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Template for preparation by Member States of the

Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions

co-financed by the European Return Fund

(Report set out in Article 50(2) (a) of Decision No 575/2007/EC)

Please fill in the enclosed template

 (preferably in English, French or German)

and submit it to the Commission no later than 30 June 2010
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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GENERAL INFORMATION TO BE PROVIDED BY THE RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY ON EVALUATION EXPERTISE AND ON METHODOLOGY

- Did you have recourse to evaluation expertise to prepare this report?

No
- If yes, for what part(s) of this report?

N/A

- Please explain what kind of evaluation expertise you had recourse to:

N/A
* In-house evaluation expertise (for instance, Evaluation department of the Ministry, etc.)  : (please describe)

* External evaluation expertise: (please describe)

N/A

Brief description of the methodology used by the evaluation expertise 

Important remark

Any evaluation expertise must be obliged by the Responsible Authority to:

- use this template, exclusively

- fully comply with any instruction, methodological note, maximum length, etc. set out in this template.
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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

Due to the small amount of returnees (voluntary and forced) the measures are limited. This creates also one of the biggest challenges in the return management in Finland. Since there are only a few returns every year, every single case has to be managed individually and no common system has been put to place to guide, assist and monitor the returnees. 
The implementation of the (forced) removals has been centralised nationally to the Helsinki Police Department. Due to the small amount of forced returns every year (especially escorted returns), each case is managed individually. 
Re-integration is currently given very little support, amounting to minimal financial assistance. The subject has not been comprehensively studied. The restricted support system does not cater for the needs of special groups.
Enhancing the actions of the authorities and cutting down on processing times requires not only personnel development but a variety of special measures in different organizations. Cooperation and communication between different authorities, NGOs, municipalities and immigrant NGOs as well as with third countries should be improved. An integrated approach to both voluntary and forced return should be created.

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

The actions of the national authorities must be seen as a comprehensive entity aiming at a smoothly running immigration policy, including both voluntary and forced return. Cooperation and information systems must be developed at the national and international levels.

Operations evaluation and research are of primary importance in the orientation of development measures, and the development of effective return plans and programmes.

Voluntary returns should be promoted by enhancing information acquisition, publicity aimed at target communities and cooperation with target communities. 
Creating a better multi-party cooperation structure between the authorities (including reception authorities, decision-makers and municipalities) and NGOs will improve effectiveness and the reliability of return arrangements. 

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 

Priority 1: 

Steps will be taken to maintain and develop expertise and competence in return management. The development of integrated return management takes into account all dimensions of returns. A comprehensive assessment of the situation of returnees will have to be organised. Special attention will be paid to the situation and needs of vulnerable returnees. 

Examples of measures:
1. Development of return plans and programmes particularly for the major returnee groups and for improving the situation of the most vulnerable returnees.
2. Management of voluntary and forced returns (including persons gone missing and detention), evaluation and research. Cooperation and measures to reduce circulation.

3. Cooperation with national and international organizations to support dignified and permanent return.  

Actions implementing special voluntary return programmes and measures for vulnerable persons are implemented under specific priority 1.2. These actions can involve research to the subject as well as development of return plans and programmes for these groups.
Priority 2:  Support for the cooperation between Member States in return management
The action will include cross-sectoral activities between Member States, for instance training events, seminars, expert exchange, visits and fact-finding missions. 

Special focus is placed on the cooperation with the FRONTEX agency and with international organisations and non-governmental organisations. 

Examples of measures:

1. Organising training events, seminars and expert exchange between MS

2. Establish mechanism and networks for the improved joint cooperation 

3. Develop effective, stable and lasting operational working relationship between authorities of different MS

4. Design and organise integrated return plans in cooperation with other MS and where appropriate, the FRONTEX agency and NGOs with the aim of pooling different skills, experiences and resources of authorities of MS involved

Actions, where integrated return plans are designed and organised in cooperation with other MS and for instance with FRONTEX, are implemented under special priorities.
Priority 3: Support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management
Measures will be taken to set up and improve counselling and information measures. Publicity toward the target communities are a priority. Cooperation and agreements with third countries will also be developed, including consular cooperation and bilateral and trilateral agreements. Re-integration through different institutions and NGOs will also be supported. Another important part of this priority is to support the vulnerable returnees.

