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ANNEXE IV — Analytical models used in preparing the impact assessment



Several studies, using different analytical models and methodologies, have been used to prepare the
impact assessments’. When reliable quantitative information on the totality of impacts of the
proposed initiative was not available, the analysis has been mainly based on a qualitative assessment
of cross-checked criteria. Since options on the coordination of long-term care benefits, coordination
of unemployment benefits for frontier workers and export of unemployment benefits had been
assessed in 2013-2014, an update with more recent and newly available data has been conducted in
2015%

A general point in terms of data limitations is that some statistical treatment are based on citizenship
(Labour force survey) and therefore identify EU mobile citizens/workers (those living/working in
another country than their country of citizenship) — while other data (administrative data collection)
are based on headcounts of case where citizenship is not collected and that therefore constitutes a
broader definition of mobility, i.e. includes not only EU mobile citizens/workers but also nationals
returning to their country of citizenship as well as third-country nationals moving between EU
Member States. This means that, at least for the treatments based on the administrative data
collection, the Impact assessment adopts a broad definition of mobility and does take into account
that not only EU mobile citizens benefitting from coordination but also other groups, which also
means that there is therefore no underestimation of the phenomenon when using those data.

Hereunder a detailed list of the analyticial models and methodologies which have been used by the
different studies.

1. Coordination of Long-Term Care benefits

HIVA

The fact there is no specific coordination regime and a common definition, made it difficult to collect
data on LTC. Member States did not explicit collect data on LTC and had no common understanding
of LTC benefits. Administrative data on LTC are only available in specific forms dealing with the
coordination rules of the sickness chapter. The number of those insured for health care living in
another country than the competent country — which sometimes includes long-term care or to which
LTC-insurance is closely linked — can be calculated based on the number of PD S1. However, no data
are currently collected on the number of PD S1 within the framework of the Administrative
Commission. The number of PD S1 was estimated by the sum of 3 categories:

o Cross-border workers (and their family members);
o Retired former cross-border workers (and their family members);
. Other mobile pensioners (and their family members).

Firstly, by way of using the LFS, the number of cross-border workers were estimated. Secondly, we
assumed in the calculation model that 20% of the cross-border workers will have an insured family

! For a detailed description of the analytical models and the methodologies used in each studies, please refer to Annexes V-X1X, and XXVI
2 Annex XXVI



member. Thirdly, to estimate the total number of retired former cross-border workers, we applied
the percentage of cross-border workers on the labour market to the number of pensioners in 2013
and this by individual (former) working Member State and assumed that 1 in 5 retired cross-border
workers always had worked in the same Member State of employment. Fourthly, an estimation of
the number of migrant pensioners was calculated by using the LFS. Finally, we assumed in the
calculation model that 25% of the pensioners will have also an insured family member. The sum of all
these categories results in an estimate of the number of PD S1. As next step we have estimated the
cross-border expenditure on long-term care in kind and in cash based on figures from the 2015
Ageing Report. Here we have applied the average LTC benefits in cash and in kind per dependent
user. It is as mobile citizens (workers, pensioners, their family members) are using this system of LTC
as if they were nationals. This involves a ‘potential’ overestimation of the number of users of cross-
border LTC benefits and the related expenditure due to fact some Member States consider their LTC
benefit as not exportable. At the same time these estimates assume a complete ‘take-up’ of rights by

mobile citizens which will not be the case in the baseline scenario.

Deloitte

The data collection and analysis are focused on a representative sample of 14 Member States’. The

sample of Member States covers seven of the eight welfare state models” (given their similarities, the

“new” Bismarck-oriented Mediterranean Member States —Malta and Cyprus- not included). The

selection of the countries is primarily based on relevant mobility patterns and a balanced coverage in

terms of types of the social security systems, more notably in the area of long-term care benefits.

Cluster

1. Beveridge oriented

Main features

Tax financed more flat rate, but at a
lower level of social protection

Countries

United Kingdom, Ireland

2. Beveridge oriented
Nordic countries

Tax financed, more flat rate, at a high
level of social protection, more in kind
benefits

Sweden, Denmark,

Iceland, Norway,
Finland

3. Bismarck oriented

More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
’

at a high level, the so called ‘corporatist
welfare state

Belgium, France,

Austria, Germany, The

Netherlands,
Luxemburg, Switzerland

4. Bismarck oriented
Mediterranean
countries

More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
at a lower level of social protection

Spain, Portugal, Italy,
Greece

5. Beveridge oriented
Baltic countries

More oriented to neo-liberal welfare
state regimes of Beveridge type

Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania

% The 14 countries retained, as indicated in the table, are: Austria; Belgium; Denmark; Estonia; France; Germany; Poland; Luxemburg; the
Netherlands; Romania; Spain; Slovakia; Sweden and the United Kingdom.
* The fact that one or more States belong to the same welfare system does not imply that they will encounter the same problems in terms of
the management of social security cases. The administration and the legislation in this area could diverge even within a specific

model.




Cluster Main features Countries

6. Bismarck oriented Mixture of Beveridge oriented neo- Poland, Czech Republic,
Central/Eastern or liberal welfare state but with converging | Hungary, Slovakia
Visegrad countries back to corporatist welfare state regime

7. Bismarck oriented Evolving back to a corporatist welfare Romania, Bulgaria,
South/East state regime, at a lower level of Croatia
Mediterranean & protection

Balkan countries

8. New Bismarck oriented Cyprus, Malta, Slovenia
Members states of
Mediterranean area

Two types of data sources were used during this study: secondary data (available literature and
reports at EU and MS level, particularly the trESS reports; replies to the online public EC Consultation
on the need to revise of the current rules; available statistical data with regard to mobility patterns
and the use of LTC benefits in cross-border cases) and primary data, collected through interviews and
a consultation of the stakeholders (findings from strategic interviews with DG EMPL officials; findings
from interviews with stakeholders at EU level, e.g. European umbrella organisations; findings form
interviews with key stakeholders at national level (health insurers, healthcare providers); replies to
the EU-wide web-based survey among responsible public authorities; new, generated statistical data
with regard to mobility patterns and the use of LTC benefits in cross-border cases; findings from the
13 workshops/group interviews and 8 phone interviews on the administrative costs and
administrative burden related to the policy options).

2. Unemployment benefits: coordination of unemployment benefits for frontier
workers

HIVA

Based on Labour force Survey (LFS) data for 2013 and 2014, an estimation of the number of cross-
border workers has been made. In the further analysis we considered all workers who worked in
another country than the country of residence as cross-border workers. Workers who worked in a
neighbouring country are considered as frontier workers. This is different from the legal definition.
National unemployment rates from Eurostat were applied to the number of cross-border workers in
order to estimate the number of unemployed cross-border workers. The unemployment rates of the
country of last activity and not of the country of residence have been applied on the number of
cross-border workers. In order to estimate the budgetary impact of the baseline scenario, the
estimated number of unemployed cross-border workers are multiplied by the annual unemployment
benefit per unemployed by taking into account the annual average duration of the payment of the
unemployment benefit (on the basis of ESSPROS, Eurostat figures and the LFS).

Deloitte




The data collection and analysis are focused on a representative sample of 14 Member States”. The

sample of Member States covers seven of the eight welfare state models® (given their similarities, the

“new” Bismarck-oriented Mediterranean Member States —Malta and Cyprus- not included). The

selection of the countries is primarily based on relevant mobility patterns and a balanced coverage in

terms of types of the social security systems, more notably in the area of unemployment benefits.

Cluster

1. Beveridge oriented

Main features

Tax financed more flat rate, but at a
lower level of social protection

Countries

United Kingdom, Ireland

2. Beveridge oriented
Nordic countries

Tax financed, more flat rate, at a high
level of social protection, more in kind
benefits

Sweden, Denmark,

Iceland, Norway,
Finland

3. Bismarck oriented

More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
at a high level, the so called ‘corporatist’
welfare state

Belgium, France,

Austria, Germany, The

Netherlands,
Luxemburg, Switzerland

4. Bismarck oriented
Mediterranean
countries

More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
at a lower level of social protection

Spain, Portugal, Italy,
Greece

5. Beveridge oriented
Baltic countries

More oriented to neo-liberal welfare
state regimes of Beveridge type

Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania

6. Bismarck oriented
Central/Eastern or
Visegrad countries

Mixture of Beveridge oriented neo-
liberal welfare state but with converging
back to corporatist welfare state regime

Poland, Czech Repubilic,
Hungary, Slovakia

7. Bismarck oriented
South/East
Mediterranean &
Balkan countries

Evolving back to a corporatist welfare
state regime, at a lower level of
protection

Romania, Bulgaria,
Croatia

8. New Bismarck oriented

Members states of
Mediterranean area

Cyprus, Malta, Slovenia

Two types of data sources were used during this study: secondary data (available literature and

reports at EU and MS level, particularly the trESS reports; replies to the online public EC Consultation

on the need to revise of the current rules; available statistical data with regard to mobility patterns

and the use of unemployment benefits in cross-border cases) and primary data, collected through

interviews and a consultation of the stakeholders (findings from strategic interviews with DG EMPL

officials; findings from interviews with stakeholders at EU level, e.g. European umbrella

® The 14 countries retained, as indicated in the table, are: Austria; Belgium; Denmark; Estonia; France; Germany; Poland; Luxemburg; the
Netherlands; Romania; Spain; Slovakia; Sweden and the United Kingdom.

® The fact that one or more States belong to the same welfare system does not imply that they will encounter the same problems in terms of
the management of social security cases. The administration and the legislation in this area could diverge even within a specific
model.



organisations; findings form interviews with key stakeholders at national level (public employment
services); replies to the EU-wide web-based survey among responsible public authorities; new,
generated statistical data with regard to mobility patterns and the use of unemployment benefits in
cross-border cases; findings from the 13 workshops/group interviews and 8 phone interviews on the
administrative costs and administrative burden related to the policy options).

3. Unemployment benefits: export of unemployment benefits

HIVA

Figures for all EU-Member States on the export of unemployment benefits have become available via
the administrative PD U2 Questionnaire launched within the framework of the Administrative
Commission (for 2013). Additional data available for Belgium has been used to describe the impact of
the prolongation period on finding a job abroad. Finally, figures of Eurostat (based on the LFS) were
used to calculate the average duration of the unemployment period.

4. Unemployment benefits: aggregation of unemployment benefits

HIVA (financial impact for Member States)

Based on the data from the administrative questionnaire on the aggregation of periods for
unemployment the budgetary impact of the current rules and the different alternative options could
be calculated. Member States had to provide a breakdown by Member State of origin and a
breakdown by length of insurance. The reported cases have been multiplied by the annual average
expenditure per unemployed person (also by taking into account the annual average duration of the
payment of the unemployment benefit) in order to estimate the public unemployment spending.
Option 4 (change of the calculation method) required more detailed information about the
unemployed recent migrant worker’s salary. No information on the salary earned in the competent
Member State as well as in the Member State of origin was collected via the administrative
guestionnaire. Therefore, wage data published by Eurostat have been used.

Brodolini (costs for public administrations)



The methodology for assessing the administrative costs and burden for the national administrations
in the Member States handling cases of aggregation of unemployment benefits takes outset in the
definition of administrative costs and burden provided by the EC Impact Assessment Guidelines.
While doing this, we have adopted a broad definition of administrative information obligations —i.e.
we have considered the costs of administrative tasks such as the determination of Member State of
competence, the calculation of benefits, and the reimbursement and recovery of benefits in between
Member States. In addition, we have looked into the administrative burden for the mobile EU-
workers.

The calculations of the administrative costs for the national administrations are as illustrated in the
below figure in principle simple. Firstly, the number of cases in the left-hand side of the figure are the
annual cases currently registered in six case study Members States (Germany, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, and the UK) — information that has been provided by the HIVA KU
Leuven Research Institute for Work and Society via a data gathering exercise. In our main
calculations, we assume that the number of cases does not change as a result of revisions to
Regulation (EC) No 883/2004. However, we do to illustrate the sensitivity of this assumption also
show scenarios where we assume a change in the number of cases based on the results of Task 3 and
4, respectively, of this study.

Secondly, we calculate the unit costs for the national administration —i.e. the current administrative
costs per case as well as the changed administrative costs per case as a result of the EU revisions.
Such administrative costs per case clearly differ between cases, i.e. there will be easy cases only
involving standard administrative tasks while other more complex cases will involve additional tasks.
Hence, we estimate in practice average costs.

Calculation of administrative costs for national administrations

No of cases Unit cost (EUR)

sources: x
HIVA

Administrative
costs (EUR)

man-hours | cost per hour

source: source:
interviews Eurostat

Most study resources were allocated to the estimation of the man-hours needed to carry out the
administrative tasks. Such information is not available from official sources, and so we have gathered
the information through interviews with national administrations in the six case study Member
States. For this purpose, we identified the national administrations to interview, and we developed
interview guides that was applied by our Member States experts/interviewers in the six case study
Member States.

It must in this context be acknowledged that most of the man-hour estimates are based on a few
interviews only. This is partly because there is often only a few national administrations that handle
cases in each of the Member States, and partly because of limited interview resources. Hence, the
premise for this analysis and so its results is the uncertainty associated with few assessments that,
furthermore, mostly are based on the subjective assessments of the interviewees rather than on
actual registrations of time spent on different administrative tasks.



Brodolini (secondary impacts)

The simulations used in the study aim at translating the implications of the proposed revisions into
expected income changes. Assuming a connection between income differentials and the propensity
to move among EU countries, a variation in mobility flows and in the dimension of the target
population is estimated. Finally, taking into account the variation in the latter, the different level of
benefits and the redistribution of competences between sending and receiving countries envisioned
by the policy options, we give an estimate of the variation in expenditure for the aggregation of
periods or salaries for unemployment benefits for the selected countries.

The variation both in mobility and in expenditure, are estimated in relation to the status quo
scenario. This scenario is built on a virtual ‘baseline year’, with a defined level of mobility flows and a
defined level of expenditure. The mobility flow is computed as the averages of the most recent
values of annual bilateral mobility flows among the selected countries (7 MS for task 3 and 8 MS for
task 4). The number of potential cases of aggregation of periods or salaries for unemployment
benefits (the ‘target population’ of task 4) is computed by multiplying the status quo mobility flow
registered from a given sending country to a given receiving country with the ratio of unemployed
non-national EU28+EFTA individuals on the total number of non-national EU28+EFTA individuals in
the given receiving country. Then, the aggregate expenditure is estimated by multiply the target
population identified for the average values of the benefits in each selected MS.

It is assumed that the income differences observed in the status quo scenario — along with all other
factors that the policy options do not have an impact on — generate the mobility observed in the
status quo period both in terms of general mobility flows and in terms of dimension of target
population. The influence of unemployment benefits on mobility is evaluated by calculating the
change attributable to the various policy options on the amounts unemployment benefits paid in
relation to the family income in the country of origin or in the country of previous residence.

Once the income change is calculated, we convert that change into a potential mobility effect, using
a theoretical assumptions on the elasticity of migration flows to income changes, which relates
elasticity to income differentials for each bilateral combination of countries. As a measure for
earnings, we consider the net earnings (PPS-adjusted) of a single individuals without children at 100%
of the average wage. Once elasticity is computed, the percentage of income change is translated into
a mobility percentage change. The percentage of mobility change is then translated into a change in
mobility flows and in potential target population by relating the calculated percentage change to the
absolute number of mobile citizens in the status quo case, according to the policy options proposed.

In order to define the expenditure variations, we compute the present level of expenditure by
multiplying the number of present potential cases of aggregation of periods or salaries for
unemployment benefits by the average amount of unemployment benefits. We then observe the
percentage variation of expenditure — total and related to each bilateral relation.

FreSsco (legal analysis)



FreSsco analytical impact assessment reports are based on the description of a specific problem of
social security coordination and/or free movement of workers which arises in the application of EU
law and which should be subjected to a legal analysis.

Immediately after receiving and confirming the mandate, thorough consideration is given to the
selection of the team of experts entrusted with the analysis of the specific legal problem, one of
whom is selected as the team coordinator. It is observed that their expertise is to the highest
possible extent tailored to the subject matter of the analysis. In addition, two meetings between the
experts are organised. One is arranged at the beginning of the task, in order to get acquainted with
the task and allocate the responsibilities, and another one before the final results are presented, in
order to come to an agreement with the final text. If the deadline, set by the mandate, is too
pressing, only one meeting is organised. Nevertheless, in both cases, i.e. one or two meetings,
intensive communication between the experts is guaranteed and facilitated during the analysis,
mainly by the internal coordinator and the FreSsco management. Only by applying the dialectical
method of testing various options, and confirming or rejecting ideas via discourse between the
experts, can the best solutions be found. It goes without saying that better and faster results might
be achieved when discussions occur inter preasentes and not inter absentes.

Regarding the report itself, first the existing application of EU law to a specific cross-border situation
is presented. To this end, the existing legislative and non-legislative documents as well as decisions of
the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) and other bodies (like the Administrative
Commission for the Coordination of Social Security Systems) are taken into account. The historical
method might be applied in order to discover the reasons for the present legislative solutions.

In the next step of the analysis several options — either enumerated in the mandate and/or
discovered during the analysis — which might present a solution to a given problem are tested. Their
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are stressed. In some of the reports, for each of the
possible solutions specific criteria are taken into account, such as clarity, simplicity, protection of
rights, administrative burden and implementation arrangements, risk of fraud and abuse and
potential financial implications.

To this end, not only the relevant EU law is taken into consideration, but other sources as well. These
might include relevant literature and academic studies, reports and selected key policy documents of
the EU and possibly of other international organisations.

Next to this comparison on an EU (and international) level, a vertical comparative method is applied
in order to present the problems and test the solutions in (some or all, depending on the mandate)
Member States. A horizontal comparative method at the national level is enabled by mapping the
situation in several (or all) Member States.

Logical, grammatical and teleological methods of legal interpretation are relied upon as well.
Conclusions are as a rule drawn from the descriptive-analytical method of the research, which might
prove useful for selecting the best policy options at national and EU level and for finding the most
appropriate normative solutions de lege ferenda.



5. Export of family benefits

HIVA (financial impact for Member States)

Data of the administrative questionnaire has been used to report figures on the baseline scenario.
Member States provided data on their export of family benefits and provided sometimes even more
detailed data by the primarily or secondarily competence of the reporting Member State. By making
use of the price level indices for consumer goods and services reported by EUROSTAT a correction
coefficient between the exporting Member State and the Member State of residence of the
child(ren) could be calculated in order to make an adjustment of the amount of exported family
benefits to the cost of living in the Member State of residence of the child(ren). The scope of the
administrative questionnaire was limited to the number of households and children who received a
child benefit from a competent exporting Member State. However, for the calculation of one option
(Option 3: Reverse order of competence) the complete reference group affected by the coordination
of family benefits had to be taken into account. Also, more information on the average amount of
the family benefit on the basis of ESSPROS was required as not all Member States had answered the
administrative questionnaire.

Brodolini (costs for public administrations)

The methodology for assessing the administrative costs and burden for the national administrations
in the Member States handling cases of export of family benefits takes outset in the definition of
administrative costs and burden provided by the EC Impact Assessment Guidelines. While doing this,
we have adopted a broad definition of administrative information obligations —i.e. we have
considered the costs of administrative tasks such as the determination of Member State of
competence, the calculation of benefits, and the reimbursement and recovery of benefits in between
Member States. In addition, we have looked into the administrative burden for the mobile EU-
citizens and their families.

The calculations of the administrative costs for the national administrations are as illustrated in the
below figure in principle simple. Firstly, the number of cases in the left-hand side of the figure are the
annual cases currently registered in six case study Members States (Germany, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, and the UK) — information that has been provided by the HIVA KU
Leuven Research Institute for Work and Society via a data gathering exercise. In our main
calculations, we assume that the number of cases does not change as a result of revisions to
Regulation (EC) No 883/2004. However, we do to illustrate the sensitivity of this assumption also
show scenarios where we assume a change in the number of cases based on the results of Task 3 and
4, respectively, of this study.

Secondly, we calculate the unit costs for the national administration —i.e. the current administrative
costs per case as well as the changed administrative costs per case as a result of the EU revisions.
Such administrative costs per case clearly differ between cases, i.e. there will be easy cases only



involving standard administrative tasks while other more complex cases will involve additional tasks.
Hence, we estimate in practice average costs.
Calculation of administrative costs for national administrations

No of cases Unit cost (EUR)

sources: x
HIVA

Administrative
costs (EUR)

man-hours | cost per hour

source: source:
interviews Eurostat

Most study resources were allocated to the estimation of the man-hours needed to carry out the
administrative tasks. Such information is not available from official sources, and so we have gathered
the information through interviews with national administrations in the six case study Member
States. For this purpose, we identified the national administrations to interview, and we developed
interview guides that was applied by our Member States experts/interviewers in the six case study
Member States.

It must in this context be acknowledged that most of the man-hour estimates are based on a few
interviews only. This is partly because there is often only a few national administrations that handle
cases in each of the Member States, and partly because of limited interview resources. Hence, the
premise for this analysis and so its results is the uncertainty associated with few assessments that,
furthermore, mostly are based on the subjective assessments of the interviewees rather than on
actual registrations of time spent on different administrative tasks.

Brodolini (secondary impacts)

The simulations used in the study aim at translating the implications of the proposed revisions into
expected income changes. Assuming a connection between income differentials and the propensity
to move among EU countries, a variation in mobility flows and in the dimension of the target
population is estimated. Finally, taking into account the variation in the latter, the different level of
benefits and the redistribution of competences between sending and receiving countries envisioned
by the policy options, we give an estimate of the variation in expenditure for the export of family
benefits for the selected countries.

The variation both in mobility and in expenditure, are estimated in relation to the status quo
scenario. This scenario is built on a virtual ‘baseline year’, with a defined level of mobility flows and a
defined level of expenditure. The mobility flow is computed as the averages of the most recent
values of annual bilateral mobility flows among the selected countries (7 MS for task 3 and 8 MS for
task 4). In the definition of the tartget population interested by the proposed revisions we made use
of the HIVA study (Pacolet et al., 2015), which allows to identify, for each selected country, the total
number of persons entitled to the export of child benefits. Then, the aggregate expenditure is
estimated by multiply the target population identified for the average values of the benefits in each
selected MS.



It is assumed that the income differences observed in the status quo scenario — along with all other
factors that the policy options do not have an impact on — generate the mobility observed in the
status quo period both in terms of general mobility flows and in terms of dimension of target
population. The influence of family benefits on mobility is evaluated by calculating the change
attributable to the various policy options on the amounts of family benefits paid in relation to the
family income in the country of origin or in the country of previous residence.

Once the income change is calculated, we convert that change into a potential mobility effect, using
a theoretical assumptions on the elasticity of migration flows to income changes, which relates
elasticity to income differentials for each bilateral combination of countries. As a measure for
earnings, we consider the net earnings (PPS-adjusted) of a one-earner married couple with two
children at 100% of average wage. Once elasticity is computed, the percentage of income change is
translated into a mobility percentage change. The percentage of mobility change is then translated
into a change in mobility flows and in potential target population by relating the calculated
percentage change to the absolute number of mobile citizens in the status quo case, according to the
policy options proposed.

In order to define the expenditure variations, we compute the present level of expenditure by
multiplying the number of present potential cases. We then observe the percentage variation of
expenditure — total and related to each bilateral relation.

FreSsco (legal analysis)

FreSsco analytical impact assessment reports are based on the description of a specific problem of
social security coordination and/or free movement of workers which arises in the application of EU
law and which should be subjected to a legal analysis.

Immediately after receiving and confirming the mandate, thorough consideration is given to the
selection of the team of experts entrusted with the analysis of the specific legal problem, one of
whom is selected as the team coordinator. It is observed that their expertise is to the highest
possible extent tailored to the subject matter of the analysis. In addition, two meetings between the
experts are organised. One is arranged at the beginning of the task, in order to get acquainted with
the task and allocate the responsibilities, and another one before the final results are presented, in
order to come to an agreement with the final text. If the deadline, set by the mandate, is too
pressing, only one meeting is organised. Nevertheless, in both cases, i.e. one or two meetings,
intensive communication between the experts is guaranteed and facilitated during the analysis,
mainly by the internal coordinator and the FreSsco management. Only by applying the dialectical
method of testing various options, and confirming or rejecting ideas via discourse between the
experts, can the best solutions be found. It goes without saying that better and faster results might
be achieved when discussions occur inter preasentes and not inter absentes.

Regarding the report itself, first the existing application of EU law to a specific cross-border situation
is presented. To this end, the existing legislative and non-legislative documents as well as decisions of
the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) and other bodies (like the Administrative



Commission for the Coordination of Social Security Systems) are taken into account. The historical
method might be applied in order to discover the reasons for the present legislative solutions.

In the next step of the analysis several options — either enumerated in the mandate and/or
discovered during the analysis — which might present a solution to a given problem are tested. Their
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are stressed. In some of the reports, for each of the
possible solutions specific criteria are taken into account, such as clarity, simplicity, protection of
rights, administrative burden and implementation arrangements, risk of fraud and abuse and
potential financial implications.

To this end, not only the relevant EU law is taken into consideration, but other sources as well. These
might include relevant literature and academic studies, reports and selected key policy documents of
the EU and possibly of other international organisations.

Next to this comparison on an EU (and international) level, a vertical comparative method is applied
in order to present the problems and test the solutions in (some or all, depending on the mandate)
Member States. A horizontal comparative method at the national level is enabled by mapping the
situation in several (or all) Member States.

Logical, grammatical and teleological methods of legal interpretation are relied upon as well.
Conclusions are as a rule drawn from the descriptive-analytical method of the research, which might
prove useful for selecting the best policy options at national and EU level and for finding the most
appropriate normative solutions de lege ferenda.

6. Access for economically inactive mobile EU citizens and jobseekers to certain social
benefits

FreSsco (legal analysis focussed on access to SNCBs)

FreSsco analytical impact assessment reports are based on the description of a specific problem of
social security coordination and/or free movement of workers which arises in the application of EU
law and which should be subjected to a legal analysis.

