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Part I
 
Summary of the Multiannual Programme 2007-2013

ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS IN THE MEMBER STATE AND STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES




1. 	ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS  IN THE MEMBER STATE 

The requirements in the Member State in relation to the baseline situation

In the MAP, Denmark stated the following main challenges and requirements based on an analysis of the baseline situation:

1) Continued need to improve frontline control so that the handling of visa applications and residence permit applications at the representations and in the Immigration Service is endowed with the greatest possible technical expertise and the best possible technical equipment.
2) Use of the VIS at the borders and the new initiatives regarding border management.
3) Some problems with illegal immigrants crossing the internal Schengen-borders
4) Persons exceeding the time limits for their stay in Denmark
5) A need for improvement in service at representations and at the Immigration Service
6) A need for a new visa case handling system following the Visa Regulation and which provides valid data for drawing up statistics on applications handled by the Immigration Service.
7) Remaining milestones of the VIS programme to be met:
a) Adapting the existing software in accordance with technical specifications for the C-VIS and to handle change requests.
b) Equipping the representations and border crossing points with biometric equipment.

In sum, the main challenge is closely linked to two parameters

1) The new European legislation on border management and the VIS implementation.
2) Current and former migration flows and the labour market demands extensive IT developments as well as improvements in the form of initiatives and new steps towards a more efficient and secure approach to border management and frontline control combined with a high service level. 

The operational objectives of the Member State designed to meet its requirements

Denmark has four operational objectives designed to meet its requirements as described above:

1) Ensuring effective and correct implementation of the VIS system, which, in addition to system development, requires among other things the development of better statistics concerning visas for the use and benefit of all Danish authorities issuing visas.

2) Strengthening frontline control in relation to visa applications and applications for residence permits and also development and use of a system for use in intelligent and targeted monitoring of applicants.

3) Strengthening and developing systems for supporting application centres, outsourcing, etc. and modernise information systems for collaboration between Member States and bolster the service level vis-à-vis individuals applying for visas and residence permits via continued digitalisation, 

4) Strengthening monitoring at the external borders.



2. 	STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES

It should be noted that Denmark has chosen to implement actions under three of the EBF priorities only; priority 1, 3 and 4. For the period 2007 to 2009, however, Denmark does have actions under priority 4 only. All EBF resources from 2007-2009 have gone in to actions of the national VIS programme.

Priority 1: Support for the gradual establishment of the common integrated border management system as regards checks on persons and the surveillance of the external borders 

Under priority 1, Denmark has one action area – Action  Area A:

Objective of Action Area A: Strengthening monitoring at the external borders through investment in, for example, systems and equipment for implementing the Community’s legal instruments concerning the external borders and visas.

Example of key action:

See example of specific priority below.

Example of specific priority under priority 1:

Support for investment in safety scanners that can reveal forged documents and perform certain elements of the authenticity check directly via scanning at the representations. The system is being implemented in UM-VIS[footnoteRef:2] and thus provides compatibility with the other Member States. The purpose of the action is to enhance security. This is relevant at most of the Danish visa issuing missions, and at most of the counters at these missions. [2:  The UM-VIS is a visa proce4ssing system in the MFA.] 


Please note that actions/projects under this priority are expected to be implemented in 2012-2013 only.

Priority 2:  Support for the development and implementation of the national components of a European Surveillance System for the external borders and of a permanent European Patrol Network at the southern maritime borders of the EU Member States

Not applicable

Priority 3: Support for the issuing of visas and the tackling of illegal immigration, including the detection of false or falsified documents by enhancing the activities organised by the consular and other services of the Member States in third countries

Under priority 3, Denmark has two overall action areas: Action Area B and Action Area C. Both action areas are planned for 2010-2013.

Action Area B:

Objective of Action Area B: Strengthening of frontline monitoring in connection with visa applications and applications for resident permits by strengthening management of consular offices.

Examples of key actions:

1) Strengthening frontline control through building an immigration liaison officer system (2010-2013).
2) Promoting Nordic consular cooperation.
3) Developing risk profiles for targeted control of visa applications and applications for residence permits, including, inter alia, assessment of authenticity of documents.
4) Establishing a pre-approval scheme for enterprises in the area of business visas with the aim of speeding up case handling.

Action Area C:

Objective of Action Area C: Strengthening and developing systems for supporting application centres, outsourcing centres, etc. and modernising information-sharing systems for exchanging data with other Schengen states with which Denmark has representational agreements; and, bolstering the level of service and control vis-à-vis individuals applying for visas and residence permits via continued digitalisation of operations.

