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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 50(2) (a) of Decision No 575/2007/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 RF, 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 2008-2013

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

Reference documents to be used for this part: 

- Your multiannual programme 2008-2013 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 RF, 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

· C’est nécessaire de faire des efforts supplémentaires dans le cadre du retour volontaire. Les instruments de communication, de formation, de sensibilisation, de réintégration, d’analyse et d’évaluation doivent être améliorés et les différentes actions doivent être mieux coordonnées

· Concertation accrue entre les autorités chargées du retour volontaire et celles chargées du retour forcé. Il y a 3 administrations fédérales qui s’occupent de la politique du retour. (Intérieur, Intégration sociale et Police fédérale) Il faut améliorer l’échange d’informations entre ces trois. Il faut également tendre à une bonne collaboration continue avec les autres services publics et des instances communautaires ou internationales.

· Il faut accélérer des procédures d’éloignement en matière d’identification notamment par le biais d’une meilleure collaboration avec certains pays d’origine. La problématique de la documentation ou de l’identification et le manque de collaboration avec certains pays d’origine est considérée comme un des principaux points du plan de management de l’Office des étrangers. 

· Il faut rassembler des données objectives, claires et consolidables, tant au niveau national qu'entre les États membres de l’UE. Il nous manque des informations au sujet du nombre de candidats qui rentrent de manière autonome et au sujet de la durabilité des programmes de retour volontaire et il n’existe aucune méthode pour mesurer l’efficacité de certaines actions, comme le soutien lors de la réintégration.
· Collaboration accrue entre les États membres pour réaliser le potentiel en matière d’économies d’échelle. Il s’agirait de favoriser l’échange d’informations, le développement de « meilleures pratiques » et le développement de projets communs. 
· Il faut améliorer la perception du retour par l’opinion publique. Un des points névralgiques détectés est le fait que la politique de retour est parfois soumise à de vives critiques de la part de certaines organisations de terrain et de l'opinion publique. En particulier, le retour forcé et la détention d’enfants dans les centres fermés sont âprement critiqués. 
· Nécessité de développer des programmes de retour et de réintégration durables, qui soient également adaptés aux besoins individuels et spécifiques pour des personnes vulnérables et à d’autres groupes cible (des familles, des mineurs non accompagnés, des détenus,…). Par exemple il faut investir dans des alternatives à la détention des enfants mineurs.

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

· Développement additionnel des programmes de retour volontaire et renforcement de leur encadrement (information, sensibilisation, formation, exécution et suivi)

· Développement d’une approche du retour intégré axée sur des groupes cibles, adaptée aux besoins spécifiques de chaque groupe.

· Conception de structures d’accueil alternatives et adaptées dans lesquelles les personnes peuvent être guidées vers le retour

· Amélioration des programmes de réintégration en adaptant les structures aux besoins et en axant ces programmes sur un objectif de retour durable

· Soutien aux programmes de retour forcé et renforcement de leur encadrement (information, formation, coopération, exécution et évaluation)

· Accélération des procédures d’éloignement y compris l’identification par le biais d’une collaboration renforcée avec les pays d’origine

· Augmentation de l’acceptation du retour, notamment du retour volontaire par la conception d’une politique de communication, d’information et de formation ciblée et créative

· Renforcement de la coopération entre les autorités au niveau national en vue de développer une politique de retour plus intégrée 

· Développement d’instruments d’analyse et d’évaluation permettant de se former une image plus claire de la population d’immigrés clandestins et de concevoir des formes de retour rapides, humaines et respectueuses de la dignité.

· Investissement supplémentaire dans des structures (nouvelles ou existantes) pour échanger des informations, élaborer des meilleures pratiques et développer des modèles de collaboration opérationnelle entre les différents États membres de l’UE.
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 four Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)5822 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 RF, 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 development of a strategic approach to return management by Member States 

National objectives achieved (in whole or in part) by actions under this priority
· Développement additionnel des programmes de retour volontaire et renforcement de leur encadrement (information, sensibilisation, formation, exécution et suivi)

· Développement d’une approche du retour intégré axée sur des groupes cible, adaptée aux besoins spécifiques de chaque groupe.

· Amélioration des programmes de réintégration en adaptant les structures aux besoins et en axant ces programmes sur un objectif de retour durable

· Augmentation de l’acceptation du retour, notamment du retour volontaire par la conception d’une politique de communication, d’information et de formation ciblée et créative

Examples of key actions implementing specific priorities

· augmentation de la prime d’installation pour les personnes vulnérables. 

· Actions ciblées de retour pour des personnes présentant des comportements difficiles et/ou des personnes vulnérables résidant dans les centres fermés ou dans certaines structures spéciales d’accueil: assurer un accueil et un éloignement humain des personnes présentant des comportements difficiles ou vulnérables. Ces actions ciblées comprennent entre autres : l’accueil le plus humain possible dans le centre; l’orientation vers le retour volontaire et la réintégration; la recherche de possibilités de retour et d’accueil dans le pays d’origine.
· Missions de contrôle dans les pays d’origine afin de mesurer l’efficience des systèmes mis en place pour permettre l’implémentation de l’assistance au retour et à la réintégration 
· Formation interculturelle du personnel employé dans les centres ouverts et fermés en vue d’accomplir une humanisation des centres fermés. 
Priority 2:  Support for the cooperation between Member States in return management
National objectives achieved (in whole or in part) by actions under this priority

· Soutien aux programmes de retour forcé et renforcement de leur encadrement (information, formation, coopération, exécution et évaluation)

Examples of key actions implementing specific priorities

· Mise en place de programmes de formation communs au niveau européen pour les escortes de police.
· Formation dans les centres fermés en vue d’améliorer l’acceptation du retour et de l’humaniser

· Soutien au retour des nationalités, qui à cause de l’identification sont difficilement à éloigner, par la collaboration intensifiée avec les autorités des pays d’origine et éventuellement en concertation avec les autres Etats Membres.