Immediately after receiving and confirming the mandate, thorough consideration is given to the
selection of the team of experts entrusted with the analysis of the specific legal problem, one of
whom is selected as the team coordinator. It is observed that their expertise is to the highest
possible extent tailored to the subject matter of the analysis. In addition, two meetings between the
experts are organised. One is arranged at the beginning of the task, in order to get acquainted with
the task and allocate the responsibilities, and another one before the final results are presented, in
order to come to an agreement with the final text. If the deadline, set by the mandate, is too
pressing, only one meeting is organised. Nevertheless, in both cases, i.e. one or two meetings,
intensive communication between the experts is guaranteed and facilitated during the analysis,
mainly by the internal coordinator and the FreSsco management. Only by applying the dialectical
method of testing various options, and confirming or rejecting ideas via discourse between the



experts, can the best solutions be found. It goes without saying that better and faster results might
be achieved when discussions occur inter preasentes and not inter absentes.

Regarding the report itself, first the existing application of EU law to a specific cross-border situation
is presented. To this end, the existing legislative and non-legislative documents as well as decisions of
the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) and other bodies (like the Administrative
Commission for the Coordination of Social Security Systems) are taken into account. The historical
method might be applied in order to discover the reasons for the present legislative solutions.

In the next step of the analysis several options — either enumerated in the mandate and/or
discovered during the analysis — which might present a solution to a given problem are tested. Their
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats are stressed. In some of the reports, for each of the
possible solutions specific criteria are taken into account, such as clarity, simplicity, protection of
rights, administrative burden and implementation arrangements, risk of fraud and abuse and
potential financial implications.

To this end, not only the relevant EU law is taken into consideration, but other sources as well. These
might include relevant literature and academic studies, reports and selected key policy documents of
the EU and possibly of other international organisations.

Next to this comparison on an EU (and international) level, a vertical comparative method is applied
in order to present the problems and test the solutions in (some or all, depending on the mandate)
Member States. A horizontal comparative method at the national level is enabled by mapping the
situation in several (or all) Member States.

Logical, grammatical and teleological methods of legal interpretation are relied upon as well.
Conclusions are as a rule drawn from the descriptive-analytical method of the research, which might
prove useful for selecting the best policy options at national and EU level and for finding the most
appropriate normative solutions de lege ferenda.

Access for economically inactive mobile EU citizens and jobseekers to certain social benefits

In relation to the option extending the derogation from the principle of equal treatment in relation to
access to non-contributory family benefits, long-term care benefits and sickness benefits for
economically inactive mobile EU citizens and jobseekers, as this was developed quite late in the
process, data from the Labour Force Survey (LFS), ESSPROS and the 2015 Ageing report were used to
estimate the affected population and economic impact (see Annex XXIV).
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1 Introduction

1.1  Purpose of the document

This is Deloitte’s and HIVA'’s report to the European Commission, DG EMPL with regard to the “Study
for an impact assessment for revision of Regulations (EC) Nos 883/2004 and 987/2009”.

1.2 Structure and content of the final report

We have structured the final report as follows:

Chapter 1 includes a short introduction to the final report;
Chapter 2 outlines the objectives of this study;
Chapter 3 recalls the methodology that we have used for this study;

Chapter 4 presents the current situation with regard to the coordination of LTC and
unemployment benefits. We focus specifically on the scale of potentially affected
people and the most common mobility patterns

Chapter 5 contains a definition of the problems under the current rules that were
identified for both the coordination of unemployment benefits and the coordination of
long-term care benefits.

In chapter 6, we describe the policy objectives that the Commission aims to achieve
with the coordination of LTC and unemployment benefits.

Chapter 7 aims to describe the likely qualitative and quantitative impacts of the
various policy options in relation to the baseline scenario.

In Chapter 8, we provide an overview of the strengths and weaknesses of the various
policy options according to three meta-criteria: efficiency, effectiveness and
coherence.

Chapter 9 contains a summary of the main conclusions of this study (we have also
produced this summary in a separate standalone document).

Chapter 10 contains the annexes attached to this final report.



2 Study objectives

The overall objective of the study consists in evaluating the social and economic impacts of a limited
number of policy options for a revision of the EU rules in the area of free movement of workers and
social security coordination. These rules concern in particular Articles 21, 45 and 48 of the Treaty
and Regulations (EC) N°s 883/2004 and 987/2009. The study focuses on the rules on coordination of
long-term care benefits and unemployment benefits.

The following tasks were carried out by the research team:

The collection of socio-economic data for determining the scale of the identified
problems and the baseline scenario in the area of coordination of social security
schemes, in particular with regard to the coordination of long-term care and
unemployment benefits. The study should provide the evidence-based description of
the baseline scenario and focus on providing supporting data, providing input for the
verification of the intervention logic.

A description of the qualitative and quantitative impacts of the policy options.
Comparison of the policy options.
Providing support in the process of stakeholders' consultation, namely to:

o evaluate results of the public consultation (online questionnaire launched
online in all EU languages by the EC on 5/12/2013 and closed on 5/3/2013)

o carry out and evaluate results of a consultation of organisations & networks
operating in cross-border regions

o carry out and evaluate results of a consultation of national institutions and
administrations (e.g. employment services, health services).



3 Methodological approach

3.1 In-depth analysis based on a sample of 14 Member States

The data collection and analysis are focused on a representative sample of 14 Member States. The
selection of the countries is primarily based on relevant mobility patterns and a balanced coverage

in terms of types of the social security systems, more notably in the area of unemployment and long-
term care benefits.

Existing research on the welfare state and the social protection for dependent older persons (long-
term care) has shown that a characterisation along the lines of more Bismarck-oriented and more
Beveridge oriented welfare states remains fruitful’.

Bismarck-oriented models are characterized by income-based contributions
earmarked to specific funds destined to cover concrete social risks. They are usually
tightly linked to the employment system (contributions made by the employer and/or
the employee, and benefits limited to the contributor and his/her family; besides, the
job employment sector often determines the corresponding insurance fund).

Beveridge-oriented models, on their side, are based on the idea of universal coverage
against the main social risks, providing access to all the citizens. The Nordic countries
and the UK represent this approach, though universal coverage became the guiding
principle in all European countries during the second half of the 20™ Century. Some
of the “new” Member States, which mainly followed Beveridge-oriented models
during the second half of the 20" Century, are shifting to a “Bismarck”-oriented
model since the 90s.

The system of social protection in the EU is characterized by welfare pluralism. Member States aim
at the same or similar goals, however making use of different implementation mechanisms and
institutions. Although the differences between social security models are blurring and each country
has its own specificities, eight groups or clusters of Member States can be distinguished following
their Bismarck/Beveridge orientation. Four models can be differentiated among the “old” Member
States (EU-15); similarly, four models can be identified among the “new” Member States.

In spite of the apparent convergence, welfare state regimes remain rooted in history are path
depending that determines further directions for new branches of social protection, like long-term
care. Those typologies of welfare state regimes seem to be clustered also geographically, and are
characterised also by differences in the development of the welfare state (at a higher or lower level),
coupled with higher or lower levels of economic development (GDP) and more or less oriented to in
cash or in kind benefits. Those dimensions substantially influence the flows of funds related to the
social protection of mobile citizens. The apparent geographic clustering seems also to be confirmed

" See Pacolet J. and Coudron V., 2006 “State of the Welfare State in the EU Anno 1992: Ten years later and with ten new Member States.
Welfare State trend spotting”, in Pacolet J., Ed. (2006). L'Etat de I'Etat-providence dans I'UE en 1992 et dix ans plus tard avec
dix nouveaux Etats membres. (Pacolet, J., Ed.). La Revue Belge de Sécurité Sociale.



by labour market mobility®. Those typologies appear in similar form in most of the comparative
studies of welfare state regimes.’ Furthermore, research on unemployment systems has yielded
similar clusters of countries™.

For these reasons, we have decided to use the same sample of countries for both areas (long-term
care and unemployment). We selected from each of those regimes one or more countries to cover
the welfare state pluralism in Europe. The distinction between old and new will disappear, but we
retain it for this study because of the still relative recent occurrence of the enlargement and because
of the difference in economic development between both at this point of time.

Figure 1: Welfare state models

Beveridge oriented Nordic countries
Beveridge oriented

Bismarck oriented

Bismarck oriented Mediterranean

Beveridge oriented Baltic countries

Bismarck oriented Central/Eastern or
Visegrad countries

«a
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of Mediterranean area
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Mediterranean & Balkan countries
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Cluster Main features Countries

® European Commission, Posting of Workers in the European Union and EFTA countries: Report on E101 certificates issued in 2010 and
2011.

® Delsen, L. & Pacolet J. (2011), “Globalisation and national social security systems’, in M. De Clercqg, J.Albrecht & T. Verbeke (eds.),
Global policy in Europe. Local policy for a global market: competition or coordination within the EU?, 29™ Scientific Economic
Congres, Acco, Leuven.

10 See, for instance, the “Benchmarking Unemployment Benefit System” paper published by DG ECFIN in May 2012. Though small
differences exist, such as the grouping of Cyprus, Malta, Ireland and the UK, the clustering is essentially the same. The only
other relevant difference involves Greece, which is grouped with Central and Eastern countries instead of with
Southern/Mediterranean countries, but it will be not covered by this study.
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benefits

Sweden, Denmark,
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More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
at a high level, the so called ‘corporatist’
welfare state

Belgium, France,
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Luxemburg, Switzerland
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Mediterranean
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More contribution financed, income
related benefits, more in cash oriented,
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Spain, Portugal, Italy,
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13. Beveridge oriented
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More oriented to neo-liberal welfare
state regimes of Beveridge type

Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania
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Poland, Czech Republic,
Hungary, Slovakia
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Mediterranean &
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Romania, Bulgaria,
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Mediterranean area

Cyprus, Malta, Slovenia

Source: Pacolet J. and Coudron V., 2006 “State of the Welfare State in the EU Anno 1992: Ten years later and with ten new Member States.
Welfare State trend spotting”, in Pacolet J., Ed. (2006). L'Etat de I'Etat-providence dans I'UE en 1992 et dix ans plus tard avec dix nouveaux

Etats membres. (Pacolet, J., Ed.). La Revue Belge de Sécurité Sociale

The 14 countries retained, as indicated in the previous table, are: Austria, Belgium, Denmark,

Estonia, France, Germany, Poland, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Romania, Spain, Slovakia, Sweden and

United Kingdom.

With the aim of ensuring the representativeness and robustness of the impact analysis, which

according to the Terms of Reference may be done by clusters of countries, our sample of Member

States covers seven of the eight welfare state models (given their similarities, the “new” Bismarck-

oriented Mediterranean Member States —Malta and Cyprus- not included).

The allocation of a country to a specific model (Beveridge or Bismarck-oriented) does not necessarily

imply that this country will have the same problems in terms of the management of social security

cases compared to the other countries allocated to this specific model. The administration and the

legislation in this area could diverge even within a specific model.




We account as well, in the country selection, labour mobility trends. With the selection of those
countries we include at least 80% of both the outgoing and ingoing cross-border working citizens in
the EU-27. In terms of population, our sample accounts for around 75% of the EU-27 population (cf.
from Table 83 until Table 88).



3.2 Data sources

Two types of data sources were used during this study:

secondary data, in particular existing statistical data;
primary data, collected through interviews and a consultation of the stakeholders.

Table 1 : Overview of data sources

Qualitative

Quantitative

1.

1.

Available literature and
reports at EU and MS level,
particularly the trESS reports

Replies to the online public
EC Consultation on the
need to revise of the current
rules*?

Available statistical data
with regard to mobility
patterns and the use of LTC
benefits and unemployment
benefits in  cross-border
cases

Findings from strategic interviews with DG
EMPL officials;

Findings from interviews with
stakeholders at EU level, e.g. European
umbrella organisations (cf. list of consulted
organisations)

Findings form interviews with key
stakeholders at national level (during
country visits: public employment services,
health insurers, healthcare providers;

Replies to the EU-wide web-based survey
among responsible public authorities
(Annex 10.9)

New, generated statistical data with
regard to mobility patterns and the use of
LTC benefits and unemployment benefits in
cross-border cases

Findings from the 13 workshops/group
interviews and 8 phone interviews on the
administrative costs and administrative
burden related to the policy options (during
the country visits).

3.2.1 Strategic interviews with DG EMPL officials and other key EC officials

In the initial stage of the study, we conducted 5 face-to-face interviews with EC officials within DG
EMPL and DG ECFIN. The interviews with DG EMPL officials served to acquire more detailed
knowledge concerning the contextual environment of the study. DG ECFIN officials assisted us in

identifying relevant data from the Labour Force Survey (LSF) and the Ageing Working Group that was

used for this study. These interviews also led to the transfer of relevant documents to the

contractor.

The list of conducted strategic interviews can be found in Annex 10.10

3.2.2 Available literature

1 http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langld=en&catld=699&consultld=12&furtherConsult=yes



http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=699&consultId=12&furtherConsult=yes

For this study, we made use of a wide ranging and comprehensive desk based research. It
encompassed a comprehensive review of available literature on both topics (coordination of long-
term care benefits and of unemployment benefit systems) and its implications for mobile workers at
EU level. Review of available literature on the subject provided input into three main issues: the
underlying causes of the problems that provide the focus for the regulations on the coordination of
long-term care benefits and unemployment benefits at EU level;

the description of the problem situation and of the policy objectives;
the impact of the “baseline scenario” of continuity with the current situation.

Literature that was part of the scope of the review included:

Communications, resolutions and legislation at EU level, i.e. Regulation (EC) N° 883/2004 and
Implementing Regulation N°987/2009 on the coordination of social security systems,
30.10.2009

Relevant Court of Justice rulings (cf. Chapter: Context);

Reports and studies at EU level, including the work conducted by the TrESS network;

Reports and studies at national level.

3.2.3 Analysis of replies to the online EC public consultation

The European Commission launched on the 5" December 2012 a public consultation
(http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langld=en&catld=699&consultld=12&furtherConsult=yes)
addressed to:

All EU and non-EU citizens who are insured under the social security system of an EU or

EEA/EFTA Member State.

Any public and private organisations with activities in an EU or EEA/EFTA Member State.
The objective of the consultation was to collect opinions and experience in the area of coordination
of unemployment and long-term care benefits for persons who are in a cross-border situation.
Furthermore, opinions on possible policy options and further ideas on how to remove existing
problems or obstacles in these areas were gathered.
We were asked to analyse and exhaustively report the replies to the EC public consultation.
The consultation received 299 online (+3 email) replies across the EU and EEA/EFTA states. 199 were
from individuals and 103 on behalf of an organisation or as specialists. In addition, three other
stakeholders did not fill out the online questionnaire, but sent their opinions separately by e-mail.
By nationality, Spanish were the most numerous among individual respondents, accounting for
26.6% of the responses. No replies were received from Cyprus, Denmark, Iceland, Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg, Malta and Switzerland.
The analysis of the public consultation replies is considered a stand-alone document, in line with the
ToR. It was submitted to the European Commission before the finalisation of the final report.

3.2.4 EU-wide web-based survey among responsible public authorities and social security
institutions

In order to expand the scope of our analysis to all EU and EEA countries, we launched a web-based
survey among the responsible national public authorities and other key actors with regard to both
topics. The Commission sent an invitation to the members of the Administrative Commission for the
Coordination of Social Security systems in December 2012. After several reminders and prolongation
of the deadlines, we finally closed the survey on the 28 February 2013.


http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=699&consultId=12&furtherConsult=yes

We received 81 complete replies to our survey:

No answers at all were received from the following countries: Bulgaria, Finland,
Greece, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway.

59 respondents have only filled in the survey on unemployment benefits.

10 respondents have only filled in the survey on long-term care benefits.

12 respondents have filled in both surveys on unemployment and long-term care
benefits.

In addition, we received 67 incomplete replies. The incomplete replies were not taken into account in
the survey analysis (in the figures and tables) to avoid double counting. However, relevant and useful
information, examples or arguments from these incomplete replies were taken into account in the
impact analysis.

On top of the countries that have not participated at all in the survey, we have no answer from BE,
CY, DK, FR, IE, PT, RO, CH and UK for the questions on LTC. Among these countries, the UK public
officials expressed their intention of submitting a reply during the meetings held with them after the

survey’s deadline. Belgian authorities also expressed in mid-March their intention to provide a reply.

On top of the countries that have not participated at all in the survey, we have no answer from SV for
the questions on unemployment benefits.

Some countries from which we have received several completed questionnaire are overrepresented
in the aggregated results. Therefore, the analysis of the aggregate results was complemented by the
analysis of national replies when necessary.

The analysis of the on-line survey can be found in Annex 10.9 to the final report.

3.2.5 Interviews with key stakeholders at EU level

In order to complement the EC public consultation (and to address stakeholders that have not
replied to the public consultation), a number of face-to-face interviews were conducted with
stakeholder parties that are organised at EU level. We particularly addressed: We will particularly
addressed:

networks operating in cross-border regions;
social partners organised at EU level;
civil society organisations at EU level.
The list of interviews with stakeholders at EU level can be found in Annex 10.10 to the final report.

3.2.6 Country visits: data collection at national level

In order to assess the impacts of the policy options, we organised country visits in the 14 countries of
our sample. During these field visits, we met the key stakeholders and affected actors in the field of
long-term care benefits and unemployment benefits. The field research was conducted by Deloitte
and HIVA staff, supported by academic experts with a good knowledge of the national context. A
country visit usually took 3 to 6 working days depending on the availabilities of the interviewees.
Country visits consisted of interviews with responsible public authorities and other interested parties
(depending on the specificities of the national context) and where feasible in the time-frame of our



visits, workshops to be able to assess the administrative costs and administrative burden related to
each of the policy options that are being considered. We have privileged face-to-face interviews or
group interviews but after our visits in the countries we have had also the opportunity to come-back
to some interviewees by phone in order to complete our information.

3.2.6.1 Face-to face interviews with key stakeholders

For both topics (LTC and unemployment benefits), 5-8 key stakeholders at national level were
consulted. In total, we have conducted more than 100 relevant interviews with stakeholders in these
14 Member States.

Interviews with these people fed the problem definition and generated anecdotic evidence and
examples and helped us to assess the likely impacts of the different policy options (for example, with
regard to the impact on the level of social security coverage of affected persons, changes in
administrative burden and costs, impact on the budgets of Member States, expected changes in the
EU internal market, etc.).

The (type of) stakeholders differed from country to country and per topic. We consulted:

National, (regional or local) institutions and administrations, particularly the public employment
services (coordination of unemployment benefits) and healthcare services (coordination of
long-term care benefits).

Health insurers (coordination of long-term care benefits);

Social partners (coordination of unemployment benefits);

Civil society organisations operating in cross-border regions.

The face-to-face interviews were based on a semi-structured questionnaire that was prepared by the
core team in advance.

Please find a list of interviews (per country) in Annex 10.10 to the final report.

3.2.6.1 Workshops/group interviews on administrative burden on administrations

In order to assess the administrative burden and administrative costs related to the baseline scenario
and each of the different policy options, we aimed to organise a one-day workshop per topic
(coordination of long-term care benefits and coordination of unemployment benefits) and per country.
We used face-to-face interviews and group interviews, where we faced availability or practical
difficulties or where we have been referred to only a limited number of key persons that could help us
further.

For the assessment of the administrative burden and costs, we used the Standard Cost Model, as
requested by the ToR (more detail cf. 4.1.6 — baseline scenario).

The Standard Cost Model (SCM) serves as a useful tool for assessing the administrative cost and
administrative burden stemming from Information Obligations (I0s) imposed by a Regulation. We
have applied the SCM for assessing the administrative cost and administrative burden of the
management of a cross-border case of unemployment benefits.

In our approach, we measured the time (T) the national administrations and stakeholders spent on
the information obligations (I0) imposed by the Regulations on cross-border cases. Once we have
defined the time spent on each 10, we have multiplied the (average) time by the hourly tariff (W) of
those involved in meeting the information obligation (administrative staff). For consistency and
comparability with other SCM assessments of EU regulation, the tariff variable used in this study is
based on hourly labour costs (plus overheads) per category of employment that has previously been
used in recent SCM studies for DG EMPL and our recent Impact Assessment studies we have

12 For instance: Review of the Working Time Directive 2003/88/EC: measuring administrative costs and burdens of various possible options.
Economisti Associati srl, 21/12/2011



conducted for the Commission. We have applied an average tariff/hour of 18€. The multiplication of
the average tariff by the time spent on the 10 results in an estimated cost per unit. Then, we have
multiplied the estimated cost per unit by the amount of cases per year (N). The following formula
summarizes our approach:

NXWXT

3.2.7 Available and newly generated statistical data

The following data sources were exploited to obtain a detailed quantitative view on the baseline
scenario of the coordination of unemployment benefits and LTC benefits:

Replies to our own questionnaire on LTC and unemployment benefits. The data
collection was conducted in 14 Member States by national experts™;

The EU Labour Force Survey (LFS);

The EC 2012 Ageing Report™*;

Other databases from Eurostat (e.g. Eurostat migration statistics'® and ESSPROS®);
Other data sources (e.g. national reports, EU publications, Audit Board Report).

Replies to our own gquestionnaire on LTC and unemployment benefits by national experts

First, in order to describe and assess the baseline scenario, we deployed a network of national
researchers in 14 Member States (Table 121). Their task was to contact the responsible national
administrations in order to collect statistical data with regard to a significant number of indicators in
the areas of LTC and unemployment benefits. The reporting format for this data collection contained
an Excel-file. A manual was provided to the national experts, including a short description of the
objectives of the study and of the coordination legislation, more specific concerning the applicable
rules on the coordination of unemployment and long-term care benefits. In the annex of the manual,
a list with specific LTC benefits by Member State - defined by trESS*” and based on the MISSOC-
tables™® - was provided. Also, possible contact persons sitting in the Administrative Commission or
the Audit Board were provided. The questionnaire referred explicitly to the old E-forms and current
Portable Documents (PD)™ and Structured Electronic Documents (SED)*® in order to obtain a similar

3 For an overview of the national experts see Annex 10.6.

14 EC (2012), The 2012 Ageing Report. Economic and budgetary projections for the 27 EU Member States (2010-2060), European Union,
470 p. See also Statistical Annex. http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/european_economy/2012/2012-ageing-
report_en.htm

15 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Migration_and_migrant_population_statistics#Database

18 http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:ESSPROS

Y7 Jorens, Y., Spiegel, B., Fillon, J. & Stroban, G. (2012), Legal impact assessment for the revision of Regulation 883/2004 with regard to the
coordination of long-term care benefits. Analytical Study 2012, trESS, 156 p.

8 The EU's Mutual Information System on Social Protection (MISSOC) provides detailed, comparable and regularly updated information
about national social protection systems.

1 portable documents replace the old E-forms and are issued by the competent social security institutions where one is insured. There are ten
portable documents altogether, including the European Health Insurance Card. The documents are issued from 1 May 2010.
Today national administrations use in some cases/for some social security branches the old E-forms next to these portable
documents or even only the old E-forms.

2 Art. 1, point 2, (d) Regulation (EC) No. 987/2009 describes a Structured Electronic Documents as “any structured document in a format
designed for the electronic exchange of information between Member States.” The electronic exchange shall be organized through
EESSI (Electronic Exchange of Social Security Information). At this moment EESSI is not yet operational. Nevertheless, SEDs
are already available and some of them are transmitted by mail or post.



understanding of the data needs. In the analysis below we refer frequently to these documents.
Therefore, we first give a short definition/description of the Portable Documents we refer to:*

PD UL certificate: “The PD U1 certifies periods of insurance and employment or self-
employment in another EU country that will be taken into account for the award of
unemployment benefits”;

PD U2 certificate: “The PD U2 is the authorization you need to export your
unemployment benefit if you are unemployed in an EU country and wish to move to
another EU country to look for work™;

PD S1 certificate: “The S1 form allows you (and/or your family members) to register
for healthcare if you live in an EU country but you are insured in a different one. The
form is delivered per person (not per family)”;

PD P1 certificate: “The P1 form provides an overview of the decisions taken in your
case by the various institutions in the EU countries from which you have claimed an
old age, survivors or invalidity pension. The information on the P1 is intended to
enable you to examine whether any of your pensions have been adversely affected by
the interaction of decisions taken by two or more institutions”.

EU Labour Force Survey (LFS)

Second, we relied on data from the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS). The LFS is the main source of
information with regard to the labour market situation and labour market trends in the European
Union. While the LFS provides demographic data for all age groups, questions relating to labour
market status are limited to persons in the age group of 15 years or older. The economically active
population consists of employed and unemployed persons. Employed persons are persons aged 15
year and older, while unemployment persons are aged between 15 to 74 years. The LFS includes
estimates of certain aspects of social protection for the whole population. It also contains some data
on mobile population (e.g. cross-border workers, frontier workers, (recent) migrants working-age
population, migrant pensioners, ...) which can be used as a proxy for certain subcategories of the
mobile population or as a benchmark for the total population and the total level of social
expenditure, both at current point of time and in the future. The main advantage of the LFS is the
data availability for all 27 MS and enables us to calculate proxies for indicators which could not been
obtained by the questionnaire in 14 countries. At the same time these proxies could be cross-
checked by the available administrative data for some MS collected by the questionnaire. This report
presents different cross-tables based on the use of the LFS. We present them as detailed as possible.
However, to guarantee reliability of the figures we only take into consideration the row and column
totals of the cross-tables in our analysis. Row and column totals which can be assumed as reliable are
marked with a *.>> Nevertheless, the different cells in these cross-tables are important to estimate
the baseline scenario and the different options (e.g. we need to select the cells which describe flows
between neighbouring countries to define the number of frontier workers). Most of the cells will fall
under the reliable limits. For that reason we refer especially to the reliability limits. The absolute
numbers of those reliability limits are also given in Annex 10.7. Cells or even row and column totals
with numbers of persons below those figures are considered as not reliable. An additional part of the

2 See also:

http://ec.europa.eu/social/keyDocuments.jsp?type=0&policyArea=849&subCategory=868&country=0&year=0&advSearchKey=
portdoccombined&mode=advancedSubmit&langld=en

2 Based on the reliability limits for the LFS
http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_Ifs/LFS_MAIN/Related_documents/reliab_annual_average.htm



LFS is the so called 'ad hoc module’ which adds a set of questions to the questionnaire. Each year the
subject of this module is different. In 2008 an ad hoc module about ‘the labour market situation of
migrants and their immediate descendants’ was added to the core questionnaire. In 2014 this topic
will be added again to the LFS which can be considered as an opportunity to analyse some of the
specific defined variables in this module.?®

EC 2012 Ageing Report

The 2012 Ageing Report was written by the European Commission (DG ECFIN) and the Economic
Policy Committee (AWG) and presents projections of the budgetary impact of an ageing population
in the EU-27 over the period 2010-2060. The report includes specific scenarios on the LTC public
expenditure based on combined information from the System of Health Accounts (SHA) and ESSPROS
(European system of integrated social protection statistics). The forecasted LTC public expenditure
comprises both in-kind and cash benefits. The breakdown by type of LTC benefit (in cash or in kind),
which is a crucial element for the calculation of the baseline scenario, is described in another
publication of DG ECFIN.** Also the projections regarding employment and unemployment (e.g.
amount paid to unemployed persons, number of unemployed persons) and other interesting general
variables integrated in the Ageing Report will be used. The underlying assumptions and projection
methodologies used in the Aging Report are described in a separate report of the EC.”>

Eurostat data

Eurostat provides statistical information based on national administrative information or statistical
surveys organized at national or EU level. Within the context of this project, we have mainly focused
on the use of ESSPROS and the available migration statistics. ESSPROS contains data on the
expenditure and receipts for all national social protection schemes and allows us to compare the
total expenditure on unemployment benefits by a Member State (e.g. unemployment benefits paid
to full unemployed persons) with unemployed benefits paid to persons who export their
unemployment benefit (PD U2) or who needed to prove completed periods of insurance or (self-
Jemployment in another Member State (PD U1). Also the Eurostat migration statistics are useful to
estimate the number of migrants who moved abroad. We were particularly interested in the flows
(yearly movements) and stocks (situation at a certain period of time) of recent migrants at working
age (aged from 15 or 20 to 64) as well as in migrant pensioners. As mentioned above, also the Ageing
Report is using ESSPROS regarding the expenditure on LTC.”® But also the migration statistics
collected by Eurostat, delivered by MS via administrative data or national surveys, will have their
importance. Obtaining a reliable view on the number of migrant workers and pensioners will be
important to assess the baseline scenarios of unemployment and LTC.

