Template for preparation by Member States of the

Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions

co-financed by the European Return Fund

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

Please fill in the enclosed template

(preferably in English, French or German)

and submit it to the Commission no later than 30 June 2010
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1. The enclosed template is intended to assist Member States in the preparation of the evaluation report which they have to submit to the Commission no later than 30 June 2010, as set out  in Article 50(2) (a) of Decision No 575/2007/EC. 

Please always use this format, as this is the only way to ensure a homogeneous evaluation across all Member States and for the Community wide evaluation subsequently.

You are free to add any further document you think can be useful in the context of this evaluation. If so, enclose them as an annex, but not as part of this template.

2. When filling in this template please be as concrete as possible, providing facts, examples, figures, etc. - It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with  the RF, but not necessarily familiar with the national programme concerned. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.

3. A maximum length of description is indicated for many items. As far as possible this limit should be respected.

4. The analysis and assessment of the annual programmes under review start with a summary of the most important features of the multiannual programme and of the programmes approved by the Commission. The reason we ask for this is that we need to have a homogeneous presentation for the subsequent Community wide report. In this context, we think you are the best placed to identify the most relevant features of your programmes.

5. When your opinion is asked for, please explain the reasons on which your opinion is based.

6.  As the content of this mid term evaluation report is on implementation it is not required to have recourse to evaluation expertise: the report can be prepared by the Responsible Authority itself. However, for your convenience, you may choose to have recourse to evaluation expertise.

In any case please fill in first the questionnaire on the first page of the template.

Whether you had recourse to evaluation expertise or not, the evaluation report must always be signed by the Responsible Authority. The Responsible Authority remains responsible for its content.

Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions

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

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

……United Kingdom………………………………………………………

Date:

……30th June 2010………………………

Name, Signature (authorised representative of the Responsible Authority):

…… ………[image: image1.png]


…………………………………………………

JOHANNE LAMIRANDE
Name of the contact person (and contact details) for this report in the Member State:

……Laura d’Cruz, 0044 203 014 0333, Laura.dCruz@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk…..

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?

General advice and guidance. Particular assistance offered on sections V.11 and V.12.

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

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

Yes. A Senior Research Officer from UK Border Agency’s Analysis, Research and Knowledge Management (ARK) Directorate assisted with the report. 
* External evaluation expertise: (please describe)

Not applicable
Brief description of the methodology used by the evaluation expertise 

ARK’s contribution to this report relates to the evaluation of actions and projects covered herein. The methodology employed by ARK for the overall evaluation is described below. 
The Return Fund projects are being evaluated in a three year programme of research and assessment which covers the three EC Funds that the UK participates in. This will report fully in 2012.

So far, under the Return Fund, the evaluation has covered the Voluntary Assisted Return and Reintegration Programme through a qualitative study involving interviews with staff and with programme participants who have returned to Pakistan. 
Important remark

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

- use this template, exclusively

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

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

Summary of the Multiannual Programme 2008-2013

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

Reference documents to be used for this part: 

- Your multiannual programme 2008-2013 as approved by the Commission,

in particular Parts 2 and 3 of the multiannual programme

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

- Any other relevant information available to the Responsible Authority

1. 
ANALYSIS OF REQUIREMENTS  IN THE MEMBER STATE 
Please provide a summary of Part 2 of your multiannual programme (“Analysis of requirements in the Member State”)

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.  Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
Maximum length: 1 page in total, broken down as set out below

- The requirements in the Member State in relation to the baseline situation

The key requirements in the UK relate to: 

1. Projects that support return management (both assisted voluntary returns and the enforced return of third country nationals)
Enforcement continues to form one of the priorities within the business of the UK Border Agency with a drive to improve efficiency and effectiveness to increase the number of removals year on year, with an emphasis in relation to illegal immigrants who cause the most harm to local communities, especially those who are involved in crime. In addition the UK Border Agency will continue to work with its partner organisations to increase uptake of voluntary return programmes and further develop relationships with stakeholders in the community and in third countries. 

2. Projects that seek closer working with other Member States to develop future joint removal operations

In order to facilitate the removal of third country nationals with one or more Member States where costs are not eligible to be met by Frontex, the UK continues to actively seek preparatory planning and co-ordinating meetings with other Member States to plan and implement joint working on the removal of third country nationals. UK Border Agency has previously secured funding from the Preparatory Action Fund, but now looks to the EU RF for such funding. 
3. Projects that look to develop conditions and reintegration measures in countries of origin that will subsequently contribute to the increased removal of nationals where such projects have contributed to the redevelopment of those countries’ internal infrastructure.

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

1. Operational objectives relating to return management

· Reduce the time to conclusion of asylum applications – swiftly removing those with no right to be in the United Kingdom and integrating those that need protection. 

· Increase the number of removals year on year.

· Increase the removal of ‘harm’ cases (those involved in illegal or criminal activity) as a proportion of total cases removed.

2. Operational objectives relating to other Member States

Future joint working will complement existing operations and will examine the scope for co-operation on identification and re-documentation of illegal migrants.

3. Projects that look to develop conditions and reintegration measures in countries of origin 

· Improving operational policy and process guidance to maximise operational performance
· Fully exploiting and improving existing routing and return agreements and to seek and test new routes and agreements.

2. 
STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE THE OBJECTIVES
Please provide a summary of Part 3 of your multiannual programme (“Strategy to achieve the objectives”), broken down by Priority (each of the four Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)5822 of the Commission) as set out on the next pages.

Under each Priority, describe:

- the objective(s) pursued

- examples of key actions 

- key actions considered as implementing specific priorities under the chosen priority

Finally list in a separate item all quantified objectives set out in Part 3 of your multiannual programme.

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
A maximum length is indicated for each item.
Priority 1: Support for the development of a strategic approach to return management by Member States 

Maximum length: half a page
Our main objective under Priority 1 is to increase removals – enforced and voluntary – year-on-year, with a focus on failed asylum seekers during the first year, thus reducing the associated costs of supporting them.  It is understood that focus on target groups is subject to change in line with government instructions. Our second objective is to reduce the flow of illegal migrants to the UK. 
Among the key actions to address these objectives, we are envisaging Assisted Voluntary Return (AVR) programmes for asylum and failed asylum seekers, irregular migrants, detained migrants and unaccompanied asylum seeker children. These programmes should include the following elements: travel documentation, flights to countries of origin, domestic travel and reintegration assistance. 

