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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 Parts I and VII.
· Please explain what kind of evaluation expertise you had recourse to.
External evaluation expertise
The Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions co-financed by the European Return Fund for the period 2008-09 was carried out by the IESE – Instituto de Estudos Sociais e Económicos (Institute for Social and Economic Studies). 
IESE has developed relevant curricular experience in the following domains related to the nature of the Evaluation of the European Return Fund Programme, namely: (i) evaluation of public policies; (ii) studies in the area of employment and educational training; (iii) sector studies of diagnosis, prospecting and planning; and (iv) social and economic studies. That experience contemplates the different stages of the evaluation cycle (ex-ante, mid-term and ex-post) and integrates a set of methods and techniques (opinion polls, surveys, interviews and case studies, among others) that have been validated by contracting entities, namely management entities, sector leaders and the European Commission. 
· Brief description of the methodology used by the evaluation expertise 
This evaluation always had as its basis the model specified by the European Commission (Doc SOLID/2009/39 from the European Commission). 
The work methodology to be used is based on collecting information on the implementation of the Programme and on its subsequent critical analysis in such a way as to respond to the analysis dimensions defined in the guide manuals of the Commission. Thus, the proposed methodology respects the guidelines from these manuals and aims at the application of complementary methodologies of information collection considered relevant given the evaluation objectives, namely, the need to bring the evaluation close to the implementation profile of the projects carried out according to the perspective of the promoting entities.
Thus, the methodology used consisted of resource to a diversified set of information collection and analysis, namely:
(i) Document analysis (including national and European Community legislation, Multi-annual Programmes and Annual Programme Plans, documentation on implementation of projects and financial information, among other kinds of relevant documentation);
(ii) Semi-directive interview to the Task Force for the European Community Funds Management;
(iii)  Survey addressed to the promoting entities with the objective of comprehending the global view of the beneficiary entities about the adequacy of the projects to the programmes and profile of achieved results and of contributing with specific elements to the following strategic points of the evaluation:  
· Identifying, within each annual programme, 1 to 5 projects that reveal innovation that are of interest to other member states or constitute specific value in the light of the multi-annual strategy and national needs (see Part V);
· Description of the information and publicity initiatives carried out by the final beneficiaries (see Part VI);
(iv)  Case studies, which assume a central status in the proposed work model, given the relevance of collecting qualitative elements about successful and unsuccessful projects from the main participants directly involved in their implementation (see Part V).
The Case Study carried out had the IOM (International Organization for Migration) as its interlocutor, the only promoting entity of the three financed projects, for which reason the three financed projects were analysed in the Case Study.
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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 OBJECTIVE

1. 	ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS IN THE MEMBER STATE 
– The requirements in the Member State in relation to the baseline situation
Portugal wishes to benefit from a more efficient management of migratory fluxes, which encompasses not only the control of external borders but also coherent return measures that may contribute to the decrease of clandestine immigration, safeguarding, nevertheless, humanitarian aspects and taking into account that, not infrequently, the option of returning to the home country is in conflict with the expectancies and life projects defined by the immigrants. 
In this sense, the aim is, at a first stage, to encourage and support voluntary return, choosing coercive strategies only in extreme situations after the first option is completely exhausted. Even though coercive returns are considered as a last resource, the choice of efficient and integrated planning ensuring financial responsibility is essential. 
This leads to an absolute need of and justification for the continuation and development of voluntary home return programmes such as SURRIA - Sustentação do Retorno – Rede de Informação e Acolhimento (Return Sustainability – Information and Reception Network) and similar ones or others with identical principles that may constitute lasting and sustainable home return measures, in so far as, besides financial help, they invest in the socio-cultural dimension of the reinsertion in the country of origin.
In order to ensure an efficient immigration policy it is necessary that, in the phase prior to return, information and advice are made available to the immigrants by independent and trustworthy entities who ensure that there will not be negative repercussions on their legal and economic situation, diminishing their vulnerability to parallel organizations linked to networks of illegal immigration and clandestine employment. It is also essential that, during the time immigrants are awaiting their return, they be given dignified conditions through the maintenance and increase in number of temporary shelters.
Simultaneously, it is necessary to improve the system of information about repatriated migrants through the collection and integrated management of information, taking into account the high probability of a future attempt to re-enter the country using false documents.
– The operational objectives of the Member State designed to meet its requirements
Taking into consideration the identified needs, the following priority objectives were defined:
· improve the conditions of temporary shelter;
· develop voluntary return programmes;
· promote information, vocational training and dissemination of return programmes;
· develop information systems about countries of origin;
· develop information systems about the repatriated migrants and their documentation;
· support the concretization of the coercive return strategy defined by the member state. 
2. 	STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The Specific Priorities were not adopted.] 

