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The ESF Information System in Portugal

In Portugal partnership reporting has been assisted by the development of an 
internet-based project management information system. Through this platform 
materials such as lists of candidates, visits, declarations of expenses etc. are made 
available to both the Managing Authority and project partners. All ESF grant 
recipients can register on the system and access and disseminate information easily.  
The system’s transparency has reinforced confidence between both partners and 
the Managing Authority. 

All the information included in the application form for funding is accessible to members 
for consultation but it can only be edited/ filled in by the appropriate representative of 
the Partnership. The application form includes the same information about each one 
of the organisation’s members, this includes: identification and the CV of the person 
responsible of the project for each organisation, members’ contributions to each activity 
of the project and a detailed budget from each member. The system shares Partnership 
Development Agreements which clarify the responsibilities of each partner and how 
the decision-making process works. The application form for funding is validated 
electronically by all partners and only the “acceptance plan” of the funding is signed on 
paper after approval. For the rest, paper forms have been totally eliminated.

The Information System for Partnerships provides added value to partnership 
projects because it:

•	 Enables formalisation of the application for the Partnership

•	 Allows transparency and the sharing of information between all partners, and 
between partners and the Managing Authority, as well as enables partners to 
monitor physical and financial data such as payment authorisations, expenses 
statements, physical information, visits, etc.

•		 Ensures accountability regarding compliance with funding rules, especially with 
regard to the “verification” and  “validation” of the legal situation of each partner 

•	 Simplifies communication between the Managing Authority and the Partnership 
projects as access to the same information limits the number of requests for 
information and clarification

•	 Enables more rigorous procedures with electronic validations and automised 
operations substituting paper use, allowing for less errors in applications, and 
resulting in benefits in terms of time, resources and quality of work 

•		 Allows public access to information about different approved and developed projects

EQUAL Portugal
http://www.equal.pt

5. Monitoring and Evaluation 

“Comprehensive monitoring and evaluation of partnerships will enhance our 
knowledge about working collaboratively and inform decisions on the potential 

of partnerships for replication and scale-up at the levels of both policy and 
practice.”30

Monitoring and evaluation of partnership at both programme and project level are implicit 
throughout the programme cycle and should not be viewed as an add-on at the end of 
the process. At programme level tracking how far stakeholders are engaged in the OPs 
work and making adjustments for this is important while at project level monitoring will 
focus on assessing the status of the partnership and dealing with problems that may arise 
as it develops. Partnership can be promoted in evaluation by ensuring that stakeholders 
actively participate in both programme and project partnership reviews.  It is also vital that 
efforts are placed on ensuring that the learning from monitoring and evaluation processes, 
especially concerning the added value of partnership, is shared at both project and 
programme level so that working in partnership is improved and reinforced, and relevant 
lessons are extracted which can be fed back into ongoing practice. 

5.1. Reporting on the status of partnership at project level  

Pay attention to the status of the partnership at project level so that problems are 
identified in time and resolved satisfactorily.

Programme and project managers need to ensure that some form of tracking process 
is in place to see if partners are working as planned at project level and/or if there are 
challenges that need addressing such as conflicts, drop-outs, dominating partners etc.  Lack 
of attention to such issues can impede the smooth development of partnering activities 
so visits, meetings and workshops may be required to identify and assist with solutions to 
them. It is important that monitoring is systematic and that the processes for it are clearly 
understood and communicated to projects. If time and resources are scarce, a useful 
way of addressing issues is to provide opportunities for bringing projects together, either 
physically, through dedicated meetings and workshops, or virtually, via e-mail or web-
based discussion platforms, to share progress and discuss challenges together. 

30	 Caplan, K, Gomme, J., Mugabi, J. & Stott, L. (2007) Assessing Partnership Performance: Understanding the drivers for success, BPD, 
London, 2007
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in order to explore their performance. They used quality statements as a guide 
to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the partnership which were grouped 
into “strategic”, “inclusive”, “action-focused”, “performance managed”, “efficient” 
and “learning and development” characteristics. The process offered an excellent 
learning opportunity for all involved and also developed informal networks between 
partnerships. 