AVR programmes fall within the specific priorities under Priority 1. However, the UK is opting to keep co-financing of projects to a maximum of 50% to stretch its allocation across a wide range of projects.
Priority 2:  Support for the cooperation between Member States in return management
Maximum length: half a page
Under Priority 2, the UK’s general objective is to develop joint working with other Member States with a view to develop joint removal operations. Another important objective is to look at upstream interventions in the return process. More specifically  the provision of  assistance and counselling on voluntary returns at the earliest possible stage of the asylum process or even, in the case of illegal migrants destined to the UK, in neighbouring Member States, before they arrive in the UK.  
The key actions described above fall within the specific priorities under Priority 2.  However, the UK is opting to keep co-financing of projects to a maximum of 50% to stretch its allocation across a wide range of projects.
Priority 3: Support for specific innovative (inter)national tools for return management
Maximum length: half a page
The UK identified the difficulty of obtaining travel documentation for potential returnees as one of the main obstacles to returns. As such, finding tools and methods to make the documentation process more effective has been defined as our main objective under Priority 3. Another objective is to look at ways of disrupting the upstream flows of illegal migrations to the UK. 
The key actions on documentation address one of the specific priorities under Priority 3. However, the UK is opting to keep co-financing of projects to a maximum of 50% to stretch its allocation across a wide range of projects. 
Priority 4: Support for Community standards and best practices on return management
Maximum length: half a page

As the UK did not opt into the Return Directive, Priority 4 has not been addressed in its MAP. However, the key action on joint working it is proposing to pursue with other Member States under Priority 2, certainly addresses the promotion of best practices.
Finally, list the most important indicators set out in Part 3 of the multiannual programme 2008-2013 and the corresponding quantified/qualitative targets, broken down by Priority :

Maximum 5 indicators for each Priority
Priority 1
· number of asylum and failed asylum seekers returned 
· number of irregular migrants returned 

· number of foreign national prisoners returned

· number of unaccompanied asylum seeker children returned

· awareness of voluntary return programmes available among final beneficiaries

Priority 2
· number of meetings with other Member States
· number of Member States involved in joint return with the UK
· number of irregular migrants receiving counselling 

· awareness of living conditions in the UK for irregular migrants 
· number of third-countries targeted by joint return operations
Priority 3
· collaboration between the UK and third-country embassies
· increase in number of returns

· reduction of detention time

· reduction in escort costs

· number of bed space made available across the UK detention estates

Priority 4

Not applicable.
------------------------------

Part II

SUMMARY OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES

2008 AND 2009

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

- Your annual programmes 2008 and 2009 as approved by the Commission, in particular the description of actions

- All other relevant information available to the Responsible Authority

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

Please provide a summary of the actions contained in your annual programmes 2008 and 2009 (based on the description included in item 1 of each action – purpose and scope), broken down by Priority (each of the four Priorities as defined in the Strategic Guidelines of the Commission - Decision C(2007)5822 of the Commission) as set out on the next pages.

Under each Priority describe separately actions/projects implemented under the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and those under the “executing body” method, on the other hand (where applicable). 

No breakdown per year is required, however you will be asked to highlight any significant change to the actions of the programmes concerned in a specific item (see the template on the following pages).

A concise, but very concrete description is required. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities.
A maximum length is indicated for each item.
1. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method

1) Assisted Voluntary Return (AVR) projects targeting asylum seekers, failed asylum seekers, illegal migrants and detained migrants, preferably on a multi-annual basis, i.e. 3 years projects. The programmes should include the following elements: counselling, pre-departure assistance, travel documentation, return flights, and in certain cases, 12 months of reintegration in third-countries. 
AVR projects to be set up in year 1 (2008) would target asylum seekers and failed asylum seekers. It is planned that AVR projects targeting illegal migrants and detained migrants will be set up in year 2 (2009) and year 3 (2010) of the Return Fund programme. The Return Fund would contribute a maximum of 50% financing. 

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
1) Enforced returns targeting unaccompanied asylum seeking children who are at least 17 ½ years old (UK Immigration Law provides Discretionary Leave to children until they reach that age). Specific countries would be targeted: Afghanistan, Bangladesh, China, Pakistan and Vietnam. It would be imperative for reception arrangements to be in place, with families or others, for projects to be approved. 
Plans are for projects addressing this action to start in year 1 (2008) and preferably to run on a multi-annual basis, i.e. over 3 years. The Return Fund would contribute up to 50% financing. 
2) Cash incentive projects to encourage detained migrants to return to their countries of origin. Projects under this action should propose effective payment processes and ways of creating awareness of the cash incentive being proposed. 

Projects would be planned to start in year 2 (2009) or year 3 (2010) of the Return Fund programme and preferably to run over a multi-annual basis, i.e. 3 years. The Return Fund would contribute a maximum of 50% financing.  
2. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable – no awarding body mode actions planned addressing Priority 2.

Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
1) Projects encouraging collaborative work on return with one or more Member States. The projects submitted should propose ways to explore opportunities for joint working with other Member States. More specifically, the projects should aim at planning and executing returns using joint charter flights. Projects assisting in the development of best practice, like platforms to exchange experience and address common problems, would get priority. In addition, projects should consider building up on established relationships between the UK, France, Germany, Belgium and the Netherlands.

Projects would be planned to start in year 1 (2008) and preferably to run over a multi-annual basis, i.e. 3 years. The Return Fund would contribute a maximum of 50% financing.

2) The UK would also like to address the emergency situation prevailing in the Calais Region, where a considerable number of irregular migrants are attempting to cross the channel to the UK. Projects submitted should propose humanitarian solutions taking into consideration living conditions for the target group in Calais, information campaign and counselling aimed at encouraging voluntary returns. The project would have to be a joint project between the UK and France.
Projects would be planned to start in year 1 (2008) and preferably to run over a multi-annual basis, i.e. 3 years. The Return Fund would contribute a maximum of 50% financing.

3. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable – no awarding body mode actions planned addressing Priority 3.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
1) Actions would be centred on finding innovative and effective ways to obtain travel documentation. Projects submitted should look at cost-effective methods that would ultimately increase the number of returns. 

Projects would be planned to start in year 1 (2008) and preferably to run over a multi-annual basis, i.e. 3 years. The Return Fund would contribute a maximum of 50% financing.

4. 

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

Actions to be implemented under the “awarding body” method
Not applicable – no awarding body mode actions planned addressing Priority 4.
Actions to be implemented under the “executing body” method
Not applicable – no executing body mode actions planned addressing Priority 4.
5. 

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

Maximum length: half a page 
For year 1 (2008), funding had to be reallocated because of two projects being abandoned: UASC Return Project and Video Conferencing Project. As the change to the financial breakdown was less than 10%, no formal revision of the Annual Programme 2008 was required. The funding was reallocated to the VARRP project; the Return Fund contribution remained below 50%. Unfortunately, this meant that one of the target groups identified under Priority 1 (unaccompanied asylum seeking children) could not be addressed at this stage. It also meant that actions under Priority 3 were not addressed. 
For year 2 (2009), the revisions to the Annual Programme exceeded 10% and therefore the Annual Programme was re-submitted to the Commission for formal revision. Please see section VII.2.3. 
------------------------------

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, in part.
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:
 93% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:

93%
III.2

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

1
  (number of calls for proposals)

- Programme 2009: 

1
  (number of calls for proposals)

III.3

Proposals received, selected and funded after calls

for proposals 
Definitions:

- If more than one call for proposals was organised for a given annual programme, provide in the table below, for that programme, figures combining all of that programme’s calls.