Examples of measures:

1. Developing innovative information and counselling services to support and guide potential returnees. 

2. Developing innovative incentives to increase the number of voluntary returns.

3. Developing innovative programmes to promote and develop return and re-integration. 

4. Developing mechanisms for post-return monitoring and support, with particular reference to vulnerable returnees, and monitoring of re-integration and security.  

Actions developing innovative information and counselling services to support and guide potential returnees, to increase the number of voluntary returns, to promote return and re-integration and to setting up mechanisms for post return monitoring are implemented under specific priority 3.1.
Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management
The aim is to create a multi-party cooperation structure between the authorities (including reception authorities, decision-makers and municipalities) and NGOs, involving information acquisition, information exchange, training, seminars and development programmes, bringing administrative sectors together. 
Examples of measures:

1. Developing a statistical system for monitoring voluntary and forced returns. Creating a reporting option for the electronic processing of immigration issues for generating statistics and cost reports regarding voluntary and forced returns. 

2. Creating an interface between the Database for Police Matters and the new Register of Aliens (UMA)
3. Organizing cross-sectoral training and seminars for administrative and judicial authorities and for regional authorities and actors concerning international human rights standards and EU legislation with specific relevance to returns.

Actions where training, workshops, expert meetings and seminars are organised for different authorities, police, judges etc are implemented under specific priority 4.2. 
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

(Main indicators, targets)

· Number and quality of return plans developed

· Number and quality of return programmes for major returnee groups and for vulnerable groups

· Number of authorities trained on voluntary and forced return

· Number and quality of evaluations and researches conducted on the voluntary and forced return

· Number of measures to improve cooperation in return

Priority 2

(Main indicators, targets)

· Number of training events, seminars and expert exchange organised 

· Number and quality of integrated return plans developed

· Number and type of networks and mechanisms that support the cooperation between MS

· Number and type of studies, researches and evaluations made 

Priority 3

(Main indicators, targets)

· Number and type of innovative information and counselling services  

· Number and type of innovative programmes to promote return and re-integration

· Number and type of  risk assessment programmes for vulnerable groups 

· Number and type of innovative programmes to promote return and re-integration

· Number and type of mechanisms for post-return monitoring and support

Priority 4

(Main indicators, targets)

· Number and type of statistical information on voluntary and forced returns 

· Number of trainings, seminars, workshops and expert meeting organised

· Number of authorities trained

· Amount and type of cooperation between MS 

· Number of best practises in returns and process management of other MS obtained.

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

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 through 2009

It is to be noted here that the annual programme 2009 is to be revised as a result of the open call for proposals organised in late 2009. The annual programme of 2008 was revised after the call of that year and similar kinds of changes are to be included in the annual programme of 2009.

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

ACTION 1: Developing return plans and programmes

The main purpose of the action in long term is to set up a framework programme to create a common system for assistance and guidance of voluntary returnees and to increase the cooperation between different actors. In order to achieve this, research is needed on the current systems/practices of voluntary and forced returns.

Most projects implemented under this action concern voluntary return but one project concerning forced return is also being implemented (see below).

Return plans and programmes will be developed for the major returnee groups, aiming specifically to improve the situation of the most vulnerable returnees. At this stage the new return plans and programmes are to gather up information and outreach, inform and empower the target groups, but also to implement actual returns.
Indicate if relevant: not applicable 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

ACTION 1: Developing return plans and programmes

As mentioned above, one project under this action is implemented under the executing body method. The project concerns forced returns, and its aim is to develop the processes linked to forced returns.

The deportation processes will be developed and further training provided to the police about effective and sustainable return, including preparation and enforcement. Temporary officers will be hired in order to respond to the increasing number of forced returns and in order to get resources for the developmental work. Some of the training will be provided by third sector actors and therefore encourage networking between the authorities and NGOs. This is anticipated to offer new opportunities for the promotion of voluntary return and be of benefit to all parties.

