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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.

Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions

co-financed by the Return Fund
(Report set out in Article 50(2) (a) of Decision No 575/2007/EC)

Report submitted by the Responsible Authority of: (Member State) 

HUNGARY
Date:

30/06/2010.
Name, Signature (authorised representative of the Responsible Authority):
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Deputy State Secretary responsible for EU and International Relations
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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?

Yes
- If yes, for what part(s) of this report?
For the whole report with the exception of the part VIII which was written by the Responsible Authority.
- Please explain what kind of evaluation expertise you had recourse to:

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

The report was compiled by an evaluation team whose members had been designated specifically for this task by the Ministry. The evaluation team is comprised of experts who are involved at the various stages of program preparation and implementation. Team members made use of the expertise gained during their career in the field of EU tender management, financial and professional monitoring, on-site monitoring, project closing and evaluation.
* External evaluation expertise: (please describe): -
Brief description of the methodology used by the evaluation expertise 

Working in close cooperation, experts designated to compile the report analysed documents submitted by Beneficiaries prior to and during the implementation of the projects (such as project proposals, reports, statistics, publications, informative brochures) and project closing reports drawn up by Beneficiaries. In various cases experts discussed their professional opinions in workgroups responsible for different parts of the report. Data contained in the two annual programmes were compared to the indicators generated by the implementation of the projects. During the analyses members of the evaluation team used data, reports and statistics from SOLID Monitoring Information System. Information obtained from the System significantly contributed to the completion of the report.

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.

Evaluation report on the results and impacts of actions 
co-financed by the European Return Fund 
Contents 

1.
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Overall assessment of the Responsible Authority on the implementation of the RF programmes 2008 through 2009 

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

In its multiannual plan concerning the European Return Fund Hungary has highlighted three basic requirements, the fulfilment of which contributes to the establishment of an efficient national return policy and to the combat against illegal migration.

1. Establishment of an integrated return management system

An integrated return management system needs to be introduced and developed that is based on integrated return action plans. The objective of integrated return action plans is to identify the problems related to the target group and to the practical implementation, as well as to apply measures aimed at facilitating efficient and sustainable return – as a result of cooperation of authorities and organisations being active in the field of return management. Within the frames of the integrated return management system special attention shall be paid to people requiring special treatment and enhanced support shall be ensured during their return.

2. Continuing and improving best practices

Identifying, continuing and improving best practices form an important part of an efficient return policy. Within this Hungary considers the continuing of voluntary return programmes having been implemented successfully during the past years, as well as the introduction of incentives facilitating the reintegration into the country of origin to be requirements of special importance.

3. Cooperation with other Member States and authorities of third countries

With respect to Hungary's geographical position and the citizenship of the majority of returnees, cooperation with other Member States is not aimed primarily at return by air, but it is a cooperation in the field of return by land, within the frames of which return operations to for example Ukraine or Serbia may be implemented organised jointly with the neighbouring countries.

One of the major practical problems in organising the return of citizens of third countries is determining the identity and/or the lack of travel documents, therefore it is of outmost importance to improve and strengthen the cooperation with the consular authorities of third countries.

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

Hungary marked the following 10 objectives to meet the requirements.
a) Arranging and implementing assisted voluntary return programmes, improving the provision of information on voluntary return or/and reintegration possibilities, cooperation with other Member States concerning re-integration to selected third countries, developing joint reintegration programs (objectives 1, 5 and 8);
b) The simplification and implementation of enforced returns of third country nationals and the implementation of joint integrated return plans concerning removal by land (objective 2 and 4);
c) Enhancement of the professional capacity of judicial bodies (objective 3);
d) Improving cooperation on return with partner authorities in third countries, mainly with consular authorities of third-countries (objective 6);
e) Collecting country of origin/transit/previous residence information (for the purpose of durable voluntary return) (objective 7);
f) Supporting the completion of studies, exchange of information, sharing of best practices and experiences, organizing seminars and trainings (objective 9 and 10)
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 

Maximum length: half a page
Within the frames of Priority 1 we planned to implement three objectives: the organisation and implementation of assisted voluntary return programmes, the implementation of enforced returns and improving their circumstances, as well as strengthening the professional capacity of courts.

Assisted voluntary return programmes, among others, include activities such as facilitating the return of certain groups, for example the return of Albanian citizens of Kosovo; providing help suited to their special needs for the people requiring special treatment; providing escort during return home, including escort by a doctor and psychologist; meeting the returnee at the airport of the target country; as well as providing reintegration support.

Within the frames of implementing enforced returns and improving their circumstances the following are ensured: support suited to the special needs of people requiring a special treatment, administrative escort or escort by a doctor or psychologist; improving the organisation of enforced returns by land deportation, for example by providing help in obtaining travel documents and organising transportation; improving the circumstances of enforced returns by air; implementation of land deportation by the Police; improving cooperation between different authorities and improving information exchange for example by establishing databases; as well as ensuring interpreters for persons being under detention prior to expulsion in order to reduce communication problems with officers of the authority.

Development of the professional capacity of courts – thus reducing the time necessary for judging appeals – will be ensured by creating new court secretary positions.

Within the frames of the priority the following special priorities were planned to be implemented: 

Organisation and implementation of assisted voluntary return programmes, as well as providing help suited to their special needs for people requiring special treatment.

Priority 2: Support for the cooperation between Member States in return management
Maximum length: half a page
Under Priority 2 land deportations are performed based on the integrated return plans elaborated together with the neighbouring countries. The objective of the cooperation is to perform land operations (for example towards Ukraine and Serbia) elaborated together with neighbouring countries having similar migratory features and tendencies. 

No special priority is planned to be implemented within the frames of this priority.

Priority 3: Support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management
Maximum length: half a page
Priority 3 includes providing information about the voluntary return and reintegration possibilities, improving cooperation with the authorities of third countries, with special regard to the cooperation with consular authorities, gathering information in connection with the country of origin, former residence or transit country, as well as elaborating joint reintegration programmes together with other Member States.

Providing information about voluntary return and reintegration possibilities is implemented through measures aimed at providing information for citizens of third countries submitting asylum applications or other applications for granting legal residence, as well as for asylum seekers or other citizens of third countries applying for right of residence after the first instance decision. The provision of information and counselling for third-country nationals. under the scope of detention prior to expulsion and/or under the scope of compulsory confinement are also among the activities to be implemented.

Improving the cooperation with the authorities of third countries, especially with the consular authorities, among others include conferences and expert meetings with the participation of consular and immigration authorities of third countries in order to accelerate the provision of third country citizens with travel documents and other documents, as well as to identify practical problems. 

Within the frames of collecting information regarding the country of origin, former residence and the transit country the objective is to implement activities that among others are aimed at gathering and updating information related to the political, social and economic conditions of the countries being the most relevant in connection with return, and at organising country of origin information missions and participating in such missions. Gathering country of origin information on Kosovo has a special importance for Hungary.

Activities to be implemented in the field of elaborating joint reintegration programmes together with other Member States include for example projects collecting the best practices in connection with successful reintegration together with other Member States having similar illegal migratory trends to the ones present in Hungary, and the activities aimed at the follow-up of reintegration programmes implemented in cooperation with other Member States.