- Project funded = a contract, a grant agreement or any equivalent form of legal instrument has been signed with the beneficiary
- If multiannual projects have been funded, they should be counted only in the first programme year they were received, selected and funded 

Definition of a multiannual project:  According to the legal basis, the end of the eligibility period for projects under the 2008 and 2009 Programmes is 30th June 2010 and 30th June 2011, respectively. A multiannual project is a project approved for funding under any of the programmes mentioned above, whose eligibility period extends later than the eligibility period for projects of the programme under which it was selected and funded. 
	Number of 
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Proposals received
	3
	1
	4

	Projects selected
	1
	1
	2

	Projects funded


	1
	1
	2


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

Yes/No:   Yes
- If No, explain why:   Not applicable
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)
	1
	1
	2

	Projects funded without a call for proposals

(see table III.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

Projects funded in the “awarding body” method
	1
	1
	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, in part.
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:
5% of the EU contribution to the programme (excluding the EU contribution for technical assistance)

- Programme 2009:
7% 
IV.2 
Calls for expression of interest or for proposals or  similar selection method
For each programme year (2008 and 2009), please provide the number of calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar organised for the implementation of the RF annual programmes in the “executing body” method
- Programme 2008: 
1 (number of calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar selection method)

- Programme 2009: 
1 (number of calls for expression of interest or for proposals or similar selection method)

IV.3 
Proposals received, selected and funded after calls for expression of interest, call for proposals or similar selection method in the “executing body method”
Definitions:

- If more than one call for expression of interest, call for proposals or similar was organised for a given annual programme, provide in the table below, for that annual programme, figures combining all of that annual programme’s calls.

- Project funded = a contract, a grant agreement or any equivalent form of legal instrument has been signed with the beneficiary
- If multiannual projects have been funded, they should be counted only in the first programme year they were received, selected and funded 

Definition of a multiannual project:  According to the legal basis, the end of the eligibility period for projects under the 2008 and 2009 programmes is 30th June 2010 and 30th June 2011, respectively. A multiannual project is a project approved for funding under any of the programmes mentioned above, whose eligibility period extends later than the eligibility period for projects of the programme under which it was selected and funded. 
	Number of …
	Programme

2008
	Programme 2009
	TOTAL

2008-2009

	Proposals received
	8
	1
	9

	Projects selected
	4
	1
	5

	Projects funded


	1
	1*
	2


* Please note that one call for proposals under the executing body mode took place relating to the 2009 programming year. One project was selected (Global Project Calais), but this was not eventually funded (please see explanation below). However, one project is funded in the executing body mode commencing in the UK’s 2009 allocation. This project was selected through the call for proposals that took place relating to the 2010 programming year. Because of the start date of the project and the eligibility period of the Fund, we funded the first year of the project from the UK’s 2009 allocation.

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

Yes/No:   No
- If No, explain why: 

Three projects selected for funding in 2008 were eventually excluded or declined the offers of funding: 

· Temporary Return of Qualified Migrants project was selected for funding, but following its inclusion in the UK’s first draft of the Annual Programme, the Commission commented that, because the migrants’ return was only temporary and therefore not sustainable, the project was ineligible for funding. The funding offer was therefore withdrawn and the project is not described in the UK’s final approved Annual Programme 2008. No payment had been made to the project, therefore no recovery was required. 
· Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children Returns project was selected for funding, but during pre-start checks, it became clear that there were a number of outstanding issues that required resolution before the project could begin, including sub-contracting of tasks (though this was subsequently resolved), scoping work in the countries (which revealed that the project was only currently feasible in two countries rather than five, as initially proposed), and the lack of match-funding (a bid to a separate fund was delayed due to the scoping work). Given the imminence of the end of the eligibility period for 2008 projects, and the ongoing delays to the project, the team decided to withdraw the project rather than commence in haste without the necessary preparatory work complete. No payment had been made to the project, therefore no recovery was required.

· Video Conferencing project was selected for funding, but during pre-start checks, it became clear that the necessary scoping work had not taken place to enable this project to proceed. The project team, already over-stretched with other priority work, decided to withdraw the project. No payment had been made to the project, therefore no recovery was required. 

One project selected for funding in 2009 was eventually excluded due to the eligibility rules of the SOLID Funds:

· Global Project Calais was selected for funding, but during pre-start checks for the project, it became clear that 100% of the costs of the project was subcontracted to a third party. Following extensive communication with the Commission, it was eventually decided to exclude the project from the UK’s Annual Programme 2009. No payment had been made to the project, therefore no recovery was required.
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
	1
	2

	Projects funded without such calls

(see table IV.4)
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL

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


Part V
SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECTS FUNDED

IN THE “AWARDING BODY” METHOD AND

IN THE “EXECUTING BODY” METHOD
2008 - 2009

Reference documents to be used for this part:

- The information on the projects funded available to the Responsible Authority (description of the project supported to be found in each grant agreement)

- All information on implementation available to the Responsible Authority

- Any external evaluation of relevance to the items addressed below, if available

Please provide a summary description of the projects funded (see definition on page 18) under your annual programmes 2008 and 2009, broken down by Priority as set out on the next pages. Under each Priority describe separately projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and projects funded in the “executing body” method, on the other hand.

In addition please describe separately (as set out in the template) projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals and projects funded in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest, for proposals, or similar selection method.

No breakdown per year is required in the items 1 to 6.

Describe separately any change to the distribution for projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and for projects funded in the “executing body” method, on the other hand.

In addition, highlight any significant change to the projects funded in the “awarding body” method, on the one hand, and to projects funded in the “executing body” method, on the other hand (other than their distribution).

It is not required to make a full description of all projects. What is needed is a concise, but very concrete description of the types of operations implemented under each Priority. Wherever relevant highlight national specificities. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme. 

You will be asked to highlight 1-5 projects under each annual programme which deserve, in your opinion, particular mention since you consider them as a good practice, or of an innovative nature, of interest for other Member States or of particular value in the light of the multiannual strategy and your national requirements. 

Finally, you will be asked to describe one "success story” and one “failure”, among all projects funded from 2008 to 2009.

For each item the maximum length is mentioned beneath the item’s description.

1. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 1 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

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

From 2008: VARRP (Voluntary Assisted Return & Reintegration Programme) is run by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) for those in the asylum system who want to return permanently to their country of origin. Assistance offered includes transport, individualised return plans and reintegration packages. In 2009, the programme additionally included the Voluntary Assisted Return for Irregular Migrants (AVRIM) programme, offering support (though not reintegration assistance, unless the individual is additionally recognised as vulnerable, e.g. a victim of human trafficking) to those in the UK illegally. In both years, the programme ran over a ten month funding period. 
From 2009: VRRDM (Voluntary Return and Reintegration of Detained Migrants) is run by the IOM to facilitate the voluntary return of detained migrants. The project scope includes pre-departure and transport assistance, as well as reintegration assistance in the country of return.
In the “executing body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

From 2009: Facilitated Return Scheme (FRS) Cash Payments project aims to encourage the uptake of voluntary return to their country of origin by Foreign National Prisoners (FNPs). It forms one part of the overall FRS, which was launched in October 2006 and is run by the UK Border Agency in conjunction with IOM. IOM administers the reintegration assistance that is provided in kind (see VRRDM project above), while the FRS Cash Payments project offers cash payment to returnees to assist them with their immediate needs (e.g. travel) when they arrive in their country of return. 
2. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 2 in the

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

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

No projects funded

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

From 2008: The ‘Planning and coordinating meetings for joint working with one or more Member States other than under the auspices of FRONTEX’ project aims to encourage greater working with other Member States in the field of enforced returns. The project involves joint meetings to explore ways to work jointly on returns and, where agreed, to plan and execute joint charters. The meetings also act as a conduit to exchange experience and address commonly occurring problems. 
3. Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 3 in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

No projects funded

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

No projects funded

4. 
Summary description of the projects funded under Priority 4 in the

Annual programmes 2008 and 2009
In the “awarding body” method
Maximum length: 15 lines

No projects funded

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

No projects funded

5. Summary description of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method without a call for proposals, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
Maximum length: 15 lines 

Please refer to Table III.4. Excluding the continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call for proposals. Neither should Technical Assistance measures  be taken into account, since they are not considered as “projects”.

No projects funded

6. Summary description of the projects funded in the “executing body” method without a call for expression of interest, a call for proposals or similar selection method, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009
Maximum length: 15 lines 

Please refer to Table IV.4. Excluding the continuation of multiannual projects which were selected after a previous call for expression of interest, a call for proposals or similar. Neither should Technical Assistance measures be taken into account, since they are not considered as “projects”.

No projects funded

7.  Explain any significant change to the distribution of the projects funded in the “awarding body” method, by Priority and by Specific Priority, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

Maximum length: half a page 

(a) Comparisons between programming years

In 2008, there was one Priority 1 awarding body mode project, which accounted for 86% of the UK’s allocation. There were no other awarding body mode projects addressing other Priorities. 
In 2009, there were two Priority 1 awarding body mode projects, which accounted for 86% of the UK’s allocation. There were no other awarding body mode projects addressing other Priorities. 
As such, there was no significant difference in the share of projects and/or budget distributed for each priority between the two years. 

(b) Comparisons within programming years
No significant changes occurred during the course of the years; however following the withdrawal of the executing body mode projects listed at IV.3 above (which were Priority 1 [UASC Returns and Temporary Return of Qualified Migrants], Priority 2 [Calais] and Priority 3 [Video Conferencing] projects), the proportion of funding allocated in awarding body mode (Priority 1 projects) in both years increased. 
8.  Explain any significant change to the distribution of the projects funded in the “executing body” method, by Priority and by Specific Priority, in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

Maximum length: half a page 

(a) Comparisons between programming years

In 2008, there was one Priority 2 executing body mode project, which accounted for <1% of the UK’s allocation. There were no other executing body mode projects addressing other Priorities. 

In 2009, there was one Priority 1 executing body mode project, which accounted for 6% of the UK’s allocation. There was one Priority 2 executing body mode project, which accounted for <1% of the UK’s allocation. There were no other awarding body mode projects addressing other Priorities. 

As such, there was an increase in the amount allocated to Priority 1 in executing body mode when comparing the 2008 and 2009 annual programmes – from 0% to 6%. This is because of the UK’s Annual Programme 2009 additionally focused on the voluntary return of foreign national prisoners (FNPs), which accounted for two additional projects: one in executing body mode (‘FRS Cash Payments’) and one in awarding body mode (VRRDM). The return of FNPs is a high priority for the UK government, given its desire to return those who pose the risk of greatest harm to the UK. 

(b) Comparisons within programming years
Please also see answer to Q7 above. In addition, the withdrawal of the Video Conferencing project resulted in the UK no longer addressing Priority 3 during the 2008 programming year, as originally programmed. The withdrawal of the Calais project resulted in the UK allocating a reduced amount of funding to Priority 2.
9. 
Highlight any significant change (other than the distribution referred to under points 7 and 8) to the projects funded in the “awarding body” and “executing body” method in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

Maximum length: half a page 

In the “awarding body” method
No significant changes have occurred, however the VARRP project expanded to additionally include the AVRIM project in the 2009 funding year (this had been foreseen and described at the point of application). 

In the “executing body” method
No significant changes have occurred.

10.  
Important projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009 

Please describe 1-5 projects under each annual programme which deserve, in your opinion, particular mention since you consider them as a good practice, or of an innovative nature, of interest for other Member States (example of a project supporting an EU policy priority) or of particular value in the light of the multiannual strategy and your national requirements. 

2008 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
We consider VARRP (Voluntary Assisted Return & Reintegration Programme) to be of particular value and interest. It is a well-structured, efficient and trusted scheme for the orderly, dignified and sustainable return of third country nationals. It fully supports the UK national priority of increasing the take-up of voluntary return and represents a successful partnership between a government department (UK Border Agency) and an international inter-governmental organisation (the International Organization for Migration). Other Member States have expressed interest in learning about the programme when developing their own voluntary return initiatives. Please also see section V.11 below. 
2009 annual programme 

Maximum length: half a page per project 
We consider the two complementary projects co-financed by the European Return Fund in support of the Facilitated Return Scheme (FRS) to be of particular value and interest. The two projects – one financed in executing body mode (FRS Cash Payments project) and one financed in awarding body mode (Voluntary Return & Reintegration for Detained Migrants project or VRRDM) – together support the uptake and delivery of the voluntary return of Foreign National Prisoners (FNPs) from the UK. Removing those who pose the most harm to the UK is one of the UK Border Agency’s foremost priorities, and these two projects together contribute to achieving national targets. 

In comparison with other EU Member States the UK Facilitated Return Scheme offers the best incentive for Foreign National Prisoners to return home and rebuild their lives. The scheme allows for the individual to receive reintegration assistance including the cash element which provides a sustainable return. The scheme has been successful and is innovative in assisting ex Foreign National Prisoners to reintegrate into their society and also make a positive contribution in their country of return similar to VARRP.
VRRDM and the FRS Cash payments project are due to be evaluated in late 2010.

