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The information and views set out in this report are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect 
the official opinion of the Commission. The Commission does not guarantee the accuracy of the data 

included in this study. Neither the Commission nor any person acting on the Commission’s behalf may 
be held responsible for the use which may be made of the information contained therein.” 



Draft Final Report 

Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion 
2020 

2 
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Abbreviation Description 
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EC European Commission 
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EP European Parliament 

ERO European Risk Observatory 
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EU European Union 

EU-OSHA European Agency for Safety & Health at Work 

EU Strategic Framework EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at work 2014-2020 

FTA Free Trade Agreement 

HWC Healthy workplaces campaign 

ILO International Labour Organisation 

IT Information Technology 

LI Labour Inspectorate 

MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

MS EU Member State(s) 

MSDs Musculoskeletal disorders 

MSEs Micro and small enterprises 

MSMEs Micro, small and medium enterprises 

NCA National Competent Authority 

OECD Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

OEL Occupational Exposure Limit 

OiRA Online interactive risk assessment 

OPC Open Public Consultation 

OSH Occupational safety and health 

PSR Psychosocial risks 

RAC Committee for Risk Assessment 

REFIT evaluation Ex-post evaluation of the European Union occupational safety and 
health Directives 

SCOEL Scientific Committee on Occupational Exposure Limits 

SLIC Senior Labour Inspectors Committee 

SMEs Small and medium-sized enterprises 

WHO World Health Organisation 
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Report structure 

This report starts with a brief one page summary of findings, followed by a more elaborate executive 
summary.  

This is followed by the main body of the report, which is structured as follows: 

• Section 1: Introduction provides a brief overview of the study’s background, context, approach 
and methodology. 

• Section 2: Implementation of the EU Strategic Framework reports on the extent to which the 
specific actions within the EU Strategic Framework have been implemented. 

• Section 3: Study Findings includes responses to questions on the EU Strategic Framework’s 
relevance, effectiveness, coherence and EU added value. 

• Section 4: Conclusions and Recommendations relates to the EU Strategic Framework’s design, 
implementation and effects. Additionally, this section includes considerations for the EU Strategic 
Framework 2021-2027. 

Annexes, including the OPC Report (Task 5), National Implementation Report (Task 6) and national 
country reports (Task 2)  
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Summary of Findings 

The EU Strategic Framework’s objectives and actions have provided a unified strategic direction for 
improving occupational safety and health to date. They continue to support the development of a level 
playing field at EU level in terms of the further development, implementation and enforcement of the EU 
OSH acquis. In particular: 

• The design of the EU Strategic Framework was praised for its conciseness and clarity. The three 
main challenges and the seven key strategic objectives corresponded to the main problems and 
challenges facing the EU in the area of safety and health at work. Additionally, most stakeholders 
welcomed the decision to include concrete actions and named actors responsible for their 
implementation under each objective. 

• Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection indicates good internal coherence within 
the EU Strategic Framework. There is some clear evidence of synergies and mutually beneficial 
effects from actions carried out under different strategic objectives. In general, the challenges and 
priorities align well with those identified at national level. 

• Most stakeholders consulted for this study appreciate the broad scope and flexibility of the 
current EU Strategic Framework, which covers most of the priority issues identified at national 
level. The current Framework provides much-needed flexibility for different countries and actors to 
implement and adapt EU-level priorities in a pragmatic way, responding to the specific needs of 
the national, sectoral and temporal context. 

Regarding the EU Strategic Framework’s implementation, this study has identified clear progress 
against all seven strategic objectives. Specifically, there is evidence of progress under all but one of 
the actions identified within the Framework. Although the nature of some of the actions means they may 
never be viewed as “completed”, good progress has been made against most actions. The majority of 
actions could be viewed as having been achieved within the reference period. Implementation of a number 
of actions which were expected to be completed before 2016 was, however, delayed.  

In terms of the EU Strategic Framework’s results and impacts, the study found that objectives and actions 
provide a unified strategic direction for improving occupational safety and health. They support a level 
playing field in terms of the further development, implementation and enforcement of the EU OSH acquis. 
The following impacts have been noted: 

• The existence of a Strategic Framework at EU level provides a common reference for Member 
States when designing their own OSH strategies and policies. Additionally, it lends weight to 
health and safety considerations in broader political and strategic discussions (both within 
the Members States and on the international stage). 

• In some areas, there is strong evidence to support a “contribution story” linking the actions carried 
out to broader effects. Some of these have already materialised, while others appear likely to follow 
in the foreseeable future. 

• The EU Strategic Framework has been identified as an important reference for many 
stakeholders. NCAs, in particular, have used it to prioritise action on OSH at national level.  

• The EU Strategic Framework (and the 2017 Communicaton) have supported the revision of the 
EU OSH acquis, leading to the updating of six key directives in this field. 

This study has found broad support for a future Strategic Framework at EU level. It recommends a balance 
between broad scope and flexibility of design on the one hand, and focus on a limited number of 
core priorities and accountability in terms of monitoring progress on the other. To continue to 
address traditional OSH risks, a number of new priorities have been identified. These include addressing 
the changing world of work and the changing status of workers and employers as well as the need to 
consider OSH within the context of broader global trends such as climate change. 
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Executive Summary 

 

Study context and approach 

The EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 (EU Strategic Framework) was 
adopted on 6 June 2014. It was intended to ensure that the European Union (EU) continues to play a 
leading role in promoting high standards for working conditions both within Europe and internationally. The 
EU Strategic Framework identified the following three major challenges1 facing the EU with regard to 
improving health and safety in the workplace:  

• The need to improve implementation of existing health and safety rules, in particular by enhancing 
the capacity of micro and small enterprises (MSEs) to put in place effective and efficient risk 
prevention strategies. 

• The need to improve the prevention of work-related diseases by tackling new and emerging risks 
without neglecting existing risks. 

• The need to consider and take into account the ageing of the EU's workforce. 

Seven strategic objectives were identified to help address these challenges. Each objective was 
addressed by key actions implemented by different actors in the field of European workplace health and 
safety. These were, inter alia, the European Commission (EC), the Member States (MS), social partners, 
labour inspectorates (LIs) and EU-OSHA. 

In 2017, the EC published a Communication on the modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and 
Health Legislation and Policy (the 2017 Communication)2. This was informed by the results of the ex-post 
evaluation of the European Union occupational safety and health Directives (REFIT evaluation)3. The 2017 
Communication set out several key actions to bring a new impetus to and further operationalise the EU 
Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work in the latter half of its implementation. This included a 
focus on occupational cancer, compliance at MSME level and the modernisation of OSH legislation. 

The scope of the evaluation support study is very broad. It covers both the quality / design of the Strategic 
Framework itself, and its implementation at national and EU level. To address each of these elements, the 
study entails a thorough assessment of the actions carried out by different actors as well as their effects 
and impacts. It also includes a review of implementation in all EU MS.4  

This study uses a theory-based approach. This entails eliciting the “theory” of how the intervention is 
intended to work before gathering evidence in a targeted way to test how far this was confirmed in practice. 
The study aims to consider the EU Strategic Framework’s design, its implementation at both EU and MS 
level, and its contribution to generating impacts in line with its objectives. 

 

1 European Commission, 2014, Commission Communication COM(2014) 332 of 6 June 2014 ‘on an EU Strategic Framework 
on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020’, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=151. 

2 European Commission, 2017, Commission Communication COM(2017) 12 to the European Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions of 10 January 2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier 
Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health Legislation and Policy’.   

3 European Commission, 2017, Commission Staff Working Document (2017), ‘Ex-post evaluation of the European Union 
occupational safety and health Directives (REFIT evaluation)’, accompanying the   Commission Communication COM(2017) 
12 to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the 
Regions of 10 January 2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health 
Legislation and Policy’, available at: eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52017SC0010&from=en. 

4 This means the 27 current Member States of the EU, as well as, where relevant, the UK, which was a Member State until 
31 January 2020, i.e. for most of the period covered by the Framework. 
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Implementation Review 

The implementation review carried out as part of this study identified clear progress against all seven 
strategic objectives. Specifically, there is evidence of progress under all but one of the 29 actions 
identified within the EU Strategic Framework. Similarly, although due to the nature of some of the actions  
they may never be viewed as “completed”, good progress has been made against most of them. Indeed, 
the majority could be viewed as having been achieved as envisaged within the reference period.  Some 
actions that were expected to be completed by 2016 were, however, delayed. The 2017 Communication 
provided concrete actions with a clear timeframe for implementation and was a catalyst for progress in 
implementation during the second half of the reference period.  

• Objective one: Further consolidate national strategies. Interviewees commonly regarded this 
as the objective under which the most progress was made. This relates both to the extent to which 
MS have updated their national strategies following the adoption of the EU Strategic Framework, 
and the extent to which the influence of the EU Strategic Framework can be seen in these 
strategies. At EU level, the creation of the OSH Barometer marks significant progress in terms of 
making national OSH strategies accessible. 

• Objective two: Facilitate compliance with occupational safety and health (OSH) legislation. 
This included the implementation of awareness raising campaigns at EU and national level, a series 
of EU-level peer reviews on specific OSH topics, the publication of guidance and research, and the 
development of 248 OiRA tools in 17 languages (as of April 2021). A significant number of outputs 
were achieved under this objective and there is now a strong onus on MS to adapt and promote 
these at national level. 

• Objective three: Better enforcement of OSH legislation by Member States. There was steady 
progress in implementation, despite significant concerns regarding enforcement capacity of many 
LIs due to national funding cuts. At EU level, the Senior Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) 
implemented a number of actions to support a more coordinated approach to enforcement in EU 
MS. This included a rolling programme of national evaluations and exchanges and the 
development of common training standards.  

• Objective four: Simplify existing legislation. The European Commission updated six EU 
directives following the ex-post evaluation of the EU OSH Framework Directive and 23 related 
directives. This represents a significant effort to modernise the EU OSH acquis. At national level, 
ten MS implemented activities in support of this objective. The question of what simplifications 
might be required to support micro-enterprises in low-risk sectors remains to some extent 
unanswered. 

• Objective five: Address the ageing of the workforce, emerging new risks, prevention of 
work-related and occupational diseases. Activity under this objective focused on tackling 
occupational diseases. Initiatives aimed at raising awareness and sharing best practices on 
managing dangerous substances accompanied the introduction of new Occupational Exposure 
Limits (OELs) under the Chemical Agents Directive (CAD) and Chemicals and Mutagens Directive 
(CMD). Other initiatives focused on mental health and psychosocial risks (PSRs), digitalisation, 
musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) and demographic change. While a lot of progress has been 
made under this objective, its specific focus on new and emerging risks means that there will 
always be more left to do. 

• Objective six: Improve statistical data collection and develop the information base. Among 
the most significant achievements are the publication of an EU index of occupational diseases 
(EODS) and two data visualisation tools. One of these is on costs and benefits related to OSH and 
the other on OSH country profiles (the OSH Barometer). Preliminary work has also been carried 
out to establish a database of occupational exposure, although progress in this area has been 
limited. Accidents at work and occupational diseases are the two main areas of work where 
progress has been most tangible. At national level, few MS have adopted measures to improve 
statistical data collection and develop the information base. Most of these measures concern the 
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improvement of the quality of data on accidents at work. Almost no measures were adopted to 
improve data on occupational diseases. 

• Objective seven: Better coordinate EU and international efforts to address OSH and engage 
with international organisations. Although there are different views among stakeholders with 
regard to the importance of objective seven, notable progress can be observed in this area. 
Particular examples include cooperating with international organisations on data collection, 
continued dialogue on OSH with countries including the USA and China, and incorporating OSH 
and labour inspection commitments in international free trade agreements (FTAs).  

 

Relevance 

Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to a clear consensus that a Strategic 
Framework for OSH at European level was and remains highly relevant. It both helps to ensure consistency 
between MS in terms of worker protection and to elevate the importance of workplace health and safety in 
national policy debates. Most stakeholders consulted for this study appreciated the broad scope and 
flexibility of the current EU Strategic Framework, which covers most of the priority issues identified at 
national level. However, some interviewees felt that a more robust strategy or policy would have been 
desirable, with a reduced number of key priorities, and/or more specific objectives and targets.  

The three main challenges and the associated seven key strategic objectives identified in the EU Strategic 
Framework were largely perceived as corresponding to the main problems and challenges facing the EU 
in the area of safety and health at work. Additionally, there was strong support for including concrete 
actions and named actors responsible for their implementation. However, views were more divided on 
whether the actions and the actors identified to carry them out were sufficient to pursue the strategic 
objectives.  

 

Effectiveness 

The implementation review carried out as part of this study has identified clear progress against all 
seven strategic objectives, resulting from the implementation of the different actions identified within the 
EU Strategic Framework. A review of progress against the actions, outputs and outcomes foreseen in the 
intervention logic demonstrates the effectiveness of the EU Strategic Framework as a catalyst to action. 
Specifically, there is evidence of activity against all but one of the specified actions.  

The 2017 Communication played a useful role in ensuring progress continued in the latter half of the EU 
Strategic Framework’s implementation period. It acted as an interim “stock-check”, identifying key areas 
of intervention and defining further priority actions to ensure the ambition of the EU Strategic Framework 
was realised. The 2017 Communication identified actions such as the modernisation of EU OSH legislation 
and the development of OiRA tools. This appears to have helped maintain focus and momentum. 

This study has identified a number of promising outcomes under each of the seven objectives. 
Nonetheless, none of the objectives can be viewed as having been completely “achieved”. This is due 
partly to the nature of the OSH context, which involves a constant evolution of working culture and a 
concurrent evolution of OSH challenges. Additionally, some stakeholders (representing workers, 
employers, NCAs and OSH experts) considered the progress in addressing the three challenges identified 
in the EU Strategic Framework to be considerable, but inconsistent. In particular, significant progress has 
been noted on research and the development of support tools to help address the challenges identified. 
More remains to be done, however, in order to ensure these changes are implemented in practice. This 
includes, for example, to increas the evidence of compliance amongst MSMEs and to increas data 
collection and sharing on work-related diseases. For more information on this point, see Section 3.2.3. 
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Coherence 

Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to good internal coherence within the EU 
Strategic Framework. There is some clear evidence of synergies and mutually beneficial effects from 
actions carried out under different strategic objectives. The EU Strategic Framework also seems to be well 
aligned with OSH priorities in various EU MS, suggesting clear coherence with national OSH policies and 
strategies across the EU. 

No significant overlaps or contradictions were identified between the challenges, objectives and actions 
described in the EU Strategic Framework. The various elements of the EU Strategic Framework (i.e. the 
seven strategic objectives and the corresponding actions) work with each other to address its overall 
objective of improving occupational safety and health. The EU Strategic Framework identified specific 
issues that pose barriers to better OSH and set out actions to overcome these.  

The broad and cross-cutting nature of the EU Strategic Framework’s objectives implies a clear potential 
complementarity with other EU policies. Additionally, there is clear alignment between the EU Strategic 
Framework and the work of international organisations, particularly the ILO. There are some specific 
examples of collaboration between different policy areas, particularly with regard to chemicals and trade. 
There is still room to further exploit potential interlinkages and synergies going forward in areas such as 
public health, the environment and industrial strategy.  

 

EU Added Value 

The exact nature and extent of the EU Strategic Framework’s influence and added value varied depending 
on the Member State and action in question. As the EU Strategic Framework is not binding on any of the 
actors, its overall influence should not be over-estimated. Nonetheless, the research conducted for this 
study shows that the EU Strategic Framework did contribute to reinforcing several existing initiatives. It 
has also been credited with launching numerous new initiatives at both EU and national level. It achieved 
this by making priorities explicit, providing an overarching framework that links and contextualises the 
different activities, and calling on different stakeholders to take responsibility for concrete actions. 

The EU Strategic Framework has helped to ensure that OSH remains high on the agenda at EU level and 
in MS, as well as on the international stage. It has also contributed to a more level playing field by helping 
to develop common standards and tools to support enforcement and compliance. This common approach 
can generate economies of scale across the EU and allows less advanced countries in a given area to 
learn from the more advanced ones.  Some specific examples of the EU Strategic Framework’s added 
value include: 

• The review and alignment of national OSH strategies represents a clear case of EU ‘soft power’, 
whereby commonly defined priorities combined with strategic encouragement and support 
provision can contribute to positive changes at national level. 

• The development of standardised campaigns, guidelines, support tools and other materials that 
can be adapted to different national circumstances leads to economies of scale and ensures that 
common standards and approaches are shared between EU MS. 

• Updating EU legislation ensures that national legislation remains fit for purpose, through the 
transposition and implementation of the revised directives. 

• It is clear that the EU as a whole has more leverage to insist on the inclusion of OSH clauses in 
FTAs than MS would individually, which is another way in which the EU adds value.  
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Conclusions 

The EU Strategic Framework has provided a common direction in support of coordinated action to improve 
occupational safety and health and support at EU level. In particular: 

• The design of the EU Strategic Framework was praised for its conciseness and clarity. The three 
main challenges and the associated seven key strategic objectives largely corresponded to the 
main problems and challenges facing the EU in the area of safety and health at work. Additionally, 
the decision to include concrete actions and named actors responsible for their implementation 
under each objective provided a tangible roadmap to achieving the objectives.  

• Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to good internal coherence of the 
EU Strategic Framework. There is some clear evidence of synergies and mutually beneficial effects 
from actions carried out under different strategic objectives. In general, the challenges and priorities 
align well with those identified at national level. 

• Most stakeholders consulted for this study appreciated the broad scope and flexibility of the 
current EU Strategic Framework, which covers the majority  of the priority issues identified at 
national level. The current Framework provides much-needed flexibility for different countries and 
actors to implement and adapt various EU-level priorities in a pragmatic way, responding to the 
specific needs of the national, sectoral and temporal context. 

• Some stakeholders felt that a more robust strategy or policy (such as the preceding 2007-2012 
Community Strategy on Health and Safety at Work) would have been desirable. They advocated 
for a reduced number of key priorities, and/or more specific objectives and targets. Those who 
supported this option believed it would provide more impetus and accountability for progress on 
OSH-related issues. 

• Additionally, some stakeholders identified a slight disconnect between the challenges 
identified and some of the concrete objectives and actions included in the EU Strategic 
Framework. In particular, they missed a clear link between the challenges identified and the actions 
described under objectives four and seven.  

 
Although it is difficult to measure concrete impacts which can be clearly attributed to the EU Strategic 
Framework, a number of conclusions can be drawn with regard to its influence:  

• The EU Strategic Framework provides a common reference for Member States when designing 
their own OSH strategies and policies. Additionally, it lends weight to health and safety 
considerations in broader political and strategic discussions (both within the Members States and 
on the international stage). 

• In some areas, there is strong evidence to support a “contribution story” linking the actions 
carried out to broader effects. Some of these effects have already materialised, while others 
appear likely to follow in the foreseeable future. 

• There is also clear evidence that the EU Strategic Framework has contributed to significant 
progress on improving OSH culture within the EU, despite a certain degree of variation 
depending on the specific objectives and actions in question. Nearly all the outputs foreseen within 
the intervention logic have been realised. There has also been progress against most of the 
outcomes foreseen for each specific objective.  

• The EU Strategic Framework was identified as an important reference for many stakeholders. 
National competent authorities (NCAs), in particular, have used it to prioritise action on OSH at 
national level. Additionally, social partners have found it to be a useful tool both to lobby for an 
increased focus on OSH generally and to increase attention on specific issues such as MSDs and 
PSR. 
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• The inclusion of OSH in FTAs as well as high level bilateral discussions on OSH matters with 
leading economies has elevated the importance of workplace health and safety on the global 
stage and positioned the EU as a leading actor in this field. 

• The EU Strategic Framework (and the 2017 Communicaton) have supported the revision of the 
EU OSH acquis. This has led to the updating of six key directives in this field. 

 

Recommendations for a future Strategic Framework 

With regard to the design of a future Strategic Framework, this study recommends a balance between 
broad scope and flexibility of design on the one hand and focus on a limited number of core 
priorities and accountability in terms of monitoring progress on the other. Striking the right balance 
between these two – taking into account the political and socio-economic context at the time – is key for 
maximising the success of the future framework. 

One specific approach that could help the future Framework strike this balance would be to combine a 
longer-term strategy with shorter term action plans. Building on the success of the 2017 Communication 
in revisiting the EU Strategic Framework’s priorities and actions at the mid-point (in 2017), a future 
Strategic Framework could be accompanied by shorter-term priorities and implementation plans of 
approximately two or three years duration. These would focus on operationalising the aims contained 
within the higher-level Strategic Framework. In addition to named actors and timeframes for 
implementation, shorter-term implementation plans could include, for example, concrete indicators. 
These would help to monitor ongoing progress and increase transparency between different stakeholders. 

Stakeholder feedback has also highlighted resource constraints as a significant barrier to OSH 
implementation within MS. It may therefore be appropriate to investigate the possibility of building bridges 
with existing funding streams (such as the European Social Fund) to help stakeholders access financial 
support for implementation of actions identified in a future Strategic Framework. 

Emerging Priorities 

The main priorities that have emerged from the research and consultation activities for a potential future 
Strategic Framework can be summarised as follows: 

• Firstly, there is a need to remain focused on the challenges and issues identified in the EU 
Strategic Framework 2014-2020. Occupational diseases, demographic change, psychosocial 
risks and MSDs have only increased in importance in recent years. Additionally, there is a 
continued need to support both LIs and companies to improve OSH standards. 

• Stakeholders also underlined the need to continue considering traditional OSH challenges 
(including workplace accidents and risks such as falling from heights, or in the agricultural and 
construction sectors). These risks could be overlooked if a future Strategic Framework prioritises 
new and emerging risks too strongly. 

• Consideration should also be given to the impacts of a number of longer-term trends in the 
world of work. Issues such as increasingly globalised supply chains, the greening of the economy, 
a move towards more flexible and atypical labour, a transition towards teleworking and increased 
digitalisation all have implications for the future implementation of OSH. Further consideration 
should be given to the opportunities and risks associated with these emerging trends.  

• Ensuring OSH protection is fit for purpose with regard to different types of workers and that 
differentiated impacts on different groups have been thoroughly taken into account. This 
particularly applies to migrant workers, those employed in the gig economy, platform workers and 
those working in the domestic sphere (including in-home private carers, cleaners and teleworkers). 
The gendered impacts of OSH as well as specific considerations required for those with disabilities 
should also be considered. 
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• Taking into consideration the impacts of the COVID-19 outbreak on workplace health and safety, 
consideration should also be given to broader global trends such as climate change and the 
potential for future pandemics and how these may impact on the workplace of the future. For 
example, this may include impacts of retrofitting programmes on potential exposure to asbestos 
and the implications of the transition to a low carbon economy. A holistic approach to OSH, 
including mainstreaming OSH considerations into areas such as environmental policy and public 
health, could help to increase resilience when facing future challenges. 
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 Introduction 

The European Commission (specifically the Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and 
Inclusion – DG EMPL) has commissioned a Consortium made up of Ipsos and Milieu (collectively referred 
to as ‘the contractor’) to carry out a study to support the evaluation of the EU Strategic Framework on 
Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 (EU Strategic Framework). The study serves two primary purposes. 
These are: to assess the overall quality and design of the Framework, and to assess its implementation at 
EU and national level. Additionally, the outputs of the study will serve as a source of information for the 
future Strategic Framework, which is foreseen for 2021-2027.  

The study was tasked to: 

• Analyse the impact of the EU Strategic Framework 2014-2020. 

• Assess to what extent the general and specific objectives have been achieved. 

• Identify the strengths and weaknesses in its implementation. 

• Provide a list of recommendations in relation to the future strategy after 2020, both in terms of 
priorities to be addressed and of measures to be adopted for better implementation. 

The scope of the evaluation support study is very broad. It covers both the quality / design of the EU 
Strategic Framework itself and its implementation at national and EU level. To address these elements, 
the study entails a thorough assessment of the actions carried out by different actors as well as their effects 
and impacts. It includes a review of implementation in all EU Member States (MS).5  

1.1 Background and Context 

The EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-20206 was adopted on 6 June 2014. It 
was intended to ensure that the EU continues to play a leading role in the promotion of high standards for 
working conditions both within Europe and internationally.  

The EU Strategic Framework identified the following three major challenges7 facing the EU with regard to 
improving health and safety in the workplace:  

• The need to improve implementation of existing health and safety rules, in particular by enhancing 
the capacity of micro and small enterprises (MSEs) to put in place effective and efficient risk 
prevention strategies. 

• The need to improve the prevention of work-related diseases by tackling new and emerging risks 
without neglecting existing risks. 

• The need to consider and take into account the ageing of the EU workforce. 

Seven strategic objectives were identified to help address these challenges. Each objective was to be 
pursued through key actions implemented by different actors in the field of EU workplace health and safety. 
These are, inter alia, the European Commission (EC), the Member States (MS), social partners, the Senior 
Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) and EU-OSHA. Table 1 provides an overview of the different strategic 

 

5 This means the 27 current Member States of the EU, as well as, where relevant, the UK, which was a Member State until 
31 January 2020, i.e. for most of the period covered by the Framework. 

6 European Commission, 2014, Commission Communication COM(2014) 332 of 6th June 2014 ‘on an EU Strategic Framework 
on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020’, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=151.   

7 European Commission, 2014, Commission Communication COM(2014) 332 of 6th June 2014 ‘on an EU Strategic Framework 
on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020’, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=151.   
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objectives, the actions to be implemented in order to achieve each objective, and the actors identified as 
responsible for each action. 

Table 1: Summary of actions and actors in the EU Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) Strategic 

Framework 2014-20208 

Strategic objective Action 

Responsible actor(s)* 

EC 
Member 
States 

ACSH 
(Tripartite 
Structure) 

SLIC  EU-OSHA Others 

1. Further 
consolidate national 
strategies 

Review national OSH strategies   X (X)    

Establish a database of national 
strategies 

X    (X)  

Nominate contact points for national 
strategies 

X  X X X  

2. Facilitate 
compliance with 
OSH legislation 

Provide financial and technical 
support on implementing OIRA and 
other IT-based tools  

 X   (X) (x) 

Develop guidance and identify 
examples of good practice 

X    X  

Promote the exchange of good 
practice 

X (X) (X)    

Continue with awareness raising 
campaigns 

X (X)   (X)  

3. Better 
enforcement of OSH 
legislation by 
Member States 

Map resources of labour 
inspectorates and evaluate their 
capacity  

   X   

Evaluate exchange/training 
programme of labour inspectors, 
enhance tools for cooperation  

X   (X)   

Assess effectiveness of sanctions 
and fines imposed by MS 

X (X) (X) (X)   

4. Simplify existing 
legislation 

Identify simplifications / reductions 
of burden, promote debate with 
stakeholders 

X  X    

Encourage MS to identify sources of 
specific regulatory burden, promote 
exchange of good practice and 
information 

(X) X     

Assess the situation of micro-
enterprises in low-risk sectors 

X      

5. Address ageing 
workforce, emerging 
new risks, work-
related and 
occupational 
diseases 

Establish a network of OSH 
professionals and scientists 

X      

Support the dissemination of the 
findings of the European Risk 
Observatory 

X    (X)  

Identify and exchange good practice 
on ways to improve OSH conditions 
for specific categories of workers 

    X  

Promote rehabilitation and 
reintegration measures  

X    (X)  

Identify and disseminate good 
practice on mental health problems 
at work 

    X  

 

8 The actors marked as responsible in this table reflect those referenced explicitly within the EU Strategic Framework, and do 
not consider other actors who may have been implicated in the actual implementation of specific actions (covered in the 
implementation review in Section 2). 
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Strategic objective Action 

Responsible actor(s)* 

EC 
Member 
States 

ACSH 
(Tripartite 
Structure) 

SLIC  EU-OSHA Others 

6. Improve 
statistical data 
collection and 
develop the 
information base 

Assess and improve the quality of 
data on accidents at work (ESAW) 

X X     

Examine options to improve data on 
occupational diseases at EU level  

X X     

Launch discussions within ACSH on 
a common database on 
occupational exposures 

X  X   X 

Examine options to improve 
information on costs and benefits in 
the area of OSH9 

X      

Develop a tool to monitor the 
implementation of the EU Strategic 
Framework 2014-2020 

X  X    

7. Better coordinate 
EU and international 
efforts to address 
OSH and engage 
with international 
organisations 

Continue to support candidate 
countries during accession 
negotiations 

X      

Strengthen OSH cooperation with 
the ILO, WHO and OECD 

X      

Review the Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) with the ILO 
to better reflect OSH policy 

X      

Contribute to implementing OSH 
commitments in EU free-trade and 
investment agreements  

X      

Address OSH deficits in the global 
supply chain and contribute to G20 
initiatives  

X      

Strengthen ongoing cooperation 
and dialogue on OSH with strategic 
partners 

X      

* X = leading role; (X) = supporting role 

Source: Commission Communication COM (2014) 332 

In 2017, the European Commission published a Communication on the modernisation of the EU 
Occupational Safety and Health Legislation and Policy10 (the 2017 Communication). This was informed by 
the results of the ex-post evaluation of the European Union occupational safety and health Directives 
(REFIT evaluation)11. The 2017 Communication identified the need for measures to be ‘results-oriented 
instead of paper-driven’. It set out several key actions to help provide a new impetus to and further 
operationalise the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work in the latter half of its 
implementation. The 2017 Communication identified three key occupational safety and health actions to 
achieve this, namely: 

 

9 No actor was explicitly identified as responsible for implementation of this action within the EU Strategic Framework 

10 European Commission, 2017, Commission Communication COM(2017) 12 to the European Parliament, the Council, the 
European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions of 10 January 2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier 
Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health Legislation and Policy’.   

11 European Commission, 2017, Commission Staff Working Document (2017), ‘Ex-post evaluation of the European Union 
occupational safety and health Directives (REFIT evaluation)’, accompanying the   Commission Communication COM(2017) 
12 to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the 
Regions of 10 January 2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health 
Legislation and Policy’, available at: eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52017SC0010&from=en. 
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• Stepping up the fight against occupational cancer through legislative proposals accompanied by 
increased guidance and awareness-raising; 

• Helping businesses, in particular micro-enterprises and SMEs, comply with occupational safety 
and health (OSH) rules; and 

• Cooperating with MS and social partners to remove or update outdated rules and to refocus efforts 
on ensuring better and broader protection, compliance and enforcement on the ground.  

These three actions were further refined into 29 concrete steps to be implemented from 2017 to 2019. As 
in the EU Strategic Framework, the 2017 Communication assigned specific actors responsible for the 
delivery of each action. Additionally, the 2017 Communication provided a deadline for completion of each 
of the steps. This created a concrete timetable for the delivery of actions foreseen in the document.    

In 2019, the European Commission published the results of a Fitness Check on chemicals legislation other 
than REACH12. The Fitness Check was initiated in 2015 to assess whether EU chemicals legislation was 
fit for purpose and was being implemented as intended. It recognised the cross-cutting nature of chemicals 
legislation, which affects environmental legislation and other areas of regulation. The REFIT evaluation 
provides a further stepping-stone towards improving the efficiency of the EU’s approach to reducing 
workers’ exposure to dangerous substances and shaping future OSH policy. 

 

1.2 Methodology 

This study uses a theory-based approach. This means first eliciting the “theory” of how the intervention 
is intended to work, and then gathering evidence in a targeted way to test how far this was confirmed in 
practice. The study aims to consider the EU Strategic Framework’s design, its implementation at both EU 
and MS level, and its contribution to generating impacts in line with its objectives. 

The study is grounded in an intervention logic (see Figure 1), which provides a visual summary of the study 
team’s understanding of the EU Strategic Framework and its main desired effects (outputs, outcomes and 
impacts). This shows how the actions described in the EU Strategic Framework form the building blocks 
for achieving each of the seven objectives, with each action leading to longer-term outcomes and impacts 
at both EU and MS level. 

 

 

12 European Commission, 2019, Findings of the Fitness Check of the most relevant chemicals legislation (excluding REACH) 
and identified challenges, gaps and weaknesses, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0102. 
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Figure 1: Intervention logic 
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The study aims to answer a series of research questions defined in the original Tender 
Specifications. These were operationalised into a research framework consisting of key 
questions, judgement criteria / indicators, and information sources for each of the research 
questions. Section 3 includes answers to each of the research questions, based on 
triangulating the evidence from EU-level and country-level data collection. The different data 
collection tasks which formed the evidence base for this study are described in Section 1.3 
(below). 

 

1.3 Evidence base 

The evidence gathered for this study includes more than 100 interviews with relevant actors 
and stakeholders, an open public consultation, and the review of a wide range of secondary 
sources including policy documents and legislation, official statistics, monitoring data, and 
relevant literature.  

Figure 2 below provides a visual overview of the different tasks included in the study and 
how each of these contributes to the study findings. 

Figure 2: Schematic overview of the six main tasks 

 

Data collection at EU and national level was organised according to four key tasks, which 
form the evidence base for the findings included in this report. 

Task six: Review of national implementation reports 

The study team carried out a full review of national implementation reports submitted by EU 
MS for the years 2013-2017, as well as any additional datasets or monitoring information 
provided by the MS alongside the reports.  

Based on this information, the study team developed summary tables to review the 
measures and initiatives adopted during the reference period in each MS in line with the EU 
Strategic Framework. These also provided relevant information on how MS have 
transposed and implemented the OSH directives, their views on the difficulties encountered 
and suggestions to improve the EU OSH acquis. The results of Task six were fed into task 
two and are also contained in a self-standing report, which is presented alongside this study.  
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Task two: Mapping and analysis of country-specific information 

Task two involved a country-by-country analysis of the current state of play in the EU-27 
regarding the implementation of national OSH policy and the extent to which this contributed 
to the objectives described in the EU Strategic Framework.    