Within the frames of the priority the following special priorities were planned to be implemented: 

Providing information and consultancy about the voluntary return and reintegration possibilities to support voluntary return using innovative tools, as well as performing activities aimed at establishing cooperation with third countries not having consular representation in Hungary and with other Member States in order to speed up the process of obtaining travel or other documents and to identify practical problems.
Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management
Maximum length: half a page
Within the frames of Priority 4 studies will be prepared, information will be exchanged and best practices will be shared in questions such as the present practice in the field of return, the strengthening of cooperation between Member States, the role of international organisations and non-governmental organisations, and we will also launch missions to assess the return programmes. In order to ensure the fair and effective application of the common rules applicable in the area of return, experts will be trained.

The exchange of experiences and information between Member States, as well as encouraging the preparation of studies in topics such as the experiences of Member States in connection with the transposition of the return directive or the new and innovative practices used in the field of return will be implemented in accordance with the objectives. 

Furthermore seminars and trainings will take place aimed at widening the knowledge of professionals active in the area of return, including court employees, in topics, such as people requiring special treatment, the legal and practical aspects of return in third countries or regions being the most relevant as regards return, the uniformi and effective application of the rules, as well as respect the obligations resulting from international treaties during the treatment of returnees. 

Within the frames of the priority the following special priorities were planned to be implemented: 

Launching of missions to evaluate return programmes and organising trainings in order to ensure the fair and effective application of the common rules applicable in the field of return.

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)

1) The number of voluntary return programmes and the number of voluntary returnees participating in the programmes: at least 60 Kosovo Albanians per year who return to their country of origin by the help of a voluntary return programme
2) The number of third-country nationals involved in voluntary return programmes receiving reintegration support: at least 20 third-country nationals per year who are involved in vocational training, language courses, or provided with start-up support for economic activities with the help of reintegration support.
3) The number of forced returnees requiring special treatment and are considered to be vulnerable persons, and the number of newly-recruited personnel dealing with vulnerable returnees: at least 60-70 vulnerable persons per year provided with assistance, counselling or additional medical checks, and 4 newly-recruited members of the staff (3 social workers/assistants and 1 psychologist) dealing with vulnerable persons at the Office of Immigration and Nationality.
4) The number of enforced returns by air of third-country nationals when escort, insurance or additional services are provided: at least 60 cases per year.
5) The number of newly established statuses for court secretaries:  at least 2 new statuses for court secretaries.
Priority 2

(Main indicators, targets)

1) The number of joint return operations and the number of returned third-country nationals in the framework of the cooperation: at least 30 joint return operations and at least 300 third-country nationals who returned in the framework of these operations.
Priority 3

(Main indicators, targets)

1) The number of migrants informed on voluntary return possibilities preliminary, before the first instance decision, excluding those third country nationals who are under the scope of detention prior to expulsion and those third country nationals who are under the scope of compulsory confinement: Approximately 500 third country nationals reached by the information on assisted voluntary return programmes and possibilities preliminary.
2) The number of conferences and meetings organized with the cooperation of the consular and immigration authorities of third countries: at least 5 conferences or meetings with the participation of minimum 60 persons per occasion during the period of the realization of the multiannual programme.
3) At least 4 countries on which country of origin information is gathered and distributed to the stakeholders. At least 100 stakeholders are provided with reliable and, adequate information on the country of origin, transit or previous residence. 
4) The number of COI missions and the number of fact sheets: At least 2 implemented COI missions per year, 1000 fact sheets on the missions and 100 stakeholders who are provided with information on the results of the missions.
Priority 4

(Main indicators, targets)

1) The number of completed studies: Approximately 3 completed studies during the implementation of the multi-annual programme.
2) The number of trainings and the number of persons participating at the trainings: At least one training per year. At least 20 hours per training for experts working in the field of return and at least 25 experts per training.
3) The number of study visits organized to other Member States: At least 3 study visits during the implementation of the multi-annual programme to Member States which have an effective integrated return management system. At least 2 participants on behalf of the Hungarian authority taking part in each visit.
------------------------------

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Under this priority the further improvement of voluntary return programmes is envisaged with special attention to effective and sustainable return. Assisted return programmes for certain groups of migrants, such as Kosovo Albanians could be foreseen as well. Assisted voluntary return programmes are complex programmes in terms of the services they should include; such as the provision of travel assistance and secondary transportation for returnees to their final destination in the destination country, essential expenses before and after return, temporary accommodation, measures facilitating the returnees to integrate or re-integrate into the country of return and other services.

Furthermore special attention should be paid to the special needs and defenceless of vulnerable persons. Their special situation should be taken into account in course of the return procedure by providing preferential treatment for them, including for example the provision of supplementary or personalized aid, medical escort and medical assistance

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
The aim of the actions are simplifying and implementing enforced returns of third-country nationals who do not or no longer fulfil the conditions for entry and stay, by improving the creation for the conditions of return, by providing administrative escort from the designated place of residence/detention to the airport/state border, by making the inland transfer more effective 
This action aims at the effective implementation of law concerning the removal by deportation and at enhancing the credibility and integrity of immigration policies and at reducing the period of detention of persons waiting for forced removal. It also aims at improving the arrangement of proper conditions to develop the recent practice on return in order to ensure the cost effective and sustainable nature of such actions.

It means improving the quality of removal by deportation by air by providing for an unimpeded return and professional escort for expelled persons. It also makes the efforts taken in the field of return management more effective and promotes the effective and fair implementation of community standards and international obligations in line with the humanitarian principles and human dignity. The added value of the action is that expelled persons do not have to return by themselves and that the standards of alimentary and travel provisions are increased in comparison to the basic provisions.

It aims firthermore the improving the quality of removal by deportation by land by increasing the number of circle transfers, by making the coordination of transfers more effective and by increasing the standard of basic provisions provided for third-country nationals. 

The actions also aim to offer special social and mental preparation for potential returnees waiting for removal or awaiting court decision after first denial. The potential returnees reside in the community shelter (which is the place of detention prior to expulsion) and in the reception camp. Special focus will be on children and pregnant mothers placed in the pre-removal (transit) centre.

In order to development of the capacities of the reception camps and the community shelters our goal is recruiting social assistants who speak several foreign languages and psychologist. In the framework of the project a five-week training is foreseen for the newly-recruited employees. 

In the framework of the priority will be developed modes of cooperation between different levels of national and regional public authorities and the government by improving the already existing database on removals by deportation and on voluntary return, including the collection of more detailed data. 

2. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
The Priority 2 was not inserted in our annual programmes.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
The Priority 2 was not inserted in our annual programmes.
3. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
These actions aim at cooperating in the collection of information on the country of origin, former residence or transit and at disseminating the acquired information to potential returnees. Collecting information on the socio-economic and political conditions in the country of return and further distributing it to interested stakeholders. Organization of COI missions provides the possibility of acquiring reliable, adequate and accurate information on the country of origin/transit/previous residence. It will be made effort to promote the durable return of Kosovo Albanians, therefore the collection of appropriate COI information on their chances to return is essential. 

Our further goal is promoting the ways and means to provide information on return as soon as possible in asylum and immigration procedures and to encourage third-country nationals individually to make use of the possibility of voluntary return. 

