
PT 1539807 400380 134599 748091 75936 7996 361
RO 11350 2272600 2308912 3997369 192044 1753496 8639
951
Sl 1329788 273608 215142 696463 112150 49851 18329
SK 878362 313096 20076 441549 - 42248 30331
Total 119905 34068 11422412 58158 12772 5717067 6 255
708 077 638 068 974
Source:SFC2014

Table A. 307 Number of personsreceiving FEAD BMA support 20142022

Member | Persons Migrants
Children | Age65+ | Women or Disabled | Homeless

State total R

minorities

AT 293893 237816 151024 144536 0 0
CcY 3196 3196 0 3196 1711 0 0
cz 403431 164229 57622 183417 141804 35728 72493
EL 1789570 409025 127109 921484 85320 31360 31804
HR 193689 57757 42982 99876 19066 9262 937
HU 498619 496523 0 4004 57564 5756 0
IE 182119 179672 0 95352 11255 0 0
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Migrants
BTl || PErEens Children Age 65+ Women or Disabled Homeless
State total L

minorities

IT 62870 3653 3497 12825 42472 2268 51469
LT 981246 245636 99519 511473 23783 116577 1169
LU 97817 28284 2084 50834 72434 2917 967
LV 423965 116637 83202 199305 38620 50033 607
RO 2310223 722663 249017 680171 129275 422959 2164
SK 535686 267034 124 267015 0 11206 4874
Total 7776324 2932125 665156 3179976 767840 688066 166484
Source:SFC2014

Output Indicators OP II

Table A. 317 Number of final beneficiariesof OP Il, by Member State,20142022

- 2014 2015| 2016 2017 2018 | 2019 | 2020 2021 2022 gg;’g

31 35286 45105 28168 16787 199308
062 742 127
DK 0 0 474 484 454 757 277 570 0 3016
NL 0 0 281 1211 769 579 366 93 0 3299
SE 0 0 505 1097 414 658 1175 441 0 4290
Total 0 31 36546 47897 38 29 29986 17891 9 209913
699 736 127

ResultIndicators OP lI

Table A. 3217 Programme SpecificResultIndicators for OP Il countries, 20142022

ProgrammeSpecificResultindicator VEITEE || e
value value

Proportion of adult EU immigrants accessewunsellingand support 70% 89%
servicesasaresultof accompanimerandcounsellingoutof all adultEU
immigrants receivingounselling

DE Proportionof parentsof immigrantchildrenof kindergarteragewhowere  50% 91%
referred to parenting support services as a percentage of all contacte:
parents of immigrant children

DE Proportionof immigrantchildrenof kindergarteragereceivingearly 50% 87%
education services as a percentage afrattigrant children of
kindergarten age included in the study
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ProgrammeSpecificResultindicator VBNQIEL || AGHEL
value | value

Proportion of participating homeless persons who, as a result of 70% 82%
accompanimerandcounsellingareempoweredo accephelpanduse
social services, as a percentage of all homeless personselled

DK Numberof userswvho useotherexistingservicegbeforeandafter 490 2135
intervention)

NL After oneyearparticipantis still in view of aid organisationand/ or 65% 75%
municipalities

NL After participatingindicateshe/shehasa strongersocialnetwork 40% 45%

NL After participatingindicateshe/shehasreinforcedcompetencies 60% 56%

SE Percentagef individualsstatingthattheyhavereceivedsupportor 40% 76%

assistance such as information, interpretation, directions, etc.

SE Percentagef individualswho saythattheyhaveimprovedtheir health 40% 71%
and hygiene management skills

Source:SFC2014
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ANNEXIX.B: EVOLUTIONOF POVERTYAND SOCIALEXCLUSIONNDICATORS

15. How hasthesituationevolvedovertheevaluatiornperiod?

15.1. Developmenbf povertyandsocialexclusion

This sectionpresentshe evolution opoverty and social exclusion in the Efd¢usingonindicatorsthat are
relevantfor FEAD, notablytheatrisk of povertyor socialexclusionrate(AROPE), thematerialdeprivation
rate MD), the severe materideprivation rategMD); the material and social deprivation ratéSD) as
well as the severe material and social deprivation &¥SD). Moreover, the evolution of individual
components of material deprivationis also presented in this section.

15.1.1. Personatrisk of povertyor socialexclusion

Povertyandsocialexclusionin the EU aremeasuregrimarily usingthe AROPEindicator,which depictsthe

rate of people at risk of poverty and social exclusion, measured in relation to the national median income
(under 60%). The indicator can be used to track the evolution of poverty and social exclusion over time, as
well as by location to show the leval wellbeing in a certain region or countfigure A. 49below shows

the evolution of thendicatorover timeat EU level. Theindicator wagevised in 2021defining anewsevere
material and social deprivation rate, and adjusting theauyge for jobless households. Comparalaita for

the newly revised indicator is available from 2&%85

In the EU27,the AROPET atefell continuouslyandsubstantiallyfrom 2015to 20199, from 24%to 21.1%.