· Augmentation des vols spéciaux communs, éventuellement en coordination avec FRONTEX.
Priority 3: Support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management
National objectives achieved (in whole or in part) by actions under this priority

· Conception de structures d’accueil alternatives et adaptées dans lesquelles les personnes peuvent être guidées vers le retour

· Accélération des procédures d’éloignement y compris l’identification par le biais d’une collaboration renforcée avec les pays d’origine
· Développement d’instruments d’analyse et d’évaluation permettant de se former une image plus claire de la population d’immigrés clandestins et de concevoir, d’élaborer et de mettre en œuvre des formes de retour rapides, humaines et respectueuses de la dignité
Examples of key actions implementing specific priorities

· Soutien au retour des nationalités difficiles à éloigner pour des raisons d’identification, grâce à une collaboration intensifiée avec les autorités des pays d’origine 

Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management
National objectives achieved (in whole or in part) by actions under this priority

· Renforcement de la coopération/communication entre les autorités au niveau national en vue de développer une politique de retour plus intégrée comprenant le retour volontaire, le retour forcé et la réintégration durable en ligne avec les standards communautaires
· Investissement supplémentaire dans des structures nouvelles ou existantes au sein desquelles les différents États membres de l’UE peuvent échanger des informations, élaborer des meilleures pratiques et développer des modèles de collaboration opérationnelle

Examples of key actions implementing specific priorities

· Organisation de séminaires thématiques invitant les différentes administrations nationales en vue du développement d’une politique de retour plus intégrée, et en invitant éventuellement d’autres acteurs concernés

· Organisation de séminaires et groupes de travail thématiques réunissant des administrations de pays membres concernées par les politiques de retour intégré, et éventuellement d’autres acteurs internationaux concernés par la problématique.

Finally, list the most important indicators set out in Part 3 of the multiannual programme 2008-2013 and the corresponding quantified/qualitative targets, broken down by Priority:

Maximum 5 indicators for each Priority
Priority 1

Targets

· Création d’un paquet de soutien diversifié qui permet, dans certaines limites, de répondre

aux besoins du migrant individuel, et d’augmenter ainsi la faisabilité et la durabilité d’un

retour volontaire. Ce paquet de soutien diversifié répond de façon adaptée aux besoins

spécifiques des candidats présentant certaines vulnérabilités.
· Réalisation d’activités de monitoring et d’évaluations internes et externes des projets et

programmes et de leurs effets sur le migrant qui est rentré individuellement et sur les

communautés et la société locale.
· Formations de personnel assurées par des coaches dans les centres fermés et ouverts

ainsi qu’au sein des différentes structures d’accueil ; amélioration de la communication

entre le personnel et les résidents des centres ; humanisation des centres fermés 
Indicators

· Le nombre de candidats (personnes vulnérables, illégales,…) au retour volontaire (et durable)

· Montant des incitants financiers investis

· Nombre d’activités de monitoring et d’évaluation ainsi que de missions réalisées; 
· Nombre de rapports de mission
· Nombre de formations,

Priority 2

Targets

· Formation pour les escorteurs européens et pour le personnel dans les centres fermés 

· Organisation de vols spéciaux communs

Indicators:

· Nombre d’éloignements correctement effectués

· Nombre de vols spéciaux communs.

Priority 3

Targets

· Formations du personnel pour assurer l’accueil dans les meilleures conditions humaines et le respect de la dignité des résidents

· Les documents de voyage nécessaires pour un retour volontaire sont délivrés plus vite

· Développement et implémentation d’une application informatique pour les centres fermés ; suivi et soutien de l'application

· Compatibilité opérationnelle avec le système d’échange de données de la Police fédérale et de l’Office des étrangers; augmentation de la rapidité et de la souplesse du traitement des données (entre autres en vue du retour).
Indicators
· Nombre de personnel formé
· Délai de délivrance des documents de voyage pour les candidats au retour 

· Nombre des échanges entre l’Office des étrangers et la Police fédérale, en ce qui concerne les rapports administratifs et les données sur l’identité et le séjour des étrangers interceptés 

· Nombre de fiches inclus dans l’application spécifique dans les centres fermés

Priority 4

Targets

· Réunions, séminaires et groupes de travail sur des thèmes en lien avec le retour intégré

· Mise en place d’un réseau fonctionnel entre les différentes administrations

· Amélioration de l’échange d’informations entre la Belgique et les pays frontaliers; amélioration de la vision globale en matière de migration de transit illégale; encouragement du retour volontaire via l'élaboration d’une approche commune en matière de sensibilisation et d’organisation du retour volontaire et des programmes de réintégration spécifiques aux migrants de transit illégaux 

· Etude et analyse des meilleures pratiques dans d’autres États membres; visites de travail; feedback aux centres fermés
Indicators:

· Nombre de réunions/séminaires 
· Nombre d’état membres participants.