Priority 1: Support for the development of a strategic approach to return management by Member States
The main objective of this priority consists of the development and integrated management of return programmes:
· support return initiatives to the countries of origin, residence or transit of citizens from third countries; 
· develop and implement support programmes for  assisted voluntary return;
· support incentive measures for the reintegration in the country of origin, with special priority to the most vulnerable.
Examples of key initiatives: 
· implementation of support programmes for voluntary return;
· implementation of support programmes for coercive return;
· support to reintegration in the country of origin.
Priority 2: Support to cooperation among member states regarding return management
In its Multi-annual Programme Portugal did not adopt Priority 2 since no specific needs related to it were identified.
Priority 3: Support for innovative (inter)national tools for return management 
With this priority the intention is to develop and to strengthen practices that may promote and facilitate voluntary return:
· create new instruments and introduce new work methods that may speed up and make more efficient procedures relative to return, in cooperation with consular authorities and immigration services of third countries involved. 
· support methods and types of information and incentives to voluntary return.
Examples of key initiatives:
· implementation of an information system about citizens subject to return; 
· development and implementation of a platform of information and support to voluntary return.
Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management
The intention is to improve the knowledge and the implementation of norms related to return and to evaluate the corresponding practices: 
· support information initiatives and the dissemination of legislation applicable to potential citizens involved;
· support the training of professionals who work in the area of return management; 
· evaluate the activity developed regarding return management.
Examples of key initiatives:
· information initiatives and dissemination of the norms applicable regarding return;
· studies of evaluation of  return activities developed.
Finally, list the most important indicators set out in Part 3 of the multi-annual programme 2008-2013 and the corresponding quantified/qualitative targets, broken down by Priority:[footnoteRef:2] [2:  In the Multi-annual Programme 2008-2013 the quantified targets to be achieved for each of the defined indicators were not given.] 

Priority 1 (Main indicators, targets)
Degree of accomplishment of return programmes:
· number of return programmes implemented;
· number of repatriated citizens under return plans;
· number of supported citizens belonging to vulnerable groups.
Priority 2 (Main indicators, targets)
In its Multi-annual Programme Portugal did not adopt Priority 2 since no specific needs related to it were identified.
Priority 3 (Main indicators, targets)
· Number of implemented instruments that may optimize return processes;
· Number of innovative initiatives regarding return management.
Priority 4 (Main indicators, targets)
· Number of initiatives of information and dissemination of applicable norms regarding return;
· Number of studies and reports of evaluation of the activities developed related to return.

PART II
 SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMME 2008 E 2009
(excluding Technical Assistance measures and Information and Publicity)


1. 	SUMMARY OF ACTIONS UNDER PRIORITY 1 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES, 2008 AND 2009
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Action 1 – Support for return programmes and repatriation measures (2008 and 2009)
The objective of this initiative revolves around the conception, development and implementation of return plans directed towards the repatriation of citizens of third countries to their country of origin, residence or transit. Special attention is given to aspects related to the management of return plans and to the creation of adequate conditions of reinsertion in the country of origin, particularly of the most vulnerable foreign citizens, in such a way as to increase the degree of sustainability and efficiency of returns. This initiative contemplates the development of projects relating to:  
· return plans that integrate flexible assistance services and support to reinsertion in the phase of pre-return which may contribute towards the taking of conscious and informed return decisions and that may respond adequately to the reinsertion priorities in the country of origin. In this sense, the following services are included: services of support to the training in the management of small businesses and of short term vocational training and services of information connected to the countries of origin relevant to the process of reintegration post- return;
· reinsertion measures destined to the post-arrival phase, related to the promotion of efficient measures of monitoring the reinsertion processes. 
	
Indicators
	Programmed targets

	
	2008
	2009

	Number of implemented national assisted return plans 
	1
	1

	Number of repatriated citizens under return plans
	500
	600

	Number of citizens belonging to supported vulnerable groups
	25
	30

	Number of information/ awareness initiatives
	20
	20

	Number of monitoring actions in the countries of origin
	30
	40


Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable.
2. 	SUMMARY OF ACTIONS UNDER PRIORITY 2 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES, 2008 AND 2009
Not applicable. Portugal did not adopt Priority 2 since no specific needs related to it were identified.
3. 	SUMMARY OF ACTIONS UNDER PRIORITY 3 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES, 2008 AND 2009
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Action 2 - Support initiatives to voluntary return and procedure optimization initiatives (2008 and 2009): 
At a first stage, the objective of this initiative is the development of voluntary return programmes, as well as the development of methods and processes of information and advice to potential repatriation candidates about present conditions in their country of origin. 
This initiative further contemplates support to the creation and development of instruments with an innovative character that may improve the efficiency of procedures connected to returns in relation to coordination and joint action of the authorities involved.
At a subsequent phase, this initiative aims at supporting the creation and development of computer applications that make it possible to integrate information about returns, available in already existent databases, and also to register the returns taking place through Portuguese external borders as they happen, thus allowing monitoring.
Another form of concretization of the initiative is the development of monitoring mechanisms of the returns that may have taken place through external borders other than the Portuguese ones, through the cooperation between the services of SEF / Serviços de Estrangeiros e Fronteiras (Services for Foreigners and Borders) and Consular Posts (2009).
	
Indicators
	Programmed targets

	
	2008
	2009

	Number of implemented instruments that optimize return processes
	2
	-

	Number of innovative initiatives regarding return management
	2
	-

	Development of computer applications
	-
	1

	Record of returns that took place in a testing phase
	-
	300


Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable.
4. 	SUMMARY OF ACTIONS UNDER PRIORITY 4 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Action 3: Information, communications and evaluation initiatives in matters relating to return management
This initiative intends to reinforce and diversify the strategies of dissemination and information of all the norms applicable regarding return through the support to projects of dissemination and information, focusing on the option of voluntary return and on reinsertion assistance services, under a perspective of sustainable and integrated management of return, as well as training projects of the professionals who develop their activity in the area of return.
In so far as this goal consists of diversifying the dissemination strategies that make a more efficient and adequate support to the demands of the beneficiary possible, this action can encompass projects for mapping of main communities, their profile, their needs and perspectives in terms of reinsertion in the country of origin, besides the support to evaluation initiatives that enables the determination of progress achieved in this area.
	Indicators
	Programmed targets

	
	2008
	2009

	Number of initiatives of information and dissemination of the norms applicable regarding return
	20
	15

	Number of studies and evaluation reports on the activities developed regarding return
	2
	-

	Increase in the number of people resorting to voluntary return programmes 
	-
	6%


Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable.
5. 	ANY SIGNIFICANT CHANGE TO THE ACTIONS OF THE PROGRAMMES CONCERNED (REVISIONS OF ANNUAL PROGRAMMES AND REVISIONS OF THE FINANCIAL BREAKDOWN LOWER THAN 10%) 
No changes to the actions of the Programmes were made, with just one request for the extension of the deadline (six more months) of the Annual Programme of 2008 being recorded.



