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Executive summary 
 

Article 57(1)(a) of regulation (EU) 514/2014 - supplemented by regulation (EU) 2022/585, article 
1(5) - and article 44(5) of regulation (EU) 2021/1060 provide for the European funds AMIF, ISF and 
BMVI to be evaluated at mid-term for the 2021-2027 programming period.  

EY has been commissioned by the Belgian Federal Public Service of Interior to carry out this mid-
term evaluation. The purpose of this evaluation is twofold: firstly, to assess the achievement of the 
objectives set out in the national programmes for each of the funds and, secondly, to draw 
conclusions and lessons that can be used in the future. 

The findings were drawn up on the basis of a triangulation of data collection tools based on a 
literature review, a survey sent to 400 beneficiaries (113 respondents) and interviews at both 
transversal level and project level through a case study approach (16 interviews in total, with 35 
people interviewed).  

 

Evaluative findings 

Relevance 

Regarding the relevance to national strategy and national needs, the Managing Authority designed 
National Programmes based on the national policy documents related to the fund’s areas of 
intervention and aligned with Belgium strategic priorities, acquis Communautaire and EU actions 
plans. The development of the National Programmes was based on a broad consultation of 
stakeholders, in order to build a programme that meets the needs: for each fund the MA promoted a 
wide consultation process between 2020 and 2021, aimed at collecting the necessary input for the 
preparation of the National Programmes, through a questionnaire, updating and integrating National 
Programmes draft with proposals of revision, comments and actively involving the Steering group. 
However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase: according to the survey, 
just 32,6% of respondents declared their organisation was sufficiently involved during the 
development of the program.  

Regarding the relevance to evolving needs, the structure of the programmes is in continuity with the 
structural needs of the country, while flexibility has been guaranteed through a review process to 
pivot seamlessly in response to evolving needs.  

When asked if the programmes actually meet the needs of their organisations, a majority of the 
beneficiaries acknowledge that the programmes are in line with the needs of their own organisations, 
but more than half of them think that this can be done in a better and more effective way: ensuring 
that beneficiaries truly perceive and benefit from this adaptability remains a pivotal challenge. 

Effectiveness  

Regarding the achievement of objectives at mid-term, the preliminary financial data per fund 
showcases a clear focus of funds being allocated to SO1 (Asylum) and SO3 (Return) for AMIF, to SO1 
(Exchange of information) for ISF and to SO1 (European Integrated Border Management) for BMVI. 
The implementation of projects co-financed under the AMIF, ISF and BMVI programs commenced 
belatedly due to delayed signing of the agreements with DG HOME and a shift in the European 
timelines for these projects. As a result, the projects have not been in operation for a sufficient period 
to enable a thorough evaluation of the achievement of objectives. Despite the late start, the initiated 
projects are progressing and are intended to effectively contribute to the programme objectives. 
Interim results include IT security improved (ETIAS project), cooperation and harmonisation at EU 
level (Belgian federal police projects), access to voluntary return (Fedasil), among others. 

Regarding the monitoring and Evaluation Framework, the federal and regional asylum, migration and 
security policy institutions are represented in the management system structure for the three funds 
(Managing Authority, Intermediate Bodies and Audit Authority) and within the programme-based 
monitoring structure (Steering Committee and Monitoring Committee). The Monitoring and Steering 
Committee on the level of the Managing Authority is institutionalised based upon the Common 
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Provisions Regulation. The Managing Authority receives progress information from the different 
beneficiaries and presents it to the Monitoring Committee. Within the framework of the Monitoring 
Committee, it is not the goal to analyse every project in detail, but to understand the overall progress 
made. It is challenging for the Monitoring Committee to fully monitor the progress of projects and to 
analyse the possible overlap between projects due to the proliferation of projects. Based on the 
qualitative data collected and analysed in this mid-term report, it can be concluded that the high-level 
reporting on projects presents challenges for the Monitoring Committee to track whether all the 
individual projects are progressing as intended and gauge the possible overlap among projects. 

Efficiency 

Regarding efficiency and measures taken to ensure cost-effectiveness, the funds remain 
underutilised at this stage due to delays in the projects caused by late launches. While this issue is 
expected to be resolved in the future with the deployment of the projects, there remains a question 
as to whether the results will be achieved mid-term and, therefore, the medium-term efficiency of 
the funds. Other changes have contributed to destabilizing the proper implementation of the 
initiatives and thus weakening the overall efficiency of the program: the crisis in Ukraine, legislative 
changes, etc. 