In 2020 and 2021, during tipeak yearsf the COVID-19 pandemic, theateincreasedlightly to 21.7%in

2021 butremained below the peak of 24% in 2015. In 2022, there was again a (minor) reduction in the
AROPE rate to 21.6%.

Figure A. 491 Evolution of the AROPE rate in the EU27?50(20152022)

21,7 206

2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2020 2021 2022

Source:Eurostat- Peopleat risk of povertyor socialexclusion TIPSLC1Q custom_7566228]

Althoughthis overalltrendis similarin all MemberStatessomehave- andcontinueto have- AROPErates
significantly higher than the EU average. In 2015 (the first date from which data on the AROPE rate is
available), 11 Member States (RO, BG, EL, HU, LV, ES, LT, IT, EE, PT, IE) had AROPE rates above the
EU average of 24%. AROPE rates were signifilyahigh in 2015 in Romania (44.5%) and Bulgaria

(43.3%).

268 EurostatiLC 2021 https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2021/PPP_A.%202030%20Agenda_Eurostat AROPE _eng.pdf

29 IndicatorTIPSLC10:dataavailableonly from 2015.

260As of 2020,i.e. excludingthe UK.
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As shown inFigure A. 50below, in some Member States (RO, BG, EE, EL, ES, IT, LT, LV), AROPE rates
were above the EU average in 2022, the end of the evaluation reference period. While in most of these
countriegherateis only slightly abovethe averagethe situationremainedparticularlyacutein Romaniaand
Bulgaria where, despite a declining trend, the AROPE rates stood at 34.4% and 32.2%, respectively.

Figure A. 507 AROPE rate in EU Member Statesin 2022,% of total population
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In termsof genderthe situationhasconsistenthbeenworsefor womenthanfor menwith no majorchanges
to this trend from the date from which data on AROPE dates was available to the end of the evaluation
reference period (2018022), as shown iRigure A. 51below.
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Figure A. 517 AROPE rate by gender(20152022),% of population

30.

24.9 24.7
234 227 54 226 227 227

]
w

23.1 22.5

]
=]

24 206 599 205 208 204

'_l
b

% of population
'_l
o

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Fernale emm—ale

Source:Eurostat- Personsat risk of povertyor socialexclusionby ageandsex
[ILC_PEPSO1N custom_7391002]

In termsof how citizenship affectspovertyin the EU, the AROPErateof foreigncitizens(comprisingboth
citizens of other Member States and of 1810 countries) was higher than that of nationals living in their
own country in 22 of the 24 Member States for which reliable data is available. The two exceptions were
Ireland and Poland. The situation e changed substantially over tyears, with between 38% and 42%

of foreign citizens and between 45% and 50% ofBbhcitizens at risk of poverty or social exclusion
between 2015 @&h2022 Figure A. 52. While the AROPE rate of national citizens decreased steadily over
the period, that of each of the categories of-national citizens (foreign citizens overalhn-EU citizens

and citizens of another EU country) declined until 22089, then rose again in 2020, though remaining
below the rate in 2015.
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% of population above 18 years

Figure A. 521 AROPE rate by citizenship (data available since2015)
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The AROPEratesfor nonEU citizenswerefar higherthanEU citizens(living in theirown or in anotherEU
country), withthe exceptions of Slovenia and Czechia, where there were similar rates for these groups over
the evaluation period. The largest differences in the shares between these two foreign subpopulations were
observed irFrance and the Netherlands. ¢en be seen iRigure A.53 below, the sharef non-EU citizens

at risk of poverty in 2022 was highest in Spain, France, Bulgaria, and the Netherlands, while for foreign

citizens in Spain, France, Sweden, Greece, Italy, and Bulgaria.
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Figure A. 537 AROPE rate of personsabove 17 yearsof age®* by citizenship (2022)
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Note:thegraphonly showsheavailabledata
(1) Citizensof anotherEU country:low reliability

%1 This specificdatasetisesanagerangeabovel 7 yearsof ageto referto theadultpopulation
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(2)Non-EU citizens:low reliability
(3)Foreigncitizens:low reliability
(4)2021
(5)2020

SourceEurostat(onlinedatacode:ilc_1i31)

In terms of minoritiesthe Roma populationhas also beeat substantially higher risk of poverty and social
exclusionovertheevaluatiorperiodthanthe nationalandEU averageshasedn quantitativeandqualitative

data available. According to the Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) 2021 RomaZ8tirveyselected

number of countrie€®, 80% of Roma were at risk of monetary poverty (AR®PThis situation has not
changed substantially between 2016 and 202&hich are the two years for which data is available. There
are large differences between Roma and the general population for this indicator. For instance, in Spain and
Italy, 98% of the Roma population were at risk of poverty, both in 2016 and in 208paced to 21% and

20% for the general population, respectively. In Bulgaria and Romania, the difference in the AROP rate
between Romand thegenerabopulation issmallest, bustill comparatively largé47 percentagpointsand

53 percentage points, respectively): while in 2020, 24% (BG) and 23% (RO) of the total population were at
risk of poverty,amongRomathesharewas71% (BG) and78% (RO) in 2021.While in Bulgariathe shareof

Roma at risk of poverty decreased significantly by 15 percentage points between 2016 and 2021, Romania
saw an increase of 8 percentage points in the same $5ériod

Although there were no significant differences in termgeasfder, there were differences in terms of age in
somecountries For Romachildrenyoungerthan15 yearsold?®’, therisk of povertyis higherthanfor therest

of the Roma population, particularly in Croatia (90%) and in Czechia (85%). The survey also reveals that
thereis alargepovertygapbetween Romahildren andbther children. Theituationfor Romaboysandgirls

is generally similar, except in Romania, wher83% ofRoma girls live at risk opoverty, in comparison to

75% of Roma boys.