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.
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) that was granted in the “awarding body” method (in percentage, no decimal). 
	
	% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance) granted in the “awarding body” method

	Programme 2008
	75%

	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.
	
	Number of calls for proposals

	Programme 2008
	1

	Programme 2009
	1


III.3		PROPOSALS RECEIVED, SELECTED AND FUNDED AFTER CALLS FOR PROPOSALS 
	
	Programme 2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL
2007-2009

	Proposals received
	3
	2
	5

	Projects selected
	2
	1[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Proposal undergoing analysis, awaiting decision as to approval and financing.] 

	3

	Projects funded
	2
	1[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Idem.] 

	3


Have all projects selected for funding after calls for proposals been funded? 
Yes/No: 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 multi-annual 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 Programmes
2007-2009

	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 Programmes
2007-2009

	Projects funded after calls for proposals (see table III.3)
	2
	1
	3

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

	TOTAL number of projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	2
	1
	3




 

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: No.

N.B.: According to what is defined in the Model Document describing the Control and Management System, the responsible authority is a totally independent structure, specifically created by Government Decision - subscribed by the Prime Minister - to ensure, in exclusivity, the technical, administrative and financial management of the Framework Programme.
According to the legal Act that created it and defined its functions, the responsible authority is completely forbidden from acting as a beneficiary of EU co-financing or executor of projects even in situations of mere partnership or association.


Part V 

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED
IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD AND
IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
2008 - 2009


1.  SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER PRIORITY 1 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
In the “awarding body” method
The projects had as objectives: a) promoting the voluntary return of immigrants in a vulnerable situation, refugees or people under temporary protection, foreigners who are not in a legal situation in Portugal and others who want to voluntarily go back to their country of origin; and b) strengthen the services of support to the reinsertion in the country of origin and make them flexible. In this sense, the projects correspond to the implementation of two key initiatives defined in the annual programmes.
Activities: Pre-departure – broaden the decentralized network of advice and information and improve its functioning; improve and strengthen the strategy of dissemination and communication; strengthen and diversify the pre-departure advice services from the point of view of reinsertion, through assistance in the elaboration of an Individual Plan of Reinsertion; make information available for the whole process of reinsertion; organize courses in small business management; provide information about countries of origin; and award reinsertion subsidies; Return – collect and organize documentation; check documents; plan the journey; provide support with the formalities of departure and give assistance during the journey; and communicate with the IOM  (International Organization for Migration) missions in the countries of transit and origin; and Post-arrival – establish contact with the IOM  offices and the network structures of the JRS (Jesuit Refugee Service) in the countries of origin in order to accompany the process of the beneficiaries that have requested help with their reinsertion or, in the case of countries like Brazil (target community of the project due to its importance in Portugal) in which the IOM does not have a Mission, establish networks with organizations that already exist on the ground. 
2. 	SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER PRIORITY 2 IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
Portugal, in its Annual Plans 2008 and 2009, did not adopt this priority.

