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1. PARTICIPANTS

National Agencies : Sofie Cloostermans (BEfl), Kristine Larsen (DK), Madeleine Schmeder (FR), Emilie Guillaume (FR), Des Burke (IRL), Milena Posnik (PL), Asa Gustafson (SE)
External experts : Thomas Croft (ATD Quart Monde), Michael Fähndrich (BAG JAW, DE), Maxime Apostolo (Pulsar, FR), Pascal Chaumette (Mission Locale de Roubaix, FR), Benoit Mida-Briot (JEMRA, Regional Network of Missions Locales Rhône-Alpes, FR), Sona Holubkova (Land of Harmony Foundation, SK), Katy Connolly (Bagillt Youth Center, UK), Nigel Engert (Somerset County Council – Social Services Department, UK).
SALTO Inclusion Resource Centre: Ann Hendriks, Tony Geudens

European Commission: Jens Mester (chair), Anna Kakoulidou (trainee), Marie-Laure Jonet and to different points of the agenda Jutta Koenig, Nadia Verbeeck-Hoeppe, Steve Rogers, Caterina Zanarelli
2. BACKGROUND AND MANDATE
In June 2003, the programme committee had approved the prolongation of the inclusion strategy until the end of the YOUTH programme in 2006. The Commission had presented at this occasion a document on a refined concept of young people with fewer opportunities and the state of play of the inclusion strategy and had provided implementation guidelines. Furthermore, the intention had been communicated to the committee to convene the inclusion working group to discuss achievements and challenges and propose – if needed – improvements of the inclusion strategy and its implementation guidelines. 
Following the mid-term evaluation of the programme the Commission confirmed its intention to leave the current and the future programme accessible to all young people without discrimination. In general, specific efforts for the inclusion of young people with fewer opportunities into the programme should be continued and - under the new programme- young people with fewer opportunities, may be considered in modular fashion to be a priority in the implementation of the Actions.
3. results of the Working Group
3.1 Confirmation of general achievements and challenges of the inclusion strategy

The Commission presented the document “Inclusion Strategy for the YOUTH programme 2002-2003”, which had been submitted to the programme committee in June 2003 as well as the related implementation guidelines of the strategy. The working group was informed about the most recent figures on inclusion projects for the year 2003 (share of granted inclusion projects in relation to all granted projects per Action): 
Action 1: 



38%; 
Action 2 (long-term and short-term): 
16%; 
Action 2 (only short-term): 

7% 
Action 3 Group Initiatives: 

47%; 

Action 3 Networking projects: 

42%, 
Action 3 Future Capital: 
16% (approx. 7% of all inclusion EVS projects were followed by a Future Capital! 

Action 5: 

33% 
Total (2003)

26%
The working group regretted that despite the overall commitment of Commission, programme countries, National Agencies and promoters and important quantitative and qualitative developments, the percentage of inclusion projects in Action 2 remains too low. However, the group saw a potential to improve this situation.
Participants expressed their expectations towards the working group, which largely corresponded to the points on the agenda. Only one additional aspect was put on the agenda: participation of young people with fewer opportunities in the policy-making process.
3.2 Specific achievements and challenges per Action (workshops and report to the plenary)
The working group was separated into different workshops, which elaborated general and specific recommendations for the strategy, which should also be reflected in a new version of the implementation guidelines as well as in the workplans of the National Agencies and the Commission:


General

· More targeted information on the programme as a tool in the pathway of young people with fewer opportunities
·  the activities aimed at promoting the Youth Programme should be better targeted to social/youth workers and other multipliers (or possibly to young people with fewer opportunities directly)

· Improved best practice exchange
· Favouring longer term partnerships for inclusion activities because well-established partnerships are a main condition for quality inclusion work.

· Improvement of the cross-Action dimension in the programme and of a general step-by-step approach (not focus only on links between Action 1 and 2)
· Introduction of a cross-programme dimension and creation of possible bridges to other inclusion programmes at European, national, regional and local levels.
· Increase the participation of external inclusion experts in the selection committees.
· Importance to nominate a person in charge of inclusion in each National Agency.