The research team distributed to members of the Advisory Committee on Safety and Health 
at Work (ACSH) a questionnaire targeting national authorities. Twenty national authorities 
had provided written responses13 (May 2021). 

In addition to this, national correspondents gathered additional information on 
implementation of the EU Strategic Framework in their respective countries. They also 
conducted a comprehensive review of national strategy or action plan documents and 
legislation. This built on the review of the national implementation reports provided by the 
EC, the survey targeting national authorities, and the EU-OSHA report on National 
Strategies in the field of OSH. Where relevant, the team supplemented the desk research 
with academic and grey literature (academic articles, reports, documents linked to initiatives 
and campaigns, etc.).  

National correspondents carried out interviews with stakeholders at the national level 
(national competent authorities (NCAs), employers’ associations, and trade unions). This 
helped to obtain feedback, corroborate the desk research findings, update information, 
provide informed opinion on actions carried out at national level, and fill in the gaps 
highlighted by the desk research.  

Information on national actions included in this study dates to the completion of data 
collection under task two (February 2021). 

Task three: Mapping and analysis of actions at EU level 

A mapping tool of EU-level actions covering the initiatives carried out between 2014 and 
2020 was developed based on desk research during the inception phase. This was further 
expanded in the data collection phase using documentation and feedback provided by EU-
level interviewees. In particular, the study team ensured that the mapping clearly indicates 
the outputs related to each action and which actors and stakeholders were involved in each 
output.  

Additionally, interviews were carried out with actor/stakeholder groups responsible for the 
implementation of different EU-level actions. The interviews were used to gain an overview 
of progress against the seven strategic objectives and to identify emerging trends and 
strategic priorities for the future in the field of OSH. Twenty-five interviews were carried out 
with selected stakeholders at EU level. An overview of the interviews is provided in Table 
2. 

Table 2: Overview EU-level interviews  

Actor/stakeholder type Target Contacted Completed 

EU institutions, agencies and bodies 13 13 10 

European social partners 8 6 6 

ACSH N/A 6 5 

SLIC N/A 2 2 

 

13 Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 

Ireland, Latvia, Malta, Poland, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the Netherlands. 
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Actor/stakeholder type Target Contacted Completed 

International organisations and others 4 2 2 

Total 25 29 25 

Task five: Open Public Consultation 

The Open Public Consultation (OPC) on the EU Strategic Framework was launched on 
7 December 2020 and remained open until 1 March 2021. The OPC received a total of 355 
responses from 26 EU MS and seven non-EU countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Switzerland, the United States, the United Kingdom, North Macedonia, Norway and 
Turkey). The largest groups of respondents were EU citizens (83) and companies/business 
organisations (81). Other groups represented included business associations (45), trade 
unions (42) and public authorities (40). An overview of the OPC respondents is provided in 
Table 3. 

Table 3: Open Public Consultation responses 

Respondent Type 
Responses 
Received 

Academic/research institution 11 

Business association 45 

Company/business organisation 81 

Consumer organisation 0 

Environmental organisation 0 

EU citizen 83 

Non-EU citizen 2 

Non-governmental organisation (NGO) 20 

Public authority 40 

Trade union 42 

Other 31 

Source: Public consultation 

The vast majority (86%) of respondents claimed to be involved in or have contributed to the 
design and/or implementation of OSH policy, legislation and/or other measures at some 
level (EU, national/sub-national, in the workplace or in another capacity). Fourteen percent 
were not involved at any level. A little over one third of respondents (34%) described 
themselves as being involved in OSH policy and/or legislation implementation in the 
workplace. Over one quarter (28%) of respondents were involved at the national or sub-
national (regional or municipal) level, while 14% of respondents were involved at EU-level. 
The remainder (9%) were involved in another capacity.  

Tasks one and four: Data triangulation, synthesis and analysis 

The remaining two tasks were related not to the collection of data, but to its analysis, 
synthesis, triangulation and interpretation. This involved a retrospective analysis of data on 
the quality, implementation and effects of the EU Strategic Framework (task one) and a 
prospective analysis of key issues to be prioritised in the successor framework (task four). 
A ‘virtual’ (i.e. online) workshop was held with around 20 selected participants, representing 
all the main stakeholder groups. During the workshop, the study team presented and 
gathered feedback on key emerging results of the study. The workshop was also used to 
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collect inputs on participants’ views on the main OSH issues to be addressed during the 
next decade. 

  

1.4 Limitations and Challenges 

Although the study team employed the best possible mix of methods and data (within the 
time and resources available) to meet the objectives of the study, it is nonetheless subject 
to certain limitations and caveats. These are mainly due to the ‘soft’ nature of the study 
subject (the EU Strategic Framework is in essence a policy document without any binding 
effects) and to the very broad scope (as outlined above, the EU Strategic Framework lists 
29 actions to be implemented by a wide range of different actors). When considering the 
results presented in the remainder of this report, it is therefore important to keep in mind the 
following: 

• In view of the nature and scope of the EU Strategic Framework, as well as the timing 
of the study (right at the end of the implementation period of the EU Strategic 
Framework), it was not possible to measure its impacts. This is for the following main 
reasons: 

o It is inherently difficult to robustly assess the effects of a ‘soft’ intervention, 
as it is not possible to provide a definitive answer to the question of 
attribution. While the EU Strategic Framework has contributed to progress 
with many initiatives and actions, this does not necessarily mean that none 
of these would have been implemented had the EU Strategic Framework not 
existed. Hence, their effects cannot be attributed entirely to the EU Strategic 
Framework. 

o The fact that the EU Strategic Framework called on so many actors at EU 
level as well as in all MS to take such a wide range of different actions means 
it would be impossible to provide a fully comprehensive, robust account of 
the effects of every single action (for more on this also see the point on the 
research at national level below). 

o Finally, the ultimate desired impacts of the EU Strategic Framework (the top 
level in the intervention logic depicted above) take time to materialise. One 
would expect the various outcomes to eventually contribute to improvements 
in the key impact indicators (such as the prevention of work-related accidents 
and diseases), but this will only become observable in the longer term. 

• The study undertook research into the implementation of the Framework in all EU 
MS. This involved a mix of secondary and primary data collection (as described 
under tasks two and six above), which provided a detailed overview of the main 
strategies and priorities in the area of OSH, the overall level of activity and the most 
significant actions in each country. At the same time, it is important to note that the 
national research does not and cannot claim to be comprehensive, i.e. identify each 
relevant action that might have been undertaken. Doing so would have required 
more time and resources, and a broader consultation of relevant stakeholders at the 
national level than was possible within the scope of this study.  
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 Implementation of the EU Strategic Framework 

This section reviews the implementation of the actions foreseen in the EU Strategic 
Framework and their effects. These are presented in line with the structure of the 
Framework: strategic objective by strategic objective, and action by action. 

 

2.1 Objective one: Further consolidate national strategies 

The first objective focuses on the coordinating role of the EU in ensuring national OSH 
strategies are aligned and regularly updated. Building on the success of the 2007-2012 EU 
OSH Strategy, the 2014-2020 EU Strategic Framework aims to provide a “stronger and 
more systematic EU role in supporting the implementation of national strategies, through 
policy coordination, mutual learning and the use of EU funding.”14 

The EU Strategic Framework lists three main actions under objective one, as described in 
Table 4. The EC was responsible for two of the concrete actions described under objective 
one, and MS were expected to lead on the third action. The European Agency for Safety 
and Health at Work (EU-OSHA), the Advisory Committee on Safety and Health at Work 
(ACSH), the Senior Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) and social partners (representing 
workers and employers at EU and national level) were expected to play a supporting role in 
implementing the different actions foreseen under this objective.  

Table 4: Summary of actions under objective one 

Action identified in the Strategic Framework Lead actor(s) Supporting actor(s) 

Review national OSH strategies in light of 
the new EU strategic framework  

Member 
States 

Relevant 
stakeholders, 
including social 
partners 

Establish a database covering all national 
OSH strategy frameworks  

European 
Commission 

EU-OSHA 

Nominate contact points for national 
strategies which will meet regularly to map 
and exchange good practice  

European 
Commission 

EU-OSHA, ACSH 
and SLIC 

 

  

 

14 European Commission, 2014, EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 
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Figure 3 shows the views of OPC respondents with regard to objective one. Over half of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that good progress had been made against the 
specific actions (53%) defined under objective one and that these actions were relevant to 
the actual priorities in the area of OSH (53%). Forty one percent agreed or strongly agreed 
that the actions under the first strategic objective led to tangible results and 39% agreed or 
strongly agreed that the appropriate stakeholders had been involved.   

Figure 3: Opinions on progress under the first strategic objective – Further consolidate 

national strategies 

Q7a. Under its first strategic objective the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 called on Member States to 
review their national occupational safety and health (OSH) strategies in light of the new EU Strategic Framework. The Commission and 

EU-OSHA were tasked with establishing a database of covering all national OSH strategies, and facilitating the exchange of good practices. 

(Link to EU Strategic Framework).  

In your opinion and based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that actions taken by Member States: 
 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=240-244) 

Source: Public Consultation 
 

 

Action one: Review national OSH strategies 

The consolidation of national strategies envisaged under objective one of the EU Strategic 
Framework was expected to build upon the objectives defined in the previous 2007-2012 
Community Strategy on Health and Safety at Work entitled “Improving quality and 
productivity at work”15. The 2007-2012 Strategy successfully encouraged MS to develop 
and implement national OSH strategies. During the 2007-2012 period, all 27 MS16 had 
adopted a national strategy to help achieve the objectives of the four areas identified in the 
Community Strategy (improvement of the preventive effectiveness of health surveillance, 

 

15European Commission, 21 February 2007, Communication from the Commission to the European 
Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions 
- Improving quality and productivity at work: Community strategy 2007-2012 on health and safety at work, 

available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A52007DC0062.  

16 Croatia became an EU member on 1 July 2013. 
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A52007DC0062
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action to promote the rehabilitation and reintegration of workers, social and demographic 
change, strengthening policy coherence).17 

In the EU Strategic Framework, the EC invited MS “to consider reviewing their national 
strategies in light of the new EU Strategic Framework, in close consultation with relevant 
stakeholders, including social partners”. Research at national level has identified an up-to-
date national OSH strategy in almost all MS, except for Luxembourg and Croatia (where 
the 2009-2013 strategy was prolonged).  

Table 5 provides an overview of the current state of play regarding the adoption of national 
strategies in each MS. It also considers the extent to which an explicit reference has been 
made to the EU Strategic Framework. Finally, the table describes whether national 
strategies define concrete actions or groups of actions to achieve the strategies’ objectives. 

Table 5: Overview of national OSH strategies in EU MS 2014-2020 

 
AT BE BG CY CZ DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU 

Adoption / 
review since 
2014 

N 
2013-
2020 

Y 
2016-
2020 

Y 
2018-
2020 

N 
2013-
2020 

Y 
15-16; 
17-18; 
19-20 

Y 
13-18; 
19-24 

N 
2010-
2020 

Y 
2016-
2023 

Y 
2014-
2020 

Y 
2015-
2020 

Y 
2020-
2030 

Y 
2016-
2020 

N 
2009-
2013 

Y 
2016-
2022 

Reference to 
2014 EU SF 

N/A Y Y N/A Y N N/A N Y Y Y Y N/A Y 

Action lists 
or tasks / 
action plans 

Y Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y N Y Y N 

 
IE IT LT LU LV MT NL PL PT RO SE SI SK UK 

Adoption / 
review from 
2014 

Y 
16-18; 
19-21 

Y 
2014-
2018 

Y 
2017-
2021 

N 
Y 

2016-
2020 

Y 
2014-
2020 

N 
2012-
2020 

Y 
14-16; 
17-19; 
20-22 

Y 
2015-
2020 

Y 
2018-
2020 

Y 
2016-
2020 

Y 
2018-
2027 

Y 
2016-
2020 

Y 
2015-
2020 

Reference to 
2014 EU SF 

Y N Y N/A Y Y N/A Y Y Y Y Y N N 

Action lists 
or tasks / 
action plans 

Y N Y N/A Y Y N Y Y Y N Y N Y 

Source: Information from national reports co under Task 2.  

 

As the table demonstrates, a large majority of MS have operationalised the objectives in 
their national strategies through action lists or further action plans. However, the different 
action plans within each national strategy show significant variance between MS, in terms 
of the level of detail included on the actions to be undertaken. 

Objective one encourages MS not only to “further consolidate national strategies”, but also 
to align them with the objectives of the EU Strategic Framework. A majority of the national 
strategies adopted after 2014 refer to the EU Strategic Framework. Several interviewees 
described it as the impetus for the national strategy or as an important starting point for the 
identification of challenges and the definition of objectives in the field of OSH at national 
level. As can be seen in Figure 4, responses to the OPC corroborate the national research 
findings regarding alignment of EU and national strategies. Six in ten OPC respondents 

 

17European Commission, 2013, Evaluation of the European Strategy on Safety and Health at Work 2007-
2012, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=10965&langId=en.  

https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=10965&langId=en
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(60%) familiar with the Framework agreed that their national OSH strategy is aligned with 
the priorities/key objectives of the EU Strategic Framework 2014-2020. Only approximately 
one in ten (11%) disagreed with this statement.  

Figure 4: Views on alignment of their country’s OSH strategy with EU Strategic 

Framework 

 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=244) 

Source: Public Consultation 

 
The national research carried out under task 2 identified in seven MS (Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Czechia, Estonia, Romania, Sweden and Slovenia) examples of strong alignment with the 
challenges identified in the EU Strategic Framework. The national research also identified 
direct links to the objectives in Czechia, Spain, Ireland and Malta. National research in the 
other MS did not provide indications of such strong ties with the EU Strategic Framework. 
In the UK and the Netherlands, researchers identified impactful mutual influences. A full 
overview of the connections has been developed by EU-OSHA. It shows that although all 
MS follow the EU Strategic Framework at least partially, no Member State follows it 
completely18. The level of alignment between national strategies and each specific objective 
of the EU Strategic Framework is explored in the objective-by-objective review in the 
remainder of this section. 

In some cases, where national strategies do not refer to the EU Strategic Framework, this 
appears to be a matter of timing. For example, although Austria, Denmark and the 
Netherlands have an up-to-date national strategy, these were adopted prior to the 
publication of the EU Strategic Framework and lasted until 2020. This effectively prevented 
them from adopting new strategies in the years directly following the publication of the EU 
Strategic Framework.  

 

18 EU OSHA, 2019, National Strategies in the field of Occupational Safety and Health in the EU.  
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Timeframe of national OSH strategies 

The duration of national strategies is defined in accordance with the national context and 
varies significantly across MS, from cycles of two to three years (Bulgaria, Czechia, Ireland, 
Poland, Romania) to longer-term strategies stretching for eight to ten years (Estonia, 
Finland, Denmark, Slovenia). Other MS fell in between these extremes (e.g. France, Spain). 
In Germany and Poland, the phases of the national strategies are part of multi-annual 
programmes that are not time limited. 

Another option implemented by some MS is the adoption of longer-term strategies, broken 
down into shorter implementation plans to allow for revisions and adaptations in response 
to emerging developments and circumstances that could not have been foreseen at the 
time of drafting. Slovenia and Spain exemplify this combined approach. Spain has divided 
its six-year strategy into three two-year implementation phases. Slovenia, meanwhile, has 
broken down its strategy into three-year implementation phases.  

Finally, some MS chose to extend existing strategies rather than developing a new strategy. 
This was the case in Croatia (which extended its 2009-2013 strategy to cover 2014 to 2016) 
and Italy (which extended its strategy for one year in 2019). Spain has also extended its 
current strategy to run until the end of 2021, in view of the disturbances caused by the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  

Noticeable changes in the national strategies compared to the previous period 

A number of changes can be noted in the national strategies published after 2014, when 
compared to those that preceded them. One important change is the increased involvement 
of social partners both in the design of strategies and in the implementation of actions in 
some countries (as observed in Austria, France and Slovenia).  

Another notable change is a clear focus on monitoring and evaluation. At least four countries 
(Austria, Greece, Italy and Slovenia) built in mechanisms to evaluate impact, in order to 
better understand how best to allocate financial and human resources in the future. One 
method available to ensure progress has been the adoption of quantified objectives against 
which success can be measured. This was a key feature of the Community Strategy for 
2007-2012 but was not included in the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at 
Work 2014-2020. The response to this change in MS was mixed. Mirroring the change at 
EU level, the most recent Belgian national strategy removed any commitment to quantifiable 
targets. The Danish and Portuguese strategies, however, do include quantifiable targets. 
Portugal committed to the goal of reducing occupational accidents by 30% between 2015 
and 2020. Denmark set three specific quantified objectives: a reduction of serious accidents 
at work by 25%; a reduction of employees suffering from psychological overload by 20%; 
and a reduction of employees suffering from MSDs by 20%.  

Action two: Establish a database of national strategies 

At EU level, EU-OSHA, with support from the ACSH Strategy Working Party, carried out a 
review of all national strategies (including the United Kingdom). The review was published 
in a report, National Strategies in the field of Occupational Safety and Health in the EU19, 
which provides a comprehensive overview of national strategies by objective and examines 
their links to the EU Strategic Framework. Interviewees at both EU and national level 
welcomed this overview. 

19 Accessible via: https://osha.europa.eu/en/safety-and-health-legislation/osh-strategies 
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Additionally, the EC tasked EU-OSHA to implement a data visualisation tool known as the 
OSH Barometer20. The tool was released in 2020 and provides an accessible, 
straightforward approach to measuring the activities and performance of different MS 
against a range of OSH-related metrics. It allows interested parties to have an overview of 
OSH strategies, statistics, practices and achievements across countries. More detailed 
information on the development of the tool and the data sources used can be found under 
Objective six (improve statistical data collection). 

Action three: Nominate contact points for national strategies 

According to an internal (unpublished) Stocktaking document prepared by DG EMPL for the 
ACSH21, a contact point group of national experts was established in 2015 to facilitate the 
exchange of information and experience in this area. Building on this, in 2016 and 2018 the 
ACSH organised two workshops on national OSH strategies. These were used to assess 
progress in terms of updating the national strategies, informally exchange knowledge and 
learning, and identify areas of good practice. 

Stakeholders interviewed for this study expressed limited awareness of the contact point 
group. Nonetheless, the relative alignment of national strategies with the EU Strategic 
Framework could be considered an indicator of successful coordination in this field. 

Summary of progress 

Objective one was commonly regarded by interviewees as the objective under which the 
most progress has been made. This relates both to the extent to which MS have updated 
their national strategies after the adoption of the Strategic Framework and to the influence 
of the EU Strategic Framework on these strategies. Additionally, the creation of the OSH 
Barometer and the 2019 review of national strategies mark significant progress in terms of 
making national OSH strategies accessible. A number of interviewees mentioned that the 
success in this area stems mainly from the inclusive and comparative approach adopted at 
EU level. The fact that the EU Strategic Framework exists provides a common reference 
point for national actors and social partners, and the provision of different fora for exchange 
(ACSH, SLIC, social dialogue and EU-OSHA’s networks) between national authorities and 
social partners from across the EU. 

20 https://visualisation.osha.europa.eu/osh-barometer#!/. 

21 European Commission, 2020, Stocktaking – EU OSH policy progress and ongoing work (unpublished). 

https://visualisation.osha.europa.eu/osh-barometer#!/
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2.2 Objective two: Facilitate compliance with OSH legislation 

Objective two focuses on providing the support needed to ensure higher levels of 
compliance with OSH legislation across Europe, particularly amongst MSEs. This includes 
developing tools to facilitate actions such as risk assessments, awareness raising, the 
production of high-quality guidance and the promotion of peer-to-peer learning. 

The Strategic Framework includes four actions under objective two, as summarised in Table 
6. Responsibility for the implementation of objective two was divided between the EC and
EU-OSHA, with support from ACSH and SLIC at EU level as well as the MS.

Table 6: Summary of actions under Objective two 

Action identified in the Strategic 
Framework 

Lead actor(s) Supporting actor(s) 

Provide financial and technical 
support on implementing OiRA 
and other IT-based tools 

Member States EU-OSHA 

Develop guidance and identify 
examples of good practice 
taking the specific nature and 
conditions of SMEs and 
particularly micro-enterprises 
into account 

European 
Commission 

EU-OSHA 

Promote the exchange of good 
practice 

European 
Commission 

Member States 

 (ACSH) 

Continue with awareness 
raising campaigns 

European 
Commission 

Member States 

EU-OSHA 
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Figure 5 shows the views of OPC respondents regarding the actions identified under 
objective two. More than half of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that the related 
actions made good progress (51%) and were relevant (53%). Fewer respondents believed 
these actions involved the appropriate stakeholders (46%) or led to tangible results (37%).   

Figure 5: Opinions on progress under the second strategic objective – Facilitate 

compliance with OSH legislation 

Q8. Under its second strategic objective the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-
2020 called on Member States to provide support on implementing IT-based tools to facilitate compliance with 
OSH legislation. The Commission, in collaboration with EU-OSHA and/or other actors, was tasked with 
developing guidance, promoting the exchange of good practices, and carrying out awareness raising activities. 
(Link to EU Strategic Framework). Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions… 

 
 

Figures below 5% not displayed.22 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=244) 

Source: Public Consultation 

 

Action one: Provide financial and technical support on implementing OiRA and other IT-based 
tools 

The EU Strategic Framework invited MS to provide financial and technical support on 
implementing OiRA and other IT-based tools in Member States, focusing on priority sectors, 
with support from the European Social Fund and EU-OSHA. A majority of stakeholders who 
were interviewed, including EU social partners, ACSH representatives and others, agreed 
there has been significant progress on this action. The OiRA activity, led by EU-OSHA, is 
well-known and viewed as a particular success story of the 2014-2020 period. A mid-term 
evaluation of the OiRA activity was carried out in 2020. This showed a significant increase 
in the overall number of tools developed, from 34 in 2014 to 209 by 31 August 2020. As of 
April 2021, a total of 248 tools in 17 languages were available on the OiRA website, covering 
a broad range of sectors.23  

EU-OSHA, in particular, credited the inclusion of action one (objective two) in the EU 
Strategic Framework with raising awareness of and investing in IT-based risk assessment 
tools at national level. Recent initiatives, such as the development of a feature to produce 

 

22 As percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number, they may not always add up to 100%. 

23 EU-OSHA, OiRA Tools, available at: https://oiraproject.eu/en/oira-tools 
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014DC0332
https://oiraproject.eu/en/oira-tools
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completion certificates for those who have finished a risk assessment on OiRA, are 
expected to further boost the implementation of risk assessment amongst MSEs. 

Table 7 below provides an overview of MS where financial and technical support for the 
implementation of OiRA has been identified by desk research and interviews, or where other 
tools are used. Additionally, the table provides information on the number of OiRA tools 
available per Member State on the EU-OSHA’s OiRA website. 

 

Table 7: Financial and technical support on implementing OiRA and IT-based tools 
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Financial support 
to OIRA   

 X   X        X          X   X   

Other measures 
to support OIRA  

  X  X    X   X    X X  X X      X   

Use of other 
online risk 
assessment tools  

X X   X X X X  X     X       X   X    

Number of OiRA 
tools available in 
nat. lang. on EU-
OSHA’s website 

0 12 41 11 12 0 0 0 14 7* 5 17 5 0 0 2 20 0 22 4* 0 0 15 0 0 21 0 0 

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2 and information from oiraproject.eu, consulted 

on 25/02/2021.  

* Duplicates in other languages not counted (Catalan, Maltese) 

 

Use of online interactive risk assessment tools 

As can be seen in Table 7 above, 15 MS have developed national level OiRA tools in 
collaboration with EU-OSHA. In addition, some MS (Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Ireland, 
the Netherlands and Spain) have developed their own interactive risk assessment tools 
(IRAT) prior to or in parallel with EU-OSHA’s OiRA activity. Although originally a member of 
the OiRA community, Czechia, also being part of the IRAT community, decided to develop 
its own tools from 2021.  

The EU-level IRAT network, which is run by EU-OSHA alongside their own OiRA 
community, has allowed for an exchange between IRAT and OiRA partners in the form of 
lessons learned and tips from their experiences of developing online interactive risk 
assessment tools. EU-OSHA holds an annual e-tools seminar that promotes the exchange 
of good practice around the development of e-tools to support risk assessment. An EU level 
peer review in 2017, which focused on the development, promotion and usage of web-
based tools to improve compliance with OSH legislation, was also well received by 
participants and interviewees.  

Although not a member of the IRAT network, the UK has also developed a Health and 
Safety app and risk assessments tools, including a Stress Indicator Tool that has been 
inspired by exchanges within the ACSH.  

Evidence is emerging that online tools can be an extremely effective mechanism for 
improving risk management culture in SMEs. In Ireland, for example, use of the BeSMART 
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tool is considered a primary driver of the reduction of non-fatal injuries in SMEs in the period 
2014-2018. 

Promotion of Online interactive Risk Assessment tools and other IT-based tools 
EU and national financial support for OiRA tools has been identified in half of the MS. For 
example, in Czechia, the support also includes research on these tools by the Ministry of 
Labour and Social Affairs. A number of MS, including Bulgaria, Latvia and Slovenia24, have 
chosen to organise free seminars with the assistance of EU-OSHA. Additionally, Latvia is 
promoting OiRA tools on social platforms and involving sectoral organisations in their 
dissemination. Slovenia prepared promotional adverts and promoted OiRA at seminars and 
other events. In other countries, as exemplified by Greece and Cyprus, labour inspectors 
promote the use of OiRA tools during their inspections. 

Regarding support for other online risk assessment tools developed at national level, 
specific actions for promotion and development were reported in Austria, Germany, and 
Ireland. In Germany, tools are promoted via accident insurance institutions and professional 
organisations, which are both directly involved in the design process and close to employers 
and workers.  

In Spain, measures were implemented to further increase the usage of the national tool 
Prevencion10.es. These included the development of device agnostic (i.e. mobile and tablet 
friendly) platforms and the option of anonymous guest access. 

Barriers to the use of OiRA or IRAT tools 

Despite the promotion of OiRA tools at EU and national level, there is significant variance 
in terms of usage between MS and sectors. According to a mid-term evaluation of the OiRA 
activity carried out in 2020, the most popular OiRA tool available at that time was used to 
carry out approximately 5,600 risk assessments per year.25 At the other end of the spectrum, 
however, the least popular tool was only used on average twice a year.26  

Some stakeholders at national level identified barriers to the uptake of OiRA tools, including 
the significant amount of time needed to complete risk assessments, or a lack of basic 
knowledge of IT applications in certain MSMEs. Additionally, some feedback from this 
study’s national research and consultations suggests that OiRA tools may not always be 
sufficiently flexible or adapted to the realities of the workplace. Finally, stakeholders in some 
MS consider that legal protection or guarantee obtained through the OiRA tools would 
increase their usage.  Recent initiatives to include a certification feature may help to 
overcome this issue in future. 

EU-OSHA has identified a number of additional barriers to uptake of OiRA tools within MS. 
These include: 

• a lack of resources dedicated to OiRA at national level, in particular in terms of 
human resources. 

• limitations based on the national approach and culture to OSH. 

 

24 The assistance of the EU-OSHA is taking place via National Focal Points, and specific promotional 
schemes are offered to two or three Member States per year (Focal point Assistance Tool, FAST). 
Information obtained via EU-OSHA. 

25 Ipsos, 2020, Mid-term evaluation of the OiRA Activity. 

26 As OiRA tools are developed per sector for use at national level, usage can vary significantly depending 
both on the number of MSEs in a given country and the size of the sector in question. 
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• a lack of concerted and well-integrated national promotion strategies.

The uptake of OiRA tools seems more impactful in MS where companies conduct risk 
assessments internally, in comparison to those which have a culture of using external OSH 
service providers (e.g. Slovenia, Luxembourg). According to EU-OSHA, the involvement of 
external service providers in the promotion and use of OiRA tools can nevertheless 
constitute an added value. 

Stakeholders interviewed for this study expressed strong support for the OiRA tools and 
viewed the OiRA activity as a significant success. Nonetheless, some expressed a desire 
to transition from a “risk assessment” approach to a “risk management” mindset, with more 
action-oriented tools to help enterprises address the problems they identify.27 Some 
interviewees (representing workers, employers and EU agencies) pointed out the difficulties 
of an EU activity aimed directly at MSEs. While the EU legislation establishes minimum 
requirements and the EC promotes cooperation and exchange of good practice within the 
EU OSH community, ultimate responsibility for compliance and direct outreach to 
businesses remains with the MS. EU-OSHA’s OiRA activity offers an easy approach to (and 
support for) MS and social partners to develop online interactive risk assessment tools for 
different sectors. Responsibility for their development, dissemination and use still lies with 
the MS authorities (sometimes in collaboration with social partners). 

Action two: Develop guidance and identify examples of good practice, taking the specific 
nature and conditions of SMEs and particularly micro enterprises into account 

EU-OSHA, the EC, ACSH and SLIC have developed guidance at EU level to support this 
action. Some of the employers’ representatives interviewed noted, however, that the 
guidance does not specifically target SMEs, in particular micro-enterprises. 

This guidance combines consideration both of long-term trends (such as psychosocial risks, 
wellbeing at work and MSDs) and of responses to emerging risks. A notable example is the 
publication of guidance to support a safe return to the workplace during the COVID-19 
pandemic, developed in 2020. Additionally, the European Commission in cooperation with 
the ACSH has published a number of user guides. Some of these are general (e.g. work-
related vehicle risks) and some are targeted at sectors with a significant proportion of MSEs 
(e.g. risk prevention in small fishing vessels, OSH best practice in agriculture, livestock 
farming, horticulture and forestry). SLIC has published guides to help labour inspectors 
assess the quality of risk assessment and risk management measures with regard to 
psychosocial risks and MSDs.28 The EC has also published non-binding guidelines on the 
implementation of specific directives, such as Directive 2013/35/EU on Electromagnetic 
Fields.  

27 OiRA tools include information on both risk assessment and risk management, so this feedback may have 
been provided based on a misunderstanding of how the tools work. 

28 SLIC, 2018, Guide for assessing the quality of risk assessments and risk management measures with regard 

to prevention of psychosocial risks, available at: https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/
group/fea534f4-2590-4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/22e5a918-47d6-4646-93f3-ebd341f6c571?
p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
SLIC, 2018, Guide for assessing the quality of risk assessments and risk management measures with 
regard to prevention of MSDs, available at: https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/
fea534f4-2590-4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/d0635fd4-d6c6-4d79-8d76-fb3982f1eec6?
p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC

https://www.ispettorato.gov.it/it-it/Attivita/Documents/Attivita-internazionale/Guide-for-assessing-the-quality-of-RA-and-risk-management-measures-with-regard-to-prevention-of-psychosocial-risks.pdf
https://www.ispettorato.gov.it/it-it/Attivita/Documents/Attivita-internazionale/Guide-for-assessing-the-quality-of-RA-and-risk-management-measures-with-regard-to-prevention-of-psychosocial-risks.pdf
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As shown in Table 8, MS have adopted and implemented a variety of non-binding measures 
and actions to facilitate compliance with OSH legislation.    

Table 8: Mapping of general measures and actions used to facilitate compliance with 

OSH legislation 
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Guidelines, 
information and 
FAQs 

X  X X  X X X  X X X X X X   X  X X X X X X X X X 

Training 
programmes  

X  X X X X  X X X X    X X X  X  X X X X X  X  

Awareness 
raising 
campaigns 

X X X X X X   X X  X X  X   X     X X X X   

Campaigns at 
schools  

 X   X            X      X X  X   

Consultation, 
workshops, 
conferences 

X  X X X   X X X X  X  X  X  X X  X X X X X X X 

Expert support              X X   X        X X   

Financial 
support 

 X X         X X             X   

Campaigns on 
social media / 
local media   

                X   X   X  X    

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2.  

 

The most common actions implemented at MS level are described below:  

• Guidelines targeting certain OSH risks or working activities. For instance, Malta 
developed guidelines for migrant workers on OSH requirements translated in 
relevant foreign languages; the LI in Slovenia published several manuals and 
practical OSH guidelines (e.g. Safety Instructions for repairing sleet damage and 
working in the forest); Spain also set technical guides linked to the legal provisions 
transposing specific EU Directives; in Hungary, a special campaign of information 
has been initiated for employers hiring temporary workers; Slovakia developed 
comprehensive handbooks for newly established companies and for self-employed 
workers, as well as concise leaflets for employers and employees in SMEs.  

• Training programmes targeting labour inspectors and/or social partners. Examples 
include training targeted to seasonal agricultural workers in Italy and the requirement 
in Cyprus for the Department of Labour Inspection to participate in training 
programmes planned by employers’/workers’ organised bodies. 

• Consultations (e.g., workshops, conferences). For instance, in Portugal and 
Greece, OSH authorities launched workshops and seminars in several regions to 
promote compliance with health and safety rules at work (e.g. workshops on 
workers’ exposure to asbestos); in Czechia, an annual health and safety conference 
is organised, which focuses on news in the field of health and safety and current 
issues in this area; and in Slovenia a conference on gender perspectives of 
occupational safety and health provides an example of the horizontal approach to 
OSH. In Poland, the Safe Work Leaders’ Forum gathers large companies and their 
subcontractors, to exchange on best OSH practices and how to address challenges. 
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• Expert support. In Sweden, Regional Safety Representatives (RSRs), nominated 
by the trade unions and financed jointly by them and from public funds, can visit 
workplaces where at least one employee is a member of the trade union, to assess 
the OSH situation. The focus here is more on dialogue than punitive action. External 
OSH expert services also provide information on new rules, training courses for 
management and workers, and participate in safety rounds or inspections of the 
work environment. In Slovenia, the LI provides expert support to employers and 
employees in conflict resolution. The 6-year project ‘Let's eliminate conflicts at the 
workplace' aims to encourage employers and employees to implement mediation, 
conciliation or any other out-of-court dispute settlement and to consequently 
decrease conflict-related psychosocial risks. In Hungary, a free helpline has been 
set up to assist companies in complying with OSH legislation in the context of the 
CLP and REACH regulations. Additionally, the threshold triggering the mandatory 
appointment of health and safety representatives in companies has been reduced 
from 50 to 20. This has approximately doubled the number of OSH representatives 
in SMEs.  

