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Part I
 
Summary of the Multiannual Programme 2008-2013

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



1. 	ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS  IN THE MEMBER STATE 

1.1.	The requirements in the Member State in relation to the baseline situation
Assisted Voluntary Return:  It is a policy of the Department of Justice and Law Reform (D/JLR) to actively encourage those who are no longer legally present in the State to return voluntarily to their home country, at an early stage.  There is a need for additional AVR programmes which are complementary to the current programmes and which address a wider range of issues, including the possibility of programmes in the countries of return.   

In addition, there is scope to develop research programmes which are focussed on Ireland’s main countries of targeted return (including Nigeria and South Africa) to include an element dealing with exchange of information on best practice in other Member States.

Deportations:  Almost 15,000 deportation orders have been signed in respect of failed asylum seekers and those found to be illegally present in the State since the commencement of the Immigration Act 1999.  Of these, an average of 20% have been effected. In recent years Ireland has been arranging an increasing number of charter flights for removing large numbers of illegal immigrants, or for removals to destinations where Ireland does not have direct air links.  Ireland’s policy in respect of charter flights is strongly based on the principle of participation in joint charters whenever possible, and participation through FRONTEX operations in particular.  Joint charters offer an efficient and cost effective alternative to scheduled flights and meet the EU’s commitment to greater use of joint repatriation flights as a means of demonstrating solidarity among Member States, increasing the rate of returns and making more effective use of resources.  

Training in return management:  In Ireland forced return operations are carried out by the Irish Police authority, namely the Garda National Immigration Bureau (GNIB).  There is an ongoing requirement for GNIB officers to be trained in the best practices and procedures across the EU in planning and organising removal operations.  Joint training for escort staff is a particular requirement in light of the increasing level of joint charter operations involving a significant number of Member States.  This will ensure that officials from the various Member States adopt a uniformly professional approach during removal operations. There may also be a requirement for specific training in return management for NGOs and IOs who have a role in the area of voluntary return.

1.2.	The operational objectives of the Member State designed to meet its requirements 
Ireland's operational objectives will focus on:
 
-	the provision of assisted voluntary return programmes as an alternative to forced removal 
-	improving the capacity to effect forced removals through increased charter flights (in conjunction with FRONTEX), closer cooperation with consular authorities of third countries, 
-	provision of training in best practices to all removals personnel


2. 	STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES

Priority 1: Support for the development of a strategic approach to return management by Member States 

2.1.	Objectives pursued

Ireland's objectives under Priority 1 are to:-  increase the range of voluntary return programmes available and promote the voluntary return option as an alternative to forced removal; maximise the number of forced returns effected where voluntary return has not been availed of; develop enhanced cooperation with consular authorities in third countries for the purposes of procuring travel documents

2.2.	Key actions

Key actions will include:-  additional assisted voluntary return programmes; a range of intensive, targeted and timely promotional campaigns highlighting the benefits of voluntary return; removal of those found to be illegally present in the state; charter operations organised for forced removals; identification and procurement of travel documents through cooperation with consular authorities of third countries; 

2.3.	Key actions implementing specific priorities

i) Additional voluntary return programmes, ii) promotional campaigns highlighting the benefits of voluntary return.




Priority 2:  Support for the cooperation between Member States in return management

2.4.	Objectives pursued

Ireland's objectives under Priority 2 are to:  increase participation in joint charter operations (organised through FRONTEX); foster enhanced networking structures and exchanges on best practices with other Member States

2.5.	Key actions

Key actions will include:  participation in joint removal operations with other Member States; maintaining networks and regular exchanges of information with other Member States 

2.6.	Key actions implementing specific priorities

Pooling of skills and experiences with FRONTEX  and other  Member States during planning and execution of joint charter operations

Priority 3: Support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management

2.7.	Objectives pursued

Ireland's objective under Priority 3 is to ensure that removals personnel (working in the fields of both voluntary and forced returns) receive training in return management 


2.8. 	Key actions

Key actions will include:-  attendance at training and seminars; exchanges of information with other Member States on best practices; research studies

2.9.	Key actions implementing specific objectives

None



Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management

No actions by Ireland are foreseen under Priority 4













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 :


Priority 1
Indicators
· Annual increases in the numbers availing of the option to voluntary return to their countries of origin
· Greater number of forced returns 

Targets
· Greater range of assisted voluntary programmes available
· Greater participation in assisted voluntary return programmes
· Increases in the rate of effected removals