Examples of key actions:

1) Establishing secure Nordic communication lines (later on other countries)
2) Developing an electronic solution that allows secure transmission of data in visa cases from outsourced units to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
3) Developing digital web application forms fully integrated with the VIS.
4) Optimising the visa application and handling processes through increased digitalisation, including payment features, self-service, digital appointment system.
5) In general, supporting application centres and establishment of secure e-room for the exchange of information, including IT infrastructure that will increase the effect of the Nordic cooperation.

Priority 4: Support for the establishment of IT systems required for the implementation of the Community legal instruments in the field of external borders and visas

Under priority 4, Denmark has one overall action area: Action Area D. The action area has been implemented under the 2007-209 annual programmes.

Objective of Action Area D: Ensuring effective and correct implementation of the VIS system, which, in addition to system development, requires among other things the development of better statistics concerning visas for the use and benefit of all Danish authorities issuing visas.

Examples of key actions:

1) Establishing VIS operational centre
2) Testing of new IT / VIS systems
3) VIS adaptation processes
4) VIS statistics

Example of specific priority under priority 1:

Project examples 1, 2 and 3 fall within the specific priority 4.2 VIS specific activities.

Priority 5:  Support for effective and efficient application of relevant Community legal instruments in the field of external borders and visas, in particular the Schengen Borders Code and the European Code on Visas 

Not applicable

Finally, list the most important indicators set out in Part 3 of the Multiannual Programme 2007-2013 and the corresponding quantified/qualitative targets, broken down by Priority:

Priority 1 (2010-2013)

· Scanners installed and operational
· Falsified documents identified
· False and fraudulent documents detected at an earlier stage and, thus, constituting an advanced border control
· The system will be implemented in VIS which will provide compatibility with other member states

Priority 2

Not applicable

Priority 3 (2010-2013)

· Decrease in number of visa shopping cases
· Faster case handling
· Better facilitation of knowledge sharing
· Faster transmission of information between Nordic States
· Greater case load at outsourcing centres
· Better service through digitalisation
· IT infrastructure constructed


Priority 4 (2007-2009)

· Knowledge sharing
· Better implementation of common visa policy
· Gaining maximised benefit from the VIS implementation
· Faster processing of cases

Priority 5

Not applicable






------------------------------


Part II

SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES
2007, 2008 AND 2009 
(excluding Technical Assistance measures and Information and Publicity)


NOTE: In Denmark, the terms “action” and “project” have been use synonymously in the 2007-2009 annual programmes, that is, a co-financed project has constituted an action in the annual programme. Consequently, please refer to part V of the mid-term evaluation for the summary of actions/projects and their purpose and scope.


1. 		Summary of actions under Priority 1 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

2. 		Summary of actions under Priority 2 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

3. 		Summary of actions under Priority 3 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable


4. 		Summary of actions under Priority 4 in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

Refer to the above NOTE.

5. 		Summary of actions under Priority 5 in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

6. 		Any significant change to the actions of the programmes concerned (revisions of annual programmes and revisions of the financial breakdown lower than 10%) 

Denmark has not requested or undertaken any revisions of the annual programme documents. However, a couple of minor changes have been made, including revisions of the financial breakdown lower than 10 %. The Commission has been informed on these changes.























------------------------------


Part III
 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD



Did you implement the 2007, 2008 and 2009 programmes in the “awarding body” method (as defined in Article 7 (2) of Commission Decision 2008/456/EC of 5.3.2008 - the External Borders Fund Implementing Rules), at least for part of the programmes?

No



 

Part IV
 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD



Did you implement the 2007, 2008 and 2009 programmes in the “executing body” method (as defined in Article 8 of Commission Decision 2008/456/EC of 5.3.2008 - the External Borders Fund Implementing Rules), at least for part of the programmes?

Yes

IV.1	        Share of the overall EU contribution to the
programmes granted in the “executing body” method  from 2007  to 2009


For each programme year from 2007 to 2009, enter the share of the overall EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance) which was granted in the “executing body” method (in percentage, no decimal). 


- Programme 2007:	49 %		(586.600 / 1.186.667 x 100)

- Programme 2008:		47 %		(528.138 / 1.126.666 x 100)

- Programme 2009:		59 %		(783.512 / 1.326.000 x 100)




IV.2 	Calls for expression of interest or for proposals or  similar selection method


For each programme year from 2007 to 2009, please provide the number of calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar organised for the implementation of the EBF annual programmes in the “executing body” method

- Programme 2007:		0

- Programme 2008: 		0

- Programme 2009: 		0



IV.3 	Proposals received, selected and funded after calls for expression of interest, call for proposals or similar selection method in the “executing body method”


	Number of …
	Programme 2007
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2007-2009

	Proposals received
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Projects selected
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Projects funded
	0
	0
	0
	0




Have all projects selected for funding after calls for expression of interest, call for proposals, or similar been funded? 