Warwick Consortium Research on Local Strategic Partnerships
http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/wbs/research/lgc/research/consortium/lsp/

Other Examples

In Flanders (Belgium)  EQUAL partnerships were offered a standardised 
questionnaire to score projects on key implementation issues as well as results. Each 
partner was encouraged to use this tool for discussion by exploring divergences in 
scores.
http://www.esf-agentschap.be

In Portugal the EQUAL DP self-evaluation exercises promoted by Programme 
Management reinforced both partnership internal cohesion and dynamics as well as 
collective participation and learning through sharing of contributions from different 
members.
http://www.equal.pt

Key Pointers

Use a mixture of internal and external evaluation methods.
Draw on, and encourage, diverse stakeholder opinions to deepen partnership 

evaluation. 

Key Pointers

Develop consistent ‘tracking’ procedures. 
Ensure a focus on partnership in project monitoring and reporting.

Share resources and tools on the process of working in partnership. 

5.2. Participatory evaluation

Ensure that there is clear stakeholder participation in evaluation of partnership 
interventions at both programme and project level.

Evaluation or assessment of the performance and effectiveness of 
partnership at both programme and project level is important to 
undertake in order to demonstrate results for target groups and 
inform future practice. If evaluation is conducted as a collaborative 
process its purpose, direction and expectations can be negotiated 
among relevant stakeholders and enable learning for all involved. 
Participatory evaluation is helpful in reinforcing and promoting 
partnership and can be done through self-evaluation methods 
or employing an external evaluator. A mixture of both internal 
and external evaluation can also be used e.g. peer reviews. In 
order to promote partnership more deeply it is important that 
evaluation explores what the added value of partnership has been 
for partners, stakeholders and target groups.  

Partnership Peer Reviews in England 

In England (UK) ‘Peer Review Quality Statements’ were developed for Local 
Strategic Partnerships (LSPs). The peer review tool was established to help 
partnerships undertake a self-assessment with peers in a constructive and 
supportive environment. The reviews were conducted by teams drawn from a 
number of LSPs and each lasted one day. LSP members, such as local authority 
members and officers, public, private voluntary and community sector stakeholders 
worked together in a panel that visited a particular partnership as “critical friends” 

Conduct regular health checks on 
partnership projects!

“ ... it is important that 
evaluation explores 

what the added value 
of partnership has 
been for partners, 

stakeholders and target 
groups.”

Make evaluation processes 
interesting and engaging so that they 

promote learning!
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The website 
of the NTG on Partnership 

The NTG is composed of: a Secre-
tary responsible for coordination; a  
Research Team composed of a re- 
search leader and a PhD student;  
and a working group with repre-
sentation from 10 EQUAL DPs, DP 
coordinators, partners, evaluators 
and the ESF Council.  

Close contact with the Swedish ESF-council, at both leadership and employee level, 
ensures that NTG experiences are taken into consideration at OP level e.g. dialogue 
has taken place with programme writers and OP research is integrated into all the 
work of the NTG Partnership.  

The activities of the NTG include: 

•	 Working group meetings – six meetings are held each year in order to share 
information about partnership. During the meetings planned activities enable an 
organised exchange of knowledge and ensure joint analysis of research material.  
A principle of openness and honesty is promoted during which different opinions 
are equally valued.

•	 Participation in conferences and meetings – the NTG arranges and 
participates in conferences and meetings involving the ESF Council, DPs and 
other organisations working in the same thematic areas. This work is conducted 
flexibly and is based upon demand and practical relevance.

•	 Research – research is conducted using interactive methodologies that combine 
informal contact, interviews and questionnaires. This approach ensures that 
research has both practical and immediate relevance.

•	 Developing papers and publications – including field survey reports, inquiry 
reports, an “Idea Book” and conference magazines which create an interest in 
partnership.

•	 Web page – where access to information about Partnership and the work of 
the NTG is shared (www.ntg-partnerskap.se)

5.3 Feeding back systematically into practice

Promote and encourage ongoing learning from partnership successes and failures at 
both programme and project level and ensure that lessons from these are acted upon.