Regarding the efficiency of the management and control system and administrative simplification, 
these management and control system modalities are relevant and are deemed as such by the various 
stakeholders of the process. All procedures, roles, and responsibilities are described in a 
comprehensive document that leaves no room for interpretation. Efforts to simplify and good 
practices exist in the search for administrative efficiency and should be highlighted: options for 
simplified costs, deployment of the new AMBIS platform, etc. These efforts are recognised as such 
by the beneficiaries and praised. However, the administrative burden remains high, particularly for 
small entities that do not have dedicated human resources and are not well-trained in the type of 
reporting required. Opinions on the AMBIS platform are very mixed, with some criticizing its lack of 
user-friendliness and complexity. 

Coherence 

The programmes are coherent with the respective policy domains. Internal coherence is ensured 
within the different parts of the three programmes. The NPs show synergies within the respective 
policy area, as demonstrated by cooperation with other EU agencies and initiative within the same 
policy domains.  

The thematic facility is used to achieve the specific objectives of the funds. Each programme includes 
the thematic facility instrument, by which mostly Specific Actions are financed. These Specific 
Actions are in line with NPs’ objectives. 

Coherence with Home Affairs funds is verified by the Managing Authority and based on regular 
committees’ consultations. The FPS Interior, as the Managing Authority of the three funds, oversees 
coordination among them. In addition, the issue of coherence with other EU funds is addressed during 
regular consultations within the Steering Committee and the Monitoring Committee – where 
representatives of different administrations are present. 

Coordination between AMIF and the European Social Fund Plus is guaranteed by AMIF Intermediate 
Bodies. Concerning the AMIF fund, coherence with other EU funds, specifically the European Social 
Fund Plus (ESF+), is guaranteed by the Intermediate Bodies, which are also ESF+ Managing 
Authorities. In general, although both AMIF and ESF+ are related to integration measures, their 
objectives are different, so no overlaps should occur. 

EU added value 

The European funds AMIF, ISF and BMVI have proved to be a crucial catalyst, stimulating the 
deployment of strategic projects that are essential for Belgium. In addition, this funding has made it 
possible to initiate projects and allow the recruitment of human resources that would not have been 
possible without this European financial support, such as Fedasil's resettlement project or NCCS’s 
Ethias project.  

EU funding has increased Belgium's capacity to carry out its regulatory obligations for Europe-wide 
IT projects in an efficient and timely manner, in the case of the ETIAS project for example. 
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European funding has played a decisive role in facilitating and boosting coordination and dialogue 
between the various players in Belgium, as well as strengthening communication and cooperation 
with other European partners. 

 

Recommendations  

The evaluation formulates three general recommendations broken down into specific 
recommendations, together with the entity responsible for implementation, the degree of priority and 
the timeframe for implementation. These recommendations are focusing on the monitoring-
evaluation framework, the involvement of beneficiaries and the communication. This should make it 
possible to improve the progress of the second half of the programming period as well as the 
necessary traceability of projects to assess the impacts when developing the ex-post evaluation. 

 

1 Strengthen the monitoring-evaluation framework, notably to track progress of the 
projects and the financial execution 

► Formalise operational monitoring tools and guidelines which will be used to feed into 
annual implementation reports and ex-post evaluation 

► Formalise methodologies for operational monitoring of the achievement of project 
objectives 

► Plan regular reporting to the Committee based on a sample of representative projects 

► Verify that the information and requirements in terms of monitoring and reporting for 
beneficiaries comply with the expectations of the European Commission 

2 Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during the design and implementation phase 
of the programme 

► Extend and better formalise the consultation of stakeholders during the design of the 
next programming  

► Increase the awareness and involvement of the stakeholders during the 
implementation of the programme  

3 Continue to improve the internal and external communication to help make 
understandable and visible the European funds and promote their added value 

► Continue and strengthen communication actions with stakeholders, in connection with 
the internal communication aimed at raising awareness of the service and the funds 

► Improve the communication strategy with internal and external stakeholders 
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1. Introduction 
This chapter specifies the objectives of the evaluation as well as the scope and the evaluation 
questions.  

1.1 Objectives 

The Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF), Internal Security Fund (ISF), and Border 
Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI) funds were created by the Directorate-General for Migration 
and Home Affairs of the European Commission (DG HOME) and allow each European Union Member 
State to receive grants for activities in the fields of asylum, integration, migration, internal security 
and also visas and the policy of external borders.  