Not applicable


IV.4	Projects funded in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest or for proposals or similar 

Please indicate the number of projects funded (see definition) in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest, a call for proposals, or similar.

The continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call should not be taken into account. Neither should Technical Assistance measures, since they are not considered as “projects”.

	Projects funded in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest or for proposals or similar selection method 
	Programme 2007
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2007-2009

	Number 
	3
	1
	2
	6



IV.5 	Total number of projects funded in the “executing body” method in the programmes 2007, 2008 and 2009 

	Number of …
	Programme 2007
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2007-2009

	Projects funded
after calls for expression of interest, calls  for  proposals, or similar selection method(see  table IV.3)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Projects funded without such calls
(see table IV.4)
	3
	1
	2
	6

	TOTAL
Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	3
	1
	2
	6






Part V 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED
IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD AND
IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
2007 - 2009




1.  Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 1 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

2. 	Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the
“executing body” method in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

4. 	Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the
annual programmes, 2007 through 2009


In the “awarding body” method

Not applicable

In the “executing body” method

· Establishment of a VIS operational centre at the Ministry of Integration
· The purpose of establishing a new operational centre is to be able to honour the stringent requirements with regard to security, uptime and operational security which follow from the VIS Regulation, and which necessitate the establishment of an operational centre in the Ministry of Integration. The new operational centre will be used to run the application and database servers for those authorities, who under the VIS Regulation will have access to the VIS system and the electronic visa processing system, which will be linked to it.

· Change of the VISION protocol
· A decision made by the EU VISA/VISION Working Party on 24 January 2007 required an amendment concerning the handling of Schengen consultations via the VISION system. The old protocol X.400 was faced out and a new protocol – an SMTP protocol – was installed. This amendment is of significance for the way in which Schengen consultations are handled in the Ministry of Integration.

· Testing of the new electronic visa processing system
· Extensive general trial of the national visa processing systems (N-VIS, IVR-VIS and UM-VIS), which will replace the current national visa processing system, and which will be integrated into the central VIS database when it is implemented.

· C-VIS adaptation
· A C-VIS adaptation project is planned as part of the Danish VIS programme. The purpose is on the basis of the new visa processing system, which is being put into operation in 2008 at the Danish authorities responsible for issuing visas, to carry out the necessary system changes and testing thereof. This will take place on the basis of the final technical specifications for C-VIS, which are drawn up by the Commission, including ensuring that the new system can be used to record and check biometric characteristics. The scope of this activity is only related to software amendments.

· VIS statistics
· The project was cancelled within the framework of the EBF. the Commission was informed.

· C-VIS adaptation (The N-VIS / IVR-VIS part)
· The purpose of the project is to further adapt the VIS and ensure the establishment of the correct technical basis in order for the national VIS-systems to interact with C-VIS as intended in the legal basis for the VIS. The project is mainly caused by new and additional requirements in the VIS requested by Member States. All the adaptations are necessary to make the N-VIS / IVR-VIS part of the VIS functional.
· C-VIS adaptation (The UM-VIS part)
· The purpose of the project is to further adapt the VIS and ensure the establishment of the correct technical basis in order for the national VIS-systems to interact with C-VIS as intended in the legal basis for the VIS. The project is mainly caused by new and additional requirements in the VIS requested by Member States. All the adaptations are necessary to make the UM-VIS part of the VIS functional.
Under annual programme 2009, the C-VIS adaptation project will complete its development based on the design from 2008 and the additional design made in 2009 due to the above mentioned changes. Further, the testing of the modified system, i.a. also as part of the EU compliance test will happen in 2009.  
5. 	Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 5 in the
annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

6. Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals, in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

Not applicable

7. Summary description of the projects funded in the “executing body ” method without a call for expression of interest, a call for proposals or similar selection method, in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

See 4 above.

8.  Explain any significant change to the distribution of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method, by Priority and by Specific Priority, in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

Not applicable


9.  Explain any significant change to the distribution of the projects funded in the “executing body” method, by Priority and by Specific Priority, in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

Two changes affecting the distribution of projects by priority and specific priority has taken place.