In conclusion, although the risk of monetagverty (AROP) and the risk of poverty or social exclusion
(AROPE) declined steadily from 2015 to 2019, it has since increased again and remained stable at 2018
levelsup until 2022.ThereareseveraMemberStateswith atleastonefifth of their populationfacingthis

risk, and there are clear segments of the population which are much more severely affected by the risk of
poverty than others.

15.1.2. Materialdeprivation

FEAD addressematerialdeprivationasoutlinedin theinterventionlogics(section2.1),which Eurostat
measures by:

1 primaryindicatorsof materialdeprivationandmaterialandsocialdeprivation

I secondaryndicatorsincludingseveramaterialdeprivation andseveranaterialandsocialdeprivation,
among others8

The material deprivation rate (MD) 2% has been the standard measure for material deprivation since 2009,
definedasa stateof economicstrain,thatis theenforcednability (ratherthanthechoicenotto do so)to afford

at least three out of the nine items, listedable A. 33 Severe material deprivation (SMD)is defined as the
inability to pay for at least four of these items.

. Europearnion Agencyfor FundamentaRights(2023).Romain 10 EuropearCountries Main results Romasurvey2021.

2 EU: Bulgaria,CzechiaGreece Spain,Croatia,Hungary ltaly, Portugal RomaniaSlovakia,Non-EU: North MacedoniaSerbia.
24 Householdwvith anequivalisedncomeaftersocialtransferghatis lowerthan60 % of the medianincomein their country.

° Yearof reporting2021,no datafor 2022available
%0 EuropearlJnion Agencyfor FundamentaRights(2023).Romain 10 EuropearCountries” Main resultsRomasurvey2021,p. 25.

%7 As per the age definition used in European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights R023)in 10 European
Countriesi Main results, Roma survey 2021 24

268 Full list: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=818&langld=en

2 Seehttps://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statiséigplained/index.php?title=Glossary:Material _deprivation
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Table A. 331 List of itemsdetermining material deprivation (MD) and severematerial deprivation
(SMD)

Itemsdetermining(severematerialdeprivation

To paytheirrent,mortgageor utility bills;

To keeptheirhomeadequatelyvarm;

To faceunexpecte@xpenses;

To eatmeator proteinsregularly;

To goonholiday;

To afford atelevisionset;

To afford awashingmachine;

To affordacar;

To afford atelephone.

SourceEcorys,2024 from https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?title=Glossary:Material _deprivation

Eurostatlatashowsthatthe material deprivation rate (MD) hasdeclinedoverall(from 12%in 2015to 8.8%

in 2022%7% and across most Member States over the evaluation period for which data is available as seen in
Figure A. 54 Despite the overall decrease, it has however been partichighlin certain Member Statedn

2015,the MD rate inBulgaria was41.7%and thatof Romania wa87.8%;althoughtheseratesdroppedto
27.7%and31.6%in 2022 respectiveltheyremainedtonsiderably above the EU average.

Figure A. 5471 Evolution of the material deprivation rate (MD) in the EU27 (20152022)
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Source Eurostat(onlinedatacode:tessiO80)

270 EU-SILC indicatortessiO80availablefrom 2015.
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TableA. 34 setsoutthe evolutionof the severematerialdeprivationrate(SMD), measuringhe percentagef
populationwith anenforcedack of atleastfour out of ninematerialdeprivationitems,includingfor example
thecapacity to face unexpected expenses, or to afford a telephone. Data for this indicator is available from
2013 to 2020. As this indicator covers the situation before the launch of FEAD in 2014 up to the end of the
programming period, we take a closer lakhis indicator.
Bulgaria started the period with extremely high levels of severe material deprivation (43% in 2013, more
than four times the EU average). This rate has reduced by more than half but is still the highest in the EU
(19.4% in 2020, the last year for which data is available). Other Member States with high levels of severe
material deprivation in 2013 were Hunganyd Romania (just below 30% in 2013), followed by Greece
(20.3%) and then Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, all of whicevexe material
deprivationratesof over10%.Althoughthereis a cleardecliningtrendfor almostall MemberStatesjn 2020
Greeceand Romaniatill hadratesabovel5%, whileCroatia, Cyprus, and Hungary experienced raiglser
than the EU average.

Table A. 347 Evolution of the severematerial deprivation rate (SMD) (20132020)?™

* Countrieghatexperience@nincreasédetweer2019and2020.

Source:Eurostat- Severanaterialdeprivationrate by NUTSregions[ILC_MDDD21__custom_7420160]

" Datafor thisindicatoris only availablefrom 20132020.
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