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PROCEDURAL PAGE

By letter of 8 April 2002, the Court of Auditors forwarded to Parliament Special Report No 
2/2002 on the Socrates and Youth for Europe Community action programmes 
(2002/2125(COS)).

At the sitting of 10 June 2002 the President of Parliament announced that he had referred the 
special report to the Committee on Budgetary Control as the committee responsible and the 
Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport for its opinion (C5-0257/2002).

The Committee on Budgetary Control appointed Brigitte Langenhagen rapporteur at its 
meeting of 16 April 2002.

It considered the special report and the draft report at its meetings of 9 September, 16 October   
and 4 November 2002.

At the last meeting it adopted the motion for a resolution unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Diemut R. Theato, chairman; Herbert Bösch, Paulo 
Casaca, vice-chairmen; Brigitte Langenhagen, rapporteur; Generoso Andria, María Antonia 
Avilés Perea, Juan José Bayona de Perogordo, Helmut Kuhne, John Joseph McCartin (for 
Christopher Heaton-Harris), Eluned Morgan, Heide Rühle (for Bart Staes), Ole Sørensen and 
Gabriele Stauner.

The opinion of the Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport is attached.

The report was tabled on 7 November 2002.
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MOTION FOR A RESOLUTION

European Parliament resolution on Special Report No 2/2002 of the Court of Auditors 
on the Socrates and Youth for Europe Community action programmes (C5-0257/2002 – 
2002/2125(COS))

The European Parliament,

– having regard to Special Report No 2/2002 of the Court of Auditors (C5-0257/20021),

– having regard to its resolutions of 28 February 2002  on implementation of the Socrates 
and Youth for Europe programmes2,

– having regard to the basic decisions on the Socrates Community action programme and on 
the third phase of the Youth for Europe programme3,

– having regard to the Treaty establishing the European Community, and in particular 
Article 149 thereof,

– having regard to Rule 47.2 and 163 of its Rules of Procedure,

– having regard to the report of the Committee on Budgetary Control and the opinion of the 
Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport (A5-0386/2002),

A. whereas the following aims of Community action are set forth in Article 149(2) of the Treaty 
establishing the European Community: encouraging mobility of students and teachers, 
promoting cooperation between educational establishments, developing exchanges of 
information and experience on issues common to the education systems of the Member 
States, encouraging the development of youth exchanges and encouraging the development 
of distance education,

B. whereas it is the responsibility of the European Parliament to grant discharge to the 
Commission for management of the annual budget,

C. whereas the allocations for the five-year programmes (1995-1999) were EUR 920 million 
(Socrates) and EUR 126 million (Youth for Europe), excluding the resources allocated for 
the associated countries, 

D. whereas the duration of the programmes was extended to cover the period 2000-2006 and 
they now have € 1850 m (Socrates) and € 520 m (Youth for Europe) in funding,

1. Stresses the importance of transnational cooperation between educational establishments 
for growing mutual respect and understanding among Europe's citizens, such cooperation 
laying the foundations for acceptance of European integration;

1 OJ C 136 E, 7.6.2002 p.37.
2 P5_TA (2002)0087 and 0089 .
3 OJ L 87, 20.4.1995.
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2. Therefore expressly welcomes the fact that about 90% of the available funding was utilised; 
notes, however, that that is a purely quantitative yardstick;

3. Wishes, accordingly, to find out from the Commission what qualitative results the 
evaluation produced;

4. Sets great store, as one arm of the budgetary authority, by effective use of the funding in 
accordance with the programmes' objectives;