Priority 2
Indicators
· Successful return operations to a range of third countries
· Increase in the number of returnees via joint charter operations
· Greater awareness of best practices in return management in other Member States

Targets
· Maximise the opportunities for joint operations
· Increased opportunity for removals to countries that have proven to be particularly difficult in the past
· Organisation of Seminars/Conferences on return management



Priority 3
Indicators
· Training in best practices delivered to officials working in the field of both voluntary and forced return
· Potential returnees counselled, and provided with relevant return information

Targets
· Officials in competent authorities
· NGOs


Priority 4
N/A



Part II

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



Summary of actions under Priority 1 in the annual programmes, 2008 and 2009

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

Additional assisted voluntary return programmes, and complementary activities in preparation for return
The development of a range of intensive, targeted and timely promotional campaigns highlighting the benefits of voluntary return
Information and awareness raising activities promoting a sustainable return process
Assisted voluntary return programmes targeting, in particular, Nigeria, China and Brazil


Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

N/A 



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


Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

N/A 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

Joint charter operations (including FRONTEX operations).  Ireland will take the lead role in such operations and may also participate in flights operated by other Member States





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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

Training and seminars for personnel working in the field of voluntary return, with a strong emphasis on counselling and the provision of return information.
Exchanges of information with other Member States on best practices in return management.
Research studies in Member States with common interests, i.e. similar profile of illegals, difficulty in return etc.

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method

Training and seminars for personnel working in the field of forced return.
Exchanges of information with other Member States on best practices in return management.
Research studies in Member States with common interests, i.e. similar profile of illegals, difficulty in return etc.


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

No actions are foreseen under this priority for the duration of the programme.



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

None. 


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



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

Yes.

If Yes, fill in this part.

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

III.1	        Share of the overall EU contribution to the
programmes granted in the “awarding body” method  in 2008 and 2009

For each programme year (2008 and 2009), enter the share of the overall EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance) which was granted in the “awarding body” method (in percentage, no decimal) 

- Programme 2008:	0%

- Programme 2009:		52%


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: 	  0

- Programme 2009: 	  1



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
	0
	4
	4

	Projects selected
	0
	2
	2

	Projects funded
	0
	2
	2



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

Yes.
III.4 	Projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals 

In duly justified cases, grants may be awarded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals (Article 7 (2) of Commission Decision 2008/458/EC of 5.3.2008 - the Return Fund Implementing Rules, third paragraph).
The continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call for proposals should not be taken into account. Neither should Technical Assistance measures, since they are not considered as “projects”.

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

	Projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals 
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2008-2009

	Number 
	0
	0
	0




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

	Number of …
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2008-2009

	Projects funded
after calls for proposals (see  table III.3)
	0
	2
	2

	Projects funded without a call for proposals
(see table III.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	0
	2
	2



 

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



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


Yes


If Yes, fill in this section 

If No, do not fill in Part IV and go to Part V( Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body method” and in  the  “executing body” method, 2008 and 2009).  


IV.1	        Share of the overall EU contribution to the
programmes granted in the “executing body” method  in 2008 and 2009


For each programme year (2008 and 2009), enter the share of the overall EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance) which was granted in the “executing body” method (in percentage, no decimal). 


- Programme 2008:	100% 

- Programme 2009:		48%*

			* Application awaited




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

- Programme 2009: 	  1



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
	1
	0
	1

	Projects selected
	1
	0
	1

	Projects funded
	1
	0
	1




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

Yes

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

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

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

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

	Number 
	0
	0
	0



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

	Number of …
	Programme
2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2008-2009

	Projects funded
after calls for expression of interest, calls  for  proposals, or similar selection method(see  table IV.3)
	1
	0
	1

	Projects funded without such calls
(see table IV.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL
Projects funded in the “executing body” method
	1
	0
	1






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

Provide assisted voluntary return and reintegration assistance from Ireland for up to 145 returnees - vulnerable irregular migrants, to their specified countries of origin (or habitual residence). Prior to their departure, all returnees will be offered access to advice and counselling relating to the consideration of their return and all eligible returnees will also be provided with reintegration related counselling.


In the “executing body” method

N/A


2. 	Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the
“executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009


In the “awarding body” method

N/A

In the “executing body” method

Forced Return operations will be implemented to remove individuals who no longer fulfil the conditions for entry and/or stay in Ireland and who are subject to an order to leave the territory of Ireland. Joint charter operations (including FRONTEX operations) will be used to remove large numbers/difficult cases, where this is deemed to be the most efficient and cost effective means of removal.  


