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Opinion 

Title DG EAC - IA accompanying the Council Recommendation on 
Youth on the Move: Increasing opportunities for learning 
mobility 

(draft version of 19 March 2010) 

(A) Context 

The Youth on the Move (YoM) is a flagship EU initiative which is part of the Europe 
2020 Strategy. The potential contribution of mobility to the development of their learning 
and skills of young people has been discussed in several Council conclusions and in the 
work of the High Level Expert Forum on Mobility in 2008. Mobility goals are also part 
of the Bologna Process (inter-governmental co-operation in higher education). In 2001 
the Council adopted a Recommendation on mobility within the Community for students, 
persons undergoing training, volunteers, teachers and trainers, which needs to be updated. 

In autumn 2010 the Commission intends to adopt a package of initiatives on youth 
mobility. It will include an overarching 'Youth on the move' Communication and a 
proposal for a new Council Recommendation. This impact assessment provides the 
analysis to support the Recommendation. An integrated YoM Programme will be 
prepared for 2014-20 and will be subject to a separate impact assessment. 

(B) Overall assessment 

The Board is of the view that the report should demonstrate much better the 
intervention logic of the initiative and justify more convincingly the need for and 
value added of further EU action. In particular, the report needs to provide a more 
focussed problem definition, indicating concretely which elements of the existing 
policy framework have worked and which have not, and what the new emerging 
challenges are. The policy objectives should reflect all the identified problems. The 
description, assessment and comparison of the options needs to be developed to 
indicate clearly what the redesigned or new elements of the initiative are, and to 
demonstrate how these would better achieve the policy objectives. Finally, the 
report should explain how the uptake of the Recommendation by the Member 
States can be further enhanced. 

Given the nature of these recommendations, the Board asks DG Education and 
Culture to resubmit a new version of the report, on which it will issue a new 
opinion. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Refocus the problem definition. First, the report should give a clear overview of the 
elements of the baseline scenario which have worked (e.g. progress in recognition of 
qualification, success of EU programmes) and those which have not (e.g. portability of 
financial support, social security issues), and analyse why. In this context the problem 
definition should also clarify why the monitoring arrangements of the 2001 
Recommendation were considered to be ineffective. Secondly, the report should discuss 
in more detail the new opportunities (ICT developments, new partnerships) as well as the 
challenges (impact of current crisis, new impetus of the social dimension), which have 
emerged in the last 10 years. Thirdly, it should explain the reasons for the uneven 
distribution of the flows of young people between the Member States, such as language 
preferences or perceptions about the quality of education. 

(2) Articulate better the link between the problems, objectives and options. The 
report should demonstrate what the value added of the initiative is, and how it will 
concretely improve the existing situation. To do so, all the main problems should be 
reflected in the objectives. For example, currently the objectives do not include the 
intention to support the participation of young people from disadvantaged backgrounds, 
nor do they mention the need to enable better comparison of progress between the 
Member States. Secondly, the report should be more specific about the major elements of 
the two general policy-change options ('New Council Recommendation' and 'Open 
Method of Co-ordination'), discuss the potential impacts of these elements and 
demonstrate how effectively and efficiently they would tackle the identified problems. 

(3) Discuss how the uptake of the Recommendation by the Member States can be 
improved. Given that the report mentions that the 2001 Recommendation has largely 
fallen into disuse, it should explain why this happened. It should clarify what has changed 
since then in terms of political commitment and what measures are foreseen to improve 
the uptake of the new Recommendation by the Member States. In particular, the report 
should clarify how the 'mobility scoreboard' (monitoring framework within Option 2 
'New Council Recommendation') would be set up, how the specific indicators for the 
scoreboard would be agreed and what would be the related administrative burdens. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The report should be accompanied by an executive summary as a separate document, 
following the structure provided in the Annex 4 of the Impact Assessment Guidelines. In 
addition, the report should follow more concisely the structure suggested by the 
Guidelines, avoid repetitions, and always explain the abbreviations used (or add a 
glossary). 
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