· Improving capacity building, training and networking at all levels.
· Better and coherent monitoring and evaluation methods; specific indicators have to be defined.

Action 1
· The high importance and accessibility of this Action in terms of inclusion was confirmed
· Continuous emphasis on bilateral exchanges for this target group
· Training on national and international level

· Information of small local organisations and informal youth groups

Action 2:
· Specific inclusion efforts need to continue in this Action
· The short-term strand has to be maintained and reinforced
· Group and individual project formats should remain possible in the short-term strand
· creating stronger links between short-term and subsequent or parallel long-term projects
· Introduction of the possibility to replace volunteers who dropped out with new volunteers in order to avoid a cancellation of the whole project
· Maintenance and reinforcement of the triangle of partners (volunteer, the hosting and the sending organisation), specifically for inclusion EVS projects because collaboration between sending organisation and hosting organisation is necessary and  preparation and follow-up must be ensured on the sending side.
· Maintenance of the flexible interpretation of the upper age limit: young people with fewer opportunities who are up to 30 years shall continue participating in EVS
· Coherent implementation of the Advanced Planning Visits (APVs) by all National Agencies. APVs cannot be refused in inclusion EVS projects! 
· The forthcoming reform of Host Expressions of Interest (HEI) as of January 2005 will improve the accessibility and user-friendliness of EVS. The new HEI form should request information on the experience of the hosting organisation, the specific target group, the aims, the motivations, the methods, the accessibility as well as the existence of experienced pedagogical/professional staff. 
· NAs shall provide systematic and tailor-made support to the promoters of inclusion projects at all stages of the project cycle. To do this effectively, NAs must have the expertise in a wide range of special needs (social exclusion, physical disability, sensory impairment, learning difficulties and mental health problems) or be able to access it externally.
· Opening up of the EVS short-term database of approved host projects (i.e. abandoning the password protection) and merging it with the long-term database.
· The possibility should be examined whether young volunteers could carry out a voluntary activity already in the sending country before going abroad as a preparatory activity in an EVS project
· The usefulness of pre-departure linguistic training (eligible under exceptional costs) for volunteers with fewer opportunities was confirmed
Action 3
· The high importance and accessibility of this Action in terms of inclusion was confirmed.
· The role and assistance offered by youth workers /advisors is considered as important and has to be better recognised and pointed out in the User’s Guide (with limits of support in order to avoid projects prepared by youth workers and organizations as a part of their work plan)
· COM is invited to reflect on specific additional support for assistance provided by youth workers/advisors/shadow coordinators. The need for this should be taken into consideration when conceiving new funding rules for Action 3
· Information on Future Capital should be improved during EVS projects (e.g. during EVS volunteer trainings, sending organisation, and hosting organisation, clarification about its use, for example short-term EVS volunteers can benefit from a Future Capital etc.)
Action 5, training and networking
· The high importance of this Action for improving quality and quantity of inclusion projects was confirmed

· Information, motivation, networking, partner-finding and training activities under Action 5 are useful tools for the preparation and the variability of inclusion projects. NAs should actively stimulate youth workers to use the existing tools 

· Beyond the boundaries of individual projects, COM, NAs and SALTO Inclusion should increase their efforts to maintain networks of inclusion resource people
· An improved communication and preparation of promoters as well as involvement of NAs with regard to Action 5 innovation projects (former XL-projects) are recommended.
· It is essential that NAs seek external expertise to ensure that Action 5 is inclusive.

· Under the Action 5 innovation call for proposals the focus on inclusion should be maintained and should allow for experimentation with new approaches, methodologies and project formats (e.g. combination of different Actions).
· Support national working/advisory groups on inclusion (e.g. through NAs’ own activities)
· Proposal to increase the percentage of financing support of quality and innovation projects in Action 5 (activity 9) from 50 to 75% - it is the direct tool for organisations to work on projects that benefit young people with fewer opportunities. It gives the possibility to the organisation to work on preparing good, targeted information for different disadvantaged groups and work with them directly towards improving the quality of the projects. Some participants recommended to lower the maximum amount of the grant (10.000 Euro instead of 20.000 Euros). So far there are very few projects from activity 9 in most of the countries.
· The current Action 5 – Innovation projects (former Action 5 Large Scale projects) should be made more accessible for grass-roots organisations, which should be reflected in appropriate eligibility criteria and periods between publication of a call and application deadline. The inclusion priority should continue being a priority in these project types.