The 2007 project “Change of the VISION protocol” turned out to be less costly than expected. The project has been fully implemented. The remaining funds were, by approval from the Commission, transferred to another project being implemented under the 2007 programme “Testing of the new electronic visa processing system”. The transfer of € 100.000 (50 % EU contribution) meant a moved towards more funds going from a general priority to a specific priority (4.2).

The 2008 project “VIS statistic” was cancelled within the framework of EBF. The funds were, by no objection from the Commission, transferred to the project (C-VIS Adaptation”. the change amounted to € 100.000 (50 % EU contribution), which was moved towards a specific priority project.

10. 	Highlight any significant change (other than the distribution referred to under points 8 and 9) to the projects funded in the “awarding body” and “executing body” method in the annual programmes 2007 through 2009

In the “awarding body” method

Not applicable

In the “executing body” method

One significant issue has – as the Danish responsible authority has discussed with the Commission over the last few months - constituted a challenge when closing the 2007 annual programme and, thus, when writing up the current mid-term evaluation report. 

It concerns the project “VIS Operational Centre” under the 2007 annual programme with a total budget of € 570.667 of which 75 % is EU co-financing. In general, all activities and expenses have been eligible according to the implementing rules, including Annex XI, and the project has been fully implemented and on time according to the plans described in the multiannual and the annual programme. However, some major expenses, approximately € 355.000, already occurred – unintentionally – towards the end of 2006 and thus partly outside the eligibility period. The is partly due to an unfortunate lack of attention when designing the 2007 annual programme and partly due to the unresolved EBF regulatory framework at the time of establishing the VIS operational centre and the inception of a fund administration, which was only approved by the Commission in December 2008. 

As described and outlined in the Danish multiannual programme (English version page 19, section 2.1.1. on the VIS programme), adopted by the Commission in December 2008, the implementation of the project “VIS Operational Centre” stated 29 September 2006. The plan to establish a VIS Operational Centre was incepted already in 2006 as the official deadline at that time (and changed several times) for the effectuation of VIS at European level was 1 January 2007.

11.  	Important projects funded in the annual programmes 2007 to 2009 

NOTE: The description below comprises all the three annual programmes as they have all been addressing the same overall objective: implementation and adaptations of the VIS programme.


12. 	Description of one “success story”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2007 to 2009

It is not possible to single out an individual project from the 2007-2009 annual programmes deserving particular mentioning. Instead Denmark has taken a very strategic and focussed approached in its first three annual programmes encompassed by this midterm evaluation. As mentioned earlier, all projects have addressed well-defined and particular issues related to the implementation and adaptation of the national VIS programme. Thus, it has been the integrated approach, which has been successful. The result is that Denmark in October 2009 successfully passed the compliance test.


13. 	Description of one “failure”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2007 to 2009

Failures have not occurred in terms of not achieving the expected outputs. However, please refer to section 10 above.





Part VI

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY



1.	Technical assistance

In Denmark, technical assistance has included numerous tasks and challenges:
· Accommodating requirements in the basic act and the implementing rules, including, but far from limited to, writing up MCS, MAP, APs, Manual on Procedure, Manual on Accounting in the Ministry of Integration, Handbook for Project, etc.
· Establishing a group of coordination comprising the three EBF authorities
· Chairmanship and secretariat for the EBF Steering Committee in Denmark
· Participating in SOLID Committee meetings.
· Participating in the informal EBF Working Group, now comprising 13 countries.
· Organising an informal EBF Working Group meeting in Copenhagen.
· Keeping a detailed calendar on all deadlines during the EBF year.
· Providing technical assistance and programme advise to project owners and Steering Committee.
· Recruitment of external auditors (KPMG).
· Recruitment of accountant at the responsible authority as well as salary contribution for the coordinator of the responsible authority.
· Convening annual events.
· Contributing actively to the Commission’s endeavours on developing programming and evaluation manuals.

In sum, technical assistance 2007-2009 can be summarized under three overall headings:
· Getting the EBF started and up running.
· Coordinating internally, nationally and at the EU level.
· Providing technical and programming advice to partners.

2.  	Information and Publicity

- Information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority 

Re. Implementing Rules. article 33 (2) (a): The first information event took place in connection with the Steering Group meeting in December 2008. The main purpose of the event was to announce the approval of the MAP and the 2007 and 2008 APs. All relevant authorities participated at the event. Subsequently, the programmes were uploaded to the Internet.

The next information event took place in January 2010. It was originally planned for December 2009. However, a number of key actors were not able to participate at that time. Consequently, the meeting was postponed to January 2010. In addition to all members of the Steering Group a number of key individuals were invited to presentations and discussions on immigration liaison officers. The event was followed by a reception.

