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National Agency for Erasmus+ Youith in Action in Germany 

 

1) Old vs New - Do you have an experience with the previous programme, has anything 
changed for you, do you find the new programme improved? 

From the point of view of a National Agency in Erasmus+ Youth in Action (JUGEND für 
Europa) the biggest difference between the LLP and Erasmus+ is 

 The loss of user-friendliness and additional administrative burden for applicants 
as well as for NAs as regards 

o Access to the programme: registration procedures are over complex 
(ECAS, URF not only compulsory for applicants but also for partners) 

o Application: harmonized procedures do not fit for all sectors  
o Reporting: Tools are not in place in time and too complex (mobility tool). 

 The structure according to key activities 
o Standardized and unified procedures do not take into account the 

specifics and characteristics of the different sectors involved in the 
programme. This results in a lack of clarity and orientation for potential 
beneficiaries.  

 

2) Pros / Cons of the New - Do you encounter any problems accessing the grants or 
information? What are the benefits and what are the shortcomings of the new 
Programme? 

Benefits 

 There is a separate youth chapter which aims a more linked with the 
development of youth work and youth policy in Europe and the priorities of the 
European cooperation in the youth field. The youth chapter has a clearly 
separated budget, which guarantees the budget and its development for the next 
years. 

 There is a significant budgetary increase over the seven years for the Youth in 
Action part of the programme. 

 The Strategic Partnerships haven’t been part of the old Youth in Action 
programme. Here the youth sector has got a new and valuable opportunity to 
support the development of youth work in Europe. 

 The cross-sectoral approach of Erasmus+ fosters and encourages cooperation of 
the different sectors. This can be linked with the cross-sectorial character of 
youth policy. 



Shortcomings 

 The programme merger led to a  perception of the programme which is less 
linked to the priorities of youth policy and the practice of youth work, but more 
to overall and for our target groups too abstract EU policy targets (like Europe 
2020). Although the aims of the youth chapter are clearly kinked with youth 
policy and youth work, the yearly work programme for the implementation of 
Erasmus+ is lacking of youth policy priorities. This is also reflected in the 
discussions of the programme committee, which offers no space for discussions 
about the link between programme and youth policy.  

 As a part of a bigger programme the youth sector and the Youth in Action chapter 
and their specifities are less visible and more difficult to understand.  Although 
Youth in Action is a separate chapter in the programme, this is not mirrored in 
the programme guide, where it is very hard to find those funding opportunities, 
which are relevant for our target groups.  

 Standardized procedures in all sectors to not take into account the specific 
features and characteristics of the sectors. One size does definitely not fit all! This 
leads to problems of acceptance.  

 Promised simplifications for applicants through the introduction of 3 standardized 
key actions could not be realized. In contrary, there is additional administrative 
burden for all partners involved. Application procedures are too complex and 
complicated. There are too many different, non-harmonized and insufficiently 
functioning IT tools, which have to be used. Administrative processes are much 
longer than before.  

 Experienced beneficiaries are partly turning away from the programme. The 
higher complexity, missing transparency and increased administrative burden 
makes it much more difficult to interest new beneficiaries. There is a clear 
tendency away from unexperienced and small organizations to bigger institutions 
with administrative experiences and capacities. Youth initiatives as initiatives of 
informal groups of young people are nearly non-existing anymore.  

 The idea of an integrated approach for all target groups results in fact rather in an 
exclusion of specific groups of participants. The programme does not offer 
enough specific funding mechanism for specifically dedicated project for young 
people with special needs and fewer opportunities for.  

 Only for the last years of the program a significant growth of funds is provided. 
This growth would previously have been necessary. 

 National priorities, which would allow to link more than now the implementation 
of the programme to the national realities and needs, are missing. 

 
 