In accordance with Article 57, paragraph 1), point a) of Regulation (EU) 514/2014, an ex-post 
evaluation report on the results of actions carried out within this framework for the 2014-2020 
programming period must be submitted by the Member States to the European Commission. Similarly, 

in accordance with Article 44, paragraph 5) of Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 a mid-term evaluation for 

the next programming period must be submitted to the Commission under the same conditions.  

This evaluation concerns the mid-term evaluation for the period 2021-2027. It aims to: 

• Establish a critical assessment and independent judgement of the first achievements and 
results of these three funds based on the following criteria: effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, 
as well as coherence and added value of the EU1.  

• Draw intermediate lessons and provide recommendations to improve the roll out of the 
programming’s second phase, while highlighting challenges encountered during implementation 
so far. 

 

1.2 Scope 

The scope for these two evaluations follows the terms of reference and is as follows: 

• Thematic: AMIF, ISF and BMVI. 

• Temporal: 2021-2027. 

• Geographical: Belgium. 

• Institutional: the involved stakeholders include Managing authority, Auditing authority, 
Intermediate bodies, Beneficiaries (state and federal authorities, local public bodies, non-
governmental organisations, humanitarian organisations, consulting firms…). 

 

1.3 Overview of the evaluation questions 

This final report aims to provide a sound analysis of findings related to Evaluation Questions along 
with factually based conclusions. This is a revised version that considers the comments made by the 
steering committee for this evaluation, which is composed of the MA and the two IB’s. 

Five main evaluation questions are addressed in this final report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
1
 A light-touch assessment is planned for coherence and EU added value as agreed with the Managing Authority. 
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Table 1 Overview of the evaluation questions 

RELEVANCE Analysis 

Q1: Did the objectives of the interventions funded by the Fund correspond to the 
actual needs? 

Q1.1: To what extent does the Fund address the needs, both at National Programme 
and Annual Work Programme level? 

Q1.2: To what extent can the Fund adapt to the evolving needs?  

In-depth 

EFFECTIVENESS  

Q2: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving its objectives 
and implemented in an effective way? 

Q2.1: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving their 
objectives? 

Q2.2: To what extent is the monitoring and evaluation framework suitable to inform 
on the progress towards the achievement of the objectives of the programme? 

Q2.3: How was the involvement of the relevant partners ensured across all stages of 
the programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation? 

Q2.4: To what extent does the programme respect or promote the horizontal 
principles in its implementation? 

Q2.5: To what extent is the programme effective in communicating and disseminating 
on its opportunities as well as achievements? 

In-depth 

EFFICIENCY  

Q3: Are the general objectives of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 

Q3.1: To what extent does the programme support cost-effective measures? 

Q3.2: To what extent is the management and control system efficient? 

Q3.3: To what extent and how is further simplification achievable? 

In-depth 

COHERENCE  

Q4: Are the objectives set in the national programme Fund coherent with the ones 
set in other programmes? 

Q4.1: To what extent is the programme coherent with initiatives supported under its 
policy domain, in particular with support under the thematic facility across the 
different management modes? 

Q4.2: To what extent is the programme coherent with other EU funds (including other 
Home Affairs funds), and in particular with EU’s external action? 

Light 

EU ADDED VALUE  

Q5: To what extent is the programme generating EU added value? Light 
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2. Methodological Approach 
This section details the methodology followed during the assessment in terms of data collection tools 
deployed. It also presents a critical analysis of the quality of the data gathered. 

2.1 Data collection tools used 

To achieve the objectives, the evaluation was structured around four key phases, presented in the 
table below. 

Table 2 Overview of evaluation approach 

PHASES TASKS DELIVERABLES, MEETINGS 

Phase 1: 
Inception  
April / May 
2024 

• Kick-off meeting 

• First documentary review 

• Inception interviews 

• First state of play 

• Design of the methodological 
framework 

 

April / May 
 
Kick-off meeting: 11/04/2024 
 
Submission of the inception report: 07/05/2024 
Steering committee n°1: 14/05/2024  

Phase 2: 
Pre-field 
work  

• Collection of documents  
and data 

• Consolidation of insights from 
previous evaluations  

• Finalisation of specific 
evaluation framework 

• Preparation of interview 
guidelines, analysis templates 

• Preparation of flash survey 

• Interview scheduling 
 

April / May 

Phase 3: 
Field work  

• Document analysis 

• Transversal and project-level 
interviews 

• Flash survey to beneficiaries 

• Cross-sectoral analysis, 
triangulation, preliminary 
findings and conclusions 

 

May 

Phase 4: 
Reporting 

• Drafting final findings and 
recommendations in preliminary 
report 

• Steering committee validation 

• Report finalisation 

May / June 
 
First draft of final report: 31/05/2024 
Steering committee n°2: 04/06/2024 
 
Submission of final report: 14/06/2024 
 

 

A number of tools have been deployed to gather data for this evaluation. These tools aim to gather 
both qualitative and quantitative data through primary and secondary data collection. 