· Nombre de partenaires actifs au sein du réseau
· Nombre d’études et analyses
------------------------------

Part II

SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES

2008 AND 2009 

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

- Your annual programmes 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 2008 and 2009 (based on the description included in item 1 of each action – purpose and scope), broken down by Priority (each of the four Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)5822 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 RF, 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, 2008 and 2009

All priority 1 actions under AP 2009 will be a continuation of actions started under 2008. Under AP 2008 priority is given to preparatory activities, AP 2009 will be focussing on the implementation.
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Development of tools for improved direct communication on AVR
This action aims to improve the communication about the Assisted Voluntary Return (AVR) program towards the migrants and their formal and informal representatives, as well as towards social services.
Communication, awareness raising and capacity-building on AVR
The purpose of this action is to develop strategies to raise awareness on AVR in first line social services. This action aims at two target groups: the staff in reception facilities and the network of social services in cities.
Aim to be reached through improved communication: training programs, the instalment of a reference-person within the network of social services… Under AP 2008 preparatory actions are undertaken; under AP 2009 awareness-raising activities will be financed. 
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Return of families

Aim is to take care of families who have to return in the most humane circumstances by providing adequate reception facilities and coaching. The scope is to encourage a greater number of returns of families on a cooperative and structured basis, and to decrease the number of families that have to return with a greater use of force.
Under AP 2008 a pilot project is set up with 9 houses, this will be further developed under AP 2009.
Return of persons with special needs
Aim is to provide persons with special needs with the most humane circumstances possible. The target group can be described as those who suffer from a medical or physical condition, people with mental or psychological problems including those who show behavioural troubles, elderly people and unaccompanied minors. 

This action aims to encourage a greater number of people with special needs to return on a cooperative and constructive basis.
Integrated return of illegal migrants form Afghanistan, India, Iraq, Algeria and Morocco.

Belgium has a significant number of illegal migrants from the countries mentioned above. The identification and return procedures of these nationalities can cause some problems. The Immigration Office wants to start up an integrated approach with the Federal Police, consular and local authorities, Fedasil and if possible in cooperation with other EU countries.
The integrated approach will focus on forced return, increasing and supporting relations, networking and redirecting information campaigns.
2. 

Summary of actions under Priority 2 in the annual programmes, 2008 and 2009

All priority 2 actions under AP 2009 will be a continuation of actions started under 2008. Under AP 2008 priority is given to preparatory activities, AP 2009 will be focussing on the implementation.
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Common flights

The Belgian approach is to organise common flights only when it is not possible to remove deportees by regular flights because e.g. no seats, no airline routes are available to the destination or when deportees’ personal behaviour or condition is incompatible with a removal by regular flight.
Aim is to detect new destinations and negotiate the feasibility of organizing a common flight.

3. 

Summary of actions under Priority 3 in the annual programmes, 2008 and 2009

All priority 3 actions under AP 2009 will be a continuation of actions started under 2008. Under AP 2008 priority is given to preparatory activities, AP 2009 will be focussing on the implementation.
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Empowerment of the REAB
 partner-network

Develop strategies that strengthen the capacities of the REAB-partners to improve the pre-departure counselling. Pre-departure counselling is considered as an essential factor in the sustainability of the reintegration process.
Empowerment of the return counsellors – Monitoring reintegration efforts

The aim of this action is to strengthen the credibility of key staff responsible for the pre-departure counselling through the organisation of seminars, workshops, videoconferences or monitoring missions.

Program-focused development of the reintegration program

This action aims at developing tailor made assistance packages as an innovative addition to the existing, generic reintegration program. The impact of these activities will be closely monitored, measured and evaluated.
Target group based comprehensive AVR strategy

This actions aims at developing comprehensive return strategies, coordinating all different aspects of AVR, for a specific target group. 
Strategies can be focused on identification of the target group, developing a communication plan, developing specific competences on pre-departure counselling and specific assistance packages, reintegration support and follow-up in the destination country.
Strengthening the capacity of reintegration partners

The reintegration partners play an important role in the national AVR strategy. This action will give them the opportunity to invest in actions that address their weaknesses and reinforce their strengths.
Methodology development in the area of AVR and reintegration

This action aims at developing a standard methodology to monitor and evaluate the result and the effect of the reintegration efforts and the impact on the feasibility and durability of AVR.
European bench-marking and implementation of best practices are actively encouraged.

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Support of the identification procedures for nationals from targeted countries
The Immigration Office has recurrent problems with the identification of nationals from certain countries. Therefore it is important to improve the relations with their consular and local authorities by organising information sessions, setting up identification teams and developing work methods, if possible in cooperation with other Member States.
The aim of this action is to provide more returnees with identity documents and to increase the number of people who return (through forced return). Under AP 2008 a pilot project is set up and under AP 2009 it will be extended to other countries, depending on the need.