11. 
Description of one “success story”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

It is up to you to judge whether a project is to be considered a “success story” in terms of project implementation.  If you think the project is also an example of “good practice” which could usefully be implemented elsewhere, please explain why. However, please note that this part is on a success story and it need not be "good practices”.

It is necessary to provide a very concrete description of the project concerned and of the reasons you consider this is a “success story”. It is essential that the description can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

The Voluntary Assisted Return and Reintegration Programme (VARRP) received 10 months of funding through the Return Fund 2008 (August 2008 to May 2009). The programme has been assessed through an analysis of monitoring data supplied by the IOM
 and through a qualitative study interviewing staff involved in the programme and returnees to Pakistan. The findings of the evaluation show that the programme has been successful in its aim to provide asylum seekers with the opportunity to return to their country with more dignity and better prospects than through the alternative of forced removal. 

The analysis of 12 months of monitoring data showed that during VARRP 2008:

· There were 5,133 applications, comprising 5,544 individuals. This represents an increase of 9 per cent on VARRP 2007 (5,090 individuals);

· 2,896 people (associated with 2,709 applications) were assisted to depart the UK. This was an increase of 13 per cent on the 2,568 people who departed under VARRP 2007;

· Reintegration assistance was provided to 2,058 principal returnees (or 2,243 people including dependants), across 65 countries. This was a 23 per cent increase on VARRP 2007; and
· By the end of January 2010, 73 per cent of returnees who had applied during VARRP 2008 had taken up reintegration assistance. 

The qualitative research found that, in the case study country of Pakistan:

· VARRP by itself rarely provides the initial incentive for individuals to make the decision to return to their country of origin. However, once their asylum claim has been rejected and it becomes clear that they will not be able to stay legally, VARRP enables people to leave the UK sooner, with more dignity and with better prospects than through removal (while also costing less for the UK Border Agency).

· The process of application, return and reintegration was working well with good working relationships between the organisations involved. One potential area for improvement was further development of Individual Return Plans before departure.

· Respondents were very positive about the delivery and content of their reintegration assistance. Few had any other resources or financial support in Pakistan and the businesses set up with reintegration assistance were their main source of income. Some indicated that without VARRP assistance they would have been destitute.

· Despite the majority or returnees reporting difficulties on return, including harassment and financial hardship, only two of 32 respondents were considering leaving Pakistan. 

The full report can be found at: http://rds.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/whatsnew1.html 
Successful implementation of the project was aided by IOM’s previous experience of European Refugee Fund Phases I and II co-financing, its thorough knowledge of the target group and its experience of communicating with Diaspora communities. 
12. 
Description of one “failure”, among all the projects funded in the annual programmes 2008 and 2009

Among all the projects funded under the programmes 2008 and 2009, there may be one project which you would regard as an important “failure”, because it proved impracticable, it did not meet expectations, or any other reason for you to judge, and you think there are lessons to be drawn from its failure, for instance in terms of programming, selection and/or evaluation of projects.

The project should not be identified (i.e. the name of the project or beneficiary should not be mentioned).

It is essential that the description of the project, your justification for a “failure”, and the lessons to be drawn can easily be understood by those who are familiar with the RF, but not necessarily familiar with your national programme.

Maximum length: half a page 

One project being funded by the Return Fund (co-funded by UK Border Agency) could be classified as a failure for the 2008 funding year as it did not achieve its output targets and was under spent (by 60%). However, the project has resulted in positive developments for the UK in terms of being able to return people to some key countries; therefore the model of activity for the project should not be considered a failure.  

Reasons for under spending and failing to achieve output targets included:

· A very small team at the beginning of the year, which affected the capacity to undertake new partnership working. The team has now been supplemented with additional staff; and

· Changes in staffing over the course of the funding year.

Positive outcomes from the work which has been conducted included:

· Increased working with another Member State which resulted in 79 removals from the EU. The UK gained knowledge and expertise from the other Member State and was able to tap in to the existing relationships built with key officials in the third country. This has resulted in long-term gains.
· Work with a further Member State has resulted in three joint flights.
Part VI
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

INFORMATION AND PUBLICITY

Reference documents to be used for this part:

- The information on technical assistance and on information and publicity available to the Responsible Authority

- Any relevant national document and information available to the Responsible Authority in these matters

- Any independent evaluation of the items addressed below, if available

1.
Technical assistance

Please provide a concrete description of the activities implemented under the Technical Assistance measures of the annual programmes 2008 and 2009. No annual breakdown is required.

15 lines maximum

The UK utilised its Technical Assistance allocation to achieve four aims. These are:

i) 
Support for final beneficiaries, including: 

· Pre-application, pre-start and in-year technical workshops
· Monitoring visits – pre-start and at the 3 month and 9  month stages 
· Post-monitoring action plans, if required

ii) 
Publicity and promotional events highlighting the contribution of Solidarity funding (see section IV.2 below)
iii) 
Fulfilment of functions for operation of the Management and Control systems to administer the Solidarity Funds in the UK, including:  

· Financing staffing costs of the RA, plus staff involved with quality assurance of the monitoring, audit and certification processes. 
· Securing the expert services required, such as for auditing and evaluation. 
iv) 
Training and development of staff in the RA team.

2.  
Information and Publicity

Please provide a concrete description of the information and publicity activities (as per Articles 33 and 34 of the RF Implementing Rules) implemented under the annual programmes 2008 and 2009. No annual breakdown is required.

Describe separately the information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority and those by the final beneficiaries.

As part of the information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority, please specify  the yearly information activities  which you have organised up to now, as of 2008, the launch of the multiannual programme or the achievements of the annual programme(s), as set out in Article 33 (2) (a) of the RF Implementing Rules.

Please also describe when you developed the website referred to in Article 33(2) (b) of the RF Implementing Rules and indicate, for each annual programme, when the required data was introduced on the website. 

- Information and publicity activities by the Responsible Authority 

Maximum 15 lines 

The Responsible Authority held a Celebration and Communication event on 7 October 2009 to publicise the achievements of the 2008 Annual Programme. This was attended by senior members of staff from UKBA, project owners, policy officials and the Commission. Projects were presented with plaques in recognition of the EU funding. 
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IOM receiving its 2008 funding plaque from Dee Bourke,

Director of Central Operations & Performance, at the European Solidarity Funds

Celebration & Communication Event, 7 October 2009

In addition, the Responsible Authority has created a webpage on the UKBA website with information about the Return Fund and details of application opportunities. In accordance with the Implementing Rules, the RA publishes its MAP and APs, as well as lists of awarded grants, annually on the UKBA website for publicity to the general public. We have also produced promotional items including logobugs, cotton shopping bags and pens. Other promotional work is undertaken through pre-application workshops which are advertised alongside calls for proposals and open to all who register. 