• Financial support to social partners to launch OSH actions. In Bulgaria, financial 
support is provided to companies through the national Working Conditions Fund. In 
France, SMEs benefit from special funding to acquire preventive equipment or 
receive training, with a prioritisation based on risks (MSDs, carcinogens, mutagens 
and toxic chemical agents, and the construction sector). Croatia linked eligibility for 
funding to investments in health and safety at work.  

 

Specific measures to support MSEs 

In parallel and/or within the context of general measures to facilitate compliance with OSH 
legislation, MS have adopted a wide array of measures specifically targeting MSEs to 
support them in complying with OSH legislation. These include inter alia:  

• The creation in Austria of a working group promoting risk awareness and 
assessment in MSEs and in Poland of a Network of Health and Safety Experts to 
support MSEs.  

• Specific financial support to MSEs linked to OSH compliance in Bulgaria and 
Denmark. 

• Specific OSH advice to MSEs with less than five employees in Denmark. 

• Workshops targeting MSEs in Greece. 

• Involvement of MSEs in OSH policymaking in France.  

• Legal adaptations for MSEs. Examples include Denmark and Hungary (less 
expensive fines), and Sweden (no requirement for MSEs to collate policy 
documents, routines and annual audits to avoid administrative burden while 
maintaining the same level of protection).  

 

Action three: Promote the exchange of good practice 

While some examples of information sharing were identified under this action, a number of 
stakeholders (NCAs, workers’ and employers’ representatives) interviewed for this study 
described this area as one where more could have been done. Some stakeholders 
suggested that the strong focus on OiRA and other online risk assessment tools may to 
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some extent have limited the development of other EU level initiatives to support 
compliance. 

The main activity organised by the EC has been peer reviews between national authorities, 
three of which were organised during the reference period. In October 2017, the Irish 
government hosted a peer review meeting on the use of web-based tools for OSH risk 
assessment29. This was followed in June 2018 by a peer review meeting in Denmark on the 
efficient transposition, implementation and enforcement of EU OSH legislation30. A third 
peer review was organised in Sweden in October 2019 on "Legislation and practical 
management of psychosocial risks at work” 31. The peer reviews were well received by 
participants.  

Additionally, EU-OSHA has organised several conferences and meetings through its OiRA 
and IRAT communities to encourage mutual learning and best practice exchange. Initiatives 
such as the Good Practice Awards, carried out within the framework of the healthy 
workplaces campaign (HWC), are also designed to identify and celebrate best practice 
within enterprises at national level32. 

 

Action four: Continue with awareness raising campaigns 

EU-OSHA implemented four HWCs in the period under review. These covered the following 
topics: management of stress (2014-15), healthy workplaces for all ages (2016-17), 
management of dangerous substances (2018-19) and prevention of MSDs (ongoing).33 
Evaluations of the campaigns have noted a steady increase in the number of unique visitors 
to the campaign website and online events from one campaign to the next. This suggests 
that they have been well received by EU-OSHA’s main stakeholders. Interviewees for this 
study noticed a clear alignment between the campaign topics and EU-level priorities and 
activities in the field of OSH. For example, the campaign on dangerous substances was 
reported to support the implementation of the continuously updated EU chemicals 
legislation and as being very well aligned with the Roadmap on Carcinogens.  

A number of different awareness raising campaigns have also been implemented at national 
level (in addition to national campaigns organised within the remit of the HWC). These 
included: 

• Awareness raising / inspection campaigns on OSH matters, as exemplified by 
Spain (technical assistance campaigns), Belgium (inspection campaigns on 
temporary and mobile construction sites to promote measures to prevent risks), 
Austria (campaigns on carcinogenic materials), Hungary (campaigns on the 
employment of temporary workers) and Germany (a nationwide prevention and audit 
campaign in enterprises, providing support where necessary to comply with OSH 

 

29 Peer review meeting on the use of web-based tools for OSH risk assessment on 2-3 October, available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=89&newsId=9025. 

30 Peer review meeting on the efficient transposition, implementation and enforcement of EU OSH legislation, 
available at: https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=148&newsId=9193&furtherNews=yes. 

31 Peer review meeting on Legislation and practical management of psychosocial risks at work. Available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=23048&langId=en. 

32 More information on the Good Practice Awards can be found at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/campaigns-and-

awards/awards/good-practice-awards. 

33 EU-OSHA, Healthy Workplaces Campaign, available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/healthy-workplaces-
campaigns. 
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legislation – leading to 25,000 audits in 2.5 years as part of the work programme 
ORGA). 

• Campaigns in schools, including training programmes for technical school 
graduates in Greece and initiatives in Cyprus to promote OSH in schools. Slovenia 
and Ireland also mainstreamed OSH topics in primary schools and universities 
through a series of programmes and seminars for teachers, but also for students, 
pupils and pre-school children. Romania has conducted campaigns in high schools. 
Portugal has also developed programs to act in schools on the topic of OSH (Mind 
Safety and Safety Matters). In Lithuania, labour inspectors periodically visit primary 
schools to give lessons on OSH for second to fourth year pupils.   

• Mass / social media campaigns, exemplified by the approach of Portugal (which 
successfully promoted the “Practical Guide to Safety and Health in the Placement 
and Reception of Temporary Workers” on Facebook) and Malta (which launched 
mass media campaigns targeting temporary or mobile construction sites and young 
workers). In Lithuania, social media campaigns were carried out, focusing on newly 
employed workers and falls from heights.  

 

Summary of progress 

Significant activity has taken place in relation to the actions under this objective, particularly 
with regard to EU-OSHA’s OiRA and HWC activities, as well as specific awareness raising 
campaigns organised at national level. Stakeholders were generally positive about EU-level 
initiatives and the strategic linking of different activities, including the Roadmap on 
Carcinogens, the HWCs, the peer reviews and the OiRA activity. However, some 
stakeholders (representing employers) perceived progress and actions implemented in this 
area as insufficient. The limitations of what can be achieved only at EU level were also a 
subject of discussion amongst interviewees, with a strong onus on MS to use the EU-level 
initiatives as a catalyst for developing their own tools, guidance and other initiatives to 
support compliance within businesses of different sizes and sectors. 

Although stakeholders generally agreed that the OiRA activity is worthwhile, one criticism 
raised (by stakeholders representing workers and employers) was that perhaps too much 
focus had been placed on this, at the expense of developing other approaches to facilitate 
compliance (for example, awareness raising campaigns, stakeholder coordination, 
development and distribution of guidance and good practice examples, etc.). 

Some employers’, workers’ and NCA representatives also expressed a desire for a more 
holistic approach to risk management. They asked for further guidelines and other materials 
to better understand the legislation to be developed, and requested support for MSEs to 
develop solutions to address the risks identified. Although some guidelines were developed 
(which coincided with the revision of EU OSH legislation described under objective four), 
certain stakeholders (particularly employers’ representatives) perceived that more could 
have been done in this regard.  

 

2.3 Objective three: Better enforcement of OSH legislation by Member States 

Objective three focuses on the role of labour inspectors in facilitating compliance with 
legislation, deterring undeclared work and identifying key emerging risks and priorities. 
National and EU-level actions under this objective focus on understanding the current 
capacity of labour inspectors to carry out these duties, evaluating and improving current 
capacity building activities and analysing the effectiveness of fines and sanctions, as well 
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as other “soft” enforcement measures. In its 2019 opinion on Future Priorities of EU OSH 
Policy, the ACSH underlined the essential nature of adequate monitoring and enforcement 
at MS level in order to ensure that the OSH acquis is applied uniformly across the EU, 
guaranteeing a level playing field for companies and the same basic level of protection for 
workers.34 

The main actions identified to improve enforcement of OSH legislation were primarily 
addressed to the EC and SLIC. SLIC plays a key role at EU level in promoting effective and 
equivalent enforcement of the EU OSH Directives, and in the exchange of national 
enforcement policies, experiences and practices. It also develops common principles of 
labour inspection in the field of health and safety at work, and methods for assessing the 
national inspection systems in relation to those principles. Through awareness-raising 
campaigns, exchanges and training programmes for labour inspectors it promotes 
increased knowledge and mutual understanding of the different national systems and 
practices of labour inspection and of the methods and legal frameworks for action.35 At 
Member State level, LIs are the main actors in charge of the enforcement of OSH legislation. 
They monitor and inspect how OSH requirements are applied in workplaces and issue 
warnings or levy sanctions in case of infringements of these requirements. 

A summary of the actions foreseen under objective three is provided in Table 9 below. 

Table 9: Summary of actions under objective three 

Action identified in the Strategic Framework Lead actor Supporting 
actor 

Map the resources of labour inspectorates and evaluate 
their capacity to carry out their main duties on enforcing 
OSH legislation 

SLIC N/A 

Evaluate the programme of exchange/training of labour 
inspectors and examine ways to enhance the current 
tools for cooperation within the SLIC, taking into account 
new OSH challenges 

European 
Commission 

SLIC 

Assess the effectiveness of sanctions and administrative 
fines imposed by Member States, as well as other 
measures of ‘soft enforcement’ and non-traditional ways 
of monitoring compliance 

European 
Commission 

SLIC, 
ACSH 

 

  

 

34 ACSH, 2019, Opinion on Future Priorities of EU OSH Policy. 

35 ACSH, 2019, Opinion on Future Priorities of EU OSH Policy. 
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Figure 6 shows OPC responses regarding the actions implemented under the third 
objective. Similarly to the first and second strategic objective (see above), half (50%) of 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the actions under the third strategic objective 
were relevant to the actual priorities in the area of OSH. A smaller proportion agreed or 
strongly agreed that the actions under the third strategic objective involved the appropriate 
stakeholders (37%), had made good progress (35%) or had led to tangible results (28%). 

Figure 6: Opinions on progress under the third strategic objective – Better enforcement 

of OSH legislation 

Q9. The Framework’s third strategic objective called for better enforcement of OSH legislation by Member 
States. Key actions included: mapping labour inspectorates’ resources and evaluating their capacities to 
enforce occupational safety and health (OSH) legislation, evaluating the programme of exchange/training of 
labour inspectors, and assessing the effectiveness of monitoring compliance. (Link to EU Strategic Framework). 
Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions… 

 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed.36 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=243-245) 

Source: Public Consultation 

 

Action one: Map resources of Labour Inspectorates 

The SLIC document library37 includes a map of competences published in 2016, with 
information on the organisations responsible for different areas of workplace health and 
safety in all EU MS as well as Iceland, Lichtenstein, Norway and Switzerland38. Additionally, 
the document library includes a number of annual reports and handbooks shared by 
national LIs. These reports, provided on a voluntary basis, give a detailed overview of the 
resources and capacity of LIs to carry out their main duties regarding OSH enforcement.   

 

36 As percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number, they may not always add up to 100%. 

37 SLIC document library (public access), available at: https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-4490-
bca6-504782b47c79/library/31647d8a-ccec-44af-ba1f-f4f37bb356b6. 

38 SLIC, 2016, Map of Competences, available at: https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-4490-
bca6-504782b47c79/library/87f37226-8b74-4de6-b4c5-a63fbe31752b/details. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014DC0332
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The documents include information on the main actors in each country in terms of 
enforcement, sectors covered (and excluded), and the national authority (including, for 
example, number of staff, number of inspectors, increases/decreases in staff, inspection 
activities and enforcement activities). On April 2021, the website included information from 
15 MS, provided between 2015 and 2018, but no overarching mapping document.   

Additionally, SLIC has carried out research into specific issues that are also relevant to the 
responsibilities and workload of national LIs. Two particularly relevant examples are:  

• Study about the impact of the Economic Crisis on the European labour inspection 
systems from 2008 to 2014, published in 2016 by the SLIC Working Group on the 
Impact of the Crisis. The study focuses on the impact of the 2008 financial crisis on 
employment (and the implications for labour inspectors) and the impact of budgetary 
restrictions associated with austerity on LIs. While the report demonstrates no 
reduction in overall LI performance, it does highlight a worsening of working 
conditions for labour inspectors and provides a series of recommendations for the 
future.  

• Study on improving intervention of labour inspection in MSEs regarding legislation 
transposing EU OSH directives, commissioned by DG EMPL and published in 2017. 
The study identifies MSEs as a key target for labour inspectors, as they represent 
the majority of businesses at EU level. The report considers how LIs could adapt 
their activities to make them more effective at improving OSH compliance amongst 
these actors. This includes better understanding the specific needs of MSEs and 
target their communication, inspections and other activities to help support MSEs 
improve compliance. 

These studies both support the development of a more nuanced understanding of the 
challenges faced by LIs across Europe. However, the study found no evidence of a more 
formalised mapping of LI resources or an overarching attempt to collate, compare and 
analyse the information provided to understand the needs and capacities of LIs across the 
EU. 

 

Action two: Evaluate SLIC exchange/training programme and examine ways to enhance 
current tools for cooperation within the SLIC, taking into account new OSH challenges 

There is an ongoing programme of bilateral exchanges organised within the remit of SLIC, 
with individual labour inspectors visiting their counterparts in other countries to understand 
specific aspects of OSH enforcement and labour inspection. Table 10 provides an overview 
of the number of SLIC exchanges that took place between 2014 and 2020.  

Table 10: Number of SLIC exchanges (2014-2020) 

Year of SLIC Exchange Number of SLIC Exchanges 

2014 21 

2015 22 

2016 29 

2017 17 

2018 14 

2019 18 

2020 On hold due to the pandemic 
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Year of SLIC Exchange Number of SLIC Exchanges 

Total number of SLIC Exchange visits 121 

 

SLIC has also committed to a rolling programme of LI evaluations. A team of several MS 
representatives who visit the host country for a week carries out these evaluations. An 
evaluation rota defines the upcoming host countries to be evaluated. This document is 
presented for adoption twice a year at the SLIC Plenary. Evaluations are carried out with 
reference to an Evaluation Reference Manual, which describes common evaluation 
principles, a reference evaluation plan and timescales, an evaluation protocol and 
questionnaire, and implementation tools such as letter templates and checklists. Additional 
tips are included throughout the manual, to reflect the learning gained from previous 
evaluation rounds. The Reference Manual is regularly updated, with the most recent version 
dating from 2019. Table 11 provides details of the countries involved in hosting evaluations 
in the 2014-2020 period.  

Table 11: SLIC Evaluation Programme (2014-2020) 

Year of the SLIC Evaluation Host Countries of the SLIC Evaluation 

2014 United Kingdom, Finland 

2015 Belgium, Portugal 

2016 Estonia, Malta, Sweden 

2017 Germany, Greece, Ireland 

2018 Netherlands, Slovakia 

2019 Cyprus, Italy 

2020 On hold due to the Pandemic 

Total number of SLIC evaluations  14 

 

A detailed report and executive summary of each evaluation are shared with all SLIC 
members using the SLIC CIRCA intranet site. The executive summaries are reviewed every 
two years, in order to identify common themes. The Evaluation Reference Manual suggests 
that these themes should also be linked to the SLIC thematic days. 

The first round of evaluations focused on benchmarking LIs’ performance against the 
common principles described in the Reference Manual. Future evaluations are expected to 
build on this foundational work, exploring the extent to which the Strategic Framework is 
reflected in the work of LIs as well as how recommendations from previous evaluations have 
been implemented. 

In May 2019, SLIC published a document entitled “Common standards for OSH Inspector 
Training Programme”. This document describes a seven-part training programme which is 
designed to align with common principles of OSH inspection, as described in ILO 
Convention 81 (Convention concerning Labour Inspection in Industry and Commerce). EU 
social partners and members of the ACSH expressed strong support for the role of SLIC in 
supporting the training of labour inspectors and providing a common framework. 
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Action three: Assess effectiveness of sanctions and administrative fines, ‘soft enforcement’ 
measures and non-traditional ways of monitoring compliance 

Some activities can be identified at EU level that provide an indication of progress on this 
action. Firstly, the study on improving intervention of labour inspection in MSEs includes an 
EU level analysis of sanctions and administrative fines. It also presents a range of measures 
that are currently being used, or could be used in future, to improve monitoring of 
compliance amongst MSEs. These include non-traditional outreach, soft enforcement 
measures and administrative fines and sanctions.  

In May 2015, as part of the 68th SLIC plenary meeting in Latvia, SLIC organised a thematic 
day to discuss punitive and supportive measures. This included presentations from 
international organisations (ILO and OECD) and national labour inspectors on a variety of 
topics, including an overarching discussion of enforcement principles and use of sanctions, 
experience sharing around control-based and advice-based approaches to enforcement, 
and case studies discussing issues related to health, safety and overall OSH management.  

LIs in MS are also involved in the assessment of the effectiveness of sanctions and 
administrative fines as well as other measures of ‘soft enforcement’ and non-traditional 
ways of monitoring compliance. Table 12 provides an overview of relevant developments in 
MS, both with regard to LI capacity and actions implemented to improve enforcement in the 
reference period. 

Table 12: Developments in national Labour Inspectorates between 2014 and 2020 
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Problems reportedly affecting the capacity of LIs  

Lack of financial 
resources  

  X     X              X    X  X 

Insufficient 
number of labour 
inspectors  

 X X   X  X X    X  X    X    X   X   

Increase in the 
number of 
workers per 
inspector 

   X        X         X        

Decrease of 
inspections 

X X    X         X  X    X       X 

Actions taken for a better enforcement 

Shift to advisory 
and consulting of 
employers  

X X X X X  X  X X X  X X   X      X   X   

Software to 
target 
inspections 

  X                          

Increased 
training of 
inspectors 

X  X   X  X   X       X  X     X X   

Institutional 
changes 

         X   X       X         

Risk-based and 
targeted 
inspections  

  X    X  X X       X   X X   X X X  X 

Automation (fines 
and proceedings) 

                   X         

Sharp increase in 
inspector staff 

                 X           



Draft Final Report 

 

Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion  
2020          

42 

 

A
T

 

B
E

 

B
G

 

C
Y

 

C
Z

 

D
E

 

D
K

 

E
E

 

E
L
 

E
S

 

F
I 

F
R

 

H
R

 

H
U

 

IE
 

IT
 

L
T

 

L
U

 

L
V

 

M
T

 

N
L
 

P
L
 

P
T

 

R
O

 

S
E

 

S
I 

S
K

 

U
K

 

Centralised 
information 
system 

  X X        X X              X  

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2.  

NB: The information relies on the identification of such actions via desk research and consultations. 

 

Labour inspectorates’ resources, capacities and training of labour inspectors 

LIs play an important role in controlling and enforcing compliance with OSH legislation. 
However, as highlighted in the Strategic Framework and underlined by the SLIC Opinion on 
future EU OSH enforcement priorities39, the budgetary constraints of MS can create 
deficiencies in human resources for LIs and compromise the enforcement of OSH 
legislation and policies. This issue has been reported by several stakeholders at MS level40, 
who note either a decrease in the absolute numbers of labour inspectors, or an increase in 
the number of workers under the responsibility of each inspector. Capacity issues have 
been identified via desk research and consultations in at least 17 MS. This is corroborated 
by the review of national implementation reports carried out under Task 6, which found that 
the resources and capacity of LIs reportedly decreased in nearly all MS between 2013 and 
2017. 

National research carried out under this study has identified some specific examples of the 
implications of the reduction in LI capacity: 

• In Croatia, certain stakeholders have reported that the lack of human resources of 
LIs constitute a barrier to the fulfilment of proactive actions and of advisory functions.  

• In Bulgaria, it has been reported that controls have become more formalistic, i.e. on 
the unique basis of documents rather than practical risk assessments (BG). 

• In Latvia, the State has difficulties recruiting labour inspectors due to the low level 
of remuneration.  

Not all countries reported a decrease in LI resources over the reference period. In Germany, 
Denmark, Luxembourg, Malta and Portugal, the number of inspectors has increased in 
recent years, although this took place to a different extent in each country. Feedback from 
social partners (especially workers’ representatives) suggests that these increases were 
not always viewed as sufficient. 

In addition to resource constraints, LIs face some additional obstacles to effective 
enforcement. In particular, OSH experts, NCAs and workers reported the need for 
specialised skills to address issues such as psychosocial risks and chemical or biological 
agents. Additionally, OSH experts, NCAs and workers’ representatives explained that LIs 
often have limited or no jurisdiction to carry out inspection in a domestic setting. This brings 

 

39 Senior Labour Inspectors’ Committee (SLIC), 21 October 2020, Opinion on future EU OSH Enforcement 
priorities contributing to a renewed EU OSH Strategy, https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-
4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/59de9da0-5102-4f1f-8862-af64c899a327/details.  

40 Workers’ representatives in Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, France, Germany, Ireland, Poland, Portugal, Spain 

and the UK, and employers’ representatives in Croatia, Germany, Greece, and the UK.  

https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/59de9da0-5102-4f1f-8862-af64c899a327/details
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/59de9da0-5102-4f1f-8862-af64c899a327/details
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up the question on how to ensure the protection of domestic workers, such as cleaners and 
carers.  

 

Reinforcement of the Labour Inspectorate’s status and specialised bodies 

A number of countries have taken action to reinforce the capacity of their LIs. Specific 
examples identified at national level include: 

• Croatia created its State Inspectorate in April 2019, integrating all inspection sectors, 
including the LI (whose services were previously detached from the Ministry of 
Labour), in order to create synergies between inspection sectors and reinforce 
efficiency of the labour inspection. 

• Spain reformed its Social Security and Labour Inspectorate Body to create a group 
of specialised inspectors in occupational risk prevention.  

• Malta created a dedicated corps of LIs, the Machinery, Equipment, Plant and 
Installations Section (MEPI), specialised in the supervision of rules related to work 
equipment, which has itself set up an information system to verify and keep track of 
the validity of equipment’s’ certificates.  

 

Decrease in inspections and diversification of activities 

Several MS have observed a decrease in the number of inspections and controls of 
workplaces carried out, as highlighted explicitly in Austria, Belgium, Germany, Ireland and 
the UK. In many cases, this is linked to a diversification or adaptation of the role and 
activities of LIs.  

• In Austria, this trend is explained by the reinforcement of and the shift to an advisory 
role of the LI.  

• In Malta, the best ways to address the shortage of resources are being reflected. 
Possibilities identified include phone-based inspections with workers’ safety 
representatives or the employer upon complaints, or the automation of some of the 
inspectors’ administrative tasks, as described below (UK).  

• In the UK, market intelligence and forecasting are used to identify priority “high-risk” 
sectors and locations for inspectors. Consultations have shown a very significant 
decrease in the number of inspections carried out, as well as an associated 
decrease in prosecutions.  

Additionally, 11 MS reported using risk-based approaches to help prioritise inspections and 
better allocate resources. Specific examples include: 

• Denmark, which has focused on risk-based inspections since 2012.  

• Bulgaria, which conducts every year thematic controls of risky industries and 
activities, and which has developed a specific software to identify companies and 
areas with the highest risks. 

The COVID-19 pandemic and lockdowns have restrained the possibility of physical 
inspections throughout the EU. In the UK, phone-based inspections were carried out during 
this period, to test the employers’ knowledge of their obligations. Later, physical inspections 
were only conducted when particular concerns arose. In Lithuania, “e-inspections” were 
already conducted in many sectors of activity in 2019. They were based on employers’ 
online declarations of their compliance with OSH legislation. To continue carrying out in-
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person inspections, Luxembourg’s LI has been split into “bubbles” (one third on active duty 
and two-thirds working from home). 

 

Training of labour inspectors and guidance 

Several MS (Austria, Bulgaria, Germany, Luxembourg, Malta and Slovenia) have 
implemented training programmes to improve specific areas of knowledge and skills, and 
to conduct effective controls, despite the lack of financial resources described above. The 
forms of trainings vary. For example, in Germany video tutorials were offered within the 
framework of the Joint Occupational Safety and Health Strategy (GDA) between 2013 and 
2018. Their efficacy has been evaluated as low in one work programme on MSDs, however, 
due to the lack of IT infrastructure and equipment.  

Examples of initiatives intended to address specific risks or knowledge gaps include: 

• Germany has provided training on PSRs and MSDs for the period 2019-2024.  

• Luxembourg has adopted a programme that encourages labour inspectors to obtain 
specialised knowledge in specific sectors, such as construction. In a similar vein, 
workers’ representatives in Croatia highlighted the importance of specialised training 
for LIs to reinforce the knowledge of inspectors in specific fields, such as 
construction. 

• Italy has promoted better enforcement of OSH legislation by establishing guidelines 
for inspections between 2014 and 2019, to harmonise the way legislation is enforced 
in specific sectors.  

 

Improving the enforcement capacities of labour inspectors 

National research under Task 2 has unearthed several initiatives intended to improve the 
enforcement capacities of labour inspectors at national level. One common method is the 
development of electronic information system databases, used to increase follow-up on 
actions undertaken by inspectors, facilitate better analysis of data on risks areas, and allow 
for a better targeting for risk-based inspections. The introduction of electronic databases 
was reported specifically in Bulgaria, Cyprus, France and Slovenia. Additionally, Malta has 
set up an automation system for the issuance of administrative fines and referral of legal 
proceedings to courts, to spare time for inspectors and not let any infringement unpunished. 
Spain has also created a database to monitor sanctions procedures once initiated. 

Another method for improving enforcement is to increase or extend the powers granted to 
LIs. In France, for example, LIs are now able to require the evaluation of protective 
equipment by external accredited services, or to adopt cease-work orders in all fields of 
economic activity in case of imminent dangers for workers. The Latvian LIs also considered 
this latter possibility as especially efficient as it creates a strong and immediate incentive to 
remove the hazard or risk identified. 

In Lithuania, since 2018 the LI is responsible for issuing permits for temporary agencies and 
for their supervision. Temporary employment agencies are required to declare compliance 
with the labour standards criteria on an annual basis. 

 

‘Soft enforcement’ and non-traditional ways of monitoring compliance 
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The soft enforcement of OSH legislation implies a dialogue between the inspection 
authorities and the companies supervised. A common approach, which is promoted by the 
EU Strategic Framework and has been identified in 14 MS41, is to put more weight on the 
advisory roles of LIs. Specific instances exemplifying this more cooperative approach to 
enforcement are provided below: 

• Czechia has set up a Safe Enterprise programme in which educational and 
preventive activities are organised by the LI and participating companies are given 
an OSH certificate to improve their reputation for OSH compliance.  

• Austria and Portugal have included follow-up visits to ensure that the soft 
enforcement measures and advice given are not disregarded.  

• In Belgium and Cyprus, LIs can offer “on the spot” training to MSEs being inspected.  

• In Malta, workers’ health and safety representatives are invited to participate in 
inspections to provide circumstantiated feedback. 

• In Latvia, the “Consult First” initiative which promotes cooperation between 
companies and LIs to identify potential solutions before the adoption of constraining 
measures has been evaluated as especially successful.  

Finally, in some MS the enforcement of OSH policies has been promoted and ensured by 
other stakeholders, without requiring the involvement of LIs: 

• In Sweden, soft enforcement is inherent to the system of prevention, as Regional 
Safety Representatives nominated by trade unions may visit companies where at 
least one employee is member of the trade union, with a focus on prevention and 
dialogue. 

• In France, consulting engineers and control agents of the social security, who are 
not LIs, may issue injunctions in face of an exceptional risk for employers to take 
“any justified measure of prevention” within a specified timeframe.  

• In Hungary, since 2020, employers themselves carry out investigations of increased 
exposure cases, instead of the LI. If the source of the exposure is identified and 
effectively eliminated, the authorities are not involved on site, which has resulted in 
doubling the number of notifications and detection of increased exposure cases.  

 

Effectiveness of sanctions  

National research under task two unearthed limited information on the effectiveness of 
sanctions. Indeed, only two MS (Estonia and Latvia) were found to have carried out official 
evaluations on the effectiveness of sanctions. In six additional MS, stakeholders were able 
to comment on the effectiveness of the national sanctions system. 

The evaluations in Estonia and in Latvia were conducted prior to a reform of the sanctions 
regime for violations of OSH regulations. In Latvia, the adoption of a completely new system 
of sanctions in the Administrative Liability Law has required the State to conduct an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of sanctions and administrative fines. The results of this 
evaluation showed that pre-existing sanctions were insufficient. This led to a new maximum 
sanction of EUR 32,000, a twelvefold increase on the previous regime. In Sweden, the level 
of administrative fines for violations of the Working Environment Act has been increased to 

 

41 Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, Greece, Spain, Finland, Croatia, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Portugal, Slovenia (Table 12).  
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a maximum of SEK 1 million (approx. EUR 100,000). In accordance with the Spanish 
national strategy’s objective on improving compliance, rules on sanctions and infringement 
procedures were updated and adapted to the regulatory changes in the “Social Order”. 

In several MS stakeholders were supportive of the use of sanctions as the principal means 
of enforcing OSH rules. Nevertheless, a number of barriers to effectiveness were identified. 
In Poland, workers’ representatives were critical of the very low incidence of fines for 
violations of OSH legislation and underlined the need for effective sanctions as a deterrent 
to infringements. In Portugal, the delays and lengthy judicial procedures were felt to limit 
the dissuasive effect of sanctions.  

To improve the effectiveness of sanctions, Hungary allows labour inspectors to impose on-
the-spot fines during inspections. Ireland publicises information on sanctions levied and the 
names of companies that infringed OSH legislation in the national media.  

However, research in the Netherlands has found that a 2012 shift towards more stringent 
enforcement has not led to conclusive results, and a reinforcement of the culture of self-
enforcement within companies is now being promoted.   
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Summary of progress 

Overall progress in implementation of this objective at EU level appears to have been 
steady, but at national level efforts to improve enforcement were often limited by resource 
constraints.  

The ACSH highlighted in its Opinion42 the importance of SLIC in promoting better 
coordination of enforcement at MS level and this view is reflected across all stakeholder 
groups. At national level, LIs (many of whom have faced significant funding cuts in the last 
decade) expressed significant concerns related to their limited enforcement capacity. To 
cope with these limited capacities and decrease in the numbers of inspections that can be 
carried out, LIs develop, inter alia, risk-based approaches to prioritise inspections. The 
COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 was also identified as a significant obstacle to continued 
enforcement, making it very difficult for LIs to carry out in-person inspections. Nonetheless, 
a few solutions have been developed to carry on inspection activities. 

An evolution of the LIs’ functions towards more advisory activities has been identified in 
more than half of the MS. In a similar vein, soft enforcement measures with strong 
involvement of employers and workers have been adopted in at least nine MS.   

A significant amount of activity can be noted at EU level and a lot of information has been 
gathered and shared, particularly regarding the first two actions. However, there appears to 
have been limited progress regarding the envisaged coordinated effort to map or evaluate 
the overall resources and activities of LIs at EU level. There is also a notable gap with regard 
to evaluating the effectiveness of activities at national level. Most MS have not evaluated 
the effectiveness of their sanctions regime in response to infringements of OSH legislation.  

Interview feedback from non-SLIC stakeholders suggests a limited awareness of the actions 
taken to date under this priority, to some extent reflective of the fact that much of the 
information related to SLIC activities is not publicly available and many stakeholders are not 
aware of their day-to-day activities. This has led to concerns regarding the extent of 
progress against this objective. Stakeholders representing social partners, EU agencies and 
the ACSH called for more transparency in order to allow for a better understanding of what 
concrete actions are being taken at EU level to support labour inspectors in their OSH 
enforcement role. 

Looking forward, the majority of stakeholders were in agreement regarding the continued 
importance and relevance of better enforcement, particularly at MSE level, and the need to 
reinforce hard and soft enforcement measures. There is strong support for increased 
coordination, capacity building and support to national LIs at EU level, although more 
transparency with regard to publishing outcomes and engaging with other stakeholders (e.g. 
ACSH, European social partners and EU institutions and agencies such as EU-OSHA) 
would be welcomed. 

 

 

  

 

42 ACSH, 2020, Opinion on Future Priorities of EU OSH Policy. 
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2.4 Objective four: Simplify existing legislation 

Objective four reflects the need to eliminate unnecessary administrative burden and simplify 
EU legislation in accordance with the objectives of the overarching REFIT programme. With 
regard to OSH legislation, this means assessing the extent to which legislation is fit for 
purpose, examining how it can be better implemented and supporting parity between MS in 
terms of implementation. Any simplification efforts should seek to balance strong worker 
protection with a reduction of administrative burden for MSEs. 

Three main actions were identified with regard to simplification, with responsibility for 
implementation divided between MS and the EC. ACSH was expected to provide support 
in terms of ensuring a robust public debate around the EU’s simplification agenda. Table 13 
below provides an overview of the different actions identified under objective four and the 
actors tasked with implementing them. 

Table 13: Summary of actions under objective four 

Action identified in the Strategic Framework Lead actor Supporting 
actor 

Identify possible simplifications and/or reductions of 
unnecessary burden as part of the evaluation of the 
OSH legislation, and promote a public debate with all 
stakeholders  

European 
Commission 

ACSH 

Encourage Member States to identify sources of 
specific regulatory burden created by their own 
transposing legislation on OSH and national 
legislation, and analyse national implementation 
reports to identify good practice and to promote 
exchange of information  

Member 
States 

European 
Commission 

Assess the situation of micro-enterprises in low-risk 
sectors and consider how to simplify the 
implementation of risk assessment, including 
documentation 

European 
Commission 

N/A 
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As demonstrated by Figure 7, approximately one quarter of OPC respondents (23%) felt 
that the actions taken under the fourth strategic objective had made good progress, and 
almost one fifth (19%) thought that they had led to tangible results. Over one third (36%) of 
respondents felt that the related actions were relevant to the actual priorities in the area of 
OSH and 28% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the actions involved the 
appropriate stakeholders.  