3.3 Procedural flexibility

The working group agreed on the importance of an increased procedural flexibility as one possibility among others to boost inclusion EVS. This challenge had already been identified in the mid-term evaluation of the programme and in the EVS working group. The strongly structured selection process was considered as counterproductive to reaching a higher share of young people with fewer opportunities in EVS. Despite the existence of five application deadlines per year, participants expressed their concern that the waiting period of several months between the application deadline and the actual earliest possible start of the project as defined by the User’s Guide is too long and often discouraging for the young people with fewer opportunities in EVS, especially those facing social obstacles. 
Moreover, some of the participants stressed the too dominant selective approach – as opposed to a more supportive approach from NAs/COM, which has negative effects on the inclusiveness of the programme and particularly EVS. The supportive role of NAs should therefore be reinforced and only paper-based assessments of projects be complemented by direct contact.

The group was split about the scope of applying a new flexibility: either to all EVS inclusion projects or only to short-term EVS inclusion projects.

COM drew the attention to the need of ensuring fair, coherent and transparent selections when granting projects. This is clearly stated in the Financial Regulation. Deadlines and earliest possible project starts – as defined in the User’s Guide - help to ensure the coherence of the programme. Furthermore they take into account the need for a good administrative management of projects from COM and NA side. COM underlined that additional flexibility could undermine the administrative capacities of NAs and put at risk the coherence of the programme. 
Nevertheless, the financial regulation would still be respected if the deadlines for inclusion projects on the one hand and the earliest possible project start on the other hand would be brought closer to the date of the regular selection committee meeting. COM would now need to decide on whether or not to propose such a procedural flexibilisation to the programme committee and how this would be limited in scope and time. For the purpose on boosting inclusion EVS to similar levels than the other Actions, COM estimated that the shortest possible period which is feasible in administrative terms for NAs would be approx. 6 weeks between deadline and project start (compared to approx. 3-6 months today).
In more general terms, most of the participants proposed to introduce also a flexibility to the budget, e.g. a contingency reserve for all Actions, in order to take into account unforeseen events, crisis and resulting additional costs. COM reminded participants that a limited transfer between budget items or even contract amendments are already possible. Furthermore the item exceptional cost provides sufficient room for including costs linked to the special needs of young people. However, the group insisted that the current possibilities would need to be extended in order to quickly and effectively cope with unforeseen problems and costs linked to the special needs of young people. COM was invited to communicate to NAs how to proceed in cases where special needs are discovered only during the project and have not been budgeted. A speedy coverage of these extra costs should be aimed at according to participants.

3.4 Coherence and transparency in the selection of inclusion projects 
The working group identified the “keys for success” of an inclusion project in two distinct workshops, one with experts-participants and the other with the representatives from NAs. It was proposed to reflect these keys for success better in the inclusion implementing guidelines, the User’s Guide and in application/final report forms. NAs had also prepared some recommendations as a result of an informal NA meeting on inclusion in Marly-le-Roi on 6-8 May 2004. These recommendations have been treated in different points on the agenda (e.g. introduction of the tutorat renforcé in EVS).

The group was not in favour of establishing an overview on national priority target groups among young people with fewer opportunities.
During the report to the plenary, it was noticed that both experts and NAs had very similar views on good quality inclusion projects. The importance of a well-established partnership was especially highlighted. (For the keys of success: see annex).
3.5 Special needs of young people/exceptional costs

Exceptional costs

The working group agreed on the importance of the exceptional costs’ budget item (Action 1 and 2 and certain activities under Action 5) to the support of the special needs of young people. It was agreed that it offers an excellent frame for dealing with a large variety of special needs of young people with fewer opportunities. It should not be further refined in terms of what kinds of costs are eligible or not. This has to be seen on a case-by-case basis by the respective selection committee as before in accordance with the User’s Guide and the implementation guidelines.

