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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1. The enclosed template is intended to assist Member States in the preparation of the evaluation report which they have to submit to the Commission no later than 30 June 2010, as set out  in Article 52(2) (a) of Decision No 574/2007/EC. 

Please always use this format, as this is the only way to ensure a homogeneous evaluation across all Member States and for the Community wide evaluation subsequently.

You are free to add any further document you think can be useful in the context of this evaluation. If so, enclose them as an annex, but not as part of this template.

2. When filling in this template please be as concrete as possible, providing facts, examples, figures, etc. - It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with  the EBF , but not necessarily familiar with the national programme concerned. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.

3. A maximum length of description is indicated for many items. As far as possible this limit should be respected.

4. The analysis and assessment of the annual programmes under review start with a summary of the most important features of the multiannual programme and of the programmes approved by the Commission. The reason we ask for this is that we need to have a homogeneous presentation for the subsequent Community wide report. In this context, we think you are the best placed to identify the most relevant features of your programmes.

5. When your opinion is asked for, please explain the reasons on which your opinion is based.

6.  As the content of this mid term evaluation report is on implementation it is not required to have recourse to evaluation expertise: the report can be prepared by the Responsible Authority itself. However, for your convenience, you may choose to have recourse to evaluation expertise.

In any case please fill in first the questionnaire on the first page of the template.

Whether you had recourse to evaluation expertise or not, the evaluation report must always be signed by the Responsible Authority. The Responsible Authority remains responsible for its content.
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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

Reference documents to be used for this part: 

- Your multiannual programme 2007-2013 as approved by the Commission,

in particular Parts 2 and 3 of the multiannual programme

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

- Any other relevant information available to the Responsible Authority

1. 
ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS  IN THE MEMBER STATE 
Please provide a summary of Part 2 of your multiannual programme (“Analysis of requirements in the Member State”)

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the EBF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.  Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
Maximum length: 1 page in total, broken down as set out below

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

The ambitions that the Netherlands government wishes to propagate and realise in the years of the program period can be expressed as follows:
‘Creating a more effective and efficient border control management process whereby as much use as possible is made of automatic surveillance and risk-based action centred on prior received information (on passengers and goods) and risk analyses and profiles prepared on this and which offer various types of border crossing for various types of travellers. Depending on the location, various methods and degrees of controll will take place and the controls will be carried out integrally – coordinated and combined – where possible. This requires a good balance between mobility and security’.
With this ambition, the Netherlands aligns itself with the strategic guidelines for the development of the EU external borders: more integrated border management of checks and border surveillance activities, better connections between land and sea services, patrols and regular controls and continued development of risk and information control.

This requires the following:

· investment in the creation of optimum links between information systems for border controls, with personal data being supplemented by information from technical systems and other information and used to gather information at the earliest possible stage within the framework of privacy legislation;

· commitment to the continued development of an integrated high-quality border control programme and streamlining of procedures with optimum cooperation between public and private services and close harmonisation, including internationally;
· aiming for efficient, i.e risk and information-based enforcement, whereby bona fide travellers are facilitated and illegal migration is combated at the earliest possible stage.
- 
The operational objectives of the Member State designed to meet its requirements

The operational objectives are grouped into various (5) target areas for which measures and intervention have been adopted.

1. Policy and organisation, improvement of controll proces

A well thought out control framework, clear translation of policy into execution and an optimum control process are achieved by:

1. helping to develop an entry and exit system

2. streamlining the controls by the responsible services at Schiphol

3. continuing with inititiatives in the area of automatic border crossing
4. review of controll processes for maritime border surveillance

5. developing technically assisted control programmes for pleasure trips, fishing and the coastline

6. making arrangements for information exchange, technical assistance and joint deployment in the port of Rotterdam

7. linking data from camera surveillance, patrols and border controls in the port of Rotterdam
8. executing the implementation plan for EU VIS

9. fitting border crossing points with verification equipment

10. adapting counters and separating passenger flows

11. carrying out an impact assessment into the consequences of EU VIS for the process of controls on individuals

2. Information position and information exchange

Timely exchange of information between the services involved in border control and timely exchange of information with the Netherlands representations abroad and liaison officers can be achieved by:

12. setting up an information house

13. investigating the possibility of a joint border operations centre

14. modifying the existing SIS to SIS II

15. improving the information position about transport sectors

16. investing in optimum coordination of joint border patrols

17. improving the information position of the Coast Guard for border control
18. keeping pace with developments under EuroSur
3. Risk analysis
More targeted control of passengers makes border control more effective and more efficient. The following objectives promote this:

19. optimising the contribution of liaison officers to risk analysis

20. increasing the number of risk and information-based controls

21. improving technical support of the risk and information basis

22. continuing to develop the Maritime Comprehensive Expandable Information System (ZUIS)

23. qualitative improvement of risk basis for pleasure trips and fishing

4. Operational cooperation at national and international level
Both the new control and acquiring the necessary information are only possible with structural and intensive cooperation with the organisations involved with border surveillance and/or aliens. The processes must be coordinated with one another and information must be exchanged. The following objectives are distinguished here:

24. closer integration of controls: better coordination and combination where possible

25. investigation of the desirability of joint information centre patrols

26. stepping up operational cooperation between (inter)national services

27. strenghtening operational cooperation at Frontex and EU level

28. promoting capacity building by training and exchange of best practices

5. Legislation and regulations
Several objectives are connected to the implementation of legislation and regulations. It should be pointed out here that priority will be given to the implementation of European legislation and regulations. Although no national action (such as a law) is actualy required to bring a regulation such as the Schengen Borders Code into effect for a Member State, there are various grounds for a change in the law and secondary legislation based on this being required. These objectives are:

29. timely implementation of EU legislation

30. overview of setting up system for capturing passenger data

carrying out an impact assessment on passenger data

2. 
STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES
Please provide a summary of Part 3 of your multiannual programme (“Strategy to achieve the objectives”), broken down by Priority (each of the five Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)3925 of the Commission) as set out on the next pages.

Under each Priority, describe:

- the objective(s) pursued

- examples of key actions 

- key actions considered as implementing specific priorities under the chosen priority

Finally list in a separate item all quantified objectives set out in Part 3 of your multiannual programme.