Figure 7: Opinions on progress under the fourth strategic objective – Simplification of 

legislation 

Q10. Under its fourth strategic objective the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-
2020 refers to the simplification of legislation at both EU and national level, in order to reduce unnecessary 
burden, and to encourage the promotion of good practice. Link to EU Strategic Framework). Based on your 
experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions… 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=243-247) 

Source: Public Consultation 

 

 

Action one: Identify possible simplifications and/or reductions of unnecessary burden and 
promote a public debate with all stakeholders 

The majority of stakeholders interviewed for this study identified the European 
Commission’s work on updating and modernising European OSH legislation as one of the 
most significant developments under the EU Strategic Framework. Clear progress has been 
made since 2014 with regard to updating EU legislation and removing unnecessary 
duplication, where necessary, although this task is ongoing. Most of the activity in this area 
took place after 2017, when the European Commission published the Staff Working 
Document on its evaluation of EU OSH Framework Directive 89/391/EEC and 23 related 
Directives. This led to the publication, also in 2017, of the Communication on the 
modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health Legislation and Policy, which 
identified a number of pieces of legislation to be updated in order to ensure the EU OSH 
Acquis remains relevant and fit for purpose. 

The 2017 Communication identified six Directives in need of modernisation. These are: 
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• The OSH Signs Directive (Directive 92/58/EEC) 
A specific guidance document to better explain the relation between this Directive 
and the EN ISO 700 Signs Standard has been developed in order to avoid any 
misunderstanding. In December 2020, the ACSH adopted an opinion on a non-
binding guidance in this respect. 

• The Biological Agents Directive (Directive/2000/54/EC) 
The list of biological agents in Annex III was reviewed and updated in 2019, 
together with an update of Annexes V and VI. The Directive was updated again in 
2020 to include SARS-CoV-2 (Coronavirus) in Annex III (Directive (EU 2020/739).  

• Medical Treatment on Board Vessels Directive (Directive/92/29/EEC) 
The compulsory list of medical supplies laid down in the Directive was reviewed 
and the relevant annexes to the Directive were updated in 2019 (Directive (EU) 
2019/1834).  

• The Personal Protective Equipment Directive (Directive 89/656/EEC) 
The annexes to the Directive were updated in 2019 to take account of the latest 
technological evolutions (Directive (EU) 2019/1832 of 24 October 2019). 

• The Workplaces Directive (Directive/89/654/EEC) 
It is currently being reviewed, with a particular focus on whether the definition of 
“workplace” should be updated to reflect new working realities (e.g. platform 
working, teleworking etc). The annexes are also being reviewed.  

• The Display Screen Equipment Directive (Directive/90/270/EEC) 
This Directive is also being revisited to remove references to obsolete 
technologies and update certain definitions (such as “workstation”) to reflect the 
modern workplace. Additionally, exemptions included in the Directive are being 
reviewed to check whether they are still relevant and/or required. 

Most stakeholders praised these changes, particularly for their focus on modernising and 
updating the legislation. However, there were concerns, voiced primarily by representatives 
of workers and OSH experts, that the simplification agenda might result in reducing the 
overall protection guaranteed by the EU OSH acquis.  

Furthermore, a number of occupational exposure limits (OELs) as well as other provisions 
under the Carcinogens and Mutagens Directive (CMD) have been revised or introduced, 
addressing 26 carcinogens or mutagens. In addition, two Directives were adopted 
establishing a fourth and a fifth list of indicative occupational exposure limit values for 
chemical substances/groups of substances under the scope of the Chemical Agents 
Directive (CAD). Preparatory work is also underway to review the current limit values of lead 
and establish a new OEL for di-isocyanates under the scope of the CAD and to review the 
existing OEL within the Asbestos at Work Directive. 

During the process some inconsistencies emerged between the approaches of EU OSH 
chemicals legislation and REACH Regulation. Relevant Commission services have 
collaborated closely to resolve these issues and to ensure complementarity between the 
sets of legislation. Significant progress has been made in this regard, thanks to close 
collaboration, cooperation and coordination between the relevant Commission services. 
Additionally, the provision of scientific advice was streamlined by asking RAC/ECHA to 
provide scientific opinions underpinning EU OSH chemicals legislation.  

Whilst clear progress has been made at EU level towards resolving the issue, it has led to 
some concerns. For example, employers and some NCAs stated that exposure limits are 
being developed that cannot be achieved or measured, and therefore cannot be enforced. 
Additionally, some employers’ and workers’ representatives expressed a desire for further 
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work to clarify the interface between the OSH chemicals legislation and the REACH 
Regulation. They hope that this will address the underlying issue of having two different 
legislative approaches to determining safe exposure limits. Others highlighted the need to 
ensure that the ACSH and social partners were adequately involved in any OEL setting 
process, in line with the Treaty obligations. There are some different opinions between 
employers’ and workers’ representatives regarding the need for “simplification” of legislation 
(understood as decreasing administrative burden) and “modernisation” (understood as 
focusing on the extent to which legislation remains fit for purpose). While both groups 
support the latter, employers expressed concern that the initial aim of simplification had to 
some extent been diluted by the modernisation agenda. 

Action two: Encourage Member States to identify sources of specific regulatory burden 
created by their own transposing legislation on OSH and national legislation and analyse 
national implementation reports to identify good practice and to promote exchange of 
information 

While responsibility for this action lay with the MS, the EC had a role to play in supporting 
the detection of specific sources of regulatory burden, identifying good practice and 
promoting information sharing. Some progress has been identified to date. The ACSH has 
plans to create a working party to look at the costs, benefits and administrative burden of 
OSH legislation but this has not yet been implemented. Additionally, the EC commissioned 
a review of the national implementation reports as part of this study. This has been carried 
out under Task six of this evaluation and a separate report has been submitted in order to 
fulfil action two.  

Table 14 provides an overview of the extent to which MS have taken specific actions to 
support the simplification of OSH legislation, based on the information collected as part of 
the national level research. 

Table 14: Overview of actions taken at national level in support of objective four  
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Actions to 
identify 
regulatory 
burdens 

    X   X      X     X X X    X X X X 

Actions to 
simplify OSH 
legislation  

X X X  X X  X   X X X X X    X X  X   X    

Digitisation of 
obligations 

          X X     X       X  X   

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2.  

 

Processes for the identification of regulatory and administrative burdens 

A number of stakeholders interviewed as part of the national research expressed a desire 
for more action towards simplification (in particular employers in Spain, Italy, Portugal and 
Sweden, and workers in Bulgaria, Denmark, Portugal and Sweden). In Malta, the NCA has 
acknowledged the complexity of certain areas of law and is taking action to remove 
unnecessary burdens. However, the extent to which MS have put specific actions in place 
that allow for the identification of regulatory and administrative burdens varies significantly. 
One important success factor identified by countries seeking to simplify OSH legislation is 
the involvement of social partners in the process. 
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Germany, Italy and Slovenia had already conducted substantial simplification actions in 
2007-2012, and therefore did not make any significant efforts to simplify further OSH 
legislation in the reference period for this study. 

Countries including Malta, Ireland, Croatia, Latvia and Czechia have endeavoured to take 
a systematic approach to simplification. Malta has set the simplification of legislation as a 
priority focus within its national OSH strategy, and the Maltese national competent authority 
has set up a specific programme to review the OSH legislation in force, with the purpose of 
identifying burdens and suggesting simplifications to the legislator. In Croatia, the process 
of identification of burdens and simplification of rules in 2017 was part of a global review of 
the administrative barriers affecting the economic growth of the country.  

Ireland has also undertaken a review of (all) OSH legislation to identify outdated, defunct or 
replaced statutes and ensure coherence of cross-references in its body of legislation. 
Additionally, whenever EU OSH legislation is transposed into Irish law, the text of existing 
laws is reviewed and repealed or revoked as necessary.  

In some MS, such as Latvia, Slovenia and Czechia, the regulatory burden must be assessed 
every time a new piece of OSH legislation or an amendment to existing OSH legislation is 
proposed.   

National research also uncovered some less successful attempts at reducing regulatory and 
administrative burdens. One example is the ‘Programme for reform of the rules’ 
implemented by the Swedish national competent authority in 2016-2018. This aimed to 
create a more consolidated and easily navigable system but was criticised by social 
partners who did not believe that it has led to improvements for companies. In Slovenia, 
workers’ representatives expressed dissatisfaction with the methods used to identify 
administrative burdens for employers. Additionally, doubts were cast on the success of the 
2013 review of administrative burdens in OSH policies. 

Actions towards the simplification of OSH legislation  

In their attempts to simplify OSH legislation, MS must ensure a sufficient level of protection 
to workers, which cannot be lowered compared to standards of EU legislation. This has 
been identified as a significant barrier to simplification (e.g. in France) and could indicate 
that simplification would generally be more appropriate at EU level, to ensure an appropriate 
balance between both simplification and a minimum level of protection for all workers in MS. 

One of the most significant simplification processes identified at national level is the 
codification of OSH legislation. Examples of this approach include the Belgian Code of 
Wellbeing at Work, the adoption of a new Framework Act on Occupational Health and 
Safety in Croatia after its accession to the European Union, and the simplification of the 
ordinance on workplaces in Germany.  

Several MS, including Denmark, Malta and Poland, identified the integration of the 
obligatory assessment of the explosion protection document pursuant to Directive 
1999/92/EC into the general workplace risk assessment document as a measure to simplify 
the administrative procedures required from companies. Additionally, in 2017 Croatia and 
Bulgaria both adopted rules for the simplification of reporting accidents at work and 
occupational diseases. In Slovenia, the digitisation projects facilitated reporting of accidents 
at work and occupational diseases. 

Exemptions from certain obligations have also been adopted. One concrete example of this 
approach is the extension in Croatia of the definition of temporary construction sites, which 
are now defined as construction sites of a duration of up to 60 days. This extension lifted 
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the burden of certain mandatory declarations for those sites in terms of risk assessment, 
instructions for safety work, proof of workers’ training, work equipment test report. 

Another approach to simplification has involved the removal of certain (declaratory) 
obligations, which were deemed not effective enough. Austria has lifted several 
administrative obligations in 2017, including the obligation to keep records of near misses. 
In Bulgaria, for example, the obligation to make a written declaration to the LI on the lack of 
change of circumstances (e.g. concerning the location, type and nature of the production 
activity, number of employees, working conditions, risk factors and measures ensuring the 
prevention of breakdowns and accidents) has been removed. Similarly, in Poland, workers 
who are re-employed by the same employer in the same position and with the same working 
conditions have been removed from the mandatory preliminary medical examination 
scheme. In Estonia, information that is already available in a national database is no longer 
requested from companies. 

Finally, rather than focusing on legislative simplifications, some MS have chosen instead to 
focus on improving companies’ understanding of OSH legislation and supporting 
implementation, via the development of OiRA and other online tools. This is the case, for 
example, in Greece and Portugal (described in more detail under objective two).  

Digitisation of processes to reduce administrative burdens 

A small number of initiatives to move administrative procedures online were identified to 
make compliance easier.  

• In France, for example, an online platform has been developed to allow enterprises 
to declare demolition, removal and encapsulation plans for asbestos.  

• In Bulgaria, work permits to minors are accessible electronically, reducing the 
approval time from 15 to 7 days.  

• Latvia and Lithuania allow the online declaration of accidents at work and the digital 
reporting of risk assessments. 

• Finland allows the reporting of total working hours via an internet-based system. 

• Austria has brought amendments to the Labour Inspection Act, which permitted the 
delivery of documents from labour inspectors to employers not based in Austria and 
fostered mutual exchange of information, via the Internal Market Information System 
(IMI).  

• In Slovenia, several digitisation projects have been initiated to facilitate reporting of 
accidents at work and occupational diseases digitally. The COVID-19 pandemic was 
identified as one factor behind the transition to digital reporting in Slovenia, with the 
introduction of digital reports to notify authorities of the number of employees who 
are teleworking.  

Simplification of rules for SMEs 

Only a few instances of simplification of legislation or administrative processes specifically 
for SMEs were identified via the national research. These are listed below. 

• In Ireland, the safety statement that small contractors with fewer than three 
employees must provide can be substituted with the proof of compliance with the 
relevant Code of Practice. 

• Croatia has simplified rules on mandatory OSH councils in SMEs. Sweden, while 
maintaining the core obligations on SMEs (risk analyses, action plans and 
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instructions for hazardous work), has removed document requirements from the 
systematic work environment management of micro enterprises. 

• In France, certain rules on the SME workplaces were amended (requirement to 
provide locker rooms changed to secured storage unit). 

• Austria has extended the interval between inspections of office (or similar) 
workplaces between 1 and 10 employees, from two to three years. 

 

Action three: Assess the situation of micro-enterprises in low-risk sectors and consider how 
to simplify the implementation of risk assessment 

There is limited evidence of a coordinated effort at EU level to identify opportunities for 
simplifying the requirements placed on micro-enterprises. This may be in part due to 
research carried out by EU-OSHA as part of its European Survey of Enterprises on New 
and Emerging Risks (ESENER) activity43. ESENER indicates that while one obstacle faced 
by MSMEs enterprises is that implementing OSH legislation represents an administrative 
burden, small business owners are often faced with the obstacle of not being aware of their 
obligations or not fully understanding OSH principles.  

Additionally, DG EMPL commissioned a study on the obligation to document the risk 
assessment for very small enterprises44. The study found that an exemption from the 
documentation obligation for micro-enterprises in low-risk sectors may lead to a small net 
benefit under some scenarios, but that a negative net benefit (and possibly a substantial 
one) could not be ruled out. 

Interviewees from EU-OSHA, as well as some social partners, therefore questioned 
whether simplification is the most important action to support MSEs and pointed instead to 
the need for increased awareness raising, other programmes (financial, technical support, 
training) targeting MSEs, a focus on extending protection to all workers, a sector-based 
approach and better-targeted support for OSH compliance.  

 

Summary of progress 

Significant progress has been made in this area at EU level with regard to the updating of 
legislation following the ex-post evaluation of the EU OSH Framework Directive and 23 
related Directives. However, it remains to be seen if this will result in simplification on the 
ground. While simplification of national legislation is clearly the responsibility of individual 
MS, stakeholders (especially workers’ and employers’ representatives) believe there is 
nonetheless room to coordinate more proactively this effort at EU level (particularly within 
the ACSH). Additionally, the question of what simplifications might be required to support 
micro-enterprises in low-risk sectors remains to some extent unanswered. 

Much remains to be done at national level to identify sources of specific regulatory burden 
created by transposing legislation and national legislation. Ten MS were found to be 
implementing activity in support of this action. Simplification measures adopted by MS are 
diverse and often try to address very specific problems. Thus, it remains difficult to assess 

 

43 EU-OSHA, ESENER, available at: https://visualisation.osha.europa.eu/esener#!/en 

44 European Commission, December 2012, Study on the consequences of the documentation of the risk 
assessment (Article 9 of Directive 89/391/EEC) by very small enterprises engaged in low-risk activities, 
compared with a possible exemption from that obligation (VC/2011/451). 
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the extent to which the simplifications brought in individual MS are significant for employers 
and workers and result from activity at EU level. Digitalisation projects relate mostly to 
helping fulfil companies’ administrative obligations towards national authorities or LIs. 
However, these can be found in only a few MS. 

There was general support for the European Commission’s decision to focus on 
“modernising” rather than “simplifying” legislation. This was believed to have been a 
sensible way to reduce unnecessary burdens resulting from outdated expectations or 
obsolete technologies, whilst ensuring that protection remains high. Employer 
representatives nonetheless expressed concerns that, in some instances, the focus on 
modernisation may have led to less progress on simplification of the administrative burden 
imposed on MSEs. 

 

 

2.5 Objective five: Address the ageing of the workforce, emerging new risks, 
prevention of work-related and occupational diseases 

Objective five recognises the changing landscape of OSH and the need to address new 
challenges such as the ageing workforce. Additionally, it is intended to address the 
emergence of new technologies, products, industries and ways of working that impact the 
risk landscape workers are facing. 

The Strategic Framework included several actions under objective five. Table 15 below lists 
those actions, as well as the actors the Framework identified as responsible for their 
implementation. 

Table 15: Summary of actions under objective five 

Action identified in the Strategic Framework Lead actor Supporting 
actor 

Establish a network of OSH professionals and scientists 
and ascertain the need to set up an independent 
scientific consultation body that would channel their 
recommendations into the work of the Commission 

European 
Commission 

N/A 

Support the dissemination of the findings of the 
European Risk Observatory among the relevant actors 

European 
Commission 

EU-OSHA 

Promote the identification and exchange good practice 
on ways to improve OSH conditions for specific 
categories of workers, e.g. older workers, inexperienced 
younger workers (including those employed in different 
forms of temporary contracts), apprenticeships, workers 
with disabilities and women 

EU-OSHA N/A 

Promote rehabilitation and reintegration measures by 
implementing the results of the European Parliament 
pilot project on older workers and of the HWC in 2016-17 

European 
Commission 

EU-OSHA 

Identify and disseminate good practice on preventing 
mental health problems at work 

EU-OSHA N/A 
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As can be seen in Figure 8, a majority of OPC respondents (56%) agreed that the actions 
implemented under objective five were relevant. Furthermore, 44% of OPC respondents 
agreed that the actions involved the appropriate stakeholders, 41% agreed that they had 
made good progress and 33% agreed that they had led to tangible results. 

Figure 8: Opinions on progress under the fifth strategic objective – address the ageing 

of the workforce, emerging new risks, and work-related and occupational diseases 

Q11. Under its fifth strategic objective, to address the ageing of the workforce, emerging new risks, and work-
related and occupational diseases, the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 
called for support in the dissemination of findings from the European Risk Observatory, and good practices to 
support older and other specific groups of workers, as well as mental health issues at work, were to be 
identified and promoted. (Link to EU Strategic Framework). Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree 

that these actions…

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=238-247) 

Source: Public Consultation 

Action one: Establish a network of OSH professionals and scientists and ascertain the need 
to set up an independent scientific consultation body that would channel their 
recommendations into the work of the Commission 

No specific measure or initiative was found under this action. 

Action two: Support the dissemination of the findings of the European Risk Observatory 
among the relevant actors 

The European Risk Observatory45 is an EU-OSHA initiative, which gathers, analyses and 
publishes information on emerging risks in order to help “anticipate change” and provide a 
platform for debate between experts and policy makers. While the majority of stakeholders 
interviewed referenced the research carried out by EU-OSHA and praised the quality of its 
work, none of the interviewees made an explicit reference to the European Risk 
Observatory. This makes it difficult to establish a clear link between the reports being 
referenced and the Observatory.  

45 EU-OSHA, European Risk Observatory, available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/about-eu-osha/what-we-
do/european-risk-
observatory#:~:text=The%20aim%20of%20EU%2DOSHA's,and%20effectiveness%20of%20preventive%2
0measures. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014DC0332
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EU-OSHA noted that the European Risk Observatory “brand” is no longer being actively 
promoted, although research is still being implemented and shared. This may explain the 
limited awareness amongst interviewees with regard, specifically, to the Observatory. 

Action three: Promote the identification and exchange good practice on ways to improve OSH 
conditions for specific categories of workers 

EU-OSHA has published a number of case studies, reports and discussion papers sharing 
good practice on working with chronic MSDs, as well as analysing trends and drivers of 
change around developments in ICT, the digitalisation of work and other emerging issues 
in the workplace, including issues affecting specific types of workers. Specific examples 
include a report on rehabilitation and return to work after cancer46 and another on 
mainstreaming gender into OSH practice47. 

Action four: Promote rehabilitation and reintegration measures by implementing the results 
of the European Parliament pilot project on older workers and of the HWC in 2016-17 

To promote rehabilitation and reintegration measures, among others, responding to the 
consequences of an ageing workforce, on the request of the European Parliament a 3-year 
pilot project ‘Safer and healthier work at any age’ was initiated. EU-OSHA managed the 
project and worked towards improving knowledge of policies and initiatives addressing the 
ageing of the workforce and their implementation across Europe. They do this by providing 
reliable information and analysis for policy development in the area of OSH and facilitating 
the exchange of good practice.  

Action five: Identify and disseminate good practice on mental health problems at work 

EU-OSHA published several reports on mental health in the workplace. The HWC 2014-15 
was also dedicated to the topic of managing work-related stress. The European 
Commission also published guidance on mental health at work. This included guidance on 
implementing a comprehensive approach and an evaluation of policy and practice to 
promote mental health in the workplace, both published in 2014.48  

Further actions on occupational diseases 

In addition to the actions explicitly listed in the EU Strategic Framework, the study team has 
identified a number of other developments throughout the Framework’s implementation 
period that contribute towards objective five. This applies particularly to addressing work-
related risks and occupational diseases, especially risks posed by carcinogens and other 
hazardous chemicals. A key development in this regard was the updating of several EU 
OSH Directives in line with the 2017 Communication by the European Commission on 
“Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health 
Legislation and Policy”. The most notable among these are the three amendments to the 
Carcinogens and Mutagens Directive (CMD) (and a fourth proposal put forward by the 
Commission), the two new lists of Indicative Occupational Exposure Limit Values in the 

 

46 EU-OSHA, 2016, Rehabilitation and return to work after cancer : Literature review, available at : 

https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/rehabilitation-and-return-work-after-cancer-literature-review 

47 EU-OSHA, 2014, Mainstreaming gender into OSH practice, available at:  

https://osha.europa.eu/en/publications/mainstreaming-gender-occupational-safety-and-health-practice/view 

48 For more information see the European Commission website, available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=716&langId=en. 
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implementation of the Chemicals Agents Directive (CAD), and the two technical updates of 
the Biological Agents Directive (BAD) (as described under objective four).  

Another important development at EU level was the Roadmap on Carcinogens, launched 
in 2016, which brings together the European Commission, EU-OSHA, Member States and 
social partners. It is intended to “promote awareness raising as well as the development 
and exchange of good practices that prevent or reduce exposure to carcinogens at the 
workplace”49. Interviewees highlighted this as an example of how involvement of key 
stakeholders not only at EU, but also at national level, coupled with alignment to wider policy 
action at EU level can create momentum and long-term impact.  

Interviewees from EU institutions highlighted an increasing focus of the European 
Commission on the exposure of workers to chemicals, noting a shift away from a risk-based 
approach towards a hazard-based approach50. The new EU Chemicals Strategy for 
Sustainability – Towards a Toxic-Free Environment, adopted in October 2020, exemplifies 
this shift, as it contains a focus on making consumer products free of chemicals that cause 
cancers, gene mutations, affect the reproductive or the endocrine system, or are persistent 
and bio-accumulative51. However, implementation and enforcement of legislation is the 
responsibility of MS. It therefore remains to be seen whether the legislative changes will 
result in reduced exposure in the long-term. 

Further actions on emerging new risks  

Stakeholders pointed to the key role played by EU-OSHA in working towards the aims set 
out in objective five beyond the five actions described within the EU Strategic Framework. 
The Agency conducted and published a significant body of research on new and emerging 
risks and occupational diseases throughout the Framework implementation period, which 
interviewees identified as a key driver towards increasing awareness of these issues. This 
includes, for example, an OSH overview on MSDs, a foresight project looking at the impact 
of rapid developments in digital technologies on working conditions, and research published 
on alert and sentinel systems to catch early signs of work-related diseases. The HWCs 
implemented during the Framework’s implementation period addressed key emerging risks, 
namely “Manage Stress” (2014-2015), “Healthy Workplaces for All Ages” (2016-2017), 
“Manage Dangerous Substances” (2018-2019), and now “Lighten the Load” focusing on the 
prevention of work-related MSDs (2020-2022). Importantly, the research and guidance 
included the publication of guidelines on adapting workplaces, shifting to working from 
home, and protecting workers in light of the COVID-19 pandemic.  

More recently, progress was also noted in addressing violence and harassment, which 
stakeholders identified as increasingly important risks in the world of work, in particular due 
to increased working from home, which means domestic violence is now effectively 
occurring within the workplace of many victims. The European Commission presented a 
proposal to the Council encouraging MS to ratify the International Labour Organisation’s 
(ILO) Convention on the elimination of violence and harassment in the world of work. EU-
level social partners and EU-OSHA also recognise violence (including domestic violence) 
and harassment as a workplace risk. EU-OSHA has published research and issued 
guidance on this. The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the urgency of dealing with 

 

49Roadmap on Carcinogens Covenant, 2019, « Roadmap Covenant », viewed 22.02.2021, available at: 
https://roadmaponcarcinogens.eu/. 

50 A hazard is the intrinsic, dangerous characteristic of a substance, whereas a risk only emerges when a 
hazard is coupled with exposure to it. A shift towards a hazard-based approach would therefore make 
substances, and thus products, safer already before workers (or consumers) get exposed to them, 
reducing risk without requiring more prevention measures at the workplace.  

51 European Commission, 2020, Chemicals Strategy for Sustainability - Towards a Toxic-Free Environment.  
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issues such as violence in the workplace, particularly when for many EU workers their 
workplace is currently also their home.  

Further actions on the ageing workforce  

In addition to EU-OSHA’s focus on “Healthy Workplaces for All Ages” during its 2016-2017 
HWC, several other initiatives addressing the challenges related to demographic change in 
the workforce took place within the Framework’s implementation period. Notably, the 
European social partners (BusinessEurope, UEAPME, CEEP and ETUC, and the liaison 
committee EUROCADRES/CEC) agreed/decided through the social dialogue to sign an 
autonomous framework agreement in 2017 “on active aging and an inter-generational 
approach”. In this agreement, they committed to promote and implement tools and 
measures to facilitate older workers’ active participation and continuation in the labour 
market until the legal retirement age. At the same time, they will try to make sure that 
measures are taken to ease inter-generational transitions in the context of high youth 
unemployment, which includes a special aim to “ensuring and maintaining a healthy, safe 
and productive working environment”52.  

Nevertheless, given the scale of the challenges to be addressed when it comes to the 
ageing workforce, many stakeholders believed that more could have been done, particularly 
with regard to demographic change within the workforce. Demographic change hits certain 
sectors (those with a higher median age) harder and the specific nature of tasks carried out 
by older workers may lead to specific challenges for this particular demographic. Therefore, 
sector-specific solutions may be required in certain industries.  

  

 

52ETUC, 2019, European Social Partners’ Autonomous Framework Agreement on Active Ageing and an Inter-
generational Approach , viewed 22.01.2021, https://www.etuc.org/sites/default/files/circular/file/2019-
07/European%20Social%20Partners%E2%80%99%20Autonomous%20Framework%20Agreement%20on
%20Active%20Ageing.pdf.  
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Activities carried out by Member States 

Although none of the specific actions under objective five is explicitly ascribed to MS, it 
nonetheless appears clear that MS were also expected to address the challenges from the 
ageing workforce, emerging new risks, work-related and occupational diseases. Table 16 
provides a summary of the measures implemented by MS, which relate to the issues 
addressed by objective five. 

 

Table 16: Overview of Member States actions on risks affecting particular age groups, 

disabled workers and women 
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Legal changes to address risks affecting particular age groups, disabled workers and women  

Legal changes 
older workers   

    X                  X      

Legal changes 
disabled workers  

                            

Legal changes 
women workers  

   X        X     X            

Legal changes 
young workers 

                X            

Policy actions to address risks affecting particular age groups, disabled workers and women 

Policy actions 
older workers  

  X  X X  X X  X X X X X  X X X X  X  X  X X  

Policy actions 
disabled workers  

X  X  X       X          X       

Policy actions 
women at work  

X                X         X   

Policy actions 
young workers  

X                X         X   

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2. 

 

Legislative and policy changes with a focus on risks affecting certain age groups 
(esp. older workers, but also young workers), disabled workers and women 

The paragraphs below provide a more detailed review of some of the specific legal 
provisions and policy initiatives to protect particular groups of workers. 

Older workers  

Actions to address challenges related to the ageing workforce were identified in almost all 
MS. These are mainly policy actions such as for example: 

• The development of a cross-policy strategic document, the priority of which is 
promoting the active life of older people in the field of employment (Bulgaria).  

• The establishment of a “Demographic Network” with the aim of bringing companies 
together to develop knowledge and share best practice on the ageing workforce 
(Germany).  

• Awareness-raising campaigns on “Healthy jobs – regardless of age” (Estonia).  

• Prioritisation of ageing workers in their general comprehensive health screening 
program (mobile diagnostic centre) (Hungary).  
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• Launch of projects to implement the comprehensive business model for active and 
healthy ageing with the aim to foster/enable longer working lives and decrease 
absence from work due to ill health (Slovenia). 

• Policy actions related to the implementation of the EP pilot project on older workers 
and of the HWC (Czechia, Croatia, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Poland and 
Romania). 

Czechia and Portugal adopted legal measures setting more stringent health checks for older 
workers (i.e. compulsory health annual checks performed by occupational medicine for fifty-
year-old workers, shorter intervals between two health checks for workers over fifty years 
old). 

Several MS did not explicitly address demographic change in their OSH strategies 
and/or legislation. Different reasons for this were put forward, depending on the country in 
question. In Cyprus, for example, this is not viewed as a priority because the population is 
considerably younger than the rest of Europe, although the median age is increasing. In 
Denmark, no specific measures are foreseen for the ageing workforce as the national focus 
is on improving conditions for all workers equally. In Sweden, the perspective of the OSH 
legislation is that it is too late to intervene when older workers have already had injuries: the 
strategy is to address risk factors in time, benefiting all age groups.  

Women, disabled and young workers 

Some MS (Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, France, Slovenia) also reported legal changes and/or 
policy actions related to female workers. For example, in France, Article L.4121-3 of the 
Labour Code has been amended to integrate a differentiated evaluation of the health and 
safety risks in the enterprise based on gender. In Cyprus, additional provisions have been 
included in the relevant regulations providing protection to pregnant workers and workers 
who recently gave birth. In Slovenia, guidelines for mainstreaming workforce diversity into 
risk assessment are being developed – taking into account gender, ageing and young 
workers, migrant workers, disabled workers etc. In Austria, an inspection campaign on the 
assessment of maternity protection in large enterprises was conducted. 

Specific policy actions were also identified in certain MS with regard to disabled workers 
(Austria, France, Poland) and young workers (Austria, Czechia, Lithuania, Slovenia). In 
Lithuania, children are taught to adopt safe and health working skills via educational 
activities and information materials, in collaboration with the LI, businesses and schools, 
and social media are used to communicate with the youth.  

The policy approach in the Netherlands does not focus on specific age groups or specific 
vulnerable groups, but rather focuses on the importance of fostering each individual’s 
employability via satisfactory and healthy working conditions. A similar approach exists in 
the United Kingdom, where the general outcome-based approach and focus on good 
implementation should be adequate to protect specific groups of workers. 

Legislative and policy changes addressing the need to adapt OSH requirements to 
changes in work organisation 

Various challenges related to the increased use of information technology and atypical 
contractual arrangements were highlighted by several MS (such as Austria, Bulgaria, 
Czechia, Denmark, Portugal, France, Latvia, Slovenia, Sweden and Malta). However, 
limited legal changes to adapt OSH legislation to new types of work organisation, or policy 
actions to address these changes, were reported. One outlier is Latvia, where the Labour 
Protection Law was amended to set out OSH requirements for remote work and self-
employed persons. Amendments were also made to extend the rules on the notification of 
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occupational accidents to remote work. In Slovenia, multidisciplinary analyses have been 
conducted on precarious work, serving as a basis for the 2021-2023 OSH action plan.   

Legislative and policy changes adapted to the risks linked to new technologies, new 
products and new chemicals 

Both legal changes and policy actions have been taken by several MS to address the risks 
linked to new technologies, new products – in particular, nanomaterials – and new 
chemicals.  

Table 17 provides an overview of legal and policy changes implemented in response to new 
technologies and new risks. 

Table 17: Overview of national actions implemented in response to new and emerging 

risks (psychosocial risks, new technologies, new products, new chemicals) 
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Legal changes to adapt to new and emerging risks (psychosocial risks, new technologies, new products, new chemicals) 

Psychosocial 
risks 

X X    X  X   X  X    X           X 

Green 
technologies 

                            

Nanomaterials  X                           

Carcinogens and 
mutagens53  

     X           X        X    

Other Chemical 
agents  

 X   X X     X      X        X    

Other (e.g. heat)  X  X         X                

Policy actions to address new and emerging risks (psychosocial risks, new technologies, new products, new chemicals) 

Psychosocial 
risks 

    X X           X   X  X X X X X   

Green 
technologies 

    X                  X      

Nanomaterials X    X    X   X          X X     X 

Carcinogens and 
mutagens  

X     X            X    X X   X   

Other chemical 
agents  

  X   X     X  X X X X    X   X X  X X  

Other (e.g. heat)          X  X   X              

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2. 

 
The measures adopted are mainly policy measures, such as issuing guidelines on 
managing risks related to nanomaterials (e.g. Austria), streamlining the work of labour 
inspections with ECHA recommendations (Slovakia), supporting research (Czechia), 
adopting national strategies/programmes in this field (e.g. Italy, Poland), organising 
campaigns (e.g. Slovenia) and increasing targeted visits (e.g. Austria, Portugal).  
 

 

53 This refers to measures implemented in addition to transposition of the relevant EU Directives (described 

under objective four). 
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Some MS adopted legislative changes to address these new risks. For example: 

• Austria, Germany and Finland amended their OSH legislation to integrate 
considerations on psychosocial risks into risk assessments (e.g. involving 
psychologists in the identification and assessment of risks in Austria).   