This part of the action is described in the annual programme 2008 as well as in the annual programme 2010, and a revised version of the annual programme 2009 is to be submitted.

2. 

Summary of actions under Priority 2 in the annual programmes, 2008 through 2009
No actions are to be implemented under priority 2 in the annual programmes of 2008 and 2009. A revised version of the annual programme 2009 is to be submitted.

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

N/A

Indicate if relevant: not applicable 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

N/A

3. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

ACTION 4: Improving the situation of vulnerable returnees

Purpose of the Action 4 is to take care of the special needs of women, single parents, the disabled, sexual minorities, the elderly, children, victims of torture, victims of human trafficking and persons under temporary protection, and ensure their safety, including risk assessment to be undertaken before departure. Information and counselling services will be developed to support and guide potential vulnerable returnees. 

Issues regarding housing, health care, medication and securing an income will be addressed. Also the broader impact of measures in the surrounding society in the target country; utilization of the resources of national and international organizations and, for example, connections through development cooperation in re-integration and monitoring will be studied.

These types of actions are implemented under both 2008 and 2009 annual programmes.

ACTION 5: Further developing the country database

Purpose of the action 5 is to support the development of return management. An information section for voluntary and forced returns will be created. The section will be associated with a country database or other relevant database, 

The database will help the authorities to hasten the return processes and thereby improve the returnees’ legal rights. Furthermore, improvements to data systems make it possible to give more accurate and up-to-date information to potential returnees about the target countries, which, in turn, enhance the chances of sustainable return. 

The project under this action concentrates in collecting information and assessing the state of security in a country such as Afghanistan or Kosovo. The information will be made available to authorities and possible returnees through the database and it will be used to support the decision- making on voluntary and forced returns.

This action is implemented under the annual programme 2008 only.

Indicate if relevant: not applicable 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

N/A

4. 

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

No actions are to be implemented under priority 4 in the annual programmes of 2008 and 2009. A revised version of the annual programme 2009 is to be submitted.

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

Indicate if relevant: not applicable 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

N/A

5. 

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

A revised version of the Annual Programme 2008 has been approved by the Commission, and a revised version of the Annual Programme 2009 is to be submitted to the Commission. The AP 2008 was revised following the results of the calls for proposals and as a result of the inclusion of one “executive mode” -project to the Annual Programme.

The changes to be made to the AP 2009 are to reflect the changes in the AP 2008 as some of the projects implemented under the AP 2009 are continuations to the AP 2008. As in AP 2008 action 1 under priority 1 will cover both voluntary and forced returns. Under action 5 there are no projects being implemented in the AP 2009, and this will be reflected in the revised AP 2009, too. In general the AP 2009 will be revised to reflect the fact that it is a continuation of the AP 2008, and the annual programme has to be revised due to the results of the open call, too.
Maximum length: half a page 

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

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
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:
54 % of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:
74 % (the AP 2009 is to be revised, and this percentage reflects the real situation after the revision)
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: 
  2(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
	8
	19

	Projects selected
	7
	6
	13

	Projects funded


	6
	6
	12


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

No

- If No, explain why: 
There was one project under AP 2008 which was selected on the condition that the applicant provides more information on procurement. This information was not received and no funding decision made. The funds were reallocated through a second call for proposals.

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)
	6
	6
	12

	Projects funded without a call for proposals

(see table III.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	6
	5*
	12


* One project for which the applicant applied funding in the open call has been “transferred” to be implemented under the executive body method due to judicial monopoly of the applicant.