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the EBF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
A maximum length is indicated for each item.
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 

Maximum length: half a page
This priority involves the following types of action in particular:
a. Streamlining control processes and optimising the infrastructure at crossing points and installing technical assistance systems.The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 1-7, 9-10 and 23 as defined at page 8 and 9.
b. The creation of linkable and where possible integrated recording systems for entries and exits for the various transport sectors
 whereby bona fide passenger flows are facilitated as far as possible, for example through trusted travellers programmes and automatic border crossing, where mobility and customer-friendliness are balanced against security and prevention of illegal migration. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 1-3, 12 and 15-18 as defined at page 8 and 9.
c. The establishment of an information house so that information relating to border surveillance is shared by the relevant servicec at an early stage in the interests of more information-based and more coordinated and where possible more combined intervention in the area of border surveillance. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 12, 15-16, 20-21 and 24-26  as defined at page 8 and 9.
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

Maximum length: half a page
This priority involves the following types of action in particular:
a. The modification and (continued) development of automated risk analysis systems and control rooms so that risks of illegal immigration and threats to security are made clear at an early stage and in an effective manner. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 16, 18, 20-22 as defined at page 8 and 9.
b. Establishment of coordination, information and expertise centres and reinforcement of existing initiatives for information-based intervention of services in the Netherlands and at EU (Frontex) level. A specific action involved in this is the establishment of an operational control room for the Seaport Police for integrated maritime border surveillance. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 17-18, 24-25, 27-28 as defined at page 8 and 9. As this action is in keeping with  specific priority 1 as contained in the strategic guidelines the cofunding of projects can be increased to 75%.

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

Maximum length: half a page
This priority involves the following types of action in particular. These actions are in keeping with specific priority 1 and 2 under priority 3 in the strategic guidelines and the cofunding of projects can be increased to 75%:
a. Installing or improving the infrastructure of visa-issuing posts for efficient and secure issue of visas, including posts at which the Netherlands represents other Schengen Member States. The relevant operational objective pursued by this action is number 8 as defined at page 8 and 9.

b. Developing the further digitalisation of visa applications so that visas can be issued in an efficient and customer-friendly manner. The relevant operational objective pursued by this action is number 8 as defined at page 8 and 9.
c. Improving the coordination and exchange of information between Immigration Liasion Officers (ILO) and consequently to develop new implementation plans so as to facilitate the prevention of illegal migration at the earliest possible stage. The relevant operational objective pursued by this action is number 26 as defined at page 8 and 9.
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

Maximum length: half a page
This priority involves the following types of action in particular:
a. Continued development of the national visa information system NVIS on which information or documents are entered digitally, the issue of visas is digitised and computerised, communication takes place with the recording system for the “Immigration Chain” in the Netherlands and financial accountability for issuing visas is supported. Linking visa authorities to this national system. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 8, 11 and 29 as defined at page 8 and 9.
b. Carrying out ex ante testing in the form of pilot projects for the implementation of Community legal instruments sucs as VIS and API in the course of which empirical data is shared and possible bottlenecks are clarified in good time. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 8-9 and 29-31 as defined at page 8 and 9. As this action is in keeping with specific priority 2 as contained in the strategic guidelines the cofunding of projects can be increased to 75%.
c. The coordinated implementation of SIS at KMar, ZHP and consular services so that control of passenger traffic is optimised by facilitating bona fide travellers and preventing risks of illegal migration and threats to the security of the Netherlands and Member States. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 8-10 and 21-22 as defined at page 8 and 9.
d. The promotion of the implementation and use of the FADO and EDISON systems and continued development of these systems so that knowledge regarding (counterfeit) documents can be shared by a wide target group at various levels in a secure (digital) environment. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action are 15, 21 and 28 as defined at page 8 and 9.
e. The development of a digital border information and registration counter where information can be shared with the border authorities prior to entry. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action 5 and 23 as defined at page 8 and 9.
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 
Maximum length: half a page
This priority involves the following types of action in particular. These actions are in keeping with specific priority 1 and 2 under priority 3 in the strategic guidelines and the cofunding of projects can be increased to 75%:
a. Investing in training and modern equipment to improve information exchange and raise the level of knowledge of liasion officers of Community regulations on border surveillance. Training and organising activities for the optimum exchange of information and helping to raise the level of knowledge and reinforce integrated border management. The relevant operational objectives pursued by this action 26-28 as defined at page 8 and 9.
b. Training and organising activities to increase the knowledge of border guards, particularly with regard to legal instruments, common standards and best practices and with regard to the information and risk basis. The relevant operational objective pursued by this action is number 28 as defined at page 8 and 9.
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 :

Maximum 5 indicators for each Priority
Priority 1

(Main indicators, targets)

1. Corresponding to category of  actions a (refer to page 11):

There are three objectives under category of actions a:
1. The objective is to streamline control processes: 

Relevant indicators are:

· number of control moments at Schiphol Airport;

· number of initiatives for automatic border crossing;

· Review of controll process for maritime border control.

2. The objective is to optimise the infrastructure of crossing points:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of border crossing points with camera surveillance;

· number of surveillance cameras acquired;

· numer of technically assisted systems acquired.

3. The objective is to install technically assisted systems:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of crossing points with separate passenger flows;

· average duration of border controls.

2. Corresponding to category of actions b (refer to page 11):

The objective is linkable and integrated recording systems

Relevant indicators are:

· number of (developed) trusted travellers programmes;

· number of border crossings under trusted travellers programmes;

· number of bespoke recording systems created;

· number of recording systems linked;

· number of relevant chain partners connected;

· number of transport sectors for which the information position is improved;

· improved information position for Coast Guard.

3. Corresponding to category of actions c (refer to page 11):

There are 2 objectives under category of actions c:

1. The objective is to create an information house:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of linked information systems;

· number of chain partners whose information systems are linked within the information house;

· number of workshops and conferences about the development and implementation of information systems.

2. The objective is to create a control room for maritime border surveillance for the Seaport Police:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of technical systems connected to the control room;

· operational control room established for maritime border for Seaport Police;

· number of information-based
physical border controls managed by the control room;

· number of workshops and conferences on risk analysis and risk basis.



Priority 2

(Main indicators, targets)

1. Corresponding to category of actions a (refer to page 11):
The objective is to create automated risk analysis systems:
Relevant indicators are:

· number of modified risk analysis systems;

· number of contributions by ILO officers to risk analyses;

· continued development of Comprehensive Expandable Shipping Information System (ZUIS);

· number of joint risk analyses;

· number of border controls for pleasure trips and fishing based on risk analysis.