3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009


In the “awarding body” method

A research project to analyse the motivating or influencing factors that lead asylum seekers and undocumented immigrants to either:
(a)        voluntarily return to their home country, or
(b)        decide to stay in Ireland


In the “executing body” method

N/A



4. 	Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the
annual programmes 2008 and 2009


In the “awarding body” method

N/A

In the “executing body” method

N/A


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

N/A


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

N/A

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

None


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

N/A

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

N/A


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 

Ireland selected just one project under the 2008 Annual Programme.  This project was funded in the executing body method.  The project was a forced return project consisting of three joint charter operations to be undertaken during the programming period.  The Garda National Immigration Bureau (GNIB) was identified as the only entity with the powers to carry out forced return operations under Irish law and therefore the Responsible Authority acted as the executing body. Where there was unused capacity for returnees on the charters led by Ireland, other EU Member States and Schengen Associated States, were invited (through FRONTEX) to participate in the operations. This project is an example of good practice, leading to shared expertise among the Member States, the removal of significant numbers of illegally staying third country nationals from the Member States and a reduction in the overall cost of forced return operations to the European Union. 

What makes the project important and relevant to others?

Ireland's Forced returned project is important to other EU member states as it invites them to participate in returning illegal third country nationals from Member States if there is unused capacity on charters led by Ireland. It is relevant as it reduces the overall cost of forced return operations to the European Union. The operation of joint charters allows member states to observe each others practices and learn from them.


2009 annual programme 

No projects have been completed under the 2009 programme at the time of completion of this report.


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.

See response to Q10 above


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.

Just one project has been completed to date. This project has been described at Q10 above.

Please describe any project / action that proved unexpectedly difficult to implement or which did not succeed in producing the expected results. What do you assess to be the reasons for the difficulties encountered?

We intended to charter a flight to South Africa under the 2008 Annual Programme, but we were not able to do so. This was due to a lack of co-operation on the part of the South African authorities in providing travel documents and sanction for the charter.

If no failures can be identified, please describe any general comments as to what can hamper successful projects within the Fund.

N/A 







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.


Two staff members of the Responsible Authority participated in the European Institute of Public Administration's training course "EU Funding opportunities for Migration" which took place in Maastricht on 25/26 February, 2010.  The course fee was funded under the technical assistance measure of the 2009 annual programme.


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 

In accordance with Article 33(b) of the implementing rules, the web address was notified to the Commission on 10/11/2008.  A separate web page was set up specifically for the Return Fund and between November 2008 and February 2009 the Multi Annual Programme, the 2008 Annual Programme, and all relevant information in respect of the Fund, was published on the website (http://www.inis.gov.ie/en/INIS/Pages/The_European_Return_Fund).

On 13/11/2009, a call for applications under the 2009 Annual Programme was published in the national newspapers.  The 2009 Annual Programme, application forms, guidelines etc were made available through the website.  Prospective applicants were invited to attend information sessions organised by the Responsible Authority for the purpose of providing advise and guidance on the Fund.

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

GNIB
GNIB were the only final beneficiary under the 2008 AP. However, no information or publicity activities were undertaken by the GNIB in respect of the forced return operations it carried out. The RA is satisfied that given the nature of the activities undertaken, there is no appropriate means by which forced return operations could be publicised.


IOM
All VARRP forms (i.e. Application form, Declaration of Voluntariness, Reintegration Form, Monitoring forms) have been modified to include the EU logo. The idea is that each beneficiary will now know that project is co-funded by the EU.
EU logo has been put on IOM Dublin website to increase visibility
VARRP Leaflets (8 languages) and Posters are being reprinted with the inclusion of EU logo. For stock already available Stickers with EU logo have been ordered so material can still be used but with the EU logo well visible.
All VARRP related letters/info/reports are going out with a clear reference to EU co-funding/EU logo. 
In dealing with Media enquiries EU-co funding to the project is mentioned.
An EU flag has been put in the IOM Dublin office.


Part VII

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009



VII.1. 	Assessment of the implementation of the 2008 Annual Programme


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

The 2008 revised programme has been implemented broadly in line with the programme schedule. However, due to external difficulties, unfortunately it was not possible to execute the final activity of the 3 activities originally planned.

