Survey on Erasmus+ National Agencies’ perspective on
cooperation with Neighbouring Partner Countries

¢¢ out of 35 National Agencies responded to our survey in summer 2015
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Are organisations from your country interested in cooperation with Neighbouring Partner

Countries within the Erasmus+ Youth in Action programme?

well developed and high interest

Cooperation with regions is very
well established and submitted
projects are of a very good
quality. Due to limited finances it
is nat possible to grant all
projects that are good.

Which countries do organisations in your country (like to) cooperate with most?

Eastern Partnership
Countries and Russia

E Western Balkans
B Georgia (23%) [ Ukraine (23%) ) Armenia (16%) Serbia (10%)

B Bosnia-Herzegovina (6%) [} Azerbaijan (3%) [} Belarus (3%)
B voldova (3%) ] Russia (3%) [ Albania (3%) [} Tunesia (3%)

B Palesine (3%) South-Mediterranean

countries



In your opinion, what are main opportunities and challenges resarding cooperation with

Partner Countries within the Erasmus+ Youth in Action programme/
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Should a percentage of the Erasmus-+ Youth in Action budget available for projects in
cooperation with Neighbouring Partner Countries be increased [/ decreased? What would be
the right limit? S Should there be any percentage limit for your National Agency budget at all?

actual limit is fine if there are other )
instruments /additional budgets (i.e. “win ﬂW5E]
ayailable and counting of limit usage is managed
more fairly
limits should be based on different
national realities or there should be E
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It would be more fair to use budget-
restrictions for the actuol participants from
partner wuntries or when venue is in
partner country, rather than to include the
entire project as such into partner
countries” budget limit.




Should there be any ather conditions for projects with Partner countries?
Any further political objectives formulated for cooperation with Partner countries?
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What do you think the European Commission (COM) as well as regional
SALTOs can do concerning visa obstacles for projects’ participants?

Regional SALTOs can inform EU
countries” embassies and EU
delegations in the regions about
the programme (it’s achievement
in the regions, statistics, etc).

(OM should continue to make
relevant institutions and EU
member states’ ministries aware
of the programme and ease the
administrative. procedures.

(OM and regionol SALTOS can

encurage the NAs, so thot they
influence their national authorities
responsible for visa procedures.

It would be beneficial to establish

special, easier and foster
residence permit procedures for Either a procedure that enables
| | participants of long-term participants of Erasmus+
Regional SALTOS can provide mohilities. Role of COM in this projects to receive education
information to organisations initiative towards national type of visa (easy procedure
about the EU member states governments would be crucial. and for free) or speciol kind of

Visas procedures. visa for mobility / volunteering

IS more thon expected.




Would you be interested in participating in a NA staff meeting/working ﬂruup

where questions regarding cooperation with Partner countries are discussed?
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Should the approach towards the Neighbouring Partner Countries be the same, or there are
groups of countries / regions that should be treated differently? Should the possibilities of the
programme be EﬂlﬂrUEd J limited for some countries of the Partner regions?

Young refugees should be involved
in youth work in host countries, so
they can toke back valuable
Q experience if they return homes.
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Should organisations from Neighbouring Partner Countries have the possibility to take

more []‘fu'ﬂEhhlp of projects hosted in their countries and apply directly to receive funds
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Should the number of neighbouring partner countries be increased / decreased / not changed?
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Is the Erasmus+ programme open to the right target group from Neighbouring Partner Countries,

or do other target groups need to be included? Do you see a need to open / reformulate
cooperation to other kind of organisations / bodies?

Target group should be the same for all Erasmus+ Youth in Action programme,
and as it is already very broad, there is no need to further expand it.

Maybe Roma youth should be

more tlearlyintluded?® ‘ ‘

Right target group is reached
(youth and youth workers), but the

' scope can be broaden.
aL @

There is a need to have at least v The target group should be
One contact person in each the same for all the
neighbouring country for better _ o programme, and there is
promotion of the programme, ~ National youth policies’ in need to reformulate it in

support to NAs, etc. partner countries should be oeneral everywhere.
@ further supported, so the @

youth work sector is

enhanced. @
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