2. Corresponding to category of actions b (refer to page 11-12):

The objective is to set up coordination, information and expertise centres:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of coordination, information and expertise centres for border surveillance;
· number of information-based controls or controls coordinated by centres;

· number of coordinated of information-based activities at EU/Frontex level;

· improved radar system.
Priority 3

(Main indicators, targets)

1. Corresponding to category of actions a (refer to page 12):
The objective is to install or improve the infrastructure of visa-issuing posts:
Relevant indicators are:

· number of visas issued;

· number of rejected applications;

· number of fraudulent applications identified;

· number of counterfeit documents identified;

· number of visas issued on behalf of other Member States;

· number of visa-issuing posts whose infrastructure has been adapted.

2. Corresponding to category of actions b (refer to page 12):
The objective is to digitise visa applications:
Relevant indicators are:

· number of digital systems for handling visa applications;

· number of applications assessed;

· number of visas issued;

· number of rejected applications;

· number of fraudulent applications identified;

· number of visas issued on behalf of other Member States.

3. Corresponding to category of actions c (refer to page 12):

The objective is to improve the ILO network and cooperation between ILOs

Relevant indicators are:

· number of contacts between liasions and back offices and between liasions themselves;
· number of activities geared to local consular cooperation between liasions.

Priority 4

(Main indicators, targets)

1. Corresponding to category of actions a (refer to page 12):

The objective is to implement EU VIS visa systems:

Relevant indicators are:

· successful completion of EU VIS implementation plan;

· successful completion of implementation of NVIS;

· all visa authorities connected to NVIS;

· the installation of hardware and software for border control scanners, visa issue scanners, mobile surveillance scanners and photo-camera scanners;

· installation and configuration of servers at the chain partners connected to VIS;

· completion of impact analysis for EU VIS;

· training staff to use the relevant equipment;

· the acquisition of 200 items of equipment for about 480 counters at the external checkpoints of the Netherlands;

· acquisition of 480 units of finger scanners for the external checkpoints;

· development of multi-use software.

2. Corresponding to category of actions b (refer to page 12-13):

The objective is to carry out ex ante testing:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of trial projects carried out;

· timely implementation of Community legal instruments.

3. Corresponding to category of actions c (refer to page 13):

The objective is to implement SIS II:
Relevant indicators are:

· number of definite milestones achieved towards the implementation of SIS II;

· number of tests carried out of communication between SIS II and the national system;

· timely migration from SIS I to SIS II.

4. Corresponding to category of actions d (refer to page 13):

The objective is to improve the application of the FADO and EDISON systems:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of forgeries identified;

· number of documents in FADO and EDISON;

· number of connections made to FADO and EDISON;

· number of border guards with acces to FADO and EDISON;

· number of seminars, training sessions and workshops on the use of digital systems to identify counterfeit documents.

5. Corresponding to category of actions e (refer to page 13):

The objective is to develop a digital recording and reporting system:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of pre-registered passengers;

· number of visitors to website;

· number of questions answered.
Priority 5
(Main indicators, targets)

1. Corresponding to category of actions a (refer to page 13):
The objective is to increase knowledge and share knowledge between ILOs:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of conferences, seminars and workshops;

· number of participating liasions;

· acquisition of equipment at consular posts earmarked for liasions;

· knowledge level of liasions.

2. Corresponding to category of actions b (refer to page 13):

The objective is to increase the knowledge of and increase the sharing of knowledge between Border Guards:

Relevant indicators are:

· number of conferences, seminars and workshops;

· number of participating border guards;

· number of (digitally) accessible manuals and best practices;

· level of knowledge of border guards.
------------------------------

Part II
SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES

2007, 2008 AND 2009 

(excluding Technical Assistance measures and Information and Publicity)
Reference documents to be used for this part:

- Your annual programmes 2007, 2008 and 2009 as approved by the Commission, in particular the description of actions

- All other relevant information available to the Responsible Authority

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

Please provide a summary of the actions contained in your annual programmes 2007 through 2009 (based on the description included in item 1 of each action – purpose and scope), broken down by Priority (each of the five Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)3925 of the Commission) as set out on the next pages.

Under each Priority describe separately actions/projects implemented under the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and those under the “executing body” method, on the other hand (where applicable). 
No breakdown per year is required, however you will be asked to highlight any significant change to the actions of the programmes concerned in a specific item (see the template on the following pages).

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the EBF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
A maximum length is indicated for each item.
1. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
1. 2007 and 2008: Action 1: Setting-up of Central Control Room for Seaport Police/Maritime External Border. 
This action was inspired by three developments: the growth of the Port of Rotterdam, intensification of border surveillance and the port security plan for the Port of Rotterdam. This calls for a close multi-disciplinary cooperation with the Seaport Police playing a major directing role. In order to enable it to fulfil its tasks and responsibilities, it is essential for the Seaport Police Service to be properly prepared for this. An excellent position as regards optimum risk analysis and tight control are essential requirements for the surveillance of the external borders and security within the port.

The action seeks to implement operational objectives 4, 5, 6, 7, 20, 21, 22 and 23 of the MAP.
Within this project the Rotterdam Rijnmond Seaport Police intends to carry out the following activities:

· Set up a central control room. The current Seaport Police “incident room” will be converted into a central control room where high-quality data will be applied instantly for border surveillance, enforcement and tracing.

· Improve information system and continue to develop existing technologies (risk analysis system/ ZUIS). The central control room will supply bespoke risk analysis for management of internal processes initially. The existing premises will be extended and provided with a working environment for a Large-Scale and Special Operations Department (DGBO) or disaster operation centre.

· Application of new technologies. The use of camera surveillance and other technologies (such as ANPR/biometrics) in management.

· Developments concerning the setting-up of a Mainport Monitor Center Rotterdam, cooperation between operational partners in the port, security of vital objects and connection of cameras and radar.
2. 2008: Action 2: Programme Office for Sustained Border Management Innovation
This action was inspired by the following:
Prior to 11 September 2001, the principal objective of border surveillance was to control, effectively and efficiently, persons and goods travelling within the Schengen area in order to prevent illegal immigration and the illegal movement of goods. As a result of the attacks of 11 September 2001 and in the wake of the attacks in Madrid and London the focus has increaslingly been on border surveillance for the prevention of terrorism and crime. Good border security has therefore become a component of a broad concept of safety. This means that border surveillance has also been placed within the framework of the safety and control of the movement of persons and goods.