Other statistical data

Finally also other statistical information was considered. Yearly reports of national administrations
and specific national reports discussing the export of unemployment and long-term care benefits
delivered general or detailed information. At the same time, some recent reports published on EU

% E.g. variables ‘Last country of work abroad’ and ‘Reason for migrating’ (European Statistical System, ESS agreement — Labour Force
Survey (LFS) ad hoc module 2014 on the labour market situation and their immediate descendants)

% Lipszyc, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A., (2012), Long-term care: need, use and expenditure in the EU-27, European Union, 87 p.

% EC (2011), The 2012 Ageing Report: Underlying Assumptions and Projection Methodologies, European Union, 309 p.

26 LTC benefits in cash are reported within two ESSPROS functions: ‘Disability’ and ‘Old Age’. Concerning LTC benefits in kind, for some

countries proxies have been calculated on the basis of the ESSPROS data (see EC, 2012 Ageing Report).



level describe (labour) migration/mobility (E.g. Eurostat (2011), Indicators of Immigrant Integration;
European Commission (2011), Mobility in Europe 2011).

Overview of the statistical data sources used

Table 2 provides an overview of the data sources that were used, with a particular attention to their
limitations in terms of data availability. It gives a first impression of the strengths and weaknesses of
the data. Within the context of this project data should be collected concerning the aggregation of
periods of insurance or (self-)employment (PD U1/E301 form), reimbursement of unemployment
benefits (SED U020-SED U025), export of unemployment benefits (PD U2/E303 form). Also, data on
the number of PD P1 (Summary of pension decisions) could be interesting to determine the
competent Member State. Not for all 14 selected MS administrative data was received by the
questionnaire. Also, none of the Member States could response to all questions. More data input
related to the application of the coordination rules for unemployment was obtained by the national
experts compared to the application of the coordination rules for LTC benefits. Reasons for the lack
of data for some MS, topics or questions are divers. The fact that administrative forms are
received/issued decentralised OR are received on paper documents and not electronically will have a
negative impact on the availability of administrative data. Due to the fact LTC is not considered as a
specific social security branch in the coordination rules and is embedded within the rules of sickness
benefits, MS do not explicit collect data on LTC. However, the PD S1 indicates if the holder is
receiving a LTC benefit in cash?’ and a breakdown by nature of benefit is taken up in the SED S080
(claim of reimbursement). Today, still old E-forms are used which excludes the availability and use of
information based on those ‘new’ forms. Also, some MS consider (some of) the LTC benefits in cash
as not exportable within the current coordination rules.’® The response to the questions is explicitly
mentioned for each of the described topics below. MS who have answered the questionnaire are
also taken up in the column titles (see Annex 10.1.2). Data collected by other administrative sources
than by the national experts are inserted in footnotes below the tables (e.g. on the basis of national
reports).

The LFS is confronted with a high non-response rate of migrants —and more particularly recently
arrived migrants.”® This will have a negative impact on the sample size and will cause a possible
distortion of the composition of the migrant population. One of the limitations of using the LFS is
that the calculated proxies do not completely correspond to the legal definitions. E.g. the number of
frontier workers is calculated by taking into account the neighbouring countries and not the legal
definition (return daily or at least once a week). Some ‘small’ adjustments could be made in the
Labour Force Survey to guarantee useful data collection and more conformity with the legal
definitions. Currently, migration statistics from the LFS are based on the ‘country of birth’ or the
‘nationality’. However, to obtain a reliable view on the migrant pensioner one should know the
‘competent Member State’ or the Member States which are paying an old-age benefit to these
pensioners or at least the previous residence of the migrant pensioner (but also for migrant workers).
This could be a priority in the ad hoc module of the Labour Force Survey of 2014 ‘Labour market
situation of migrants and their immediate descendants’ or in a next module or on a permanent basis
in the LFS. It could become a proxy for the number of pensioners who received a PD S1.

2 See EC (2011), The 2012 Ageing Report: Underlying Assumptions and Projection Methodologies, European Union, p. 234.
% E g. (not exhaustive): in France: Allocation personnalisée d’autonomie (APA); in Belgium: Personal Assistance Budget.
% See Eurostat (2011), Indicators of Immigrant Integration. A Pilot Study, European Union, 253 p.



The 2012 Ageing Report is an important data source for the calculation of the baseline scenario of
the coordination of unemployment and LTC benefits as well as for projections of both social security
branches. However, these data will have its limitations compared to administrative data. First, no
breakdown by type of unemployed person is available. In view of the reimbursement procedure it is
necessary to select only cross-border workers and not migrant workers. Also, the Ageing Report
made use of assumptions for the calculations of the chapter LTC. As reported in the methodology
report (EC, 2011, p. 234) “The choice of methodology and various scenarios is heavily constrained by
the availability, accessibility and quality of long-term care data”.** Nevertheless, a general agreement
was reached of the underlying assumptions and projections for LTC in the Ageing Report and a
number of sensitivity tests were carried out. The LTC projections in the Ageing Report are calculated
for different scenarios (AWG>" reference scenario, demographic scenario, high life expectancy
scenario, base case scenario, constant disability scenario, shift 1% of dependents to formal scenario,
coverage convergence scenario, cost convergence scenario, AWG risk scenario). The AWG reference
scenario is used in this research report to calculate the projections on cross-border LTC spending.
Thus this involves the assumptions used for this scenario. For calculating the LTC projections
assumptions are made in the ageing report for:

“the future numbers of elderly people (through changes in the population projections
used);
the future numbers of dependent elderly people (changes to the prevalence rates of
dependency);*
the balance between formal and informal care provision (assuming a given shift in
demand
or exogenous changes in the availability of informal carers);
the balance between home care and institutional care within the formal care system;
the unit costs of care.”

In the Ageing Report, long-term care is defined® according to the System of Health Accounts (SHA),

“as the sum of the following publicly-financed items:

Services of long-term nursing care (HC.3) (which is also called “the medical
component of long-term care” or “long-term health care”, and includes both nursing
care and personal care services), and

Social services of long-term care (HC.R.6.1), which is the “assistance services” part,
relating4 primarily to assistance with IADL (instrumental activities of daily living)
tasks".

If necessary, the SHA database will be supplemented with data from ESSPROS. The SHA-definition
mainly represents in kind benefits. For that reason cash benefits from the ESSPROS functions
‘Disability’ and ‘Old-age’ are added to the SHA database.

The LTC cash benefits are projected separately from LTC benefits in kind —at home or in the
institutions.

% See Annex 8.2 in the methodology report (EC, 2011, p. 2011) for the applied methodology and the data availability of LTC.

3 Ageing Working Group.

32 E.g. EU-SILC data are used to obtain a proxy of "ADL-dependency" rates.

¥ An overview of other definitions is provided in Jorens, Y. & Spiegel, B. (ed.) (2011), ‘Coordination of Long-term Care Bengfits — current
situation and future prospects — Think Tank Report 2011, trESS.

3 EC (2012), The 2012 Ageing Report. Economic and budgetary projections for the 27 EU Member States (2010-2060), European Union,
Annex I.



The migration statistics contain a number of interesting variables which could be used in the baseline
scenarios. Especially variables ‘immigration by sex, age group and country of previous residence’ and
‘emigration by sex, age group and country of next usual residence’ should have an added value. By
these variables the last country of residence is known, which is a much better proxy for the
determination of the competent country than the variables ‘country of birth’ or ‘nationality’. One of
the limitations of these variables is the lack of data for some of the MS as also a detailed breakdown
by MS.

As already mentioned above, administrative data as national reports shall be added to the data
received from the questionnaire. Next to it, interesting data on European level is collected. One of
the tasks of the Audit Board of the Administrative Commission for the coordination of social security
systems is ‘collect the necessary data and carry out the calculations required for establishing the
annual statements of claims of each Member State’.* Information about the claims of
reimbursement (based on actual expenditures or fixed amounts) of healthcare costs, which includes
also LTC, is collected by the Audit Board. However, at this moment the Audit Board has only a
detailed view on the outstanding claims between countries and not on the total yearly amount of
claims received/issued by MS.

Some first conclusions can be made concerning the availability of information. The questionnaires
launched within the framework of this study, and the collected data, show that important data is
missing and that data should be collected more systematically. Particularly, the data collection on the
number of insured persons (PD S1) by type of person (insured person, family member of insured
person, pensioner and family member of pensioner) should be granted priority. Also, an analysis of
the total yearly number and amount of claims for health care seems to be of the utmost importance.
This should be taken up by the Audit Board of the Administrative Commission.

The launch of questionnaires related to the use of PD Al (posted workers), EHIC (European Health
Insurance Card — Health insurance), PD U2 (exportation of unemployment benefits) as well as the
planned questionnaire on PD S2 (planned/scheduled care) by DG EMPL are important steps to collect
more administrative information at EU level. Also, the launch of an electronic exchange system
between national administrations could be seized as “an opportunity” to collect more data.
Especially the detail of some of the structured electronic documents will be useful. E.g. the SED S080
(claim of reimbursement) offers the possibility to select data concerning the number of persons who
received LTC benefits in kind and the related claim (however, only for actual expenditure). At this
moment we have no information with regard to this point. For the benefits in cash a further analysis
of the administrative data collected within the context of the Ageing Report 2012 might be useful.

% Art. 74, (b), Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004.



Table 2: Overview of statistical data sources used: data availability and limitations

Other (e.g. administrative

Questionnaire Labour Force Survey (LFS) Ageing report Eurostat/ESSPROS information, ...)
Portable Document/
Type E-form/SED Available? [Remarks/limitations Available? |Remarks/limitations Available? |Remarks/limitations Available? |Remarks/limitations Available? |Remarks/limitations
Aggregation of U1/E301 Yes *Total number of Ul forms Yes *Estimation of cross- Yes *Number of unemployed Yes *ESSPROS: total expenditure Yes *National report from
periods received: available for 8 MS. border workers and persons (20-64) situation unemployment benefits is compared France (CLEISS - Rapport
*Detail (crossborder worker frontier workers 2010 and projections 2015 with cross-border expenditure Statistique 2011)
OR migrant worker): available *Estimation of recent and 2020 *Eurostat: unemployment rate and
for 4 MS. Detail is also migrants who are *Amount paid to average annual unemployed persons
important to calculate claims unemployed unemployed persons are two variables which are used
of reimbursement. (based on LFS Adjusted Series - persons
between 15 to 74 years of age)
Reimbursement [SED U020 - SED U025 Yes *Data from 3 MS Yes *Estimation of cross- Partial |[*Number of unemployed No No
border workers and persons (20-64) situation
frontier workers 2010 and projections 2015
and 2020
*Amount paid to
unemployed persons
*No distinction type of
unemployed person
Export of U2/E303 Yes *Total number of U2 forms No Yes *Number of unemployed Yes *ESSPROS: total expenditure Yes *National
unemployment issued: available for 10 MS. persons (20-64) situation unemployment benefits is compared reports/information from
benefits *Success rate: available for 3 2010 and projections 2015 with cross-border expenditure Austria (AMS), France
Ms and 2020 *Eurostat: average annual unemployed (CLEISS), Luxembourg,
*Amount paid to persons (based on LFS Adjusted Series - the Netherlands (UWV)
unemployed persons persons between 15 to 74 years of age) and Sweden (IAF)
Number of S1/E106-E109-E121 Yes *Total number of S1 forms Partial |*Estimation of insured Partial |*Pensioners aged 65 Partial |*Eurostat - migration statistics: No
insured persons issued: available for 4 MS incoming cross-border *Number of dependent Immigration of previous residence,
*Detail (insured person, workers people Emigration of next usual residence
family member insured *Lack of information
person, pensioner, family about the competent
member pensioner): available MS for (migrant)
for 2 MS. pensioners. Variables
‘country of birth' or
'nationality' are
unreliable proxies.
Users/ claims LTC |E125/SED S080 Partial *SED S080 is not used by No Partial |*Total LTC spending (per No No
in kind national administrations. E125 dependent person) in kind
form does not foresee a and in cash (combined
category 'LTC' with number of insured
*Proxy for Belgium was made persons)
based on age profile
Users/ claims LTC Yes *Export of LTC benefits in No Partial |*Total LTC spending (per Yes *ESSPROS: two ESSPROS Yes *National
in cash cash: available for 5 MS. dependent person) in kind functions: 'Disability' and 'Old Age' as reports/information from
*Some MS consider the and in cash (combined used in the 2012 Aging Report. Austria, Germany and
national LTC benefit in cash as with number of insured Belgium.
not exportable and do not persons)
deliver data
Competent P1 No No Partial Partial |*ESSPROS: total expenditure old-age No
Member State benefits

Source: own figure based on the data collection




Both figures below provide a first overview of the applied methodology to estimate/calculate the
budgetary impact of the baseline scenario and the different options. It was the ambition to collect in
14 Member States administrative data from the competent institutions. Afterwards, the results
would have been extrapolated to the EEA countries and Switzerland. However, the scale of this
administrative data collection in terms of number of Member States which have responded and in
terms of available data in these Member States was too limited to assess in detail the baseline
scenario and the different options. As result, mainly data from the LFS, the Ageing Report and the
Audit Board Report was exploited to estimate the number of involved persons and the budgetary
impact. Both schemes are described in detail in chapter 4.

Figure 2: Applied methodology - LTC
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4 Baseline scenario

Before further elaborating the problems that we identified with regard to the current coordination
rules, we would like to give some insights in the number of cross-border workers and pensioners in
the EU-27 that are affected by the coordination rules, their main mobility patterns and their use of
long-term care and unemployment benefits. Cross-border workers and pensioners —and their
insured family members — are the two main groups which impact cross-border expenditure on
unemployment and LTC benefits.

The table below summarises the statistics that are described and discussed in detail in the next
sections.

On several occasions we refer to the official administrative documents in use for the coordination of
social security systems. Three sets are in use, the original set of ‘E-forms’, a limited number of new
documents on paper called the ‘portable documents PD’ (including the European Health Insurance
Card) and the Structured Electronic Documents (SEDs) that in the future will be used for the
electronic exchange of information between the involved administrations. For the list and content of
the portable documents PD and the SED’s see http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=868,

where also a description of the previous E-documents can be found: see on that web page Related
Documents: former E-forms. The three set of documents are simultaneously in use in the different
MS and this for a transition period. For that reason we refer sometimes simultaneously to
documents from the different sets. For the relevance of those documents for the collection of
statistics of cross border use of social security benefits see the interim report of an on-going treESs-
project: Pacolet J. & F. De Wispelaere, with input from J. Hajdu & G. Berki (2013), Collection of
statistical data concerning the application of Regulations (EC) Nos 883/2004 and 987/2009 (A.C.
017/12), Interim Report for the Administrative Commission:
http://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docld=10026&langld=en



http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=868
http://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=10026&langId=en

Table 3: Synoptic overview of the scope of the cross border use of unemployment benefits and LTC
benefits under scrutiny**

Indicator Year Unit

Coordination of unemployment benefits

Amount/
number

Type

variable

Cross-border workers within EU-27 2010-2011 in thousand 1.032,0 stock
of which frontier workers | 2010-2011 in thousand 701,0 stock
Migrant workers (from 15 to 64 years, within earl
& ( y 2011 in thousand 1.017,0 yearly
EU 27)%** flow
) ) yearly
Posted workers (PD A1l issued) 2011 in thousand 1.508 .
issued
Estimated number of unemployed cross- .
2010-2011 in thousand 73,7 stock
border workers
as share of total unemployment in % 0,35%
of which frontier workers | 2010-2011 in thousand 45,2 stock
Unemployed recent migrant workers 2011 in thousand 94,8 stock
Estimated number of proven period of .
. 2010 in thousand 341,2 stock
insurance PD Ul
as share of total unemployment 2010 in % 1,60%
Estimated number of exported )
. 2011 in thousand 23,7 stock
unemployment benefit PD U2
as share of total unemployment in% 0,11%
Coordination of long-term care benefits ‘ ‘
earl
_ _ 2011 inthousand | 44,1 yeary
Migrated pensioners*** flow
Total estimated number of persons insured .
2010-2011 in thousand 1.980,0 stock
for LTC (PD S1)
as % of total population EU 27 in% 0,4%
Of which:
cross border workers and family members | 2010-2011 in thousand 1.239,0 stock
retired cross border workers and family .
2010-2011 in thousand 503,0 stock
members
mobile pensioners and family members | 2010-2011 in thousand 238,0 stock
Estimate of mobile persons obtaining LTC 2010-2011 in thousand 93 stock
Outstanding reimbursement claims for -
) 2011 in million € 3.607,3 stock
health, Audit Board
Reimbursement claims for health, Audit -
2011 in million € 3.590,9 flow
board
Estimated reimbursement claims for LTC o
L ] . 2011 in million € 592,0 flow
benefits in kind on figures Audit Board
Estimated health expenditures for mobile .
. ] 2010 in million € 3.167,4 flow
citizens on LFS and Ageing Report *
Estimated reimbursement claims for benefits R
Lo L 2010 in million € 618,3 flow
in kind for mobile citizens based on LFS and




Ageing Report
Estimated LTC benefits in cash for mobile o

. ) 2010 in million € 376,4 flow
citizens based on LFS and Ageing Report
Total estimated expenditure LTC for mobile citizens . s
based on LFS and Ageing Report 2010 in million € 34,7 flow

as % of total LTC spending in% 0,4%
as % of GDP in % 0,008%

* Figure calculated in the interim report
** Figures described in detail in several chapters of this report
*** No data for BE, BG, HU, MT, NL, PL and RO

4.1 Coordination of unemployment benefits

In the next section, we present a number of basic tables on the number of cross-border workers (incl.
frontier workers) and recent migrant workers.

Based on Labour force Survey (LFS) data, an estimation of the number of cross-border workers can
be made (based on the question ‘What is the name and address of the local unit of the enterprise
where you work?’ and variables ‘COUNTRYW’ (country of place of work) and ‘COUNTRY’ (country of
residence) in the database. These LFS data were also used in another, recent report on ‘cross-border
commuting”*®. However, some interpretation problems appear. While legally a distinction should be
made between the free movement of workers and of services, this distinction is not made by this
question in the LFS. The applicable rules differ considerably between cross-border workers and
posted workers. Cross-border workers will be insured in their country of employment while posted
workers are still insured in their country of residence. For that reason we assumed that the LFS
guestion covers both cross-border workers (within the rules of free movement of workers) and
posted workers (within the rules of free movement of services). Ideally, the LFS should make this
distinction to avoid possible interpretation problems. In the further analysis we considered all
workers who work in another country than the country of residence as cross-border workers.
Workers who work in a neighbouring country are considered as frontier workers (as also is assumed
in the report ‘Mobility in Europe 2011’) (which is not equal to the legal definition of a ‘frontier
worker’)*.

4.1.1 Scale of cross-border mobility of workers in EU-27

4.1.1.1  Number of cross-border workers

Table 4 gives an overview of the number of cross-border workers>® and frontier workers*” in the EU-
27. The average of 2010 and 2011 is calculated to avoid outliers. To guarantee reliability of the
figures we only took into consideration the row and column totals of the cross-tables. However, the
details in the different cells are important to estimate the baseline scenario and the different options
(e.g. we need to select the cells which describe flows between neighbouring countries to define the

% EC, Mobility in Europe 2011

% See art. 1, (f), Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004: “frontier worker” means any person pursuing an activity as an employed or self-employed
person in a Member State and who resides in another Member State to which he returns as a rule daily or at least once a week.

% For the purpose of the data collection, cross-border workers are workers who are employed in another Member State than the Member
State of residence.

* For the purposes of the data collection, frontier workers are workers who work in a neighbouring country. This is different than the
definition in Regulation (EC) No 883/2004, according to which frontier workers are defined as workers who return to their State
of residence on a daily or weekly basis.




number of frontier workers)*’. The national employment figures (living and working in the same
country) are yellow coloured while the figures coloured in red are the neighbouring countries of a
specific country.

The table shows that on average 1 million cross-border workers are employed in the EU27 or 0.5%
of the total employed population, of which on average 701.000 frontier workers are employed in a
neighbouring country. This implies that 68% of the cross-border workers can be assumed as frontier
workers. These figures are similar to the results in the ‘Mobility in Europe 2011’ Report which reports
“that just 5 people in 1,000 of those employed commute across borders between EU Member States”
and “some 63% of cross-border commuters go to work in a bordering country”**.

In general, we observe an increase of the number of cross-border workers between EU-27 MS of
1.4% between 2010 and 2011 (see Table 81 and Table 82). The Report ‘Mobility in Europe 2011’
already observed this increase for earlier years (with a slowdown for more recent years).

Outgoing cross-border workers

In absolute figures, most outgoing cross-border workers live in Germany (165 thousand), France (160
thousand) and the Slovak Republic (117 thousand). However, in terms of share in national
employment (see Table 83), the highest impact is observed in the Slovak Republic (5.0%), Estonia
(3.1%) and Belgium (2.2%). For Belgium (97%), the Netherlands (95%) and Ireland (88%) most of the
outgoing cross-border workers are employed in a neighbouring country. While for Romania (1%),
Lithuania (5%) and Latvia (9%) few of the outgoing cross-border workers are employed in a
neighbouring country. As Croatia joined the EU on 1 July 2013 it is interesting to look at the number
of cross-border workers of this country. For 2011, 20.6 thousand outgoing cross-border workers from
Croatia were counted primarily going to Italy and Germany (see Table 81).

Incoming cross-border workers

Most incoming cross-border workers are employed in Germany (186 thousand), Luxembourg (130
thousand) and the Netherlands (110 thousand). The highest impact of incoming cross-border workers
on the national employment is identified for Luxembourg (37.4%), Austria (2.4%) and Belgium (1.4%).
Most of the incoming cross-border workers in Luxembourg (99%), the Czech Republic (98%), Austria
(94%) and the Slovak Republic (94%) are living in a neighbouring country. Only 6.6% of the incoming
cross-border workers employed in Italy, 10% in Romania and 11% in the UK are living in a
neighbouring country. A very popular country for incoming cross-border workers is Switzerland. In
2011, Switzerland employed 320 thousand incoming cross-border workers mainly coming from
France (see Table 81 and Table 82).

4.1.1.2  Number of posted workers

As it is possible that the LFS data also include posted workers in the number of cross-border workers,
the profile of the cross-table of cross-border workers from the LFS is compared with this from the
number of PD A1l certificates issued (certifies which social security legislation applies to the holder of
the form). This was done by calculating the row and column percentages and indicating the 3 MS
with the highest percentages.

“0 See information on LFS and its reliability in 3.2.7.
“This 63% is calculated for the group of cross-border workers living in EU AND Non EU countries. This is a broader group of cross-border
workers compared to our analysis.



First, we compare the data of the outgoing cross-border workers with these from the outgoing
posted workers (See Table 84 and Table 87). Germany (14 times), the Slovak Republic (8 times) and
Poland (8 times) appear most frequently in the top-3 of ‘sending’” MS concerning cross-border
workers. At the same time most important (in top 3) sending MS for posted workers are Germany (26
times), Poland (22 times) and France (20 times). However, the spread of sending countries is
somewhat more diverse for cross-border workers compared to posted workers (more concentrated
in Germany, Poland and France as sending countries).

Also the spread over MS receiving incoming cross-border workers was compared with this for MS
receiving incoming posted workers (see Table 85 and Table 88). Germany (17 times) and the UK (12
times) are the most important working countries for cross-border workers while posted workers
mostly are sent to Germany (18 times), France (12 times) and the Netherlands (10 times).

The relationship between the two variables can be calculated by the correlation coefficient.** We see
a strong positive linear relationship (0.76) between the variables ‘incoming posted workers’ and
‘incoming cross-border workers’, which implies the same MS receive as well cross-border workers as
well as posted workers, probably to be considered as attraction pools of mobile workers. Besides,
there is also a strong positive linear relationship (0.71) between the ‘outgoing posted workers’ and
‘outgoing cross-border workers’.

4113 Migration of workers

The possible number of PD U1 issued is also influenced by recent migrant workers. Eurostat
migration statistics are collecting the number of migrant workers (from 15 to 64 years) who have
moved from one EU-country to another in 2011 (Table 5). One of the limitations is the lack of figures
for BE, BG, HU, MT, NL, PL and RO.