The objective of the further action is the enhancement and strengthening of professional relations with the consular authorities and the immigration services of third countries with special regard to speeding up and facilitating the process of obtaining travel documents of returnees. 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
In the framework of this action an expert meeting called „Return Home” will take place to which 25 heads of department of different consular authorities and several high level representatives of international organizations and national authorities will be invited. The first part of the event will demonstrate how the Office of Immigration and Nationality proceed in voluntary and enforced return procedures and provides administrative escort for returnees. It will also give an overview on the life of migrants waiting for return at the reception camp in Debrecen and at the community shelters. During the expert meeting the importance and positive effects of fast administrative procedures regarding the issuance of travel documents will be outlined as for the time being the period of acquiring travel documents lasts from 1 week to 6 months depending on the way of cooperation between the responsible authorities. 

4. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
This action aims at providing trainings on legal and/or practical aspects of return for experts working in the field of return. This action also aims at ensuring the appropriate expertise on return in order to attain the effective and uniform application of common standards on return and the respect of obligations under international instruments affecting the treatment of returnees.

This action aims at enhancing cooperation with other Member States by means of platforms for exchange of information, sharing of best practices and experiences with responsible authorities and experts of other Member States. Under this action those study visits are welcomed which result in the completion of a study with special regard to the current situation and possibilities for enhancing administrative cooperation among Member States in the field of return as well as on the role of inter-governmental and non-governmental organization to be played in this context.

This action at exchanging information, sharing best practices and experiences on the voluntary or enforced return of persons requiring special treatment.

This action aims at enhancing cooperation with other Member States and at the dissemination of best practices in order to make Hungary‟s return management system more effective. Within this action those projects, especially short-term study visits can be financed which aim at exchanging information, sharing best practices and experiences among practitioners working for Member States‟ authorities. During such study visits particular emphasis will be put on practical observations, for instance by means of on-site visits and displays of executive techniques.
The action aims to evaluate the use of business grants and reintegration assistance granted under previous voluntary return programmes carried out by IOM Budapest. Reintegration assistance is one of the AVR components introduced in Hungary in 2005 in the framework of its regional programme. The evaluation and the follow-up of return programmes and especially their specific components, such as business grants and reintegration assistance, are indispensable in order to arrange successful and effective return schemes and in order to identify the possible malfunctioning of the schemes and the possible ways of their improvement.

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

The project of the Office of Immigration and Nationality will consist of a one-week study visit to the Netherlands and it builds on the projects “Provision of complex assistance before return 1 and 2”, since the participants are those social assistants that were recruited within the abovementioned projects and who are responsible for the practical and psychological assistance of potential returnees. The fourth participant of the study visit will be an expert of the OIN dealing with return programmes. The OIN has been aware of the successful and effective practice of the Dutch Immigration Office for several years and as a result of the visit the participants will be able to use the gained experience during their everyday work and will be able to provide more effective counselling. 

5. 

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

Programme for 2008:
There have not been any revisions submitted to the EU, since there have not been any revisions of the financial breakdown exceeding 10%. A noticeable change is that for certain projects the deadline for implementation has been changed compared to the deadline indicated in the annual programme, or in the grant agreement (the annual programme indicates as the implementation period the period between January 1, 2009 and December 31, 2009 in all cases), and that there have been minor financial modifications in the case of certain projects.

Beneficiaries have terminated 2 projects, which can be attributed to the insufficient preparation and programming defects of the projects. As a result, at certain activity lines we have not utilised the budgetary items planned in the annual programme.

Programme for 2009:

There has not been any modification so far, but after the evaluation period of the applications submitted for the repeated open call for applications is terminated, the financial table will need to be reviewed, and it is very likely that changes will be necessary. In the executing method the National Police Headquarters did not submit its detailed project proposal (Round 2), so a certain amount has been released, and the Responsible Authority reallocated this amount. The Responsible Authority reallocated this amount (86,810.6 €) within the priority 1 for voluntary return (action 3.1.1.). For this allocation also the annual programme indicates as the period of implementation the period between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010 for all activities, which may change in practice, since 18 months are available for implementing.

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/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:
75% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:

75%

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: 
   4 (number of calls for proposals)

- Programme 2009: 
   2 (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
	13
	9
	22

	Projects selected
	12
	7*
	19

	Projects funded


	12
	7
	19


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

Yes/No  :   Yes
- If No, explain why : 
* On 26 March 2010 a new call for proposal was published for the allocation 2009. The RA received 5 projects, the selection of the projects and the evaluation procedure is on progress that is why only 4 projects are in the cell. After the evaluation process 3 projects were selected to be granted on 30 July 2010.
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 
	-
	-
	-


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)
	12
	7
	19

	Projects funded without a call for proposals

(see table III.4)
	-
	-
	-

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	12
	7
	19


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:
75% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:

75%

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
	6
	3*
	9

	Projects selected
	5
	3
	8

	Projects funded


	5
	3
	8


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

Yes/No  :   Yes
- If No, explain why : 
* The RA received 3 projects, the Evaluation Committee separeted 1 project (according to the filled project data sheet) and evaluated 4 projects, but during the period of the second part of the tendering procedure one of the applicants (a competent authority) did not send the detailed project sheet.

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 
	-
	-
	-


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)
	5
	3
	8

	Projects funded without such calls

(see table IV.4)
	-
	-
	-

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	5
	3
	8


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
Maximum length: 15 lines

Within the frames of implementing the priority 4 projects have been implemented from the allocation for 2008, and 1 project is in progress from the allocation for 2009. 

Voluntary return programmes were organised, within the frames of which 322 migrants could return home to their countries of origin, and in 8 justified cases a restart aid of EUR 2,000 was also provided. The restart aid aimed at facilitating reintegration in the country of origin and at helping to start up businesses. Returnees were eligible for the EUR 2,000 restart aid when they presented a business plan; furthermore, each voluntary returnee received a one-off aid of EUR 100. In connection with these projects the emphasis is on voluntariness, and the other important characteristic of the programmes is that the target group decides to return home during the asylum procedure or later, after the announcement of negative decisions. 

In parallel to the above, the effectiveness of the already implemented national and regional assisted voluntary return programmes and that of the reintegration aids (business plans) were also evaluated. Among the people returning from Hungary the majority of those who utilised the reintegration aid did so in Kosovo and Moldova, therefore the evaluations took place in these two countries. The authors of the evaluation visited 8 sites, and ten IOM-officers also told about their experiences. The studies written in English and in Hungarian summarise the experiences and make several proposals to utilise the programmes and aids more effectively. 

A special group – that had been rescued in 1992 because of the Yugoslav War – was also returned home (19). More information about them can be found in Point 11, under the "success story".

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

The projects implemented aimed on the one hand at improving the quality of enforced returns, ensuring their effectiveness and respecting the human dignity of returnees. On the other hand, emphasis was put also on the provision of assistance and on preparation before return.