Re. Implementing Rules, article 33 (2) (b): Information on the Internet on the EBF and the Danish EBF programme and projects was first launched 23 July 2008 on the official website of the Ministry of Integration (www.nyidanmark.dk); approximately five months before the Commission’s approval of the MAP and the first two APs. Information on the MAP and APs is being posted on the website after the approval of the programmes has been announced by the Commission.

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

All projects under the 2007-2009 annual programmes have concentrated on software development for the national VIS programme. As indicated in the annual programme documents information and publicity concerning the EBF has been provided, mainly, on the Internet at the site reserved for information on the EBF. Information on all the approved actions/projects, including on the annual financial allocations, is available on the internet. In accordance with the annual programmes and due to the character of the activities of the final beneficiaries’ projects no specific publicity activities have been carried out.
 


Part VII

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2007, 2008 AND 2009



VII.1. 	Assessment of the implementation of the 2007 Annual Programme

1.   	Has the 2007 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

All expected programme outputs (results) have been attained. However, some of the results have, eventually, been attained partly outside the framework of the annual programme. Please consult Part V, section 10 above.

In addition, one minor budgetary reallocation has also been approved by the Commission. The reallocation resulted in a better absorption of EBF means than would otherwise have been the case. 

2.	Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2007 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

As mentioned above, all projects have been implemented as planned and expected outputs attained. A problem related to the eligibility period is explained in Part V, section 10.

3.	Has a revision of the 2007 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?

A revision of the 2007 programme might have been preferential; cf. Part V, section 10.  

4. 	Have you implemented the 2007 programme (the case being, the revised programme) fully? (= all or nearly all actions set out in the programme approved by the Commission, or in the revised programme approved by the Commission, could be implemented by the end of this programme)

In terms of programme outputs (results), the 2007 programme has been fully implemented.

On the financial implementation of the 2007 programme, please refer to Part V, section 10.

5. 	Have the expected quantitative and qualitative results of the 2007 programme -  as set out in the programme / revised programme approved by the Commission - been achieved at the end of this programme?

All expected outputs (results) of the 2007 annual programme have been achieved. According to the results of planned tests and programme adjustments, the VIS was operational at the beginning of 2008 on a pilot basis at a number of Danish representations abroad. Later during the Spring 2008 the programme was used by all visa authorities in Denmark. Please refer to the assessments of the 2008 and 2009 below for further information on the implementation and adaptation of the VIS-programme.

6. 	In the light of the implementation of the 2007 programme, do you consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate? Were the actions set out in the programme you submitted to the Commission appropriate?

We consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate, bearing in mind the above mentioned financial revision. Please refer to Part V, section 10.


VII.2. 	Assessment of the implementation of the 2008 Annual Programme


1.   	Has the 2008 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

The 2008 annual programme has not been implemented as originally planned. Out of two planned actions/projects, one was cancelled due to the rules of the eligibility period and general time constraints. Instead, the means were transferred to the other action “C-VIS adjustment” in the annual programme. The result is that the C-VIS adjustment project has been fully implemented and  the financial execution is 100 %.

Due to the changes in and general delays of the EU VIS-programme, for instance the Coreper decision of 23 December 2008, the programme implementation plan has been revised several times. However, the programme has been implemented within the 2.5 year eligibility period.

2.	Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2008 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

As mentioned above, one action/project was cancelled. All means were transferred to another project under the annual programme, C-VIS adjustment.

3.	Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?

No. A revision of the 2008 annual programme has not been necessary. As earlier mentioned, however, one minor action/project has been cancelled due to the rules of the eligibility period and time constraints. Cancelled activities are now being implemented under the national VIS programme.

4. 	Have you implemented the 2008 programme (the case being, the revised programme) fully? (= all or nearly all actions set out in the programme approved by the Commission, or in the revised programme approved by the Commission, could be implemented by the end of this programme)

As explained earlier only one of two actions/projects has been implemented under the 2008 annual programme. The other project, VIS statistics, was cancelled due to time constraints and the closure of the eligibility period. All funds were reallocated by the non-objection of the Commission by 15 March 2010.

5. 	Have the expected quantitative and qualitative results of the 2008 programme -  as set out in the programme / revised programme approved by the Commission - been achieved at the end of this programme?

Apart from the results planned for the VIS statistics project, which was cancelled, all expected results have been achieved. Regarding the expected results of the VIS statistics project, it is expected that these will be achieved within the framework of the national VIS programme instead.

Regarding the expected results of the ‘C-VIS Adjustment’ project all expected results have been achieved. Thus, Denmark is expected to be ready for the launch of the European Visa Information System.