For those countries of which figures are available, we observe most migrant workers migrated to
Germany (237 thousand in 2011), the UK (185 thousand in 2011) and Spain (54 thousand in 2011).

This table shows also the importance of Romania as emigration country. Also here we have
calculated the relationship between ‘incoming migrant workers’ and ‘incoming cross-border
workers’. We observe a strong positive linear relationship (0.70) between both variables, which
implies that the same MS are dominant or less dominant. Within this group of recent migrant
workers the unemployment rate of their current country of employment has been used to estimate
the number of unemployed recent migrant workers.

* The closer the coefficient is to either —1 or 1, the stronger the correlation between the variables. +1 = the case of a perfect positive
(increasing) linear relationship (correlation) and —1 in the case of a perfect decreasing (negative) linear relationship.



Table 4: Number of cross-border workers and frontier workers, EU-27, Average of 2010 & 2011, in .000
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* Row and column totals which lay above the reliability limits are indicated with a *. Please take notice that some of the figures mentioned in the row and column totals are not reliable. This will specifically be the
case for the detailed cells. For an overview of the LFS reliability limits see Annex 10.7: http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu Ifs/LFS MAIN/Related documents/reliab _annual average.htm

** Red colour: frontier workers; yellow colour: national employment; ‘EU-27’= total employment
Source: own calculations based on LFS


http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_lfs/LFS_MAIN/Related_documents/reliab_annual_average.htm

Table 5: Migrant workers (from 15 to 64 years) in 2011 by country of previous residence, EU-27

Column Labels (previous residence)

Row Labels
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(674 12.686
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EE 8 71 15 7 44 62 3 22 18 14 4 31 6] 2 1 6 5 5 4 1 1.024 37 82 1.408
IE 335| 111290 183 1.596 99 0| 104|2.103| 2.143| 1.003| 70| 886(1.301| 52 552| 51 516| 169| 3.088( 234 954 36| 369 144 361| 7.082 23.832
EE 54.136
ES 2.379|9.173| 737| 674 8.262| 217|1.515| 969 0 9.637]|11.228| 75| 488]|1.055[115|1.048| 56|3.228| 726 3.228|6.727(48.857|193| 517| 697|1.555(15.134| 128.490
FR 93.445
IT 740|4.310{436| 177| 5.481 90 508| 538|2.601| 2.766 0| 28| 271| 427|138 794|111| 569 437 4.813| 410(77.544|193| 675 120| 266| 3.200| 107.643
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Fl 132| 152| 59| 429 724(3.918( 127| 160| 518 273 281 35/ 191| 105| 47| 268| 17| 215 90 305 57 189| 11 36 0[2.613 930 11.882
SE 386 455|214|3.950| 2.312| 455 334|1.240|1.449 997 957| 78| 656|1.050| 61| 628| 76| 830| 255| 3.500| 207| 1.541| 61 129|2.308 o[ 3.114 27.243
UK 185.204
Total* 1.016.713

* Total= sum of migrant workers of which the current country of residence is known

Source: Eurostat Migration Statistics, [migr_imm5prv]




4.1.1.4  Estimated number of unemployed cross-border workers

Making the breakdown between unemployed cross-border workers and migrant workers is
important for different reasons. First, it gives a first impression of the impact both categories have on
the number of issued PD U1 certificates and the budgetary impact on the unemployment
expenditure. Second, Member States can only claim a reimbursement for the unemployment
benefits they have paid to cross-border workers.

National unemployment rates are applied on the number of cross-border workers.* The national
unemployment rates of 2010 (from 20 to 64 years) defined in the 2012 Ageing Report were used.
Also, the unemployment rates of the country of employment and not of the country of residence
have been applied on the number of cross-border workers calculated by way of the LFS. This results
in an estimation of 73.7 thousand unemployed cross-border workers of which 45.2 thousand
frontier workers (Table 6). These figures will be used to estimate the expenditure as well as the
claimed reimbursement of the provision of unemployment benefits to cross-border workers taking
into account the baseline scenario and the policy options.

4.1.1.5  Estimated number of recent migrant workers

The same unemployment rates are applied on recent migrant workers. As no data are available for
BE, BG, HU, MT, NL, PL and RO no exhaustive view on the number of unemployed recent migrant
workers can be obtained. When we extrapolate these figures for the EU-27, 128 thousand
unemployed migrant workers are counted (Table 7). The chance is rather high that this group will
need a PD U1 certificate to prove periods of insurance or (self)-employment in another country.

4.1.1.6  Estimated number of proven period of insurance (PD U1)

By counting the estimated number unemployed cross-border workers (4.1.1.4) and migrant workers
(4.1.1.5) together, we become a total result of 202 thousand unemployed persons who may need a
PD U1 certificate to prove periods of insurance of (self)employment from another country. This
seems rather a minimum estimation compared to our other estimation of unemployed persons who
will issue/receive a PD U1 certificate, namely 341 thousand unemployed persons (see Table 8).

* Currently the average unemployment rate in incoming country is used, while the unemployment rate of foreign EU nationals is usually
somewhat higher than nationals of the declaring country. However, the activity rate of foreign EU nationals is considerably higher
and their employment rate is also higher. So compared to the size of the working age population the share of unemployed is not
higher for foreign EU nationals.



Table 6: Estimated number of cross-border workers who will become unemployed, in .000

Column Labels (country of employment)
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* Row and column totals which lay above the reliability limits are indicated with a *. Please take notice that some of the figures mentioned in the row and column totals are not reliable. This will specifically be the
case for the detailed cells. For an overview of the LFS reliability limits see Annex 10.7: http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu Ifs/LFS MAIN/Related documents/reliab_annual average.htm
** Red colour: frontier workers; yellow colour: national unemployment; ‘EU-27’= total unemployment

Source: Estimate based on LFS and 2012 Ageing Report


http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_lfs/LFS_MAIN/Related_documents/reliab_annual_average.htm

Table 7: Estimated number of recent mobile workers who will become unemployed

current/previous
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EU27 94756

* The unemployment rate of 2010 (Ageing Report) was multiplied by the number of recent migrant workers (Eurostat migration statistics)

** Row lable: current residence and column lable: previous residence

Source Estimate based on Eurostat migration statistics and 2012 Ageing Report




4.1.2 Aggregation of periods of employment/insurance/self-employment

When making the decision to grant the unemployment insurance benefit all completed
unemployment insurance periods in other member countries shall be taken into consideration. The
unemployment insurance periods completed in different countries are then to be aggregated. In the
following paragraphs, we aim to assess the extent to which periods of insurance and (self-)
employment in another EU Member State were taken into account when granting unemployment
benefits. Therefore, the number of PD U1 or E301 forms received and issued was counted.

Ideally, a distinction should be made between frontier workers, ‘other’ cross-border workers and
migrant workers:

Frontier workers return to their country of residence daily, or at least once a week.
‘Other’ cross-border workers return to their country of residence less than once a
week.

Migrant workers worked and lived already in the competent MS before their
unemployment but will prove completed periods of insurance or (self-)employment in
another Member State.

For only some EU Member States, it was possible to make this distinction.

Furthermore, in our original questionnaire, we aimed to find data which would make it possible to
distinguish between the number of PD U1/E301 forms received each year and the number of ‘unique
persons’ behind these forms. This distinction might be relevant, as a single person can submit more
than one form during a single year. However, in this analysis both questions are discussed together in
the ambition to extrapolate to an EU-27 level.

Also, we did not ask specifically for the number of PD U1/E301 forms issued by each EU Member
State(questionnaire was limited to 14 MS). Nevertheless, it was possible to obtain statistics for some
other EU Member States and these are included in this report.

We compared the number of documents received and the number of documents issued. This for two
specific reasons: firstly, it enabled us to fill gaps in the data on the PD U1/E301 forms received.
Secondly, it allowed us to cross-check the data collected (e.g. whether the number of PD U1/E301
received forms from a specific EU Member State equals the number of PD U1/E301 forms issued by
the other EU Member State).

Below, results from the questionnaire regarding the aggregation of periods are summarised. It will be
mentioned explicitly in the text when another source than the questionnaire is used. Also, we will
refer to the different tables added in Annex of this report. The number of received PD U1 certificates
will be compared to the total number of unemployed persons. For this, data from the
‘unemployment — LFS adjusted series’ was used. An unemployed person is defined in the LFS as “a
person 15 to 74 years of age (16 to 74 years in ES, IT and the UK) who was not employed during the
reference week, had actively sought work during the past four weeks and was ready to begin working
immediately or within two weeks” (Eurostat)*.

4.1.2.1  Number of received and issued PDU1/E301 forms

* http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_SDDS/en/une_esms.htm



Number of PD U1/ E301 forms received

Data on the number of PD U1/ E301 forms received (or ‘unique’ persons involved) was collected for
Belgium, Estonia, France, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic, Sweden and UK. Only for four countries
the distinction between frontier workers, cross-border workers and migrant workers could be made:
France, Poland, Romania and Sweden. For the other EU Member States, it was not possible to obtain
data.

In 2012, the competent institutions in Belgium took 2,400 PD U1 forms into account in granting an
unemployment benefit (cf. Table 59 and Table 61). This is not the actual number of PD U1’s received
by the Belgian competent institution; which shall be (much) higher. Only the PD U1’s which were
used to grant an unemployment benefit because of a too short period of insurance or (self-
Jemployment in Belgium are counted. Most of the PD U1 documents taken into account were for
periods of insurance and (self-)employment completed in neighbouring countries, primarily the
Netherlands (45.5%) and Luxembourg (31.9%), but also France (5.4%) and Germany (4.9%). The
figure for Spain was also relatively important (4.9%). As the average number of unemployed in
Belgium in 2012 was 369,000, this implies that only 0.7% of Belgium’s unemployed made use of the
PD U1l document to receive an unemployment benefit.

Between 2010 and 2012, the number of PD U1/E301 forms received by Estonia increased by 38%
(from 1,505 to 2,082) (cf. Table 59 and Table 61). Of these, 53.5% were issued by Finland (in 2012).
The proportion of the unemployed in Estonia providing a PD U1 to receive an unemployment benefit
in 2012 was 2.9%.

In 2011, 50,003 people were granted an unemployment benefit in France which took periods from
other EU Member States into account (see CLEISS (2012), Rapport Statistique 2011)*. Of this group,
49,961 were in the cross-border worker category and 42 were migrant workers (however, based on
article 61 Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004 and not art. 65)*°. As in the case of Belgium, most of the

PD U1/E301 forms received were issued by neighbouring countries, in particular Switzerland (48.2%),
but also Luxembourg (20.7%), Germany (15.1%) and Belgium (14.8%). The percentage of the total
average number of unemployed in France in 2011 providing a PD U1 form was 1.8%.

Poland received a PD U1 for 13,884 cross-border workers (77.8% of the total) and 3,980 migrant
workers (22.2% of the total) in 2011 (Table 59, Table 60 and Table 61). The forms were primarily
issued by the United Kingdom (42.3%), the Netherlands (18.6%), Ireland (10.2%) and Germany
(9.2%). In 2011, 1.2% of Poland’s unemployed provided a PD U1 to receive an unemployment
benefit. For Poland, as well the number of PD U1 documents received as the number of ‘unique
persons’ concerned are known. One person received 1.1 PD U1 documents (19,432 forms compared
to 17,481 ‘unique’ persons).

For Romania, data was available only on the PD U1 documents delivered by migrant workers. In
2012, 92 forms were received, of which 66% applied to Spain (Table 36).

It was estimated by the national competent institution that the United Kingdom received some
300 PD U1/E301 forms (Table 59 and Table 61). Compared to the data from other Member States,

“® http://www.cleiss.fr/docs/stats/rapportstat2011.html
6 Comment received by HIVA — KU Leuven from CLEISS.



this seems a rather low figure. It means that only 0.012% of the UK’s unemployed would have
provided a PD U1 form.

In 2012, the Slovak Republic received 10,912 PD U1 forms (Table 59 and Table 61). Most were issued
by the Czech Republic (27.9%), United Kingdom (22.1%) and Hungary (15.9%). The Slovak Republic
ranked with Estonia at the top end of the range of the percentage of the unemployed receiving
unemployment benefit based on evidence from a PD U1, i.e. 2.9%.

Finally, Sweden received 2,202 PD U1/E301 forms in 2011 (Table 60 and Table 61). Of these, 1,762
were from cross-border workers (80%) and 427 were from migrant workers (20%). The forms mainly
came from Norway (42.8%) and Denmark (36.6%). Of the total number of unemployed in 2011, 0.6%
had proven periods of insurance or (self-)employment in other Member States to confer
unemployment rights in Sweden.

Number of PD U1/E301 forms issued

Data on the number of PD U1/E301 forms issued were collected for Belgium, Estonia, Luxembourg
and Romania (Table 64).

Belgium issued 11,522 PD U1 forms in 2011 (Table 64). No breakdown by receiving EU Member State
is available, but there is data by nationality. Of the total, 22.9% were issued to Belgian nationals.
According to a recent report (Pacolet, et. al., 2012)*” which sought to provide a detailed profile of
French, Belgian and German frontier workers and their knowledge and use of, and satisfaction with
social security benefits (especially sickness benefits), 33% of the frontier workers living in France and
working in Belgium are born in Belgium. However, a PD U1 might also be issued for a migrant worker
coming from Belgium but living and working in another Member State. Of the PD U1’s issued by the
Belgian authorities, 61.2% were for French nationals.

T pacolet, J., De Wispelaere, F. & De Coninck, A. (2012), The social security rights of frontier workers. A survey on their knowledge, use
and satisfaction, focusing on sickness benefits, HIVA-KU Leuven.



Between 2010 and 2012, the number of PD U1 forms issued by Estonia increased by 45.3% (from 428
to 622 forms) (Table 64). Of these, 73% were used to request an unemployment benefit in Finland.

The number of PD U1/E301 forms issued by Luxembourg is indicative of the popularity of this
country for mobile workers (Table 64). In 2012, Luxembourg issued 18,875 PD U1 forms, an increase
of 5.9% compared to 2010. A high percentage of the forms were received by the French authorities
(63.1%). An important number also went to Belgium (15.9%) and Germany (15.4%).

For Romania, we were only able to obtain the number of PD U1 forms issued for migrant workers. In
2012, this was 5,067 (Table 64).

Estimated number of PD U1l to be received: mid-term (2015) and long-term projection (2020)

Data on the total number of PD U1 forms received was obtained from six EU Member States
(Belgium, France, Estonia, Poland, Slovak Republic and Sweden) by way of the launched
guestionnaire. The proportion of unemployed (LFS definition ‘Average annual unemployed persons
(from 14 to 75 years)’) with proven periods of insurance or (self-)employment from other Member
States entitling them to unemployment rights is for this group of countries on average 1.6%.

Based on the number of received PD U1 forms by 6 Member States and data from the 2012 Ageing
Report, we aimed to make projections of the baseline scenario for 2015 and 2020. For these
calculations we will use the number of unemployed persons between 20 and 64 years calculated for
2010 and projected for further years (which differs from the definition used above for an
unemployed person (from 14 to 75 years)). From the data we have collected in these Member States,
we learned that in general 1.6% of the unemployed persons (from 20 to 64 years) received a PD U1
to prove a period of insurance of (self-)employment from another Member State. This percentage
was applied to the total number of unemployed persons residing in Member States for which we
found no data. By counting together the survey data together with these estimates, we estimate the
total number PD U1 on 341 thousand issued certificates.

If we take into account the unemployment projections for 2015 and 2020 (between 20-64) —found in
the 2012 Ageing Report and calculated by applying an unemployment rate to the labour force - the
absolute number of issued PD U1 is expected to decrease to 324 thousand forms by 2015 and to 300
thousand forms in 2020. However, here we take only the evolution of the number of unemployed
persons into account. Besides, also other variables can/will change in the future (e.g. share of PD U1
compared to total unemployment).



Table 8: Estimated number of received PD U1 in the EU-27: 2010, 2015 & 2020

Unemployed Number PD Ul certificates

persons (20-64) - 2010/2011/2012 2010 2015 2020
Country 2010 (in .000) Survey Estimate Total
BE 385 2.400 2.400 2.387 2.310
BG 351 5.541 5.541 4.655 3.909
Ccz 367 5.792 5.792 5.310 4.973
DK 184 2.902 2.902 1.886 1.880
DE 2.826 44.663 44.663 38.344 37.462
EE 111 2.082 2.082 1.769 1.620
IE 269 4.258 4.258 4,501 4.163
EL 640 10.114 10.114 10.867 8.569
ES 4.405 69.615 69.615 70.352 62.173
FR 2.601 50.003 50.003 47.278 44.121
T 1.985 31.369 31.369 27.606 28.502
CY 26 412 412 395 363
LV 207 3.273 3.273 3.429 3.058
LT 287 4.535 4,535 4.385 4.022
LU 10 157 157 182 180
HU 473 7.473 7.473 7.974 7.787
MT 10 159 159 165 167
NL 325 5.133 5.133 4,138 4.031
AT 169 2.664 2.664 2,511 2.529
PL 1.696 19.432 19.432 15.798 14.780
PT 578 9.138 9.138 10.360 9.406
RO 684 10.805 10.805 10.035 9.408
Sl 72 1.146 1.146 1.368 1.313
SK 374 10.912 10.912 10.801 10.020
Fl 195 3.080 3.080 2.372 2.353
SE 340 2.202 2.202 1.852 1.849
UK 2.023 31.965 31.965 33.565 29.042
EU27 21.593 341.223 324.285 299.991
Share PD U1 in total
unemployment 1,6%

Source: Estimate based on collected administrative data and 2012 Ageing Report

4.1.2.2  Expenditure on unemployment benefits based on PD Ul

Estimated share of actual expenditure on unemployment benefits based on PD U1l in total
expenditure on unemployment benefits (2010)

It is interesting to see how much is paid to those in unemployment with proven certified periods
from other Member States and how much of global national expenditure on unemployment benefits
this amount represents. We received data on this from only three Member States: Belgium, France
and Sweden (Table 63). More detail (i.e. a distinction between cross-border workers and migrant
workers) was available for France and Sweden.

In Belgium, € 10.5 million was paid (in 2012) to those who needed a PD U1 to receive a Belgian
unemployment benefit, or 0.2% of the total expenditure on full unemployment benefits (Table 63).
Of this, 47.8% was paid to unemployed who proved a period of insurance or (self-) employment in
the Netherlands.

France paid € 516.8 million in 2011 to people in unemployment who aggregated their periods
(mostly cross-border workers) or 1.8% of total expenditure (Table 63 based on CLEISS — Rapport
Statistique 2011)*8. Of this, 59% of the amount was paid to those with a PD U1 issued by Switzerland.

“8 http://www.cleiss.fr/docs/stats/rapportstat2011.html



Finally, Sweden paid € 22.6 million to this group in 2011. Of this, 90.4% was paid to former cross-
border workers and 9.6% to migrant workers. Overall, this was 1.1% of total expenditure on full
unemployment benefits. Of the total, 48.8% was paid to unemployed who proved insurance periods
or (self-)employment in Denmark.

Estimated annual expenditure on unemployment benefits based on PD U1: projections for 2015
and 2020

The maximal annual amount paid to unemployed persons (if we assume that the unemployed did not
find a job during the first year of unemployment) who received a PD U1 to prove an insurance period
or (self) employment from another Member State can be counted by multiplying the number of
estimated PD U1 with the unemployment benefit per unemployed person (in 2010 prices; projected
in the 2012 Ageing Report). For 2010, a maximal cost of € 2.07 billion was found. The cost is expected
to increase (in absolute figures) to € 2.19 billion in 2015 and to € 2.22 billion in 2020 (in prices of
2010), driven by an increase of the unemployment benefit per unemployed person. However, the
breakdown by unemployment cross-border workers and migrant workers is not available. This will be
needed to calculate the amount of reimbursement claims between Member States in the baseline
scenario and in the other policy options.

Table 9: Yearly estimated amount paid to unemployed persons who received a PD U1 2010, 2015 & 2020

(in EUR)

Country 2010 2015 2020
BE 45.878.431 48.782.839 52.155.037
BG 2.516.832 2.471.472 2.322.888
cz 8.027.591 6.652.968 7.186.203
DK 27.275.731 31.783.290 32.826.734
DE 398.330.179 328.682.432 343.068.285
EE 1.518.594 1.858.606 1.770.909
IE 63.734.663 94.364.726 93.279.335
EL 21.888.545 26.519.430 24.170.753
ES 329.610.962 506.983.065 499.125.905
FR 628.907.844 606.380.743 615.469.499
T 182.408.485 124.846.947 134.065.386
CY 1.352.362 1.776.380 1.704.303
LV 1.931.038 2.806.052 2.616.456
LT 1.818.909 2.644.527 2.406.524
LU 3.920.411 4.051.466 4.481.929
HU 6.222.745 7.798.320 7.200.469
MT 350.413 392.599 429.635
NL 147.679.662 150.795.264 153.916.161
AT 33.870.424 32.911.289 35.627.495
PL 7.715.169 5.050.554 5.435.764
PT 33.148.229 41.487.201 37.282.160
RO 8.671.472 5.181.187 5.330.893
SI 1.760.835 2.869.468 2.773.374
SK 4.421.393 3.859.319 3.856.759
Fl 45.870.693 43.047.636 47.213.365
SE 13.164.269 14.700.827 15.717.881
UK 70.938.271 102.605.656 102.341.181
EU27 2.072.294.040 2.187.664.422 2.224.972.628

Source: Estimate based on estimated number of PD U1 and 2012 Ageing Report

4.1.3 Export of unemployment benefits




4.1.3.1 Number of issued PD U2

The PD U2 is the authorisation which an unemployed person needs to export his/her unemployment
benefit if (s)he wishes to move to another EU country to look for work. The competent national
institution is responsible for granting this authorisation.

Statistics on the extent to which requests to export unemployment benefits are accepted or refused
are available for Sweden and Poland. In 2012, Sweden refused 37% of the requests for a PD U2
(Table 65). In 2011, only 19% of the requests were refused. The Polish competent institution refused
23% of the requests (in 2011). No further information could be collected on the proportion of
persons who requested a prolongation of the export period to 6 months (the acceptance/refusal
ratio).

For ten EU Member States (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Poland, Slovak Republic, Sweden and United Kingdom), data were received on the number of PD U2
issued (Table 65).

Austria issued 1,186 PD U2’s (in 2012) (detail by Member State is not available) (Table 65). This is
0.63% of the average annual unemployed persons.

Belgium issued 1,081 PD U2’s (in 2011), of which most for France (46.3%) but also 16.9% for Spain
(Table 65).

Denmark provided 1,108 authorisations (in 2011) to seek a job abroad of which 18.9% for the United
Kingdom, 12.5% for Germany and 12.4% for Spain (Table 65).

Estonia issued 64 PD U2's (in 2012), which was a decrease of 7.2% compared to 2011 (69 forms)
(Table 65).

Luxembourg issued 148 PD U2’s (in 2012), mainly to seek a job in France (32.4%) and Portugal
(24.3%) (Table 65 based on Report of ‘Le gouvernement du Grand-duché de Luxembourg. Agence
pour le développement de I'emploi — Les activités de I'agence pour le développement de I'emploi en
2012’)*. The number of PD U2’s issued decreased by 16.1% in 2011 compared to 2010, but increased
again in 2012 by 28.7% compared to 2011. In 2012, the number of authorisations granted in
Luxembourg to look for a job in another Member State was 1.14% of the average annual number of
unemployed persons. This is the highest percentage in our sample of described Member States.

Poland issued 118 PD U2’s (in 2011), mainly for Germany (34.7%) and the United Kingdom (33.9%)
(Table 65).

The competent institution in the Netherlands issued 637 PD U2’s in 2012, of which 18.2% both for
Germany and for Austria (Table 65 based on report UWV — Kwantitatieve informatie 2011).

Romania issued 11 PD U2’s in 2012 (Table 65).

The Slovak Republic issued 79 certificates in 2012, mainly to look for a job in the Czech Repubilic,
Germany and the United Kingdom (Table 65).

“ http://www.adem.public.lu/publications/index.html#Rapports



In 2012, Sweden issued 264 PD U2/E303 forms (Table 65 based on report IAF)*. This was 11% fewer
than in 2011. Most of the forms were for those wanting to look for a job in the United Kingdom
(15.4%) or Spain (14.7%). More detail about trends in the number of PD U2/E303 forms issued and
the profile of the jobseeker is available for Sweden. There has been a strong decrease in the number
of PD U2/E303 forms issued in last decade. E.g. in 2004, even 1,036 E303’s were issued. 87.4% of the
unemployed who received a PD U2 form (between May 2010 and August 2011) actually went abroad
to look for a job. These jobseekers were mainly aged between 30 and 39 (44%). More unemployed
women (58%) than men (42%) went looking for a job abroad. 46% of those with a PD U2 who were
not born in Sweden were seeking a job in their country of birth.

Finally, it was estimated by the competent national institution that the United Kingdom issued about
300 PD U2’s (Table 65).

For the EU-27, an estimate of the number of PD U2’s issued can be made by using the statistics
collected together with data from Eurostat (LFS definition ‘Average annual unemployed persons
(from 14 to 75 years)’). We have the total number of PD U2’s issued for 10 EU Member States,
collected by way of launching a questionnaire. This suggests that on average only 0.11% of the
unemployed looked for a job abroad. Extrapolating this percentage to arrive at an estimate of the
total number of PD U2’s issued in the EU-27 each year the resulting estimation is an annual issue of
23,700 PD U2’s.

Policies on refusal/approval of requests for a prolongation vary considerably between Member
States. For example, Sweden refused all 35 requests for prolongation in 2011, while Poland in the
same year accepted all 20 requests for prolongation (Table 66).

The main aim of the possibility of exporting unemployment benefits under the current rules is that
the unemployed person actually finds a job abroad. A proxy for the success rate could be calculated
for the unemployed from Belgium, Poland and Sweden who have moved abroad (export PD U2) and
for the unemployed from other Member States who have sought a job in the Netherlands (import PD
U2) (Table 67). Of the unemployed in Belgium who received a PD U2, 44% actually found a job
abroad. The success rate for the unemployed people coming from Belgium in the two most popular
Member States for looking for a job, namely France and Spain, was 46% and 36%. However, this
should be considered as a broad definition of the success rate for Belgium. It is based on the number
of people who are no longer registered within the Belgian National Employment Office after their
period of export. This might be for different reasons: they have found work in the country of export,
they have found work in Belgium, or they moved to some other country. The success rates for Poland
and Sweden are 10% and 12%. For the incoming jobseekers in the Netherlands®?, a success rate of
22.8% was obtained. So the rates are highly variable.