3.	SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER PRIORITY 3 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
In the “awarding body” method
No candidatures were presented for this priority, even though a call for the presentation of candidatures was opened in each of the two years (2008 and 2009).
4.	SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED UNDER PRIORITY 4 IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
In the “awarding body” method
This project aims at responding to the key initiative Initiatives of Information, Dissemination and Evaluation Regarding Return Management, through the elaboration of a survey of data on the channels of access to information of the main nationalities present on Portuguese soil that make use of the Programme of Voluntary Return (PVR) of the IOM with the aim of improving the strategy of dissemination of the PVR as well as strengthen communication with the main immigrant communities in Portugal.
The mapping was made through the use of various methods of data collection, namely interviews with key interlocutors, research and investigation to identify the media, organizations, companies, key contacts in the community, among others.
Activities: Complete listing of all available data (identification of the main immigrant communities that used the PVR, size and main geographical areas where they are to be found); Data collection (interviews in the immigrant communities to identify the channels of access to privileged information, main languages to use in IOM publications and main points of distribution); Treatment and consolidation of data; and elaboration of a final report  (reference point for future formatting and development of channels of access to information for immigrant communities).
5. SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD WITHOUT A CALL FOR PROPOSALS, IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
No projects were financed without a call for proposals.
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
No projects were financed under the “executing body” method in the Annual Programmes of 2008 and 2009.
There is no significant different in the budget distribution for each priority (1, 3 and 4) between AP 2008 and 2009.
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
There are no significant differences to report because:
· in Priority 1, the project financed in 2009 continues the 2008 project, only registering a small  increase in the approved eligible investment of the projects; 
· Priority 3 did not register any candidature in the two years of call for proposals; and 
· in Priority 4 the candidate project to the Annual Programme of 2009 was rejected. In 2008 there was only one project in this priority but with no relevant financial expression.
In 2009, due to the lack of projects in priority 3 and 4, it is possible that the available funds are transferred to a priority 1 so that it is possible to increase the funding of return, compulsory or voluntary, projects.
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
No projects were financed under the “executing body” method in the Annual Programmes of 2008 and 2009.
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
Due to the lack of projects in Priority 3 in 2008 and 2009 and priority 4 in 2009, the available funds have been mostly channelled to Priority 1.
10.	IMPORTANT PROJECTS FUNDED IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009 
2008 Annual Programme 
The 2008 Annual Programme financed the development of 2 projects: SURRIA II – Support Programme for Voluntary Return, that represented the continuity of SURRIA I, and the mapping of immigrant communities and their means of information in Portugal. The analysis of activities carried out in each of the projects allows their classification as Good Practices, though for different reasons: the first one contributes to reaching one of the main objectives of the programme, i.e., supporting the voluntary return of immigrants in an efficient and sustainable way through the establishment/ consolidation of a network of national and international partnerships; and the second shows itself as being of extreme importance for the increase in success of the programmes of support for voluntary return.
In SURRIA II – programme for the support of voluntary return, it is possible to identify two innovative initiatives that constitute an value both for the development of the project and for the sustainability of future initiatives to be carried out at this level:
· the enlargement of the information and advice network to 30 entities through the invitation of 10 new national partners, facilitated the access of the beneficiaries to programmes of voluntary return in areas of the country that were not covered so far;
· the establishment of 5 new partnerships with entities, the majority of which are NGOs, in the states of Rio de Janeiro, São Paulo, Minas Gerais, Goiânia and Paraná, allowed the project to ensure support to the reinsertion of people who return to their country. But, above all, these new partnership relationships permitted the creation of a sustainable and flexible mechanism for the accompaniment and evaluation of integration processes that continue after the end of the project financed by the Fund.
The project Mapping of the immigrant communities and their means of information in Portugal had as its objective the carrying out of data collection of the access channels to information about the main nationalities present on Portuguese soil.
As referred to previously, the added value of this project is related to the inputs that it will provide for the other projects in the area of voluntary return, such as SURRIA II or Project ARVORE, since the results of this study will contribute to an improvement in the adjustment of the information and dissemination of the activities developed by IOM to the target group, namely as to the support given to voluntary return and reinsertion of immigrants.
The execution of this project permitted the identification of the main immigrant communities who make use of voluntary return programmes, their size and main geographical areas of localization, as well as the identification of the access channels of privileged information used by the different communities, main languages to be used in the IOM publications and main distribution points. 
Having this information as a basis, it will be possible to carry out information and dissemination initiatives in strategic points within each of the immigrant communities and, in this way, to ensure that a larger number of people have access to information about voluntary return programmes, thus enabling an increase in demand on the part of the target group. 
2008 Annual Programme
Project ARVORE – programme for the support of voluntary return and reinsertion gives continuity to the SURRIA II project and activities were programmed which in turn give continuity to what was done in previous years. In this sense, the IOM, having as an objective to make more and better opportunities available to immigrants, continues to intervene not only in the development of basic activities associated with voluntary return programmes but also in the development of innovative activities:
· support assisted voluntary return to approximately 550 people;
· reinforce, improve and consolidate the decentralized network of advice and information, with particular attention to the establishment of protocols in Brazil that provide assistance and training directed to the creation of micro and small businesses;
· improve and reinforce the dissemination and communication strategy, having as its basis the conclusions of the study of the mapping of immigrant communities and their means of information in Portugal; 
· reinforce and diversify the services of pre-departure advice as to reinsertion; and
· reinforce the accompaniment services of post-arrival regarding the reintegration process of returnees.

11. 	DESCRIPTION OF ONE “SUCCESS STORY”, AMONG ALL THE PROJECTS FUNDED IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
Project SURRIA II presents characteristics to be presented as an example of success because not only has it reached the objectives stated on the candidature but also surpassed the amount of support that was previewed for people who requested it for voluntary return to the country of origin (42 extra people supported in relation to what had been programmed). Moreover, its network of partners was enlarged while it adopted an innovative approach to some of the developed activities.
The development of this Project gave continuity to activities carried out by partners of the Information and Advice Network, whose main function is to provide advice, support the IOM at the level of candidate interviews and disseminate information at the level of the VRP (Voluntary Return Programme) to the local partners. For this purpose, 10 new partners were invited to integrate the network, which made possible the objective of having 50% of the support granted by the network partners (not IOM).
Simultaneously, the component of support to reinsertion in the country of origin was reinforced through the creation of mechanisms of pre-departure which ensured that voluntary return constituted a sustained and informed option, namely through the identification of the needs and availability of information relevant for the definition of the reinsertion project as well as the granting of a subsidy of reinsertion that may reach the maximum amount of €1,100.
For the post-return activities a sustainable and flexible mechanism of accompaniment and evaluation of the reinsertion processes of Brazilian candidates was put in place through the setting up of a network of partners in Brazil that have work experience in the community and are present in the main return states with the objective of providing assistance to the returnees, monitor the progress achieved throughout the process of reinsertion and facilitate the collection of information regarding the existence of local development policies in each partner’s areas of action with the aim of reinforcing the sustainability of individual reinsertion projects and their impact on the economy of the community of origin. This network will also allow the management and evaluation of the reinsertion processes in a more encompassing and integrated way.
12. 	DESCRIPTION OF ONE “FAILURE”, AMONG ALL THE PROJECTS FUNDED IN THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
The European Return Fund, in the years 2008 and 2009, co-financed 3 projects of which none could be identified as an unsuccessful project either by the responsible authority (EMGFC - Estrutura de Missão para a Gestão de Fundos Comunitários, Task Force for the Management of Community Funds) or by the entity promoting these projects.
Through the analysis of the implemented projects (SURRIA II and Mapping of the immigrant communities and their means of information in Portugal) it is possible to verify that all were well implemented, surpassing, on the one hand, in number (e.g. 542 actual returns versus 500 programmed) some of the objectives proposed in the candidature and, on the other, the expectancies of the beneficiary entity as to the substantial increase of the network of partners at the national level as well as in Brazil.
Project ARVORE (AP 2009) is still in an embryonic phase for which reason it is not possible to include it in this evaluation. However, the analysis of the objectives proposed in the candidature shows its success potential because it previews a substantial improvement in the network of support to voluntary return and in the increase in the amount of support granted to the reinsertion in the country of origin.