With globalisation and the consequent growth in international travel, the number of passengers presenting themselves at Dutch external borders is rising steeply every year. It is generally accepted that the number of passengers will increase significantly in the next ten to fifteen years. The majority of passengers travel through Schiphol airport.
Pursuing current practices would mean that the border surveillance process would take an increasing amount of time, particularly at airports. The prospect of added checks, longer waiting times and queues could induce passengers to no longer travel to the Schengen area via the Dutch border and could make the Netherlands less attractive as a transit country. Sound regulation of migration, smoothing the way for passengers and – as an integral part of this process – facilitating border surveillance are in the interests of travellers and therefore in the interests of the Dutch (and European) economy. The right balance between the need for security and economic must also be sought. Clearly, initiatives to foster the economic interests of the Netherlands can never be to the detriment of national and international security. This balance is what the Programme Office seeks to achieve.
This action seeks to implement operational objectives 2, 3, 10, 12 en 13 of the MAP.

With respect to this project the following activities will be undertaken by the Programme Office for Sustained Border Management Innovation:

· The acquisition, testing and introduction of equipment and programming for automated border controls that make increasing use of biometric identifiers; the use of equipment and software together with passengers’ willingness to go through automated border controls will be tested in a pilot project before phased widespread introduction of the equipment and software;
· The development and implementation of a new border-management concept and the related border-management system (in the MAP called “infohouse”). The new border-management concept is based on so-called information-driven action. This means that passenger information is collected, collated, analysed and shared in advance of the actual journey. During analysis, not only are watch lists and risk profiles drawn up but advanced analysis tools are used to identify trends, etc, to build up a full picture of the risk. The quick and timely separation of bona fide travellers from mala fide/high-risk-profile passengers is thus made possible. Bona fide passengers (whose information had been checked) are then permitted to pass through rapidly (without queuing and without the stress of a control) by the automated system (linked to the first project). Based on the information analysed, mala fide/high-risk-profile passengers are denied access to the Netherlands from their country of origin or, at Schiphol Airport, subjected to physical controls.
· The project will also start with a pilot project in which passenger data that are collected, collated, analysed and shared is tested. For this, a prototype information system has been developed that incorporates, integrates and, where necessary, enhances not only passenger data but also watch lists and risk profiles.
3. 2009: Action 1: Pardex and API as part of the Programme for Sustained Border Management Innovation 
Also refering to what is mentioned under 2 this action was inspired by the following:
In the past several individual initiatives have been taken to improve parts of the border surveillance process. It is broadly recognized that the current and the future requirements regarding security, mobility, passenger and economic growth, in combination with combating terrorism and crime, can only be met with a collaborative approach with all parties involved. So the Director-General for Legislation, International Affairs and Immigration of the Ministry of Justice, has decided to establish the collaborative programme Innovation Border Management. The objective of the programme is to create an effective and efficient border monitoring process leveraging automated monitoring and risk-driven action based on information received in advance (passengers and goods) to the greatest extent possible. This requires a good balance between maximum security, optimal mobility and high (passenger) service. The program leverages the use of new technology (biometry, e-passport, e-visa, electronic gateways, etc) use of (pre-arrival) passenger information and sharing information among the authorities involved, to increase the number of low risk passengers to cross the border in a controlled, smart and smooth way and to prevent the access to the Schengen area of high risk passengers in their country of origin or subject these passengers to physical checks at the ports.

The parties involved in this programme are the Ministry of Justice, the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Royal Marechaussee, Customs, National Coordinator of Counterterrorism, Seaport Police, Schiphol Group and KLM. The programme is governed by an Executive Steering Committee, composed of senior management representatives of the parties involved. The programme starts with a programme office (refer to under 2) and four projects of which 2 (Pardex and API) qualify for a contribution from the EBF.

The 2 projects which qualify for a contribution from the EBF are:

· Pardex. This project will develop and implement a new, intelligence-led border-management concept and a related border-management system (in the MAP called “infohouse”). The new border-management concept is based on so-called information-driven action. This means that passenger information is collected, collated, analysed and shared in advance of the actual journey. During analysis, not only are watch lists and risk profiles drawn up but advanced analysis tools are used to identify trends, etc, to build up a full picture of the risk. The quick and timely separation of bona fide travellers from mala fide/high-risk-profile passengers is thus made possible. Bona fide passengers (whose information had been checked) are then permitted to pass through rapidly (without queuing and without the stress of a control) by the automated system. Based on the information analysed, malafide/high-risk-profile passengers are denied access to the Netherlands from their country of origin or, at Schiphol Airport, subjected to physical controls.
In order to start up this project, the projectteam starts in 2009 with the definition of a vision and the development of scenario’s for the future border surveillance. Based on the selected scenario for intelligence-led management of border surveillance, the concept, the processes the organization and the use of so called ‘passenger related data’ will be described in detail. Also the impact for the associated organizations, a business case for this project and a roadmap to implement the scenario will be defined and proposed to the Executive Steering Committee by the end of 2010.

· API
. Parallel to the preparation of Pardex, a pilot will be conducted to test the collection collating, analysing and sharing of passenger data based on the EU API Directive. The aim of this pilot is to gain hands on experience in collecting, collating, analysing and sharing passenger data and to ensure the added value of the use of passenger data in managing border surveillance. During the pilot questions regaridng the use and limits of passengers data will be answered. One of the main questions of the pilot is “what extra information is necessary for an intelligence led border management system”. The pilot will be conducted in the timeframe 2009-2010. The results, based on the use of real passengers data of a predefined number of flights and destinations, will be used by the project Pardex to complete the concept, the business case and the roadmap for the implementation of the new intelligence-led management of border surveillance. 

The scope of the Programme Sustained Border Management Innovation is the introduction of the concept, procedures and systems at Schiphol Airport. These will have a broad application for use at other air- and seaports in the Netherlands and abroad.

This action aims to implement operational objectives 2, 3, 10, 12 and 13 of the MAP.

2. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable. 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable.
3. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable.

4. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
2007: Action 2: Implementation of the VIS in the Netherlands.

2008: Action 3: Implementation of the VIS in the Netherlands.
2009: Action 2: Implementation of the VIS in the Netherlands.
These actions are inspired by the VIS regulation. The purpose of the projects under these actions is to facilitate the prompt and thorough implementation of VIS in the Netherlands.

In general: the purpose of the European Visa Information System is to facilitate the exchange of information between EU Member States regarding short-stay visas, including the exchange of biometric features of applicants for a visa. The system is intended to facilitate the implementation of a common visa policy, the combating of ‘visa shopping’ and fraud, to simplify checks at external borders and help to identify persons who do not (no longer) meet the requirements for entry of residence. Finally the system is also intended to further the internal security of the Member States. The target group for this system is visa applicants or residents of a non-member state requiring a visa.
The action seeks to implement operational objectives 8, 9 and 29 of the MAP.