• In Belgium, information on nanomaterials must be registered in order to ensure 
information is passed along the supply chain.  

• Ireland developed the “Work Positive” online tool (accompanied by some other 
online tools and guidance) to facilitate risk assessments regarding stress. 

• Germany adopted many legislative changes related to hazardous chemicals and 
biological agents as well as new forms of cancers.  

• In Cyprus, specific legislation has been introduced to address heat stress.  

• In Sweden, a new regulation on target values for carcinogenic and mutagenic 
substances came into force in 2018 and was amended in 2020 to include some 
further substances.  

• Slovenia set more and lower OELs for certain chemical agents and Slovakia 
adopted more stringent limit values for certain carcinogens and mutagens.  

• Finally, Bulgaria has noted that the inclusion of more specific legal requirements 
regarding the assessment of the risk of nanomaterials exposure was needed and 
suggests measures should be adopted on this at EU level.  

 

Summary of progress  

Progress against this strategic objective and the specific actions identified within the 
Strategic Framework has been relatively steady, with a particular emphasis in recent years 
on the effort to tackle occupational diseases caused by exposure to hazardous chemicals. 
Work on chemicals legislation (described under objective 4) resulting from the ex-post 
evaluation of the EU OSH acquis was a key driver of progress in this area, as it provided 
momentum for initiatives aimed at raising awareness as well as sharing best practices on 
managing hazardous chemicals and the associated risks. Progress was also noted on 
addressing other types of occupational diseases, namely MSDs. However, some 
stakeholders considered the lack of a sufficient legislative basis an obstacle to further 
action.  

While a lot of progress has been made under this objective, the specific focus on new and 
emerging risks means that there will always be more left to do. 

Several points were repeatedly highlighted in stakeholder interviews: 

• COVID-19 has exacerbated some existing risks and emerging trends, particularly 
with regard to ways of working, which have experienced a rapid shift within the last 
years. Working from home and teleworking are much more common, and 
digitalisation will continue to bring further changes, as well as further risks. This 
requires policy makers to look at the existing corpus of legislation and practices with 
a new lens, and to adapt these to the new state of play, where necessary, or to 
improve implementation in light of new developments. In particular, many believed 
that psychosocial risks and the issue of MSDs are currently not sufficiently 
addressed within the OSH acquis. However, this was not the view of employers, 
who felt that these issues are better dealt with through non-legislative means and a 
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broader approach (not only OSH), since they are affected not only by workplace 
factors but also to those outside the work context. 

• Changes to ways of working also entail a broader definition of what constitutes a 
worker. The classical employer-employee model is no longer valid in many cases, 
as the number of self-employed workers, informal workers and workers in the gig-
economy is increasing. These workers are currently not covered by OSH legislation, 
a gap that various stakeholders identified as requiring further action.  

The 2019 ACSH opinion “Towards better health and safety in the workplace – Opinion on 
Future Priorities of EU OSH Policy” states: “The ACSH considers that efforts to anticipate 
changes in the world of work and to identify their potential impact on workers’ safety and 
health need to be continued. In particular as regards the impact of new and growing forms 
of employment (e.g. self-employed, platform economy, job sharing, ICT-based mobile work) 
and new technologies (e.g. automation, digitalisation, robotics) and that further initiatives at 
the European level should be considered“54.  

 

2.6 Objective six: Improve statistical data collection and develop the 
information base 

Objective six focuses on the importance of reliable, comparable and up to date data to 
facilitate robust and evidence-based policy making in the field of OSH. The EU Strategic 
Framework identifies specific challenges in the area of occupational exposure, occupational 
disease and ill health, in particular. As far as the European Statistics on Accidents at Work 
are concerned, issues were identified with regard to collecting fully comparable data at EU 
level, in particular for non-fatal work accidents. Objective six therefore focuses on the need 
for common approaches to identify and measure risks to workers’ safety and health and the 
importance of good quality data collection across the EU. 

The EU Strategic Framework indicates five main actions under Objective six. Most of the 
actions were to be implemented by the European Commission, with the support of 
competent national authorities. One action (examine options to improve information on 
costs and benefits of OSH) was not allocated to any specific actor.  

An overview of the actions, along with the lead actor and the actors with a supporting role, 
is presented in Table 18. 

Table 18: Summary of actions under objective six 

• Action identified in the EU Strategic Framework • Lead actor • Supporting actor(s) 

Assess and improve the quality of data on accidents at 
work transmitted by Member States in the framework 
of the European Statistics on Accidents at Work 
(ESAW) data collection, with the aim of improving 
coverage, reliability, comparability and timeliness 

European Commission Competent national 
authorities 

By the end of 2016, examine options to improve data 
on occupational diseases at EU level and assess the 
feasibility of a simplified data transmission 

European Commission Competent national 
authorities 

 

54 European Commission, ACSH, 2019, Towards better health and safety in the workplace - Opinion on Future 
Priorities of EU OSH Policy. 
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Launch discussions within ACSH on a common 
database on occupational exposures 

European 
Commission, ACSH 
and national experts 

N/A 

Before 2016, examine options to improve information 
on costs and benefits in the area of OSH 

N/A N/A 

Before 2016, develop a tool to monitor the 
implementation of the EU strategic framework 2014-
2020, including policy and performance indicators, 
building on the 2009 strategy scoreboard 

European Commission ACSH 

 

Figure 9 shows the views of OPC respondents regarding the specific actions implemented 
under objective six. More than half of respondents (54%) agreed that the related actions 
were relevant, while 34% agreed these actions made good progress, 31% agreed they 
involved the appropriate stakeholders and 29% agreed that they had led to tangible results.  

 

Figure 9: Opinions on progress under the sixth strategic objective – Improve statistical 

data collection 

Q12. Under its sixth strategic objective the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 
outlined the need to improve the available data and information, inter alia by assessing and improving the 
availability and comparability of data on accidents at work, and on occupational diseases at EU level. (Link to 
EU Strategic Framework). Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions… 

 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=244-246) 

Source: Public Consultation 
 

 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014DC0332
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Action one: Assess and improve the quality of data on accidents at work transmitted by 
Member States in the framework of the European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW) 
data collection, with the aim of improving coverage, reliability, comparability and timeliness 

Statistics on accidents at work were already available at EU level prior to the development 
of the Strategic Framework. During the reference period, emphasis was placed on the need 
to further improve data quality. Under the provisions of Regulation (EU) 349/2011,55 MS 
were required to provide data quality assessments on work accidents statistics, as well as 
metadata sheets detailing definitions and methodologies, with a view to further improving 
comparability across MS. Interviewed stakeholders confirmed that having a clear legal basis 
for data collection has allowed them to produce consistent datasets. Metadata have been 
made available to the general public with information on dimensions such as coverage, 
accuracy, timeliness, and punctuality, in an effort to strengthen data coherence and 
comparability. However, interview feedback suggests that further improvements can be 
made, especially in relation to addressing under-reporting of non-fatal work accidents and 
occupational diseases. Stakeholders highlighted this as an area where methodological 
limitations are evident, but proposed that assumptions on the level of underreporting could 
be refined by using the findings from the 2020 module of the EU Labour Force Survey 2020 
as a benchmark for weighted data. 

In addition to this, EU-OSHA published the OSH Barometer in May 2020. The tool is the 
result of an initiative launched by the European Commission in 2015 to implement some of 
the priorities of the Strategic Framework 2014-2020, with the aim of monitoring the OSH 
situation in the MS on a permanent basis. In spite of existing comparability problems with 
regard to some data (e.g. occupational diseases), mainly due to differences in MS’ reporting 
systems, the OSH Barometer is seen as a significant step towards making OSH data more 
transparent and easily accessible to relevant stakeholders and the general public. There is 
room for further progress – for example, indicators can be refined or expanded through a 
collaborative process. Ensuring buy-in from stakeholders was described as having been the 
key to success for the OSH Barometer. It is expected that, even though some MS have not 
provided data, pressure from media or social partners will lead national authorities to 
improve the amount and quality of data they share. 

The provision of high-quality data on accidents at work at EU level is dependent on MS 
collecting and sharing data of sufficient completeness and quality. The national research 
therefore investigated the measures implemented within MS to improve the quality of this 
data. Findings from the national research are summarised in Table 19. 

Table 19: Summary of national measures to improve the quality of data on accidents 

at work 

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2.  

 

 

55 European Commission, 2011, Commission Regulation (EU) No 349/2011 of 11 April 2011 implementing 
Regulation (EC) No 1338/2008 of the European Parliament and of the Council on Community statistics on 
public health and health and safety at work, as regards statistics on accidents at work. 
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Some MS have adopted measures to improve the quality of data on accidents at work. The 
efforts of Poland, Spain, Latvia, Czechia, Slovenia and Finland appear particularly 
noteworthy in this regard: 

• In Poland, the multi-annual National Programme requires the analysis of data on 
accidents at work and the identification of areas where improved data collection may 
help to reduce future accidents. In addition, information was also disseminated on 
the CIOP-PIB electronic database on accidents at work56, containing, inter alia, 
statistical data, methodology and principles for recording and analysing accidents in 
Polish enterprises. 

• In Latvia, the need to improve information and data for monitoring and evaluating 
the situation on the ground was also noted in the national strategy., The strategy 
entailed carrying out large-scale studies, including with European Social Fund (ESF) 
funding. 

• Czechia plans to establish a public portal, which will contain an anonymised 
database of work accidents from various perspectives and will be connected with 
other databases to allow for comprehensive information on work accidents. Finally, 
an algorithm will be created to predict the occurrence of accidents and their causes. 

• Slovenia is also updating the information system of the LI in order to establish a 
comprehensive work accidents database. 

• In Finland, the system of occupational injuries is based on a reporting procedure 
where the employee reports his/her injury to the foreman, who fulfils the injury claim 
to the insurance company. The inspectors in the insurance companies check the 
claim before they pay the compensation to the company. The official statistics of 
occupational injuries are based on these compensation claims. 

Some MS launched actions that have not yet been finalised or were abandoned. France, 
for example, launched a project intended to improve the scope of data collected since 2004. 
This project is still ongoing, however, without concrete results to date. In a similar vein, Italy 
launched the National Information System for Prevention, an IT system that would provide 
data for monitoring, planning, and evaluating prevention activity for work-related accidents 
and professional diseases by means of harmonised databases. However, full 
implementation of the system is still pending. In Croatia, a central OSH data processing 
system, to be established by the Ministry of Labour pursuant to the National Programme for 
OSH 2017-2020, was never adopted. In Spain, the national strategy identifies the priority of 
improving the statistical data and information base through the coordination of activities 
carried out by public authorities, such as collecting, analysing and disseminating information 
on the prevention of occupational risks, and those related to analysis and research in this 
area. Specific measures, such as developing a directory of information sources (databases, 
surveys and statistical registers) were planned in the 2019-2020 action plan but have not 
yet been implemented. 

 

Action two: By the end of 2016, examine options to improve data on occupational diseases at 
EU level and assess the feasibility of a simplified data transmission  

European Occupational Diseases Statistics (EODS) are one of the domains where progress 
has been tangible, although relatively slow-paced. In fact, improving the availability of data 

 

56 The CIOP-PIB database on accidents at work was created by the Central Institute for Labour Protection – 
National Research Institute, which is the coordinator of the National Programme in Poland.  
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on occupational diseases was highlighted as one of the main priorities in the field of data 
availability on OSH at EU level, although activities under this action are still in the early 
stages. 

A pilot data collection project managed by Eurostat is underway and is currently classed as 
‘experimental’. It involves 24 MS that are providing data on recognised occupational 
diseases for a number of variables. The pilot builds on a previous attempt at building an 
occupational diseases dataset that started in 2000 and whose dissemination was 
discontinued in 2009 due to comparability issues. The new pilot, launched in 2017, seeks 
to overcome the harmonisation shortcomings highlighted during the previous project and 
established a European Index of Occupational Diseases, alongside a more detailed dataset. 
The pilot phase has first sought to understand differences in the recognition procedure of 
occupational diseases across MS and the different public or private data providers involved, 
a crucial step to ensure comparability across national datasets. The pilot relies on voluntary 
contributions from MS, in the absence of a specific implementing regulation to collect and 
share statistics under Regulation (EC) 1338/2008 on Community statistics on public health 
and health and safety at work. Currently, data is published at EU-aggregate level from 2013 
onwards. EODS country profiles were published in the first half of 2021. 

Overall, stakeholders consulted (particularly OSH experts, EU agencies and workers) on 
the issue of data collection on occupational diseases agreed that the main factors that have 
hindered more significant progress in this area were: 

• the lack of shared definitions; 

• the absence of binding requirements on MS; 

• the absence of national provisions on data collection in relation to occupational 
diseases.  

The main obstacles to creating a European dataset related to the question of which 
diseases are recognised as occupational diseases within MS and according to which 
diagnostic and administrative criteria – areas where there are significant discrepancies. 
Some interviewees highlighted that as this is a national competence and often linked to 
social security payments, these discrepancies are logical, and the issue may be difficult to 
solve.  

As with accidents as work, high quality data on occupational diseases relies on the provision 
of complete and comparable data by MS. Findings from the national research, which 
identified attempts at MS level to improve data on occupational diseases, are summarised 
in Table 20. 

Table 20: National actions to improve data on occupational diseases  

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2. 

Overall, a few MS appear to have initiated some actions to improve data on occupational 
diseases during the reporting period: 
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• Bulgaria plans to adopt a national register of employees exposed to asbestos and 
to conduct a series of surveys to ensure health surveillance.  

• France plans to create a national network of vigilance and prevention of professional 
pathologies to detect new and emerging risks.  

• Portugal is developing a system of statistical indicators using the European 
Occupational Disease Statistics methodology.  

• Romania planned to update and develop an electronic national register for 
occupational diseases over the period 2018-2020.  

• In Italy, a number of initiatives were introduced during the 2014-2019 period, 
including: 

o the expansion and standardisation of the data of the Italian National 
Mesothelioma Register (ReNaM);  

o the launch of the National Nasal and Sinus Cancer Register;  

o the launch of MALPROF, a non-compensation-based database of medical 
complaints and compensation claims for occupational diseases maintained 
by INAIL (Istituto nazionale Assicurazione Infortuni sul Lavoro); and the 
Physical Agents Portal, which aims to collect information for the assessment 
and prevention of risks such as noise, hand-arm vibrations, whole-body 
vibrations, electromagnetic fields, and artificial or natural optical radiation. 

 

Action three: Launch discussions within ACSH on a common database on occupational 
exposures 

Progress in relation to a database on occupational exposures has been limited. A pilot study 
(HazChem@Work) was conducted to estimate occupational exposure levels for a list of 
hazardous chemicals and to produce a database. In 2018, EU-OSHA explored the feasibility 
of progressing the project further. Industry stakeholders pointed out that another work 
strand in the field of occupational exposures is seeking to assess the level of exposure to 
carcinogens based on a computer-assisted telephone survey. They also noted that this 
approach could be a source of concern insofar as it relies on assessed rather than 
measured exposure. 

Action four: Before 2016, examine options to improve information on costs and benefits in 
the area of OSH 

At EU level, EU-OSHA has released a visualisation of costs and benefits of OSH that relies 
on a study carried out by the ILO, the Finnish Ministry of Social Affairs and Health (MSAH), 
the Finnish Institute of Occupational Health (FIOH), the WSH Institute in Singapore, the 
International Commission on Occupational Health (ICOH) and EU-OSHA. The aim of this 
tool is to develop updated worldwide costs and benefits estimates for work-related injuries 
and illnesses. The statistics are based on available data at international level, mainly relying 
on the World Health Organisation (WHO) and ILO data sources. An ACSH working party, 
which was due to be set up on this issue, has not yet been established. 

  



 Final Report 

 

 

Table 21 provides an overview of initiatives implemented in MS to improve information on 
costs and benefits related to OSH. 

Table 21: Measures to improve information on costs and benefits in the area of OSH 

in Member States  

Source: Information from national reports compiled under Task 2. 

Based on the information at the study team’s disposal, a few MS have adopted measures 
to improve information on costs and benefits in the area of OSH during the reference period: 

• Czechia set up a working group on the costs of accident at work, to establish an 
effective and transparent assessment methodology. 

• In Latvia, the costs and benefits evaluation of proposed legislation and policy 
documents (including, thus, the National Strategy and Strategic Action Plans) is a 
legal requirement. 

• In France, the impact evaluation of policies at regional level is published in regional 
OSH dashboards, while the national plan is regularly evaluated. A final evaluation 
report will be published mid-2021. Measures adopted include the creation of 
research programmes and a doctoral study programme on OSH subjects. 

• In Germany, the overall achievements and each of the three work programmes of 
the German Strategy are evaluated, including their costs and benefits. 

In Austria and Spain, some evaluations on OSH were / are being carried out, but the results 
are not publicly available. In Austria, there is one specific accompanying evaluation for the 
actions of the National Strategy with regard to carcinogenic working materials; however, the 
results are not public. In a similar vein, in Spain, there is an evaluation process at the end 
of each two-year OSH action plan, but no evaluation results seem to have been made 
publicly available. On the other hand, though, in Austria, the Austrian Chamber of Labour 
published the estimation of costs.  

 

Action five: Before 2016, develop a tool to monitor the implementation of the EU strategic 
framework 2014-2020, including policy and performance indicators, building on the 2009 
strategy scoreboard 

In 2015, the European Commission launched an initiative to implement some of the 
priorities of the Strategic Framework 2014-2020, with the aim of monitoring the OSH 
situation in the MS on a permanent basis. This initiative led to the development of the OSH 
Barometer, which was launched in 2020. The OSH Barometer helps to provide an overview 
of the situation in MS and the extent to which their policies and strategies align with the EU 
Strategic Framework. However, the OSH Barometer is not designed to monitor progress 
against all objectives and actions defined in the Strategic Framework, meaning there is still 
a gap in terms of monitoring overall progress. 
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Summary of progress 

Progress against the actions under Objective six has generally been consistent, although 
at times it has been slow-paced, primarily due to divergences in data reporting and 
occupational disease recognition practices at national level. Work has been carried out to 
improve the reporting of data on accidents at work, and results have emerged from 
initiatives to improve the availability of datasets on occupational diseases at EU level.  

Among the most significant achievements are the publication of an EU index of occupational 
diseases (EODS data collection), and two data visualisation tools published by EU-OSHA, 
one on costs and benefits related to OSH, and the other on OSH country profiles (the so-
called ‘OSH Barometer’). Preliminary work has also been carried out with a view to establish 
a database of occupational exposure, although progress in this area has been limited. One 
of the main aims of the OSH Barometer is to create a permanent monitoring tool for the 
assessment of OSH achievements at MS level, including the impact of EU policy initiatives 
such as the Strategic Framework 2014-2020. The system includes, among other things, a 
dedicated and periodically updated section on national OSH strategies, which also reflects 
the way Members States have implemented the priorities of the EU Strategic Framework 
2014-2020 in their national policies. 

Clear progress has been made on improving statistical data collection at EU level, but much 
remains to be done. Accidents at work and occupational diseases are the two main areas 
of where progress has been most tangible. In the efforts made to improve data collection 
and data availability at EU level, a clear obstacle is the application of different definitions 
and data collection practices across the MS, which undermines harmonisation efforts but 
may be inevitable, given that it is a national competence. At national level, a limited number 
of MS have adopted measures to improve the statistical data collection and develop the 
information base. Most of these measures concern the improvement of the quality of data 
on accidents at work. Almost no measures were adopted to improve data on occupational 
diseases. 
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Objective seven: Better coordinate EU and international efforts to address 
OSH and engage with international organisations 

Objective seven of the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 
seeks to increase and improve the coordination and alignment of EU efforts to address OSH 
with those of other actors at (the) international level. Within the EU Strategic Framework, 
six concrete actions were defined to work towards objective seven, all of which fell within 
the remit of the European Commission. These are described in Table 22.  

Table 22: Summary of actions under Objective seven 

• Action identified in the EU Strategic Framework • Lead actor • Supporting 
actor 

• Continue to support candidate countries during accession 
negotiations on chapter 19 and potential candidate countries 
benefiting from a Stabilisation and Association Agreement in their 
efforts to align their OSH legislation with EU law 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 

• Strengthen OSH cooperation, in particular with the ILO, but also the 
WHO and the OECD 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 

• Launch a review of the Memorandum of Understanding with the ILO 
to better reflect OSH policy 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 

• Contribute to implementing the sustainable development chapter of 
EU free-trade and investment agreements regarding OSH and 
working conditions 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 

• Address, notably jointly with the ILO, OSH deficits in the global 
supply chain and contribute to G20 initiatives on safer workplaces in 
this regard 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 

• Strengthen ongoing cooperation and dialogue on OSH with strategic 
partners 

• European 
Commission 

• N/A 
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As shown in Figure 10, about four in ten OPC respondents (42%) believed that the actions 
implemented under objecive seven were relevant, while 35% agreed that they involved the 
appropriate stakeholders, 28% agreed that they had made good progress, and 22% agreed 
that they had led to tangible results.  

Figure 10: Opinions on progress under the seventh strategic objective – Better 

coordinate EU and international efforts 

Q13. Under its seventh strategic objective, the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-
2020 identified several actions to better coordinate EU and international efforts and to promote occupational 
safety and health (OSH) in the world and to strengthen support to candidate countries and international 
cooperation. (Link to EU Strategic Framework). Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these 

actions… 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=240-244) 

Source: Public Consultation 
 

Action one: Continue to support candidate countries during accession negotiations 

Units within the Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion (DG 
EMPL) are working with candidate countries (including Montenegro, Serbia, Albania and 
North Macedonia) to support them during accession negotiations by ensuring alignment of 
legislation, including alignment with chapter 19 (Social policy and employment) of the 
acquis.  

 

Action two: Strengthen OSH cooperation with the ILO, WHO, and OECD  

OSH cooperation between the European Commission and the International Labour 
Organisation (ILO) has been strengthened through several joint initiatives. In February 
2021, both parties signed a renewed exchange of letters to update that framework for 
cooperation between the two entities. This explicitly named the promotion of occupational 
safety and health and decent working conditions, including across global supply chains, as 
a key priority. 

The European Commission (through DG EMPL, as well as through the Directorate-General 
for International Partnerships) is a member of the Global OSH Coalition, and has been 
(since 2014) one of the donors of the Vision Zero Fund (VZF). Further collaboration and 
cooperation between the European Union and the ILO can be seen in the scope of SLIC 
and EU-OSHA, where the ILO acts as an observer. ILO representatives are also invited to 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52014DC0332
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present at SLIC’s annual thematic days and SLIC Plenaries. The European Commission 
also supports the work of the ILO and WHO on the update of chemical safety data cards. 
Additionally, cooperation and alignment have increased among the ILO, the WHO, 
EUROSTAT and EU-OSHA. This relates to the area of data collection, where estimations 
are sought of the burden caused by work-related injury and disease. 

Cooperation has been aided by the fact that the objectives of the EU Strategic Framework 
on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020 reflected the ILO Conventions. For example, the 
EU and its MS supported the latest ILO declaration57 (from 2019) that acknowledged OSH 
as fundamental for decent work. The Commission has proposed a Council Decision 
authorising Member States to ratify, in the interest of the European Union, the Violence and 
Harassment ILO Convention of 2019 (No. 190)58. Additionally, in November 2018 the EC 
and ILO organised a joint high-level conference on the subject of workers and OSH.59 This 
was intended to promote ratification of the 2011 Domestic Workers Convention (No. 189).  

 

Action three: Review the MoU with the ILO to better reflect OSH policy 

A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the EU, the European Investment Bank 
(EIB) and the ILO was established in 2015. However, despite the increasing cooperation 
between the EU and the ILO, the action to review the MoU between the two to better reflect 
OSH policy has not progressed as far as might have been expected during the EU Strategic 
Framework’s implementation period. However, stakeholders reported that work towards this 
is being carried out and the process of review is ongoing.  

 

Action four: Contribute to implementing OSH commitments in EU free-trade and investment 
agreements  

The European Commission’s efforts to contribute to implementing OSH commitments in EU 
free-trade and investment agreements bore fruit in negotiations for the Comprehensive 
Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between Canada and the EU, where OSH issues 
were given particular relevance in several articles of Chapter 23, as well as in the Economic 
Partnership Agreement between the EU and Japan. Furthermore, provisions on OSH are 
also to be included in free-trade agreements currently being negotiated. Interviewees from 
the EU and international institutions reported that the European Commission, following a 
review from 2018 of the EU’s trade and sustainable development chapters, has worked hard 
to ensure that fundamental ILO conventions are included in free-trade agreements. 
However, although the inclusion of OSH requirements was hailed as a success, some 
interviewees (including workers’ and employers’ representatives, and OSH experts) raised 
questions on the extent to which the implementation of these requirements can be 
monitored. The fact that OSH is not one of the Fundamental Principles and Rights at Work 
is seen by some as an obstacle to ensuring a more active approach to push for 

 

57 ILO, 2019, Centenary Declaration for the Future of Work, available at: https://www.ilo.org/global/about-

the-ilo/mission-and-objectives/centenary-declaration/lang--en/index.htm 

58 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020PC0024. 

59 For more information, visit: 

https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=88&eventsId=1360&furtherEvents=yes. 
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implementation. In its follow-up work to the Centenary Declaration (described under action 
two)60, the ILO is proactively addressing this concern.   

 

Action five: Address OSH deficits in the global supply chain and contribute to G20 initiatives  

Some progress was also noted on the action to address OSH deficits in the global supply 
chain and contribute to G20 initiatives. The European Commission has developed and 
supported a number of projects on corporate social responsibility and global supply chains, 
such as the ILO-EU project “OSH in Global Supply Chains”. The European Commission, 
through its membership of the G20, is contributing to bringing attention to OSH. In 2020, 
the G20 ministers affirmed their commitment to sharing best practices on OSH and on 
mitigating measures to improve occupational safety and health policies to protect workers’ 
representatives, including those that have been impacted by COVID-19. 

 

Action six: Strengthen ongoing cooperation and dialogue on OSH with strategic partners 

In addition to the increased cooperation with multilateral organisations (ILO, WHO), 
cooperation and dialogue with some strategic partners has also been strengthened. The 
European Commission has held annual joint events with China and cooperates on other 
bilateral initiatives related to OSH. Similarly, dialogue with the United States of America as 
another key strategic partner is considered very relevant. This has been implemented 
through joint events such as the 8th EU/US Joint conference in September 2015, although 
collaboration has fallen off since 2016.  

 

Summary of progress 

Although there are some different views among stakeholders with regard to the importance 
of objective seven, notable progress can be observed in this area – particularly with regard 
to cooperating on data collection and the inclusion of OSH in international free trade 
agreements.  

  

 

60 ILO, 2021, Follow-up to the resolution on the ILO Centenary Declaration for the Future of Work: Proposals 

for including safe and healthy working conditions in the ILO's framework of fundamental principles and 

rights at work, available at : https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---ed_norm/---

relconf/documents/meetingdocument/wcms_769712.pdf 
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 Study Findings 

This section presents the main findings emerging from the triangulation of research findings. 
It provides detailed responses to each of the questions in the research framework and 
findings on the EU Strategic Framework’s relevance, effectiveness, coherence and EU 
added value.  

3.1 Relevance 

This section considers the relevance of the EU Strategic Framework within the context of 
the needs and priorities of stakeholders at both EU and national level. It includes an analysis 
of the extent to which the relevant issues were identified and appropriately addressed, as 
well as the extent to which the appropriate actors were involved in the design of the EU 
Strategic Framework and the implementation of the actions identified. 

Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to a clear consensus that a 
strategic framework for OSH at European level was and remains highly relevant, both to 
help ensure consistency between MS in terms of worker protection and to elevate the 
importance of workplace health and safety in national policy debates. Most stakeholders 
consulted for this study appreciated the broad scope and flexibility of the current EU 
Strategic Framework that covers most of the priority issues identified at national level. 
However, some interviewees felt that a more robust, strategy or policy would have been 
desirable, with a reduced number of key priorities, and/or more specific objectives and 
targets.  

The three main challenges and the associated seven key strategic objectives identified in 
the EU Strategic Framework were largely perceived as corresponding to the main problems 
and challenges facing the EU in the area of safety and health at work. Additionally, there 
was strong support for including concrete actions and named actors responsible for their 
implementation. However, views were more divided on whether the actions and the actors 
identified to carry them out were sufficient to pursue the strategic objectives. Some 
stakeholders underlined a lack of ownership for and accountability regarding 
implementation of some of the actions in the EU Strategic Framework. 

 

3.1.1 Were the objectives of the Strategic Framework chosen adequately? 

Do the three main challenges identified in the Framework correspond to the main challenges 
perceived by key stakeholders? 

The EU Strategic Framework identified three main challenges which were “common across 
the Union” in 2014 and therefore merited coordinated action at EU level. These are: 

• Improving the implementation record of MS, in particular by enhancing the capacity 
of micro and small enterprises to put in place effective and efficient risk prevention 
measures; 

• Improving the prevention of work-related diseases by tackling existing, new and 
emerging risks; 

• Tackling demographic change. 

Findings from Tasks 2 (national mapping), 3 (EU mapping), 5 (OPC) and 6 (review of 
national implementation reports) suggest broad agreement from all stakeholders that these 
challenges reflected the main issues being faced within the EU at the time of adoption.  

Over three quarters of OPC respondents (78%) agreed that the EU Strategic Framework 
focussed on the key challenges and issues in the area of OSH. Disaggregation of findings 
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per stakeholder types did not reveal significant disparities across stakeholder groups on this 
issue. When prompted specifically about the three main challenges identified in the 
Strategic Framework, a vast majority of OPC respondents reported that they were important 
priorities. Indeed, 91% of respondents expressed support for addressing health and safety 
issues such as the ageing of the workforce and new emerging risks (with 60% describing 
this as very important and 31% as important).  

This is corroborated by feedback from interviewees at EU and national level, who 
highlighted the relevance of these challenges at the time of adoption and the importance of 
a coordinated approach to solving them. As can be seen in Section 2.1, most national 
strategies reference with some or all of the key challenges described in the EU Strategic 
Framework.  

The implementation review in section 2 underscores a number of ongoing difficulties 
associated with both understanding the prevalence of work-related diseases and 
identifying relevant risks. Improving data collection and increasing the comparability of 
data, in order to better understand the prevalence of work-related diseases and to help 
identify existing as well as new and emerging risks remains a significant challenge at EU 
and national levels. 

Demographic change within the workforce remains a significant challenge as the 
European population ages and many MS increase the official retirement age. In many 
areas, the ageing workforce reflects a broader trend towards more sedentary, desk-based 
professions (which are viewed as less strenuous for older workers). However, these 
changes carry their own risks – particularly with regard to MSDs and psychosocial concerns. 
Additionally, a significant proportion of the workforce still carry out physically strenuous jobs, 
which may place increased strain on older workers. At the same time, active ageing is an 
important topic, to ensure the focus is on the capabilities of workers of all ages, to work 
longer in a healthy and productive way. 

The national mapping also showed that a number of MS have adopted advanced policies 
connected to issues identified in the EU Strategic Framework in their own national 
strategies. These include additional issues (present in the objectives of the EU Strategic 
Framework but not explicitly identified as challenges) such as PSR, MSDs, new chemical 
substances like nanomaterials, and other concerns related to changes in the world of work 
(many of which are highlighted in Section 3.1.2 below).  

 

Are those challenges still the most relevant, or have other issues emerged?  

There is a general consensus that the challenges identified in the EU Strategic 
Framework remain relevant. Most stakeholders interviewed at EU level, as well as a 
majority of OPC respondents, support a continued focus on the challenges described in the 
current EU Strategic Framework in a future iteration. A number of additional challenges 
have been identified, which merit consideration for inclusion in a future Strategic 
Framework.  

In this section, we therefore provide an overview of the emerging challenges that have been 
reported by more than one MS in the national mapping and have been corroborated by 
feedback from OPC respondents and/or in-depth interviews at EU level. Different 
stakeholder groups (particularly those representing workers and employers) expressed 
different opinions, however, with regard to which challenges should be prioritised, how they 
should be addressed, and the extent to which action at EU level is appropriate. 
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The main emerging priorities identified for consideration in a future EU Strategic Framework 
can be summarised as follows: 

Priorities that have increased in significance since 2014 

• More research into the prevalence and causes of occupational diseases, PSR and 
MSDs as well as adapting legislation and assessing how research, awareness-
raising, exchange of good practice, benchmarking and other tools can help to 
prevent them remain important priorities. Indeed, at least eight Members States 
identified psychosocial risks and/or MSDs as a key legal/policy priority in their 
national OSH strategies. This appeared as particularly important across all 
stakeholder groups, especially as the incidence of all three can be expected to be 
further exacerbated by a number of other emerging priorities described in the 
following bullet points. 

• Increased digitalisation (including the development of artificial intelligence, 
automation, robotisation, use of digital tools, etc.), which is changing the type 
of work carried out by humans. Digitalisation can bring benefits in terms of allowing 
humans to do less dangerous, dirty and monotonous tasks, as well as giving them 
more autonomy and flexibility. Conversely, it poses challenges in terms of ensuring 
that workers have the right skills to do different tasks and of ensuring a positive 
interaction between machines and humans. It can also lead to an increase in MSDs 
and other occupational diseases due to a more sedentary working lifestyle. Fears 
have also been raised around increased surveillance by employers and less 
autonomy for workers. The emergence of artificial intelligence, in particular, is 
already changing traditional workplace hierarchies and some social partners have 
raised concerns around the psychological impacts of humans being effectively 
“managed” by machines. 