4.1.3.2  Number of received PD U2

Figures were available for the number of PD U2’s received in five Member States (Estonia, France,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Sweden) (Table 68).

Shttp://www.iaf.se/Global/Fakta%200m%_20arbets|%C3%B6shetsf%C3%B6rs%C3%A4kringen/Vilka%20personer%20s%C3%B6ker%20a
rbete%20i%20Europa%20med%20svensk%20arbetsl%C3%B6shetsers%C3%A4ttning.pdf
%! Information from the Dutch Institute for Employees Insurances (UWV) provided by Fleur Veltkamp (DG EMPL).



In 2012, Estonia received 41 PD U2’s, mainly from Ireland. This is an increase of 17.1% compared to
2011 (35 forms received).

For France, only the number of received E303 forms in 2011 is available, mainly issued by Switzerland
and Norway (Table 68 based on CLEISS — Rapport Statistique 2011)2.

Luxembourg received 171 certificates for jobseekers in 2012, many of them coming from Portugal
(based on Report of ‘Le gouvernement du Grand-duché de Luxembourg. Agence pour le
développement de I'emploi — Les activités de I'agence pour le développement de I'emploi en
2012’)*%. The number of PD U2 received by Luxembourg has increased in recent years, mainly due to
a spectacular increase in the number of jobseekers coming from Portugal.

In 2012, the Netherlands received 483 PD U2’s, mostly from Spain.

Finally, Sweden welcomed 691 jobseekers from other Member States. The number of persons
seeking a job in Sweden has fluctuated strongly over the years (lowest in 2000 and highest in 2004).>*

Observing the row totals for the number of issued PD U2 forms (Table 65), France, Germany, Spain
and the United Kingdom seem to be the most popular Member States in which to look for a job.

4.13.3 Mid-term and long-term projection of the number of exported unemployment benefits

Statistical data about the number of PD U2 issued was already obtained for 10 EU Member States.
This administrative information could be compared by the number of unemployed persons between
20 and 64 years calculated for 2010 and projected for further years (which differs from the definition
used above for an unemployed person (from 14 to 75 years)). On average 0.11% of the unemployed
persons in the countries of which administrative information is available moved abroad to seek work
and export their unemployment benefits. This percentage was applied to the number of unemployed
persons (20-64) in the other 17 EU Member States.

Taking together both components (survey data and estimates) we estimate that 23.7 thousand
unemployed persons have exported their unemployment benefits in 2010. Based on the projections
of the 2012 Ageing report, the number of jobseekers moving abroad would decrease to 22.8
thousand unemployed persons in 2015 and 21.2 thousand unemployed persons in 2020.

52 http://www.cleiss.fr/docs/stats/rapportstat2011.html
% http://www.adem.public.lu/publications/index.html#Rapports
% See also http://www.iaf.se/Statistik/EUEES-arenden/



Table 10: A projection of the number of export unemployment benefits (PD U2): 2010, 2015 & 2020

Unemployed Number PD U2 certificates

persons (20-64) - 2010/2011/2012 2010 2015 2020
Country 2010 (in .000) Survey Estimate Total
BE 385 1.081 1.081 1.075 1.040
BG 351 385 385 323 272
cz 367 402 402 369 346
DK 184 1.108 1.108 720 718
DE 2.826 3.103 3.103 2.664 2.603
EE 111 64 64 54 50
IE 269 296 296 313 289
EL 640 703 703 755 595
ES 4.405 4.837 4.837 4.888 4.320
FR 2.601 2.856 2.856 2.701 2.520
T 1.985 2.180 2.180 1.918 1.980
CcY 26 29 29 27 25
LV 207 227 227 238 213
LT 287 315 315 305 279
LU 10 148 148 172 170
HU 473 519 519 554 541
MT 10 11 11 11 12
NL 325 637 637 513 500
AT 169 1.186 1.186 1.118 1.126
PL 1.696 118 118 96 90
PT 578 635 635 720 654
RO 684 11 11 10 10
Sl 72 80 80 95 91
SK 374 79 79 407 378
Fl 195 214 214 165 163
SE 340 264 264 222 222
UK 2.023 2.221 2.221 2.332 2.018
EU27 21.593 23.710 22.769 21.225
Share PD U2 in total
unemployment 0,11%

Source: Estimate based on collected administrative data (cf. Annex 10.1.1 — UB) and 2012 Ageing Report

4.1.3.4  Number of exported unemployment benefits vs. total number of persons seeking a job abroad

Jobseekers can create a CV in EURES and make it available for registered employers and EURES
advisers helping employers to find suitable candidates. Those people generally still reside in their
origin country. In June 2013 about 1 million jobseekers were registered on the EURES Portal (=
current stock). Most registered jobseekers live in Spain, Italy and Portugal. As this number is the
current stock of registered jobseekers it is necessary to have also an overview of the yearly new
registered jobseekers. This could be a proxy of the total number of (unemployed) jobseekers looking
for a job abroad but not a good proxy of people looking for a job in another country in which they
already established. Between June 2012 and June 2013 about 274 thousand new persons registered
on the EURES Portal. We estimated that about 23.7 thousand unemployed persons receive a PD U2
which is 8.7% of the total number of ‘new’ registered jobseekers in EURES.



Table 11: Number of jobseekers registered in EURES cv online and comparison with estimated number of
PD U2 certificates issued, by country of residence, in .000

Jobseekers registered in EURES % share PD

(stock) Number U2in total

June June Absolute  of PDU2 registerd
Country 2013 2012 difference issued  jobseekers

Spain 294 209 85
Italy 155 109 46
Portugal 79 60 19
Romania 77 63 14
Poland 58 48 10
Germany 43 37 6
France 38 32 6
Greece 39 29 10
Other MS 252 172 80
AllEU 1035 761 274 24 8,7%

Source: Own calculations based on estimate EU-27 and EC, EU Employment and Social Situation — Quarterly Review June 2013.

4.1.4  Estimated cros-border expenditure on unemployment benefits

In order to estimate the budgetary impact of the baseline scenario, the estimated number of
unemployed cross-border workers based on the LFS and the unemployment rates of the Ageing
Report is multiplied by the annual unemployment benefit per unemployed person (in 2010 prices;
projected in the 2012 Ageing Report). For each of the flows between Member States (in the different
cells) the unemployment benefit of the country of last activity and the unemployment benefit of the
country of residence was taken into consideration (see Table 89).

Under current rules unemployed frontier workers must claim unemployment benefits in the country
of residence while unemployed other cross-border workers can choose to claim unemployment
benefits in the country of last employment or in the country of residence. Due to fact the other
cross-border worker can choose, an assumption has to be made about how many of them return to
the country of residence and how many stay in the country of last activity. We assume first that 50%
of the other unemployed cross-border workers will return and 50% will stay. An alternative
assumption could be based on the rational decision which Member State (country of last activity or
country of residence) is paying the highest unemployment benefit.

The actual total yearly expenditure is estimated based on the unemployment benefit per
unemployed person in prices 2010 (unemployment benefit spending in 2010 prices / (labour force *
unemployment rate)) taken up in the 2012 Ageing Report as also the estimated unemployed cross-
border workers. This yearly expenditure assumes that the unemployed person did not find a job
during the first year of unemployment.> A breakdown between the expenditure by the country of
residence (Table 43) or the country of last activity (Table 44) is made. We also refer to bilateral
expenditure between countries.

The baseline scenario (option A) whereby frontier workers have to return to the country of residence
and other cross-border workers can choose between the country of residence or the country of last
activity involves a yearly expenditure of € 540.0 million of which € 392.4 million related to frontier

% The reader has to take this assumption into account when reading the estimated budgetary impact. A more ‘realistic’ calculation of the
yearly expenditure could be obtained by taking into consideration the average duration of the unemployment (which is an
indicator in the LFS) and the specific national rules concerning the maximum length of the payment of the unemployment benefit.



workers when assuming that 50% of the other cross-border workers are returning to their country of
residence (Table 89 - baseline scenarioAl). This involves that 81% of the yearly expenditure on cross-
border workers will be paid by the country of residence and 19% by the country of last activity.”® The
specific expenditure for frontier workers will be fully covered by the country of residence.

Assuming for the baseline scenario that other cross-border workers choose on the basis of the
amount of the unemployment benefit (= rational decision) (baseline scenarioA2), involves a yearly
expenditure of € 638.5 million or an increase of 18.2% compared to the first baseline scenario (Table
90). 70% of this expenditure shall be paid by the country of residence while 30% by the country of
last activity (Table 90). It implies that in more than 50% of the cases it is more interesting to claim an
unemployment benefit in the country of last activity.

415 Reimbursement claims

4.1.5.1 Number and value of received reimbursement claims

The unemployment benefits paid by the country of residence and the country of last activity do not
completely reflect the burden sharing of unemployment benefits. Also the amounts of
reimbursement should be taken into account.

Claims can be made by the country of residence to the country of last activity for fully unemployed
frontier workers but also for other cross-border workers who have decided to register with the
competent institution in their country of residence. The country of last activity shall reimburse the
unemployed benefits provided in the country of residence during the first three months or five
months (when the unemployed person during the preceding 24 months, completed at least 12
months of (self)employment in the country of last activity). Data were collected on the number of
claims received (as debtor) and the number of claims issued (as creditor) (Table 71 and Table 72).

It was possible to describe the position as debtor (from request until receipt of reimbursement) in
the case of six Member States (Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Poland, Romania and Slovak Republic).
This means that we have data on the cross-border workers who had worked in these Member States
but are receiving an unemployment benefit in their current country of residence.

In 2011, Belgium received reimbursement requests for an amount of € 11.3 million or 3,664 cases
(Table 71). France accounted for 84.6% of the cases and 73.8% of the amount requested. This is not
surprising when we look at the number of PD U1 forms issued by Belgium.

Denmark received 1,637 reimbursement requests, of which 67.5% came from Germany (Table 71).

There was no detailed information for Germany, but the comment was made by the competent
institution (received by the national expert) that some 7,000 reimbursement requests had been
received (in the second semester 2011 and first semester 2012) (Table 71).>’

% However, also the amount of the reimbursement claim should be taken into account. This will imply a higher amount paid by the country
of last activity. But also the duration of the unemployment will have an important impact. Actually, the total cost could be
allocated to the country of last activity when the duration of unemployment of the unemployed frontier worker/ other cross-border
worker is lower than 3 or 5 months and when the claim of reimbursement by the country of residence is equal or lower than the
unemployment benefits paid in the country of last activity.

57 Comments received from competent institution in Germany:

“For several reasons we cannot provide detailed information on statistical data about reimbursement:



Poland only received 84 claims, for an amount € 207,000, mainly issued by Germany (Table 71).
Further detail on the treatment of the reimbursement request is available for Poland. Poland
partially accepted 88% of the reimbursement requests, 4% were not accepted and 7% were entirely
accepted. This might due to the fact that the amount of reimbursement cannot be higher than the
amount payable under the legislation of the country of last activity (see art. 65, 6 Regulation (EC) No.
883/2004).”® E.g. when we compare the ‘Unemployment benefit per unemployed person in 2010
prices’ calculated in the 2012 Ageing Report we find that the yearly unemployment benefit in
Germany (€ 8,919) is much higher than in Poland (€ 397). The impact of this legal boundary will be
discussed further in this report.

In 2011, Romania received reimbursement claims for an amount of € 49,167 (Table 71). Most of the
claims were sent by Germany. Romania partially accepted 54% of the reimbursement requests, while
45% were not accepted and only 1% entirely accepted. Also here will the maximum amount of
reimbursement play an important role as the unemployment benefit paid in Romania will be in some
cases lower than the unemployment benefits paid in other Member States.

Finally, in 2011 the Slovak Republic received reimbursement requests for an amount of € 102,000
(Table 71).

4.15.2 Number and value of issued reimbursement claims

The position as creditor can be described for the same six Member States (Table 72). This means that
we collected data on cross-border workers receiving unemployment benefits in these Member States
after having worked in other Member States.

In 2011, Belgium sent 3,353 reimbursement requests for an amount of € 8.7 million (Table 72). Most
of these claims were sent to neighbouring countries (France, Germany, Netherlands and
Luxembourg).

Denmark only issued eight reimbursement requests (Table 72).

No detail was available for Germany. However, the relevant German institution sent yearly about
16,000 reimbursement requests (second semester 2011 — first semester 2012) (Table 72). See for the
German case the comments made as debtor (footnote).

Poland issued 7,599 reimbursement requests in 2011 for an amount of € 4.7 million (Table 72). Most
of the Polish claims were received by the United Kingdom (41% of cases) and the Netherlands (23%

1. The numbers are still not stable for diverse reasons. E.g.

** the reimbursement rules have recently changed (with the introduction of Decision U4 of the Administrative Commission) and may change
again in future;

** MS (Member States) changed / will change the way / periodicity how they submit their claims;

** some rather large MS have not sent any claims until now (probably because of problems within their administrations);

** One important partner for Germany is Switzerland. We do not yet have meaningful statistical data because the application period of the
reimbursement procedure is rather short.

2. We do not know whether our partner MS would agree that we provide information regarding claims from or towards the respective MS.
Therefore we can only provide a rough estimation about yearly reimbursement claims. The estimation is based on claims from the second
semester 2011 (submitted in the first semester 2012) and the first semester 2012 (submitted in the second semester 2012).

** yearly claims from Germany (Germany as creditor): 16.000 cases;

** yearly foreign claims towards Germany (Germany as debtor): 7.000 cases”.

% This limitation is not foreseen in the healthcare chapter of Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004. It would have an important impact on the
amounts of reimbursement for LTC benefits in kind.



of cases). The debtor country rejected 71% of these Polish claims, while 29% of the claims were
entirely accepted. The rejection rate is mainly influenced by the decision of the United Kingdom to
reject all claims (644) from Poland.

Romania sent a total amount of € 33,000 of reimbursement claims, mainly to Germany and
Luxembourg. Of Romania’s claims, 76% were entirely accepted and 24% not accepted (Table 72).

Finally, the Slovak Republic claimed an amount of € 2.4 million, of which 42.9% was sought from the
Czech Republic (Table 72).

The extent to which Member States experience labour mobility will have an impact on the number
and amount of reimbursement claims.

For example: The number of incoming cross-border workers in Belgium is high, but the number of
outgoing cross-border workers is even higher (Table 83). This high degree of labour mobility results in
high levels of reimbursement requests sent and received. The amount of reimbursement requested
(€ 8.7 million in 2012) will to a large extent compensate for the unemployment benefits paid out by
the Belgian competent institution to former cross-border workers (€ 10.5 million in 2012). Germany,
Poland and the Slovak Republic have a high number of outgoing cross-border workers which results
in a much higher number/amount of claims issued compared to claims received. At the same time,
Denmark and Romania attract more cross-border workers, which results in a higher amount/more
case of claims received. The reimbursement procedure mainly affects Luxembourg and Switzerland,
which have a high number of incoming cross-border workers (see Table 81, Table 82, and Table 83).

4.15.3  Estimates of current reimbursement claims for the EU-27

A breakdown between claims for 3 months or 5 months is not available in the data of the launched
questionnaire.>® None of the responding countries could make this distinction in our questionnaire.
In order to make an estimate, we will assume 3 months of claims (minimum scenario). Another
crucial element which we should take into account for the calculation is the fact that the amount of
reimbursement by the country of last activity is limited to the maximum unemployment benefit the
unemployment person would receive in case of unemployment in the country of last activity.* For
this exercise, we have multiplied the estimated number of unemployed cross-border workers based
on the LFS and the unemployment rates of the Ageing Report by the unemployment benefit per
unemployed person for three months (in 2010 prices; projected in the 2012 Ageing Report). For that
reason the figures concerning the estimated yearly expenditure on unemployment benefits for
unemployed cross-border workers should be read together with the figures dealing with the
estimated reimbursement claims to assess who is sharing the burden of unemployment.

For each of the flows between MS (in the different cells) the unemployment benefit of the country of
last activity and the unemployment benefit of the country of residence is taken into consideration
(see also Table 95). The unemployment benefit of the country of residence will be used to calculate
the claim of reimbursement. Also, this claim will be compared with the actual reimbursement taking
into account the rule that the reimbursement cannot be higher than the amount payable, in the case
of unemployment, under the legislation of the country of last activity (=maximum amount). The
actual reimbursement will be equal to the claim when the unemployment benefit in the country of

% Art. 65, 6 and 7, Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004.
% See art. 65, 6, Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004; art. 70 and Annex 5 Implementing Regulation (EC) No. 987/2009.



residence is lower than or equal to the unemployment benefit in the country of last activity. The
actual reimbursement will be equal to the unemployment benefit in the country of residence
(=maximum amount) when the unemployment benefit in the country of residence is lower than the
country of last activity (Table 95-Table 99).

The baseline scenario A1 whereby frontier workers have to return to the country of residence and
other cross-border workers can choose between the country of residence or the country of last
activity involves a claim of € 108.8 million of which € 98.1 million for frontier workers when we
assume that 50% of the other cross-border workers return to their country of residence (Table 95).
However, these claims are based on the unemployment benefits paid by the country of residence
and not on the maximum payable amount by the country of last activity. It implies for this baseline
scenario that the reimbursement will be 24% lower than the possible actual claim (see baseline
scenario Ala - Table 96).

If other cross-border workers are making a rational decision on the basis of the amount of the
unemployment benefit (baseline scenario A2a - Table 97 & Table 98), the claim will increase with 3%
compared to the baseline scenario Ala whereby 50% of the other cross-border workers are returning
to their country of residence.

4.1.6 Estimated current administrative costs and burden

4.1.6.1 Data limitations

In order to allow the stakeholders to identify the time spent on the information obligations related to
the Regulations, we have defined prior to our visits in the Member States a standard legal process
stemming from the Regulations, in cooperation with the Commission.

During our first visits, we noticed several issues concerning this process:

National administrations have developed their own administrative processes for
processing/handling documents related to cross-border cases for unemployment
benefits and long-term care. These differ substantially between the Member States. As
a result, the experts in the respective countries faced difficulties in plugging the
suggested administrative processes into their national way of working (processing
documents);

The legal process encompassed several sub-administrative processes and documents
and therefore Information Obligations (I10s). The complexity of the different processes
proved to be an obstacle in making precise estimations of the (estimated) time spent
for each of the processes. The experts were often not able to provide robust data on the
time spent per each of the steps defined by the legal process.

Moreover, as the Regulations impose “principles” of coordination more than specific information
obligations in the sense of the SCM, and as the principles were already applied partly or integrally by
the administrations or applied still differently, it proved to be impossible for the stakeholders to
differentiate the specific administrative burden® created by the Regulations from the business-as-
usual (the administrative tasks they would perform anyway in the absence of the Regulations).

" The administrative burden is burden created by a legal requirement while the administrative cost is the full cost of an administrative
process, including the business as usual.



Another consequence of the nature of the Regulations is that each national process is different,
meaning that it results in different requirements, documents, times and complexity. It makes it
impossible to standardize one process that fits all national specificities.

There are examples demonstrating the complexity of the processing of cross-border cases for
unemployment benefits which can result in administrative cost and burden for Member States’
authorities:

The occasionally ‘blurry’ distinction between frontier workers and other cross-border
workers, the distinction between wholly and partially unemployed frontier workers,
the highly interpretable character of the criteria to determine the residence of a worker,
the provisions on the aggregation of periods of insurance, employment and self-
employment, and the reimbursement mechanism were mentioned as factors rendering
the current coordination rules as complex;

While these regulatory distinctions intend to reflect the complexities of real situations
and account for the actual differences between different types of cross-border workers
and different types of national systems, the result is a striking variety of possible cases
in which the interpretation of the rules carried out by each institution plays a
significant role;

There are notable differences in the interpretation and application of the rules on the
aggregation of periods and the extension of the period of export of unemployment
benefits;

The classic distinction between frontier workers and other cross-border workers has
become more problematic. Inter alia, the improvement and reduction in the cost of
different means of transportation has allowed workers to cover ever larger differences
to commute daily or weekly for work. The elements fixed in Article 11 of Regulation
(EC) No 987/2009 are broad enough to prevent mobile workers to know with certainty
their country of residence and hence the legal regime applicable to them in case of
unemployment;

The reimbursement mechanism was often criticized, including claims considering that
it should be made more transparent (Belgium) and that clear guidelines should be
provided to each country (Luxembourg).

While the interviewees in certain countries defended that the current rules are sufficiently clear (e.g.
the German Employment Services), the prevalent view was that the current coordination rules do not
facilitate transparency and could be simplified. The burdensome character of the current rules was
also criticized in countries which did not call for a revision of the coordination rules.

The diversity of opinions and practices in the application of certain aspects of the coordination rules
is a testimony to the complexity of the rules and the lack of transparency they generate (since, given
a similar situation in different regions, the similar outcome is not guaranteed). This complexity and
incoherent understanding and application of the rules create a substantial (administrative) burden
for the (national) administrations. This ‘burden’ is inherent to the management of cases where
different understanding and national administrative processes apply; it goes beyond the definition of
the administrative burden of the SCM where it is related to legal information obligations.

Around 40% of the participating public administrations reported that the EU rules create significant
administrative costs and burden for national administrations. They consider the different types of



forms/documents used per country, the varying requirements/understanding in terms of the
information needed to fill out the documents, their mandatory or optional character and advance
the procedures, and the different delays in the completion and transmission of documents as some
of the most salient and recurrent problems. The reimbursement mechanism was repeatedly
mentioned as a source of burden mainly due to the slow and ineffective communication between
Member States.

“There are high administrative costs in what concerns to the reimbursement of the unemployment
benefits that were paid. Moreover, we would highlight the delay on the treatment of the processes
and the requests for payment that are denied. Because the EU rules create significant administrative
costs and burdens for national administrations, EU law is not uniformly "understood" and applied by
Member States and vice versa. ... Paper SEDs are not always suitable for the exchange of information
and not all MS use the same documents/forms. Reimbursement procedures create high
administrative burden and important costs for both the MS of last activity and the MS of residence
and the cost/benefit ratio is not effective, mainly for the MS of residence. The communications
between institutions is slow and needs to be more effective.”

Several public officials expect the administrative burden to decrease in the next couple of years as a
result of learning effects after the successful implementation and alignment of the rules. While the
adoption of the Regulations took place ten years ago, it has taken time to fine-tune the
implementation of the new rules and procedures. The lack of sound implementation of the new rules
and procedures is particularly visible in a number of Member States. According to the online survey,
64% of the administrations stated that the communication (with other Member States) works well in
general. However, there are problems with specific Member States. These reported problems are
expected to be the main source of administrative costs.

Technological evolution could resolve some of the problems related to cooperation and
communication. However, divergent interpretations of the rules and the information requirements
for the completion of portable documents will continue to pose difficulties in the proper application
of the Regulations.

In light of the limitations associated with the quantification of information obligations stemming
from the application of the Regulations, we have adapted our approach for quantifying the 10s
resulting from the Regulations and for assessing the (potential) impact of the policy options on the
overall administrative process. In our analysis, we focused on a selected number of documents for
which the stakeholders were able to provide robust information on a) the time spent to
process/handle a document and b) the (approximate) number of cases.

We have collected useful information on the processing of documents related to cross-border cases
for unemployment benefits on a) the estimated time and b) the number of cases in the following
countries: Belgium, Poland, Luxembourg and Romania by means of a workshop. Other countries have
provided a wealth of qualitative information which is useful for understanding the underlying
problems related to the processing of the different documents and for assessing the (potential)
impacts of the different options.

Despite the data limitations resulting from the problems discussed in this chapter, the assessment of
the administrative cost (baseline scenario) for a number of key documents provides a robust basis for



assessing the theoretical impact (positive or negative) of the different policy options on the
administrative cost.

4.1.6.2 Aggregation of periods of employment/insurance/self-employment®

The number of PD U1/E301 documents received/issued provides insight into the extent to which
periods of insurance and (self-) employment in another Member State were taken into account when
granting unemployment benefits. For the purpose of the assessment of the administrative costs, we
do not make any distinction between PD U1 documents and E301 documents (Member States are
using either of the documents, depending on their national administrative processes). Both
documents are treated interchangeably for the purpose of this exercise.

In the framework of this study, we have collected data on the number of PD U1 documents ‘issued’
and ‘received’. The following countries provided data on the total number of PD U1 documents
‘issued’: Belgium, Estonia, Luxembourg and Romania. With regards to the number of PD U1 forms
‘received’, we have collected data for Belgium, Estonia, France, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic,
Sweden and the UK. In addition, we have collected data on the aggregation of periods of
employment/insurance/self-employment by means of a workshop in the following countries:
Belgium, Poland and Romania (data provided for E301 only).

In order to assess the administrative costs for the EU-27 stemming from the processing of the PD Ul
documents, we have carried out the following steps according to the Standard Cost Model (SCM)®*:

Calculation of the unit cost per case:

The unit cost per case (processing/handling of a PD U1 form by the administrative staff — clerk level)
provides insight into the total cost for processing one single PD U1 document (in a given Member
State). It is based on the following formula:

Time (T) x Wage (W)

During the workshops and interviews in the Member States, we have collected data on the average
standard time spent for processing/handling a PD U1 document for the following countries: Poland (5
minutes), Belgium (60 minutes) and Romania (363 minutes)®. As the data show, there are stark
differences between the lowest time for processing data/information (Poland - 5 minutes) and
countries where the processing time is relatively higher (Romania - 363 minutes). Belgium (60
minutes) ranges in the middle.

In Poland, for example, the process for handling PD U1 documents is automatized - Poland uses the
portable documents efficiently (the administrative staff faces less administrative burden). According
to the interviewees (national administration), the handling of the documents is reported to be less
burdensome.

62 See also 10.8
& Based on the following formula: Number of cases (N) x Wage (hourly tariff) (W) x Time (minutes) (T).

64 . . . . . .

We have also received a rough, undetailed estimation of the issuance of E 301/PD U1 documents for the Netherlands (source: public
employment service UWV). The average administrative burden to issue this document is estimated at 30 minutes (comparable to Belgium’s
estimates). 90% of the cases is processed within 8 weeks.