- Information and publicity activities by the final beneficiaries 

Maximum 15 lines 
Return Fund final beneficiaries have actively publicised their projects and the fact that they are co-funded by the EU. Examples include presentations at events, leaflets, fliers and newsletters. Examples are included at Annex A. IOM has been particularly innovative in producing a range of materials to publicise VARRP, including mouse mats, posters and wallet-sized information cards. All include the EU logo and reference to the EU’s co-financing. IOM London’s website too includes reference to EU co-financing. Please see http://www.iomlondon.org/. Examples of other materials are available upon request. 
Part VII
ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION

OF THE ANNUAL PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009

Based on:

- All information available to the Responsible Authority on the implementation of each annual programme

- Any external evaluation available to the Responsible Authority

Provide your assessment of the implementation of the annual programmes 2008 and 2009 for the following items.

In each case please explain the reasons for your judgement. If for any item you cannot provide an assessment by June 2010, please answer “Not known by June 2010”.

VII.1. 
Assessment of the implementation of the 2008 Annual Programme
1.   
Has the 2008 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

Maximum 15 lines
While four projects were programmed (VARRP, Joint Working, UASC Returns and Video Conferencing), only two were eventually funded. Please see section IV.3 above for details. This enabled the UK to award a larger grant to the one remaining awarding body mode project. That said, the distribution of funding between the priorities has remained largely unchanged: i.e. the vast majority towards Priority 1 and a small percentage (1%) to Priority 2. Priority 3, however, was not eventually addressed because of the withdrawal of the Video Conferencing project. Our programme had indicated that 2% of the Fund would be allocated to Priority 3. 

The distribution of funding between executing and awarding body mode changed slightly, in favour of the awarding body mode. 
Given the late release of the Return Fund from the reserve, there were significant time pressures to start and complete projects, and limited time for reallocating resources in the event of non-utilisation (e.g. the UK was unable to re-allocate the funding released through the withdrawal of the UASC project because of the imminence of the end of the eligibility period for spending). 

The two funded projects eventually spent less than the projected project costs, which reduced the amount the Return Fund was able to contribute in co-financing.  
2.
Have you encountered problems on implementation of the 2008 annual programme? If so, what measures did you take?

Maximum 15 lines
No major problems have been encountered. However, as above, two projects withdrew their requests for funding and the late release of the Return Fund from the reserve created significant time pressures. Also, the UK was unable to re-allocate the funding released through the withdrawal of the UASC project because of the imminence of the end of the eligibility period for spending. Furthermore, the two funded projects did not require their full funding allocations.
As such, the most notable problem is the inability to spend the UK’s full allocation from the Return Fund. Measures taken to ensure the maximum possible use of the Fund include:

· Reallocation of funding to the existing awarding mode project following the withdrawal of the Video Conferencing project 

· Offering technical assistance to projects throughout their lifetimes to resolve issues around ineligibility of expenditure as early as possible, thus maximising their grants
· Learning lessons from the 2008 experience to ensure that projects commence as early as possible, thus enabling reallocation of funding in the event of projects withdrawing.

3.
Has a revision of the 2008 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
Maximum 15 lines
No revision has been necessary because changes to the draft financing plan (e.g. reallocation following the withdrawal of the Video Conferencing project) amounted to less than 10% of the contribution of the Fund. 

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

Maximum 15 lines
The UK programmed that it would address two actions within the Return Fund Basic Act during the 2008 programming year: (1) Return Management; and (2) Cooperation between Member States. Both actions were addressed. However, it was expected that Action 1 would be addressed through three projects, and eventually it was only possible to fund one of those projects. The one project that was programmed to address Action 2 was implemented.
5. 
Have the expected quantitative and qualitative results of the 2008 programme -  as set out in the programme / revised programme approved by the Commission - been achieved at the end of this programme?

Maximum 15 lines
Given the withdrawal of two out of the four programmed projects, those quantitative and qualitative results related to the two non-funded projects have not been achieved. 
Relating to the funded projects:

· VARRP achieved 79% (2,368) of its target of 3,000 sustainable returns. 
· The Joint Working project achieved two out of the projected seven meetings with other Member States. Reasons for this relate to lack of staff and staff changes, but these problems have since been resolved. 
6. 
In the light of the implementation of the 2008 programme, do you consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate? Were the actions set out in the programme you submitted to the Commission appropriate?

Maximum 15 lines
Yes. Given the late start of the Return Fund, the UK’s Annual Programme 2008 was drafted following the selection of projects; therefore we had already been able to ascertain the appetite in the UK for delivery of Return Fund eligible projects and drafted our programme accordingly. The programme also realistically reflected the UK’s requirements by focussing primarily on projects related to eligible actions within Article 4(1) of 575/2007/EC, Return Management. The vast majority of the funding was used to co-finance voluntary return activity, thus meeting both UK and EC priorities. 
VII.2. 
Assessment of the implementation of the 2009 Annual Programme
1.   
Has the 2009 programme been implemented as originally planned and broadly in line with the programme schedule?

Maximum 15 lines
Yes. The revised programme (see VII.2.3 below) is being implemented in full. Three projects have now finished and the fourth and final project is due to finish on 31 December 2010; therefore all projects are / will be complete well in advance of the deadline for eligibility of expenditure. 

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

Maximum 15 lines
The main problem encountered was the withdrawal/ exclusion of three projects originally programmed due to eligibility and planning issues. Despite intense pre-start work with projects and lengthy liaison with the Commission, it was not possible to retain these projects within the programme. This led to a revision of the programme becoming necessary and the extensive dedication of RA resources to projects which ultimately were not funded. 
In terms of measures taken, the UK RA has learned lessons from this experience to ensure that future selection and award procedures provide a greater level of guarantee that projects accepted for funding are robustly planned and fully compliant with Fund eligibility rules. We were also able to reallocate the withdrawn/excluded projects’ funding to alternative projects to ensure maximum possible usage of the UK’s allocation. This included funding the first year of a project that applied to our 2010 call for proposals in executing body mode out of the 2009 allocation.