Speeding up return procedures for criminal illegal migrants

The action aims at a quicker delivery of laissez-passer through improvement of the relationship between the consular authorities of third countries and the Immigration Office. Furthermore, the (Belgian) Courts should also be informed and trained concerning the juridical and administrative aspects of identification and return of detained criminal migrants. The aim is also to persuade the illegal criminals to return on a more cooperative basis. 
Speeding up return procedures through ICT support: “Application closed centres” (ACC)

Purpose of this action is to speed up pre-return and return procedures and to make return policy more focused and efficient through reliable and correct statistical data. 
ACC is an automatic and central management tool that will be installed in the closed centres to improve the management of the files of detainees/illegal persons. 
Speeding up return procedures through ICT support: TARAP
TARAP (Transmission automatisée des rapports administratifs de la police) is an ICT application whose purpose is to speed up the communication of administrative reports between the Immigration Office and the Federal Police.

When an illegal migrant is intercepted by the police, the Immigration Office has a short legal timeframe to take a decision (detention, immediate expulsion, order to leave the country or release). Speeding up the communication and decision procedure is important for a good management of return.

Analysis tool – Business Intelligence Application (started in 2009).

The scope of this action is to develop an IT tool that centralises all the available information on entry, visa and removal orders and to analyse and interpret it in order to map in real time the illegal population that has been in contact with the Immigration Office. The BIA improves the knowledge about the illegal population and helps shaping a more effective return strategy.
4. 

Summary of actions under Priority 4 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

All priority 4 actions under AP 2009 will be a continuation of actions started under 2008. Under AP 2008 priority is given to preparatory activities, AP 2009 will be focussing on the implementation.
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Training of personnel in closed centres
There is need for training of personnel in the closed centres. Personnel should learn methods of persuasion in order to help the detained migrant to accept his return. The focus will be on training in intercultural skills, aggression management, self-management, coaching, etc…
5. 

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

There are no substantive changes to the actions, but due to a financial redistribution a revision of the AP 2008 was necessary.

The actions under the “awarding body” method were selected by open call. It is difficult to estimate in advance the necessary budget for these actions, the annual programme 2008 is submitted to the Commission for revision. (It is not yet formally approved by the Commission). Another reason for the revision is the fact that not all the needed national co financing was obtained for the actions executed in ‘executing mode’.  
It seems that for the same reasons a revision will also be necessary for AP 2009.
------------------------------

Part III

 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD
Did you implement the 2008 and 2009 programmes in the “awarding body” method (as defined in Article 7 (2) of Commission Decision 2008/458/EC of 5.3.2008 - the Return Fund Implementing Rules), at least for part of the programmes?

Yes/No: Yes
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  in 2008 and 2009
For each programme year (2008 and 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 2008:     0%
% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:
0%
Remark: Due to administrative delays the contracts were not yet signed when drafting this report.
III.2

Calls for proposals
For each programme year (2008 and 2009), please provide the number and calls for proposals organised for the implementation of the annual programmes in the “awarding body” method
- Programme 2008: 1 (number of calls for proposals)

- Programme 2009: 1 (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 2008 and 2009 Programmes 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

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Proposals received
	11
	0
	11

	Projects selected
	10
	0
	10

	Projects funded


	0
	0
	0


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

Yes/No:   No…….

- If No, explain why: 
One project was selected for funding, but the beneficiary decided to withdraw it before the grant agreement was signed.
At the time this evaluation report was written, no projects have been funded yet, due to administrative delays. Once these issues are solved, 9 projects will be funded
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 2008/458/EC of 5.3.2008 - the Return 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

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Number 
	0
	0
	0


III.5
Total number of projects funded in the “awarding body” method in the programmes 2008 and 2009 

	Number of …
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Projects funded

after calls

for proposals (see  table III.3)
	0
	0
	0

	Projects funded without a call for proposals

(see table III.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	0
	0
	0


Part IV

 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
Did you implement the 2008 and 2009 programmes in the “executing body” method (as defined in Article 8 of Commission Decision 2008/458/EC of 5.3.2008 - the Return Fund Implementing Rules), at least for part of the programmes?

Yes/No: 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, 2008 and 2009).  

IV.1
        Share of the overall EU contribution to the

programmes granted in the “executing body” method in 2008 and 2009
For each programme year (2008 and 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 2008:   40.04
% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:
43.76
%

IV.2 
Calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar selection method
For each programme year (2008 and 2009), please provide the number of calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar organised for the implementation of the RF annual programmes in the “executing body” 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 2008 and 2009 programmes 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

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Proposals received
	9
	2
	11

	Projects selected
	9
	2
	11

	Projects funded


	9
	0
	9


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

Yes/No:   …NO….
- If No, explain why:  Due to administrative delays and uncertainty about the availability of the national co financing, the signing of the grant agreements for some projects is delayed. 
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

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Number 
	0
	0
	0


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

	Number of …
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Projects funded

after calls for expression of interest, calls  for  proposals, or similar selection method(see  table IV.3)
	9
	0
	9

	Projects funded without such calls

(see table IV.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	9
	0
	9


Part V 
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED

IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD AND

IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
2008 - 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 2008 and 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 RF, 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 2008 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 2008 and 2009

First we want to remark that projects in the “awarding body” method have not been funded yet. Due to severe administrative procedures, the contracts for AP 2008 and AP 2009 of the projects under the awarding method have not yet been signed. Therefore it has not been possible to publish the Royal Decree (required by national law to allocate the European co financing to NGO’s) concerning these projects and therefore no grant agreement could have been signed yet.
Due to political instability in Belgium it is not likely that these contracts will be signed before the 30th of June 2010. This problem has already been explained to the European Commission through our Desk Officer.
However, to be complete in our report, we also described the projects that have not been funded yet.