6. 	In the light of the implementation of the 2008 programme, do you consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate? Were the actions set out in the programme you submitted to the Commission appropriate?

We consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate. We do also consider that the actions set out in the annual programme were appropriate.


VII.3. 	Assessment of the implementation of the 2009 Annual Programme

1.   	Has the 2009 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

Two actions were envisaged in the 2009 annual programme. Apart from the fact that the C-VIS database at European level is still not operational, the two Danish actions, both addressing issues related to the VIS programme, have been fully implemented. The system is designed in a way allowing partial functionality.  Thus, since June 2009, the system has been functional at Danish representations, however, not connected to the C-VIS.

2. 	Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2009 annual 	programme? If so, what measures did you take?

So far, the implementation of the programme actions has not encountered problems. Due to the fact, however, that the systems have been disconnected the C-VIS database as well as taking into account new changes in the visa case work systems due to the Visa Code, problems may appear when the national and the European systems are to be connected in December 2010, according to the plan.

3.	Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?

No revisions have taken place.


4. 	Have you implemented the 2009 programme (the case being, the revised programme) fully? (= all or nearly all actions set out in the programme approved by the Commission, or in the revised programme approved by the Commission, could be implemented by the end of this programme)

The programme has been fully implemented. However, the final assessment of the successful implementation of the two actions depends on the successful connection to the C-VIS. Please do refer to point 2 above.

5. 	Have the expected quantitative and qualitative results of the 2009 programme -  as set out in the programme / revised programme approved by the Commission - been achieved at the end of this programme?

The expected results have been achieved. However, the final assessment of the successful implementation of the two actions depends on the successful connection to the C-VIS. Please do refer to point 2 above.

6. 	In the light of the implementation of the 2009 programme, do you consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate? Were the actions set out in the programme you submitted to the Commission appropriate?

Denmark finds that the distribution of funds between the two actions was appropriate.


VII.4. 	The Management and Control System for the Fund and the implementation of the  Annual Programme 2007 through 2009


1. 	Has the Management and Control System of the External Borders Fund which you designed in 2007-8, been efficient for the implementation of the annual programmes so far?

The management and control systems were developed, partly, as a parallel system to national governmental systems. The complexity and comprehensiveness of the managerial and administrative framework of the fund have, especially at the inception of the fund, made it overly difficult and cumbersome compared to other activities receiving national funds only.

Although the management and control systems have been approved by the Commission, the first version of the systems was overly complex and, it appeared, to some extend defective, which complicated implementation of the annual programmes unnecessarily. By consequence, Denmark got a revised version of the MCS approved by the Commission in 2010.

2. 	Please list any changes you have made in the Management and Control System of the External Borders Fund which you designed in 2007-8, bearing in mind the experiences gained/ lessons learned during the implementation of the annual programmes 2007 – 2009 and/or any comments from the Commission and/or audits 

Denmark has carried out a comprehensive review of its management and control systems and has, as mentioned above, got a revised version approved by the Commission. The revisions proposed do not compromise any of the fundamental procedures, nor do the revisions change the role of the three authorities in the framework. Apart from updates on human resources in the management of the Fund and rectifying direct mistakes in the conception of the requirements stipulated in the implementing rules, the revisions constitutes a significant and important simplification of the management and control systems, which will make elaborations and implementation of the annual programmes more transparent and less bureaucratic without losing sight of accountability.






Part VIII

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES 2007 - 2009




VIII.1.	What is your overall assessment of the implementation of the External Borders Fund in your Member State from 2007 to 2009?

In terms of achieving expected programme outputs the overall assessment of the responsible authority in Denmark is that the implementation has been successful. Apart from a minor project under the 2008 programme all activities have been carried out and expected results attained. Please also refer to Part V, section 10.

In terms of programme management the overall assessment of the responsible authority in Denmark is that a number of issues during the prolonged inception process have made the implementation of the fund overly complicated. Among the issues are:

· The establishment of the organizational set-up: 
Establishing and writing up the description of the management and control systems was a cumbersome and challenging task, which was finalised at the end of 2008 only. The prolonged process made a targeted and effective management of the first programmes a challenge. The management of the fund was further hampered by the rather late adoption of the basic act, the strategic guidelines and the implementing rules. Many programme activities had already been decided upon and implemented when the adoption of the first programmes were available at the end of 2008. Thus, the inception of the fund has, therefore, to some extend been reversed. Uncertainty of the regulatory framework, especially, the issue of eligibility – both eligible actions and eligible expenditures – has further contributed to the complexity of the managerial framework and the implementation of the fund. And the situation may have been even more confusing for the project owners. Please also refer to Part V, section 10.