Material that shares lessons about partnership is required by 
practitioners, planners and policy makers in order to improve 
the way partnerships are promoted and supported. Partnership 
tools, tips, guidelines, case studies and policy recommendations 
can all assist with filling gaps in our knowledge about how 
partnerships function and ensure a clearer understanding of what 
works, and what does not. As well as collecting this material it 
is important to ensure that it is appropriately disseminated and 
acted upon. Tailoring data effectively and taking into account 
sectoral, contextual and cultural variables are vital if partnering 
knowledge and skills are to be spread and sharpened. In order 
to ensure that learning information is ‘fit for purpose’ the 
needs of different audiences at programme and project levels 
need to be carefully identified. A useful distinction can be made 
between ‘internal’ audiences, such as partnership beneficiaries, 
partner representatives and staff from partner organisations/
programmes, and ‘external audiences’ that encompass funders, 
policy makers, the media and members of the general public.31 
Feeding partnership learning effectively back into practice 
depends upon the selection of the ‘right’ information format for 
these different groups. 

The National Thematic Group (NTG) on Partnership  
in Sweden

In Sweden the National Thematic Group on Partnership, supported by the Swedish 
ESF Council, was established to gather and disseminate experiences from the 
EQUAL programme. It now works to share knowledge about partnerships more 
widely through interactive research, regular work group meetings, participation in 
conferences, the development of papers and publications, as well as a web page.  

“ ... the needs of 
different audiences at 

programme and project 
levels need to be 

carefully identified.”

31	 Tennyson, R.  The Partnering Toolbook, IBLF & GAIN, 2004 p.35.
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The NTG bases its success on an active working secretary, interested participants, 
informal discussion with a broad range of stakeholders, and the ability to combine 
concrete results that are useful for both participants and wider society, all of which 
promote a culture of active learning.

National Thematic Group on Partnership
http://www.ntg-partnerskap.se
http://partnership.esflive.eu/node/242

	

Other Examples

In Austria the intermediary body Kooo uses a well-established information network 
to respond to, share and balance information between TEPs and the ESF Managing 
Authority. The network makes use of an online restricted access platform to 
share learning between TEPs with downloadable documents such as partnership 
contracts, rules of procedure, programmes, application forms, progress reports and 
case studies which revolve around ‘story-telling’. All available documents are filled 
in on an ongoing basis. In addition Kooo has also developed a method for learning 
from failures through a “TEP Open Reflection Cycle” which seeks to develop and 
build upon trust between actors.
http://www.pakte.at    http://www.zsi.at

Key Pointers

Develop information links with wider networks and institutions that promote 
partnership.

Find ways of sharing and learning from failures as well as successes.

 

Use the learning from partnership 
experiences to inform future practice!
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•	 The principle of partnership in the new ESF programmes (2007-13), A Framework for 
Programming, EQUAL Managing Authorities of Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, 
Greece, Poland, Portugal & Sweden, June 2006

	 http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/equal/data/document/200606-reflection-note-
partner_en.pdf

•	 Regulation (EC) No 1081/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 
2006 on the European Social Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1784/1999, Official 
Journal of the EU, L 210, Volume 49, 31 July 2006 

	 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2006:210:0012:0018:EN:PDF

•	 Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 July 
2006 on the European Social Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999, Official 
Journal of the EU, L 210, Volume 49, 31 July 2006 

	 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/site/en/oj/2006/l_210/l_21020060731en00250078.pdf

•	 Social partners as beneficiaries, European Social Fund support to social partners in the 2007-
2013 period

	 http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/social_dialogue/dialogue_en.htm

•	 The Social Partners and the European Social Fund
	 http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/esf/fi elds/partnership_en.htm

•	 Sourcebook on Sound Planning of ESF Programmes, 2006
	 http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/equal/data/document/2007-source-planning-en.pdf

•	 Working Together for Growth and Jobs, A New Start for the Lisbon Strategy, 2005
	 http://ec.europa.eu/growthandjobs/pdf/COM2005_024_en.pdf