In the “awarding body” method
The actions under priority 1 aim at developing a strategic approach to return management. In this respect following projects will be funded:

1. The first project under priority 1 aims at informing the migrant about voluntary return and helping him through the return process by pre-departure psycho-social acceptance.
2. Awareness rising and capacity building of stakeholders regarding AVR and reintegration in targeted cities through the development of innovative information tools is the second project under priority 1. In concreto mapping the existing REAB-partners, developing interactive and innovative tools such as video conferences and interactive DVD’s and capacity building and training of stakeholders in selected cities.

3. The last priority 1 project aims at strengthening the program for AVR through an integrated approach of methods and through assistance of the first line initiatives and knowledge management. 

Maximum length: 15 lines

In the “executing body” method
In the “executing body” method, the following projects were funded under priority 1:

1. ‘Return of families’:  a project developed to provide adequate reception facilities and coaches to guide the family through the return process

2. The second project focuses on the return of people with special needs (people who suffer from medical, physical, mental or psychological conditions, unaccompanied minors and elderly people). It aims to provide them with the most humane circumstances possible from pre-departure to post-arrival.
3. The project ‘Integrated return of illegal migrants from targeted countries’ focuses on people from Afghanistan, India, Iraq, Algeria and Morocco. The aim of the project is to speed up the identification and return procedures for these nationalities through cooperation with the Federal Police, consular and local authorities, Fedasil and if possible other EU member states.
Maximum length: 15 lines

2. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the

“executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
The actions under priority 2 aim at supporting the cooperation between Member States in return management.
Maximum length: half a page at the maximum

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

In the “executing body” method
1. One project is funded under priority 2: the organization of common flights in cooperation with other member states. Aim is to detect new destinations and negotiate the feasibility of organizing a common flight.
Maximum length: 15 lines

1.
3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
There are several projects under priority 3, they are focused on support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management.
In the “awarding body” method
1. ‘Strengthening Tailor-made Assisted Voluntary Return’ aims at developing target-based return strategies through follow up by local representatives and by providing tailor-made assistance, e.g. : donation of micro credits.

2. ‘Solidarity Network Ukraine’ the aim is to develop a strategic approach-to reintegration programs, specifically for Ukraine.

3. ‘A comprehensive assisted voluntary return and reintegration approach to targeted countries’ aims at contributing to the overall AVR policy in Belgium by developing an enhanced methodology.
4. ‘Exchange of information and practices in 6 member states on AVR and reintegration of persons with mental and physical disabilities’ aims at developing a better cooperation between MS on these targeted groups.
5. ‘Enhanced AVR and reintegration support from Belgium’ provides reintegration assistance, income generating assistance and additional vulnerable cases assistance with the aim to make the return more durable.
6. ‘CRI-B (Country of Return Information Belgium)’ aims to improve methods for informing and counselling of potential returnees with a major focus on developing, strengthening and expanding an information network on (25) selected countries of return.
Maximum length: 15 lines

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

1. ‘Support of identification procedures’ aims at facilitating return procedure for migrants who are difficult to remove (targeted countries). This will be done by developing methods, improving relationships with local authorities… to facilitate the identification and the return of illegal migrants.
2. ‘Speeding up return procedures for criminal illegal migrants (detainees)’ aims at a quicker delivery of laissez-passer through improvement of the communication between the consular authorities and the Immigration Office. Another aim is to persuade the illegal criminals to return on a more cooperative basis.
Three other projects under priority 3 are ICT-related projects

3. “Application Closed Centres” (ACC): purpose is to speed up pre-return and return procedures and to make return policy more focused and efficient through reliable and correct statistical data. ACC is an automatic and central tool that will be installed in the closed centres to improve the management of the files of illegal persons.
4. “Transmission automatisée des rapports administratifs de la police” (TARAP): purpose is to speed up the communication of administrative reports between the Immigration Office and the Federal Police, so that the Immigration Office can take a quick decision. This is important for the good management of return.
5. Analysis tool “Business Intelligence Application” (BIA): developing an IT tool that centralises all the available information on entry, visa and removal orders and to analyse and interpret it in order to map the illegal population that has been in contact with the Immigration Office. The BIA improves the knowledge about the illegal population and helps shaping a more effective return strategy.
(Remark: two of the three ICT-projects have not yet been funded, due to some administrative delays the grant agreement has not yet been signed.)
4. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
Priority 4 focuses on support for Community standards and best practices on return management
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

In the “executing body” method
1. ‘Training of personnel in closed centres’ aims at providing the personnel methods of persuasion in order to help the detained migrant to accept his return. The focus will be on intercultural skills, aggression management, self-management, coaching, etc…
Maximum length: 15 lines
5. Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
Maximum length: 15 lines 

Not applicable

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”.

6. 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 2008 and 2009
Maximum length: 15 lines 

Not applicable

Please refer to Table IV.4. Excluding the continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call 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”.