• New patterns of work (for example, increased atypical labour) are linked to 
increased digitalisation. This has led to the rise of the so-called “gig economy”, with 
opportunities for more flexible working arrangements. However, NCAs, workers’ 
representatives and OSH experts report that many workers are being denied OSH 
protection by their role as bogus-self-employed contractors often doing multiple jobs 
for multiple employers. This is characterised by interaction between those 
requesting the work and those providing it often being depersonalised and 
automated through online platforms. Employers pointed to the need to ensure OSH 
is addressed in all situations, and to the importance of EU-OSHA’s role in further 
identifying and analysing new risks and opportunities. 

Priorities reflecting the needs of a diverse European workforce 

• The gendered impacts of OSH, which a number of stakeholders (especially NCAs, 
workers’ representatives and OSH experts) noted, has not been paid enough 
attention thus far. This can be seen in the different types of jobs men and women 
carry out. For example, in jobs with less oversight, such as cleaners and carers who 
work in people’s homes, or (often pseudo-self-employed) beauticians and 
hairdressers, women are overrepresented compared to men. The prevalence of 
domestic carers and other positions in the healthcare sector can be expected to 
increase further in future as the population ages. Additionally, evidence is emerging 
that increased teleworking may affect women disproportionately, both in terms of 
psychosocial risks (linked to increased pressure from combining domestic and 
professional responsibilities) and their physical safety (as working from home 
increases exposure to domestic violence, and brings this into the professional 
sphere). Employers highlight the importance of differentiating between the impacts 
of different risk factors on men and women from the impacts of behaviour patterns 
related to gender, but not to risk factors. Social and cultural issues have an impact 
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on occupational health and safety, but should be addressed in the fields where they 
are generated. 

• Ensuring OSH protection is fit for purpose with regard to different types of 
workers. This particularly applies to migrant workers, those employed in the gig 
economy, platform workers and those working in the domestic sphere (including in-
home private carers, cleaners and teleworkers). 

Other priorities raised 

• Improved preparedness for shock events with potentially significant 
repercussions in the area of occupational health and safety, such as health crises 
and climate change events. The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic was perceived 
as having been a useful stress test of the current OSH framework, with some 
stakeholders describing it as having “highlighted the cracks in the existing system”. 
Acting as an exacerbating factor, it increased the speed of certain existing trends61 
and highlighted the benefits and limitations of the existing system62. 

• The increasingly international and globalised nature of work creates a new 
paradigm where companies are operating increasingly in global markets and may 
be competing with firms that are based and managed outside the EU. 

• A number of stakeholders (representing workers, NCAs and OSH experts) called for 
reframing the current challenges and objectives around the simplification of OSH 
legislation. It was mentioned that key issues revolved around modernising OSH 
legislation and improving its accessibility to a variety of stakeholders to ensure 
better compliance. It was mentioned for instance that more could be done to ensure 
that the legislation is readable and can be interpreted by a wider range of 
stakeholders, including MSEs. 

• Finally, some stakeholders underlined the need to continue to consider 
traditional OSH challenges (including workplace accidents in the agricultural and 
construction sectors and risks such as falling from heights) that risk being 
overlooked if a future Strategic Framework prioritises emerging risks too strongly. 

 

Were the objectives and challenges selected and defined in a way that was in line with the 
main needs of, and conducive to facilitating action by, key stakeholders? 

The approach taken to designing the EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 
2014-2020 involved significant consultation with national competent authorities and 
cross-sectoral social partners through existing structures (such as the ACSH and 
social dialogue). It also included an open public consultation involving a broader range of 
stakeholders, an ex-post evaluation of the preceding strategy and other formal and informal 
outreach to various stakeholders. 

Feedback from all stakeholder groups consulted for this evaluation suggests that nearly all 
relevant stakeholders were given sufficient opportunity to engage with the formal 
process of developing the Strategic Framework, and that the combination of 
engagement activities was appropriate and sufficient. However, some raised concerns that 
although cross-sectoral partners were appropriately involved, sectoral social partners could 
have been more closely integrated into discussions around the design and implementation 

 

61 e.g. an increase in teleworking, a blurring of the boundaries between the professional and the private 
persona. 

62 e.g. the extent to which current OSH legislation and structures are able to protect all workers. 
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of the EU Strategic Framework. While some social partners considered the Strategic 
Framework flexible enough to meet the needs of all stakeholders, others raised concerns 
that the final product, however, may have been watered down by other political 
considerations.  

Some workers’ representatives also raised concerns that they had not been given enough 
opportunities to feed into the development of the EU Strategic Framework at the (very early) 
design phase. While recognising the importance of the public consultation and other 
outreach activities, some suggested that proposals were being presented to them more as 
a “fait accompli” than at a point where they might have had an opportunity to shape the EU’s 
approach. Some stakeholders (representing workers, employers and NCAs) also 
expressed concerns that although the consultation process engaged with all formal 
participants in the tripartite structure, this did not necessarily cover workers or employers 
identified as being most likely to be non-compliant. Specific examples of those not included 
were migrant workers, casual workers (i.e. those not in permanent or regular employment) 
and employers who are not members of professional associations.  
. 

The EU Strategic Framework was praised in consultations for its conciseness, clarity and 
flexibility, with a clear structure focused on the challenges, objectives, actions and actors. 
This is corroborated by the OPC findings, showing that 58% of respondents agreed (and 
fewer than 10% disagreed) that the structure and formulation of the EU Strategic 
Framework was clear. However, when comparing different respondent groups, it can be 
observed that employers and employers’ associations were relatively less likely to agree 
that the EU Strategic Framework was clearly formulated and structured (49% agreed, 
compared to 78% of public authorities and 70% of workers’ associations). 

Views were divided on whether the objectives and challenges were defined in a way 
that was conducive to facilitating action by key stakeholders. Just under half (43%) of 
OPC respondents agreed that the Strategic Framework ensured involvement and 
ownership from its various stakeholders. Public authorities were more likely to agree that 
the EU Strategic Framework ensured involvement and ownership from the stakeholders 
compared to both workers’ associations and employers / employers’ associations 
(respectively 63%, 44% and 43% agreed). Employer and workers’ representatives reflected 
these concerns in interviews carried out for the EU and national mapping. 

The very existence of a Strategic Framework at EU level was viewed an important 
factor to help ensure continued attention to OSH and progress on implementation at 
national level, particularly for national authorities and social partners. Employers also 
highlighted the importance of drawing lessons at EU level from national OSH strategies that 
work well. Some stakeholders (representing some national authorities and workers' 
representatives) expressed a preference for a more concrete strategy or policy at EU level, 
which they believed would be a more robust way of holding relevant actors accountable. 
Criticism of the current Framework concerned a lack of accountability with regard to 
implementation; a perceived focus on procedural elements rather than long-term goals; and 
what some saw as a passive “continuation” of existing activities rather than a proactive 
attempt to concretely address the specific challenges identified. In order to facilitate more 
ambitious action, these stakeholders preferred a more “robust” strategy with clearer 
priorities, targets and timeframes for implementation, accompanied by concrete indicators. 
Additionally, employer representatives expressed a desire that actors named as responsible 
for specific actions should be held accountable and required to provide updates on their 
progress in implementation.  

 

Did the seven strategic objectives correspond with the main problems and challenges facing 
the EU in the area of safety and health at work during the period 2014-2020? 
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The seven strategic objectives were largely perceived as corresponding to the main 
problems and challenges facing the EU in the area of safety and health at work. Indeed, 
70% of OPC respondents agreed that these objectives responded to the key challenges 
facing the EU during the 2014-2020 period. Specifically, more than 80% of respondents 
perceived facilitation of compliance with OSH legislation (objective two), better enforcement 
of OSH legislation by EU MS (objective three), the improvement of statistical data collection 
and the development of the information base on work related accidents and diseases 
(objective six) to be important or very important. 

While agreement varied across stakeholder groups – with public authorities (88%) and 
employers and employers’ associations (81%) more likely to agree with this statement than 
workers’ associations (70%) or other stakeholders (60%) – the seven strategic objectives 
were always perceived by a majority of respondents to respond to key issues in the area of 
OSH. 

Figure 11: Opinions on relevance across strategic objectives 

 
Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=240-247) 

Source: Public Consultation 

A strong indicator of the EU Strategic Framework’s overall relevance is the extent to which 
national OSH strategies align with it. The box below provides an example of two MS (Poland 
and Spain) whose strategies shows clear evidence of having been inspired by the EU 
Strategic Framework. 
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National OSH strategies inspired by the EU Strategic Framework 

The first objective of the EU Strategic Framework is entrusted to MS, which are 
encouraged to review their national OSH strategies in light of this framework. Poland and 
Spain provide good examples of national OSH strategies that are closely aligned with the 
EU Strategic Framework, suggesting strong complementarity between OSH priorities at 
national level and those identified at EU level. 

The Polish National Programme is multi-annual and organised around three-year periods 
since its first stage achieved in 2010. Currently, stage five is being implemented for the 
years 2020 to 2022. In Spain, the Spanish Strategy on Occupational Safety and Health 
2015-2020 is also flexible and is implemented via two-year Action Plans.  

The main challenges identified by the national competent authority in Poland strongly 
reflect the challenges and issues identified in the EU Strategic Framework. These 
include: the rapid ageing of the workforce, psychosocial risks linked to changes in the 
working environment, the development of new technologies, atypical forms of 
employment, MSDs and risks associated with exposure to chemical substances.  

The Polish National Programme makes a direct reference to the EU Strategic Framework 
in the development of the National Programme. In terms of strategic objectives, four 
objectives set out by the Strategic Framework are fully integrated in the fifth stage 
(Objectives 2 to 5). Objective 1 has been implemented by the adoption of the National 
Programme and objective 7 has not been specifically addressed considering that the 
actions are to be addressed at EU level. Objective 6 on the improvement of statistical 
data collection and development of the information base is the only objective that has not 
been specifically reflected in Poland.  

In Spain, the coherence of the national strategy with the EU Strategic Framework was 
described as high, and the Framework has been an important source for the negotiations 
on adoption of the strategy. As a result, the challenges and objectives of the EU Strategic 
Framework are all reflected in the national OSH strategy, but with different weight. The 
first (improvement of the implementation record, SMEs) and second (prevention of 
diseases, new and emerging risks) key challenges of the EU Strategic Framework, and 
its second and fifth objectives are particularly prominent, considering the relevance of the 
implementation of OSH legislation in SMEs and the rates of workplace cancers. 
Conversely, the third challenge of tackling demographic change is not reflected as clearly. 
In the interviews it was mentioned that there had been a perceived lack of prioritisation 
for keeping elderly people in employment, possibly in view of the high youth 
unemployment levels in Spain.  

Nevertheless, areas of development and issues relevant at national level remain 
unexplored in the EU Strategic Framework, i.e., in Poland, the high prevalence of 
accidents in traditional sectors and enforcement by self-employed workers and small 
family businesses. In Spain, other areas include risks related to traffic, risks that younger 
workers, immigrants and women face and the need to strengthen intra-company 
collaboration of workers and employers. 

These two examples illustrate the role of the EU Strategic Framework in the adoption of 
national strategies and the adaptability of its challenges and objectives to the national 
circumstances. 
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Respondents to the OPC were broadly supportive of all the priorities in the current EU 
Strategic Framework. In particular, 91% of respondents described addressing health and 
safety issues such as the ageing of the workforce and new and emerging risks (objective 
five) as either very important (60%) or important (31%). The facilitation of compliance with 
OSH legislation (objective two), better enforcement of OSH by EU MS (objective three), the 
improvement of statistical data collection and the development of the information base on 
work related accidents and diseases (objective six) were also perceived to be important or 
very important by more than 80% of respondents. 

Findings from the qualitative consultations with stakeholders showed broad agreement on 
the perceived relevance of objectives three (better enforcement of OSH legislation) and 
five (address key challenges and risks) across stakeholder groups, both at national and 
EU-level. However, interviews with EU agencies, national representatives and workers 
identified a gap around psychosocial risks and MSDs, which were perceived by many 
as not having been focused on explicitly enough within Objective 5.  

While evidence from the qualitative consultations with national and EU-level stakeholders 
confirmed the trend observed in the OPC results, there was a degree of variation in the 
opinions expressed between key stakeholder groups: 

• Perceptions regarding the relevance of objective two (facilitate compliance with 
OSH legislation) varied considerably depending on the type of stakeholder 
interviewed. Social partners (especially those representing employers) both at 
national and EU-level viewed it as an essential part of the Strategic Framework, 
while others (national competent authorities, employers, workers and OSH experts) 
expressed doubts regarding the extent to which the EU can have an impact on 
compliance at national level. All stakeholders agreed, however, on the need for a 
greater focus on compliance with and implementation of legislation in order to 
ensure that the safeguards guaranteed under OSH legislation are realised in 
practice. 

• There were also some different views amongst stakeholders regarding the 
relevance of objective four (simplify existing OSH legislation). On the one hand, 
there is concern that an unnecessary focus on reducing perceived “red tape” is 
leading to a weakening of protection for workers. On the other hand, there are 
concerns that legislation which is perceived as too complex or difficult to implement 
may lead to safeguards which only exist on paper and do not reflect the realities on 
the ground. Finally, and as mentioned above, some stakeholders are calling for a 
reframing of this objective to focus on modernising OSH legislation and increasing 
its accessibility to wider stakeholders. 

• A few interviewees, representing social partners (representing workers and 
employers), questioned the importance of objective seven (better coordinate EU 
and international efforts), suggesting that the primary focus of the EU Strategic 
Framework should be on EU activity. For others, however (including interviewees 
from international organisations, employers and some EU bodies), the international 
perspective is a vital component of the EU’s health and safety obligations. This was 
highlighted by some as particularly important considering the global nature of many 
supply chains and the importance of ensuring companies within the EU are not being 
undercut by companies headquartered outside of the EU, in a country with lower 
health and safety standards.  
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3.1.2 Were the actions / actors identified to pursue these objectives appropriate? 

To what extent were the actions (1) relevant, (2) necessary and (3) sufficient to achieve their 
respective objectives? 

The actions identified to achieve the seven strategic objectives can be generally judged to 
be both relevant and necessary.  

A review of OPC responses highlights qualified agreement that the actions taken 
under the EU strategic objectives were necessary and relevant to the actual priorities 
in the area of OSH, with some disparities being observed across the seven strategic 
objectives. On the whole, these disparities were in line with the variations in stakeholder 
views observed in the section above on the relevance of the objectives themselves The 
actions under objective 5 were found to be most relevant (with 56% of OPC respondents 
agreeing they were relevant).  The actions under objectives 7 and 4 were found less relevant 
(with 42% and 36% of OPC respondents, respectively, agreeing they were relevant). 

Figure 12: Opinions on relevance of actions across strategic objective 

Q7a-Q13. Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions…: 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the EU Strategic Framework (n=240-247) 

Source: Public Consultation 

However, views were more divided around whether the actions identified were 
sufficient to pursue the strategic objectives. On the one hand, interviewees representing 
ACSH, Senior Labour Inspectors Committee (SLIC) and the EU institutions expressed very 
positive views regarding the decision to explicitly link each action to a lead actor. 
This was viewed as providing a useful mandate also for the relevant actors/stakeholders to 
act, and a level of accountability which ensured the actions remained a priority. On the other 
hand, in some cases, employers’ representatives highlighted a lack of ownership of some 
of the actions in the EU Strategic Framework leading to a lack of accountability with 
regard to implementation.  

Were the actors identified in the Framework (1) relevant, (2) necessary and (3) 
sufficient to implement the actions assigned to them? 

There was limited agreement from the stakeholders consulted as to whether the actors 
identified in the Strategic Framework to implement the actions assigned to them were 
relevant and sufficient. 
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This is perhaps demonstrated most clearly by the OPC, where none of the seven 
objectives recorded a majority of OPC respondents agreeing that the actions 
undertaken involved the appropriate stakeholders. Agreement that the actions taken 
under the EU Strategic Framework involved the appropriate stakeholders was highest with 
regards to the second strategic objective (46%), followed by the fifth strategic objective 
(44%). Agreement was lowest for the fourth (28%) and sixth (31%) strategic objectives. 

Figure 13: Opinions on stakeholder involvement across strategic objective  

 Q7a-Q13. Based on your experience, do you agree or disagree that these actions…: 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed.63 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the EU Strategic Framework (n=238-244) 

Source: Public Consultation 

Evidence from qualitative consultations shed some light on what might have driven the lack 
of consensus noted in the OPC results above. While the stakeholders consulted and 
involved in the implementation of the Strategic Framework were perceived to be both 
relevant and necessary, some stakeholders (particularly workers and employers) raised 
questions as to whether they were sufficient.  

Some workers and national representatives in particular raised concerns with regards to 
the representativeness of the tripartite approach used for the consultation process. 
Given the increase in atypical labour (for example, freelancers, agency workers, 
contractors, bogus self-employed workers, migrant workers, undeclared workers and other 
non-unionised groups) and the increasingly globalised nature of work (which means 
employers may be headquartered outside of Europe), a large number of workers and 
employers are excluded from the traditional tripartite approach to consultation. 

 

  

 

63 As percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number, they may not always add up to 100%. 
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3.2 Effectiveness 

This section assesses the extent to which the EU Strategic Framework has achieved its 
objectives by examining the observable outputs, outcomes and impacts of the Framework 
at EU and national level. Overall, the Framework appears to have successfully involved the 
most relevant stakeholders in its design and implementation. Additionally, the majority of 
outputs and outcomes foreseen in the intervention logic (Section 1.2) have been achieved, 
although some gaps have been identified with regard to specific actions.  

3.2.1 To what extent did the different stakeholders, in particular social partners, 
accept the strategic framework and feel involved in its implementation? 

The main stakeholders implicated in the EU Strategic Framework are national governments, 
social partners (representing workers and employers), the European Commission and other 
EU institutions, agencies and bodies. International institutions such as the OECD, ILO and 
WHO are also implicated in successful implementation, particularly under objective seven 
(better coordinate EU and international efforts) but also with regard to improving data 
collection (objective six). Interviews carried out at national and EU level identified high levels 
of acceptance of the EU Strategic Framework among the key stakeholder groups 
represented in it. There were differences in levels of awareness and buy-in between MS, 
however, particularly amongst social partners. Additionally, some social partners (primarily 
workers and some employers) and EU agencies expressed concern that workers and 
employers who were not actively involved with trade unions or employers’ associations 
might be less engaged with the EU Strategic Framework. 

What have the Commission and other relevant actors done to engage stakeholders in the 
implementation of the Framework, and how successful were these efforts? 

The EU Strategic Framework nominates specific actors to lead on and support the 
implementation of the actions identified under each objective. All named actors were 
included in the consultation process, which fed into the design of the EU Strategic 
Framework, meaning that a level of buy-in for those nominated to implement each of the 
actions should be expected.  

In terms of monitoring implementation, the ACSH is an important forum for engagement 
with social partners and NCAs. The ACSH has a working party dedicated to the EU Strategic 
Framework (the ACSH WP “Strategy”), which was described by ACSH members and EU 
level social partners as a key instrument in ensuring continued engagement. Social partners 
(representing workers and employers) noted varying levels of engagement with the 
implementation of the EU Strategic Framework between different MS.  

As noted in Figure 14 below, OPC responses suggest opinions are divided regarding the 
extent to which different actors have contributed to the implementation of the EU Strategic 
Framework. Approximately six in ten respondents (61%) felt that national and regional 
authorities had contributed “about the right amount” to the implementation of the EU 
Strategic Framework. About one in four respondents (38%) felt that employers (including 
the self-employed) had contributed too little to the implementation of the EU Strategic 
Framework, and a third (33%) felt the same about employers’ organisations and workers’ 
organisations.  
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Figure 14: Contribution of stakeholders to the implementation of the Framework 

 

Figures below 5% not displayed. 

Those somewhat or very familiar with the Framework (n=236-238) 

Source: Public Consultation 

 

What were the main drivers of and barriers to effective engagement and buy-in? 

There was broad consensus amongst stakeholders consulted for this study that they had 
been appropriately consulted in designing the EU Strategic Framework and felt a level of 
ownership for it, which helped increase their overall engagement. As described in the 
previous section, the main forum for engagement cited by different stakeholders was the 
ACSH, which was used at EU level as a useful structure for workers, employers and NCAs. 
Some workers’ representatives suggested that the level of engagement from social partners 
(in the ACSH, to some extent, but primarily at national level) is linked to the extent to which 
they are involved with the implementation of national strategies. Where there is not a strong 
tradition of cooperation between NCAs and social partners nationally, this may also be 
reflected in limited engagement with the EU Strategic Framework. Additionally, some 
employers highlighted the need for more formal accountability structures. These would 
ensure that those responsible for specific actions were held responsible for reporting their 
progress regarding implementation on a regular basis. 

As discussed in the section on relevance, some workers’ representatives and NCAs felt that 
there was room for improvement with regard to the inclusion of workers and employers not 
represented by trade unions and employers’ associations. Given the increase in atypical 
labour (for example, freelancers, agency workers, contractors, ‘bogus’ self-employed 
workers, migrant workers, undeclared workers and other non-unionised groups) and the 
increasing internationalisation of the world of work, employers and workers not engaged 
with traditional industrial relations structures may have not been fully represented in the 
tripartite approach to consultation.  

The OPC results provide some further information about the specific barriers to effective 
engagement. In particular, respondents cited limited human and financial resources (41%), 
lack of interest / uptake by employers (35%), lack of awareness / understanding of OSH 
among key stakeholders (34%), a presumed lack of monitoring, benchmarks and targets 

39%

61 %

46%

24%

46%

29%

29%

1 2%

29%

23%

33%

21 %

33%

29%

38%

23%

1 6%

7%

1 1 %

6%

8%

9%

1 3%

1 9%

1 0%

1 4%

42%

1 3%

33%

23%

51 %

74%

OSH professionals (private expert / consultant, external prevention…

National or regional public authorities

Workers’ organisations (trade union, etc.)  

Public insurance organisations

Employers’ organisations (employers’ associations, trade associations, …

Academic / research institutions

Employers (incl. self-employed)

Other civil society organisations/NGOs

Other

Too much About the right amount Too little Not at all Don’t know

In your opinion, did the following stakeholders contribute to the 

implementation of the EU OSH Strategic Framework 2014-2020 and its actions?



 Final Report 

 

 

(24%), and external factors, such as the COVID-19 pandemic (22%) as the five most 
significant barriers to fulfilling the objectives of the EU Strategic Framework.  

 

3.2.2 What effects were generated by the actions? 

To what extent have the various actions identified in the Framework been launched / 
completed? 

Except for one action, all actions identified within the Framework have been launched. 
Similarly, although the nature of some of the actions prevents them from ever being viewed 
as “completed”, good progress can be noted against most actions and the majority could 
be viewed as having been completed within the reference period. Implementation of a 
number of actions which were expected to be completed before 2016 was, however, 
delayed.  

Stakeholder accountability could be increased through the creation of a formal 
accountability structure to monitor ongoing progress against the EU Strategic Framework 
at EU level – an action which was foreseen under objective six but only partially 
implemented. This may have helped to hold those responsible for implementing specific 
actions to account and ensured that the relevant stakeholders were consulted and involved 
in the implementation of each action. 

The information below provides a more detailed review of which actions have been 
launched under each objective and the extent to which they could be judged to be 
completed.  

Objective one: Further consolidate national strategies (for further information, see 
section 2.1) 

Under objective one, all EU-level actions identified in the Framework have been launched 
and completed effectively. EU-OSHA has carried out a comprehensive review of national 
OSH strategies, providing detailed insight into the similarities and differences across 
national OSH strategies. In addition to this, the ACSH organised two workshops in 2016 
and 2018 to take stock of the implementation of national strategies and draw lessons for 
the future. Similarly, the launch of the OSH Barometer effectively established a database of 
national strategies. Furthermore, a contact point group of national experts was established 
in 2015 to facilitate the exchange of information and experience in the field of OSH.  

Additionally, research at national level has identified an up-to-date national OSH strategy in 
almost all MS, except for Luxembourg and Croatia. The extent to which national strategies 
align with the EU Strategic Framework appears to vary. Clear references to the EU Strategic 
Framework were identified in seventeen national strategies. Of the remaining eleven MS, 
five had national strategies which were developed prior to 2014 and one had no national 
strategy. The remaining five MS have national strategies which reflect some but not all of 
the challenges and/or objectives included in the EU Strategic Framework. 

Objective two: Facilitate compliance with OSH legislation (for further information, see 
section 2.2) 

Objective two was concerned with tools and initiatives to facilitate compliance with OSH 
legislation. All actions listed under objective two continued to be renewed and expanded in 
scope throughout the reference period, and although by nature they cannot be considered 
‘completed’ due to their ongoing expansion, significant progress has clearly been made at 
both EU and national level. 
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The development and extension in sectoral scope of OiRA tools appear to have achieved 
the targets described in the 2017 Communication (albeit slightly after the original deadline 
set for this). The OiRA activity continues to be developed to support EU-level social partners 
and MS to create new tools. Several actors at EU level were involved in developing 
guidance on good practice examples, especially for SMEs. Similarly, MS put in place a 
variety of initiatives to support businesses in complying with OSH legislation (see Table 8). 
Some stakeholders (representing NCAs, workers and employers) felt that less progress had 
been made on the exchange and promotion of good practice, although a number of pieces 
of guidance were developed (e.g. guidance on risk prevention in small fishing vessels, OSH 
best practice in agriculture, livestock farming, horticulture and forestry) and three EU-level 
peer review meetings were held. Employers’ representatives, in particular, felt that the 
guidance and support tools developed under objective two could have been more 
specifically targeted at MSEs. 

In addition to this, other conferences and meetings were organised by EU-OSHA around 
the use of web-based risk assessment tools. HWCs continued throughout the reference 
period, and were implemented alongside the Good Practice Awards initiative, which helped 
share best practices among businesses. 

Objective three: Better enforcement of OSH legislation by Member States (for further 
information, see section 2.3) 

Objective three, due to its nature, relied extensively on MS for implementation. In many 
cases, enforcement capacity was limited by funding cuts leading to decreased LI resources. 
The national mapping carried out under Task 2 identified capacity issues in at least 17 MS. 
This was corroborated by the review of national implementation reports carried out under 
Task 6, which found that the resources and capacity of LIs decreased in nearly all MS 
between 2013 and 2017. Finally, the COVID-19 outbreak has impacted on enforcement 
capacity across the EU, preventing LIs from carrying out in-person inspections in many 
cases.  

LIs have introduced several measures to improve efficiency, including introducing IT tools 
to support more targeted, data-driven interventions, and transitioning to “risk-based” 
approaches to help prioritise inspections. Nonetheless, LIs and workers’ representatives 
have reported concerns that the reduction in resources in many MS is impacting negatively 
on enforcement capacity. 

At EU level, SLIC has carried out a rolling programme of bilateral exchanges and 
evaluations to promote shared learning and improve enforcement capacities. Additionally, 
SLIC has carried out research into the impacts of the 2008 financial crisis on LI resources 
and published guidance on improving LI intervention in MSEs. The Committee has also 
published a set of common standards to support training of labour inspectors across the EU 
(described in more detail under EU added value). 

The actions described above point to a significant amount of activity in support of improving 
enforcement capacity and promoting mutual learning in a difficult environment. There has 
clearly been significant sharing of information and learning between LIs through SLIC. LIs 
have also worked to develop innovative approaches at national level to overcome both 
limited resources and the restraints imposed by COVID. The actions described fall short of 
a coordinated effort to map or evaluate the overall resources and activities of LIs at EU 
level. There is also a gap with regard to evaluating the effectiveness of activities at national 
level. Most MS have not evaluated the effectiveness of their sanctions regime in response 
to infringements of OSH legislation. Therefore, despite the significant progress noted under 
this objective, it is not possible to declare all actions foreseen in the EU Strategic Framework 
as completed.  
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Objective four: Simplify existing legislation (for further information, see section 2.4) 

Clear progress was made during the reference period in identifying possible legislative 
simplification and removing unnecessary burden in the area of OSH (action one). This work 
culminated in the publication of the 2017 Communication, which identified six EU Directives 
as priority targets. Three of these Directives (or their annexes) have been updated, two are 
currently under review, and non-binding guidance has been published to provide clarity on 
potentially contradictory requirements for the sixth Directive. Additionally, 26 binding OELs 
have been adopted under the CMD and 41 indicative OELs have been adopted under the 
CAD.   

There has been less progress against the second action, which encouraged MS to identify 
sources of specific regulatory burden created by their own transposing legislation on OSH 
and national legislation, and analyse national implementation reports to identify good 
practice and to promote exchange of information. While research carried out under Task 2 
has identified a diverse range of activities aimed at simplifying legislation and reducing the 
burden associated with OSH compliance, 10 MS have worked to identify sources of specific 
regulatory burden created by transposing legislation and national legislation. 

Action three called for an assessment of the situation of micro-enterprises in “low-risk” 
sectors, with respect to simplifying the implementation of risk assessment, including 
documentation. DG EMPL commissioned a study to investigate the burden of documenting 
risk assessments for very small enterprises, the results of which were inconclusive6465.  

While some progress can be noted on all of the actions implemented under objective four, 
more could have been done particularly with regard to the second66 and third actions67. Most 
stakeholders supported the work carried out under action one to modernise and update 
existing legislation. Nonetheless, employers raised concerns that the focus on 
modernisation could not be equated with simplification and argued that this meant progress 
on achieving objective four was limited. Others, including workers, OSH experts and some 
NCAs, argued that a focus on modernisation was more appropriate and that significant 
progress had been made.  

Objective five: Address the ageing of the workforce, emerging new risks, prevention 
of work-related and occupational diseases (for further information, see section 2.5) 

Different levels of progress were remarked against the specific actions identified under 
objective five. Additionally, as Section 2.5 explains, several additional initiatives were 
implemented in the field of occupational diseases, emerging new risks, and ageing 
workforce. 

No initiative or measure was found that could respond to action one, which called for the 
creation of a network of OSH professionals and scientists that could form an independent 
scientific consultation body. With regard to disseminating research from the European Risk 

 

64 European Commission, December 2012, Study on the consequences of the documentation of the risk 
assessment (Article 9 of Directive 89/391/EEC) by very small enterprises engaged in low-risk activities, 
compared with a possible exemption from that obligation (VC/2011/451). 

65 As described in Section 2.4, the study found that an exemption from the documentation obligation for micro-
enterprises in low risk sectors may lead to a small net benefit under some scenarios, but that a negative 
net benefit (and possibly a substantial one) could not be ruled out. 

66 Action two: Encourage Member States to identify sources of specific regulatory burden created by their own 
transposing legislation on OSH and national legislation, and analyse national implementation reports to 
identify good practice and to promote exchange of information. 

67 Action three: Assess the situation of micro-enterprises in low-risk sectors and consider how to simplify the 
implementation of risk assessment, including documentation. 
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Observatory, this action could not be completed due to the Observatory having been 
discontinued (although research is still carried out and shared). There has nonetheless 
been significant progress on actions three, four and five. This includes the publication of 
significant amounts of research, case studies, reports and discussion papers on mental 
health in the workplace, rehabilitation and reintegration of older workers, and improving 
OSH conditions for specific categories of workers.  

A range of measures were also identified at national level addressing issues including 
PSRs, MSDs, hazardous substances and specific issues faced by different groups of 
workers including women, migrant workers, and people with disabilities. In particular, almost 
all MS were found to have implemented actions to address challenges related to the ageing 
workforce. Some examples of these are described in the box below. 

Actions to support OSH of the ageing workforce 

Tackling demographic change is one of the three main OSH challenges that, according 
to the EU Strategic Framework, are common across the EU and require further policy 
action. It argues that, in view of the fact that Europe’s working population is ageing, sound 
health and safety for workers is necessary for a sustainable working life and active and 
healthy ageing. Therefore, under objective five, the Framework includes actions to 
identify ways to promote the physical and psychological health of older workers. A 
number of MS have made supporting OSH of the ageing workforce a priority within their 
national strategies and policies during the reference period, and the research carried out 
for this study suggests that, at least in some cases, this was influenced to a certain extent 
by the EU Strategic Framework.  

For example, in Sweden, interviewed stakeholders described the objective to address 
the ageing workforce as the most influential aspect of the EU Framework. It has a direct 
equivalent in the Swedish national strategy, which is framed broadly, taking a “whole-life” 
perspective, where risks are addressed in a preventive manner and not only at a later 
stage of work-life when injuries or conditions may already have appeared. A large-scale 
government-sponsored research project on changing demographics and sustainable 
work life presented its findings in 2017. This, as well as the results of the EP pilot project 
on older workers (in which Sweden participated), has reportedly informed policy since, 
and is reflected in ongoing work towards ensuring a sustainable working life for all ages. 

Latvia implemented a project in 2014-2016 on “Developing a Comprehensive Active 
Ageing Strategy for Longer and Better Working Lives”, co-financed by the European 
Commission. The objective of the project was to develop an evidence-based and 
comprehensive Active Ageing Strategy (adopted in 2016) that would facilitate longer and 
better working lives, taking into account the considerable demographic challenges that 
the country is facing. 

In France, the Occupational Health Plan 2016-2020 addresses the ageing workforce 
under the angle of work-related strain (Action 1.8 on “developing the offer of services 
towards companies to give them the means to accompany active ageing”). Actions 
include the creation of a prevention kit against occupational fatigue, and steps to improve 
the epidemiologic knowledge and awareness-raising about work-related cardiovascular 
accidents and diseases, which particularly concern persons over the age of 45.  