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
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:
46 % of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:

26 % (the AP 2009 is to be revised, and this percentage reflects the real situation after the revision)
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
	0
	1
	1

	Projects selected
	0
	1
	1

	Projects funded


	0
	1
	1


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

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Number 
	1
	0
	1


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)
	0
	1
	1

	Projects funded without such calls

(see table IV.4)
	1
	0
	1

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	1
	1
	2


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

In the “awarding body” method
As set out in the Multi-Annual Programme research to the field of return was needed and there have been a few research orientated projects looking into the different aspects of return. The main focus has been on the vulnerable groups and their returns. Especially in the Annual Programme 2008 also the projects focusing on the development of return plans and programmes leading to the implementation of returns have used part of their resources to recognise the needs and existing practices in the field of return. There were projects focusing on a specific geographical area (for example Kosovo) and projects focusing on a specific group (for example vulnerable returnees).

Towards the Annual Programme 2009 the focus has been more on the implementation of voluntary returns, and also on providing and further developing the needs of vulnerable groups (for example special assistance to victims of human trafficking in their voluntary return). The information gained from the projects of the previous Annual Programme (2008) has been exploited as much as possible. There is also one larger project focusing on developing a national voluntary return system, and the early results of this ongoing project are promising.

In the “executing body” method
The one project implemented under this mode concerns forced returns, and the development the processes linked to forced return. The idea of the project is also to provide some extra resources for the developmental work at the same time when the number of forced returns is increasing and when the management of forced returns are being centralised to the Helsinki police. One important aspect of this project is also to provide information of different option of voluntary return in one hand to officers, so that they can propose such option, and on the other hand to the returnees, so that they can choose to return voluntarily. The latter part is seen to reduce the workload on forced returns.
2. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the

“executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
No projects have been implemented under this priority in the Annual Programmes 2008 and 2009.

3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
In the “awarding body” method
There have been projects focusing on identifying return practices which have already been proven successful. These practices have been further developed and used in implementation of returns of vulnerable groups. Another project has involved innovative information measures to reach the target group (for example radio programmes and other audio visual material in foreign languages such as Somalia) in order to give out information on the conditions of the target country and, also, of the different option of return available in Finland. There’s also been a project where a country-information database was developed for Afghanistan. The information from this country database will be used for assessing the safety of voluntary or forced returns to Afghanistan.
In the “executing body” method
N/A
4. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the

annual programmes 2008 and 2009
No projects have been implemented under this priority in the Annual Programmes 2008 and 2009.

5. Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
N/A
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”.

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 

This concerns only the project described in part V.1 (executing mode) of this report, and only for the Annual Programme 2008. In later programmes a call has been organised.

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”.

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

As indicated in the initial version of this report, there are no significant changes to the structure of the annual programmes 2008 and 2009. The main difference is that the action 5 that was included in the AP 2008 was no longer on board in the AP 2009 (the AP 2009 has been revised in September 2010 in order to better reflect the results of the open call for proposals). The reason for action 5’s absence in the AP is that there were no proposals received to the action. Action 5 comes under priority 3 in both APs.

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

Again, there’s no significant change as regards to the projects. A change in the implementation mode of one project under action 1 (under priority 1) has taken place however. This project concerning forced return was initiated under the AP 2008 by the responsible authority acting in executing mode due to judicial monopoly of the final beneficiary (the police). In AP 2009 the police applied for funding via the open call for proposals as the management group of the fund wanted the police to compete with other applicants. However, in AP 2010 the management group’s stance on this was reassessed, and as the police actually holds a judicial monopoly in the field of forced return, a separate action was created into the AP2010 (action 2 under priority 1), under which the police implemented the project under the executive method.
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

The changes to the APs mentioned in section II part 5 did not have impact on the projects; rather, it was the other way round: the APs had to be revised due to the results of the open call for proposals or other implementation difficulties. In AP 2008, however, the police’s project on forced return was embarked upon after consultations with the Commission and a submission of revised AP.

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 

We consider all projects funded under the annual programme 2008 important. But to mention a few, the aforementioned research projects (2 projects) to the subject of voluntary return have been crucial in order to find out where the need for improvement lies. They have also helped to recognise the existing practices and, also, provided some information on how voluntary returns have been organised elsewhere, especially in other Nordic countries. The research projects have also produced information on matters such as the human rights aspect in voluntary return.
Another project (1 project) funded under the AP 2008 focused on one hand on the recognition of existing practices in the field of return as well as on the development of return practices and specific forms of assistance towards the vulnerable returnees has reached, and to some extent exceeded its targets. In addition to reaching the project’s own targets the project raised important questions on the absence of a national approach to voluntary return, and demanded reaction from the competent authorities to create such an approach. This comprehensive approach has since then been developed by the competent authorities together with NGOs, and a national voluntary return project was selected for funding after an open call for proposals from the Annual Programme 2009.