7.  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 2008 and 2009
Not applicable
Maximum length: half a page 

8.  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 2008 and 2009
There are no significant changes in the distribution of the projects that have started under AP 2008. Under AP 2009 two new projects were launched: BIA and TARAP ICT. Both projects are funded under priority 3.
Maximum length: half a page 

9. 
Highlight any significant change (other than the distribution referred to under points 7 and 8) to the projects funded in the “awarding body” and “executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
There are no significant changes in the funded projects.

Maximum length: half a page 

In the “awarding body” method
In the “executing body” method
10.  
Important projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 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. 

2008 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
Integrated return of illegal migrants from Afghanistan, India, Iraq, Algeria and Morocco
We have chosen this project because it focuses on an integrated approach between different players. 

One of the important requirements for the Immigration Office is to improve the procedures of removal of illegal migrants. In order to do this, the process of identification has to be accelerated and improved. 

Belgium has a significant number of illegal migrants from the countries mentioned above. The identification and return procedures for nationals from these countries can cause some problems.

The project focuses on an integrated approach between the Immigration Office, the Federal Police Fedasil and the consular and local authorities (for the identification). If possible or needed there will also be cooperation with other EU countries.
The integrated approach will focus on forced return, increasing and supporting relations and networks and redirecting information campaigns.
2009 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
Common flights

The Belgian approach is to organise common flights only when it is not possible to remove returnees by regular flights because no seats, no airline routes are available to the destination or when returnees’ personal behaviour or condition is incompatible with a removal by regular flight.

Aim is to detect new destinations and negotiate the feasibility of organizing a common flight. Teams will be sent to third countries to contact the local authorities and ask their cooperation.

Also cooperation between member states is necessary. Some EU countries have better relationships with different third countries, other member states can profit from it. 

11. 
Description of one “success story”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 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 need 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 RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

We consider the project “return of families” as a success story. The project was developed to provide adequate reception facilities and coaches to guide the family through the return process.

In Belgium there is a need for adapted reception facilities for families with minor children that are waiting for return to their country of origin. In the past those families were detained in closed centres. With this project the purpose is to establish ‘return houses’ (still to be considered as a closed centre) where the families are guided in the return process by coaches. The houses are decorated to make the stay as pleasant as possible. The main task of the coaches will be to guide the families through the return process and prepare them for their return. 

In 2008 the project was launched with the acquisition of 7 houses and 4 coaches were installed to guide the families. In the future more houses will be opened.

This project is considered to be a success story in terms of the implementation of it. The provisional budget is almost 100% used. The project was positively evaluated by certain important NGO’s. Between October 2008 and December 2009 62 families stayed in the houses. Approximately 20% disappeared, from the other 80% approximately 50% returned to their country (forced or voluntarily). 
12. 
Description of one “failure”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

Among all the projects funded under the programmes 2008 and 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 RF , but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

Speeding up the identification of illegal immigrants of certain countries
This project did not meet the expectations. The project aims at speeding up the identification of illegal immigrants of certain countries to ameliorate the return process and raise the number of returned persons. These countries were initially: Pakistan, Tunisia, Armenia and Georgia. The collaboration with some of the chosen countries turned out to be very limited. For that reason several planned missions to improve the relations between the Immigration Office and these authorities were not executed. For example the Tunisian authorities refused any cooperation.
For the future the project partner is looking to expand the selection of countries in function of the collaboration to an integrated return. They want to include following countries into the project: China, Vietnam, Congo, Nigeria, Ecuador, Mongolia, Bolivia and Peru. These countries are already included in the revised AP 2008 (which is not yet formally approved by the EC).
Another problem/failure encountered is the limited use of the total budget. But 30% was used till May 2010. Given the ending of the 2008 projects on the 30th of June 2010, it will be difficult to use the whole budget. 
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 2008 and 2009. No annual breakdown is required.

15 lines maximum

· Purchase of ICT equipment for the responsible authority, the certification authority and the audit authority.

· Working costs for RA, CA and AA

· Hiring of personnel for the RA, CA and AA

· Development of the website of the RA
· Publicity in the annual report of the Immigration office

· Participation in meetings with other Member States and the Commission

· Information, advisory and steering group meetings with partners and project beneficiaries;
· Submission of the progress reports, payment requests and project proposals to the Commission, on the basis of the Intermediate reports, declarations of expenditure and project proposals.
· Submission of the certified declaration of expenditure to the European Commission;

· Submission of the audit plan, audit report and audit summary;

2.  
Information and Publicity

Please provide a concrete description of the information and publicity activities (as per Articles 33 and 34 of the RF Implementing Rules) implemented under the annual programmes 2008 and 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 RF Implementing Rules.

Please also describe when you developed the website referred to in Article 33(2) (b) of the RF 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 

· Development of the website of the RA

· Publicity in the annual report of the Immigration office

· Information, advisory and steering meetings with partners and project beneficiaries;
An information meeting was organised for the interested potential beneficiaries during the open call procedure for the projects under the awarding body method.  An information activity to announce the obtained results of AP 2008 was planned in the fall of 2010, but due to the Belgian presidency of the EU starting on the 1st of July 2010, it had to be postponed. 

The website was developed late 2008. 