3.
Has a revision of the 2009 programme by the Commission been necessary? If so, what were the main changes?
Maximum 15 lines
Yes. A revision was necessary because of changes to the financial breakdown previously approved by the Commission that exceeded 10% of the Fund’s financial contribution. The changes related to: 

· Withdrawal of the multi-annual UASC Returns project, which had been programmed to commence under the 2008 Annual Programme.
· Exclusion of the Global Calais project, which had been programmed to commenced under the 2009 Annual Programme.
· Withdrawal of the multi-annual Video Conferencing project, which had been programmed to commence under the 2008 Annual Programme.
· Amendment of grant amounts to remaining projects. These amendments factored in that the UK had already received its pre-financing payment from the European Commission. We could therefore more accurately predict the amounts to be granted to projects using the exchange rate at the date of receipt for 50% of the grants and an exchange rate of €1.3/£1 for the remaining 50% (the cautious exchange rate figure utilised by the UK for all forward predictions). 
· Inclusion of a further project (FRS Cash Payments) which had been submitted in response to the 2010 call for proposals under the executing body mode. (Given the eligibility period for 2009 projects and the funding still available under the 2009 Annual Programme, it was decided to fund the project’s first year from the UK’s 2009 allocation.)

4. 
Have you implemented the 2009 programme (the case being, the revised programme) fully? (= all or nearly all actions set out in the programme approved by the Commission, or in the revised programme approved by the Commission, could be implemented by the end of this programme)

Maximum 15 lines
The UK is in the process of implementing the revised 2009 programme in full. All four projects (two multi-annual projects that commenced under the 2008 programme and two projects that commenced under the 2009 programme) are either complete or underway. As such, our assessment is that the two actions we proposed to address (Article 4(1), Return Management and Article 4(2), Cooperation between Member States) will be implemented by the end of this programme. 
5. 
Have the expected quantitative and qualitative results of the 2009 programme -  as set out in the programme / revised programme approved by the Commission - been achieved at the end of this programme?

Maximum 15 lines
All projects programmed in the revised 2009 programme are either complete or underway. Our assessment is that the vast majority of the quantitative and qualitative results set out in the revised programme approved by the Commission will be achieved. More specifically, results received so far indicate:
· At the interim (half-way) stage of implementation of VARRP 2009, 1,281
 individuals have been assisted to return to their countries of origin. This represents 40% of the target for ten months’ implementation (3,167).

· At the interim stage of implementation of AVRIM 2009, 811 individuals have been assisted to return to their home countries. This represents 43% of the target for the ten months’ implementation (1,900).

· At the interim stage of implementation of VRRDM 2009, 80 individuals have been assisted to return to their countries of origin. This represents 16% of the target for twelve months implementation (500). Further, reintegration assistance has been provided to 656 VRRDM & FRS returnees. This represents 36% of the target for twelve months implementation (1,800). 

· At the end of the first quarter of implementation of FRS Cash Payments 2009, 670 FRS returnees have been issued with pre-paid cards. This represents 37% of the target for twelve months’ implementation (1,800) – therefore the project is currently over-achieving its targets.
· In relation to the ‘Planning and coordinating meetings for joint working with other Member States’ project, one joint meeting has taken place with Italy (compared with a target of four meetings), which led to a successful joint charter flight and a useful exchange of experience of each other’s operational processes. 
6. 
In the light of the implementation of the 2009 programme, do you consider that the distribution of funding between the actions was appropriate? Were the actions set out in the programme you submitted to the Commission appropriate?

Maximum 15 lines
Yes. As in 2008, the UK’s Annual Programme 2009 focuses primarily on projects related to eligible actions within Article 4(1) of 575/2007/EC, Return Management. The vast majority of the funding (99% of the amount available to projects) is being used to co-finance voluntary return activity, thus meeting both UK and EC priorities. 

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?

Half a page maximum

Largely, yes. The UK Management and Control System (MCS) is shared between the three Funds in which the UK participates. It therefore benefits from the experience gained in relation to all three Funds. The MCS was drafted drawing on the experience of earlier phases of the ERF and is a ‘living document’ insofar as we are constantly monitoring and improving our systems – not only in light of our own experience, but also following audits by the Audit Authority (AA) and/or the Commission. 
One example is the Commission auditors’ findings (November 2009) regarding our selection and award procedures. They recommended: (i) the procedure for appointing members of assessment teams needed to be formalised; (ii) more information about the selection procedure should be provided to bidders as part of the call for proposals paperwork; (iii) the decisions of the assessment panels should be fully documented and signed; (iv) assessors should sign a ‘declaration of no conflict of interest’ and an agreement listing their roles, tasks and responsibilities. All of these recommendations have since been implemented in full. New declaration forms are now signed by all assessors and all decision paperwork is signed by the assessors and the chairpersons. Furthermore, a fair and open expression of interest campaign was held in March 2010, which resulted in the recruitment of a pool of more than 50 assessors. The assessors are being trained through a rolling training programme and, once trained, are called upon to participate in panels, as required. The pool has already been utilised for two separate procurement exercises, with great success. 
Elements of our MCS that have worked particularly well are our Apportionment Board and our suite of workshops (pre-application pre-start and in year technical). In general the MCS has provided a robust overall structure within which the Fund operates. 

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 
Half a page maximum

The key change to the MCS is that a single Responsible Authority has been created by combining the Responsible Authorities of the Return Fund, Refugee Fund and European Fund for the Integration of Third-Country Nationals in UK Border Agency. 

We have also reviewed our MCS to incorporate more flexibility in the pre-payment controls, i.e. based on a thorough risk assessment, we decide if a formal financial audit is needed before making a payment, rather than applying a blanket process requiring all projects to be formally audited. 
Part VIII
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMMES 2008 AND 2009

In case you had recourse to an external expertise for other parts of this report: this part must always be filled in by the Responsible Authority itself 

VIII.1.
What is your overall assessment of the implementation of the Return Fund in your Member State from 2008 to 2009?

1 page maximum

As with any new funding process the implementation of the Return Fund in the UK met with some teething troubles. Whilst the UK Border Agency had existing experience with the European Refugee Fund, the team managing the Return Fund programme was newly recruited and the pressure to deliver a programme to a very short deadline meant that training and induction of the new team was not as effective as it might have been.  There were also internal difficulties in integrating Return Fund financial systems with Home Office systems.  Because of delays in receiving funding allocations from the EC in 2008 it was also necessary for the UK Border Agency to allocate resources to the awarding body mode project on a temporary basis.

However, despite these difficulties, implementation was overall successful. The Return Fund has made it possible for many migrants to make a dignified, orderly and sustainable return to their country of return, and to receive assistance in reintegrating once there. 

Beneficiaries are working hard to meet their targets, although both the funded projects in 2008 under-spent and did not fully meet their targets, for reasons of ineligible expenditure and staff shortages. Unfortunately this, coupled with the very late withdrawal of a further project, resulted in the UK not being able to make full use of its 2008 allocation. 

We have tried to make the in-year financial and non-financial monitoring process as “user friendly” as possible and whilst maintaining appropriate controls we have tried to be supportive to projects in achieving their aims. This dual approach seems to have worked well, but we continue to constantly seek to improve our processes and communication with projects. 
VIII. 2  
Taking into account the overall implementation of the Return Fund in your Member State from 2008 to 2009, what is your preliminary assessment in relation to the following aspects of the Return Fund on the following aspects?  