Other sources

•	 AccountAbility 
	 http://www.accountability21.net/

•	C aplan, K. Partnership Accountability:  Unpacking the Concept, BPD, June 2005
	 http://www.bpd-waterandsanitation.org/bpd/web/d/doc_4.pdf

•	C aplan, K, Gomme, J., Mugabi, J. & Stott, L. (2007) Assessing Partnership Performance: 
Understanding the drivers for success, BPD, London, 2007

	 http://www.bpd-waterandsanitation.org/web/w/www_154_en.aspx

•	E uropean Anti Poverty Network (EAPN) EAPN Manual on the Management of the EU 
Structural Funds, 2nd edition 2006

	 http://www.eapn.eu/images/docs/manualsf2006_en.pdf
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Annexes 

Annex 1:  The Community of Practice on Partnership in the ESF

The contents of this guidebook have been developed from the work of the Community of 
Practice (CoP) on Partnership in the European Social Fund (ESF).32 The CoP was formed 
in 2006 by the European Commission and the EQUAL Managing Authorities of Austria, 
Czech Republic, Flanders, Malta and Portugal.  Its aims were to capitalise on the experience 
of partnership in the EQUAL Programme33 and to take into account the emphasis placed 
on partnership in ESF regulation for the new Structural Funds period.

Etienne Wenger, who coined the term “communities of practice”, describes them as, 
“groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn 
how to do it better as they interact regularly.”34  The CoP’s mission is to stimulate more 
creative partnership thinking and implementation in the Structural Funds, especially in the 
ESF, by convincing programme managers of the importance of partnership, and enabling 
them to provide high quality support to partnerships in a Structural Fund context. CoP 
members include representatives from the Managing Authorities and Intermediate Bodies 
of ESF Operational Programmes. In addition experts, project managers and partnership 
coordinators and managers from other European funds who possess the necessary 
expertise, and are committed to supporting partnerships, are also able to join. Important 
linkages have also been established with the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) Local Economic and Employment Development (LEED) Forum on 
Partnerships and Local Governance and the European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN). 

Since its inception the activities of the CoP on Partnership have included:

✔	 The development of a web platform for information exchange and discussion
	C ommunity of Practice on Partnerships in the ESF http://partnership.esflive.eu

✔	 Regular bi-monthly basecamp meetings in different Member States during which 
key issues, challenges and practices relating to programme support for partnership 
have been shared and discussed. http://partnership.esflive.eu/node/148

✔	 A Partnership Exchange Event in Malta in January 2008 which enabled participants 
from different Member States to showcase successful practices and debate and discuss some 
of the issues involved in promoting partnership. http://partnership.esflive.eu/node/226

32	 Full details can be found on the CoP website: http://partnership.esflive.eu/
33	 Working in partnership has been central to the ESF-funded EQUAL Programme (2001-8) which sought to find new and innovative 

ways of addressing discrimination and inequality in the European labour market. In EQUAL, Development Partnerships (DPs) brought 
together a range of actors such as local and regional authorities, training bodies, public employment services, NGOs, enterprises and 
social partners, and stimulated cooperation at various local, regional, national and transnational levels. 

34	 Wenger, E. (2004). Communities of practice: A brief introduction http://www.ewenger.com/theory/index.htm (accessed June 30, 2007)
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Annex 2: Partnership Country Fiche Template 

How many OPs are there in your Member State? Do they have very different provisions in terms 
of partnership?

Does partnership have a geographical focus in your Member State’s OP(s)? If so, national, regional, 
sub-regional e.g. county, district, group of municipalities, municipality, etc.?

Is partnership linked to specific thematic issues / objectives (incl. possible targeting of specific 
groups / links with policy) in the OP(s)?

Please specify further what is understood as “partnership” in the OP(s) in your Member State? 
(See Note 1)

What requirements are there for partnerships to become formally established in your OP’s? 
(e.g. they need to: write a declaration with intent to work together, prepare a more detailed 
partnership agreement detailing tasks/roles, launch a call for tenders to acquire partners through 
contracts or join up in a separate legal entity)

What specific questions regarding partnership are asked in (previous/current) ESF application 
forms?