However, it was recommended that the future User’s Guide should not exclude any kind of costs related to special needs. In consequence this would also mean to consider translation and interpretation costs (sign and minority languages included) as eligible if they occur on certain occasions (i.e. not continuously) in a project and are justified and related to the special needs of the person in question. A strong recommendation was also to introduce a top-up possibility for covering 90% or 100% of the international travel under for participants with fewer opportunities under Actions 1 and 5.
For Action 3 the group recommended to take into account appropriate funding for special needs when devising new funding rules for 2005. The Polish NA will take the lead to consult with others and make a proposal on this within still before the summer break.
Concerning Action 5, the User’s Guide criterion was appreciated that exceptional costs could cover the special needs of all participants (not only of young people with fewer opportunities, but also of youth workers etc. with fewer opportunities). 

Tutorat renforcé in EVS
The French National Agency, represented by Madeleine Schmeder and Emilie Guillaume, presented the practice and the positive results of the tutorat renforcé/reinforced tutorship. Its use has led to a considerable increase in quantity and quality of inclusion EVS projects in France. 

The reinforced tutorship has been experimented and practised by the French NA for two years now. A fixed amount is granted to the sending organisation (460€ for the whole project) and to the hosting organisation (230€/month, limited to 6 months in the case of a long term project hosting a person in difficulty). These fixed amounts are used to provide the tailor-made personal/pedagogical support to the volunteer during the preparation, implementation and follow-up of the project. It does not replace the budget item exceptional costs, which continues covering other special needs of the volunteer. 
Using such a fixed amount for the personal support is based on the assumption that every organisation dealing with the target group has certain fixed costs for ensuring a proper personal support. The reinforced tutorship is granted only if its use during all phases of the project is well explained and justified in a narrative way at application and final report level. It would abandon the need for justification with invoices, bills or receipts at final report level and therefore facilitate the administration of the project. It therefore can be considered as an additional incentive, both in financial terms and in terms of recognition of their inclusion efforts, for organisations working with the target group. It would also lead to a stronger commitment and responsibility of sending organisations, which have a crucial part to play in inclusion EVS. 
The working group recognised the “tutorat renforcé” as one important option among others to increase the number and quality of inclusion projects in European Voluntary Service. Its general extension to all programme countries as of 2005 was recommended.

COM will examine the possibility of such a general extension. In case of the introduction of the reinforced tutorship, COM would determine the appropriate level of the standard fixed amount based on the amounts applied in France (see above). The usual +/- 33% adaptation of this fixed amount by NAs could be applied. Its use shall not be made conditional on a special partnership between applicant and NA/COM (as it existed in the French pilot project), but its coherent and transparent use must be ensured. Another important principle to be respected and monitored by NAs is that of non-profit making.
3.6 Best practice and tools – How to share them more effectively?

The working group discussed the exchange of best practice and pedagogical tools as well as the role of the SALTO Inclusion Resource Center. 

Continuing visibility events such as the European Youth week of 2003 – with an element or focus on inclusion - was strongly recommended. The T-kit “Social Inclusion” was considered as an excellent tool both in conceptual and practical terms. COM informed about the forthcoming publication of an inspirational booklet on inclusion. The French National Agency has experienced an evaluation seminar (organised by an organisation that deals with young people with fewer opportunities) which was focused on the impact of youth exchanges. Such seminars could help to spread best practice in terms of inclusion and promote the programme as an inclusion tool.
The group recommended examining whether the Technical Assistance Office/SOS Volunteer Helpdesk could collect and disseminate lessons learned from problematic inclusion projects in all Actions in view of improving crisis management capacities of promoters and NAs. The information and best practice exchange between the centralised and decentralised levels should be improved. When producing information material, young people with fewer opportunities should be actively involved.
SALTO Inclusion Resource Center (Tony Geudens and Ann Hendriks) presented its activities. It aims to develop, collect and disseminate a wide range of useful resources for the facilitation and improvement of inclusion projects. Currently SALTO provides the following

· Training Opportunities for Inclusion workers in the ‘European Training Calendar’. SALTO Inclusion organises training courses on different topics and target groups (usually twice a year).