The AP’s were published on the website maximum one week after approval by the Commission.

Maximum 15 lines 

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

The Immigration Office (as project partner) published brochures concerning their projects with the EC flag and reference on it. The financial support of the European Return Fund is also clearly mentioned.
For example: 
· “Belgium encourages the return of illegal migrants” (also online available: https://dofi.ibz.be/nl/asiel/Terugkeer_van_illegale_vreemdelingen_EN.pdf)
· “Tu as moins de 18 ans et tu es seul?” (for this project there was also a poster created to inform the public

· “Séjour des étrangers détenus”

These brochures are available for (il) legal migrants in the closed centres, at the reception desk of the Immigration Office and in other public places, such as the foreigners services of cities and communes.
Some partners developed a website/webpage with information about their project. On this site/page there is clearly noted that the projected is realized with the help of the European Return Fund. (for example: http://www.vluchtelingenwerk.be/projecten/cri.php or http://www.reintegrationcaritas.be/en/programs/stavr.html) 
Maximum 15 lines

Part VII
ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 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 2008 and 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 2008 Annual Programme
1.   
Has the 2008 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

There was a cancellation of one project: website AVRR, due to changes in the organisation structure of one of the project partners, which had as effect that the project needs to be reshaped.
Aside from this cancellation, the (revised) 2008 programme has been implemented as planned and broadly in line with the schedule.
Maximum 15 lines
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2008 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

There were no significant problems on implementation of the annual programmes for the partners in the executing body method. However, the partners in the awarding body method had some administrative problems. Due to the delays and the long administrative procedures the contracts of the projects under the awarding body method have not yet been signed.

Due to the political instability in Belgium it is not likely that these contracts will be signed before the 30th of June 2010.
Maximum 15 lines
3.
Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
A revision was needed as there were some changes between priorities. Some priorities were more ‘popular’ than other during the open call. To use the European subsidies as efficient as possible it was necessary to do some changes between the priorities.
Also, due to the late start of the AP, the under spending of the European subsidies was taken in account when submitting the revised AP.

The revised AP is not yet formally approved.

Maximum 15 lines
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)

Yes, all actions-projects are implemented as set out in the revised Annual Programme.

We want to remark that some of the projects in the awarding body method are in reality being implemented under several actions. One project can for example be partly eligible under action 3, 7 and 8. In the annex, however, we decided to assign each project to just one action. A division between several actions would be complicated and absolutely not transparent. It was decided to assign each project to the action that fits best to it
Maximum 15 lines
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?

Not fully known by October 2010 as the final reports are not yet evaluated and analysed.
Maximum 15 lines
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?

As mentioned above, a revision was needed to make some changes between the actions (and priorities). The distribution between the actions in the revised AP seems to be appropriate. The actions set out in the programme were appropriate but will (together with the selection procedure) be fine-tuned in the upcoming programmes to avoid having projects eligible under several actions.
Maximum 15 lines
VII.2. 
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?

Not known by October 2010. However, as no major problems are being pointed out by the project partners, we can assume that the 2009 programme is being implemented broadly as planned.
Maximum 15 lines
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2009 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

Up to now there were no significant problems on the implementation of the annual programme for the partners in the executing body method. However, the partners in the awarding body method have some administrative problems. Due to the delays and the long administrative procedures the contracts of the projects under the awarding body method have not yet been signed.

Maximum 15 lines
3.
Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes? 
Not known by October 2010
Maximum 15 lines
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)

Not known by October 2010

Maximum 15 lines
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?

Not known by October 2010

Maximum 15 lines
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?

Not known by October 2010

A revision will probably be necessary for the same reason as for the AP 2008 to make some changes between the actions (and priorities). 

The actions set out in the programme (or the revised) were appropriate but will (together with the selection procedure) be fine-tuned in the upcoming programmes to avoid having projects eligible under several actions.

Maximum 15 lines
VII.3. 
The Management and Control System for the Fund and the implementation of the  Annual Programmes 2008 and 2009
Based on: 

- All information available to the Responsible Authority on the implementation of annual programmes 2008 and 2009

- The Management and Control system of the Return 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 Return Fund which you designed in 2008, been efficient for the implementation of the annual programmes so far?

In general the Management and Control System provided efficient information for implementing the annual programmes.
Half a page maximum

2. 
Please list any changes you have made in the Management and Control System of the Return Fund which you designed in 2008, bearing in mind the experiences gained/ lessons learned during the implementation of the annual programmes 2008 and 2009 and/or any comments from the Commission and/or audits 
There are no changes made in the Management and Control System. However a revision of the system is foreseen in the future.
Half a page maximum

Part VIII
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 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 Return Fund in your Member State from 2008 to 2009?

1 page maximum

For the projects under the executive body method, in general we consider the implementation of the RF in Belgium to be successful.

For the projects under the awarding body method there are some significant problems with the signing of the grant agreements and as a result of that the subsidies haven’t been paid out yet (first part of subsidies).
These problems are a direct consequence of the procedures we have to follow for the open call projects. The open call can only be launched after receiving the first European pre-financing. After selection of the projects they have to provide us the proof that they have the needed own co-financing. As all the project partners are NGO’s they don’t have a lot of budget to co-finance projects. They have to address themselves to Fedasil, the Federal agency responsible for the coordination of voluntary return to get co-financing for their projects.