In Romania, on the other hand, the administration of E301 documents (note: not PD U1 in this case)
is reported to be more burdensome. According to the interviewees, the administration of simple
cases, with limited or no clarifications requested from the beneficiary or employer, may take
minimum 1 hour of work in total for the person in charge®. The administration of complex cases,
with a lot of missing, inadequate or incorrect information in the dossier, may request up to 8 hours
of effort from the person in charge. In such cases, the respective civil servant assumes an active role
in the completion of a correct dossier and starts giving phone calls, researching different taxes and
employment data bases etc.

Based on the interviewees’ responses for Poland, Belgium and Romania, it can be assumed that these
three countries give good indications for calculating the average unit cost for processing/handling a
PD U1 document: Poland (low administrative burden — 5 minutes), Belgium (average administrative
burden — 60 minutes) and Romania (high administrative burden — 363 minutes).

For consistency and comparability with other SCM assessments of EU regulation, the tariff variable
used in this study is based on hourly labour costs (plus overheads) per category of employment that
has previously been used in recent SCM studies for DG EMPL®® and our recent Impact Assessment
studies we have conducted for the Commission. We have applied an average tariff/hour of EUR 18.
It results in a rate per minute of EUR 0.3 (EUR 18/60 minutes).

The average unit cost for the EU-27 is EUR 42.8. It is calculated on the following basis: Time ((5
minutes (Poland) + 60 minutes (Belgium) + 363 minutes (Romania)) / 3) x Wage 0.3 = EUR 42.8

1. Number of cases:

We have collected data for the number of PD U1 documents ‘received’ for the following countries:
Belgium, Estonia, France, Poland, Slovak Republic and the UK. We have estimated the number of PD
U1 documents for the other EU-27 countries on the basis of our own calculations based on collected
administrative data and the 2012 Ageing Report (see section 4.1.2.1 for more detailed information
on the number of PD U1/E301 forms ‘received’ and ‘issued’). We were able to calculate the
estimated administrative cost for the EU-27 on the basis of this data. The total estimated number of
PD U1 documents ‘received’ in the EU-27 in 2010 is around 340 000.

2. Calculation of the administrative cost (per Member State and for the EU-27)

We have calculated the administrative cost for processing PD U1 documents on the basis of this
formula:

Time (T) x Wage (W) x Number (N)

% There are no legislation/manual/ instructions/guidelines explaining step by step what the Romanian authorities need to do specifically for
each procedure for unemployment under the Regulation; in fact, no other Romanian authority has prepared any specific national
legislation/manual/instructions/guidelines related to the implementation of the Regulation, with the exception of the Pensions
Authority. The Regulation 883/2004 is implemented in Romania via the Intermediary Body (National Labour Office) and
Competent Institutions (County Labour Offices — 42 in total). The Intermediary Body mainly acts as a facilitator of contacts
between Romanian institutions and foreign ones, as well as trainer and day-to-day support to county offices meeting difficulties in
implementation of the Regulation. In the Intermediary Body there are two persons working on the Regulation (one person is
100% dedicated to the activities related to the Regulation, the other one dedicates approximately 70% of his/her time to the
Regulation).

% For instance: Review of the Working Time Directive 2003/88/EC: measuring administrative costs and burdens of various possible options.
Economisti Associati srl, 21/12/2011. This study presents a tariff per MS and per level (managerial and clerical staff) that we
have averaged. The result is in line with the tariff we use in other SCM that we have conducted for other European Commission
DGs.



The table below presents the total estimated administrative cost for processing PD U1 documents.
The estimated total cost for the EU-27 in 2010 was EUR 14 604 326. Within the EU-27, the estimated
total cost for processing PD U1 documents was highest (> EUR 1 million) in a number of the old
Member States (in descending order): Spain, France, Germany and Italy. It was lowest (< EUR 100
000) in descending order in Sweden, Estonia, Slovenia, Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta.

Table 12: Estimated administrative Cost - PD U1 (‘received’), EU-27, EUR, 2010

PD U1l (received)
Unemployed

persons (20-64) - 2010/2011/2012 2010

Country 2010 (in .000) Survey Estimate Total Total cost (in EUR)

BE 385 2,400 2,400 102,720
BG 351 5,541 5,541 237,141
cz 367 5,792 5,792 247,911
DK 184 2,902 2,902 124,194
DE 2,826 44,663 44,663 1,911,564
EE 111 2,082 2,082 89,110
IE 269 4,258 4,258 182,221
EL 640 10,114 10,114 432,895
ES 4,405 69,615 69,615 2,979,503
FR 2,601 50,003 50,003 2,140,128
m 1,985 31,369 31,369 1,342,577
CY 26 412 412 17,635
Lv 207 3,273 3,273 140,092
LT 287 4,535 4,535 194,083
LU i0 157 157 6,699
HU 473 7,473 7,473 319,826
MT 10 159 159 6,805
NL 325 5,133 5,133 219,708
AT 169 2,664 2,664 114,016
PL 1,696 19,432 19,432 831,690
PT 578 9,138 9,138 391,099
RO 684 10,805 10,805 462,453
S 72 1,146 1,146 49,032
SK 374 10,912 10,912 467,034
Fl 195 3,080 3,080 131,834
SE 340 2,202 2,202 94,246
UK 2,023 31,965 31,965 1,368,111
BEU27 21,593 341,223 14,604,326

Source: Estimate based on collected administrative data and 2012 Ageing Report and data provided during the workshops on
administrative burden (Belgium, Poland and Romania).

We have also calculated the average administrative cost for processing/handling a number of other
documents, based on the data available. We were only able to produce the administrative cost for
processing PD U1 documents (‘received’) for the EU-27 as we had data available for the EU-27 on the
basis of our own calculations (there are no calculations for the other documents presented below).

We have calculated the administrative cost for ‘issuing’ a PD U1 document (‘issued’) for Poland and
Belgium (based on the data we have collected during the workshops in the different countries). The
total estimated cost for ‘issuing’ a PD U1 document in Poland is estimated at EUR 19 800. The
amount is EUR 103 698 in Belgium. The table below presents the estimated cost for ‘issuing’ a PD Ul
document for Poland and Belgium.

Table 13: Estimated administrative Cost — PD U1 (‘issued’), Poland and Belgium, EUR, 2013

Poland Belgium
Unit cost per case (EUR) 6.6 9
Number of cases 3000 11522
Total cost (EUR) 19800 103698

Source: Deloitte, Workshop, Poland and Belgium



We have also estimated the cost for the following documents for Poland®’:

e SED U004 'Salary Info' (answer on SED UQ03);
e SED U006 'Family Info' (answer on SED UQ05).

The table below presents the estimated cost for processing the above-mentioned documents in
Poland. The total estimated cost for processing a SED U004 document ‘Salary Info’ in Poland is EUR
402. The cost for processing SED U006 documents ‘Family Info’ is estimated at EUR 825.

Table 14: Estimated administrative Cost —-SED U004 ‘Salary Info’, SED U006 ‘Family Info’, Poland EUR,
2013

SED U004 'Salary Info' (answer on SED U003)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 4.2
Number of cases 100
Total cost (EUR) 420

SED U006 'Family Info' (answer on SED U005)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 7.5
Number of cases 110
Total cost (EUR) 825

Source: Deloitte, workshop in Poland

4.1.6.3 Export of unemployment benefits®®

The PD U2 form is the authorisation which an unemployed person needs to export his/her
unemployment benefit if (s)he wishes to move to another EU country to look for work. The
competent national institution is responsible for granting this authorisation. There is a wide variety
of practices in the EU-27 with regard to granting (and prolonging) authorisation to export
unemployment benefit.

We have collected data on the number of PD U2 documents ‘issued’ for ten EU Member States:
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovak Republic, Sweden
and the UK. Taking together both components (survey data and own estimates) we estimate that
23.7 thousand unemployed persons have exported their unemployment benefits in 2010 (see section
4.1.3.3 for a detailed discussion on the calculation of the number of PD U2 ‘received’ and on the
methodology for calculating missing data).

We have calculated the administrative cost for processing/handling a PD U2 document for the EU-27
using the following methodology:

1. Calculation of the unit cost per case:

The average unit cost per case is based on the data we have received from Poland (the only country
for which we have received robust data on the time spent for processing a PD U2 document®). The
average unit cost per case that we found concerns the export of an unemployment benefit to 3

7 poland has provided the most comprehensive data set on the administrative burden resulting from the information obligations stemming
from the Regulation during the workshop.

% See also 10.8

% A rough, undetailed estimation was collected for the Netherlands (source: public employment service UWV).UWV estimated the average
time needed to issue a PD U2 document at 1.5 hour. 90% of the cases are estimated to be processed within 5 weeks.



months’®. Following the formula Time (T) x Wage (W), we have estimated an average unit cost per
case (PD U2 ‘issued’) at EUR 4.5"".

The estimated unit cost should be treated with caution as it is based on one case only (Poland). As
discussed in the section on the ‘aggregation of periods’, Poland seems to have an efficient
(automatized) system for processing/handling PD documents (the processing of the documents is
reported to be less burdensome). Therefore, it is to be expected, that the Polish example presents a
rather positive picture on the overall time spent to process these documents. Other countries, such
as Romania (which reported a much higher time spent for processing the PD U1 document) may
report longer periods for processing/handling these types of documents. Due to data limitations, we
have calculated the average unit cost on the basis of the Polish example.

2. Number of cases:

We have collected data on the number of PD U2 documents ‘issued’ by means of a questionnaire for
the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Poland,
Slovak Republic, Sweden and United Kingdom. In 2010, the total EU-27 number of PD U2 documents
‘issued’ is estimated at around 23 700.

3. Calculation of the administrative cost (per Member State and for the EU-27)

We have calculated the administrative cost for processing PD U2 documents (‘issued’) on the basis of
this formula:

Time (T) x Wage (W) x Number (N)

The calculation includes the time spent on national administrative procedures supporting the
processing of the SEDS and the time needed for processing the SED.

The table below presents the total estimated administrative cost for processing PD U2 documents.
The estimated total cost for the EU-27 in 2010 was EUR 106 695. Within the EU-27, the estimated
total cost for processing a PD U2 documents was highest (> EUR 10 000) in a number of the old
Member States (in descending order): Spain, Germany and France. It was lowest (< EUR 500) in
descending order in Slovenia, Slovak Republic, Estonia, Cyprus Malta and Romania.

" \We were not able to collect data on the average unit cost of a case where an unemployed persons export his unemployment for 6 months.
Therefore, we needed to rely on a qualitative assessment to know how the administrative burden shifts if the export period is
prolonged from 3 to 6 months.

™ Average time to process a PD U2 document in Poland is approximately 15 minutes. The average wage (clerk) is estimated at EUR 0.3 per
minute (EUR 18 per hour): 15 x EUR 0.3 = EUR 4.5.



Table 15: Estimated administrative Cost —PD U2 (‘issued’), EU-27, EUR, 2010

PD U2 certificates issued

Unemployed
persons (20-64) 2010/2011/2012 2010

Country - 2010 (in .000) Survey Estimate Total Total cost (in EUR)

BE 385 1,081 1,081 4,865
BG 351 385 385 1,732
cz 367 402 402 1,811
DK 184 1,108 1,108 4,986
DE 2,826 3,103 3,103 13,965
EE 111 64 64 288
IE 269 296 296 1,331
EL 640 703 703 3,163
ES 4,405 4,837 4,837 21,767
FR 2,601 2,856 2,856 12,854
T 1,985 2,180 2,180 9,809
CY 26 29 29 129
LV 207 227 227 1,023
LT 287 315 315 1,418
LU 10 148 148 666
HU 473 519 519 2,337
MT 10 11 11 50
NL 325 637 637 2,867
AT 169 1,186 1,186 5,337
PL 1,696 118 118 531
PT 578 635 635 2,857
RO 684 11 11 50
Sl 72 80 80 358
SK 374 79 79 356
Fl 195 214 214 963
SE 340 264 264 1,188
UK 2,023 2,221 2,221 9,995
EU27 21,593 23,710 106,695

Source: Estimate based on collected administrative data and 2012 Ageing Report and data provided during the workshops on
administrative burden (Poland).

We have also estimated the cost for the following documents for Poland’*:

Competent employment service:

e SED U011 'Effect to Entitlement - Export' (answer to SED U010);
e SED U012 'Request for monthly follow-up'.

Employment service of the MS where jobseeker has gone:

Process PD U2;

SED U007 'Request Document on Export';

SED U009 'Notification Registration - Export’;

SED U010 'Circumstances Affecting Entitlement - Export' (linked with U3 form);
Issue of PD U3 (linked with SED U010);

SED U013 'Monthly Follow-up' (answer on SED U013);

SED U028 'Request Entitlement to Export'.

2 poland has provided the most comprehensive data set on the administrative burden resulting from the information obligations stemming
from the Regulation during the workshop.



The tables below present the total estimated administrative cost for processing the respective
documents presented according to a) competent Member State and b) employment service of the
Member State where the jobseeker has gone. The estimated unit cost per case is based on the data
provided by Poland (T: time and W: wage (EUR 0.3)). Note that the unit cost per case differs from the
one calculated for processing the PD U2 document in the documents presented below. We have not
calculated the EU-27 average cost for all documents due to data limitations. Be aware that these
costs occur separately, others are combined. There is no overview of the total number of flows. In
the future this should be made possible by EESSI.

Table 16: Estimated Administrative Cost — Competent employment service, SED U001, SED U012,
Poland, EUR, 2013

SED U011 'Effect to Entitlement - Export' (answ er to SED U010)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 1.5
Number of cases 11
Total cost (EUR) 16.5

SED U012 'Request for monthly follow -up’

Unit cost per case (EUR) 2.4
Number of cases 120
Total cost (EUR) 288

Source: Deloitte, workshop in Poland



Table 17: Estimated Administrative Cost — Employment service of the Member State where the jobseeker
has gone, PD U2 (‘process’), SED U007, SED U009, SED U010, PD U3 ‘issue’, SED U013, SED U028,
Poland, EUR, 2013

Process PD U2

Unit cost per case (EUR) 15
Number of cases 200
Total cost (EUR) 300

SED U007 'Request Document on Export'

Unit cost per case 3
Number of cases 410
Total cost 1230

SED U009 'Notification Registration - Export'

Unit cost per case (EUR) 3
Number of cases 2330
Total cost (EUR) 6990

SED U010 'Circumstances Affecting Entitlement - Export' (linked w ith U3 form)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 3.6
Number of cases 1110
Total cost (EUR) 3996

Issue of PD U3 (linked w ith SED U010)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 3.6
Number of cases 1110
Total cost (EUR) 3996

SED U013 'Monthly Follow -up' (answ er on SED U013)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 2.7
Number of cases 4900
Total cost (EUR) 13230

SED U028 'Request Entitlement to Export'

Unit cost per case (EUR) 3
Number of cases 15
Total cost (EUR) 45

Source: Deloitte, workshop in Poland



4.1.6.4 Reimbursement claims’

Claims for reimbursement can be made by the country of residence to the country of last activity for
fully unemployed frontier workers but also for other cross-border workers who have decided to
register with the competent institution in their country of residence. The country of last activity
reimburses the unemployed benefits provided in the country of residence during the first three
months or five months (when the unemployed person during the preceding 24 months, completed at
least 12 months of (self)employment in the country of last activity). Reimbursement procedures are
defined under art. 65(6) and (7) of Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004 and art. 70 of Regulation (EC) No.
987/2009.

1. Calculation of the unit cost per case:

The average unit cost per case is based on the data we have received from Poland (the only country
for which we have robust data on the reimbursement claims. Following the formula Time (T) x Wage
(W), we have estimated an average unit cost per case for each of the individual documents.

2. Number of cases:

We have collected data on the number of cases for Poland for a number of documents. There are no
estimated data available for calculating the estimated total number of cases of reimbursement
claims in the EU. For a detailed discussion on the number of claims received (as debtor) and the
number of claims issued (as creditor) (see section 4.1.5)..

3. Calculation of the administrative cost (Poland)

We have calculated the administrative cost for processing a number of documents related to
reimbursement claims for Poland by applying the following formula: Time (T) x Wage (W) x Number

(N).
Data were collected for the following documents:

Member State of residence:

o SED U020 'Reimbursement Request';
e SED U025 'Reimbursement Receipt/Closing notification'.

Competent Member State:

SED U021 'Reimbursement Full Acceptance' (possible answer to SED U020);
SED U022 'Reimbursement Non Acceptance' (possible answer to SED U020);
SED U023 'Reimbursement Partial Acceptance' (possible answer to SED U020);
SED U024 'Reimbursement Payment Notification'.

The table below presents the total estimated administrative cost for processing the following
documents for Poland presented according to ‘Member State of residence’ and ‘Former working
Member State’:

" See also 10.8



Table 18: Estimated Administrative Cost, Member State of Residence, SED U020, SED U025, Poland,
2013

SED U020 'Reimbursement Request'

Unit cost per case (EUR) 1.5
Number of cases 48
Total cost (EUR) 72

SED U025 'Reimbursement Receipt/Closing notification’

Unit cost per case (EUR) 4.5
Number of cases 10
Total cost (EUR) 45

Source: Deloitte, workshop in Poland

Table 19: Estimated Administrative cost — Competent Member State, SED U021, SED U022, SED 023,
SED U024, Poland, EUR, 2013

SED U021 'Reimbursement Full Acceptance' (possible answ er to SED U020)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 15
Number of cases 5
Total cost (EUR) 7.5

SED U022 'Reimbursement Non Acceptance' (possible answ er to SED U020)

Unit cost per case (EUR) 15
Number of cases 3
Total cost (EUR) 4.5

SED U023 'Reimbursement Partial Acceptance' (possible answ er to SED U020) )

Unit cost per case (EUR) 15
Number of cases 62
Total cost (EUR) 93

SED U024 'Reimbursement Payment Notification’

Unit cost per case (EUR) 4.5
Number of cases 15
Total cost (EUR) 67.5

Source: Deloitte, workshop in Poland



4.2  Coordination of long-term care benefits

4.2.1 Scale of cross-mobility of pensioners

Pensioners and cross-border workers — and their insured family members — are the most important
group impacting cross-border expenditure on LTC benefits.

The recent migrant pensioners (aged 65 and over) who have moved from one EU-country to another
in 2011 are counted in the Eurostat migration statistics (Table 20). Also for this group of recent
migrant pensioners we are missing figures for BE, BG, HU, MT, NL, PL and RO. Especially the UK

(11 thousand in 2011) and Spain (10 thousand in 2011) are important migration countries for
pensioners.

Ideally, a table with the current stock of pensioners by previous country of residence should be
available because this variable is probably the best proxy to estimate the number of pensioners
insured in another country than the country of residence and to calculate the amount of LTC
reimbursements between countries.



Table 20: Migrant pensioners (65 years or over) in 2011 by country of previous residence, EU-27
Column Labels (previous residence)

Row Labels

(current

residence) BE ([BG |CZ|DK |DE EE|IE |EE|ES |FR IT CY [LV |LT|LU [HU [MT|NL |AT|PL |PT |RO SI |SK|FI |SE |UK EU-27
BE

BG

Ccz 346
DK 8 of 1 0 52 3 1] 9| 96 68| 13 O| 4| 4 8/ O] O of 4 9 5 71 O] 2 1|119 28 451
DE 4.936
EE 3 1 4 25 6 39
IE 5 1] 2 1 21 1 of O] 14 22 8 3] 6] 8 1f O] O 6 2| 17 2 5( 0f O 1 3[ 401 530
EE 3.284
ES 489| 304| 7| 99|1.759| 1f172| 15 0[1.510f 515 1] 10|27| 19| 26| 0]|467| 65| 68|277|1.039 2| 3|166|263(2.812]|10.116
FR 3.601
IT 149| 115| 9| 12| 994| 1| 10| 27128 509 Ol 2| 3| 3|23| 15| 7| 28| 38|106( 14| 858 2| 3 4 17| 275 3.352
CY 444
LV 49
LT 1 of 1 0 14| O 2| 2 3 1 Of 0]15] Oof Oof O] O 3[ 1 4 0 of of O 0 1 6 54
LU 315
HU

MT

NL

AT 1.995
PL

PT 219
RO

SI 2 3[ 5 Ol 209 O of 1 2 19| 51| O] Of of 11 3] O 5( 34 2 0 Oof of O 1| 23 6 367
SK 0 4| 68 0 15| O 0] O 0 2 4 O] 0] O] Of 15| O of 7 2 0 3[ 2 O 0 1 0 123
Fl 0 6 O 1 27| 41 2| 1153 8 3[ 1] 2] O] 1f O] O 4| 2 4 7 1| O] 1 0f 259 16 540
SE 23 10| 3]103 93| 13 8| 50| 146 92 25 4] 9| 2| 4| 15| 6| 36| 14| 34 9 19| 2| 1| 87 0 62 870
UK 12.447
Total* 44.078

* Total= sum of migrant pensioners of which the current country of residence is known

Source: Eurostat Migration Statistics, [migr_imm5prv]




4.2.2 Number of persons insured for LTC

The number of those insured for health care living in another country than the competent country —
which sometimes includes long-term care or to which LTC-insurance is closely linked — can be
calculated based on the number of PD S1s - or E106 forms (insured person), E109 forms (family
member of insured person) and E121 forms (pensioner and family member of pensioner).

The PD S1 form allows a person to register for healthcare in the country of residence when insured in
a different one. The form is delivered per person (not per family). The distinction between the types
of person insured for health care is still made by the PD S1. For that reason, the questionnaire
(limited to 14 MS) asked for the number of insured persons, family member of insured persons,
pensioners and family members of pensioners. Only two Member States (Belgium and Luxembourg)
provided a breakdown of the number of PD S1 issued by type of person (Table 73). More general
data was obtained for two other Member States (the Netherlands and Slovak Republic). The
guestionnaire asked only for the number of PD S1s issued. However, the number of PD S1s received
could also be given. For example, there are data on the number of PD S1’s received by Belgium
(including by type of insured person) (Table 74). For reason of this poor response to our
administrative questionnaire we opted for an estimate of the PD S1. Two large categories can be
distinguished (see also tables above). PD S1 forms will be issued to cross-border workers (and their
family members) and mobile pensioners (and their family members).

4.2.2.1 PD S1issued to incoming cross-border workers and their family members

A PD S1 is issued to incoming cross-border workers and in some cases also to their family members
(e.g. when the partner is inactive). Based on our survey we observed the following for Luxembourg
and Belgium.

As Luxembourg attracts a lot of cross-border workers, it issues a high number of PD S1 forms. As of
end March 2011, 162,638 cross-border workers were insured in Luxembourg (Table 73). They resided
mainly in neighbouring countries: 48.1% in France, 24.9% in Belgium and 24.7% in Germany. In
addition, 60,868 family members of cross-border workers working in Luxembourg were insured
there, or 37.4% of the number of cross-border workers. It should be noted that more than one family
member can be related to a cross-border worker (inactive partner and children).

For Belgium, only figures on incoming frontier workers were received. As of end-June 2012, there
were 46,484 frontier workers in Belgium, of whom 79.1% resided in France (Table 73). The number of
family members of cross-border workers employed in Belgium and insured in this Member State was
512. A striking figure is the percentage of family members residing in Poland who are insured in
Belgium (32.8% of the total number of family members of persons insured in Belgium).

Due to the lack of data, it is necessary to use other data sources in estimating the number of insured
cross-border workers for the EU-27. By making use of LFS data, the number of cross-border workers
can be estimated.”* On average, one million cross-border workers live in one EU-27 Member State
but work in another (average of 2010 and 2011). Cross tables provide insights into their country of
residence and country of employment. We consider the row and column totals as the most reliable,

™ Based on the question ‘What is the name and address of the local unit of the enterprise where you work?’ and variables ‘COUNTRYW’
(country of place of work) and ‘COUNTRY” (country of residence) in the database. As already mentioned also posted workers
who are insured in their country of residence can be captured by this question.



in line with the reliability limits provided by Eurostat for the LFS.” The bilateral cells between
countries need to be interpreted with even more care. All cells should be compared with these
reliability limits. However, by taking two years together, the cells can be assumed to be relevant by
avoiding outliers and by counting more observations. We will need them for further calculations.
Most cross-border workers are employed in Germany (186,000) and Luxembourg (131,000). The
country of employment will have to issue a PD S1 for all these cross-border workers living in another
country.

4.2.2.2  PD S1 issued to pensioners moving to or living in another Member State

A PD S1 can also be issued to pensioners (and their family members) who move to or live in another
Member State than the competent Member State. Chapter | ‘Sickness, maternity and equivalent
paternity benefits’, section Il ‘Pensioners and member of their families’ in Regulation (EC) No.
883/2004 makes the distinction between ‘Right to benefits in kind under the legislation of the
Member State of residence’ and ‘No right to benefits in kind under the legislation of the Member
State of residence’.

First, we look at the Regulation when a pensioner is entitled to benefits in kind under the legislation
of the Member State of residence. Art. 23 states that: “A person who receives a pension or pensions
under the legislation of two or more Member States, of which one is the Member State of residence,
and who is entitled to benefits in kind under the legislation of that Member State, shall, with the
members of his family, receive such benefits in kind from and at the expense of the institution of the
place of residence, as though he were a pensioner whose pension was payable solely under the
legislation of that Member State.”

Second, we look at the Regulation when a pensioner is entitled to benefits in kind under the
legislation of the Member State of residence. Art. 24, 2 makes a distinction between being only
entitled to benefits in kind under the legislation of a single Member State and being entitled to
benefits in kind under the legislation of two or more Member States: “(a) where the pensioner is
entitled to benefits in kind under the legislation of a single Member State, the cost shall be borne by
the competent institution of that Member State;(b) where the pensioner is entitled to benefits in kind
under the legislation of two or more Member States, the cost thereof shall be borne by the competent
institution of the Member State to whose legislation the person has been subject for the longest
period of time; should the application of this rule result in several institutions being responsible for
the cost of benefits, the cost shall be borne by the institution applying the legislation to which the
pensioner was last subject.”

We do not have data on the relative shares of exclusive or mixed pensions. It is a share between 0
and 100% that could be used as minimal or maximal estimate. The average would be 50% of those
two extreme hypotheses.