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

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

15 lines maximum 

The priorities of the Return Fund – increasing the number of voluntary and enforced returns in a sustainable and dignified way, and joint working with other EU Member States – correspond well with the UK’s national priorities, reflected in the fact that there is a high level of interest in the Fund and the national allocation could be spent twice over! In short, the Return Fund’s objectives are highly relevant to the UK’s national situation.
 2. 
Effectiveness of the programme

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

15 lines maximum 

Key results of the programme overall relate to the number of assisted voluntary returns achieved during both annual programmes – for those in the asylum system, irregular migrants and foreign national prisoners. A further result, albeit on a far smaller scale, is the improvement in joint working achieved with other EU Member States on enforced returns. This activity will be stepped up in the 2010 programming period. Please see VI.2.5 and VII.2.5 above for a more detailed description of projects’ results. 

In these respects, our assessment is that the programme is, at least in part, achieving the desired results and objectives, as set out in the multi-annual programme strategy. In particular, the Return Fund allows the UK to maintain a high level of voluntary returns through the VARRP, AVRIM and VRRDM programmes, and thus, as foreseen in the UK’s MAP, our focus has been on Priority 1 of the Return Fund. The APs 2008 and 2009 also allocated a smaller amount of funding towards Priority 2, again as foreseen in the MAP. Priority 2 is addressed more fully under the AP 2010. 
3. 
Efficiency of the programme

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

We estimate the cost of management of the Fund to be 7% of the Community contribution. It is not yet possible to determine the cost of the management of the Fund as a percentage of the total budget (EU funds and national, including private funds). 

As the programme develops, UK Border Agency is investing more resources in management and for the last year, recruitment has been a rolling activity for the RA team. We are fully using our TA allocation on the management of the fund, largely on activities that directly support the programme’s projects and objectives. Certain management functions have offered excellent value for money, for example the evaluation element, which is undertaken in-house by the UK Border Agency’s Analysis, Research and Knowledge Management Directorate. A full-time Senior Research Officer provides an exceptional service, with larger research projects carried out by subcontractors selected through fair and open competition. Use of our in-house web team for design of the Return Fund webpage and organising/presenting events ourselves within the RA team have also provided good value for money.

4. 
Complementarity

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

15 lines maximum 

Excellent synergies have been achieved between the Responsible Authorities (RAs) for the Return Fund, European Refugee Fund and European Fund for the Integration of Third-Country Nationals. Since February 2010, all three Funds are managed by one Responsible Authority located within the Directorate of Central Operations in UK Border Agency. Therefore there is immediate exchange of information regarding projects and overall Solidarity funding issues, for example through team meetings and thanks to the management structure. 

At project level, organisations that receive funding for more than one project (sometimes from more than one Fund) are assigned a single project liaison manager from within the RA team to ensure that there is consistency of approach and to mitigate the risk of overlap between projects. Results of this include improved stakeholder relations and reduced risk of double-funding of costs/staff. 
The UK lead on the Thematic Programme on Asylum and Migration is also located in UK Border Agency and regular contact is maintained between the teams to ensure exchange of information and knowledge.

To date, there has been no crossover between the Return Fund and the Structural Funds.

5. 
Added value

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

15 lines maximum 

The Return Fund has added considerable value to the UK’s national programmes and policies. This value is only likely to grow in the current economic climate. The Fund has supported the early development of the Facilitated Return Scheme and Assisted Voluntary Return of Irregular Migrants programme as well as the continued evolution and efficacy of the Voluntary Assisted Return & Reintegration Programme. Without the Return Fund, these programmes could only run on a far smaller and less innovative scale, thus impacting on the number of individuals who could benefit from voluntary return and reintegration in their country of return. The fact that the projects have to comply with European funding rules can also have the effect of increasing the projects’ awareness of value for money, focused delivery and the need for robust record-keeping. Correspondingly, this has a positive impact on effectiveness and efficiency, which is of benefit to both the EC and (given that UK Border Agency is currently the match-funder of all UK funded projects) the UK public purse. 
VIII.3. 
Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the annual programming exercise in general? 

Half a page maximum

The UK has supported the recent exercise to produce a programming manual, which will be of great value to Member States for the next round of programming. The advice in the manual should be rigorously adhered to by Desk Officers, as experience to date suggests that the advice in the draft manual conflicts with that provided by Desk Officers, e.g. programming at action level or at project level. 
VIII.4. 
Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in the regulatory framework (basic act and implementing rules) and the Commission guidance documents which would help you to streamline and improve the implementation of the actions / projects and the control mechanisms on the actions/ projects?  

Half a page maximum

For reasons of sustainability and practicality, it is critical that the period of time in which returnees can receive reintegration assistance is extended from 6 months to 12 months. 

The requirement that Third Country Nationals must have arrived in the territory of a Member State to be eligible is also restrictive. The UK is involved in a number of ‘upstream’ initiatives whereby it intervenes during migrants’ journey to the EU/UK and encourages them to take up return opportunities before they reach the EU. These actions are currently ineligible according to the Fund rules, and we would support a revision that would enable ‘upstream’ interventions to be included in Member States’ annual programmes. 
We would also support a simplification of the eligibility rules and, in recognition of the variety of approaches and legal/operational practices across the Member States, allowing increased flexibility for national variation, e.g. in terms of audit evidence that must be provided.
VIII. 5. 
Any suggestions / recommendations for improvements in terms of the guidance and support by the Commission to the Member States on the implementation of the programming exercise and the management and control system? 

Half a page maximum

The UK enjoys excellent relationships with desk officers at the European Commission and appreciates the technical support offered on a regular basis. However, it would appear that the case-load of desk officers is quite high and it can sometimes be difficult to contact them and to get quick responses to detailed queries. The UK experience of combining all funds under one RA has shown that co-management allows us to work more consistently and efficiently across the funds on questions of eligibility. We would therefore commend closer collaboration between the funds within the Commission so that the advice given to Member States is consistent, accurate and unambiguous. As such, the UK would support a higher proportion of the overall budget being spent on increasing the capacity of desk officers to deal with questions from Member States. This would also increase the possibilities for collaborative working and also for informal exchanges on points of difficulty.

Publication of the evaluation guidelines that were drafted in 2009 would be helpful.

End of the report

☻

ANNEX A

Examples of publicity materials produced by final beneficiaries
(ref. section VI.2)
Example 1: Leaflet produced by the FRS Cash Payments project
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Example 2: IOM Newsletter
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� The analysis was conducted on 12 months to allow comparisons with previous years of the programme (August 2008 to July 2009).


� This number includes 350 returnees who applied for VARRP before the 1st of August 2007.
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