Part VI 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY

1.	TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
The activities carried out regarding Measures of Technical Assistance had as a specific objective the promotion of efficiency and effectiveness in the implementation, management and implementation of the annual programmes, ensuring the application of norms for publicity, visibility, accompaniment, control and evaluation of the projects financed by the Framework Programme Solidarity and Management of Migratory Fluxes. In this context, the following expenses associated with these activities were financed: 
i. payment of the human resources of the responsible authority (EMGFC) that include: a) acts of current management and monitoring of projects in their technical and financial aspects aiming at checking the fulfilment of national and EU norms; b) preparation and monitoring of control actions of level 1 to the projects carried out by subcontracted entities; c) elaboration of the intermediate implementation reports and of the requests for payment to the European Union; and d) transfer of EU funds to the beneficiary entities.
ii. costs of dissemination and information;
iii. costs of independent auditing in order to carry out the control of 1st level projects; and
iv. costs related to equipment and consumable materials needed for the development of the activities of the responsible authority.
2.	INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY
- Information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority 
The developed activities revolve around the dissemination and publicity of the programme to potential beneficiaries, namely:
· creation and maintenance of the website of the responsible entity: http://fundoscomunitarios.mai-gov.info/;
· preparatory meetings of the annual programmes, with the contribution of the potential beneficiary entities;
· information activities carried out personally, via telephone and through the site of the EMGFC;
· call for two proposals (2008 and 2009) for the presentation of candidatures publicised in a widely read national newspaper (Diário de Notícias), in the site for MAI – Ministério da Administração Interna (Ministry of Internal Administration) and in the site of the EMGFC;
· analysis and selection of candidatures; and
· publication in the site of the EMGFC (June 2009) of the list of approved projects stating the final beneficiaries and respective amount of  public and EU financing.
- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 
The IOM informed the general public and the target group about the existence of projects financed by the Return Fund (SURRIA II, ARVORE and Mapping of the immigrant communities and their means of information in Portugal) through the distribution of brochures, leaflets and posters to the network of partners and in the places where the immigrants look for information, e.g. Private Institutions of Social Solidarity, immigrant associations, hospitals and embassies. However, executives of IOM reveal that one of the conclusions of the mapping indicates that immigrants try to obtain information about fund support by word of mouth. Consequently, it is important for the IOM to pass on this information to key people (“brokers”) in the immigrant communities (for example, the presidents of the Immigrant Associations). 
As for the dissemination of the results of this study, it is necessary to pay special attention to the way it is carried out not to run the risk of using the open channels of the media, which could lead to a racist or xenophobic reaction.
The beneficiary entity also followed the norms of use of the logotypes and other elements such as those stated in article 34 (Functions of the final beneficiaries regarding information and publicity addressed to the public) of the Decision of the Commission (2008/456/EC) of 5 March 2008.