In the case of forced returns by air, the professional staff was prepared, so that they could manage effectively the obtaining of documents necessary to return home, they helped at the airports by check-ins and passport controls, and performed all administrative and communication tasks related to travel. At the same time a few members of the professional staff, speaking foreign languages, provided escort as well. It is an important element that forced returns were implemented by paying more respect to human dignity, and in a more cautious and high-standard way.
The objective of another project under this priority was to provide complex assistance before return by ensuring measures to satisfy the special needs of persons requiring special treatment and by providing social and psychological assistance and counselling at community shelters and reception camps. In the framework of the project new personnel (social workers/assistants and a psychologist) was recruited and trained in order to ensure the appropriate mental, social and practical preparation of potential returnees. Furthermore, the preparation was realized by means of provision of information on return, counselling and by organizing useful free time activities in order to support reintegration in the country of origin. Another element of the project focused on pregnant women and children.

These projects are/were implemented under both allocations and the further development of the given project elements is also included among the perspectives.
Under Point 10 we will provide a detailed description of one successful project, and also a description of a failed one under Point 12.
2. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the

“executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
Maximum length: half a page at the maximum

Priority 2 was not inserted in our annual programmes, since no project proposal was received.
In the “awarding body” method
-

Maximum length: 15 lines

In the “executing body” method
-

Maximum length: 15 lines

3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

The direct target group was informed about the possibilities of voluntary return and of reintegration in various forms. The provision of information was carried out through oral lectures held at the locations of residence (reception centres, community shelters) of the target group, but at the same time also through leaflets and posters. A new innovative element was also integrated into the information activities: on a separate webpage, information in various languages, as well as forms necessary for voluntary return became available. At certain accommodations the target group has access to the Internet, and from there they can also directly inform themselves about the possibilities of returning home. Simultaneously, oral information is also provided for the target group via the toll-free numbers available in several languages (possibly in the mother tongue of the groups being the most important considering their number, e.g. Albanian). A telephone box is available at each Hungarian accommodation, thus anybody can have access to this service. In the 2009 project the provision of oral information is becoming less and less important, its role is gradually taken over by the webpage and the Internet.

An information book – prepared by a three-member fact-finding mission that visited Kosovo twice – was also issued for the direct target group. Recently, the largest number of asylum seekers has arrived from Kosovo, which made it justified for the Hungarian professionals to visit this country and to gather country of origin information. The report of more than 100 pages − issued also in English − was sent not only to the 8 states most affected by migration, as undertaken originally in the project, but also to all EU Member States.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Since in all Member States it presents a problem to obtain the documents of the returnees, a Return Conference was organised, and apart from the Hungarian and international experts of the area, the foreign representations of third countries present in Hungary were also invited. The objective was – as a result of the conference and of the project – to shorten the period necessary for obtaining the documents for those waiting for returning home, as well as to shorten the time elapsed between the decision of expulsion and its implementation. The results of the conference are summarized in a separate publication.
4. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the

annual programmes 2008 and 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines
A two-day training course was organised for policemen and for criminal law and administrative judges working in the field of alien policing affairs with the aim of ensuring the better understanding and application in their activities of the human rights obligations related to return. The results are summarised in a professional publication entitled "Expulsion and Human Rights".

Two study visits were organised for Hungarian experts working in the field of return. They had the opportunity to study the German and British return practices. Subsequent to both study tours, other professionals and experts of the given areas were made familiar with the British and German practices with the help of the study tour participants through conferences and publications.
Judges passing judgements in return cases participated in study visits to Kosovo and Romania, where they could exchange their experiences with the officers of the judicial colleges of Pristina and Bucharest working in this area. The study visits were followed by a closing conference, within the frames of which the professional study prepared about the study visits is presented.
An international return conference was organised for the General Directors of Immigration Services Conference (GDISC), where the migration authorities responsible for expulsion and return could have an intense exchange of experiences about the Return Directive. All 26 Member States represented themselves at the conference.  

In order to develop the voluntary return programmes, a Hungarian expert working in the area of return participated in a one-month study tour in Brussels, where this professional could get familiar with the Belgian practice of voluntary return. Based on the experiences of this professional a publication is prepared, and the experiences are also shared with the Hungarian colleagues within the frames of training lectures. The objective is to introduce the "good practices" into the Hungarian practice.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

Other Member States also lay special emphasis on preparing the voluntary or forced returnees for the physical and mental aspects of the return. While Hungary offers such programmes in an organised form only since the recent years, in the Netherlands this activity has a longer tradition. 4 experts of the Office of Immigration and Nationality working in this field participate in a study tour to the Netherlands to become familiar with the Dutch practice. As a result they will integrate into the Hungarian practice the elements that can be implemented, and also give presentations to their colleagues about their experiences.
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 

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 

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

Maximum length: half a page 

In the awarding body method a significant change was the growth of the amounts allocated for the Priority 1. In the 2008 the Responsible Authority allocated the 21,67% of the allocation (excluding Technical Assistance) while in 2009 this ratio for the priority 1 was 51,97%. The main objective of this change was to fulfil the increased demand on voluntary return, the RA received more projects for the Priority 1 during tendering the allocation 2009.
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

Maximum length: half a page 

A significant change in the executing body method was that the RA financed a project in Priority 3 from the allocation 2008, while during the compilation of the annual programme 2009 there occured no demand in Priority 3 but one for the Priority 4.
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

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 
Name of the project: Fact-finding mission to Kosovo

Name of the beneficiary: Office of Immigration and Nationality

The direct objective of the project is to gather, process actual country information about Kosovo and forward such information to the affected organisations, professionals and migrants. The mission directly served the sustainability of the return of citizens of Kosovo, since from the aspect of the people arriving to the territory of the Republic of Hungary illegally, being affected by the potential of removal, the fact-finding mission provided an opportunity to gather the most detailed and latest available country information, based on which the affected professional units can make well-founded decisions in the future, for example, people would not be subject to inhuman, humiliating treatment when sent back to their home country; the administration in Kosovo is able to provide a suitable safety framework for the returnees, as regards social, economic and legal matters.

The Office of Immigration and Nationality took meticulous care about preparation:

•
it was preceded by a study tour to Austria, aimed at studying practical advice and local solutions - e.g. interviewing techniques, contact methods, safety for travellers etc.

•
Austrian, Danish and Dutch experts held 2 preparatory courses (each lasting for 3 days) for the Hungarian professionals. On the first occasion they prepared them for the conditions and hardships that can be anticipated, and helped in defining the main priorities of the mission - economic survey, investment opportunities, utilisation of donations, and integration.  On the second occasion the experiences of the first mission were consulted in a constructive form, and the subjects of the second mission – administrative and legal system, education, public safety, local governments, registration practice, travel documents – were reviewed analytically, and based on the proposals of the experts these were slightly modified.

As regards the mission the main risk was presented by the uncertain accessibility and summonability of officers of the state and of the local governments. This risk was mitigated by actively involving the International Organisation of Migration (IOM) into the preparatory (and implementation) phase.


Following the preparatory phase, the two fact-finding missions took place in May and in September 2009, the experts of the Documentation Centre, the Unit of Coercive Measures and Repatriation, and the Litigation Unit gave 3 members of the missions each, visiting 48 professional institutions/organisations in Kosovo. The information gathered was shared with the professionals of aliens, asylum and documentation affairs working for the Office of Immigration and Nationality, the National Police Headquarters, the National Security Office and the Information Office of the Republic of Hungary, and for the Administrative College of the Budapest Court, and also the representatives of the Hungarian representatives of UNHCR and IOM within the frames of conferences.  Dissemination was served also by an interim and a full country report, published both in Hungary and on a European level (in Hungarian and in English).