5. Regrets, in this connection, that the European Court of Auditors did not submit its report 
until 2002, although the audit results relate to the audit period 1995-1999; notes, however, that 
one of the main reasons for the delay was the late submission of the evaluation report by the 
Commission; 6. Notes that defects in the implementation of the first phase of the Socrates 
programme - such as the late issue of contracts between the Commission and the National 
Agencies, unwarranted delay in the payment of grants, the absence of joint actions to maximise 
synergies between different Community programmes in the field of education, and 
shortcomings in information management systems - have continued to hinder the 
implementation since 2000 of the second phase of the programme; 7. Notes that defects 
in the implementation of the 'Youth for Europe' programme - such as the inability of the 
Commission to supply consistent figures on implementation, unwarranted delay in payment of 
grants, inadequate cooperation by the Commission with the Member States and their national 
agencies, the unsatisfactory level of participation by disadvantaged young people, 
disproportionately high administrative costs, and lengthy procedures for the approval of project 
proposals - have continued to hinder the implementation since 2000 of the Youth programme; 
8. Takes note with considerable concern, therefore, of the critical comments in Special 

Report No 2/2002 of the Court of Auditors1:

'Design weaknesses

III. The two programmes Socrates (paragraphs 1 to 14) and Youth for Europe (YfE) 
(paragraphs 15 to 18) both suffer from shortcomings in their design. The design of the 
Socrates programme, in particular, is complex, with a heterogeneous array of 38 actions, 
sub-actions and measures. In consequence the programme was interpreted in different ways 
and cooperation between the Member States became more complicated. Likewise, the 
absence of definitions of criteria and parameters has made it difficult to evaluate the results 
obtained following implementation of the programmes. Furthermore, the design did not 
include an appropriate framework for producing synergy from the various Community 
programmes. …

V. The delegation of responsibilities to the TAO gave rise to weaknesses which the Court 
was to come across repeatedly: irregularities in the delegation of responsibility, both with 
regard to the principle of delegation and the form its implementation took, various 
confusions of interest and risks for the Community’s assets, and the costly nature of the 
management. The situations which arose from this were, however, nothing like as serious 
as those encountered in other Community programmes (paragraphs 25 to 36).

VI. With regard to the decentralised actions, their implementation suffered both from the 

1 OJ C 136, 7.6.2002, pp. 3-4.
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absence of a legal framework setting out the precise division of responsibilities between the 
Commission and the Member States and of an appropriate status for the NAs, which, in the 
majority of cases, did not have adequate means at their disposal to carry out the tasks 
entrusted to them (paragraphs 39 to 51).

Delays and shortcomings in implementation
VII. Because of the time required by the legislator to adopt the relevant decisions, the start 
of the two programmes was delayed and there were delays in the implementation of new 
actions because of the lack of structures and of an appropriate information policy 
(paragraphs 19 and 21). The cumbersome nature of the management system caused 
additional delays in implementation of the programmes, the main consequence of which 
was to make achievement of the general objective of prefinancing the projects illusory. In 
fact, the beneficiaries sometimes did not receive Community aid until after the projects had 
been carried out. The accumulated delays made it impossible to close the actions by the 
deadlines set in the financial framework agreements. The management of these agreements 
was, in general, inadequate (paragraphs 46 to 50). Implementation was hampered by the use 
of unsuitable IT network systems (paragraph 51).

VIII. Management shortcomings were found in the majority of the 27 NAs audited and, at 
the TAO, from the selection of projects to the monitoring of their implementation. These 
failings were aggravated by the lack of any genuine control and evaluation culture on the 
part of the managing bodies, both national (paragraphs 53 to 56) and Community 
(paragraphs 75 to 83). For instance, the audit identified several projects where the Court 
notified the European Anti-fraud Office (OLAF) of suspicions of fraud (paragraphs 74 and 
98). On a more general level, these weaknesses had negative consequences for the results 
and the overall impact of the measures (paragraphs 63 to 65, 80 to 83, 91 and 92), although 
they cannot always be quantified due to the absence of relevant statistical data. This is the 
case for the Youth for Europe programme, where it is impossible to verify whether the wish 
expressed by the European legislator, that help should be given to disadvantaged young 
people, has been fulfilled (paragraphs 17 and 68).