When we receive the official permission that all the project partners have enough co-financing for all the projects, we publicize a royal decree in which the projects and budgets are mentioned. Only then we can conclude the grant agreements with the partners. These agreements have to be signed by our responsible minister and by the juridical representative of the project partner.

After signature of the contract we can give the order to our accountancy department to pay the first 50% as agreed in the agreement.

The above described procedure is already complex on its own, but during the procedure, and on several occasions, there is an extra ‘check’. Mainly by the minister or the inspector of finances (several times).  

The inspector of finances of the responsible authority performs several checks concerning the European subsidies. The inspector of finances of Fedasil performs separately several checks concerning the national co-financing. The ministries are involved in selecting the projects, in approving the national co-financing and in signing the contracts.

All this different steps and procedures cause serious delays. These delays are getting so long that it is probable that by the end of the eligibility period (30.06.2010) the contracts for AP 2008 will not be signed yet. Contributing to these delays is the rather unstable political situation.

We haven’t given the project partners any European subsidies yet as there is no legal basis (agreement) to give it to them. The projects are however being implemented as we gave them a written ‘go’ when they were selected and we already had our steering group meeting with these partners regarding the implementation of the projects. All the steps after the final selection are solely administrative procedures.

The same situation is going on with the projects under the awarding body method for the AP 2009. 
VIII. 2  
Taking into account the overall implementation of the Return Fund in your Member State from 2008 to 2009, what is your preliminary assessment in relation to the following aspects of the Return 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 return management. Has there been an evolution which required a reshaping of the intervention? 

15 lines maximum 

The AP’s were based on the objectives set out in the MAP. The MAP was drafted based on the problems and needs identified in the field of return management. As there is no significant evolution the programme’s objectives correspond well with the national needs.
We see as such no need for a change on European level in the priorities of the programme.
 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? 

Not known by October 2010

Since the projects of the AP 2008 end on the 30th of June and the final reports are not yet fully analyzed, it is not yet possible to evaluate the results. 
15 lines maximum 

3. 
Efficiency of the programme

Please estimate the cost of the management of the Return 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.  


The cost of the management of the RF 2008-2009 so far is roughly estimated   € 165.000.

As no AP has yet finished, it is too early to say whether the programme’s objectives are being developed in accordance with the original planning and at a reasonable cost.
15 lines maximum 

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. 

We have had no issues establishing the complementarity and/or synergies with other programmes and/or EC financial instruments.

We could not yet identify clear synergies with other EU financial instruments.

15 lines maximum 

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 Return Fund.  

The programme provides the stakeholders with the needed funding to start up new projects and initiatives. Without the European Return Fund it is almost certain that none of these projects would be implemented. The programme is therefore a great added value to the national programme.

15 lines maxium 

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 regulatory framework regarding the MAP and AP’s is too complicated. 1 MAP and 5 programmes that last each 2.5 years. This creates situations like work going on for 5 Annual programmes in the same calendar year. This is almost unmanageable.

We suggest installing 3 year programmes following each other, with no overlaps. This would me much easier.

We would also like to suggest revising the need for revisions of the Annual Programmes. As it is a plan, it would be much easier that we try to execute the plan as planned and tell you in the end whether the plan was achieved or not - explaining the reasons for changes in the end. The revisions done during the execution of the AP causes immense administrative problems and more delays for the projects.

Given the difficult budgetary situation: Keep the 75% co financing for ALL the eligible projects.

We suggest reducing the required level of detail in the AP, also for projects implemented in the executing mode. This will facilitate the procedure of approving the AP and gives some flexibility in the execution of the projects.

Documents like this mid-term evaluation report are too much a repetition of info already known by the EC, like the MAP and the AP.
This creates extra work on top of the mass load of administrative work the RA already has.

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?  

The complex eligibility rules cause many problems and uncertainties. We would therefore welcome a major simplification of the rules and support the suggested simplifications presented in the Solid meeting of June 1st 2010.

Additionally we would like to add some more suggestions:

Travel costs of staff that are eligible under the “staff costs covered by assigned income” should be considered as direct costs as they are made specifically for the project. It is as such logic to accept them as eligible direct costs.

Also, travel cost of staff whose staff cost is not included in the project should be eligible as direct cost.

When a project is subsidized by the European Funds but not used for the full 100% for the priorities of the Funds, it should be allowed that the costs are fully accepted as eligible costs. It is in many cases almost impossible to calculate the exact percentage used for the project.  Like for example when buying a boat to patrol the sea borders. We are sure that the Commission agrees that this boat can also be used for example for life-saving operations.
It should be the responsible authority who defines the eligible expenditure as there are differences between the national rules and the community rules. These differences complicate the management enormously. Furthermore, a closed list of typology of expenditure as the current one in the implementation rules means that, occasionally, certain expenditure cannot be classified in any of the existing typologies. On the basis of the above-mentioned, it is requested that it is the Responsible Authority of each Member State who defines the eligible expenditure for its country, as it has been done in the Structural Funds. We consider that this is the way to follow if we really want to make flexible the implementation rules and to carry out a shared management of the Funds.

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? 

See previous points.

End of the report
☻

� REAB = Return and Emigration of Asylum Seekers ex-Belgium
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