The influence of the project exceeds the national dimension. The extremely complex report may provide help in founding a more coherent return policy for the Member States, or in the case of member States that have already organised their own fact-finding missions to Kosovo it can provide a partial assistance.

2009 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
Name of the project: Complex assistance before return 2
Name of the beneficiary: Office of Immigration and Nationality 
The direct objective of the project was to provide the earliest possible information about return possibilities, and to develop the methods and tools of preparation during aliens procedures. 

Implementation was ensured by 3 social workers and 1 psychologist at the reception centre in Debrecen. With the participation social workers the citizens of third countries will be provided appropriate information and customized advice before their return to their country of origin, among others about the possibilities of voluntary return, the process of return with official escort, and about questions in connection with ongoing procedures. The psychologist provided mental assistance to the members of the target group in digesting the rejection decision of the asylum procedure, in overcoming their fear of returning, thus the persons affected return home with a hope of restart, not planning a newer flight.

In order to offer a meaningful use of time and to support restart in the country of origin the reception centre of Debrecen offers a house-painter training course for the target group. Completing the course offers the opportunity to earn a living after the return to the country of origin.
Apart from that the people returning home will be distributed a checklist printed out in 7 languages and listing the important things to do before and after the return, with the aim of preparing the return and ensuring its seamless implementation. 

The long term objective of the project is - with the help of a professional team specialised in return affairs, and by establishing a wider circle of professional, and by holding seminars regularly - to achieve a significant professional improvement in the area of practical and mental preparation for the return, therefore the beneficiary will continue this work within the frames of a project with similar content.

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 

Name of the project: Home again (allocation for the year 2008)
Name of the beneficiary: Office of Immigration and Nationality
Since 1992 the Republic of Hungary has been providing temporary protection for the citizens of Bosnia forced to leave their country as a result of the war, who arrived in Hungary on 12 July 1992 from Jakes Modrica, from a mental-social care facility. The Bosnian citizens still alive and living in Hungary for several years did not have any accommodation where they could have returned. It was at the beginning of 2009 when a clear intent was shown by the federal level Bosnian organisations to receive these people, when the Ministry of Human Rights and Asylum of Bosnia declared that the social institute of Jakes having been seriously damaged during the war was ready once again to receive the persons taken care of in Hungary.

The primary goal of the project was to prepare and implement the return of the people receiving mental and social care and to follow-up their continued care. 17 people participated in the preparation and implementation of the project. 

During the preparation phase there was continuous cooperation between the Bosnian and Hungarian authorities in order to provide the documents necessary for the target group, and to arrange for their accommodation in the renovated home in Bosnia. Customs organisations had to be contacted as well, since the people receiving care had certain properties – although not in a considerable value –, and also formerly various organisations had donated them other electronic equipment.

At the same time medicines for one month were also provided within the frames of the project.  

A priority element of the project is the two-phase acclimatisation, therefore 2 future nurses and 1 doctor arrived from Bosnia to the Reception Centre of Debrecen to get acquainted with the patients, their treatment, to take over their case record and exchange experiences with the nurses and doctors providing care for the patients in Debrecen. In the second phase of acclimatisation, taking place in Bosnia, participated 4 people from Hungary, those who had provided care for the patients in Debrecen, and they spent one week in Jakes.

After 17 years spent in Hungary 19 Bosnian citizens were returned to their home country on 15 October 2009. Following the Yugoslavian conflict started at the beginning of the 90s, this was the last group in Hungary that could return to their home region. 

The project can be considered to be successful from several aspects. Primarily, and this being the main goal, some people having lived through a lot of things could return to their home countries after 17 years spent in exile. At the same time, the cooperation of the two countries in organising the return of the group was exemplary.  

A film was made to document the project, the preparations and the events of their return.

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 

Name of the project: Supporting the removal by deportation by land of third-country nationals 2008
Name of the beneficiary: National Police Headquarters
The objective of the project was to ensure that the transport to the boarder the citizens of third countries staying illegally in Hungary be implemented at a professional level being superior than formerly, and in a more organised and more cost effective way. According to the application the Beneficiary planned to implement the activities of expulsion of about 1,300 people in higher quality, with the help of weekly round-transports. A more organised transportation of the people to expulse would have contributed to the reduction of the period of custody ordered in aliens procedures, thus improving the general feeling of the people held in custody, decreasing the number of extraordinary events, thus attaining a higher level of security.

The project progress reports prepared by the Beneficiary revealed that during the implementation of the project they met several difficulties, as early as from the start, both professionally and financially.

Realisation was hindered partly by errors in the planning, partly by the coordination problems at the Beneficiary, and partly by the significant changes in the composition of the illegal migrants.

The distribution of illegal migrant within the internal border has changed, the majority of the people were apprehended near the external borders, so in their case no transportation needed.

The proportion of those illegal migrants who applied for asylum doubled, and they could not expulsed until the asylum procedure was over.

The number of people handed over within the frames of the Dublin Convention also increased, and they did not belong to the target group of the project either.

At the same time the situation was aggravated by the fact that the financial and professional documents were held not at the Budapest seat of the Beneficiary, but at the police headquarters located in the province. The original financial documents did not reach the centre, not even in the form of copies, and unfortunately the employees working in the centre did not forward the information regarding the formalities of the financial accounts to the provincial police headquarters, thus the Responsible Authority had to reject the documents submitted for settlement due to formal reasons. The financial reports submitted could not be evaluated at all. The responsibility of the compilation of the reports should have been decentralized to the place of the implementation of the project, because centralizing it to the Headquarters hampered the success of the feedback process.
Since the follow-up consultations subsequent to the on-site inspections did not so any progress either, the Responsible Authority terminated the Grant Agreement, and the Beneficiary reimbursed the amount having been paid to the date of termination.

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

The most essential information about the activities implemented under Technical Assistance is that funds allocated under the 4 Solidarity Funds (ERF, EIF, RF, EBF) are managed together. Incurred expenses are accounted proportionately under the Funds concerned subject to available limits and in line with the rules laid down in the Responsible Authority’s Operation Manual.

As for the specific activities implemented under the Return Fund, most expenses were generated by headcount increase at the authorities to facilitate the implementation of tasks    the Responsible Authority and the Certifying Authority are responsible for. As for employment status, 13 people were hired for the Responsible Authority and 3 people joined the Certifying Authority either as civil servants hired for a fixed period or by signing a contract of service. Recruitment was gradual.

The Responsible Authority’s above mentioned Operation Manual was produced to support administrative activities.
For the management, monitoring and evaluation of the projects the Responsible Authority had an IT system called SOLID Monitoring Information System developed. The system is regularly updated. In order to make the most of the system and support colleagues’ daily work at the Responsible Authority IT device were purchased (workstations, laptops and printers).

As for the utilisation of the funds, the Responsible Authority applied an accrual based book-keeping system and an accounting handbook was also produced under the activity. 