This legislation is important in making an estimation of the number of pensioners who received a
PD S1 form from a specific Member State. First, we discuss the data from the Member States of
which data has been received (Table 73).

" http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_Ifs/LFS_MAIN/Related_documents/reliab_annual_average.htm and Annex VII



http://circa.europa.eu/irc/dsis/employment/info/data/eu_lfs/LFS_MAIN/Related_documents/reliab_annual_average.htm

As of end of March 2011 (= number of insured persons living abroad at that moment), Luxembourg
had issued 7,622 PD S1 to pensioners mainly moving to/residing in Belgium, France, and Germany
(Table 73). There were also, 2,798 family members of pensioners moving/residing in another
Member State insured in Luxembourg.

Belgium had issued 28,166 PD S1’s (situation end of June 2012) to pensioners (Table 73). Most of
these forms were issued to pensioners moving to/residing in France (42.3%). More ‘surprising’ is the
high number of PD S1’s issued to pensioners moving to/residing in Spain (22.5%) and Italy (15.7%). It
confirms, yet for Belgium, the hypothesis of pensioners moving to Mediterranean countries and also
of Italian migrant workers moving to their country of origin/birth.

If we want to estimate the total number of pensioners in the EU-27 who have received a PD S1 form,
other data sources have to be used. The legislation to determine which Member State is competent
has a strong impact on the calculations. The number of pensioners moving abroad can be estimated
by the LFS. We already discussed the limitations of the LFS regarding the interpretation of the
number of pensioners who moved abroad after their retirement.

4.2.3 Number of persons receiving LTC benefits in cash

There are data from five Member States (Austria, Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg and United
Kingdom) on exported LTC cash benefits (Table 75 and Table 78).

Before describing the data, some explanation is needed. Some of our national experts who collected
the data did not receive any data in their Member State because the LTC benefit in cash was not
considered to be exportable (e.g. APA in France’®; Romania’’). At the same time, no (detailed) data
were available for some Member States. Moreover, not every Member State has an LTC benefit in
cash.”®

In 2012, 2,570 people exported Pflegegeld from Austria to another Member State (Table 75)”. This
was only 0.6% of the total number of people entitled to it (444,000 persons). The number exporting
this LTC benefit decreased between 2010 and 2012 by 7.4%. A breakdown by Member State could be
made for February 2012, where 70% of this LTC benefit in cash was exported to Germany.

Data were collected for three types of LTC cash benefits cash in Belgium (Table 75). 27 people living
abroad were entitled to the Flemish Care Insurance. The estimated cost is € 42,000. This is only 0.01%
of the total number entitled to this LTC cash benefit (217,400 in 2011) (Table 78). In addition, on
average 30 people exported the Integration allowance OR the allowance for assistance to the elderly
from Belgium to another Member State. Thus, export of these Belgian LTC cash benefits was very
limited. The competent institution assumes that the Personal Assistance Budget is not exportable.®
For that reason no data was provided by them. It was not possible to collect exact figures on how

" The French competent institution CNSA stated in an email to HIVA KU Leuven that “the Allocation personnalisée d’autonomie (APA)
benefit supposes a condition of residence in France”. However, we read in a trESS national report for France that “in practice
though, it seems that the APA is sometimes exported to other Member States (especially Belgium) by the French local authorities
which are in charge of their granting.”

77 The Romanian competent institution stated that the “Health Insurance Houses do not insure persons for LTC for benefits in kind and in

cash”.

™ See ‘list of cash benefits and benefits in kind as referred to in Article 34 of Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004’
(http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=868&Ilangld=en) and the MISSOC tables.

™ See also https://www.statistik.at/web_de/statistiken/soziales/sozialleistungen_auf_bundesebene/bundespflegegeld/index.html

% The Flemish Agency for Disabled Persons stated that the Personal Assistance Budget only is granted to persons domiciled in Belgium.



many people receive an allowance for children with disabilities supplementary to child benefit.
However, an estimate could be made. There were in 2011 42,242 children of foreign cross-border
workers entitled to a child benefit paid by Belgium.?! Also, in Belgium, there are in total 2.1% children
with disabilities. This percentage was applied to these 42,242 children. This results in an estimate of
900 children entitled to an allowance for children with disabilities supplementary to child benefit or a
total cross-border expenditure of € 3 million.

In 2010, 1,875 people living abroad were assessed to receive in cash Pflegeversicherung (‘Pflegegeld’)
from Germany (Table 75).2* This was a decrease of 9.7% compared to 2006. The assessment was
mainly asked for by people living in Spain (30.3%) and Austria (27.8%). The competent institution
estimates that on average 5,000 persons living abroad receive the Pflegeversicherung from
Germany.® This accounts for an expenditure of € 3 million (Table 78). This is 0.2% of the total
number of people in the Pflegeversicherung (2.4 million persons in 2010) or 0.01% of expenditure (€
21.5 billion).**

In 2011, Luxembourg’s LTC Insurance was exported to another Member State in 359 cases, especially
to Germany (51.8%) (Table 75)%. This number represents some 2.3% of beneficiaries of LTC in
Luxembourg). This involves a total yearly cross-border expenditure of € 3.6 million (Table 78 based
on CNS, Décompte de I'assurance dépense de I’exercice 2011%°). The Luxembourg report on social
protection 2011 observes “Toutefois, le nombre de personnes bénéficiant de prestations et résidant
a I'étranger est tres faible alors que la population protégée résidant a I'étranger est importante” (p.
148).%” This illustrates that our further calculations on cross border LTC expenditures will be
considered as theoretical and maximized.

Finally, total numbers were collected for three types of LTC cash benefits in the United Kingdom
(Table 75 and Table 78). In 2011, 4,210 people exported the Disability Living Allowance from the
United Kingdom, a cross-border expenditure of £11 million. Again the impact is limited to 0.1% of the
total beneficiary population (3.2 million persons) receiving this cash benefit or 0.1% of total
expenditure (£ 12.6 billion). The Attendance Allowance is received by 1,090 persons living abroad at a
cost of £ 3 million. Finally, the Carers Allowance is exported by 230 persons to another Member State
at a cost of £1 million.

The relative importance of the number of cross-border users and related expenditure on these LTC
benefits in cash is very limited compared to the total number of users and expenditure on LTC
benefits in cash by a Member State. It mostly fluctuates between 0.01% and 0.6% of total number of
users and expenditure.

4.2.4 Number of persons receiving LTC benefits in kind

8 See report RKW (Belgian competent institution for the payment of family benefits for employees) ‘Kinderen opgevoed buiten het Rijk

o 2011” http://www.rkw.be/NI/Documentation/Publication/Statistics/KinderenOpgevoedBuitenRijk2011.pdf
www.bmg.bund.de/fileadmin/dateien/Publikationen/Pflege/Berichte/Bericht_der_Bundesregierung_ueber_die_Entwicklung_der_

o Pflegeversicherung_und_den_Stand_der_pflegerischen_Versorgung_in_der_Bundesrepublik_Deutschland.pdf
www.bmg.bund.de/fileadmin/dateien/Publikationen/Pflege/Berichte/Bericht_der_Bundesregierung_ueber_die_Entwicklung_der_
Pflegeversicherung_und_den_Stand_der_pflegerischen_Versorgung_in_der_Bundesrepublik_Deutschland.pdf

& Statistisches Bundesambt - Gesundheid - Ausgaben 2011
https://www.destatis.de/DE/Publikationen/Thematisch/Gesundheit/Gesundheitsausgaben/AusgabenGesundheitPDF_2120711.pdf;
jsessionid=A3958E9AAFB20BC7A316C1B06F28C84F.cae4?__blob=publicationFile

8 http://www.mss.public.lu/publications/rapport_general/rg2011/rg_2011.pdf

% http://www.cns.lu/files/publications/Decompte_AD_2011.pdf

8 http://www.mss.public.lu/publications/rapport_general/rg2011/rg_2011.pdf



The number of persons who received a LTC benefit in kind and the cost involved can be calculated via
the Structured Electronic Document (SED) S080 (claim for reimbursement) (point 3.14 ‘Long-term
care benefit’ amount AND /OR point 3.20 ‘Nature of benefits’ = long-term care). However, this is only
for reimbursements determined on the basis of actual expenditure and not on the basis of fixed
amounts. Some Member States receive only fixed amounts calculated on the basis of a formula
defined in Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004. Even though Member States can use the SED-forms related
to health care, they still use the old E-forms (E125 ‘Individual record of actual expenditure’, E126
‘Rates for refund of benefits in kind’ and E127 ‘Individual record of monthly lump-sum payments’).
There is a limitation in that LTC is not mentioned on the E 125 form, which makes it very difficult to
calculate LTC benefits in kind.

None of the Member States could respond to our question asking for a calculation of the number of
people receiving a LTC benefit in kind and the cost involved (Table 76 and Table 77).2 However, a
proxy of the use and cost of the export of LTC benefits in kind was noted for Belgium. We saw that
28.3% of the claims received by Belgium via an E125 form were applicable to persons aged between
65-80 and 10% to persons aged older than 80. 27.9% of the claims received by an E125 form involve
persons aged between 65-80 and 16.5% aged older than 80 (Table 77). This pattern is also visible in
the other direction: 10% of the E125 claims sent by Belgium to other Member States involve
someone aged 65-80 (or 20.3% of the amount of claims issued) and 5% are for people aged older
than 80 (or 20.5% of the amount of claims issued) (Table 77).

4.2.5 Estimated number of PD S1 issued by category and estimated expenditure on LTC
benefits

Our questionnaire aimed to obtain an overview of the number of persons insured for LTC benefits in
kind and in cash, the extent to which these people actually received benefits and the corresponding
cost of the benefits provided (reimbursed by the competent Member State).

However, this exercise requires detailed information from the reporting Member States concerning
the issue of PD S1 by status (insured person, pensioner, family member of the insured person and
family member of the pensioner) and the claims (e.g. by SED S080 — only for actual expenditure in
kind). We observed that many of the Member States still use the ‘old’ E-forms to communicate with
other national administrations or with the citizens involved. For example, the E-106 form (certificate
entitlement to sickness benefits in kind insured person), the E-109 (certificate entitlement to sickness
benefits in kind family members insured person) and the E-121 form (certificate entitlement to
sickness benefits in kind pensioner and family members of the pensioner) were replaced by the
portable document (PD) S1 (and SED S072 ‘Entitlement document — residence’). Nevertheless, the
total number of these three forms is still counted to calculate the number of persons insured to
sickness benefits in kind, who reside in a Member State other than the competent Member State.
This detail was only collected for two Member States in our sample. That is why other data sources
needed to be exploited.

The number of persons who received LTC benefits in kind could be calculated by extracting data from
the SED S080. In principle, the general method of reimbursement is the refund on the basis of actual

% Eg. Belgium: it has to be mentioned that LTC benefits in kind included in the health insurance (old age homes, nursing homes, district
nursing) or other social care could not be documented, although they especially are included in the LTC-definition used in the
2012 Ageing Report.



expenditure and exchanged between the competent national authorities by the use of SED S080
(former E125) which is an individual claim for an actual expenditure. The receipt of LTC is explicitly
mentioned in this form (point 3.14 ‘Long-term care benefit’ amount AND point 3.20 ‘nature of
benefits’: Long-term care). This detail would deliver us valuable information about the number of
persons who received long-term care. Only by a way of exemption, those Member States®® whose
legal or administrative structures are such that the use of reimbursement on the basis of actual
expenditure is not appropriate, can reimburse benefits in kind on the basis of fixed amounts for
some specific categories: family members who do not reside in the same Member State as the
insured person and pensioners and members of their families. Each of these Member States has to
calculate the monthly fixed amount (average costs) per person, which should be as close as possible
to actual expenditure. The method of calculation is defined in the implementing Regulation (EC)
987/2009. For the exchange of the information needed for the refunds on the basis of fixed amounts
SED S095 (former E127) is used. That form is an individual record of monthly lump sum payments.
However, a long-term care category is not explicitly taken up by this form. A possible proxy is the
selection of SEDs S095 forms handling a claim of a person aged 65+ (see point 2.5 ‘Lump sum
category’ in this SED). However, today both forms (SED SO80 and SED S095) are not used by Member
States. The E125 form (actual expenditure) and E127 form (fixed amounts) do not mention the
specific category ‘long-term care’. By this, it was not possible to count the number of persons who
received long-term benefits in kind. Again, we had to look for alternative data. We estimated the
probable number of PD S1 and will use it further to estimate the use of health care and LTC.

Three categories of PD S1 are identified:

Cross-border workers (and their family members);
Retired former cross border workers (and their family members);
Other mobile pensioners (and their family members).

First objective was to calculate the number of persons who are insured to sickness benefits in kind
living in a Member State other than the competent Member State. To work as detailed as possible a
distinction should be made between the different categories of insured persons. By the Labour Force
Survey, the number of cross-border workers was calculated for 2010 and 2011. An average of both
years was calculated to improve the representativeness of cell data and to exclude outliers.
Calculations were made only for the EU-27 Member States. On average 1 million cross-border
workers are employed in another EU-27 Member State than the Member State of residence, or
0.48% of the total working population. The working countries will issue a PD S1 to these incoming
cross-border workers while the countries of residence will receive this PD S1. However, as already
mentioned also posted workers can be included by the definition used in the LFS. These persons are
still insured in the country of residence. The cross table illustrates which countries are mostly
involved in this cross-border mobility of workers (Table 81). Most of the PD S1 certificates have been
issued by Germany (186.1 thousand forms) and Luxembourg (130 thousand forms) while most of the
PD S1 have been received by Germany (165.4 thousand forms) and France (159.6 thousand forms).
The accurateness of these survey figures can be verified by the administrative data we received from
two Member States (Belgium and Luxembourg) (Table 73). Luxembourg issued 162.6 thousand PD S1
forms to insured persons (situation end of March 2011), which is somewhat higher compared to the
LFS estimation of PD S1 issued. For Belgium we know from the administrative survey that 46.5

¥ Annex 11l Regulation (EC) No. 987/2009: Ireland, Spain, Cyprus, the Netherlands, Portugal, Finland, Sweden, the United Kingdom,
Norway.



thousand PD S1 certificates were issued to frontier workers (only cross-border workers coming from
France, Germany, Luxembourg and the Netherlands). Based on data of the LFS, 50.1 thousand
frontier workers should have received a PD S1 certificate from Belgium.

Second, the number of family members of insured persons who are insured in a Member State other
than the competent Member State should be counted. They should be added as ‘dependent
persons’. We assume that 20% of the insured persons will have an insured family member. This
assumption is based on data we received on the PD S1 from Belgium and Luxembourg, the inactivity
rates published by Eurostat based on the LFS and a study we recently published.®® Based on our
qguestionnaire, the number of insured family members in proportion to the number of insured
persons was very low in Belgium (almost 1 in 100) but high in Luxembourg (1 in 3). On the basis of
the results of the LFS, Eurostat publishes on a quarterly basis the inactivity rate (inactive population
as a percentage of the total population) (see 10.5). The main reason for inactivity of young people is
participation in education, while retirement is the main reason for older people. For that reason we
only looked at the population between 20 and 64 years. On average 24% of the population between
20 and 64 years old is considered as inactive. In our study we observed 22.8% of the frontier workers
are living together with a partner who is inactive. A household counts on average 1.2 children which
assuming the same composition in active and non-active households will fall also under the social
security system of the cross-border worker when the partner is inactive (or 27.4% of the frontier
workers).”* Together, this is about 50% of the number of frontier workers. For those reasons, the
assumption that 20% of the insured cross-border workers have an insured family member is perhaps
rather a conservative hypothesis. A more liberal assumption could be made (e.g. 40% of the cross-
border have an insured family member). We keep the conservative assumption since other
hypotheses could overestimate the number of issued PD S1 (see below). Generalizing this percentage
of 20% to the whole population, an estimation of 206.5 thousand family members of insured persons
who have received a PD S1 is obtained.

Third, the number of persons who live in another Member State than the competent Member State
has to be estimated. To determine the competent Member State, Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004
makes a distinction between pensioners and member of their families who have right or NO right to
benefits in kind under the legislation of the Member State of residence’. Three different scenarios
appear (see EC (2011), The coordination of healthcare in Europe, page 17):

“the Member State of residence, if the person concerned is in receipt of a pension from
that State entitling him/her to benefits in kind (even where the person concerned is in
receipt of pensions from one or more Member States);

the Member State responsible for paying the pension entitling the person concerned to
benefits in kind if s/he resides there, if the person concerned is not in receipt of a
pension in his/her State of residence (even where s/he is in receipt of benefits in kind
in this State by virtue solely of his/her residence);

the Member State responsible for paying a pension entitling the person concerned to
benefits in kind if s/he resides there, to whose legislation the pensioner was subject for
the longest period, if s/he is in receipt of pensions from several Member States other
than the Member State where s/he resides”.

% pacolet, J., De Wispelaere, F. & De Coninck, A. (2012) The social security rights of frontier workers. A survey on their knowledge, use
and satisfaction, focusing on sickness benefits.

° 1t was suggested by the IA Steering Group to extract additional household data from the LFS. We consider the data from the study
described above as a good alternative.



This is perhaps the most difficult exercise, since there is no correct variable available in the LFS which
can be considered as a good proxy for the scenarios described above. For that reason, we defined
two separate scenarios. First, we have estimated the number of retired cross-border workers. When
the cross-border worker only worked abroad he/she will receive only a pension from that Member
State. In that case the former working country will be the competent Member State. When he/she
was also for a period of time employed in the country of residence, he/she will receive a mixed
pension. In that case the country of residence will be the competent Member State. The average
would be 50% of those two extreme hypotheses. In our estimation we assume that all cross-border
workers receive only a pension from their former working country. Nevertheless, also other scenarios
can be considered. To estimate the total number, we applied the percentage of cross-border workers
on the labour market (total average of 0.48%) (Table 81) to the number of pensioners in 2010 (figure
from 2012 Aging Report- variable ‘Pensioners aged 65+’) and this by individual (former) working
Member State. E.g. 2.42% of the employment in Austria is related to incoming cross-border workers.
This percentage is applied to the 1.8 million pensioners in Austria which results in an estimation of
43.9 thousand persons receiving only a pension from Austria whereby Austria will also be the
competent Member State and will issue a PD S1 since this retired cross-border worker lives in
another Member State. This assumption results in an estimation of 419.5 thousand pensioners who
were previously working abroad.

Finally, an estimation of the number of migrant pensioners in 2011 is calculated by using the LFS (=
selection of ‘retired persons aged older than 60 at arrival’ of which country of birth= EU27 and
country of residence=EU27). We have used ‘country of birth’ as a proxy of the competent Member
State (an alternative is ‘Nationality’). This was the only best practical option in the ambition to
determine the competent Member State. In total 190.5 thousand pensioners live in another EU
Member State than their country of birth (no data available of the number of pensioners living in
Germany and Romania).””> We assume the country of birth is the competent Member State and will
issue a PD S1. By the Eurostat migration statistics already figures on the number of recent migrant
pensioners (aged 65 and over) who have moved from one EU-country to another in 2011 were
obtained (see also table). However, for this group of recent migrant pensioners no data were
available for BE, BG, HU, MT, NL, PL and RO as migration country. For the limited group of countries,
already 44 thousand pensioners migrated to another Member State in 2011. It seems that the total
group of 190.5 thousand pensioners (stock value) who moved after retirement to another Member
State is a (small) underestimation from the real situation.” However, as the ‘popular’ Mediterranean
countries are already inserted in the table of recent migrant pensioners the total number of recent
migrant pensioners will not that much higher. In 2011, 10 thousand pensioners migrated to Spain.
Based on the LFS a total number of 61.4 thousand retired persons older than 60 at arrival lives in
Spain. 3.6 thousand pensioners moved to France in 2011 while based on the LFS a stock of 34.1
thousand migrant pensioners was obtained. The proportion between flow and stock seems for both
countries more or less realistic.

Finally, we had to estimate the number of family members of pensioners who live in another
Member State than the competent Member State. We assume that 25% of the pensioners will have

92 Remark received from L. Aujean (DG EMPL): ‘BE has detected a coding error for YEARESID (from 2008 on). By this, the

number of persons with YEARESID = 1 is strongly overestimated’.

% From the perspective that when there is an equal flow of migrant pensioners each year, the stock of 190.5 pensioners covers only 4 years of
flows of pensioners.



also an insured family member. Based on the administrative data from the questionnaire, a
percentage of 37% was calculated for Luxembourg and 20% for Belgium. This assumption results in
an estimation of another 152.500 family members of pensioners who live in another Member State
than the competent Member State.

By counting these different components together, we estimated a total number of about 2 million
insured persons living in another Member State than the competent Member State (cf. 10.4.1). Some
60% is determined by the present cross-border workers which imply some 40% is related to mobile
pensioners. In the future this share of retired former cross-border workers and mobile pensioners
probably will increase. Most PD S1 certificates are issued by Germany (18.6% of total), UK (11% of
total) and Luxembourg (10.5% of total) (table). Most of these forms were received by France (15.7%
of total) and Germany (13.8%). Belgium seems also to receive a high number of PD S1 certificates
(11.4% of total). However, the calculations for Belgium as destination country for migrants are
probably not reliable due to problems with the variable ‘years of residence’.*® Just to illustrate the
ambitions of these estimates, the calculated figure for Luxembourg as competent state of PD S1 and
so by definition also insured for LTC, of 207 thousand insured persons is 262 thousand in the
administrative questionnaire.

However, these figures should always be considered as an estimation of the number of PD S1
certificates based on several assumptions.” As explained above, we are confronted with several data
limitations that had a significant impact on our calculations. By adding some additional questions to
the LFS and by becoming an exhaustive view on the number of migrating pensioners by the Eurostat
migration statistics most of these data limitations would be solved which would result in a more
reliable ‘proxy’.

94BE has detected a coding error for YEARESID (from 2008 on). By this, the number of persons with YEARESID = 1 is strongly
overestimated’ (remark received from L. Aujean, DG EMPL.).

% These estimates could be compared with administrative data. Administrative data is available for Belgium, Luxembourg and Spain.
Belgium issued 80.8 thousand PD S1 forms (without data about the number of ‘other insured cross-border workers’) compared to
an estimated number of 113 thousand PD S1 forms issued (Table 73 and Table 21). Luxembourg issued 262.7 thousand PD S1
forms compared to an estimated number of 207 thousand PD S1 forms issued (Table 73 and Table 21). Belgium received 114
thousand PD S1 forms compared to an estimated number of 225 thousand PD S1 forms received (Table 74 and Table 21). Spain
received about 155 thousand PD S1/E121 forms (only for pensioners) while we become an estimated number of PD S1 forms of
88 thousand received by Spain for pensioners living in Spain but insured in another country (see Table 21 and ICF GHK &
Milieu Ltd (2013), A4 fact finding analysis on the impact on the Member states’ social security systems of the entitlements of non-
active intra-EU migrants to special non-contributory cash benefits and healthcare granted on the basis of residence,
commissioned by DG EMPL via DG Justice Framework contract, Table A9.9, p. 253).We can conclude that for some Member
States the number of PD S1 forms received/issued will be overestimated (e.g. number of received PD S1 forms by Belgium) while
for other Member States the number of PD S1 forms received/issued will be underestimated (e.g. number of received PD S1
forms by Spain, number of issued PD S1 forms by Luxembourg).



Table 21: Estimated number of PD S1 issued by category of citizen, in .000

Competent country

Residing country

retired cross- Share of retired cross- Share of

Incoming cross- border workers Migrant Total total Outgoing cross- border workers Migrant Total total

border workers only worked pensioners number insured |borderworkers only worked pensioners + number insured

+20% family abroad + 25% +25% family of PDS1 persons [+20% family abroad + 25% 25% family of PDS1 persons
Country members family members members issued (in %) members family members members issued (in %)
BE 74 35 5 113 5,7% 116 41 68 225 11,4%
BG 2 1 1 4 0,2% 25 11 (0} 37 1,9%
cz 74 25 2 101 5,1% 29 12 2 43 2,2%
DK 42 14 1 57 2,9% 5 2 3 10 0,5%
DE 223 101 44 368 18,6% 198 75 (0] 273 13,8%
EE 1 (0] 0 2 0,1% 22 9 (0] 30 1,5%
IE 21 6 1 29 1,4% 12 5 7 24 1,2%
GR 14 7 1 23 1,1% [0} [0} 2 2 0,1%
ES 48 18 4 71 3,6% 27 11 77 115 5,8%
FR 57 27 19 102 5,2% 192 77 43 311 15,7%
IT 91 50 27 167 8,5% 29 13 5 47 2,4%
cY 4 1 0 5 0,3% 0 0 5 5 0,3%
LV 1 (0] (0] 1 0,0% 8 3 (0] 12 0,6%
LT (0] (0} (6] 1 0,0% 2 1 0 3 0,2%
LU 156 50 1 207 10,5% 3 1 2 7 0,3%
HU 17 8 3 28 1,4% 64 28 (0] 92 4,7%
MT 1 (0] 0 1 0,1% 1 0 1 2 0,1%
NL 132 43 28 203 10,2% 26 12 2 39 2,0%
AT 121 55 1 177 8,9% 39 17 11 66 3,4%
PL 9 3 4 17 0,8% 110 45 1 156 7,9%
PT 5 2 2 10 0,5% 13 5 2 20 1,0%
RO 4 2 0 6 0,3% 105 52 (0] 158 8,0%
SI 2 1 0 3 0,1% 10 5 (0] 16 0,8%
SK 7 2 2 11 0,6% 141 55 (0] 196 9,9%
Fl 24 9 (0] 33 1,7% 2 1 1 4 0,2%
SE 15 6 2 23 1,2% 35 12 6 53 2,7%
UK 93 36 88 218 11,0% 24 9 0 34 1,7%
EU-27 1239 503 238 1980 100,0% 1239 503 238 1980 100,0%

Source: Estimate based on data from LFS and 2012 Ageing Report



Table 22: Estimated number of PD S1 issued/received, in .000

Column Labels (competent country)

Row Labels
(country of
residence) AT
AT

BE

BG

cY

(z

DE

DK

EE

£S

Fl

UK

Grand total
competent
state

06
02
00
85
65,2
02
00
03
00
04
00
364
00
25
00
01
00
00
03
6,5
00
20
06
89
435
05

17

06
00
14
54
02
02
24
03

69,1
00
17
02
27
00
17
00
02

155
53
06
17
03
01
13
23

113

03
0,2

00
01
15

20
12
07

101

499
20,2
58

368

01
02
00

57

00
00
00

Grand total

residence

Fl FR GR HU IE IT L7 Ll v Mr NL PL PT RO SE Sl SK UK state

05 01 05 01 12 00 28 0,0 01 00 00 11 04 0,0 11 01 11 28 16 66
42 02 37,7 11 21 02 27 0,0 5,3 00 01 69,6 21 05 01 01 0,0 0,0 29 225
52 00 15 112 02 02 41 0,0 0,0 00 00 1,0 0,0 03 02 04 05 0,0 35 3
5
3
23
10
30
115
4
31
2
%2
28
47
3
7
1
2
39
156
20
158
53
16
19%
34

n 3 102 P} B 29 167 1 207 1 1 203 17 10 b B 3 u 28 1.980

Source: Estimate based on data from LFS and 2012 Ageing Report



The table above provides the estimated cross table for the stock of provided (by competent member
state) and received (by country of residence) portable documents S1. We can again read the table
row by row or column by column. Each column shows the total number persons where the state is
competent for and in which countries those persons are resident. Each row shows the total number
of persons residing in their country and with a foreign state competent for their social protection and
how this is distributed over those countries. We immediately observe that in absolute figures those
cells are dominated by the large countries, but on top of that it seems to be concentrated among a
limited number of countries. For instance taking the first row and column we can see that of the 69
thousand PD S1 received for persons living in Austria, 52 thousand come from Germany, 3 thousand
from Slovakia and 2.8 thousand from Italy. The top 3 of competent states for S1 counts for 84 % of
the total. Reading the column for Austria, of the 177 thousand PD S1 issued some 65.2 thousand
persons are living in Germany, 43.5 thousand living in Slovakia, and 36.4 thousand living in Hungary.
These 3 largest countries count for 82 %. Those ‘concentration ratios’ of the share or the 3 largest
countries (in concentration analysis it is called the C3) can be calculated for each country either by
country of residence or by country of competence. We observe that especially Germany (20 times in
top 3 of competent MS) and the UK (16 times in top 3 of competent MS) are the most ‘important’
competent MS (in % of residents insured in another MS than the competent MS). The picture of the
most ‘important’ MS of residence (in % of persons living in another MS than the competent MS) is
more diverse.