The project focusing on forced returns (1 project) has also proven very important and useful. The police have had the chance to develop its own processes and provide training to their officers as well as to organise seminars and meetings with other actors, mainly from the field of voluntary return. The time lags in returns implemented by the police have decreased despite the increasing number of returnees. The option of voluntary return has also been promoted and thereby it has helped to ease the workload of the police.

2009 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 

Many of the good project projects mentioned in the previous section (AP 2008) have received funding from the AP 2009, too, and the good work continues. No formal reports (progress and final reports) have been received yet.
There is one project worth mentioning here, however. The project mentioned in the previous section, which involves the development of a national voluntary return system in Finland has proven extremely necessary, and the implementation of the project has started well. As said before, no formal reports have been received yet from the projects funded under the AP 2009, but from the informal contacts with the beneficiary as well as with the other beneficiaries it is understood that the project is well on the way of reaching its targets. This project is described in more detail in the next section (success stories).
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 

As mentioned in the previous section, the project focusing on the development of a national voluntary return system in Finland has proven extremely necessary, and its implementation is well on the way.

The project’s main objective is to establish a comprehensive voluntary return system, which offers the possibility of co-ordinated and functioning assisted voluntary return of third-country nationals. It is a three-year project, and the precise targets are set annually. The funding decision (grant agreement) has been signed for the one year part of the project implemented under the annual programme 2009. The beneficiary has indicated in its initial application, however, that they intend to apply for a continuation from the following annual programme(s).

The “system” for voluntary return involves following items: the returnees are provided travel assistance and financial assistance for reintegration; the project enhances the cooperative networks and information-sharing between operators dealing with voluntary return and enhances the availability of information for third country citizens who are considering returning. During the first year, funded from the AP 2009, the project aims to assist 200 third-country nationals in their voluntary return to a third country. The project actions include also two seminars: the first being focused on the specific needs of different professional operators, and the second seminar addresses the issues on more general level on both national and international level.
As of 5th Jan 2011 there have been 234 successful voluntary returns (i.e. during the calendar year 2010) compared to 37 in 2009. The total number of applications until the same date has been 385. The difference between the two figures derives from several factors: some applications have been cancelled by the applicant, some are awaiting implementation, some are still in the application process, and some have returned without the assistance of this particular project. 
This “success story” has been made possible thanks to improved, general practices put on place by the project. Today there is accurate information available to both the returnees and other actors in the field on how to return voluntarily. There is a “routine” how to implement voluntary returns instead of ad hoc -type of returns commonplace before the project.

The project is being implemented by the IOM, and one factor for the good results so far is surely the competence of the IOM in the field of voluntary return. The close co-operation between the IOM and the Finnish Immigration Service in the implementation of the project has also helped. Other projects co-financed from the Return Fund, have also helped to identify problems and to find solutions and to improve co-operation of different actors.

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 

No complete failures have been experienced, but there is one project which completed most of the planned actions but failed to reach the objectives, mainly due to problems in reaching the target group.
The project aimed to develop a sustainable plan for the voluntarily return of vulnerable third county citizens to Kosovo. This plan was to help facilitate voluntary return in the future.

The project would create this plan through multi-professional cooperation, assessment and research. The project’s plan for sustainable return was also intended to develop the management of the voluntary return. The project’s aim was to inform about the opportunities and challenges regarding voluntary return to Kosovo, and to organize guidance and training in Finland and Kosovo in order to support the voluntary return.

The project failed to reach the target group (potential returnees and, to some extent, public officials in order to disseminate the results), so for example there were seminars without participants. Also, the findings of the research as well as the plan produced was on a very general level, and did not provide enough concrete suggestions on how to improve the current situation.