IX. Evaluation reports were delayed and their impact remains questionable. The contracting 
procedure and the management and monitoring of study and evaluation contracts revealed 
serious deficiencies and irregularities occurred at both Commission and contractors level 
(paragraphs 91 to 102).';

9. Considers unacceptable the fact that the overall amounts allocated from the general budget 
of the European Union for expenditure under the Socrates and Youth for Europe 
programmes are different from those given in the revenue and expenditure account and the 
balance sheet (point 8 of the ECA’s Special Report No 2/2002); 10. Calls therefore for 
the Commission to act on the Court of Auditors' recommendations without reservation and 
without delay:
 to replace the TAOs by Community public-law agencies;
 to clearly define the contractual relationship between the Commission and the national 

authorities;
 to ensure computerised accounting of commitment proposals and payment orders;
 to ascertain that the national authorities are provided with sufficient human, material 

and financial resources to perform effectively the tasks assigned to them;
 to define, together with national authorities, the practical administrative arrangements 
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(criteria, models, manuals etc.) relating to all aspects of the national agencies' 
management;

 to lay down rules for efficient checking of the final financial accounts for projects;
 to submit meaningful interim and final reports; and
 to fundamentally improve monitoring and evaluating actions and programmes;

11. Notes both the shortcomings in the design, management or implementation over the 
period 2000-2006 of the Socrates and Youth programmes and the Commission’s efforts to 
remedy them, and will seek, when it is presented with proposals for their continuation, to 
ensure the implementation of more effective management and simplified procedures 
(particularly for the grant of small subsidies); 12. Insists that the Commission say 
what Community public-law agencies will replace the TAOs;

13. Emphasises the responsibility of the national agencies for the conduct and financing of 
decentralised programmes;14. Also sets store by compliance with the prefinancing 
principle for the programmes;

15. Underscores the importance of ensuring access by disadvantaged young people to the 
activities promoted under the Youth for Europe programme;

16. Notes that the Court of Auditors reported seven suspected cases of fraud to the European 
Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) in connection with its report; points out that, in two cases, 
suspicions were not borne out, that, in two cases, the evaluation has not yet been completed 
and that, in the other three cases, investigations have been started; calls on OLAF to notify 
the Committee on Budgetary Control without delay about the results of the evaluation and 
investigations; 

 17. Would like information from the Commission on the implications, in terms of financial 
control of the programmes and actions, of converting 'old-style' auditing posts into 'new-
style' internal audit posts;

18. Recalls that monitoring and evaluation are basic and recurrent tasks of public 
administrations and that their systematic externalisation is incomprehensible and 
undesirable.

Stresses that, where the European Institutions feel that evaluations carried out by national 
and Community administrations, as well as by internal and external auditors, need to be 
supplemented by an external evaluation, the evaluation body must be selected on the basis 
of its skills and of its independence vis-à-vis the programme or the actions being evaluated. 

Calls upon the Commission, therefore, to phase out any ‘framework’ contract concluded 
with external bodies for the evaluation of the current programmes and to refrain from hiring 
any external body on a repeated basis for the purpose of evaluation.

Urges the Commission and the Member States, therefore, to refrain from hiring, for 
evaluation purposes, any external body that has had a previous contractual relationship with 
the Commission for the designing, monitoring or evaluating of actions or measures involved 
in these programmes. 
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19. Regards it as unacceptable that ex ante appraisals of the Socrates and Youth for Europe 
programmes for the period 2000-2006 were produced before the mid-term appraisals of the 
programmes for 1995-1999 were completed;

20. Gives advance notice that a decision on possibly extending the programmes and actions 
beyond 2006 can be taken only in the light of an evaluation of the measures under way;

21. Requests the Court of Auditors to pay particular attention to the Socrates and Youth for 
Europe programmes in its annual reports to enable a check to be made as to whether the 
Commission has rectified the shortcomings, which have arisen;

22. Insists that the Commission's planned interim reports be submitted on time and, 
furthermore, wishes to be notified each year about programme implementation;

23. Instructs its President to forward this resolution to the Commission, the Council, the 
governments of other countries participating in the programmes, the national parliaments 
concerned, the President of the European Court of Auditors and the Director of OLAF. 
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EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

BACKGROUND

1. The first phase of the Socrates programme (1995-1999) was 'intended to contribute to the 
development of quality education and an open European area for cooperation in education'. The 
key actions within the programme were Erasmus, which provided support for universities and 
student mobility, and Comenius, which was to encourage partnerships between schools. 
Ultimately, € 998 m was made available for the programme.