· Online Resources for Inclusion projects via the ‘Toolbox for Training’

· Experienced trainers and resource persons for inclusion in the ‘Trainers Online for Youth’ database

· Commented ‘Link List’ to online resources for Inclusion

· Regular Newsletter on Inclusion to promote the latest activities, resources and developments in the field

· National Agencies can freely use these SALTO resources in their work with Inclusion projects (to support, to inspire, to motivate, to improve quality, etc). 

· The results and tools used or developed by SALTO are made available, e.g. on the website www.salto-youth.net/inclusion, via the SALTO Inclusion Newsletter and in other publications. 

The role of SALTO was recognised and appreciated by the members of the working group. Furthermore, participants proposed to extend the activities of SALTO Inclusion to the following:
· Increased and innovative use of virtual possibilities to develop the SALTO website into a virtual ‘Inclusion-Platform’ where inclusion workers can communicate, exchange understandings, share resources, inform each other and do online-networking. This virtual platform could also be used in the preparation and follow-up of SALTO and NA training courses on Inclusion to enhance the learning and support for the outcomes from courses. 

· SALTO could play a role in creating opportunities for physical networking between different inclusion practitioners (e.g. on a European networking event such as “Bridges for Inclusion”.
· Increase the publication of best practice examples of inclusion projects at all levels.

· Increase the frequency and capacity of SALTO inclusion training courses and continuously monitor their impact and multiplier effects.
· Link different existing partner-finding databases with the SALTO website and examine the possibility of establishing an integrated European partner-finding database to take into account the big need for networking in the field of inclusion. This database in order to be effective needs to take into account the different special needs, so that organisations and individuals seeking projects can identify them as easily and simply as possible.
3.7 Special needs of organisations

Mr. Michael Fähndrich (BAG JAW, which coordinated several ENVOL-projects over the past years) presented the needs of organisations and networks working with young people with fewer opportunities. The working group agreed that the relevant issues had been treated already within the other points on the agenda. Mr. Fähndrich referred to a comparative evaluation of centralised EVS inclusion projects (ENVOL, Step-by-Step and Creative Cooperations) and the recommendations of these three networks (see: http://www.avso.org/en/Documents/3Net_final.pdf). The creation and consolidation of networks should continue being possible under the YOUTH programme. Strong arguments for appropriate network-support were the high quality of partnerships, the positive impact on capacity-building, a strong monitoring and support system, a less cumbersome administration, a certain flexibility in the sending and hosting of young people, a stronger conceptual diversity, a greater potential for innovation and greater sustainability. The group agreed that proximity and accessibility can and need to be ensured also within these networks. The exchange of information between centralised and decentralised inclusion projects needs to be reinforced. 
3.8    Monitoring and measuring inclusion

COM explained the need to develop targets and indicators in order to improve the monitoring and evaluation, also to demonstrate the effectiveness of the inclusion efforts towards policy-makers. COM recalled the aims of the strategy: to create a joint commitment to improve the accessibility of the programme to young people with fewer opportunities and to constantly improve the situation in quantitative and qualitative terms. A representative of the COM’s evaluation unit (Mr. Steve Rogers) explained different methodological approaches (quantitative, qualitative, managerial/political and classical (targets/indicators) and assisted the group in the brainstorming exercise that led to the proposal of quantitative and qualitative indicators:
(1) Number of participants with fewer opportunities (not only number of inclusion projects)
(2) Number of inclusion projects

(3) Type of obstacle that participants are facing (educational, social, economic, cultural, geographic, physical, mental).
(4) Inclusiveness of the project (e.g. mix of participants) 

(5) Success rate (i.e. share of granted inclusion projects of all submitted inclusion applications)
(6) Number of good inclusion projects, which fulfil the keys for success above average (e.g. good partnership, preparation, tailor-made support, follow-up etc.) 
(7) Acquired skills and competencies, which should then be integrated into a European certification and recognition system (e.g. Europass)

(8) The commitment of NAs and COM to implement the inclusion strategy in all its categories (information, motivation, action-related activities etc.), e.g. through the number and quality of national inclusion strategies, existence of inclusion-related working groups etc.
(9) The implication of external inclusion experts in selection panels.