The problem was two-fold, firstly the final beneficiary lacked relevant connections to reach the target group, and secondly the target group in the region was relatively small and uninterested in the information provided by the final beneficiary.
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.

Purpose of the technical assistance

The technical assistance of the Fund is used for the management and control system and implementation of the Fund and for the preparation of the programmes. The activities under the technical assistance include e.g. staff costs, preparation costs of the Multi-annual and Annual Programmes, Calls for proposals including publications, training activities, to cover travel costs (e.g. on-the-spot monitoring visits to the projects, travelling to the SOLID Committee meetings and to other fund-related meetings) and other measures needed to implement the Fund. The technical assistance measures for the Integration Fund are implemented together with technical assistance measures for the three other SOLID Funds. The portion of the costs for common measures is charged to the corresponding Fund in a reasonable and variable manner, and measures will be taken to ensure that there is no double financing of the costs.

In the International Affairs Unit, acting as the responsible authority for all the SOLID Funds, one national coordinator is appointed to the Return Fund. There is also a coordinator for the Integration Fund, External Borders Fund and the European Refugee Fund, and two financial coordinators who take care of the financial issues related to all the four Funds and a secretary common to all coordinators. The EBF coordinator has the overall responsibility of horizontal issues related to the SOLID Funds. The salary, travel costs and per diems of the coordinator for RF (including i.e. participation to the SOLID Committee meetings, monitoring visits to the projects, and cooperation with other Member States designated authorities) will be covered from the technical assistance. Salaries (partly) of the financial coordinators and secretary in the RA and the salary (partly) of the CA will also be covered from the RF technical assistance. Also the travel costs related to the RF of these persons will be covered from the RF technical assistance.

The technical assistance measures under the RF will be implemented together with technical assistance measures under the three other SOLID Funds. The portion of the costs of common measures is charged to the corresponding Fund in a reasonable and verifiable manner, and efforts will be made to ensure that there is no double financing of the costs. 

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 

4.3
Visibility of EC funding

The visibility of Community funding will be ensured according to Decision No 575/2007/EC and the implementing rules. The responsible authority has ensured visibility of the Return Fund in its activities. The EU-logo has been used in all written material and displayed in the RF events. 

A common website was created on 7 December 2007 for the SOLID Funds and under this website there is a sub site for each SOLID Fund.  The common site provides general information about the funds, forthcoming training sessions for potential applicants and materials from all the training sessions for (potential) final beneficiaries. Summaries of multi-annual and annual programmes, application guidelines, application forms, project implementation materials (report templates, guidelines etc) and lists of funded projects have been published on the webpage. 

The calls for proposals have been published in two national newspapers and on the ministry´s webpage. In addition information about the call has been distributed through several mailing lists and other web-sites. 

Articles about SOLID Funds have also been published in professional publication (Monitori magazine) by the responsible authority in autumn 2007 and in winter 2008.

The Responsible Authority organised an information tour in September and October 2008 where information of the four SOLID Funds was distributed. The information day consisted of a general part and fund-specific workshops. The tour was organised to launch the SOLID Funds nationally. The tour was organised in Helsinki, Tampere, Rovaniemi, Oulu and Kuopio. 

In 2009 the Responsible Authority organised training for the potential final beneficiaries (ERF, IF and RF) in August and September in Helsinki, Tampere, Oulu and Kuopio and for the EBF beneficiaries in October in Helsinki. In December 2009 the Responsible Authority organised a common meeting for the final beneficiaries of the four SOLID Funds. In this meeting the Responsible Authority gave a state of play of the Funds and the final beneficiaries presented their projects co-financed from the SOLID Funds (management, best practises etc.). This meeting was also an opportunity for the final beneficiaries to meet each other and find possibilities to cooperate.

During guidance visits the responsible authority has provided guidance for each project individually in following the visibility regulations of the IF. Information and publicity have also been monitored during the project implementation through interim reports and in-situ visits to projects. 