It is believed that the magnitude of 1) establishing the managerial and organizational set-up; 2) the programming exercise; and 3) the administration of the implementing rules and the rules of eligibility have, at the outset, constituted an unforeseeable, comprehensive and, in many instances, cumbersome task and process.

It is the assessment of the responsible authority that the current problems associated, inter alia, with the closure of the 2007 programme to some extend may be explained with reference to the above critique.

Therefore, the responsible authority is supportive of the Commission’s endeavour to revise and simplify the implementing rules.

· The programming exercise:
The below illustration shows the rather complicated and intricate programming methodology of the EBF. Countries are requested to elaborate a multiannual programme (MAP) and annual programmes. In practice, however, countries are first elaborating a multiannual programme for the period 2007-2013. Thereafter, countries are elaborating seven annual programmes of 2,5-3 years of length. In reality, then, countries are managing and implementing as many as 5 annual and a multiannual programmes at the same time. 

[image: Nyt billede (14)]

The above description is further complicated by the Commission’s internal approval procedures, which can be rather lengthy. According to the implementing rules, countries are requested to submit annual programmes by 1 November, and the Commission then have until 1 March to formally approve the programme. In practice, however, the formal approval may take place even later. This very late formal approval of annual programmes further contributes to frustrations at project level and complicates the management and control endeavours carried out by the EBF authorities.

In conclusion, it is believed that the programming exercise is overly complicated and that all parties – from the level of project owners to the Commission – would benefit from a simpler programming set-up characterised by fewer annual programmes and a more calendar-wise programming circle; i.e. approval of programmes before the actual inception date of projects.

· Management issues

As mentioned above, it is believed that the comprehensive programming set-up of the EBF has contributed to the difficult inception of the fund, especially in countries having smaller programme budgets. The administrative task is, ceteris paribus, disproportionally bigger in countries with small programme budgets than in countries with large programme budgets.

In Denmark, all programme activities between 2007 and 2009 have constituted integral parts of the wider and much bigger national VIS programme, and it has not always been beneficial neither to the national VIS programme nor to the national management team of the EBF that the co-financed activities should follow different managerial and eligibility rules than the VIS programme in general.

A major endeavour for the EBF management team has been to inform, correctly, project owners on the applicable regulations and eligibility rules. The very detailed set of regulations and, especially, the eligibility of actions and expenses have continuously during implementation constituted a challenge. 


VIII. 2  	Taking into account the overall implementation of the External Borders Fund in your Member State from 2007 to 2009, what is your preliminary assessment in relation to the following aspects of the External Borders Fund on the following aspects?  

1. 	Relevance of the programme's priorities and actions to the national situation 

Please describe how relevant the programme's objectives are overall to the problems and needs identified in the field of external border control and visa policy. Has there been an evolution which required a reshaping of the intervention? 

It is the assessment of the responsible authority that the programme’s objectives:

1. ensuring effective and correct roll-out of the VIS system, which, besides system development, calls for, among other things, the development of better statistics on visas for the use and benefit of all Danish visa issuing authorities.
2. strengthening frontline control in connection with visa application and applications for residence permits by strengthening consular activities; 
3. strengthening and developing application centres, outsourcing, etc. and modernise information-sharing systems for use in cooperation with Schengen countries in which Denmark has representation agreements; as well as raising the level of service and control in relation to persons applying for visas and residence permits by strengthening digitalisation (eGovernance); and
4. strengthening control at external borders via investments in, among other things, systems and equipment for implementing the Community’s legal instruments concerning the external borders and visa.

are still relevant and appropriate. In Denmark, the annual programmes 2007 – 2009 have addressed the first item only (the subject of this midterm evaluation report). Item 2 and item 3 are being addressed in the 2010-2013 programmes and item 4 in the 2012-2013 programmes.

 2. 	Effectiveness programme

Please highlight the key results of the programme overall and the extent to which the desired results and objectives (as set out in the multiannual programme strategy) been attained.  Are the effects resulting from the intervention consistent with its objectives? 

As of May 2010 the key result of the Danish 2007-2009 annual programmes is that Denmark 1) is ready to connect to the C-VIS database, when appropriate, and 2) is already using the VIS-system at a national level. The EBF annual programmes 2007-2009 are only parts of and, thus, only contributing to the implementation of the national VIS programme. However, it is the assessment of the responsible authority that the EBF programmes have contributed effectively to the successes of the VIS within the national framework.