The implementation of EU VIS in the Netherlands involves several sub-projects which are carried out in parallel by the relevant organisations. The chain partners involved are the Foreign Office, the Royal Netherlands Marechaussee and the Rotterdam Seaport Police. The approach to the implementation of EU VIS in the Netherlands is mainly focused on the technical connection of the Dutch authorities to EU VIS. The project also involves:
· Setting up an organisation for the management and regulations whereby authorised staff of the competent national authorities can access VIS and any changes to it;

· To link the Immigrants Basic Service (BVV) to EU VIS and to coordinate the installation of EU VIS by the various chain partners;

· The necessary acquisition of peripherals. The purpose is to guarantee the quality of biometric data entry and to promote the increased use of equipment for non-immigration processes;

· Connecting the chain partners to EU VIS;

· Training for staff of the authorities entitled to access the VIS regarding data security and protection.
5. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable. 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
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%) 

No significant  changes took place.
------------------------------

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
If Yes, fill in this part.

If No, do not fill in Part III and go to Part IV (Implementation of the programmes in the executing body method).

III.1
        Share of the overall EU contribution to the

programmes granted in the “awarding 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 “awarding body” method (in percentage, no decimal) 

- Programme 2007:
% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2008:

%

- Programme 2009:

%
III.2

Calls for proposals
For each programme year from 2007 to 2009, please provide the number and calls for proposals organised for the implementation of the annual programmes in the “awarding body” method
- Programme 2007:
  (number of calls for proposals)

- Programme 2008: 
  (number of calls for proposals)

- Programme 2009: 
  (number of calls for proposals)

III.3

Proposals received, selected and funded after calls

for proposals 
Definitions:

- If more than one call for proposals was organised for a given annual programme, provide in the table below, for that programme, figures combining all of that programme’s calls.

- Project funded = a contract, a grant agreement or any equivalent form of legal instrument has been signed with the beneficiary
- If multiannual projects have been funded, they should be counted only in the first programme year they were received, selected and funded 

Definition of a multiannual project:  According to the legal basis, the end of the eligibility period for projects under the 2007 Programme is 31st December 2009. For the 2008 and 2009 Programmes the end of the eligibility period for projects is 30th June 2010 and 30th June 2011, respectively. A multiannual project is a project approved for funding under any of the programmes mentioned above, whose eligibility period extends later than the eligibility period for projects of the programme under which it was selected and funded. 
	Number of 
	Programme 2007
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2007-2009

	Proposals received
	
	
	
	

	Projects selected
	
	
	
	

	Projects funded


	
	
	
	


Have all projects selected for funding after calls for proposals been funded? 

Yes/No  :   …….

- If No, explain why : 
III.4 
Projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals 

In duly justified cases, grants may be awarded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals (Article 7 (2) of Commission Decision 2008/456/EC of 5.3.2008 - the External Borders Fund Implementing Rules, third paragraph).

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

Please indicate the number of projects funded (see definition on page 18) in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals.

	Projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals 
	Programme 2007
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2007-2009

	Number 
	
	
	
	


III.5
Total number of projects funded in the “awarding 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 proposals (see  table III.3)
	
	
	
	

	Projects funded without a call for proposals

(see table III.4)
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	
	
	
	


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

If Yes, fill in this section 

If No, do not fill in Part IV and go to Part V( Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body method” and in  the  “executing body” method, 2007 through 2009).  

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:
93% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the 7 % EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2008:

93%

- Programme 2009:

93%
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:
1 (number of calls for expression of interest or for

  proposals or similar selection method)

- Programme 2008: 
1 (number of calls for expression of interest or for

                                            proposals or similar selection method)

- Programme 2009: 
1 (number of calls for expression of interest or for

                                            proposals or similar selection method)

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”
Definitions:

- If more than one call for expression of interest, call for proposals or similar was organised for a given annual programme, provide in the table below, for that annual programme, figures combining all of that annual programme’s calls.

- Project funded = a contract, a grant agreement or any equivalent form of legal instrument has been signed with the beneficiary
- If multiannual projects have been funded, they should be counted only in the first programme year they were received, selected and funded 

Definition of a multiannual project:  According to the legal basis, the end of the eligibility period for projects under the 2007 Programme is 31st December 2009. For the 2008 and 2009 Programmes the end of the eligibility period for projects is 30th June 2010 and 30th June 2011, respectively. A multiannual project is a project approved for EBF funding under any of the programmes mentioned above, whose eligibility period extends later than the eligibility period for projects of the annual programme under which it was selected and funded. 
	Number of …
	Programme 2007
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2007-2009

	Proposals received
	2
	3
	2
	7

	Projects selected
	2
	3
	2
	7

	Projects funded


	2
	3
	2
	7


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

Yes

- If No, explain why : 
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 
	0
	0
	0
	0


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)
	2
	3
	2
	7

	Projects funded without such calls

(see table IV.4)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	2
	3
	2
	7


Part V 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED

IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD AND

IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
2007 - 2009

Reference documents to be used for this part:

- The information on the projects funded available to the Responsible Authority (description of the project supported to be found in each grant agreement)

- All information on implementation available to the Responsible Authority

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

Please provide a summary description of the projects funded (see definition on page 18) under your annual programmes 2007 through 2009, broken down by Priority as set out on the next pages. Under each Priority describe separately projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and projects funded in the “executing body” method, on the other hand.

In addition please describe separately (as set out in the template) projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals and projects funded in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest, for proposals, or similar selection method.

No breakdown per year is required in the items 1 to 6.

Describe separately any change to the distribution for projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and for projects funded in the “executing body” method, on the other hand.

In addition , highlight any significant change to the projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and to projects funded  in the “executing body” method, on the other hand (other than their distribution).

It is not required to make a full description of all projects. What is needed is a concise, but very concrete description of the types of operations implemented under each Priority. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the EBF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. 

You will be asked to highlight 1-5 projects under each annual programme which deserve, in your opinion, particular mention since you consider them as a good practice, or of an innovative nature, of interest for other Member States or of particular value in the light of the multiannual strategy and your national requirements. 

Finally, you will be asked to describe one "success story” and one “failure”, among all projects funded from 2007 to 2009.

For each item the maximum length is mentioned beneath the item’s description.
1.  Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 1 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.

In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Under the annual programmes 2007-2009 4 projects have been funded under Priority 1 in the “executing body” method. The contents of these projects have already been described in Part II as the actions in the annual programmes were custom made for these projects.