(10) The extra-cost for inclusion projects (the working group estimated that this extra-cost lies at around + 2-5% per project).
A set of indicators, which also takes into account the achievements of the LEONARDO programme and related work done by youth NGOs, would be appreciated. Existing data such as final reports, statistics etc. should be better used. COM announced that in view of the final evaluation of the programme NAs should be prepared to deliver precise information on their inclusion efforts and that COM would work out a final set of indicators.
In order to measure the longer-term impact and multiplier effects of inclusion projects a long-term study on a sample of former participants should be foreseen. However, this would be rather costly. Interesting aspects to evaluate would be the influence of the project on the young person’s pathway or the degree of inclusion into society reached. A life-story survey was considered as useful.

3.9 Bridges to other Actions of the YOUTH programme and to local/regional/national/European inclusion programme

As already highlighted in other points on the agenda, the working group was in favour of a reinforced cross-action dimension of the programme which could facilitate the inclusion efforts. The final aim of the work is to contribute to the social and professional inclusion of young people, especially regarding their financial autonomy.
Concerning a possible cross-programme dimension Mr. Benoit Mida-Briot from the Regional network of Regional network of Missions Locales of Rhône-Alpes in France, presented the successful work done by this network in combining different European formal and non-formal education programmes and regional insertion schemes, while gearing them to the individual pathway of the young persons in question. 
In view of the new programme, the working group appreciated the intention of COM to support partnerships with regional and local entities and promote the combination and synergies of different Actions and inclusion programmes at all levels.

3.10 Inclusion of young people with fewer opportunities in Policy-Making
This additional point was added on the agenda on request of participants. It was appreciated that youth and active citizenship figure high on the political agenda, especially since the White Paper on Youth has been adopted by the Commission in 2001. Nevertheless some participants regretted that in the consultation processes and in events like the Youth Convention, traditional formats of political debate and decision-making would not allow for adequate involvement of young people with fewer opportunities. On the contrary, these formats would intimidate them and reinforce their feeling of being excluded. It was therefore recommended that in terms of preparation, methodology and formats this kind of events and EU support to participation take better into account the needs, interests and possibilities of young people with fewer opportunities. 
3.11 Follow-up

Based on the working group’s recommendations, the Commission will draw up an action plan and examine the feasibility of the different options. Corresponding proposals will be submitted to the programme committee for information and adoption in view of the second half of the programme and beyond 2006.
The Commission took note of the interest of participants for more regular exchanges on the inclusion strategy and might convene the working group again before the end of the current programme in order to take stock of the effects of the improved inclusion strategy since 2004 and to prepare the ground for the new programme after 2006.


ANNEX to the Inclusion Working Group Report 2004

1. “Keys for success” - general:

· Well-established partnership: adequate description of the organisations’ partnerships as well as joint activities
· Clear analysis of the profile and the specific needs of the young people involved
· Impact of the project on the personal and professional pathway of the young person. All organisations have to mention the needed steps for the follow-up phase of the project such as possible links with local, regional or national inclusion programme etc.

· Pedagogical competence and possibly inclusion experience of the involved partner organisations, mentioning past or current appropriate training
· Active involvement of the young person 

· A supportive approach to promoters and young people with fewer opportunities from the National Agencies in all phases before, during and after the project.
· The contents, methods and support during all phases of the project have to be adapted to the profile and the special needs of young people with fewer opportunities (tailor–made projects).

· The learning potential and achievements have to be identified

· Linguistic preparation and support should be provided.

· Possibly the results of the project have to be made visible and shared with others.
2. “Keys for success” – well established partnership

· Regular communication and compatibility among partners concerning the aims, objectives, approaches and methods of inclusion.
· In a broader sense, project partners and other relevant partners of the local context (family, school, municipality etc.) should agree - preferably in a signed written document – on their commitment and respective responsibilities before, during and after the project.

· Joint activities (e.g. Advance Planning Visit) shall prepare the ground for the partnership and the project itself.
· Communication of information and best practice exchange between different networks/partnerships at different levels.
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