Types of organisations typically involved in partnership (e.g. social partners, NGOs, companies, 
academia, etc.) in the OP(s) 

If partnerships are embedded within existing national, regional or local structures, how are these 
different levels linked to each other and how does this facilitate mainstreaming in the OP(s?)   
(See Note 2)

How do the choices of the OPs in terms of partnership address the EC regulation? (See Note 3)

Are there major differences with how partnership was organised in the past OP(s)? Why was the 
choice made to change? Did EQUAL have influence on this choice and, if yes, how?

What are the strong points of the way the OP(s) organise(s) partnership? 

What are the draw-backs of the way the OP(s) organise(s) partnership? 

What measures, if any, are being taken to build on the strong points and reduce the draw-backs 
in the OP(s)?

Contact name

Contact address

Contact email, phone, fax

✔	 A study visit programme involving an exchange between a small team of CoP 
Premium members and a selected ESF Managing Authority or Intermediate Body 
in order to share viewpoints and information on partnership in particular country 
settings. Interviews with relevant stakeholders at programme and project level prior to 
a workshop and site visit in which findings and recommendations are shared. The first 
study visit took place in Flanders (Belgium) in November 2008. 

These activities have resulted in a range of outputs, including:

✔	 Compilation and analysis of country fiches – responding to a series of questions 
about how partnership has been approached in 18 Member States (Austria, Flanders 
(Belgium), Czech Republic, England (UK), Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, 
Italy, Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden)  and 
analysing the information gathered from these (See Annex 2). http://partnership.esflive.
eu/node/223

✔	 A Key Success Factor Framework – outlining how MAs and Intermediate Bodies 
can support the development of effective partnerships at different stages of the OP 
cycle (see Annex 3). http://partnership.esflive.eu/node/224

✔	 Collection of good practices – provision of information on particular tools and 
practices that have been used in different Member States to support and promote 
partnership (See Annex 4). http://partnership.esflive.eu/node/254

In order to develop the guidebook, the information derived from these sources has been 
further supplemented by:

✔	 Desk-based research – identifying and collating appropriate tools, practices 
resources and tips from different Member States and wider partnership sources.  

✔	 Interviews – face-to-face and telephone interviews with CoP members from Austria, 
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Poland, Portugal and Sweden (July-September 2007); OP 
Managers from Bulgaria, England, Estonia, Lithuania, Luxembourg and the Netherlands 
(July-September 2008); and Project Coordinators from Austria, Ireland, Portugal and 
Sweden (July-September 2008). Interviews were semi-structured and sought to identify 
challenges and good practices when promoting partnerships at programme level.  

✔	 Expert input – a small group of partnership experts offered comments and insights 
on the content of the guide with a view to ensuring appropriate focus and cover at a 
workshop in London in October 2008 and in follow-up from this.

✔	 Discussion and revision among members of the CoP – Premium members 
shared information, provided contacts and discussed and revised the content of the 
guidebook throughout the process of its development. 
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Annex 3: Country Tables on Partnership 

Table 1:  OP numbers 

Number of ESF OPs

1 2 3 4 5 and above

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

England (UK) ✔

Estonia ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany 18   (1 national, 16 State/Länder, 1 regional)

Greece 
8   (3 sectoral, 5 regional with flexibility to      
implement ESF-funded activities)

Hungary ✔

Ireland ✔

Italy 24   (3 national, 21 regional)
Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔

Netherlands ✔

Poland ✔

Portugal ✔

Romania ✔

Spain 22   (3 national, 19 regional)
Sweden ✔

Table 2:  Geographical focus of OPs 

Local Regional National
Austria ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔ ✔

England (UK) ✔ ✔

Estonia ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany ✔ ✔

Greece
Hungary ✔

Italy ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔

Netherlands ✔

Portugal ✔

Romania ✔

Spain ✔

Sweden ✔

Note 1

✔	 function of partnership within the OP: ranging from implementation of activities 		
	 on the ground (e.g. through projects) to high level strategic decision making (e.g. in 		
	 monitoring committee etc.)
✔	 stability of partnership: ranging from supporting ad hoc, task oriented partnerships 		
	 to permanent, institutionalised partnerships
✔	 importance of ESF funding for partnership: highly dependent to small influence
✔	 mainly cross-sector partnerships or within a sector
✔	 mainly cross-(sub)regional partnerships or within a (sub)region
✔	 highly formalised (e.g. legally binding agreements) to informal
✔	 etc. ...