The projects are:

1. Setting-up of Central Control Room for Seaport Police/Maritime External Border, (2007 and 2008).
2. Programme Office for Sustained Border Management (2008).

3. Pardex and Api as part of the Programme for Sustained Border Management Innovation (2009).
2. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the

“executing body” method in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

Maximum length: half a page at the maximum

In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes, 2007 through 2009

In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
4. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the

annual programmes, 2007 through 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Under the annual programmes 2007-2009 3 projects have been funded under Priority 4 in the “executing body” method. The contents of these projects have already been described in Part II as the actions in the annual programmes were custom made for these projects.

The projects are:

Implementation of the VIS in the Netherlands (2007, 2008 and 2009).
5. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 5 in the

annual programmes, 2007 through 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Not applicable.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

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

Maximum length: 15 lines 

Please refer to Table III.4. Excluding the continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call for proposals. Neither should Technical Assistance measures  be taken into account, since they are not considered as “projects”.

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
Maximum length: 15 lines 

Please refer to Table IV.4. Excluding the continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call for for expression of interest, a call for proposals or similar. Neither should Technical Assistance measures  be taken into account, since they are not considered as “projects”.
Not applicable
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
Maximum length: half a page 
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
Maximum length: half a page 

Not applicable.
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
Maximum length: half a page 

In the “awarding body” method
Not applicable.

In the “executing body” method
The seven funded projects have been/ are all being carried out. All projects come back in more than one annual programme and the activities and goals of each project in each annual programme follow each other. Therefore the changes in the execution of the projects that have occurred have to do with shifts in the planning of the activities. All goals will be met, but sometimes activities that were planned in an annual programme will be executed either earlier of later (sometimes during the eligibility period of another annual programme). This means that, for instance for the 3 EU VIS projects and the 2 projects carried out by the Seaport Police (Setting up of Central Control Room for Seaport Police/Maritime External Border) it was necessary to draw up several revised grant agreements. This process has taken up substantial time for the projectmanagers of the financial beneficiaries and for the Delegated Authority in the Netherlands. Also, due to shifts in planning it hasn’t been possible yet to draw up definite grant agreements for the two projects in the 2009 annual programme.
11.  
Important projects funded in the annual programmes 2007 to 2009 

Please describe 1-5 projects under each annual programme which deserve, in your opinion, particular mention since you consider them as a good practice, or of an innovative nature, of interest for other Member States (example of a project supporting an EU policy priority) or of particular value in the light of the multiannual strategy and your national requirements. 

The Netherlands has funded seven projects which come back in more than one annual programme, in effect three different projects can be distinguished. All these projects are of particular value in the light of the Dutch multiannual strategy and national requirements as laid out in the Border Controls Framework Document, which served as the base for the Dutch MAP and APs. 

As the template requests to describe 1-5 projects under each annual programme, here one of the three in content different projects will be mentioned per annual programme. As the projects have already been described in part II, only the name of the project is mentioned here.

2007 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
- Setting-up of Central Control Room for Seaport Police/Maritime External Border.

2008 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
- Implementation of EU VIS.
2009 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
- The Programme for Sustained Border Management Innovation.

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

It is up to you to judge whether a project is to be considered a “success story” in terms of project implementation.  If you think the project is also an example of “good practice” which could usefully be implemented elsewhere, please explain why. However, please note that this part is on a success story and it needs not be "good practices”.

It is necessary to provide a very concrete description of the project concerned and of the reasons you consider this is a “success story”. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the EBF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

Out of the seven projects the two projects “Programme for Sustained Border Management Innovation” have been selected. They are innovative, broadly supported by all relevant chain partners and the final beneficiary is able to handle the extensive and for these projects sometimes difficult to meet elegibility rules of the EBF.
13. 
Description of one “failure”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2007 to 2009

Among all the projects funded under the programmes from 2007 to 2009, there may be one project which you would regard as an important “failure”, because it proved impracticable, it did not meet expectations, or any other reason for you to judge, and you think there are lessons to be drawn from its failure, for instance in terms of programming, selection and/or evaluation of projects.
The project should not be identified (i.e. the name of the project or beneficiary should not be mentioned).
It is essential that the description of the project, your justification for a “failure”, and the  lessons to be drawn can easily be understood by those who are familiar with  the EBF , but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

It is very difficult to regard one of the seven projects as “failure”, since all of them are of particular value and have been/are being carried out, although shifts in the time planning have occurred. Therefore the Netherlands have chosen to highlight the difficulties of  EBF project management. For the Dutch projects it has proven to be hard to meet the deadlines and requirements of the Delegated Authority of for instance the submission of a revised budget. This may be caused by lack of communication between the involved project partners or by communication difficulties and/or coordination difficulties. Also the European developments on some of the topics has caused a delay in the achievements of the project, e.g. EU VIS. The Delegated Authority has to put in a disproportionately amount of time, compared to the other Solid Funds, in explaining the ins and outs of the EBF, the relevant eligibility rules, the importance of the establishment of a project administration, the relevant ‘tips and tricks’ of preparing a proper EBF project budget and the necessity of having to comply with these terms in order to receive the reserved grants.
The Delegated Authority feels that the EBF is perceived as more complicated by the project beneficiaries than the other SOLID funds. This is probably due to the fact that the project beneficiaries of the EBF are solely governmental organisations which are not used to work with a project subsidy instrument like the EBF instead of certain governmental organisations, IGO’s or NGO’s which are and which use the other SOLID funds. 
Part VI
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY

Reference documents to be used for this part:

- The information on technical assistance and on information and publicity available to the Responsible Authority

- Any relevant national document and information available to the Responsible Authority in these matters

- Any independent evaluation of the items addressed below, if available

1.
Technical assistance

Please provide a concrete description of the activities implemented under the Technical Assistance measures of the annual programmes 2007 through 2009. No annual breakdown is required.

15 lines maximum

In the Netherlands the four migration Funds are managed by the European Funds Programme Secretariat (PEF), which acts as the Delegated Authority. The technical assistance from the four funds is combined. All expense in relation to the management of the Funds is incurred from there. Where these costs clearly relate to one specific Fund, they are allocated to the technical assistance available for that Fund. Costs which do not clearly relate to one specific Fund are allocated to the technical assistance for all Funds according to a formula. This formula is based on the resources available for the year and the Fund involved.