In order to ensure a uniform appearance the Funds’ identity manual was designed and conference packages, contract covers, stamps and business cards were produced. In addition, the Responsible Authority’s communication plan was completed and the Funds’ own homepage was created.
In order to prepare measures the Responsible Authority announced calls for proposals based on annual funding available in national daily papers, on the homepage of the MoJLE and on www.pafi.hu (a homepage where calls for proposals are collected at national level). In addition, the Responsible Authority called an informative meeting for potential applicants to support successful application and hired experts to select projects to be funded. The Responsible Authority provided Beneficiaries with information necessary for the implementation and closing of the projects at a kick-off conference held at the beginning of the year and at a closing conference held at the end of the year. 
During the implementation of the projects the Responsible Authority applied external procurement expertise in advance in connection with the acquisition of the assets purchased by the Beneficiaries.

Members of the Authorities attended conferences held in Brussels, and individual and group trainings (e.g. chartered accountant training). 

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 

Maximum 15 lines 

RA designed an identity manual for the Funds in order to get a uniform appearance. The manual for RF is in power from 31/07/2008.

RA approved a communication plan for the Funds, summarizing the most important communication and publicity activities and tools used by the RA.

RA published the data related to projects on the website of MoJLE (www.irm.gov.hu) in an AP breakdown.
RA decided to create an own website for the Funds. The upload is currently in progress. This will be the primary communication channel to the general public and also an important tool towards the beneficiaries. It will replace the website of MoJLE (www.solidalapok.hu). 

The SOLID MIS is also a communication tool between RA and the beneficiaries.

RA made central e-mail addresses for the Funds, RF: visszateres@irm.gov.hu.

The call for proposals are published on the website of the MoJLE and in national newspapers.

RA organized info days (RF AP 2008: 14/10/2008, 14/01/2009; AP 2009: 16/09/2009, 06/04/2010) for the possible beneficiaries, the interested during the period of compilation of the project proposals. RA organized opening (9-10/02/2009; 11/02/2010) and closing (26/11/2009) conferences for the APs.
On these events the participants got the opportunity to collect information on formal, professional expectations, eligible criteria, reporting and to discuss their questions and problems with RA. Besides beneficiaries AA, CA and press was also invited, held with the average of 120 participants.
RA published a leaflet on the four Funds, introducing the Funds, priorities and target groups.
- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

Maximum 15 lines 
It is obligatory for the beneficiaries to use the identity manual during the implementation of their projects in order to ensure that the neccessary visibility elements are shown. When buying equipment – and the size and the usage of the certain equipment allows – beneficiaries use stickers to express EU funding. Beneficiaries use information posters, billboards, leaflets and other different types of publications (studies, researches, analyses) to promote the projects and the results, and indicate the necessary graphic elements on the documentation. Films, DVD-s or commercials financed from the Fund contain reference to the Fund. When organising campaigns, conferences, seminars, workshops or other trainings, beneficiaries often produce folders, pens, CD-s, T-shirts, pendrives, bags, etc. and disseminate these between the participants. Certain beneficiaries also organised press-related events, exhibitions as well. Most of the beneficiaries developed their present websites or created new ones to promote the projects.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
Within the frames of the programme for the year 2008 altogether 4 open and 1 closed tenders were announced. 

Considering, that regardless the 3 open tenders the available allocation was not reserved, and considering that meanwhile the Commission prolonged the deadline for implementation by 6 months, a further, fourth tender was also announced.
According to the annual programme, all the projects were planned to be implemented between January 1, 2009 and December 31, 2009. Regarding the second and third open tendering procedure, the selected projects could be implemented from April 1, 2009 or June 1, 2009, respectively, with the same deadline of December 31, 2009. For the projects selected on the basis of the 4th open tendering procedure, the period available for implementation was the period between August 1, 2009 and December 31, 2009. In the case of certain activities, however, there is a deviation between the actual deadline of implementation and the deadline set in the programme. This is due to the fact that subsequent to the decision of the European Commission, in the cases of certain projects the deadline for implementation was prolonged, and therefore such projects were finished in the first half of 2010, contrary to the preliminary plans. However, there is an example for a contrary case as well, since the realisation of the indicators earlier than planned resulted that an assisted  voluntary return project was closed earlier.

Based on the available data it can be stated that the beneficiaries implemented the projects successfully and on time, or in the case of ongoing projects, they will be suitable for closing by June 30, 2010, thus the activities included in the 2008 programme were implemented as planned.
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2008 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

Maximum 15 lines
Project implementation was hindered by the fact that the beneficiaries of the fund form a relatively close circle, forming the beneficiary base of the ERF and EIF as well. In 2009, the implementation of several annual allocations related to the funds was performed at the same time, in parallel, and this meant a significant extra load both on the Responsible Authority and on the beneficiaries. 

Although the Responsible Authority organised a conference in order to support implementation, and the information materials (e.g. documents necessary for grounding eligible costs) are permanently available on the Ministry's website, and continuous guidance and information are provided by the project managers and project supervisors for the beneficiaries, the documentation of the implementation is not always appropriate. In many cases, costs could be recognised as eligible costs only after several rounds of requesting additional documents and/or information. This, in turn, resulted that the Responsible Authority did not reach the limit, on the basis of which it could request the second pre-financing amount from the Commission. The missing funds were advanced partly by the Responsible Authority, partly by the beneficiaries.

From the allocation available for the implementation of the 2008 programme, a significant amount remained unused after the first open and closed tendering. In order to solve this problem, the Responsible Authority announced three further open calls for proposals in the course of 2009; however, the allocation was not fully reserved. 

During the implementation of the 2008 programme the implementation of two projects failed, this also increasing the amount of unreserved funds. The failure of these projects became clear only at the end of 2009; therefore, due to the short time remaining for implementation, the Responsible Authority could not announce new tendering procedures to use the unreserved funds.
3.
Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
Maximum 15 lines
Revision of the 2008 programme as approved by the Commission in November 2008 was not necessary, since almost all indicated activities were realised, and the distribution of the funds between the activities proved to be almost appropriate.
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)

Maximum 15 lines
Almost all activities indicated in the programme for 2008 were implemented.

The only exception is the activity aimed at exchanging experiences in connection with the voluntary and/or enforced return of people requiring special treatment, listed under Priority 4, since no project proposal was submitted for this activity. Apart from that, the implementation of two projects selected in a closed procedure and included in the 2008 programme in detail, failed. One of the failed projects aimed at improving the conditions of removal by deportation by land of third country citizens, and the other aimed at developing a statistical database supporting the statistical registering of people concerned by expulsion.

Since some of the projects are not yet closed from the financial aspect, at present there is no exact data available about what proportion of the allocation for 2008 was actually used. However, it can be stated even now that 63,95 % of the total allocation was reserved in accordance with the grant agreements.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
It is important to define different levels when speaking about the results of the RF 2008 programme.
At programme level we can say that the expected quantified results - which were defined in the frame of the draft annual programme - were not reached in total, as the planned results of the project proposals selected to be granted were not totally in accordance with the programme level indicators. 