At this stage it has still been too early to create publicity for the achievements of the annual programmes. 

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

The projects to be funded from the RF are expected to have a publicity plan in which they describe how the contribution from the RF will be made visible in all dissemination-related activities.

In seminars, conferences and other public situations, the audience will be informed of the RF co-financing. The responsible authority will provide training for the project actors concerning the use of the EU logo and the visibility obligations related to the RF funding. 

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?

The annual programme has been implemented broadly in line with initial plans, and all the actions comply with the multi-annual programme. However, the AP 2008 has had to be revised due to the results of the open calls for proposals and due to the inclusion of one executive body method -project.

What comes to the programme schedule, projects have been implemented mostly as planned, and reports have been received in time. The payments have also been processed, but the inspection of the final reports is still ongoing, and it is foreseen that there will be some delay due to heavy workload.

This answer relates to both the original and the revised 2008 programme as most of the actions to be implemented were initially described in the initial version of the AP, and the revision was rather of a corrective nature.

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

The main problem for the RF Annual Programme 2008 was that not enough proposals were received in the open calls. Measures taken include an extension to initial the call, additional publicity measures, a second call for proposal, and an inclusion of one executive body method -project into the Annual Programme.

3.
Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
Yes. The main reason for the revision was that the results of the open call for proposal had to be reflected in the AP as well as the inclusion of one project implemented under the executive body method.
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. There have been minor changes to the exact amounts spent, and the inspection of the final reports is still ongoing so no accurate numbers are available yet, but it is foreseen that broadly speaking the AP 2008 will be implemented fully.
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?

As the final reports are yet to be inspected this is impossible to state, but on the basis of the information provided in the progress reports it is foreseen that the objectives will be achieved for the most part.
The final report to the Commission is still being drafted.

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 in question 1, a revision had to be submitted to the Commission as a result of the open call for proposals and an inclusion of one executive body method -project. The distribution of funding has mainly gone in line with the revised AP. It is foreseen, however, that not all the allocated funding will be spent but some funding will have to be returned to the Commission.
The final report to the Commission is still being drafted, no major changes to the comment above expected.

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?

Broadly speaking yes, but as said in other parts of this report, a revision of the Annual Programme 2009 will be submitted to the Commission.

A revision was submitted to the Commission and it’s been internal consultation procedure for the approval has been launched. The need for the revision derived from same matters as with the previous AP - the results of the open call for proposals.

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

N/A.

3.
Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
A revision is necessary and will be submitted to the Commission. The main changes will reflect the changes made to the annual programme 2008 i.e. the AP 2009 will be adjusted to the results of the open call for proposal and, also, to in order to provide a continuation for the AP 2008. Also, one executive body mode -project will be included (this project was selected in an open call but due to its nature (judicial monopoly) it will be implemented under the executive mode.
4. 
Have you implemented the 2009 programme (the case being, the revised programme) fully? (= all or nearly all actions set out in the programme approved by the Commission, or in the revised programme approved by the Commission, could be implemented by the end of this programme)

The implementation of the AP 2009 has only started from the beginning of 2010, and no reports have been received yet, so this is difficult to determine. However, all the funding available under the AP 2009 has been allocated and it is foreseen that the implementation will proceed. But as said above, a revision to the AP is needed.
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?

This is impossible to determine at this early stage of the implementation.

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?

As with the previous annual programme, a revision of the AP will have to be sent to the Commission.
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?

Yes. A Common management and Control System for all four Solid -funds has supported the management of the Integration Fund. All the funds have the same Audit and Certifying Authority, which has made cooperation with them smooth and well-functioning. 

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 
The workload of all four SOLID funds has been re- evaluated and more personnel have been appointed to the tasks, for example separate coordinators for the Return and Integration Funds have been appointed from 1 November 2009. 

A manual of procedures relating to the functions of all designated bodies has been drafted and approved. 
Different checklists have been designed for certifying task and for other tasks, such as payments and report checks. 