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

	
	Preparations for the South African charter began in July 2009. A meeting was held in 	August 2009 with representatives of the South African embassy. At this meeting the 	South African representatives agreed in principle to a charter operation, subject to the 	verification of the nationality of the proposed returnees. It was envisaged the charter 	operation to South Africa would be carried out by November 2009. The repatriation 	unit had on an ongoing basis fully co-operated with the South African representatives, 	in relation to securing travel documents for the proposed deportees. On the 13th of 	April 2010 the Repatriation Unit contacted the South African embassy and advised 	that the Irish authorities had been attempting to carry out a charter since the previous 	Autumn, that the Irish authorities had facilitated the South African authorities at all 	times and that the Irish authorities were anxious to have the charter completed by the 	end of May2010. On 4th June the South African embassy wrote to the Repatriation 	Unit advising that the embassy was still waiting for the report from Department of 	Home Affairs in South Africa. As the 2008 programme ended in June 2010 there was 	no option but to abandon the South African charter.

It was not possible to secure Travel documents, and sanction for a charter to South Africa, from the South African authorities. Therefore the planned activity could not go ahead. Because of the time constraints, it was not possible to organise an alternative activity.




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

In the original 2008 programme, Nigeria, China and Brazil were identified as priority countries for forced removals. In August 2009, following a review by the Irish Naturalisation Immigration Service and the Garda National Immigration Bureau of priority countries of return, it emerged that a significant number of South African nationals had become liable for removal in the period since the initial drafting of the 2008 Annual Programme.  Joint charter flights were deemed to be the most efficient and cost effective means of removal to South Africa and accordingly Ireland's 2008 Annual Programme was revised to include South Africa and the revised AP was approved by the Commission.

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

	
	Yes the programme has been implemented fully except for the South African returns. 	Please see 7.1.2


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?

	The objective of the 2008 programme was to maximise the number of forced returns 	affected by the Irish authorities (Garda National Immigration Bureau). This was 	achieved by two completed charters to Nigeria, which were achieved with the aid of 	Frontex. The use of Frontex for joint forced return operations helps in fostering 	networking and exchanging best practice.


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?

The distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate.




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?

To date, project approval has only been achieved.


	Does any new information exist, that can be used to update the section with 	preliminary assessments?


	One project has been completed under the forced returns part of the 2009 Annual 	Programme. A charter to Nigeria took place on the 27/28 October 2010. It was 	organised via Frontex and involved 4 other member states.

	So far a total of 405 people have been returned under the voluntary returns part of the 	2009 Annual Programme.



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

N/A

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

No.

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)

No

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?

No results available yet.

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?

N/A






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 has been revised on a number of occasions since 2008 as the processes have continued to evolved.  We would envisage the need for periodic revisions throughout the lifetime of the fund


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 


Section 3.11 - Certification of Expenditure, and Section 4.2 - Accounting and Book Keeping, were updated.






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?

	It was necessary from the outset to rapidly build up the necessary expertise and knowledge within the RA to effectively manage the Fund. At the beginning of the programming period, we had concerns about our capacity to meet the deadlines for launching the fund and expending our full allocation.  The extension of the eligibility period was therefore a very welcome development.  Nonetheless it was not until February 2009 that we were in a position to publicise our 2008 Annual Programme. The 2008 programme was entirely devoted to forced returns, using the executing method.  It was felt that this would provide the RA with the opportunity to build up expertise, test the systems in place, and identify any difficulties before extending the 2009 Programme to include projects selected under the awarding method.  Unfortunately due to external difficulties outside the control of the RA, it was not possible to fully utilise the 2008 allocation and approximately 40% of the available EU funding remained unspent at the conclusion of the programming period.

	Building on the experience gained from managing the 2008 Annual Programme and in accordance with our MAP, under the 2009 Annual Programme funding was allocated (on a 50:50 basis) by both the executing (forced returns) and awarding body (voluntary returns) methods.  In November 2009, a call for applications was published in respect of voluntary return projects which were to be selected using the awarding body method. Four applications were received, of which two were successful.  Grant agreements were signed in respect of each project.  At the time of writing this report, both projects had commenced, while an application in respect of the forced return elements of the Programme was awaited.


VIII. 2  	Taking into account the overall implementation of the Return Fund in your Member State from 2008 to 2009, what is your preliminary assessment in relation to the following aspects of the Return Fund on the following aspects?  