2. The Youth for Europe (YfE) programme was the Community's most important instrument 
for encouraging cooperation in the youth field. Five actions served to encourage youth 
exchanges and cooperation projects set up by young people. Particular attention was to be given 
to efforts to ensure access by disadvantaged young people to the activities under the 
programme. For YfE, € 141 m was made available.

3. Both Socrates and YfE ran from the start of 1995 to December 1999, both were managed by 
the Commission DG Education and Culture, and the Commission gave the task of implementing 
both programmes to a single technical assistance office (TAO) and national agencies in the 
participating countries.

THE COURT OF AUDITORS' REPORT

4. The Court carried out audits in the Commission DG Education and Culture, at the TAO 
assisting it with programme implementation, in seven Member States (France, Germany, 
Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain and the United Kingdom) and on final beneficiaries' 
premises. The audits focused on the decision-taking procedures relating to financial 
management and on the monitoring and evaluation procedures. The audited actions within the 
Socrates programme accounted for 76% of the programme's budget; the actions audited under 
YfE covered 75% of that programme's budget.

5. The Court acknowledges that both programmes have helped to bolster cooperation between 
universities in the European Union and in the other participating countries and have made 
multicultural exchange measures possible for young people. However, it also identified a 
number of weaknesses in the design and implementation of the programmes.

6. Design weaknesses: The two programmes were too complex. Socrates comprised no fewer 
than 38 actions, sub-actions and measures. As a result, the programme was interpreted in 
different ways by different agencies and cooperation between Member States was hampered. 
Neither the objectives of the programmes nor the criteria for measuring the extent to which they 
were realised were sufficiently clear. That hindered the Commission in making an effective 
appraisal of the programmes. Lastly, there was no appropriate framework for creating synergy 
with other Community programmes.

7. An inadequate implementation structure: For both programmes, the Commission 
managed about 30% of expenditure via the TAO ('centralised actions'). That turned out to be 
exceptionally costly, and there were irregularities with regard to delegation of responsibility, 
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potential conflicts of interest and risks for the Community's assets. Seventy percent of 
expenditure was managed by national agencies in participating countries ('decentralised 
actions'). However, there was no clear legal framework for dividing responsibilities between 
the Commission and national agencies, and, on occasion, the latter did not have the wherewithal 
to carry out their tasks properly.

8. Delays: The start of the two programmes was delayed because they were adopted late. That 
was aggravated by the lack of an appropriate information policy, complex implementation 
systems, inappropriate implementation of agreements and unsuitable IT network systems. 
Projects were seldom prefinanced; and, on occasion, beneficiaries did not receive Community 
aid until after projects had been completed.

9. Shortcomings in implementation: At every stage of implementation - from project selection 
to implementation monitoring - there were shortcomings at the TAO and in most national 
agencies. Neither the national agencies responsible for implementation nor the relevant 
Community departments deployed sufficient resources for control and evaluation purposes. The 
Court voiced suspicion of possible fraud in connection with some of the projects it audited, 
referring a number of them to OLAF.

10. Inappropriate evaluation: Commission management of evaluation contracts and 
evaluation by the contractors selected was inappropriate. Both the mid-term report and the final 
evaluation report on Socrates were published late. The YfE mid-term report, which was 
produced by a consultancy owned by a former director of the TAO, was also published late. 
The Decision on the YfE programme did not make a final report mandatory. The lack of clear 
target groups, performance indicators and regularly updated statistics hampered a quantitative 
evaluation of the programmes. The Court of Auditors did indeed find it hard to come to a 
judgment as to whether or not the programmes' objectives had been realised. The evaluation 
reports were completed so late that they were of no use for preparing the second phase of 
Socrates and the new Youth programme.
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10 September 2002   

OPINION OF THE COMMITTEE ON CULTURE, YOUTH, EDUCATION, THE 
MEDIA AND SPORT

for the Committee on Budgetary Control

on the Court of Auditors Special Report No. 2/2002 on the Socrates and Youth for Europe 
Community action programmes 
(C5-0257/2002 – 2002/2125(COS))

Draftsman: Doris Pack

PROCEDURE

The Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport appointed Doris Pack 
draftsman at its meeting of 3 June 2002.