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 Annual Programme approved by the European Commission (EC) was applicable for a period of two years (January 2008 to December 2009). However, an extension period was requested due to delays registered in the approval of the Annual Programme that prolonged the periods of applicability for a further six months (up to June 2010). 
The Annual Programme was presented for the first time to the European Commission in February 2008. However, the final version was only approved in November of this year for which reason approval of candidatures of projects for this Fund was, as a consequence, affected by these delays.
Even though this situation has had repercussions on the beginning data of the financed projects in so far as that they all began in January 2008, delays were recorded regarding the development of their activities (e.g. in the case of SURRIA II it was only possible to start the embarkation of individuals after receiving the pre-financing transfer). This situation is therefore associated with the fragility of the financial capacity to secure its continuation without receiving financing.
Due to this delay, it was not possible to carry out monitoring, accompaniment and control of projects from the time they began. Thus, only one project (the one that presents a bigger financial implementation) was audited by the IGF - Instituto de Gestão Financeira (Institute of Financial Management). In fact, the financing was transferred by the EMGFC to the beneficiary, although with the delay underlying the above-mentioned problem and without a 1st level of accompaniment having been carried out.
Despite these constraints the 2008 projects had a successful implementation, indeed the Project SURRIA II surpassed the original objectives. The duration of projects in 2008 benefited from the extension of 6 months eligibility period, until June 30, 2010. In fact, when the beneficiary was informed that the eligibility period would be changed, submitted an amendment of the projects, tailoring its implementation to the new deadlines. Therefore projects could be implemented within the new deadlines with the successes that have already been mentioned.
2.	HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED PROBLEMS ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2008 ANNUAL PROGRAMME? IF SO, WHAT MEASURES DID YOU TAKE?
The main problem identified in the implementation of the 2008 Annual Programme lies in the delay in its approval by the European Commission, with consequences both for the EMGFC, at the level of the process of financial and technical management and the accompaniment and monitoring of projects, and for the beneficiary who only began receiving financing in the second year of the period of applicability of the Annual Programme, even though the projects had begun in January 2008.
The delay in the availability of the approved financing to the beneficiary gave rise to delays both in the physical and financial implementation. This situation happened because the entities did not have money that allowed them to carry out some of the main activities of the projects (e.g. return activities, namely the embarkation of beneficiaries).
With the objective of overcoming these delays and allowing the entities to be able to physically and financially carry out what was initially planned on the candidature, the responsible authority submitted to the European Commission a request for the extension of the time period of the Annual Programme for a further six months (until June 2010), which was approved.
3.	HAS A REVISION OF THE 2008 PROGRAMME BY THE COMMISSION BEEN NECESSARY? IF SO, WHAT WERE THE MAIN CHANGES?
No request for revision of the 2008 Annual Programme was submitted. Only a request for an extension of the time period of applicability of the Annual Programme for a further six-month period (until June 2010) was requested, which was approved by the European 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)
The 2008 Annual Programme is still being implemented due to its extension until June 2010. In this sense it is not possible to reply conclusively to this question.
However, it is possible to identify some gaps in the development of the Annual Programme that will jeopardize its complete implementation: 
· Action 2 of Priority 3 had no candidates, even though in the definition of the Annual Programme the potential beneficiaries had shown the intention to develop projects within this Priority. In this way, the funds allocated to this Action in the Multi-Annual Programme were not implemented; 
· In Priorities 1 and 4 one project in each was financed, and the approved values for the financing of these Projects did not use up the programmed financing for the Annual Project. However, in the case of Priority 1 the amount not used was only 2% in relation to what was planned for this Priority, whereas the project of Priority 4 corresponds to less than one fifth of its planned budget.
According to the accompanying map of the financial execution of financed projects by the Annual Programme, dated 31 March 2010, the project supported under Priority 1 has an implementation level that is approximately 25% and the project supported under Priority 4 has an implementation level that is approximately 47% of financial implementation.
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 2008 Annual Programme is still being implemented due to the time extension, until June 2010. In this way, it is not possible to respond conclusively to this question. However, the development of the Project allowed a response to the objectives established for Priority 1 in so far as it promoted the voluntary return of nationals of third countries and strengthened the services of assistance to reinsertion in the country of origin. The following chart systematises the main results achieved in quantitative terms.
	Indicators
	Results achieved