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

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

The priorities and actions as set out in both the 2008 and 2009 Annual Programmes continue to address Ireland's needs in the field of return management as identified in the MAP prior to the commencement of the programming period.  Ireland's focus remains firmly on the provision of assisted voluntary return programmes as an alternative to forced removal, and where voluntary return is not availed of, the capacity to effect forced removals of all third country nationals who do not have permission to be present in the State.

		In your opinion would it then improve the Return Fund if some of the priorities 		and the types of actions that can be funded were changed, specified or 			broadened at European Level?


		No. We are satisfied that the priorities and types of actions are sufficiently 			broad to encompass Ireland's own priorities, although as stated at 8.3 of 			our original response, 	the eligibility rules could be more flexible.


 2. 	Effectiveness of the programme

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

At the time of writing this report, projects in the field of voluntary return approved under the 2009 Annual Programme had only recently commenced, while no projects had been approved in respect of the forced return elements of the Programme.  Therefore it was not possible to comment on the likely results to be achieved for projects funded under the 2009 Annual Programme.

With regard to the 2008 Annual Programme, funding was directed towards the costs associated with three charter flights, two to Nigeria and one to South Africa.  Unfortunately, it was not possible to organise the planned charter to South Africa within the timeframe of the programme.  However two successful return operations to Nigeria took place and they both met the stated objective which was to increase the number of joint/charter flights resulting from improved cooperation with other Member States, in conjunction with FRONTEX.  


		Highlight key results and assess whether results achieved are in accordance 		with objectives in the MAP.


		The key results are the 3 charters (2 in 2008, 1 so far in 2009) completed as 		part of the Multi Annual Programme. They are very much in line with the 			objectives to increase co-operation with other member states through Frontex.


3. 	Efficiency of the programme

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

The RA's staff and overhead costs alone, associated with the Return Fund to date, amount to approximately €268,000.  Additional costs have also  been incurred by the Certifying Authority and the Audit Authority.  While the programme's objectives are being developed in accordance with the original planning, the cost of managing the Fund is considered to be quite significant.  Furthermore, as the Responsible Authority (i.e. Department of Justice and Law Reform) has also been the co-funder for all projects selected to date, the cost of managing the Fund and realising the Programme's objectives has resulted in a significant cost being borne directly by the RA.

The estimated % is based on the combined sum received from the EU and the national fund which is provided by the Dept of Justice and Law Reform.


	Annual Programme Year
	Estimation of the cost of management as % of the total Budget

	2008
	22%

	2009
	23%




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. 

No issues have arisen.

		Did you have any particular arrangements to identify synergies and/or avoid 		overlap with other projects/programmes?

		No, we are satisfied that our programmes do not overlap with other 			programmes. We regularly meet the Certifying Authority, the Audit Authority 		and the Responsible Authority in Ireland of The European Refugee Fund and 		European Integration Fund and have not identified any overlapping areas. 


5. 	Added value

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

The overall process of multi-annual programming has enabled us to focus on our immediate needs and has provided a basis for anticipating our needs over the entire programming period.   However, with regard to the programme's added value in relation to the national budget, as outlined in response to Q3 above, the cost of managing the programme has given rise to additional costs which are being met by the RA, thus negating any added value to the national budget that has accrued from the fund.


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? 

	
	It has been difficult to identify suitable innovative projects that meet the current rules on eligibility, which we feel are overly complex.  We feel that if the rules were to be established at national level it would lead to greater flexibility, particularly, in respect of forced return actions.  In Ireland, forced return actions are always carried out by the national police who have their own very strict guidelines on expenditure and we feel that, for Return Fund projects, it would be preferable if these guidelines were applied, rather than the current rules on eligibility.


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?  

	We welcome the Commission's proposals (at the SOLID Committee meeting on 1 June, 2010) regarding a number of possible modifications to the implementing rules.  In particular, we believe that the obligation to replace staff of public bodies who are seconded to return fund projects, has created significant difficulties for potential projects.  We also believe that the proposed increase in the eligible cost for the purchase of equipment would enable better planning of projects, and possibly lead to an increase in the number of applications submitted.


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? 

	The Commission has been extremely helpful in providing assistance by way of both guidance notes and especially the availability of the Desk Officer to deal with telephone and email queries, and we believe that it is vital that these services continue to be made available.  We feel that it would be helpful if the Commission were to issue timely reminders to the Member States where specific information/actions are required.









End of the report
☻
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