In Romania, one of the four general objectives, as well as one of the six specific 
objectives, of the 2018-2020 National Strategy relate directly and explicitly to the ageing 
workforce. Under action 4.1, the government committed to actions for raising awareness 
on workforce ageing, new and emerging risks and prevention of occupational diseases. 
Regular medical checks were described as an important potential preventative method, 
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but interviewed stakeholders acknowledged that raising awareness of and facilitating 
uptake among employers and employees remained challenging. 

 

Objective six: Improve statistical data collection and develop the information base 
(for further information, see section 2.6) 

All actions identified under objective six have been started but progress on completing the 
actions has been slow-paced. Among the most significant achievements are the publication 
of an EU index of occupational diseases (EODS data collection), and two data visualisation 
tools: one on costs and benefits related to OSH, and the other on OSH country profiles (the 
OSH Barometer). Preliminary work has also been carried out to establish a database of 
occupational exposure, although progress in this area has been limited. The OSH 
Barometer partially fulfils the requirements of action six, which calls for a tool to monitor the 
implementation of the EU strategic framework 2014-2020. However, this is limited to a 
comparison of national level indicators and does not provide an overview of progress 
against all actions identified in the EU Strategic Framework. 

Improving statistical data collection at EU level is a particularly challenging endeavour. This 
is mainly due to underlying divergences in data collection and reporting between MS’, which 
leads to a lack of harmonised data at EU level. To achieve the ambition of this objective, 
more and improved data collection is required at national level. The national mapping (Task 
2) identified ten MS who had launched actions to improve the quality of data on accidents 
at work. Additionally, four MS were found to have launched actions to improve data quality 
on occupational diseases. Limited progress was noted against these actions to date, 
suggesting that there is still some way to go. Some stakeholders expressed the hope that 
the OSH Barometer, which collates and compares data between MS on a variety of OSH 
indicators, would encourage further actions to improve the quality and comparability of data 
available on both accidents at work and occupational diseases. 

Objective seven: Better coordinate EU and international efforts to address OSH and 
engage with international organisations (for further information, see section 2.7) 

Significant progress was made against nearly all actions under objective seven. In 
particular, the EU’s international commitment to OSH was evidenced by the inclusion of 
OSH elements in Free Trade Agreements (action four) and DG EMPL has worked to support 
candidate countries during accession negotiations by ensuring alignment of legislation, 
including with chapter 19 of the acquis (action one). Strategic cooperation with partners was 
also evidenced through annual joint events with China and an ongoing OSH dialogue with 
the USA (action six). 

Some progress was also noted on action five to address OSH deficits in the global supply 
chain and contribute to G20 initiatives. There was limited progress in the reference period 
on reviewing the EU’s MoU with the ILO to better reflect OSH policy (action three). In 
February 2021, however, both parties signed a renewed exchange of letters that explicitly 
named the promotion of occupational safety and health and decent working conditions, 
including across global supply chains, as a key priority. Additionally, a number of joint 
initiatives were organised to favour coordination between the European Commission and 
the ILO, and experts from the OECD and ILO were invited to present at the SLIC Plenaries 
at the SLIC thematic days (action two). 

To what extent have the actions that were implemented generated their main intended effects 
(outputs & outcomes)? 

Data collected from Tasks 2, 3, 5 and 6 shows a broad consensus that – overall – the EU 
Strategic Framework has made significant progress on improving OSH culture within the 
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EU, despite a certain degree of variation depending on the specific objectives and actions 
in question. Reviewing the outputs and outcomes against those included in the intervention 
logic (Figure 1), nearly all the expected outputs have been realised and it is possible to note 
progress against the outcomes foreseen for each specific objective. For objectives one, five 
and seven, nearly all the outcomes foreseen in the logic model have materialised.  

Objective one was broadly regarded by interviewees at national and EU level as 
particularly successful. This is due to the progress made on updating national OSH 
strategies and the clear evidence of alignment between them and the EU Strategic 
Framework. Over half of OPC respondents (53%) agreed or strongly agreed that progress 
has been made against actions, with 41% agreeing or strongly agreeing that the actions 
have generated tangible results. Stakeholder feedback from NCAs particularly, but also 
workers and employers, also suggests progress has been made against all of the expected 
outcomes foreseen in the intervention logic, namely moving OSH up the political agenda in 
MS, aligning MS strategies with EU priorities and supporting MS with implementation. 

One of the most significant activities under objective two was the continuation of the OiRA 
activity by EU-OSHA. The mid-term evaluation of the OiRA activity measured a significant 
increase in both the number of tools developed and their utilisation over the reference 
period. In total, as of 31 August 2020, the evaluation reported that more than 120,000 risk 
assessments had been started by more than 92,000 users across 209 tools68. The HWCs 
also continued to drive engagement with key OSH-related topics. According to data from 
the final evaluation of the 2017-2018 HWC, there were more than 330,000 visits to the 
campaign website, HWC info sheets were downloaded a total of 23,000 times, the number 
of visits to the campaign database totalled over 46,000, and the campaign e-tool was visited 
over 32,000 times. Stakeholders noted, however, that the initiatives under objective two rely 
considerably on MS’ willingness to engage. In some cases, a lack of engagement may 
hinder impact. 37% of OPC respondents either agreed or strongly agreed that the actions 
developed under objective two translated into concrete results. In spite of the positive 
reception for EU level actions (in particular OiRA and HWCs) and a plethora of initiatives at 
national level, stakeholders continue to report that, in most MS, compliance with OSH 
legislation represents a major problem, especially among MSEs. 

Objective three, which focuses on MS’ enforcement of OSH rules, seems to be one of the 
areas where progress has overall been steady but rather limited. Stakeholders representing 
workers, employers, and national authorities generally agreed on the need for better 
coordination in this area, however actions to improve enforcement were limited by resource 
constraints within MS. Additionally, the COVID-19 outbreak in 2020 represented a 
significant barrier to carrying out inspections on business premises in the last year of the 
reference period. OPC responses show that 28% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that objective three had led to tangible results. 

Successful outputs were achieved in relation to updating EU OSH legislation under 
objective four. The updates have helped to render the legislation fit for purpose, removing 
outdated terminology and updating annexes to reflect modern realities (for example 
including SARS-CoV-2 in the Biological Agents Directive and updating the Personal 
Protective Equipment Directive to reflect scientific and technological evolutions).   
Additionally, 67 new OELs have been adopted under the CMD and CAD. According to 
European Commission impact assessments accompanying the different revisions, the 
health benefits for workers could be significant (see box below). However, tangible effects 
may be subject to a time lag while MS transpose the relevant legislation. As of March 2021, 
six health and safety directives are due for transposition by MS. This time lag in terms of 

 

68 Ipsos, 2020, Mid-term evaluation of the OiRA activity 
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effects is reflected to some extent in the OPC results, where 19% of respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that objective four has yielded tangible results. 

Objectives two, three and four are expected to lead to shared outcomes within the 
intervention logic. Progress has been made against most of these outcomes (particularly 
ensuring EU OSH legislation is fit for purpose and helping to address compliance 
challenges of MS). More remains to be done regarding transposition of the relevant 
legislation (currently on the books for 2021 and due to be completed soon) and enabling 
LIs to effectively enforce legislation. It should be noted, however, that the main barrier 
identified to enforcement relates to resource constraints within MS which cannot be directly 
addressed at EU level. 

Setting OELs and other provisions for hazardous chemicals / groups of 
hazardous chemicals under the CMD and CAD  

An estimated 200,000 EU workers die of work-related diseases each year in the EU.69 

Approximately 80,000 of these deaths result from work-related cancer due to exposure 
to carcinogens, according to information published in the 2016 Roadmap on 

Carcinogens.70 The EU Strategic Framework recognised work-related diseases as one 

of the major challenges facing the EU and MS. Specific attention should be paid to 
occupational cancers, diseases caused by asbestos, lung diseases, skin diseases, 

asthma and other chronic conditions71. 

In addition to the OSH Framework Directive, other directives at EU level are relevant to 
address risks associated with exposure to hazardous chemicals in the workplace. The 
Carcinogens and Mutagens Directive (CMD)72, the Chemical Agents Directive (CAD) 73  
and the Asbestos at Work Directive (AWD)74 are of particular importance. The CMD 
addresses risks associated with exposure to carcinogens or mutagens, inter alia, by 
setting binding occupational exposure limits (OELs). It also places an obligation on 
employers to identify and assess such risks to workers in the workplace and prevent 
exposure to them if they occur. If neither replacement of carcinogens or mutagens by a 
non-hazardous (or less hazardous) alternative nor their production and use in a closed 
system is possible, workers’ exposure should be reduced to the lowest possible level 
(and  shall not exceed the set OELs). The CAD addresses risks associated with exposure 
to hazardous chemical agents in the workplace, inter alia, by defining indicative and 
binding OELs, as well as biological limit values. Again, employers shall identify, assess 
and prevent these risks. 

 

69 EU-OSHA, Work-related diseases, available at: https://osha.europa.eu/en/themes/work-related-diseases. 

70 The Facts about Carcinogens, available at: https://roadmaponcarcinogens.eu/about/the-facts/. 

71 European Commission, 2014, EU Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work 2014-2020. 

72 European Commission, 2019, Directive (EU) 2019/983 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 
June 2019 amending Directive 2004/37/EC on the protection of workers from the risks related to exposure 
to carcinogens or mutagens at work, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2019.164.01.0023.01.ENG&toc=OJ:L:2019:164:TOC. 

73 European Commission, 1998, Council Directive 98/24/EC of 7 April 1998 on the protection of the health and 
safety of workers from the risks related to chemical agents at work (fourteenth individual Directive within 

the meaning of Article 16(1) of Directive 89/391/EEC), available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A31998L0024. 

74 European Commission, 2009, Directive 2009/148/EC on the protection of workers from the risks related to 

exposure to asbestos at work. 
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Additionally, an OEL for asbestos is included in the AWD. 

The 2017 Communication on the modernisation of the EU OSH Legislation and Policy 
also identified the fight against occupational cancer and dealing with hazardous 
chemicals as one of the top three actions required to bring a new impetus to the EU 
Strategic Framework on Health and Safety at Work75. The 2017 Communication 
introduced specific actions to be completed in the second half of the EU Strategic 
Framework, including amendments to the CMD and the introduction of further indicative 
OELs under the scope of the CAD.  

Between 2017 and 2019, three legislative amendments to the CMD were formally 

adopted,76 addressing 26 carcinogens and mutagens. Additionally, two lists of indicative 

OELs were adopted in 2017 and 2019, addressing 41 substances or groups of 
substances under the CAD. The three amendments of the CMD will improve protection 
of around 40 million workers77. 

 

Clear progress was made in relation to objective five, in particular in the area of exposure 
limits and carcinogens, MSDs, and new and emerging risks. Many stakeholders, however, 
highlighted that the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to have caused long-lasting changes or to 
have accelerated trends in relation to working patterns and work arrangements. For one in 
three respondents to the OPC, tangible results in this area were already visible. Significant 
progress has also been made against the outcomes foreseen in the intervention logic for 
objective five, particularly with regard to generating and disseminating scientific evidence 
to address identified risks and challenges. There is less evidence to support the realisation 
of the second outcome, however, which relates to putting actions in place to address the 
identified challenges and risks. 

While many of the actions and outputs foreseen in the intervention logic for objective six 
have been realised, there is still quite some way to go before reliable, timely and comparable 
data will be available to support evidence-based policy making. Nonetheless, the projects 
implemented to improve statistical data collection present a clear positive step in this 
direction. As previously noted, the expansion and consolidation of data collection on OSH 
under objective six has been gradual but solid. Data visualisation tools were published by 
EU-OSHA, including the OSH Barometer, which can be expected to facilitate access to data 
on OSH and improve data comparability across MS. Progress has also been made on 
statistical data collection at EU level, although it has progressed more slowly and not all MS 
have participated. Twenty nine percent of OPC respondents agree or strongly agree that 
this objective has already produced tangible outcomes.  

Lastly, on objective seven, there is evidence of strong collaboration between the European 
Commission and the ILO. An exchange of letters between the two institutions in February 
2021, which included a specific reference to OSH issues, further strengthened this 
partnership. OSH issues have been explicitly included in international trade negotiations by 
virtue of the inclusion of specific provisions on OSH and labour inspection in FTAs 

 

75 European Commission, 2017, Commission Communication COM(2017) 12 to the European Parliament, the 
Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions of 10 January 
2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health 
Legislation and Policy’.   

76 Directive (EU) 2017/2398, Directive (EU) 2019/130 and Directive (EU) 2019/983. 

77 https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/statement_19_683.  
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negotiated since 2016. 22% of the stakeholders who participated in the Open Public 
Consultation agreed or strongly agreed with the fact that objective seven had resulted in 
tangible outcomes. When considering the outcomes foreseen under objective seven in the 
intervention logic, there is clear evidence to support two of the expected outcomes 
(improved coordination of EU and international efforts around OSH, and improved 
alignment of candidate countries with the OSH acquis). It is difficult to measure progress 
with regard to improved labour standards internationally (the third outcome identified in the 
intervention logic), and even harder to contribute these to the EU Strategic Framework. 
Nonetheless the FTAs mentioned above, coupled with bilateral initiatives on OSH with the 
USA and China (two leading world economies) are expected to act in support of this 
outcome.   

Overall, to what extent have these actions contributed to ensuring a safer, healthier work 
environment – in the EU as a whole, and/or for different groups of workplaces or workers? 

Considerations on the extent to which the set of actions implemented under the seven 
objectives have contributed to safer and healthier workplaces rely to a large extent on 
anecdotal evidence and opinions. These views were expressed in interviews with workers’ 
representatives, employers, and national authorities (given that within the scope of this 
study, it was not possible to systematically analyse specifically what ultimate impacts might 
be attributable to each of the many actions).  

All categories of stakeholder consulted for this study shared the view that the EU Framework 
is effective in setting a direction for OSH policy and acting as a catalyst for action. NCAs, in 
particular, cite the EU Strategic Framework as an important point of reference. To ensure 
that OSH considerations remain high on the national agenda within MS. Additionally, 
interview feedback from different stakeholders at national and EU level highlights the value 
of structures such as the ACSH, SLIC, the OiRA and IRAT communities and the social 
dialogue in facilitating the movement of ideas between different stakeholder groups and 
different MS. 

The impact of the EU Strategic Framework can be seen both in the consolidation of national 
OSH strategies and in raising the profile of issues such as demographic change and 
psychosocial risks which may not otherwise have been considered in all EU MS. One clear 
example of the influence of the EU Strategic Framework is its promotion of considerations 
related to stress, which has ensured that countries which might not have considered this a 
priority issues have nonetheless addressed it within their national strategies (see box 
below). 

The influence of the EU Strategic Framework on national approaches to 
work-related stress 

The second challenge identified in the EU Strategic Framework addresses the need to 
improve the prevention of work-related diseases by tackling existing, new and emerging 
risks. Psychosocial risks and work-related stress were further identified in the 2017 
Communication as “among the most challenging […] OSH concerns”. The document 
noted that over half of EU workers report stress as common in their workplace and 
underscored the obligation for employers to consider psychosocial risks in the risk 
assessment process. Furthermore, it committed the EC to work with EU-OSHA and the 
ACSH to identify and disseminate good practice in this field.  

The 2014-15 Healthy Workplaces campaign “Manage Stress” created impetus for 
discussing stress across the EU and was the basis for the main awareness-raising 
actions implemented in MS including Croatia, Poland, Portugal and Slovenia. In addition, 
many MS have taken action to address work-related stress in the 2014-2020 period.  
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Key examples include: 

• Germany requires that psychological stress be considered in risk assessments. 
The prevention and mitigation of mental stress remains a strategic objective of 
Germany for its GDA 2019-2024.  

• In the same vein Austria requires risks assessments to include an assessment of 
mental strains (psychosocial, psycho-mental and psycho-emotional strains), and 
enterprises must develop and evaluate measures for the permanent reduction of 
psychosocial risks.  

• Ireland has developed Work Positive, a tool to tackle psychosocial issues, which 
provides employee feedback on stress at work, and delivers structured guidance 
enabling employers to develop an action plan against the stressors (risk 
identification, legal compliance, assistance in developing an effective health and 
wellbeing action plan, improvement of employee engagement and performance). 
To increase the uptake of the tool, online learning courses were provided. An 
upgraded, extended Workplace Stress Audit tool has been developed in 2017 and 
is now called Work Positive CI (i.e. Critical Incident). The Irish Health and Safety 
Agency has drafted two “workplace stress guidance documents” to the benefit of 
employers and employees. 

• In Slovenia, an e-tool for the management of psychosocial risks and absenteeism 
has been set-up.  

• The Danish Working Environment Authority has been allocated additional funding 
in 2019, in particular with a view to address work-related psychological strain and 
symptoms of stress or depression, via the development of inspection campaigns, 
new tools and training.  

• Malta has conducted campaigns focused on the prevention of stress.  

• In Croatia, the Institute for Health Protection and Safety at Work has collaborated 
with social partners to hold expert seminars in all regions of Croatia, in particular 
on stress at workplaces.  

• In Lithuania, the Order setting out Guidelines on Psychosocial Occupational Risk 
Factors was renewed in 2018 to take into account changing work conditions in 
companies, the specifics of small enterprises and update the list of factors that 
must be subject to assessment. 

Interview feedback from the EU and national mapping activities has highlighted the 
importance of the EU Strategic Framework and the 2017 Communication in ensuring 
work-related stress remains a priority at national level across the EU. Knowledge sharing 
at EU level also contributed to strengthening the approaches taken to dealing with work-
based stress. The United Kingdom, for example, credited knowledge exchange within the 
ACSH (and particularly information shared by the Baltic and Scandinavian MS) with 
having helped them to develop a Stress Indicator Tool for use at national level. National 
social partners praised the tool for its quality and usability.  

 

The OPC asked respondents for their views on the development of OSH at national and EU 
level since 2014. Of the 352 respondents to this question, the majority agreed (53%) or 
strongly agreed (11%) that the situation has become better. On the other hand, 15% 
strongly disagreed. When asked on the extent to which the EU Strategic Framework 
contributed to improved health and safety for different groups, significant variations 
emerged between stakeholder groups. In total, 43% of respondents agreed (or strongly 
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agreed) that the EU Strategic Framework contributed to better OSH for different groups of 
workers, but the percentage of those agreeing was higher among national authority 
respondents (75%) and employers’ representatives (63%), whereas only a minority of 
workers’ representatives (21%) felt the same way.  

Further to this, feedback received via the OPC confirmed that a considerable number of 
respondents felt that the EU Strategic Framework had contributed to better workplace safety 
and health for women, young people, or workers in contact with carcinogens. Nevertheless, 
a number of contributors highlighted that some groups, such as platform workers or 
seasonal workers, had not benefitted from improvements in OSH regulation and that more 
attention should be given to those groups. Other respondents identified inconsistencies 
among the different EU MS approaches or an unclear division of responsibilities between 
EU and national authorities. A few respondents questioned the focus on specific groups of 
workers, suggesting that the EU Framework should adopt a less targeted approach. 

 

Were there any unforeseen or unintended positive or negative effects? 

Given the broad scope of the EU Strategic Framework (covering many relevant issues, 
challenges and objectives) and its soft nature (as a non-binding policy document), it is 
perhaps unsurprising that this study has not identified any unforeseen or unintended, 
positive or negative effects. By and large, the effects of the Framework were along the lines 
of what was intended or foreseen, and the fact that key stakeholders were involved in its 
design helped avoid any “surprises” in this respect. All stakeholder groups consulted for this 
study (workers, employers and national authorities) stressed that the tripartite nature of the 
drafting and implementation of the EU Strategic Framework had particularly favoured 
collaboration among stakeholders. Representatives of workers, employers, and national 
authorities alike valued the opportunities for exchange offered at EU level, and many 
underlined how this had had a role in facilitating progress within MS on OSH policy. 

While not many interviewees reported negative impacts linked to the implementation of the 
EU Strategic Framework, some stakeholders representing workers, employees, and 
national authorities were of the opinion that under objective two, too much emphasis had 
been placed on OiRA, to the detriment of other alternative risk assessment strategies and 
tools. In particular, some workers, employers and national representatives expressed their 
desire for a more comprehensive strategy for risk assessment. 

 

3.2.3 Have the objectives of the Strategic Framework been achieved, and if not, why? 

To what extent has the Strategic Framework contributed to progress in terms of achieving 
each of the seven objectives? 

The implementation review carried out as part of this study has identified clear progress 
against all seven strategic objectives, resulting from the implementation of the different 
actions identified within the EU Strategic Framework. A review of progress against the 
actions, outputs and outcomes foreseen in the intervention logic (Section 3.2.2) 
demonstrates the effectiveness of the EU Strategic Framework as a catalyst to action. 
Specifically, as described in the previous section, there is evidence of activity against all but 
one of the specified actions.  

The 2017 Communication played a useful role in ensuring progress continued in the latter 
half of the EU Strategic Framework’s implementation period. The Communication acted as 
an interim “stock-check”, identifying key areas of intervention and defining further priority 
actions to ensure the ambition of the EU Strategic Framework was realised. Actions such 
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as the modernisation of EU OSH legislation and the development of OiRA tools were 
identified within the Communication and this initiative appears to have helped maintain 
focus and momentum. 

The EU Strategic Framework represents an important point of reference at EU level. It is 
intended to raise awareness, promote discussion and act as a catalyst for action by different 
stakeholder groups in addressing the main OSH challenges identified through the 
implementation of specific actions and objectives. By promoting collaboration between 
NCAs, workers, employers and other OSH specialists, the EU Strategic Framework is 
intended to support the creation of a level playing field with regard to worker protection and 
improve workplace health and safety across the EU and internationally. 

This study has identified a number of promising outcomes under each of the seven 
objectives. Nonetheless, none of the objectives can be viewed as having been completely 
“achieved”. This is due in part to the context, which involves a constant evolution of working 
culture and a concurrent evolution of OSH challenges. Additionally, progress in addressing 
the three challenges identified in the EU Strategic Framework – while considerable – has 
been inconsistent. For example: 

• Almost all MS have an up-to-date OSH strategy, and the level of alignment between 
these and the EU Strategic Framework is high. However, there are still differing 
levels of implementation between MS. 

• Several useful tools have been developed and promoted at EU and national level to 
support compliance with and enforcement of OSH legislation. Given the scale of the 
challenges faced by MSEs and LIs, however, the contribution of these tools to 
increasing compliance with and enforcement of OSH legislation across the EU is 
likely to have been minor. 

• Significant work has been carried out at EU level to support LIs with regard to 
training standards, enforcement capacity and addressing emerging risks78 and other 
specific challenges faced by LIs. However, limited resources at national level have 
prevented many LIs from further reinforcing their enforcement capacity. 

• There has been significant work to update and modernise EU OSH legislation, with 
six EU directives awaiting transposition. However, it is difficult to identify any actions 
related to this activity to date, as much of it occurred in the second half of the 
reference period and has therefore not been implemented in all EU MS.  

• Similarly, a significant number of indicative and binding OELs have been adopted 
under the CAD and CMD. However, some employers and NCAs have raised 
concerns that it may not be possible to effectively measure and therefore enforce 
some of these limits. 

• There has been significant progress on improving data collection on workplace 
accidents and work-related diseases. Nonetheless, further work is required to 
establish a complete and comparable European dataset.  

• Whilst OSH and labour inspections have been included in a number of FTAs, the 
extent to which these will be enforceable remains unclear. The EC has committed 
to enforcing the commitments included in the FTAs and a dispute settlement 

 

78 See, for example the SLIC publication on Psychosocial Risks: SLIC, 2018, Guide for assessing the quality 

of RA and risk management measures with regard to prevention of psychosocial risks. 
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mechanism is in place79. The impact of the OSH obligations included under Chapter 
19 on OSH in non-EU countries has yet to be seen.  

None of these considerations should be viewed as undermining the considerable progress 
made on implementing the actions foreseen within the EU Strategic Framework. Rather, 
more time is needed in order for these changes to be embedded within EU MS and for the 
impacts foreseen within the intervention logic to emerge. 

What were the key drivers and barriers that explain the (lack of) progress against each 
objective? 

One of the key strengths of the EU Strategic Framework lies in the strong tripartite approach 
that underlies its definition and implementation. This represents a core pillar of the EU’s 
approach to OSH and has been a significant driver of progress against all of the objectives. 
Cooperation between national authorities, workers and employers in the design of national 
strategies was identified as a key indicator of success in their implementation. 

The proactive approach and high levels of engagement from different stakeholders has also 
helped to drive progress on modernising the EU OSH acquis, developing common 
standards, tools and guidance to support both enforcement and compliance (through EU-
OSHA, the ACSH and SLIC) and working to improve the information base.  

As mentioned above, the 2017 Communication also acted as a useful driver of progress. 
The focus on key priorities and tangible actions with clear deadlines helped to generate 
further momentum in the second half of the EU Strategic Framework’s implementation 
period. 

Significant barriers include resource constraints that have hindered LIs’ ability to effectively 
carry out enforcement. On the part of companies, limited resources also hinder compliance. 
This is further reinforced by a limited awareness of some of the tools and support available, 
which prevents companies from accessing them. Additionally, some workers and employers 
highlighted the lack of an accountability mechanism to monitor progress against the 
objectives as a key barrier to progress. In the last year of implementation, the COVID-19 
outbreak was also identified as a barrier to implementation particularly with regard to 
enforcement (for LIs) and compliance (for MSEs). Conversely, the COVID-19 pandemic has 
acted to increase the visibility of OSH considerations within the EU – as can be noted by 
the significant interest in COVID-specific tools and publications (including, for example, the 
COVID OiRA tools developed by EU-OSHA).  

Finally, the design of the EU Strategic Framework can be regarded as both a driver and a 
barrier to achieving the objectives defined within it. On the one hand, its flexibility and all- 
encompassing nature allows MS to adapt national OSH strategies to their specific contexts 
while remaining aligned with the core priorities defined within the document. However, the 
flexibility inherent in such an all-encompassing document may have failed to provide very 
specific incentives.  

  

 

79 In 2018, the EU triggered the second stage of the dispute settlement procedure against the Republic of South 

Korea in relation to compliance with labour obligations under Chapter 13 of the EU-Korea FTA. Whilst 

this does not specifically pertain to OSH obligations, it nonetheless remains an interesting test case which 

may provide further information regarding the extent to which such obligations can and will be enforced. 
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3.3 Coherence 

This section considers the overall coherence of the EU Strategic Framework, both in terms 
of synergies between the actions, objectives and challenges identified within the document 
itself (internal coherence) and with regard to broader EU and national priorities (external 
coherence). 

Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to good internal coherence 
within the EU Strategic Framework, with some clear evidence of synergies and mutually 
beneficial effects from actions carried out under different strategic objectives. The 
Framework also seems to be relatively well aligned with OSH priorities in different EU MS, 
suggesting clear coherence with national OSH policies and strategies across the EU. 

The EU Strategic Framework’s objectives and actions provide a unified strategic direction 
for improving occupational safety and health and support a level playing field in terms of the 
further development, implementation and enforcement of the EU OSH acquis. The research 
has also identified opportunities to further capitalise on the cross-cutting nature of workplace 
health and safety, particularly through the development of explicit synergies with EU and 
national policy in fields such as public health and the environment. 

3.4.1 To what extent were the actions promoted by the Strategic Framework coherent 
and correspondent with a non-contradictory intervention logic? If they were not, 
why? 

The intervention logic (Figure 1) shows how, in theory, the actions included in the Strategic 
Framework form a coherent approach to support the realisation of each of the seven 
objectives. Evidence gathered through this evaluation supports the broader structure 
described within the intervention logic. As described in the implementation chapter (Section 
2) and within the section on effectiveness (Section 4), there is clear evidence that the 
actions implemented within the context of the EU Strategic Framework have led to the 
realisation of most of the outputs and outcomes which were foreseen for each objective.   

Interviewees at national and EU level were broadly positive regarding the overall coherence 
of the EU Strategic Framework, with most stakeholders viewing its actions and objectives 
as being well structured, consistent and an important vehicle for promoting OSH practices. 
Some stakeholders questioned the inclusion of objective 4 (simplification) and objective 7 
(international collaboration), suggesting that these were less obviously linked to the three 
key challenges identified in the Framework. More details on this can be found in Sections 
2.4 and 2.7 of the implementation chapter.  

To what extent were there synergies, economies of scale, or other mutually beneficial effects 
among the various actions included in the Framework? 

There are some notable examples of synergies between various actions included in the 
same objective or among actions contained within different objectives, which had mutually 
beneficial effects on each other.  

• One clear example of synergies between different actions is the work carried out on 
carcinogens. This brought together awareness raising campaigns (under objective 
two), legislative changes (under objective four) and the Roadmap on Carcinogens 
(objective five) to provide a strong message with regard to dangerous substances. 
It addressed what needed to be done at EU and national level, as well as within the 
workplace, to tackle this issue.  

• Similarly, the intention to further strengthen collaboration with international 
organisations (objective seven) can only have been supported by the decision to 
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invite ILO and WHO representatives to present at the SLIC plenaries and thematic 
days (objective three). This collaboration extended to the work carried out on data 
collection under objective 6, where there was close collaboration between Eurostat, 
EU-OSHA and the ILO in identifying data and agreeing common definitions with 
regard to occupational diseases. 

• The OSH Barometer also represents a clear economy of scale, combining the 
creation of a database of national strategies (objective one) with efforts to improve 
data collection on different OSH indicators (objective six). EU-OSHA staff reported 
collaborating with WHO and ILO on the selection of data sources, which can be 
expected to further reinforce international cooperation (objective seven). 

Were there any overlaps or contradictions between elements of the Framework, and if so, 
what were their effects? 

No significant overlaps or contradictions were identified among the challenges, objectives 
and actions described in the EU Strategic Framework. The different elements of the EU 
Strategic Framework on health and safety at work 2014-2020 (i.e. the seven strategic 
objectives and the corresponding actions outlined underneath them) work with each other 
to achieve the overall objective of the EU Strategic Framework to improve occupational 
safety and health. They each address specific issues that pose barriers to better OSH and 
set out actions to overcome these.  

The different objectives also build on each other, creating space for interaction between the 
specific actions being implemented within the broader framework of the EU Strategic 
Framework as a whole. Implementation of objective 1 (consolidating national strategies) for 
example is influenced by actions taken at EU level under the other objectives and the 
Strategic Framework as a whole (for example, the development of support tools under 
objective 2 and the work on improving data collection under objective 6). Objective 2 
(facilitate compliance), 3 (better enforcement) and 4 (simplify existing legislation) go hand-
in-hand, as can be seen by their common outcomes within the intervention logic. Finally, 
objective 6 (improve statistical data collection) helps provide the underlying evidence to 
identify emerging risks (objective five) and monitor progress against the other objectives.  

 

3.4.2 To what extent has the implementation of the Strategic Framework affected 
other policy areas? Which were the limits there, if any? 

The broad and cross-cutting nature of the EU Strategic Framework’s objectives implies a 
clear potential complementarity with other EU policies. However, while there are some 
specific examples of collaboration between different policy areas, particularly regarding 
chemicals and trade, there is still room to further exploit potential interlinkages and 
synergies going forward in areas such as public health, the environment and industrial 
strategy.  

To what extent are the actions promoted under the EU Strategic Framework coherent with 
national OSH objectives?   

Overall, the objectives and associated actions included in the EU Strategic Framework were 
perceived as being largely coherent with, and of relevance for addressing, the OSH 
objectives set within national OSH strategies. National stakeholders also noted links 
between OSH objectives and policy areas such as health, employment, education, justice, 
finance, and legislation on chemicals. Many acknowledged that in order to ensure a 
successful implementation at national levels, these objectives and policy areas need to be 
addressed in an integrated and comprehensive approach. Furthermore, it was noted that in 
some cases more work is needed to facilitate coordination and cooperation between the 
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different actors involved in the implementation of the national strategies, so as to respond 
in an effective and timely manner to specific national OSH issues. 

National level research (task 2) shows that the majority of the national strategies adopted 
after 2014 refer to the EU Strategic Framework. Additionally, interviews carried out at 
national level frequently identified the EU Strategic Framework as a driver for change, acting 
as an important starting point for the identification of challenges and the definition of 
objectives in the field of OSH at national level in at least eight MS. In most others, the EU 
Strategic Framework was at least one of the key documents “on the table” that influenced 
the definition of the national policy priorities. Responses to the OPC consultation 
corroborate the national research findings regarding alignment of EU and national 
strategies. Six in ten OPC respondents (60%) familiar with the Framework agreed that their 
national OSH strategy is aligned with the priorities/key objectives of the EU Strategic 
Framework 2014-2020. 

Even in countries where the role of the impact of the EU Strategic Framework on the 
national strategy is less clear (e.g., France, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, UK), the 
importance of its existence in creating coherence between national OSH policies was 
recognised by national stakeholders. 

No significant contradictions were identified between OSH objectives at EU level and 
national legislation, particularly in those national strategies that closely mirror the EU 
Strategic Framework. Additionally, interviews with NCAs and EU social partners identified 
some specific areas that were prioritised at national level as a result of their inclusion in the 
EU Strategic Framework.  

Did any of its effects reinforce or contradict other policy objectives or priorities? 

In addition to its coherence with OSH policy, the implementation of the EU Strategic 
Framework was found to have impacted on several other policy areas at national level. 
Feedback from NCAs and social partners at national level highlighted the need for 
collaboration between institutions and agencies responsible for different areas of policy in 
order to ensure effective implementation. For example, the NCA in Bulgaria held inter-
institutional forums, seminars and trainings targeted at officials and inspectors from the 
Ministry of Environment and Water, the Ministry of Health, the Regional Health 
Inspectorates and the General LI on specific legislation in the field of chemicals and 
mixtures.  