It considered the draft opinion at its meeting of 10-11 July 2002 and 10 September 2002.

At the latter meeting it adopted the following conclusions unanimously.

The following were present for the vote: Vasco Graça Moura, acting chairman;  Mario Mauro, 
vice-chairman, Theresa Zabell, vice-chairman, Ruth Hieronymi (for Doris Pack, draftsman); 
Pedro Aparicio Sánchez, Christopher J.P. Beazley, Marielle de Sarnez, Marie-Hélène Gillig 
(for Lissy Gröner), Ulpu Iivari, Renzo Imbeni, Maria Martens, Pietro-Paolo Mennea, Barbara 
O'Toole, Roy Perry, Marieke Sanders-ten Holte, Stavros Xarchakos and Eurig Wyn. 
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SHORT JUSTIFICATION

BACKGROUND

1. The first phase of the SOCRATES programme aimed to 'contribute to the development 
of quality education' and an open European area for cooperation in education.  The most 
important actions within the programme were ERASMUS, which provided aid to universities 
and support for student mobility, and COMENIUS, which sought to promote school 
partnerships.  €998 million was eventually committed to the programme.

2. The 'Youth for Europe' (YFE) programme was the Community's special instrument for 
encouraging cooperation in the field of youth. Five actions promoted youth exchanges and 
cooperation projects set up by young people: special attention was to be paid to ensuring that 
disadvantaged young people had access to the activities organised under the programme. €141 
million was committed to YFE.

3. Both SOCRATES and YFE ran from early 1995 until December 1999; both were 
administered by DG Education and Culture (EAC); and the Commission delegated management 
of both to a single Technical Assistance Office (TAO) and National Agencies (NAs) in the 
participating countries.

THE COURT OF AUDITORS' REPORT

4. The Court carried out audits in Commission DG EAC, in the TAO which assisted it in 
the management of the two programmes, in seven Member States, in 27 NAs and on the 
premises of final beneficiaries.  The audits concentrated on decision-making procedures relating 
to financial management; and on monitoring and evaluation procedures.  The actions within the 
SOCRATES programme which were audited account for 76% of the programme's budget; those 
for YFE covered 75% of its budget.

5. The Court acknowledges that the two programmes 'contributed to a strengthening of 
cooperation between universities in the European Union and in the other participant countries 
and have made multicultural exchange activities possible for the benefit of young people'. 
However, it also identifies a number of weaknesses in the design and management of the 
programmes.

6. Design weaknesses: The two programmes were too complicated.  SOCRATES 
contained no fewer than 38 actions, sub-actions and measures: as a result, the programme was 
interpreted by different bodies in different ways and cooperation between Member States was 
hampered.  Neither the programmes' objectives, nor the criteria for measuring their attainment,  
were clear enough: this hindered effective evaluation of the programmes by the Commission.  
Finally, there was no appropriate framework to ensure synergy with other Community 
programmes.

7. A poor management structure: In the case of each programme, The Commission 
managed about 30% of expenditure through the TAO ('centralised' actions): this was 
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disproportionately costly and was marred by irregularities in the delegation of responsibility, 
potential conflicts of interest, and the placing of Community assets in jeopardy.  70% of 
expenditure was managed by NAs in the participating countries ('decentralised' actions).  But 
there was no clear legal framework for the division of responsibilities between the Commission 
and the NAs and the latter sometimes lacked the resources necessary to do their job properly.

8. Delays: The start of the two programmes was delayed by their late adoption: this 
was made worse by the absence of an appropriate information policy, complicated management 
systems, inadequate management of agreements and unsuitable IT network systems.  
Prefinancing of projects was rare and beneficiaries sometimes did not receive Community aid 
until after the projects in question had been completed.  