At the moment the responsible authority is evaluating the possibility to work more as a team where tasks between different Solid Funds would be divided process based instead of Fund based. In this case processes such as evaluation of the project proposals and evaluation of the progress and final reports could be done as team work. This would speed up the process and also divide and balance the workload between different Funds. 

The Commission audit mission to Finland took place during 14-18 June 2010. The commission made two main observations concerning the project management system of the SOLID funds: the most important finding was that the division of tasks within the Responsible Authority should be made clearer so that the coordinators are less involved in all parts of the management cycle. 

The commission also recommended the RA to improve communication with the project applicants by a FAQ-application to ensure the project-related questions and answers are available to all applicants equally. Although the RA ensures the applicants do have equal access to guidance and information, the RA has decided to introduce a FAQ function in the near future.

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?

In general, the implementation of the Return Fund has been good even though there have been some difficulties. In the beginning the RF was coordinated by the IF coordinator and only in November 2009 RF coordinator was appointed. The RF is the smallest of the four SOLID Funds by allocation in Finland but there have still been challenges to allocate all the co-financing through calls because the field for return issues and activities in Finland is not that wide. 
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? 

The programme’s objectives are relevant because they guide the implementation of the actions nationally with the EU policies and strategies. However, the objectives set out in the Multi-annual programme do not always correspond fully to the objectives of the Annual programmes which are drafted at a later stage because situations change. 

The comment of the objectives described in the MAP not corresponding fully to the individual APs related to the fact that the situation changes from the initial needs analysis conducted when preparing the MAP. Things such as the number of asylum seekers, the number of returnees, the departure countries of the asylum seekers and returnees may change quite rapidly for many reasons. 

The EU objectives and eligible actions have been relevant.

 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? 

At this stage of the implementation it is too early to assess the key results of the implemented Annual programmes. 
However, it can be stated that the national system for voluntary return named above a “success story” seems to have filled a gap in the Finnish return policy.

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 Fund is managed with small resources and there is a risk that the lack of resources hinders full utilizations or these types of measures. 

Roughly 6,4% of the total cost of the APs 2008 and 2009 are spent on the management of the Fund. With the comment on the lack of resources preventing full utilisation of the Fund it was meant that were there more resources, more time and effort could be spent on publicity measures as well as on monitoring the actual work carried out by projects.

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. 

Because the RF is a new financial instrument it has been a challenge to make potential final beneficiaries aware of the possibilities to fund their actions under the programme. 
Arrangement to identify synergies and/or possible overlaps are in place as this aspect is considered during the assessment of the project proposals as well as in the Management Group of the Fund when decision on the projects to be co-financed are being drafted. This, however, is not such a big challenge particularly for the Return Fund in Finland as the number of applications and therefore projects have remained relatively low.

There have been synergies between the projects both within one AP and between the APs. For example, the research-orientated projects co-financed from the AP 2008 identified many of the issues that were addressed by the AP 2009. Also, there’s been projects concerning voluntary and forced returns, and in seminars in other events these actors have been brought closer to each other, and today the police for instance is better trained to identify potential voluntary returnees than before.
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.  


At this stage of the implementation it is too early to assess the added value of the implemented Annual programmes. 

The Return Fund for example gives incentive to invest in developing systems for voluntary return; it also gives incentive to further develop the forced return, too. As mentioned above, both of these aspects have been useful and worked towards an integrated approach to return at the national level. 

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 simplification of the Implementing Rules is a good way to lighten the administrative burden related to the management of the Funds. Also the process regarding the preparation and approval of the programmes could be changed, i.e. there could be one Multi-annual programme of which an annual report could be sent to the Commission. The process to first draft the Annual programmes nationally and approve them by the Commission and then often revise the Annual programmes through the same procedure is time-consuming and heavy. 
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 guidance from the Commission to the designated authorities has been good and useful. However, the manual of the eligibility rules in its current form is too complicated and detailed to be used in the administration 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? 

Guidance and conferences/seminars on evaluation (bearing in mind the evaluations in 2012 and 2015) would be useful. Also a seminar where different MS (and final beneficiaries) could present their actions and projects would be useful.

End of the report
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