Activities implemented under the Technical Assistance measures of the EBF annual programmes 2007-2009 are:

· the salary costs of the staff of the European Funds Programme Secretariat for the EBF (PEF), the Audit Authority and the Certifying Authority 

· publicity costs (for instance costs for the improvement of forms suchs as the application form, progress report form and final report form)
· travelling expenses in relation to project visits, participation in the SOLID committee and the EBF working group about fund management with other Member States in which the Delegated Authority participates.

· the costs for promotional material such as stickers, notepads, ballpoint pens, cardboard folders and the European flag that have been made.

2.  
Information and Publicity

Please provide a concrete description of the information and publicity activities (as per Articles 33 and 34 of the EBF Implementing Rules) implemented under the annual programmes 2007 through 2009. No annual breakdown is required.

Describe separately the information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority and those by the final beneficiaries.

As part of the information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority, please specify  the yearly information activities  which you have organised up to now, as of 2008, the launch of the multiannual programme or the achievements of the annual programme(s), as set out in Article 33 (2)( a) of the EBF Implementing Rules.
Please also describe when you developed the website referred to in Article 33(2) (b) of the EBF Implementing Rules and indicate, for each annual programme, when the required data was introduced on the website. 
- Information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority 

Maximum 15 lines
The information and publicity activities implemented under the annual programmes 2007- 2009:

· 2 information meeting for strategic partners and potential beneficiaries. These meetings were used to brainstorm about possible projects and to highlight the multi annual programme as well as the annual programmes 2007-2009.

· In all communications about the EBF the EU logo and the slogan ‘grenzeloze mogelijkheden’ is included.

· For the seven projects funded under the annual programmes 2007-2009 the Delegated Authority organised or participated in several ‘on the spot’ information meetings per project.
The website for the EBF
 was developed and was operational in December 2007 and the required data for the annual programmes is published and updated when necessary. When the funded projects were known a list of final beneficiaries was published.

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

Maximum 15 lines
The obligations to be complied with by the project organisations with respect to communications relating the EBF are set out in the grant decision directly and through a reference to the conditions in the Implementing Rules.

So far most final beneficiaries have for instance organised conferences, meetings or developed information leaflets or digital information about their project. The European Funds Programme Secretariat (PEF) proactively communicates about the publication requirements and checks this at project visits and so far as known the final beneficiaries comply with the conditions. 

Part VII
ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2007, 2008 AND 2009

Based on:

- All information available to the Responsible Authority on the implementation of each annual programme

- Any external evaluation available to the Responsible Authority

provide your assessment of the implementation of the annual programmes from 2007 through 2009 for the following items.

In each case please explain the reasons for your judgement. If for any item you cannot provide an assessment by June 2010, please answer “Not known by June 2010”.

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?

15 lines maximum

The Dutch MAP and AP 2007 were approved by the Commissions decision of 16 December 2008. Obviously this is long after the eligibility period of the 2007 AP started and grant agreements could not be drawn up before the approval of the AP 2007. The AP 2007 already stated at page 3 that the Delegated Authority received a draft application for the project ‘Setting-up of Central Control Room for Seaport Police/Maritime External Border in July 2008 and for the project ‘Implementation of EU VIS in August 2008. The AP also mentioned that the information in the application forms required further modification or needed to be completed in some areas in order to comply with the (financial) regulations of the EBF. The grant agreement for the Central Control Room dated 22 October 2009. The grant agreement for the EU VIS project dated 13 May 2009 and was revised at 8 December 2009. The projects have been carried out with shifts in the planning and in some cases activities that were planned for 2007 have been/are carried out under the AP 2008 or AP 2009 and vice versa.
As mentioned on page 3 of the approved AP 2007 the annual programme needs to be approved before grant agreements can be drawn up. This is due to national legislation and this is the case for all SOLID funds and is mentioned in all annual programmes for the SOLID funds where it regards projects executed in the executing body method. 
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2007 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

15 lines maximum

It has taken quite some time before the Dutch MAP and AP 2007 were approved by the Commission but because of the active approach of the Responsible Authority and the Commission this process was concluded satisfactorily. With this is meant that the Responsible Authority and the Commission had several meetings to discuss the draft annual programme and several drafts where sent back and forth. The process from “draft application to grant agreement” proved to be complicated but the Delegated Authority has done its best to guide the project organisations where possible. 
Refer also to 5.10 (page 38) and 5.13 (page 40) for more information on why the process from draft application to grant agreement proved to be complicated and the ways the Delegated Authority has tried to guide the project organisations in this process. Lesson learnt on the communication with beneficiaries: it is necessary to inform all project partners seperately, although one project partner bears the responsibility of secretary of the project and is the main contact of the Delegated Authority and is, among other things, responsible for the communication of information to all project partners.
3.
Has a revision of the 2007 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
15 lines maximum

Not applicable.

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)

15 lines maximum

Yes, the projects (for which the actions included in the AP 2007 were custom made) have been carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects.
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?

15 lines maximum

Yes, the projects (for which the actions included in the AP 2007 were custom made) have been carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects.
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?

15 lines maximum

Yes, the actions were appropriate and so was the distribution of the funding.
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?

15 lines maximum

The Dutch MAP and AP 2008 were approved by the Commissions decision of 16 December 2008. Obviously this is relatively long after the eligibility period of the 2008 AP started and grant agreements could not be drawn up before the approval of the AP 2008. The grant agreement for the Central Control Room dated 22 October 2009 and was revised at 19 April 2010. A final revision is pending. The grant agreement for the EU VIS project dated 4 August 2009 and was revised at 7 June 2010. These projects have been carried out with shifts in the planning and in some cases activities that were planned for 2007 are carried out under the AP 2008 or AP 2009. The grant agreement for the “Programme Office for Sustained Border Management Innovation dated 18 May 2009. This project is carried out according to plan.
As the AP 2008 was approved at the same time as the approval of the AP 2007 and the projects in the 2007 AP continued in the AP 2008 the implementation of the AP 2008 took place simultaneously with the implementation of the AP 2007 and therefore there are no differences in implementation.
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2008 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

15 lines maximum

It has taken quite some time before the Dutch MAP and AP 2008 were approved by the Commission but because of the active approach of the Responsible Authority and the Commission this process was concluded satisfactorily. The process from “draft application to grant agreement” proved to be complicated but the Delegated Authority has done its best to guide the project organisations where possible. 
3.
Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
15 lines maximum

Not applicable.
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)

15 lines maximum

Yes, the projects (for which the actions included in the AP 2008 were custom made) have been carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects.
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?

15 lines maximum
Yes, the projects (for which the actions included in the AP 2007 were custom made) have been carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects.
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?