Based on the information available for the Responsible Authority 42% of the indicators in the annual programme were realised at a higher level than that planned in the programme (such as a number of voluntary returnees, the number of stakeholders who are provided reliable, adequate information on the country of origin, transit or previous residence, the number of vulnerable persons provided with additional medical checks), 12% of the indicators were realised (at the level of 100%), 12% of the indicators were underachieved and 34% were not realized at all.
At the programming period of the 2008 RF programme the RA had no previous experience in programme planning, and had no idea which organizations would submit project proposals for the tender invitation, thus the programme level indicators were not established enough. The submitted and granted project proposals were not in accordance with the programme level indicators
On the basis of the implemented project’s final reports we can see that at project level the planned results mostly were achieved, in some cases these project level indicators were overachieved and in the case of some project elements the indicators were reached only partly.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
Although reserving all of the allocation for the implementation of the programme for 2008 could not be achieved, the distribution of the funds between the activities proved to be appropriate. The correct distribution of the funds is also supported by the fact that the programme for 2008 did not have to be revised because of a significant difference from the financial breakdown.

The indicated activities also proved to be basically appropriate. However, experience showed that in the case of the various activities listed under Priority 4 and aimed at exchanging information and experiences, as well as organising training courses and study visits, the projects could not always be clearly categorised under only one of the activities, since they could include several elements and topics at the same time.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
Similarly to the programme of 2008, the programme for 2009 includes a time schedule both for open and closed tendering procedures. The first tendering procedure was realised in accordance with the time schedule, but due to unreserved allocations the Responsible Authority announced a new call for proposals in March 2010.

The timeframe available for the implementation of the projects are set in 12 months (January 1, 2010 - December 31, 2010) in the 2009 programme. However, taking into consideration the decision of the European Commission on the possibility of an 18-month implementation period and on setting the latest deadline by 30 June 2011, there may be differences in the actual implementation compared to the plans. We can already see that in the case of the projects that will be selected in the second open tendering procedure the period for implementation will be maximum 10 months (September 1, 2010 - June 30, 2011).
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2009 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

Maximum 15 lines
Since the implementation of the projects having obtained support within the frames of the 2009 programme started only in January 2010, there is no sufficient information available to evaluate the practical implementation of the programme. The implementation of the programme cannot be appropriately evaluated also because of the fact that the Responsible Authority – in order to use the funds not yet reserved following the first open and closed tendering procedure – announced a new open tendering procedure in March 2010.

The submitted project proposals have not been evaluated yet at the time of preparing this report; however, taking into consideration the number of project proposals, the experiences of the applicants and the amounts applied for, it can be stated that the allocation for 2009 is likely to be reserved in full.
3.
Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
Maximum 15 lines
The European Commission approved the 2009 programme in July 2009. Following the approval and up to the date of preparing this report the revision of the programme by the Commission was not necessary. Considering, however, that the Responsible Authority announced a new call for proposal in March 2010, subsequent to evaluating the submitted project proposals the Responsible Authority will examine whether it is necessary to revise the programme, by paying special attention to the distribution of the funds between the activities and to the differences exceeding 10% compared to the financial breakdown.
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)

Maximum 15 lines
At the time of preparing this report there is no sufficient information available to fully assess whether all activities included in the programme for 2009 will be implemented in accordance with the programme.

However, it is certain that the project included in the 2009 programme and aimed at improving the conditions of removal by deportation by land will not be implemented, since the potential beneficiary cancelled its application in the second round of the closed tendering procedure.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
At the time of preparing this report there is no sufficient information available to assess whether the qualitative and quantitative results indicated in the 2009 programme will be implemented in accordance with the programme.
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?

Maximum 15 lines
Since the applications submitted for the newer call for proposal in March 2010 have not yet been assessed at the time of preparing this report, at present it cannot be stated whether the distribution of the funds was appropriate.

However, if the implementation of the projects already receiving support is in line with the plans, the data available already indicate that as a result of the high number of participants in the assisted voluntary return programme the amount allocated for this activity was too low, regardless of the fact that 38% of the allocation were distributed in the financial plan for this activity.
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?

The Management and Control System (MC) of the Responsible Authority approved by the European Union efficiently and successfully promoted the implementation of the 2007 and 2008 annual programmes.  The MC provided a regulated framework for the operation of the designated authorities, for call for proposals and the financing and monitoring of projects. 

The structured system established and its operation fully comply with the requirements laid down in European Union legislation and facilitated the sufficient contracting of annually allocated funds.

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 
During the implementation of the annual programmes no fundamental changes were made to the MC compared to its original description (status on 21.07.2008). 

In the model description of the Management and Control System minor typing mistakes  were identified. These are hereby specified :

· The opening of proposals is carried out by the Management Team instead of the Evaluation Committee.

· Proposals have to reach 50% not 60% of the obtainable points in both financial and professional aspects in order to be considered for selection.

The fine-tuning of the system is in progress and it can be followed up in the detailed operational manual drawn up by designated authorities authorized in the system (Responsible Authority, Certifying Authority and Supervising Authority).  

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

In view of the fact that the implementation of the projects supported on the basis of the 2009 programme started only in January 2010, furthermore, considering the fact that in order to fully reserve the allocation of the 2009 programme, the Responsible Authority announced a newer open call for proposals in March 2010, an overall evaluation can only be provided in connection with the implementation of the 2008 programme. However, during the assessment we also considered the experiences from the year 2009 that were already available to us when preparing this report.

In connection with the experiences gained during the tendering procedure it has to be emphasised that the number of bodies and organisations active in the field of return is relatively low in Hungary, however, since most of them has been performing activities and participating in projects falling under the scope of the European Return Fund (hereinafter referred to as: RF), we did not face any serious problems during the tendering procedure. This is also due to the fact that during each tendering procedure the Responsible Authority provided comprehensive information to the potential beneficiaries about the professional and practical requirements.

In the 2008 programme the distribution of the allocation between the various activities proved to be appropriate. However, despite the fact that the bodies and organisations active in the field of return, depending on their capacities, tried to utilise the opportunities and funds offered by the RF, the allocation for 2008 could not be fully reserved.

As regards implementation it can be stated that the projects supported from the allocation for 2008 - with the exception of two projects - were implemented in accordance with the planned professional content. Due to unforeseeable problems the budget was slightly revised or the project implementation deadlines were modified in certain cases.
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 

In the area of return management it was indicated as a determined requirement also in the multiannual programme to encourage voluntary return, to ensure measures helping reintegration into the country of origin, to provide special support for people requiring special treatment, and to cooperate with other Member States and the authorities of third countries. The measures and fields of activities allocated both in the programmes for 2008 and for 2009, and the projects supported on the basis of the programmes serve as appropriate tools for meeting the above needs. In the programmes we tried to indicate activities to be tendered for that are based on real needs and problems. The close connection between the objectives of the programmes and the actual problems are therefore illustrated for instance by the project aimed at strengthening cooperation with the authorities of third countries in order to provide returness with documents and to accelerate administration. At the same time it has to be noted that an improvement in quality could be achieved if during performing removal by deportation by land assets could be purchased from the funds, not only in proportion with depreciation. In order to be able to meet the needs the logical first step should have been acquiring special vehicles and developing software that support the logistic tasks.

The areas of intervention did not have to be modified, however, based on the experiences of both programmes (2008 and 2009) it was confirmed that there is a huge need for organising assisted voluntary return programmes.
 2. 
Effectiveness of the programme

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

15 lines maximum 

The objectives listed in the multiannual programme are consistent with the results achieved so far through the 2008 and 2009 programmes.