9. Shortcomings in implementation:     In the TAO and the majority of NAs, there were  
management shortcomings at every stage of implementation, from selection of projects to 
monitoring of their implementation.  Neither national nor Community managing bodies devoted 
enough resources to control and evaluation.   The Court suspected possible fraud in some of the 
individual projects it audited and referred a number of them to OLAF.

10. Inadequate evaluation: The Commission's management of the contracts for 
evaluations was inadequate; as was their execution by the contractors selected.  Both the mid-
term and the final evaluation reports on SOCRATES were published late.  The mid-term YFE 
report - which was drawn up by a consulting company owned by a former director of the TAO 
managing YFE - was also published late: the Decision establishing YFE required no final 
report. The absence of clear target groups, performance indicators and regularly updated 
statistical data, hindered a quantitative assessment of the programmes.  Indeed, the Court found 
it difficult to decide whether or not the objectives of the programmes had been achieved.  
Evaluation reports were completed too late to be useful in preparing the second phase of 
SOCRATES and the new YOUTH programme.

11. Recommendations: The Court suggests a number of ways in which management of 
the successor programmes (the second phase of SOCRATES and the YOUTH programme) 
could be improved: 
 replacing the TAO with a Community agency;
 defining more clearly the relationship between the Commission's responsibilities and 

those of the national agencies; 
 setting clear and measurable objectives;
 establishing effective implementing rules;
 improving control and monitoring at all levels;
 providing effective and timely evaluations.

DRAFTSMAN'S COMMENTS

12. The Parliament has already commented on the final report on the first phase of the 
SOCRATES programme.  Moreover, the budget discharge procedures for the period covered 
by the Court report (1995-1999) have now all been completed.  Nevertheless, the Court's report 
is of more than merely historical interest.  The Commission has already accepted that there were 
serious weaknesses in SOCRATES I and YFE and has attempted to remedy these in the 
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SOCRATES II and YOUTH programmes.  But there is worrying evidence that it has not been 
entirely successful.

13. Thus, in its resolution on the implementation of the second phase of the Socrates 
programme, the Parliament:
 noted that the late issue of contracts between the Commission and the National Agencies 

was continuing to hamper the implementation of the programme; 
 noted further that unwarranted delay in the payment of grants not only hampered the 

implementation of the programme but also brought Community institutions into disrepute;
 regretted the absence of Joint Actions between Socrates and other Community programmes 

in the first full year of the second phase of the programme; 
 called for further improvement of and support for the Soclink system pending full 

implementation of the Symmetry information management system;
 welcomed the Commission's attempts to simplify administrative procedures but believed 

that, nevertheless, these remained disproportionately onerous for applicants for small 
grants, especially under the Comenius action.

14. Similarly, in its resolution on the implementation of the Youth programme, the 
Parliament:
 noted that the Commission had supplied different and conflicting figures on the 

implementation of the programme in 2000;
 called on the Commission, in conjunction with the national agencies, to draw up an annual 

report on implementation;
 called on the Commission to avoid delays in payments to national agencies;
 expressed concern about administrative bottlenecks caused by the division of 

implementation into 'centralised' and 'decentralised' actions;
 regretted the unsatisfactory level of participation by disadvantaged young people;
 noted that administrative costs were disproportionately high;
 called for a reduction from four or five to three months for internal approval of project 

proposals;
 called for further steps to simplify administrative procedures.