Note 2

Mainstreaming refers here to vertical mainstreaming where lessons learnt and good 
practice need to be taken up by higher levels of the organisational or political system. 

Note 3

Art. 3: 	 promoting partnerships, pacts and initiatives through networking of relevant 
stakeholders, such as the social partners and non-governmental organisations, 
at the transnational, national, regional and local levels in order to mobilise for 
reforms in the field of employment and labour market inclusiveness.

Art. 5:
1. 	T he ESF shall promote good governance and partnership. Its support shall be 

designed and implemented at the appropriate territorial level taking into account 
the national, regional and local level according to the institutional arrangements 
specific to each Member State.

2.	T he Member States shall ensure the involvement of the social partners and adequate 
consultation and participation of other stakeholders, at the appropriate territorial 
level, in the preparation, implementation and monitoring of ESF support.

3.	T he managing authority of each operational programme shall encourage adequate 
participation of the social partners in actions funded under Article 3. Under the 
Convergence objective, an appropriate amount of ESF resources shall be allocated 
to capacity-building, which shall include training, networking measures, strengthening 
the social dialogue and activities jointly undertaken by the social partners, in particular 
as regards adaptability of workers and enterprises referred to in Article 3(1)(a).

4.	T he managing authority of each operational programme shall encourage adequate 
participation and access by nongovernmental organisations to the funded 
activities, notably in the domains of social inclusion, gender equality and equal 
opportunities.
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Romania ✔

Spain ✔ (at start) ✔

Sweden ✔ (for SFPs)

Table 5:  Partnership and application forms 

Specific 
questions 

asked 
in application 

form

Additional materials required 
to support application

e.g. activity plans, stakeholder 
analysis, detailed budget 

breakdowns

No 
specific 

questions 
asked

Forms 
not yet 

available

Austria ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

England (UK) ✔

Estonia ✔ ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔ ✔

Germany ✔

Greece ✔

Hungary ✔ ✔

Italy ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔

Netherlands ✔

Poland ✔

Portugal ✔ ✔

Romania ✔

Spain ✔

Sweden ✔

Table 6:  How OPs promote linkages and mainstreaming

Intermediary support 
structures

Using monitoring and 
evaluation

Austria ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

England (UK) ✔

Estonia ✔

Flanders (Bel) ✔

Germany ✔

Greece ✔

Italy ✔

Poland ✔ ✔

Spain ✔ ✔

Sweden ✔

Table 3:  Thematic links of OPs 

Employ-
ment & 

labour mar-
ket access

Social 
cohesion

Skills 
supply & 

vocational 
training

Equal 
Opportuni-

ties

Transnatio-
nal & cross-
border co-
operation

Austria ✔ ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Estonia ✔ ✔

Flanders (Bel.)* ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Germany ✔ ✔ ✔

Greece ✔ ✔

Hungary ✔ ✔

Ireland ✔

Italy ✔ ✔ ✔

Netherlands ✔ ✔

Poland ✔

Portugal ✔ ✔

Romania ✔ ✔

Spain ✔ ✔ ✔ (Planned)

Sweden ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

* No specific link of partnership with any theme except innovation. However, partnership is supported as a cross-cutting theme.

Table 4:  Partnership formalisation 

Informal                           		  Formal

Co-operation 
agreements

Declarations/
statements of 

intent/ commit-
ments to work 

together

Memorandums of 
Understanding (MoUs)

Covering  work 
programmes, roles and 
responsibilities, codes 
of conduct, rules and 
procedures, written 
charters, association 

guidelines

Legally-binding 
partnership 
contracts

Between all 
partners/
bi-lateral

Legal require-
ments in 

national law
Entity formation
Explicit partner 

roles
No. of partners

Austria ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔ ✔

Estonia ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔ (in proposal) ✔ (after approval)