Originally, it was planned to connect to the C-VIS database. However, due to a number of processes at EU level this has not been possible as of June 2010.

3. 	Efficiency of the programme

Please estimate the cost of the management of the External Borders Fund so far and whether in your opinion the programme's objectives are being developed in accordance with the original planning and at a reasonable cost.  

In general terms, it is the opinion of the responsible authority that the ratio between programme inputs (money spent and human resources) and the programme outputs is reasonable. In this regard it should be noted that it would not have been possible to cover all administrative and management cost under the technical assistance budget as the tasks related to the inception of the fund (annual programmes, management and control systems, project handbook, grant agreements, etc.) had a disproportionate scope compared to the annual programme budgets, including the TA budget.

The point of disproportionality relates to the experienced workload compared to the total national programme budget. Small programmes are having minor TA budgets compared to countries with large programmes, but the workload in terms of management and administration is almost the same: the elaboration of multiannual programme, annual programmes, management and control systems, general programme management guidelines, control check lists, procedural manuals, accounting instructions, project management handbook, reporting templates, procurement guidelines, etc. and participation at EU meetings and conferences. In addition, it should be noted that levels of salaries and costs in general, in general, varies significantly from one country to another.

In Denmark, the size of the TA budget allows in total less than one salary only and a few other necessary costs such as external audit and travel expenses. Thus, 100 % of the TA budget has been spent on fund management. It is estimated that the total cost of managing the fund amounts to double of the available TA-budget.

In relation to the programme’s objectives it is the opinion of the responsible authority that they have been developed in accordance with the original planning and at reasonable costs. 

4. 	Complementarity

Please indicate any issues you have had with establishing the complementarity and/or synergies with other programmes and/or EC financial instruments such as the other Funds of the General Programme, the Thematic Programme on Asylum and Migration and/or the Structural Funds. 

Due to reservation in the area of justice and home affairs, Denmark does not participate in the three other SOLID funds.

All projects being co-financed by the EBF fall under the auspices of the Ministry of Refugee, Immigration and Integration Affairs, including the Danish Immigration Service, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and/or the Ministry of Justice, including the National Police Commissioner. All authorities are members of the national EBF Steering Group, which ensures that the responsible authority is kept informed on other instruments and possible linkages, which enables compliance with other instruments and avoidance of double financing. In accordance with the template for the annual programmes the responsible authority reports annually on complementarity issues.

Finally, due to the EBF co-financing approach all projects supported by the EBF form part of national programmes and priorities, for instance, VIS, Visa Code and consular cooperation.

VIS is both a national and an EU priority programme. As such the EBF has not produced any additional results than would otherwise have been achieved through national funding. In the area of capacity building of consular services in third countries EBF has contributed with additional funds and thereby possible additional results.

5. 	Added value

Please indicate how you perceive the programme's added value in comparison with existing national programmes/policies at national, regional and local level, and in relation to the national budget in the area of intervention of the External Borders Fund.  

All actions under the 2007-2009 programmes have been component projects under the national VIS programme and, thus, an integral part of a national policy in the area of visa management and border control. In that respect the EBF 2007-2009 programmes have, ceteris paribus, added value at national level, including to the national budget.


VIII.3. 	Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the annual programming exercise in general? 

The responsible authority fully supports the Commission’s endeavours, in consultation with Member States, to simplify both the regulatory framework and the guidance documents on, inter alia, eligibility rules. It is of utmost importance to shift focus from interpretation of administrative procedures to programme outputs, outcomes and impact. In this respect, it is the opinion of the responsible authority that parts of the regulatory framework, including the Commission’s guidance documents, could be considerably simplified without losing sight of transparency and accountability concerns. It might even, as some Member States are suggesting, be valuable considering to what extent EU rules and regulations within the EBF framework could be replaced by national regulations and then supplemented by annual audits carried out by the EU auditors and/or internationally recognized auditors.

Please note that the responsible authority on the Commission’s invitation has submitted more detailed ideas and suggestions, for example on changing and simplifying the programming cadence. 


VIII.4. 	Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the implementation of the actions / projects and the control mechanisms on the actions/ projects?  

A major challenge in streamlining and improving the implementation of projects and the control mechanisms would be to review and simplify the implementing rules, including the eligibility rules. (See above)

VIII. 5. 	Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in terms of the guidance and support by the Commission to the Member States on the implementation of the programming exercise and the management and control system? 

As responsible authority we would like to express our appreciation to the Commission for its obligingness when approached by Member States asking for guidance.








End of the report
☻
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