The objectives of the multiannual programme include the organisation of assisted voluntary return programmes and the provision of information about voluntary return and reintegration possibilities. Both programmes (2008 and 2009) fulfil these objectives. Based on the 2008 programme three assisted voluntary return programmes were implemented, and innovative tools and methods were introduced, such as reintegration supports in order to promote sustainable return, and a website and a toll-free telephone line were established in order to make the provision of information more effective. The assisted voluntary return programmes were also evaluated, providing useful proposals for the future.

In the multiannual programme Hungary set as an objective to improve the circumstances of enforced return, to improve the cooperation with the authorities of third countries, as well as to share the best practices and experiences, and to organise seminars and trainings. Both the 2008 and the 2009 programmes supported projects that served the implementation of the above listed objectives.
We have laid a special emphasis on collecting and updating country of origin information in accordance with the multiannual programme, especially in the case of Kosovo, since Kosovo is one of the most important countries of origin. 

Based on the experiences it can be stated that the majority of the objectives were met, and the activities required for achieving the goals will be continued to be performed even during the following years. Maybe there is one area where there has not been any significant progress during 2008 and 2009, and the activities of which could be encouraged in the future. This area is the strengthening of cooperation with Member States having the same migration trends through joint projects.
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.  
15 lines maximum 

Examining the average of the allocations for the two years, the management costs from the approved costs of the projects – equalling the sum of the salary costs of project managers approved among "A" indirect personnel expenses and of "G" Indirect costs - do not reach 20%.
	Allocation
	Staff costs - Indirect personel expenses of the total budget (%)
	Indirect costs of the total budget (%)
	Total (%)

	2008
	7,64
	7,4
	15,04

	2009
	5,45
	12,07
	17,52

	Average
	6,66
	9,49
	16,15


At the same time it can also be stated that the budgets of the projects show a significant variance (21.04%) in this regard. This is mainly caused by the management costs being set high according to the IOM international salary scale. We consider this ration to be fully successful/cost efficient, considering the fact that according to the opinion of the Commission the proportion of indirect costs in itself can reach 20%.

In order to ensure cost efficient project implementation there are guarantee rules implemented both in the tendering and the project implementation procedure, to guarantee that the projects are cost-efficient. When evaluating the applications the Evaluation Committee considers as one of the main aspects the principle of cost-efficiency, furthermore the Committee is obliged to decrease unnecessary costs, exclude non-eligible costs, and to ensure that the projects use market prices, and it also has a right to require more detailed information on the project budget. The specific cost index to be given in the application also helps the evaluation of the cost-efficiency of the projects.

During project implementation the Beneficiaries also have to consider the principle of cost-efficiency, and in case of minor investments this should be verified by requesting three offers, and in the case of major investment they are obliged to observe the provisions of the act on public procurement.
4. 
Complementarity

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

15 lines maximum 

As a result of their nature, the activities falling under the scope of the RF do not show complementarity and/or synergies with the activities of the Structural Funds, or those of the other Funds belonging to the "Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows" general programme.

As regards the Migration and Asylum Thematic Programme, the Building Migration Partnerships project supported in 80% from the Thematic Programme and led by the Czech Republic can be considered as a synergy. Hungary is participating in this project as a partner country and the beneficiary countries of the project are the countries located to the East or South-East to the European Union, i.e. the countries of origin being especially relevant for Hungary regarding migration matters. A synergy can be found in that regard that the activities implemented within the frames of the project are aimed at cooperating with the ministries and migration authorities of the beneficiary third countries, among others in the fields of illegal migration and return. The results of the project include the preparation of the migration profiles of the beneficiary third countries and that of an interactive map (I-Map), which can greatly contribute to the better understanding of migration processes.

During the years 2008 and 2009 there was complementarity with the activities supported within the frames of the Return Preparatory Actions.
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.  

15 lines maxium 

In the implementation of an effective national return policy the RF plays a key role, since there are no national programmes especially aimed at supporting the RF activities, such as the voluntary return programmes or information about the voluntary return possibilities. The funds provided by the national budget are scarce and are not sufficient for performing the innovative and additional activities exceeding the legally compulsory activities in the field of enforced return, therefore it can be clearly stated that the RF provides added value.
VIII.3. 
Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the annual programming exercise in general? 

Half a page maximum

We are of the opinion that the multi-level criteria system set in the current framework, i.e. in Council Decision 2007/575/EC and in Commission Decision 2007/837/EC, is overly complicated. The current system prescribes strategic guidelines, priorities, specific priorities, general and specific objectives and eligible actions. We find this complicated set of criteria unjustified and unnecessary and suggest its revision and and its transformation into a more simple system with one or two types of criteria (e.g. priorities and actions).

Regarding indirect costs versus operational subsidy, we would like to emphasize that this makes the operation of NGOs very difficult. In Hungary NGOs can be granted various types of operational subsidies in smaller amounts but even the total of these subsidies cannot cover the indirect costs of projects funded under the European Return Fund. We recommend that if an organization is granted operational subsidy from state budget but the subsidy fails to cover the indirect costs relating to the project, the difference should be regarded as indirect eligible costs under the project. 

It poses a serious problem that in case of organizations benefiting from state subsidy indirect costs cannot be considered as eligible costs. There are cases when supplementary costs are generated clearly and exclusively as a result of the implementation of certain projects but for such costs no subsidy can be granted from state budget.

Rules regulating eligible/non-eligible costs are extremely complicated and their interpretation and explanation to Beneficiaries uses up significant resources. These complex rules regulating eligible/non-eligible costs lead to misunderstanding and arguments. On the other hand, we consider the handbook published by COM highly useful.
VIII.4. 
Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the implementation of the actions / projects and the control mechanisms on the actions/ projects?  

Half a page maximum

During the selection phase of projects we ran into interpretation difficulties when trying to decide whether a certain project implements complementary action.  We would highly appreciate if the Commission could provide more precise guidelines in this subject.  

We recommend that the technical budget available for Member States should be either increased or at least kept at 7% contrary to point (b) of Article 15(2) of the basic resolution as the professional and financial inspection of the large number of projects generates considerable workload for the Responsible Authority.  The increase of the technical budget would enable the recruitment of further employees and reduce workload per person. If the technical budget was cut to 4% the Responsible Authority would experience serious difficulties in executing tasks relating to the European Return Fund.  Most of the technical budget is spent on employment and with the funds currently available the Responsible Authority can operate efficiently. If the budget was decreased to 4% the Responsible Authority would face HR problems, would not be able to keep up quality in performing its tasks in spite of the fact that most of its operational cost are financed by the Member State.

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

Half a page maximum

It would be highly useful if the Commission would forward the documents/forms later required from Member States for testing purposes in order to see whether they are easy to interpret and whether they guarantee the availability of required information when filled in correctly. We recommend that more precise and specific requirements should be set in the documents to be filled in to help Member States understand clearly what the Commission’s expectations are (sample answers would also be appreciated). 

We miss the feedback from the Commission on the previously submitted documents and evaluations. As a result, we cannot make the necessary changes (or just with delay) relating to the filling in of the documents or evaluation. 

In our opinion it will cause severe liquidity problems for Member States if the Commission withholds 10% of the allocated funds. We would highly appreciate if the Commission discussed such important issues in time with Member States.
End of the report
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