The share of the largest countries includes only the information about those large countries, without
telling something about the share of the other countries. For that reason in the economic analysis of
the distribution some alternative measures are in use, the Herfindahl index weighting the share m;
with its own, what will over accentuate the large shares, but includes in any case all shares, and the
Entropy index that weights each share with the logarithm of the inverse of this share, what reduces
the importance in the concentration analysis of large countries. To make those concentration indexes
intuitively more appealing a ‘number (here of countries) equivalent is calculated what stands for the
number of countries of the same size that ends up in the same Herfindahl or entropy index than we
will obtain in reality, but now of the same size. Those indexes are calculated as follows:

When m; is the share of country i in the total for EU 27 of a certain on pages n variable, then the
Herfindahl index H= le(mi) 2 and its number equivalent NEy = 1/H; the entropy index

27
E =Z (m,). logz(%) and its number equivalent NEg = antilog; E.
i=1 i

In reality we look here at 27 countries but they are already of an unequal size of the population. We
calculate that those countries are unequal according to the size of their population similar to only
NEy of 10.4 in the EU 27 of the competent countries and a NE; in the EU 27 for the competent
countries of 13.4. The respective NEyand NEg of the total population is 10.6 and 14.3, illustrating
how dominant the total population figures are. Those figures illustrate further how the Herfindahl
index weights the largest share more, resulting in a lower number of countries.

Those are the distributions that can be expected in proportion with the population. What is now the
distribution for the 27 member states of their issued PD S1 as a competent country and distributed
by countries of destination or residence and the number of PD S1 received as a country of residence
and distributed over competent country. Both NE,;and NE; are calculated where the number (here



number of countries) equivalent of Herfindahl over accentuates the concentration. Those figures are
provided in Table 23. But first we have to look at the first two columns that tell us if either a country
is more a country of residence or a competent country. Some are even both. Then we can see if the
number equivalent is large or small. Looking for the lowest number we find NE,, in the resident
countries of the number of competent states of some 1.8 in Austria or 1.3 and 1.4 in respectively
Ireland and Estonia illustrating that the number of competent countries the people living there is
small. Those countries will also being identified with similar figures but somewhat higher for the
number equivalent of entropy in the residence country for the number of competent countries. They
tell us that the distribution of the number of PD S1 according to country of competence is as those
persons are coming from one to two or three countries. Some other countries demonstrate much
higher numbers, illustrating that the people come from much more countries.

The same analysis can be made for either Entropy or Herfindahl indexes in the country of
competence for the number of countries of residence, illustrating over how many countries the PD
S1issued are spread. This implies that people for whom the country is competent are limited to a
small number of countries they are residing in, or to a larger number. For each country their index as
a country of residence or a country of competence can be compared, for instance illustrating that the
country is competent for people coming from a large or small number of countries while the people
residing there with a PD S1 come from a small or large number of competent countries. Different
patterns can be observed. For instance Belgium and Austria have an opposite profile, with Belgium
being competent for people residing in a limited number of countries, while hosting people with a
larger number of competent states. Austria was hosting people with a smaller number of competent
states, while it is competent for a larger number of countries.



Table 23: Entropy and Herfindahl indexes of concentration of cross-border insured persons by PD S1
Number equivalen herfindahl

Total number of PD S1

Number equivalen entropy

NEEin NEH in

Grand total Grandtotal NEEinresident compentent NEH in resident competent

competent residence country of country of country of country of

country country competent countries of competent countries of

(in .000) (in .000) countries residence countries residence
BE 113 225 6,1 4,8 4,7 2,5
BG 4 37 8,6 5,8 6,2 2,9
Ccz 101 43 7,3 2,3 4,8 1,6
DK 57 10 6,3 3,4 4,5 2,2
DE 368 273 8,3 10,8 5,8 5,8
EE 2 30 2,2 4,3 1,4 2,9
IE 29 24 1,8 6,9 1,3 4,1
GR 23 2 3,9 5,4 3,1 3,4
ES 71 115 51 8,8 3,3 6,0
FR 102 311 5,3 8,7 4,3 5,4
IT 167 47 81 4.4 5,9 2,3
cy 5 5 1,9 6,2 1,3 51
LV 1 12 8,4 3,3 4,8 2,0
LT 1 3 9,0 3,7 7,8 2,3
LU 207 7 7,4 3,1 5,0 2,8
HU 28 92 6,1 3,5 4,1 1,9
MT 1 2 3,8 4,8 2,2 2,6
NL 203 39 2,6 55 2,2 3,7
AT 177 66 3,2 5,4 1,8 4,1
PL 17 156 6,8 6,0 3,8 3,0
PT 10 20 4,0 4,7 2,8 3,9
RO 6 158 3,4 49 2,1 2,4
S 3 16 3,4 4,6 2,5 1,3
SK 11 196 6,5 4,3 44 2,0
FI 33 4 4,6 3,0 2,7 1,7
SE 23 53 3,8 8,3 2,1 6,0
UK 218 34 5,7 11,5 4,3 7,5
EU-27 1980 1980 13,4 14,7 10,4 11,3

Source: Own calculations based on data from LFS and 2012 Ageing Report

4.2.6 Estimated cross-border expenditure on healthcare and LTC

As next step we have estimated the cross-border expenditure on health care and long-term care

based on figures from the 2012 Ageing Report (variables ‘Health care spending in 2010 prices per

person’, ‘Population (million)’ and ‘Long-term care spending in 2010 prices (in billion Euros)’).

We calculated our estimates on average benefits for the total of the insured population. It is as

mobile citizens (workers, pensioners, their family members) are using this system of LTC as if they

were nationals. This involves a ‘potential’ overestimation of the number of users of cross-border LTC

benefits and the related expenditure due to fact some MS consider their LTC benefit as not

exportable. At the same time these estimates assume a complete ‘take-up’ of rights by mobile

citizens which will not be the case in the baseline scenario.



To get as close as possible to the applicable rules in Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004 a distinction had to
be made between LTC benefits in cash and in kind. In the 2012 Ageing Report this breakdown is not
available. Nevertheless, in a paper of DG ECFIN the public expenditure on LTC as % of GDP by type of
care was published for each of the 27 EU Member States.’® The yearly health and LTC (by type)
expenditure per capita could be calculated for each of the Member States. These amounts are
applied to the total number of insured persons who received a PD S1 certificates to estimate the
claims issued as creditor and received as debtor for health and LTC.”’

Following rules are kept in mind when constructing the calculation model for the baseline scenario:

LTC benefits in kind are provided according to the legislation of the Member State of
residence and reimbursed by the competent Member State;

LTC benefits in cash are provided according to the legislation of the competent
Member State.

For the baseline scenario on LTC the current budgetary impact is calculated as well as the number of
insured persons (Table 24, Table 25 and Table 28).

4.2.6.1  Estimated actual cross-border expenditure on LTC

The overall budget is estimated at € 994.7 million of which € 618.3 million (62% of total budget) is
related to LTC benefits in kind and € 376.4 million (38% of total budget) is related to LTC benefits in
cash (Table 24).

Compared to total national expenditure of LTC (variable ‘Long-term care spending in 2010 prices’ —
2012 Ageing report) the share of the cross-border LTC expenditure is limited to 0.4% of total EU
expenditure or 0.008% of total GDP of the EU-27 (variable ‘Long-term care spending as % of GDP’-
2012 Ageing Report). Those low but realistic percentages illustrate we are making estimates literally
on the frontier of the borderline of those systems, what results in ‘marginal’ shares in relative terms,
but nevertheless substantial in absolute terms.

In absolute figures Germany (€ 172.9 million), the Netherlands (€ 166.3 million) and Luxembourg (€
119.4 million) are the most important debtor countries taking into account the total cross-border
expenditure on LTC.

In % of total spending, 29.4% of national expenditure on LTC by Luxembourg is granted to cross-
border workers and pensioners (and their family members). In reality we observed not the tenth of
this figure, illustrating probably also the difference of the use of LTC by the rest of the population and
by the cross-border mobile population (see comments again on the situation in Luxembourg).”

Nevertheless, by using this ‘real life information’ (as the LTC expenditures and the hypothesis that
the cross-border mobile citizens are in a similar way entitled and using LTC as the rest of the
population) this is not only an optimistic interpretation of the application of the coordination
principles, but it reflects also the possible implications of changes in those systems. For instance a
shift of a LTC system from in kind to in cash systems (‘consumer oriented’ payment systems) that is

% Lipszyc, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A. (2012), Long-term care: need, use and expenditure in the EU-27, Economic Papers 467, EU. (see table
3 p. 15). http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/economic_paper/2012/pdf/ecp469_en.pdf

" The use of those ‘expenditures per capita’ (for the total population) is warranted since the number of estimated persons refers also to
insured workers and related family members, what should imply their share of the total population.

% See also report CNS, Décompte de I’assurance dépense de I'exercice 2011. http://www.cns.lu/files/publications/Decompte_AD_2011.pdf



http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/publications/economic_paper/2012/pdf/ecp469_en.pdf

under discussion in many countries, will have an impact on the application of the coordination
regulation. Countries less oriented to in cash benefits (for instance Luxembourg, but probably also
other countries) and countries substantially oriented to in cash (as the Netherlands), and the impact
of this in those estimated flows, clearly ‘pop up’ in our calculations.

Main debtor countries for LTC benefits in kind received in another member state than the competent
Member State are again Germany (€ 120.1 million), Luxembourg (€ 104.1 million) and the
Netherlands (€ 73.2 million).

The highest total amounts of LTC benefits in cash to cross-border workers and pensioners are paid by
the Netherlands (€ 93.1 million), Germany (€ 52.8 million) and Austria (€ 49.8 million).

4.2.6.2  Cross-border expenditure on LTC: mid-term and long-term projections

Based on the projections, the cross-border expenditure on LTC will increase to €1.3 billion in 2020
(0.009% of GDP) and €1.8 billion in 2030 (0.010% of GDP). An estimated number of 93 thousand
mobile workers and pensioners residing in another Member State than the competent Member State
would have receipt LTC in 2010. Projections let increase the number of recipients to 106 thousand
persons in 2020 and 121 thousand persons in 2030 (Table 24 and Table 27).

Table 24: Estimated LTC cross-border expenditure baseline scenario (in € billion), as % of total spending
and projections 2020 and 2030

LTC for mobile workers and pensioners in billion euros
Estimation Baseline scenario % of total Projections

Debtor country In kind In cash Total spending 2020 2030

BE 0,0581 0,0165 0,0746 0,9% 0,105 0,139
BG 0,0016 0,0001 0,0016 1,0% 0,002 0,003
Ccz 0,0062 0,0074 0,0136 1,2% 0,019 0,026
DK 0,0545 0,0492 0,1037 1,0% 0,129 0,180
DE 0,1201 0,0528 0,1729 0,5% 0,236 0,305
EE 0,0007 0,0001 0,0008 1,0% 0,001 0,001
IE 0,0075 0,0000 0,0075 0,4% 0,011 0,016
EL 0,0037 0,0016 0,0053 0,2% 0,007 0,008
ES 0,0139 0,0023 0,0162 0,2% 0,021 0,027
FR 0,0374 0,0104 0,0478 0,1% 0,068 0,090
IT 0,0250 0,0370 0,0620 0,2% 0,075 0,095
cY 0,0003 0,0002 0,0004 1,6% 0,001 0,001
LV 0,0001 0,0000 0,0001 0,1% 0,000 0,000
LT 0,0001 0,0000 0,0001 0,0% 0,000 0,000
LU 0,1041 0,0153 0,1194 29,4% 0,203 0,290
HU 0,0034 0,0016 0,0050 0,6% 0,006 0,008
MT 0,0006 0,0000 0,0006 1,6% 0,001 0,002
NL 0,0732 0,0931 0,1663 0,7% 0,227 0,313
AT 0,0266 0,0498 0,0764 1,6% 0,101 0,132
PL 0,0073 0,0006 0,0079 0,3% 0,012 0,018
PT 0,0027 0,0000 0,0027 0,5% 0,003 0,004
RO 0,0020 0,0000 0,0020 0,3% 0,003 0,004
Sl 0,0006 0,0003 0,0009 0,2% 0,001 0,002
SK 0,0013 0,0001 0,0013 0,7% 0,002 0,003
FI 0,0044 0,0035 0,0079 0,2% 0,012 0,018
SE 0,0079 0,0014 0,0093 0,1% 0,012 0,017
UK 0,0550 0,0333 0,0883 0,3% 0,123 0,161
EU27 0,6183 0,3764 0,9947 0,4% 1,345 1,785
as % of GDP 0,008 0,009 0,010




Source: Estimate based on data from LFS, 2012 Ageing Report and Lipszyck, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A. (2012), Long-term care:
need, use and expenditure in the EU-27, EU.

Based on the constructed table on the number of PD S1, as a total of cross-border workers, retired
cross-border workers and other mobile pensioners, and for all their family members, we made
estimates on the potential users of LTC. We make a difference between benefits in cash and benefits
in kind. This is not only an important distinction in the LTC itself, but also in the coordination
regulation. We apply on this total PD S1 the same percentages of use of LTC in cash or in kind as is
the case in the total population of the EU 27. This is acceptable since the structure of this ‘S1
population’ is similar to the total population including an active population, retired persons and their
family members. Those percentages of users are derived from the Ageing report 2012 (additional
data was delivered by DG ECFIN, necessarily for making a distinction between LTC in kind, LTC in cash
and informal LTC). Based on those figures and the total spending on long-term care in cash and in
kind in the EU 27 Member States also the average spending per dependent person benefitting either
in cash or in kind benefits is calculated. In Table 25, we provide for the total population by each
country the % of users in cash and in kind and the average amount.



Table 25: % cross-border users LTC in kind or in cash of total population and average amount per
dependent person using LTC in kind or in cash (thousand €)

Average amount per Average amount per
% usersin dependent person % usersin cash dependent person
kind total  usingcare in kind total using care in cash

Country population (thousand euro) population (thousand euro)

BE 5,7 10,8 2,5 5,8
BG 0,6 1,4 0,9 1,6
Ccz 2,0 2,0 2,4 3,1
DK 3,9 27,0 2,3 37,5
DE 2,7 11,1 1,2 11,5
EE 1,5 1,5 0,9 4,0
IE 1,7 22,4 2,5 0,0
EL 3,1 6,6 2,5 2,8
ES 1,5 10,7 0,9 3,6
FR 2,2 25,0 2,4 4,2
IT 1,7 15,5 2,9 7,6
CY 0,5 0,4 0,9 3,7
LV 0,9 4,7 0,3 3,2
LT 4,7 1,7 2,5 0,8
LU 2,2 33,7 0,4 18,5
HU 1,5 1,7 2,5 2,3
MT 33 3,0 1,8 0,0
NL 5,8 15,6 2,5 18,4
AT 3,1 8,6 51 5,5
PL 04 7,4 4,0 0,9
PT 1,4 3,5 0,9 0,0
RO 1,4 2,5 0,9 0,1
S 1,9 8,5 1,7 5,5
SK 1,4 1,9 0,9 0,7
FlI 3,2 22,9 53 2,0
SE 4,8 28,5 2,4 2,4
UK 2,0 19,4 2,5 6,1
EU27 2,2 10,5 2,1 6,1

Source: Estimate based on data from LFS, 2012 Ageing Report and additional data delivered by DG ECFIN

We will apply in three scenarios (the baseline scenario is descripted in this chapter and two options
are described in chapter 8) those figures to calculate the number of people either benefitting from
an benefit in cash or in kind, and the total amount of LTC spending that this implies. For each pair of
country of resident combined with a competent country either the percentage of use but also the
spending per dependent person can be defined on the level of the country of residence or the
country of competence. Both dimensions, % of use and amount per user matter. The level of
development of a LTC system is a matter of the ‘breadth’ or the number of persons that might be
eligible, and of ‘depth’ or the amount of spending per dependent person. By applying those
parameters to the number of cross-border mobile persons, we treat them in the same way as the
‘national’ total population, as is the ambition on this EU Coordination regulation. The difference



between the three scenarios is that we make the hypothesis that both the use % and the amount are

based on the country of residence or the country of the competent state.

In the baseline scenario we estimate that some 48 thousand mobile citizens are using LTC in kind,

defined on the usage rate and average spending per dependent person. This implies a total cost of

€ 618 million, spend in the country of residence and also to be reimbursed by the competent state.

We further estimate the total users of in cash benefits at 45 thousand. The total spending in cash is

€ 376 million, directly paid by the competent state to the dependent person. In terms of the

coordination regulation it is an export of the benefit in cash. In total some 93 thousand users of LTC

are estimated or a total budget of € 995 million.

Table 26: Estimated number of cross-border users benefiting from LTC (in thousand) and budget (in
million €)

In kind
Numbers (in thousand) Budget (in million €)

In cash
Numbers (in thousand) Budget (in million €)

Numbers (in thousand)

In total

Budget (in million €)

Resident Competent Resident Competent |Resident Competent Resident Competent [Resident Competent Resident Competent

Country |state state state state state state state state state state state state

BE 13 3 139 58 4 3 49 16 17 6 188 75
BG 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 2
Cz 1 2 2 1 2 7 8 2 4 9 14
DK 0 2 11 55 0 1 1 49 1 3 12 104
DE 7 9 82 120 7 5 72 53 15 13 154 173
EE 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 2 0 4 1
IE 0 1 9 1 1 4 1 1 13 7
GR 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 5
ES 2 1 18 14 3 1 20 2 4 2 38 16
FR 7 3 172 37 5 3 39 10 11 6 211 48
IT 1 4 13 25 1 5 6 37 2 8 19 62
cY 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Lv 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0
LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
LU 0 7 5 104 0 1 1 16 0 8 6 119
HU 1 1 2 3 3 1 19 2 4 1 22 5
MT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
NL 2 7 36 73 1 5 6 92 3 12 41 166
AT 2 3 19 27 1 9 50| 3 13 28 76
PL 1 1 5 7 3 1 32 1 4 1 37 8
PT 0 0 1 B8] 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 3
RO 2 0 6 2 4 0 28 0 6 0 34 2
SI 0 0 2 1 1 0 4 0 1 0 6 1
SK 3 0 5 1 6 0 30 0 9 0 35 1
FI 0 1 3 4 0 2 0 4 0 2 3 8
SE 3 1 73 8 1 1 34 1 4 1 107 9
UK 1 4 13 55 1 5 4 33 1 9 17 88|
EU27 48 48 618 618 45 45 376 376 93 93 995 995

Source: Estimate based on data from LFS, 2012 Ageing Report, Lipszyck, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A. (2012), Long-term care:

need, use and expenditure in the EU-27, EU and additional data delivered by DG ECFIN




Table 27: Estimated number of cross-border users from LTC in kind or in cash, projections 2020 and
2030 (in thousand)

In kind In cash Total

Country 2010 2020 2030 2010 2020 230 2010 2020 230
BE 13 15 17 4 5 5 17 20 23
BG 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
cz 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2

DK 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1
DE 7 9 10 7 8 9 15 17 19
EE 0 0 1 1 2 2 2 2

IE 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
GR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ES 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 5 6
FR 7 8 10 5 5 5 11 13 15
IT 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2
cy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LV 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
LU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HU 1 2 2 3 3 3 4 5 5
MT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NL 2 3 4 1 1 1 3 4 4
AT 2 3 3 1 1 1 3 4 4
PL 1 1 1 3 3 4 4 4 5
PT 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
RO 2 3 3 4 4 4 6 7 7
Sl 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
SK 3 3 4 6 6 7 9 10 11
FI 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
SE 3 3 4 1 1 1 4 4 5
UK 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
EU27 48 57 67 45 49 54 93 106 121
index

2010=100 100 118 138 100 109 120 100 114 129

Source: Estimate based on data from LFS, 2012 Ageing Report and additional data delivered by DG ECFIN

Most important creditor countries for the expenditure of LTC benefits in kind are France (€ 171.9
million), Belgium (€ 138.8 million) and Germany (€ 82.1 million) (table). The highest amounts of LTC
benefits in cash are also paid to insured persons living in these countries but who are insured in
another Member State.



Table 28: Estimated L TC cross-border expenditure baseline scenario (in € .000), by country of residence*

Competent country

Country of

residence |Benefitsin kind [Benefitsin cash |Total

BE 138.848 49.314 188.162
BG 303 4.162 4.465
Cz 1.707 6.810 8.516
DK 11.019 1.204 12.223
DE 82.102 71.696 153.798
EE 655 3.124 3.780
IE 9.140 3.736 12.876
EL 372 223 596
ES 18.054 19.683 37.737
FR 171.972 38.784 210.756
IT 12.892 6.116 19.007
cYy 11 728 739
LV 526 1.746 2.272
LT 275 851 1.126
LU 4.844 1.012 5.856
HU 2.382 19.194 21.576
MT 199 396 594
NL 35.801 5.622 41.423
AT 18.714 9.150 27.864
PL 5.330 31.819 37.148
PT 988 1.623 2.611
RO 5.562 28.283 33.844
Sl 2.497 3.735 6.232
SK 5.351 29.545 34.895
FI 2.645 360 3.005
SE 73.081 33.679 106.760
UK 13.015 3.787 16.802
EU-27 618.281 376.381 994.662

* Amounts are paid by the competent countries
Source: Estimate based on data from LFS, 2012 Ageing Report and Lipszyck, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A. (2012), Long-term care:
need, use and expenditure in the EU-27, EU






4.2.6.3  Actual number & value of reimbursement claims

It is important that (some of) these estimates could be verified by way of existing administrative
data. Important data on health are collected by the Audit Board which is attached to the
Administrative Commission (Art. 74 Regulation (EC) No. 883/2004). One of the defined tasks of the
Audit Board is “collect the necessary data and carry out the calculations required for establishing the
annual statement of claims of each Member State”. It implies that a view on the number and the
amount of claims for healthcare in kind, which includes LTC, should be obtained from this
information. However, it is limited to benefits in kind and not benefits in cash, so even there is this
official source not ‘exhaustive’ and are additional (probably national) sources and data collection at
European level needed. There is also another limitation. At the moment, the Audit Board reporting is
(also legally) oriented at outstanding stocks of mutual claims. The budgetary impact of those LTC
expenditures is in terms of flows of yearly expenditures and yearly new claims for reimbursement of
those expenditures. Unfortunately, at the moment there is no specific reporting of the annual
bilateral new claims between countries but only of the outstanding claims. The total new claims by
creditor country were however available for 2011 in the reporting of the Audit Board. We applied the
bilateral distribution of those totals over the debtor countries based on the structure of the
outstanding stock. So assumptions could be made to estimate the amount of claims of LTC benefits in
cash. Data concerning the claims introduced on health care by the creditor countries (based on fixed
and actual amounts) in 2011 (taking into account that these claims submitted in 2011 will deal about
provided health care mainly from 1 or 2 years ago) have been used to estimate the amount of claims
of LTC benefits in kind received or issued (cf. 10.4.2). What we already know from data available
within the Audit Board are the outstanding claims from creditor countries divided over the debtor
countries (cf. 10.4). This detailed breakdown by debtor country for the outstanding claims is also
used for the newly introduced claims in 2011 (cf. 10.4). So we assume that the breakdown of the
newly introduced claims by debtor country is similar to this of the outstanding claims. It implies also
that debtor countries which have important delay’s in payment will influence this assumption. This
assumption results in a detailed cross-table (debtor and creditor country) of the LTC claims
introduced in 2011. On top of that an additional hypothesis needs to be made on the share of LTC
benefits in kind compared to the total level of health and LTC expenditures (by using variables
‘Health care spending as % of GDP’, ‘Long-term care spending as % of GDP’ — 2012 Ageing Report and
the breakdown of LTC by type — see Lipszyck, B., Sail, E. & Xavier, A. (2012)). This results in a cross-
table of introduced claims on LTC benefits in kind whereby also the debtor countries are known (see
Table 29). We arrive at a total amount of LTC reimbursement of € 592 million. Thi