However, other countries reported a certain lack of coordination between the national OSH 
strategy and other policy strategies, particularly in the area of public health and the 
economy. Specific examples included tensions between OSH obligations and a desire to 
prioritise economic growth, and contradictions with certain national responses to the 
COVID-19 pandemic (for example in Austria, where the obligation to wear masks at work 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic was in contradiction to an earlier rule preventing certain 
types of workers from wearing them). 

Occupational safety and health is a cross-cutting issue with implications for other policy 
areas, including most notably public health policy, environmental policy and industrial policy. 
Issues such as mental health, psychosocial risks and MSDs are not limited to the workplace 
but have a broader impact on people’s health. Additionally, issues that impact negatively on 
human health, such as the use of chemical substances or air pollution, also have negative 
environmental consequences. Regulation and legislation affecting the workplace have 
economic implications, which can impact the ease of doing business and the costs 
associated with protection of the workforce.  
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Additionally, there is significant overlap with trade policy, as labour conditions in other 
countries can have a significant impact on the cost and competitiveness of products 
entering the EU market. The box below demonstrates how cooperation between DG EMPL 
and DG TRADE on including OSH considerations in FTAs has helped to reinforce action in 
this area. 

 

Inclusion of OSH obligations in Free Trade Agreements 

The inclusion of labour standards in free trade agreements (FTAs) is a key tool for 
ensuring OSH standards are maintained along the supply chain. The EU includes 
requirements related to labour standards in the trade and sustainable development (TSD) 
chapters of relevant FTAs. Dedicated government bodies (TSD Committee and the Trade 
Committee) and society structures (Domestic Advisory Groups and Civil Society Forums) 
are tasked with monitoring the implementation of the specific commitments included in 
each FTA. Under Objective 7 of the EU Strategic Framework, the European Commission 
is tasked with contributing to implementing the sustainable development chapter of EU 
free-trade and investment agreements regarding OSH and working conditions. DG 
TRADE leads on the negotiation of FTAs, with support from DG EMPL with regard to 
labour and social issues. 

The first mention of labour standards in an EU FTA dates back to the signing of an FTA 
between the EU and South Korea in 200980. This included a general commitment “to 
promote foreign direct investment without lowering or reducing environmental, labour or 
occupational health and safety standards in the application and enforcement of 
environmental and labour laws of the Parties”81. 

Since the publication of the EU Strategic Framework in 2014, more specific OSH-related 
commitments have been included in FTAs under negotiation. The main template for these 
commitments is the Comprehensive Economic Trade Agreement (CETA) that the EU 
signed with Canada in 2016. This includes two specific references to OSH:   

• Under Article 23.3.2, each party commits to “ensure that its labour law and 
practices promote the following objectives included in the ILO Decent Work 
Agenda, and in accordance with the ILO Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair 
Globalization of 2008 adopted by the International Labour Conference at its 97th 
Session, and other international commitments”. 

• Under Article 23.3.3, each party commits to “ensure that its labour law and 
practices embody and provide protection for working conditions that respect the 
health and safety of workers, including by formulating policies that promote basic 
principles aimed at preventing accidents and injuries that arise out of or in the 
course of work, and that are aimed at developing a preventative safety and health 
culture where the principle of prevention is accorded the highest priority”. 

 

80 Harrison et. Al, 2018, Labour Standards Provisions in EU Free Trade Agreements: Reflections on the 
European Commission's Reform Agenda, CUP, available at: 
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/world-trade-review/article/labour-standards-provisions-in-eu-free-
trade-agreements-reflections-on-the-european-commissions-reform-
agenda/13756E42EE84E463BC6298DDF0EAB1BD. 

81 European Commission, 2019, Commission Staff Working Document: Individual reports and info sheets on 
implementation of EU Free Trade Agreements accompanying the document Report from the Commission 
to the European parliament, the Councill, the European Economic and Social Committee, and the 
Committee of the Regions on Implementation of Free Trade Agreements, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0370&from=en. 
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Following the agreement of CETA, the EU included provisions similar to those cited under 
Article 23.3.2 in signed FTAs with Japan (2019), Singapore (2019) and Vietnam (2020)82. 
Furthermore, EC officials confirmed that these provisions are also being included in 
ongoing negotiations with Australia, New Zealand and Indonesia.  

In February 2018, the European Commissioner for Trade introduced a 15-point plan for 
improving the implementation and enforcement of Trade and Sustainable Development 
chapters in EU Free Trade Agreements83. Action point 13 committed to continue including 
commitments on the effective occupational health and safety and labour inspection 
system in future FTAs. Additionally, the plan includes commitments to be more assertive 
in enforcing the commitments agreed within TSDs and to ensure social partners are 
involved in implementation of TSD commitments. 

In line with the 15-point plan, EC officials have confirmed that the number of themes 
covered in ongoing negotiations with Mexico, Indonesia and Mercosur has been 
expanded to include occupational safety and health, working conditions, labour 
inspection, access to remedies and the responsible management of supply chains.  

Although OSH provisions were not included in the original Agreements, OSH 
considerations were also discussed at TSD Committee meetings in 2017, 2018 and 2019 
for existing FTAs. These covered more general OSH issues (Moldova) as well as labour 
inspections (Peru, Ecuador, Ukraine and Georgia).84  

The inclusion of OSH considerations in ongoing discussions around trade and its explicit 
inclusion in FTAs is a result of strong cooperation between DG TRADE and DG EMPL. 
It underscores the EU’s commitment to protection of workers and is a potentially impactful 
way to leverage the EU’s influence in order to guarantee OSH protection for workers 
beyond the EU’s borders. 

 

The priorities described within the EU Strategic Framework do not explicitly contradict the 
other EU policy objectives or priorities described above. Section 5.5 of the EU Strategic 
Framework acknowledges the interlinkages between OSH policy and the policy areas 
mentioned above, and outlines areas where there is potential to actively explore synergies. 
The new chemicals strategy of 2020 provides a good example of how such synergies could 
be exploited. The strategy combines aspects of OSH, environmental and industrial policy in 
one coherent document, describing the alignment of EU-level interventions in the field of 
chemicals with wider EU strategic priorities.  

While not contradicting other policy areas, the EU Strategic Framework could more explicitly 
reinforce other European objectives and strategic priorities. Some stakeholders 

 

82 DG TRADE, Negotiations and Agreements, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/trade/policy/countries-and-
regions/negotiations-and-agreements/index_en.htm#_in-place. 

83 European Commission, 2018, Non paper of the Commission services: Feedback and way forward on 
improving the implementation and enforcement of Trade and Sustainable Development chapters in EU 
Free Trade Agreements, available at:  
https://trade.ec.europa.eu/doclib/docs/2018/february/tradoc_156618.pdf. 

84 European Commission, 2019, Commission Staff Working Document: Individual reports and info sheets on 
implementation of EU Free Trade Agreements accompanying the document Report from the Commission 
to the European parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee, and the 
Committee of the Regions on Implementation of Free Trade Agreements, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019SC0370&from=en. 
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representing both employers and workers as well as EU institutions, agencies and bodies 
noted a somewhat siloed approach to different policy areas at EU level, and expressed a 
wish for more collaboration and communication between the different DGs within the 
Commission. 

The partly intersecting remits of DG EMPL and DG GROW have caused confusion in some 
instances. NCAs as well as national and EU-level social partner representatives referred to 
different approaches being implemented to specific elements of industrial policy which 
touches on OSH. This resulted in some uncertainty and  concerns regarding stakeholders’ 
ability to understand and keep track of developments under different policy areas 
concerning workers’ protection, from exposure to hazardous chemicals.  

Interviewees at both national and EU level also referred to different approaches to scientific 
assessment underpinning different pieces of EU chemicals legislation. This issue was also 
reflected in the 2017 Communication85 and the 2019 Fitness Check of the most relevant EU 
chemicals legislation (excluding REACH)86. Both of these documents identified 
inconsistencies in scientific advice and risk assessments issued by different EU scientific 
bodies depending on the competencies and remit determined by the relevant legislation. 
Employers, workers and representatives of EU agencies cited the example of different 
exposure limits between REACH and OSH legislation (as discussed in Section 2.4). Since 
2017, relevant Commission services have worked closely together to resolve these issues 
and ensure complementarity between the two sets of legislation. For example, 
inconsistency concerning scientific assessment has been solved by using RAC/ECHA as 
the only scientific body providing assessments of workers’ protection from exposure to 
chemicals. 

Room for increased collaboration also exists in other areas, such as monitoring data and 
data sharing. For example, one suggestion made by interviewed stakeholders was that, 
instead of different entities gathering data only on aspects directly within their 
responsibilities, a more efficient way to look at how to monitor and share data on overlapping 
areas (such as in the triangle global health, OSH, and public health) would be beneficial 
and could potentially lead to better data.  

  

3.4 EU added value 

The final evaluation criterion considered as part of this study is EU added value – i.e. the 
value resulting from the EU Strategic Framework that is additional to the value that would 
have resulted from interventions initiated at regional or national levels, by public authorities 
and/or the private sector. The response to this question needs to take into account the 
scope of the EU competence in the area in question. In the case of employment and social 
policy (including OSH), the legislative competence is shared between the EU and the MS. 
More specifically, Article 153 TFEU authorises the EU to adopt legislation (directives) in the 
field of safety and health at work, in order to support and complement the activities of MS. 
This is the legal basis for the EU OSH acquis, and an important part of the rationale for EU 
action to ensure the consistent and effective implementation of the said acquis. 

 

85 European Commission, 2017, Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational 
Safety and Health Legislation and Policy, available at https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52017DC0012. 

86 European Commission, 2019, Findings of the Fitness Check of the most relevant chemicals legislation 
(excluding REACH) and identified challenges, gaps and weaknesses, available at: https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0102. 
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3.5.1 To what extent have the EU-level Framework and actions generated positive 
effects above and beyond what would have resulted from action at national / regional 
level only? 

As already discussed in the previous sections (see in particular the findings on relevance 
and effectiveness), stakeholders consulted for this study consistently saw added value in 
the EU Strategic Framework. The vast majority both welcomed the existence of (and in 
many cases, emphasised the need for) an OSH strategy at EU level, and felt the specific 
Strategic Framework 2014-2020 had proved to be relevant and useful for their own efforts 
to promote high standards for working conditions in their own countries, as well as across 
the EU. 

More specifically, the main ways in which the Framework generated positive effects above 
and beyond what Member State NCAs and social partners could have achieved on their 
own can be summed up as follows: 

• Inform national policy: The EU Strategic Framework was an important reference 
document for MS in defining and in some case adjusting, their national priorities in 
the field of OSH. It played this role, to a greater or smaller extent, in all MS – 
including, in at least a few cases, leading to a greater emphasis on certain issues, 
such as psychosocial risks. This has resulted in a relatively high degree of alignment 
of the national strategies with the EU’s Framework, and thus also with each other, 
thereby contributing to a more level playing field as regards working conditions.  

• Raise the profile of OSH: Many stakeholders consulted for this study reported 
having found the Framework useful as a “lobbying tool”. Both the mere existence of 
an EU strategy for OSH, and the specific content of the 2014-2020 Framework, has 
reportedly helped both NCAs and social partners to push for OSH policy in general, 
and/or specific challenges or objectives to be given adequate priority and resources 
at national level. The fact that the EU Strategy clearly identifies who is responsible 
for specific actions was found useful by some. Similar effects can be observed at 
EU level in certain areas, for example regarding the consideration of OSH in FTAs. 

• Facilitate the revision of EU legislation: The Framework (and the 2017 
Communication) have acted as a catalyst for the revision of significant parts of the 
EU OSH acquis in recent years. It identifies key priorities and guiding principles for 
this, both in terms of simplification and ensuring the rules are fit for the purpose of 
addressing key existing, new and emerging risks. This generates added value, as 
MS obviously must transpose, but cannot alter on their own, the EU legislation. 

• Foster the development of common initiatives and tools: The Framework clearly 
was not the only reason why EU-level actors (in particular EU-OSHA) have 
produced and implemented a large number and variety of tools, campaigns and 
other materials that can be used and adapted by actors in the MS to their specific 
national circumstances. Nonetheless, the Framework has been an additional 
impetus for the launch, continuation and/or ramping up of numerous such initiatives, 
which have generally been found very helpful by stakeholders, especially in MS that 
would otherwise struggle to find the resources to produce their own equivalents. 

• Provide a framework for pan-EU collaboration: Finally, the EU Strategic 
Framework has also provided extra impetus and direction to the work of the EU-
level consultation and collaboration fora, in particular ACSH (with its tripartite 
structure) and SLIC (for LIs). These committees fed into the design of the 
Framework, and subsequently led on or contributed to several actions, generating 
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added value for MS in particular by facilitating the exchange of information and good 
practices via peer reviews, exchange visits, publications, and other similar activities. 

As discussed in more detail in the previous sections, the exact nature and extent of the 
Framework’s influence and added value varied depending on the Member State and action 
in question. Considering that the Strategic Framework is merely a “soft” policy document, 
and as such is not binding on any of the actors, its overall influence should not be over-
estimated. It seems likely that many of the actions mentioned in the Framework, and 
discussed in this report, would have gone ahead in some form, even if the Framework had 
not been adopted in 2014. Nonetheless, the research conducted for this study shows that, 
by making priorities explicit, providing an overarching framework that links and 
contextualises the different activities, and calling on different stakeholders to take 
responsibility for concrete actions, the EU Strategic Framework did contribute to reinforcing 
several existing and launching numerous new initiatives at both EU and national level. 
Overall, this represents considerable added value, above and beyond what MS could have 
achieved acting individually. 

 

3.5.2 In which areas, objectives or actions was the EU added value most / least 
significant, and why? 

As noted above, the EU Strategic Framework has generated EU added value in a number 
of different ways – including: 

• common priorities that contribute to ensuring OSH is high on the agenda and to a 
more level playing field; 

• EU legislation that is more fit for purpose;  

• common initiatives and tools that can generate economies of scale across the EU;  

• and good practice exchange to ‘raise the floor’ and allow less advanced countries in 
a given area to learn from the more advanced ones.  

These different mechanisms are present, to a greater or lesser extent, across all of the 
strategic objectives and corresponding actions included in the EU Strategic Framework, and 
it is therefore difficult to conclude categorically where EU action added the most (or least) 
value. Nonetheless, a few specific areas stand out: 

• Objective one, which concerns the review of national OSH strategies, is the most 
obvious example of where the EU Framework provided strategic direction, but also 
generated a certain amount of ‘peer pressure’, which resulted in nearly all MS 
updating and, in many cases, aligning their OSH policies with common objectives. 
This represents a clear case of EU ‘soft power’, whereby commonly defined priorities 
and some strategic ‘nudging’ and support can contribute to positive changes in 
national policies. 

• The three objectives that relate to EU OSH legislation also provide an interesting 
illustration of the different ways in which EU action (under the auspices of the 
Strategic Framework) can add value. EU action was clearly necessary regarding the 
updates of EU Directives (under objective four). It was also widely acknowledged 
that objective two adds significant value by providing common tools and initiatives 
(such as OiRA and the HWC), that can be adapted to national circumstances. These 
instruments also foster awareness and facilitate compliance with OSH legislation. 
Finally, as regards enforcement (objective three), this is the remit of national LIs. 
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Nonetheless, the EU provided support via SLIC in the form of exchange of good 
practices, common standards and training (see the text box below). 

• Objective five is about raising awareness and understanding of the key OSH 
challenges related to the ageing workforce, emerging new risks, and work-related 
and occupational diseases, in order to enable stakeholders at all levels to address 
these more effectively. As such, similarly to objective one above, the added value 
lies primarily in informing national policy, as well as, to some extent, in economies 
of scale from the development of common initiatives and materials. 

• Objective six is an area of potentially high EU added value, in view of the need to 
improve and harmonise the data and information base across the EU, so as to make 
more reliable, timely and comparable statistical data available and thereby facilitate 
evidence-based OSH policy making. However, the actions in this area also illustrate 
the challenges of adopting common approaches and definitions across MS with 
different ideas and traditions, and therefore progress has been somewhat limited, 
and the high potential EU added value has not fully materialised. 

• Finally, action under objective seven was entirely reserved for the European 
Commission, inter alia due to its exclusive competence in the area of trade policy, 
and as such, it is difficult to comment on the EU added value in this area relative to 
the others. In any case, it seems clear that the EU as a whole has more leverage to 
insist on the inclusion of OSH clauses in FTAs than MS would individually, which is 
another way in which the EU adds value. 

 

Development of SLIC training support materials and programmes in 
support of improved enforcement 

The 2017 Communication on the modernisation of the EU OSH Legislation and Policy87 
recognised the key role of SLIC in identifying best practices regarding enforcement and 
inspection by MS and its contribution to competence building and guidance to 
inspectorates. The Communication tasked SLIC with developing a set of common 
standards for the training of LIs in different MS. By developing a common reference point 
for the training of LIs across the EU, SLIC is helping to develop a common approach to 
enforcement at EU level.  

The Common standards for OSH Inspector training programmes88 were published in 
2019. It aims to establish a set of essential trainings for LIs to undertake across all 27 EU 
MS. The common standards’ publication covers seven key areas of training that form the 
fundamentals of the work of LIs:  

1. Training on risks mentioned in the framework directive and in the 

daughter directives; 

2. Training the inspectors on the evaluation of risk assessment; 

 

87 European Commission, 2017, Commission Communication COM(2017) 12 to the European Parliament, the 
Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions of 10 January 
2017 on ‘Safer and Healthier Work for All - Modernisation of the EU Occupational Safety and Health 
Legislation and Policy’.   

88 SLIC, 2019, Common standards for OSH Inspector training programme, available at: 

https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/fea534f4-2590-4490-bca6-504782b47c79/library/31647d8a-ccec-

44af-ba1f-f4f37bb356b6 



 Final Report 

 

 

3. Training on preparation for an inspection; 

4. Training on the investigation of occupational accidents and 

diseases; 

5. Training on inspector duties and rights; 

6. Training on communication skills; 

7. Training on management of conflict and pressure. 

The common standards document is a direct output of the EU Strategic Framework under 
objective 3 (improve enforcement). Additionally, some of the training topics contribute to 
the implementation of other objectives identified within the EU Strategic Framework. For 
example, training on evaluation of risk assessment is linked to objective two (facilitate 
compliance with EU legislation), while training on the investigation of occupational 
accidents and diseases can be linked to objective 5 (address the ageing workforce, 
emerging new risks, work-related and occupational diseases). 

For each of these training areas, the Common Standards for OSH Inspector training 
programmes specify the aims and expected outcomes for LIs. A review of all the chapters 
highlights the use of the mentoring method as a key step to educate young and/or recently 
hired labour inspectors. 

In addition to the adoption of the Common Standards for Inspector Training Programmes, 
SLIC has also developed a number of training modules on specific issues, which have 
contributed to the wider work and objectives pursued as part of the Strategic Framework. 
This includes for instance a module on chemical hazards in the workplace, which 
contributes to Objective 4 and 5 of the Strategic Framework, respectively ‘simplify existing 
legislation (particularly assessing the situation in micro-enterprises)’ and ‘address ageing 
workforce, emerging new risks, work-related and occupational diseases’. 

This strand of work undertaken by the EC and SLIC to evaluate the training programmes 
of labour inspectors across MS. The subsequent development of the Common Standards 
for Inspector Training Programmes has been key to ensuring a level playing field in 
terms of minimum standards for inspection in different MS. In turn, this can be 
expected to lead to better compliance with and enforcement of OSH legislation by MS, 
and increased capacity to address the three challenges identified in the Strategic 
Framework (ageing workforce, emerging new risks, work-related and occupational 
diseases). 
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 Conclusions and Recommendations 

This section draws together the main conclusions emerging from this study about the EU 
Strategic Framework’s design, implementation and impacts. Finally, it turns to the emerging 
priorities in terms of both design and key themes to be considered in the next Strategic 
Framework (2021-2027). 

4.1 Framework design 

The EC’s approach to designing the EU Strategic Framework 2014-2020 was generally 
deemed to be both inclusive and proportionate. Nearly all relevant stakeholder groups found 
they were given sufficient opportunity to engage with the formal process of developing the 
EU Strategic Framework. Some social partners (representing workers) would have 
appreciated more opportunity to feed into the development of the EU Strategic Framework 
at the (very early) design phase. Some stakeholders (representing workers, employers and 
NCAs) also expressed concerns that although the consultation process engaged with all 
formal participants in the tripartite structure, this did not necessarily cover sectoral social 
partners, workers or employers identified as being most likely to be non-compliant. 

The EU Strategic Framework’s objectives and actions provide a unified strategic direction 
for improving OSH and support a level playing field in terms of the further development, 
implementation and enforcement of the EU OSH acquis. In particular: 

• The design of the EU Strategic Framework was praised for its conciseness and 
clarity. The three main challenges and the associated seven key strategic 
objectives largely corresponded to the main problems and challenges facing the EU 
in the area of safety and health at work. Additionally, the decision to include concrete 
actions and named actors responsible for their implementation under each objective 
provided a tangible roadmap to achieving the objectives.  

• Evidence from the national and EU-level data collection points to good internal 
coherence of the EU Strategic Framework. There is some clear evidence of 
synergies and mutually beneficial effects from actions carried out under different 
strategic objectives. In general, the challenges and priorities align well with those 
identified at national level. 

• Most stakeholders consulted for this study appreciated the broad scope and 
flexibility of the current EU Strategic Framework, which covers most of the 
priority issues identified at national level. The current Framework provides much-
needed flexibility for different countries and actors to implement and adapt the quite 
broad array of EU-level priorities in a pragmatic way, responding to the specific 
needs of the national, sectoral and temporal context. 

• However, some felt that a more robust strategy or policy (such as the preceding 
2007-2012 Community Strategy on Health and Safety at Work) would have been 
desirable, with a reduced number of key priorities, and/or more specific objectives 
and targets. Those who supported this option believed it would provide more 
impetus and accountability for progress on OSH-related issues. 

• Additionally, some stakeholders identified a slight disconnect between the 
challenges identified and some of the concrete objectives and actions included 
in the strategy. In particular, they missed a clearer link between the challenges 
identified and the actions described under objectives four and seven.  

The design of the EU Strategic Framework can be regarded as both a driver and a barrier 
to achieving the objectives defined within it. On the one hand, its flexibility and wide-ranging 
nature allows MS to adapt national OSH strategies to their specific contexts while remaining 
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aligned with the core priorities defined within the document. However, the flexibility inherent 
within such an all-encompassing document may have failed to provide very  specific 
incentives.  

4.2 Framework implementation 

The implementation review carried out as part of this study identified clear progress 
against all seven strategic objectives. Specifically, there is evidence of activity under all 
but one of the 29 actions identified within the EU Strategic Framework. Similarly, although 
the nature of some of the actions means they may never be viewed as “completed”, good 
progress has been made against most actions, and the majority could be viewed as having 
been achieved as foreseen within the reference period. Implementation of a number of 
actions which were expected to be completed by 2016 was, however, delayed. The 2017 
Communication provided concrete actions with a clear timeframe for implementation and 
acted as a helpful catalyst for progress in implementation during the second half of the 
reference period.  

The following points can be noted regarding implementation of each of the strategic 
objectives: 

• Objective one was commonly regarded by interviewees as the objective under 
which the most progress has been made. This relates both to the extent to which 
Member States have updated their national strategies following the adoption of the 
Strategic Framework, and to the extent to which the influence of the EU Strategic 
Framework can be seen in these strategies. Additionally, the creation of the OSH 
Barometer and the 2019 review of national strategies mark significant progress in 
terms of making national OSH strategies accessible and comparable. 

• There has been significant activity under objective two including the 
development of tools, guidance and case studies to support implementation. 
Awareness raising campaigns were also launched on specific issues, many of which 
aligned with activities being carried out under other objectives (especially objectives 
four and five). The OiRA activity, in particular, was successful in developing a wide 
range of tools adapted to a variety of sectoral and national contexts.  

• While there is evidence of progress under objective three (improve 
enforcement), this was limited by constrained resources amongst LIs at national 
level. Nonetheless, there are some encouraging signs of activity at EU level. For 
example, the programme of national evaluations and exchanges being undertaken 
by SLIC and the development of a common framework for labour inspectors’ training 
can be expected to result in a more coordinated approach to enforcement across 
EU MS, with clear opportunities for knowledge sharing.  

• The EC’s focus on modernising the significant body of EU OSH legislation 
under objective four and – in particular – on fighting against occupational cancer 
by setting new or updating existing occupational exposure limit values was also an 
important development linked to the EU Strategic Framework. This was 
operationalised and concretised via the 2017 Communication. There is now an onus 
on MS to transpose and implement the relevant legislation. Some stakeholders 
noted that progress on objective four relates more to modernising existing 
legislation, rather than necessarily focusing on real simplification – with differing 
levels of support for this approach between workers and employers. 

• While a lot of activity was noted under objective five, the specific focus on new 
and emerging risks means that there will always be more left to do. Although one of 
the actions has not been launched, significant activity has taken place at both EU 
and national level in relation to addressing demographic change, emerging issues 
and specific risks faced by different groups of workers. 
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• Eurostat and EU-OSHA have also worked hard to improve data on accidents 
and work-related diseases under objective six. The OSH Barometer provides a 
significant first step towards making national OSH indicators accessible and 
comparable. Eurostat has also tackled the complexities of data collection in the field 
of OSH through its pilot project on European Occupational Diseases Statistics. Their 
approach appears to be both pragmatic and proportionate, and it is foreseen that 
the ongoing data collection pilot will bear fruit in future years. There is now a need 
for MS to work with EU institutions and bodies to improve the quantity and quality of 
OSH-related data collected at national level. 

• Finally, important advances have been made under objective seven particularly 
with regard to the inclusion of OSH requirements in FTAs and efforts to engage with 
other global economies (such as China and the USA).  

Key drivers of progress for all objectives include the strong tripartite approach that underlies 
the Framework’s design and implementation, and high levels of engagement from different 
groups of key stakeholders. Additionally, cooperation between national authorities, workers’ 
and employers in the design of national strategies was identified as a key indicator of 
success in their implementation. Significant barriers to implementation include limited 
awareness of some of the initiatives amongst target groups (especially MSEs). Additionally, 
progress on implementation at national level has been limited by resource constraints, 
especially amongst LIs.  

Some workers’ and employers’ representatives also highlighted the need for an 
accountability mechanism to monitor progress against the objectives and hold those 
responsible for implementation to account. This was viewed as a limitation in ensuring the 
EU Strategic Framework was able to fully achieve its ambition. Indeed, the lack of a 
mechanism to monitor progress (as foreseen under objective six) has made the process of 
monitoring implementation and tracing longer-term impacts of the EU Strategic Framework 
more challenging. 

4.3 Results & impacts 

Although it is difficult to measure concrete impacts which can be clearly attributed to the EU 
Strategic Framework, a number of conclusions can be drawn with regard to its influence. 
Additionally, in some areas, there is strong evidence to support a “contribution story” linking 
the actions carried out to broader effects (some of which have already materialised, while 
others appear likely to follow in the foreseeable future): 

• Firstly, there is a clear consensus among stakeholders at all levels on the 
importance of having a framework at European level. This refers both to the EU 
Strategic Framework being a common reference for Member States when designing 
their own OSH strategies and policies, and giving weight to considerations on health 
and safety in broader political and strategic discussions (both within the MS and on 
the international stage). 

• There is also clear evidence that the EU Strategic Framework has contributed to 
significant progress on improving OSH culture within the EU, despite a certain 
degree of variation depending on the specific objectives and actions in question. 
Nearly all the outputs foreseen within the intervention logic have been realised and 
there has been progress against most of the outcomes foreseen for each specific 
objective.  

• Many stakeholders identified the EU Strategic Framework as an important 
reference. These were in particularly NCAs, who have used it to prioritise action 
on OSH at national level. Additionally, social partners have found it to be a useful 
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tool both to lobby for an increased focus on OSH generally, and to increase attention 
on specific issues such as MSDs and PSR. 

• The inclusion of OSH in FTAs as well as high level bilateral discussions on OSH 
matters with leading economies have elevated the importance of workplace 
health and safety on the global stage and positioned the EU as a leading actor in 
this field. 

• The EU Strategic Framework (and the 2017 Communicaton) have supported the 
revision of the EU OSH acquis, leading to the updating of six key directives in this 
field. 

 

4.4 Recommendations for the next Strategic Framework (2021-2027)  

This study has uncovered a considerable range of opinions amongst and within different 
stakeholder groups regarding the optimal design of a future EU Strategic Framework and 
its contents. This section highlights some recommendations which aim to acknowledge and 
address this divergence of views. 

4.4.1 Considerations regarding design 

With regard to the design of a future Strategic Framework, this study has identified a 
balance between broad scope and flexibility of design on the one hand, and focus on a 
limited number of core priorities and accountability in terms of monitoring progress 
on the other. Striking the right balance between these two – taking into account the political 
and socio-economic context at the time – is key for maximising the success of the future 
framework. 

One specific approach that could help the future Framework strike this balance would be to 
combine a longer-term strategy with shorter term action plans. Building on the success of 
the 2017 Communication in revisiting the EU Strategic Framework’s priorities and actions 
at the mid-point (in 2017), a future Strategic Framework could be accompanied by shorter-
term priorities and implementation plans of approximately two or three years duration. 
These would focus on operationalising the aims contained within the higher-level Strategic 
Framework. In addition to named actors and timeframes for implementation, shorter-term 
implementation plans could include concrete indicators to monitor ongoing progress and 
increase transparency between different stakeholders. 

Stakeholder feedback has also highlighted resource constraints as a significant barrier to 
OSH implementation within MS. It may therefore be appropriate to investigate to what extent 
it may be possible to build bridges with existing funding streams (such as the European 
Social Fund) to help stakeholders access financial support for implementation of actions 
identified in a future Strategic Framework. 

4.4.2 Emerging priorities 

The research at EU and national level has unearthed some broadly convergent views (some 
differences in nuance notwithstanding) with regard to a number of important trends and 
emerging priorities in the field of OSH. These are discussed in detail in Section 3.1.1.  
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A number of the common challenges identified in Section 3.1.1 are demonstrated clearly by 
Figure 15. This shows OPC respondents’ views regarding the key challenges which are 
common across the EU and require further OSH policy action. The most common challenge 
selected was psychosocial risks (51% of respondents), followed by increased working from 
home/teleworking, ergonomic risks and MSDs and OSH risks emerging from 
ICT/digitalisation.  

Figure 15: Views on challenges for the future that require OSH policy action 

 

All respondents (n=349), NB: Multiple responses per respondent were allowed 

Source: Public Consultation 
 

The main priorities that have emerged from the research and consultation activities – which 
are therefore strong candidates for featuring in the successor of the current EU Strategic 
Framework - can be summarised as follows: 

• Firstly, there is a need to remain focused on the challenges and issues identified 
in the EU Strategic Framework 2014-2020. Occupational diseases, demographic 
change, PSR and MSDs have only increased in importance in recent years. 
Additionally, there is a continued need to support both LIs and companies to improve 
OSH standards. 

• Stakeholders also underlined the need to continue to consider traditional OSH 
challenges (including workplace accidents in the agricultural and construction 
sectors and risks such as falling from heights). These risks could be overlooked if a 
future Strategic Framework prioritises emerging risks too strongly. 

• Consideration should also be given to the impacts of a number of longer-term 
trends in the world of work. Issues such as increasingly globalised supply chains, 
a move towards more flexible and atypical labour (including platform work and the 
gig economy), a transition towards teleworking and increased digitalisation all have 
implications for the future implementation of OSH. Thus, further consideration 
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should be given to the opportunities and risks associated with these emerging 
trends.  

• Ensuring OSH protection is fit for purpose with regard to different types of 
workers and that different impacts on different groups have been thoroughly 
considered. This particularly applies to migrant workers, those employed in the gig 
economy, platform workers and those working in the domestic sphere (including in-
home private carers, cleaners and teleworkers). The gendered impacts of OSH as 
well as specific considerations required for workers with disabilities should also be 
considered. 

• Taking into consideration the impacts of the COVID-19 outbreak on workplace 
health and safety, consideration should also be given to broader global trends 
such as climate change and the potential for future pandemics. A future 
Framework should reflect how these may impact  the workplace of the future (for 
example, the impacts of retrofitting programmes on potential exposure to asbestos 
and the implications of the transition to a low carbon economy). A holistic approach 
to OSH, including mainstreaming OSH considerations into areas such as 
environmental policy and public health, could help to increase resilience in the face 
of future challenges. 
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ANNEX A: OPC Report 
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ANNEX B: NATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 
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ANNEX C: COUNTRY REPORTS 

 

 



 

 

Legal notice page 

 
  

Accessibility 

• The Commission is committed to making online information as accessible as 
possible to the largest possible number of users including those with visual, 
auditory, cognitive or physical disabilities, and those not having the latest 
technologies. The Commission supports the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 
2.0 of the W3C.  

• For full details on the Commission policy on accessibility for information providers, 
see: http://ec.europa.eu/ipg/standards/accessibility/index_en.htm.    

• For the publishable versions of the study, abstract and executive summary, the 
contractor must respect the W3C guidelines for accessible pdf documents as 
provided at: http://www.w3.org/WAI/  . 

http://ec.europa.eu/ipg/standards/accessibility/index_en.htm
http://www.w3.org/WAI/
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU 

In person 

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. You can find the 
address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

On the phone or by email 

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact 
this service: 

– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 

– at the following standard number: +32 22999696 or  

– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

 

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU 

Online 

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa 
website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en 

EU publications  

You can download or order free and priced EU publications at: 
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by 
contacting Europe Direct or your local information centre (see https://europa.eu/european-
union/contact_en). 

EU law and related documents 

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language 
versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu 

Open data from the EU 

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU. 
Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. 

https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publications
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en


 

               
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                               

 

 

 

 