15. Many of the problems which the Court identifies in the design and implementation of 
the SOCRATES and YFE programmes are the same as those which brought the first phase of 
the LEONARDO DA VINCI programme to such an ignominious end. The Court comments 
that management shortcomings in the implementation of the programmes it examined 'were 
aggravated by the lack of any genuine control and evaluation culture on the part of the managing 
bodies, both national and Community.'   It singles out the belated and inadequate response of 
the Directorate-General's to the problems identified not only by its own Internal Audit Unit but 
also by the Commission's Financial Control DG.  These comments are worryingly reminiscent 
of  the conclusion of the Committee of Independent Experts that the failure of the then DGXXII 
to act on allegations of fraud and irregularities surrounding the Leonardo/Agenor Technical 
Assistance office was 'a demonstration of the weaknesses of the information channels and 
control mechanisms within the Commission, up to the highest level'.  In short, many of the 
management weaknesses in the implementation of the programmes before 2000 stemmed 
directly from a complacent, lethargic and unresponsive administrative culture.   Changing this 
administrative culture is the biggest challenge that the senior management of DG EAC faces.
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16. The future: The Parliament must urge the Commission to act on the 
recommendations with which the Court concludes its report.  Beyond this, however, the 
Parliament could act through:  
 A careful examination of the Commission's interim reports on their implementation, 

viewed against the background of the annual work programmes: in this context, it should 
retain the option of putting detailed follow-up questions to the Commission.  

 In the medium term, if it emerges that the Commission has, without good reason, failed 
to act on the Court's recommendations, Parliament could (and should) make targeted cuts 
in budgetary appropriations for those actions and sub-actions within the programmes 
whose implementation is least satisfactory.  

 In the longer term, the lessons learnt from the structural shortcomings of the programmes 
can be applied when the next review of the programmes takes place (in 2006-2007).  If, 
despite the Commission's best efforts, the problems identified by the Court prove to be 
ineradicable, a fundamental overhaul of the programmes should be considered.  This might 
aim, in particular, at establishing a stricter separation of areas of responsibility between the 
Commission and the Member States: the Commission's role could be restricted to those 
parts of the programmes which have a proven 'European added value' and it should assume 
full management responsibility for these. 

17. The Decisions establishing the second phase of the SOCRATES programme and the 
YOUTH programme require the Commission to submit interim evaluationson the results 
achieved and on the qualitative and quantitative aspects of the implementation of the 
programmes by 30 June 2004 and 30 June 2005 respectively.   The Parliament should underline 
the importance it attaches to the submission of these reports on time. 

CONCLUSIONS

The Committee on Culture, Youth, Education, the Media and Sport calls on the Committee on 
Budgetary Control, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the following points in its 
motion for resolution:

1. having regard to its resolution of 28 February  2002 on the implementation of the 
Socrates programme (2000/2315(INI)),

2. having regard to its resolution of 28 February 2002 on the implementation of the 'Youth' 
programme (2000/2316(INI)),

3. whereas there is worrying evidence that defects in the first phase of the Socrates and 
'Youth for Europe' programmes have not been eradicated from their successors;

4. Notes that defects in the implementation of the first phase of the Socrates programme - 
such as the late issue of contracts between the Commission and the National Agencies, 
unwarranted delay in the payment of grants, the absence of joint actions to maximise 
synergies between different Community programmes in the field of education, and 
shortcomings in information management systems - have continued to hinder the 
implementation since 2000 of the second phase of the programme;
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5. Notes that defects in the implementation of the 'Youth for Europe' programme - such as 
the inability of the Commission to supply consistent figures on implementation, 
unwarranted delay in payment of grants, inadequate cooperation by the Commission 
with the Member States and their national agencies, the unsatisfactory level of 
participation by disadvantaged young people, disproportionately high administrative 
costs, and lengthy procedures for the approval of project proposals - have continued to 
hinder the implementation since 2000 of the Youth programme;

6. Underlines the importance it attaches to the punctual submission of the Commission's 
interim evaluation reports required by the Decisions establishing the Youth programme 
and the second stage of the Socrates programme and calls for the incorporation of 
existing proposals seeking to overcome shortcomings;

7. Underlines its determination, should the Commission without good reason fail to act on 
the recommendations contained in the Court's report, to draw the appropriate budgetary 
conclusions;

8. Notes both the shortcomings in the design, management or implementation over the 
period 2000-2006 of the Socrates and Youth programmes and the Commission’s efforts 
to remedy them, and will seek, when it is presented with proposals for their continuation, 
to ensure the implementation of more effective management and simplified procedures 
(particularly for the grant of small subsidies).