	
	2008
	%

	Number of national programmes of assisted return implemented
	1
	100,0

	Number of repatriated citizens under return plans
	542
	108,0

	Number of citizens belonging to vulnerable groups helped
	25
	100,0

	Number of information/awareness initiatives
	9
	45,0

	Number of monitoring initiatives in the countries of origin
	5
	16,7


Regarding Priority 4, the approved Project responded to the objective of producing studies/reports, the beneficiary having previewed the production of 8 reports/studies. However, the objective of carrying out 20 initiatives to disseminate and inform regarding the rules applicable to the returnees was not reached, given that the beneficiary had previewed only the elaboration of 5.
The expected results for Priority 3 were not (nor will be) achieved, given that no projects under this Priority were financed due to the absence of candidatures.
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 definition of initiatives contemplated in the Annual Programme in each Priority and the distribution of financing for the same stems from the intentions of candidatures registered in working meetings between potential beneficiaries and the Managing Authority, and from the diagnosis of needs applied to them.
The annual programming and the distribution of financing to the various initiatives was the most appropriate to the needs identified both for the country and for the entities that work in the area of voluntary return in so far as the same allowed the financing of: support programmes to voluntary return through financial help to immigrants at the departure phase; assistance measures in the reinsertion in the country of origin in order to ensure the efficiency of return; and support projects that make the identification of relapsing returnees possible.  
However, at the time of the call for applications the beneficiaries either did not present candidatures (Priority 3) or did not have their projects approved (Priority 4) because they did not fall under the objectives of the Priority.
Thus, some projects integrated in these Priorities were not implemented (Priority 3) or had a degree of implementation below what was previewed (Priority 4: 19% of what was programmed).
The distribution of available funds by priorities, despite being based on the intentions of the beneficiaries, may not have been the best, including the funds allocated to priority 3 projects that had no candidate. Presently we find that a better management of EU funding will be, from the 2010 Programme on, to support, almost exclusively, Priority 1 actions.
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?
The 2009 Annual Programme has an applicability period of two years: January 2009 to December 2010, for which reason it is still being implemented.
Although the Annual Plan was submitted to the consideration of the European Commission in December 2008, it was only approved in August 2009, representing a delay of more than 6 months. This delay had consequences at different levels of which the late call for proposals and the approval of projects at a much later date than the date established for them to begin (January 2009) stand out
The fact that the projects were being implemented before their approval creates some constraints both for the responsible authority, who cannot carry out their accompaniment and monitoring from starting phase, and for the beneficiary, who has to start the activities without having received any type of financial support. Since beneficiaries do not have their own financing and they depend on it, some of the activities do not start on the date previewed, creating delays in the physical implementation of the projects, risking a compromise of the implementation of the Annual Programme.
Despite these limitations, presently we do not expect that the project can not finish on time. Considering the implementation of the 2008 project it is expected an implementation superior to the objectives.
2.	HAVE YOU ENCOUNTERED PROBLEMS ON IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2009 ANNUAL PROGRAMME? IF SO, WHAT MEASURES DID YOU TAKE?
The main problem identified in the implementation of the 2009 Annual Programme relates to the delay in its approval by the European Commission, with consequences both for the EMGFC, at the level of the process of technical and financial management and in the accompaniment and monitoring of the projects, and for the beneficiary who has not yet received any financing, factors which might compromise the development of the Project according to that which was programmed in the candidature.
Given that the implementation of the Programme only finishes in 2010, the responsible authority has not adopted any specific measure yet, postponing its adoption, if necessary, to the end of the applicability period.
3.	HAS A REVISION OF THE 2009 PROGRAMME BY THE COMMISSION BEEN NECESSARY? IF SO, WHAT WERE THE MAIN CHANGES?
Until now, it has not been necessary to submit any request for revision to the European Commission.
4. 	HAVE YOU IMPLEMENTED THE 2009 PROGRAMME (THE CASE BEING, THE REVISED PROGRAMME) FULLY? (= ALL OR NEARLY ALL ACTIONS SET OUT IN THE PROGRAMME APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION, OR IN THE REVISED PROGRAMME APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION, COULD BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE END OF THIS PROGRAMME)
The 2009 Annual Programme is still being implemented, for which reason it is not possible to answer this question in a conclusive way.
However, it is possible to identify some gaps in the development of the Annual Programme that will compromise its full implementation:
· the amount approved for the financing of the only project approved under Priority 1 does not exhaust the financing contemplated in the Annual Programme by approximately 12%;
· Action 2 of Priority 3 did not receive candidatures even though, during the definition of the Annual Programme, the potential beneficiaries showed their intention to develop projects under this Priority. Thus, funding allocated to this Action in the Annual Programme will not be used;
· under Priority 4 there is a project candidature that is still being analysed as to a decision on its approval for financing.
The Responsible Authority has and will continue to develop contacts with beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries to find solutions to the budget still available, so that the 2009 Programme is fully implemented.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?
As to the 2009 Programme, which is still being implemented, it is not possible to respond to this question in a conclusive way. However, regarding the analysis of the fulfilment of the Annual Programme objectives in relation to what was programmed in the approved project for Priority 1, it is possible to say that the established targets are, in the majority of cases, in line with the programmed objectives.
	Indicators
	Established targets 

	
	AP 2009
	Project

	Number of national programmes of assisted return implemented
	1
	1

	Number of repatriated citizens under return plans
	600
	550

	Number of information/awareness actions
	20
	9

	Number of citizens belonging to vulnerable groups supported
	30
	30

	Number of monitoring actions in the countries of origin
	30
	40


Similarly, the development of the Project will enable a response to the objectives planned for this activity, in so far as it promotes voluntary return of citizens from third countries and also reinforces the services of assistance to reinsertion in the country of origin.
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?
Similarly to the 2008 Annual Programme, the decision to launch the call for candidatures to the Actions defined in the 2009 Annual Programme and the distribution of financing to them originates from the candidature intentions registered in the working meetings that took place between beneficiaries and the Management Authority. 
The annual programming and the distribution of financing by the different Actions was the most appropriate to the needs identified both for the country and the entities who operate in the area of voluntary return, in so far as these Actions allowed the financing of the following: support programmes to voluntary return through financial help to immigrants in the phase of departure; assistance measures to reinsertion in the country of origin in order to ensure efficiency upon return; and support to projects that allow the identification of relapsing returnees. 
However, at the time when the call for proposals took place, the beneficiaries did not present proposals (Priority 3) for which reason no implementation of candidatures will be registered. 
Presently we find that a better management of EU funding will be, from the 2010 Programme on, to support, almost exclusively, Priority 1 actions.VII.3. THE MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL SYSTEM FOR THE FUND AND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009
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?
By 2008, the human resource system of the Responsible Authority was adequate to the needs, although its reinforcement was previewed for the time of the beginning of the implementation of the Programmes, after their approval by the European Commission.
Although this system was reinforced at the time of the beginning of the implementation of the Programmes, the initial limit of 10 people was not reached and, in this way, there was a deficit of personnel to be able to deal with the volume of work.
From December 2009 the Task Force for the Management of Community Funds (EMGFC) undertook significant measures at the level of human resources which consisted of the replacement of the majority of elements in the team, including managerial organs (e.g. manager and advisers), at the same time that there was an increase in the number of collaborators, for which reason there are currently 9 elements doing the work. However, the tasks of implementation control and monitoring of projects continue to be carried out by only one person. This lack of human resources is reflected in the existing difficulty in fulfilling the activities of the EMGFC on time, namely the approval of candidatures and the monitoring and effective control of projects. 
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 
No alterations to the System of Control and Management were implemented. However, the possibility of perfecting it as to its organigram is under consideration in such a way as to optimize the human resources connected to SOLID Programme.
Currently it's in process of revising the system of management and control. Areas for improvement are the clarification of the functions of certification authorities and audit, and relations between the three authorities.


