Germany ✔

Hungary ✔ ✔

Ireland ✔

Italy ✔

Lithuania ✔ ✔

Malta ✔

Poland ✔ (most likely option)

Portugal ✔  if p-ship option 
chosen)
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Table 9:  The impact of EQUAL on development of new OPs 

Strong Minimal 
Unsure/

Undecided

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

England (UK) ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany ✔

Greece ✔

Hungary ✔

Italy ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔

Netherlands ✔

Portugal ✔

Spain ✔

Sweden ✔

Table 10:  Perceptions of the value-add of partnership in OP approaches
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S
ta
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y

S
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ta
in

ab
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Austria ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Czech Rep. ✔ ✔

England (UK) ✔ ✔

Estonia ✔ ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Germany ✔ ✔

Greece ✔ ✔ ✔

Hungary ✔

Ireland ✔ ✔ ✔

Italy ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Lithuania ✔ ✔

Malta ✔ ✔

Netherlands ✔ ✔

Poland ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Portugal ✔ ✔

Romania ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Spain ✔

Sweden ✔ ✔

Table 7:  EC regulation and main OP focus 

Examples:

Stakeholder 
engagement 

in preparation, 
implementation and 
monitoring of ESF 

support (art. 5)

Strengthening the 
capacity of social 

partners
(art 3+5 for 

convergence obj.)

Partnerships, pacts, 
networking

(art. 3)

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔ ✔

Estonia ✔ ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany ✔ ✔

Greece ✔

Hungary ✔ ✔

Italy ✔ ✔

Lithuania ✔ ✔

Malta ✔

Portugal ✔

Romania ✔

Spain ✔

Table 8:  Differences between past and present approaches 

Strong 
difference

Minimal 
difference

Unsure/
Undecided

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

England (UK) ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany ✔

Greece ✔

Hungary ✔

Italy ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔

Poland ✔

Portugal ✔

Spain ✔

Sweden ✔
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Annex 4:  Partnership Good Practice Template 

PARTNERSHIP IN THE ESF
PRACTICE DESCRIPTION

Name of practice: 

Stage of use: Add X to the table where applicable

OP Analysis and design

OP Delivery planning

Call for and appraisal of proposals

Animation during Implementation 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

Partnership success factors that are addressed: 

Author:  

Country:

Summary: Brief description of tool – 100 words max.

Please focus on explaining how the practice addresses Key Success Factors at Programme Level 
chosen earlier.
Format and language:

Testimonies from users:  
Brief accounts of how it has worked in practice, strong and weak points etc. from the point of view 
of users (Managing Authorities, partnership managers, final beneficiaries, etc.)
 
Implementation guidance
List and explain crucial steps to take or pitfalls to avoid when setting up a similar practice elsewhere 
(e.g. 10 tips). 

Discuss transferability: are aspects of the practice closely tied to its original context (region, 
country, organisation, thematic issue…)? If so, what additional tips can be given to address this 
specificity when trying to implement the practice outside of this context.

Contact person for more information:

Name:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                    

Organisation: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                           

E-mail: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                                

Telephone: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                             

Web address: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                           

Skype Address: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                                         

Table 11:  Perceptions of drawbacks to partnership in OP approaches

Time
Top-down 
approach/ 

bureaucratic

Legal 
environ-

ment

Conflicts 
of

interest

Lack of 
representation
engagement/

skills / capacity

No 
clear 

design

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔

Germany ✔

Greece ✔

Hungary ✔

Ireland ✔

Italy ✔ ✔ ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔ ✔

Netherlands ✔

Portugal ✔

Romania ✔ ✔

Sweden ✔

Table 12:  Measures adopted to address challenges

Strengthening 
application, 

monitoring and 
evaluation processes

Addressing 
legal 

impediments

Technical 
assistance, 

capacity-building  
and advice

Awareness-
raising 

activities

Austria ✔

Czech Rep. ✔

Estonia ✔ ✔

Flanders (Bel.) ✔ ✔

Hungary ✔

Ireland ✔

Italy ✔ ✔ ✔

Lithuania ✔

Malta ✔ ✔ ✔

Romania ✔

Sweden ✔
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