15 lines maximum

Yes, the actions were appropriate and so was the distribution of the funding.
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?

15 lines maximum

The Dutch AP 2009 was approved by the Commissions decision of 20 november 2009. Obviously this is relatively long after the eligibility period of the 2009 AP started and grant agreements could not be drawn up before the approval of the AP 2009. For the two projects of the AP 2009 the process from draft application to grant agreement has not been completed yet and consequently no grant agreements have been drawn up yet. Of course, the projects are being carried out.
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2009 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

15 lines maximum

It has taken quite some time before the Dutch AP 2009 was approved by the Commission but because of the active approach of the Responsible Authority and the Commission this process was concluded satisfactorily. The process from “draft application to grant agreement” proves to be complicated but the Delegated Authority does its best to guide the project organisations where possible. 
3.
Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
15 lines maximum

Not applicable.
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)

15 lines maximum

Yes, the projects (for which the actions included in the AP 2009 were custom made) are being carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects
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?

15 lines maximum

Yes, the projects included in the AP 2009 are being carried out, although there were shifts in the planning of the projects.
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?

15 lines maximum

Yes, the actions were appropriate and so was the distribution of the funding.
VII.4. 
The Management and Control System for the Fund and the implementation of the  Annual Programme 2007 through 2009
Based on : 

- All information available to the Responsible Authority on the implementation of each annual programme 2007 through 2009

- The Management and Control system of the External Borders Fund in your Member State

- Any external evaluation available to the Responsible Authority
- Any other analysis carried out by your government as regards the Fund
Provide your assessment for the following item. Please explain the reasons for your judgement. 

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?

Half a page maximum

The Management and Control System for the External Borders Fund is the same for the European Refugee Fund and the Return Fund. It has been efficient for the implementation of the annual programmes so far, although the Audit Authority and the Certifying Authority did not perform too much of activity yet. There is not so much to say about the efficiency of those parts of the Management and Control System at this moment.

The result of the audit on the Management and Control System of these three funds carried out in spring 2009 by Unit A4 of DG JLS proves that the system works. A similar audit carried out late 2009 by the Audit Authority had the same result.
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 
Half a page maximum
In October 2010 the European Commission approved the Dutch description of the Management and Control System for ERF, RF and EBF. 
Compared to earlier draft versions the most important change is the designation of a Certifying Authority outside the Ministry in which the Responsible Authority resides. 

Other changes were more like clarifications on the tasks of the different Authorities and on the separation of duties. 

A system audit by Commission services did not lead to a modification of the Management and Control System. 

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

In case you had recourse to an external expertise for other parts of this report : this part must always be filled in by the Responsible Authority itself 

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

1 page maximum

The implementation of the EBF in the Netherlands from 2007 can be characterised as a learning process. The EBF is a new fund, and although the Delegated Authority already had experience with the executing of the ERF the ground rules for the EBF and its final beneficiaries are different in many ways. 

Due to the delay in the approval of the MAP and APs the Netherlands consequently faced a delay in the national implementation of the annual programmes. 

The project organisations have had to become familiar with the EBF and the rules they have to comply with. Also the European development on some topics play an important role in the implementation of the annual programmes.

The “executing body” method is new and the organisations with a de jure monopoly position in the area covered by the EBF needed time to set up a structure within their organisation for the implementation of EBF projects.

In respect to reaching the key results mentioned in the MAP and APs most (probably all) results will be achieved, as the actions were custom made for the projects and all projects have been/are carried out.

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? 

15 lines maximum 

Because the Responsible Authority is also responsible for the border management the objectives laid down in the MAP and the AP are according to the main objectives of the Dutch border control, as laid out in the Border Controls Framework Document that served as the base for the Dutch MAP and APs.

Although the projects have not been ended yet, the objectives in the project proposals correspond well with the objectives that are laid down in de APs 2007, 2008 and 2009.

 2. 
Effectiveness of the 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? 

15 lines maximum 

It is difficult to answer this question as the projects could be defined as multi annual and are therefore still in the implementing stage. Therefore there is too little information yet to be able to see if the effects resulting from the intervention are consisted with its objectives.

In general the actions and their objectives and indicators in the annual programmes are considered necessary and appropriate at a national level and they could not be implemented on the national budget.
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.  

15 lines maximum 

The cost of the management of the External Border Fund so far is around 
€ 275.000,00, although this is a rough estimation. Included in this amount are also the cost for activities prior to the implementation of the External Border Fund. At this stage it is unclear still to what extent the programme’s objectives are being developed in accordance with the original planning and at a reasonable cost; it is too early for that.
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. 

15 lines maximum 

The projects carried out within the framework of the annual programmes did not receive any other funding from EU than from the EBF. Since the objectives for the EBF defined in the MAP and the APs follow from obligations under European legislation there is no issue relating complementarity. .
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.  

15 lines maxium 
In general the actions and their objectives and indicators in the annual programmes are considered necessary and appropriate at a national level and they could not be implemented on 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? 

Half a page maximum

At the moment the Member States are asked to write one multi annual programme and 5 annual programmes. The Netherlands perceive this programme structure as needlessly complicated. The Netherlands suggest to install a 3 years programme instead to enhance flexibility and a reduction of the administrative expenditure.

Also the Netherlands would like to suggest a reconsideration of the reasons for having to submit a revision of an annual programme. 

In the Strategic Guidelines for every priority so called “Specific Priorities” have been defined for which the contribution from the EBF can be 75% in stead of 50%. This arrangement causes confusion and the Netherlands suggest to either eliminate this possibility, or to admit 75% contribution from the EBF for all priorities and projects. The Netherlands would like to draw your attention to the latter as the Netherlands have noticed that due to the current economic climate the final beneficiaries (public and governmental) face difficulties in arranging cofinancing and sometimes this unfortunately prevents good projects from being carried out.

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?  

Half a page maximum
The Netherlands would like to draw attention to the difficulties perceived bij project organisations, the Delegated Authority and sometimes even by the Commission concerning the correct interpretation of the vast number of eligibility rules. The Netherlands of course subscribe to the necessity of having to verify how the allocation is spent, but is doubtful whether this can not be done in a less detailed and simpler way. The Netherlands comment the suggestions the Commission has done for simplifying the implementing rules at the Solid meeting of 1 June 2010.
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? 

Half a page maximum


Refer to under VIII.4.
End of the report
☻

� Cruises, pleasure trips, minor civil aviation, ferries, freight and fishing.


� API: Advanced Passenger Information


� www.justitie.nl/europesemigratiefondsen
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