Part VIII 

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009


In case you had recourse to an external expertise for other parts of this report: this part must always be filled in by the Responsible Authority itself
VIII.1.	WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RETURN FUND IN YOUR MEMBER STATE FROM 2008 TO 2009?
In a global perspective, the implementation of the Return Fund in Portugal came across certain difficulties, namely in relation to the 2008 Annual Programme, its approval delay by the European Commission that conditioned both the candidatures and the actual execution of the projects. Given the weak financial capacity of the beneficiaries of this Fund, the delay in the approval of the projects meant that there was a significant delay in the projects executed by them in relation to that which was initially programmed, that explains the weak execution of the 2008 Annual Programme, which is approximately 22% of the approved values for the respective programme. However, and given that the beneficiary presented a request for an extension of the date of execution of the programme until June 30, 2010, efforts are being made in order to be able to achieve the objectives initially proposed and obtain a rate of execution of the 2008 Annual Programme closer to 100%. Thereto the approval of the reprogramming of the SURRIA II project is underway, in such a way as to adjust it to the new period of expense eligibility (June 30, 2010), thus permitting the attainment of the established objectives for the project without resorting to the increase of the initially approved budget.
As to the 2009 Annual Programme, two candidatures were presented in September 2009, only one of which was approved, while the other is awaiting the despatching of data requested by the Responsible Authority, in order to begin the process of analysis of the candidature and possible approval of the project. However, as to the project already approved, it previews the continuation of the SURRIA II project, pledging the continued improvement of the network of support to volunteer return, through the strengthening of the sustainability of return and efficiency of the assistance offered to the people who ask for support from the Return Programme, thus allowing the accompaniment and evaluation of volunteer return in a broader and more integrated perspective, without being restricted to the pre-departure phase. Thus, it is expected that the implementation of the 2009 Annual Programme will achieve good results and contribute to the success in reaching the main objectives of the Return Fund. On the other hand, it is stressed that the main problem encountered by the Return Fund is the reduced number of candidatures presented, a factor that puts in question the execution of the Approved Plans.

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? 
Portugal has become one of the most attractive countries in terms of immigration, given its geographic location and having one of the most widely-spoken languages in the world. For this reason, a greater need to control external borders, namely regarding the control and reduction of illegal immigration, has been noticed.	Therefore, the priorities and initiatives defined in the context of the Annual Programmes of the Return Fund have been essential in achieving the objectives of Portugal relative to the increase of management efficiency of immigrant fluxes. Basically, the applicability of Action 1 is stressed (Support to return programmes and reintegration measures in the country of origin), whose main objective is the development and integrated management of return programmes that permit following an incentive strategy to the volunteer return, through a network of support that makes information and advice about the return of immigrants to their countries available. All of this assures the avoidance of situations that are prejudicial in legal-economic terms for the actual immigrant, in such a way as to allow the reduction of his/her vulnerability to networks of illegal immigration and clandestine labour, and safeguard humanitarian aspects that guarantee reliable conditions of temporary shelter in the period the immigrant is awaiting return.
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) have been attained.  Are the effects resulting from the intervention consistent with its objectives? 
During the implementation and execution of the Annual Programmes of the Return Fund, and up to the present time, the following results are highlighted:
· the widening of the network of information and advice to new entities, facilitating the access of beneficiaries to programmes of voluntary return in parts of the country not covered;
· the establishment of new partnerships with overseas entities that allowed securing support to the reinstallation of people who return to their countries, and the creation of a sustainable and flexible mechanism of accompaniment and evaluation of reintegration processes;
· the identification of the main immigrant communities that use the Voluntary Return Programme, its size and main geographic areas of location, as well as identification of privileged channels of access to information used by the various communities, main languages to use in  IOM publications and main distribution points. 
From that which is stated above, it can be concluded that the expected results will go towards meeting the objectives previously defined for the Return Fund Programme, namely in relation to the integrated and sustained management of support available to the voluntary return of immigrants, and knowledge about channels of access to information of the main nationalities present on Portuguese soil, which permits the realization of information and dissemination initiatives in places where each of the immigrant communities resides or visits by preference, in order to guarantee that a greater number of people have access to information about the Programmes of voluntary return, potentially increasing the search on the part of the target public.
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 financial provision initially previewed for the 2008 and 2009 Annual Programmes of the Return Fund, given the reduced number of candidatures presented, is sufficient to cover in its totality the costs of the approved projects, that address the established objectives for Action 1 (Support to return programmes and measures of reintegration in the country of origin) and for Action 3 (Information, communications and evaluation initiatives in matters relating to return management). Thus, it can be concluded that the costs planned for the attainment of the objectives pre-established for the Return Fund conform to the obtainment of these same objectives.
The cost of management of the RF is consistent with the forecast presented in the respective Annual Programmes. The management of the RF has been done within reasonable and expected costs for the overall value. As an estimation of the cost of overall management (2008 and 2009) we can consider 8% of total investment.
4. 	COMPLEMENTARITY
Please indicate any issues you have had with establishing the complementarity and/or synergies with other programmes and/or EC financial instruments such as the other Funds of the General Programme, the Thematic Programme on Asylum and Migration and/or the Structural Funds. 

We've identified synergies with the External Borders Fund on projects of compulsive return to the home country of third country nationals who were denied entry into the country due to new systems, mechanisms and means to control the external borders funded by the EBF.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 main beneficiary of the RF (IOM) has been implementing voluntary return projects since before 2007. The RF enabled the number of third country nationals involved in the voluntary return increased by about 200%. The Return Fund has thus allowed a considerable increase in the return to their countries of origin, in a humane and responsible way, citizens who are in vulnerable situations within the EU.

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? 
With no recommendations.
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?  
With no recommendations.
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? 
With no recommendations.


End of the report
☻
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