 

2.1.1 Interviews 

Throughout the evaluation activities, a total of 21 interviews were undertaken as follows: 

• Scoping interviews: 5 interviews undertaken with 12 people interviewed from Managing 
Authority, Audit Authority and Intermediate Bodies. 

• Transversal interviews: 5 interviews with 9 people (Chair of the Steering Committee, 
Inspectorate of Finance, DG HOME, Agence FSE and DWSE). 
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In addition to these interviews, 11 other interviews have been conducted as part of the project-
level case studies. A full overview of the interviews conducted is added in Annex Interviews 
conducted.  

 

2.1.2 Survey 

An online survey has been deployed for this evaluation and targeted the beneficiaries of the AMIF, 
ISF and BMVI funds. It aimed to collect the views of these beneficiaries regarding their profile, 
current programming, project selection, project implementation and their overall outlook.  

The survey was disseminated to 400 contact addresses (both from Managing Authority and 
Intermediate Bodies). 113 answers were recorded (response rate of 28%). 

This survey was sent to a representative sample of beneficiaries: managing authority, intermediate 
body, state organisations, NGOs, etc. to ensure representative results. 

A synthesis of the survey is added in Annex Survey – synthesis.  

 

2.1.3 Case studies 

The final data collection tool for this evaluation are the project level interviews and document analysis 
which are part of our Project Case Studies. These Case Studies delve deeper into the functioning of 
the projects financed by the funds and hence, into the evaluation questions. 

12 Project Case Studies have been undertaken, covering a sample of 7 beneficiaries:  

• Belgian Federal Police: ABIS Automated Border Control; 

• Dienst Vreemdelingenzaken:  

- Coaching Return Process and Early Alternatives (ATD & FITT); 

- EU Message Broker Subcontracting; 

• Fedasil:  

- Strengthening and optimizing the reception of applicants for international protection; 

- A Belgian resettlement programme and legal pathways for refugees that are flexible, high-

quality, and innovative in response to international developments
2
; 

- Strengthening the Voluntary Return (VR) Counseling & Communication strategies in an 
increasingly coordinated manner; 

• Nationaal Crisiscentrum / Centre de Crise National (NCCN) (National Crisis Centre): 

- PNR - Further implementation, maintenance and upgrades; 

- ETIAS - Opérationnalisation du système et de l'unité ETIAS (Operationalisation of the ETIAS 
system and unit) ; 

• Caritas International VZW: Reintegration On_Top; 

• Centre de Coordination et de Gestion des programmes européens-Direction générale de 
l'enseignement obligatoire : Daspa - Reception and Schooling Device for Newly Arrived Students 

and Similar Cases
3
 ;  

• W13: OPEN South-West Flanders (Organisation Network for Participation and Networking 

Trajectory)
4
. 

 
 
2
 Versterking en optimalisering van de opvang van verzoekers om internationale bescherming ; Een Belgisch 

programma voor hervestiging en legale trajecten voor vluchtelingen dat flexibel, kwalitatief en innovatief 
beantwoordt aan internationale ontwikkelingen, and sil 
3
 Daspa-Dispositif d'Accueil et de Scolarisation des élèves Primo-Arrivants et Assimilés 

4
 OPEN Zuid-West-Vlaanderen (Organisatienetwerk Participatie- En Netwerktraject) 



Mid-Term Evaluation of EU funds AMIF, ISF & BMVI 2021-2027  

Final report  

8 
 

 

This project sample for the mid-term evaluation was based on the following criteria:  

• Focus on beneficiaries to which the highest budget is allocated. 

• Ensure diversity:  

o Of projects in terms of funding source: AMIF, BMVI, ISF; 

o Of beneficiaries.  

• Other criteria: Level of progress implementation; Inclusion of innovation; suggestions received 
during inception interviews. 

The Case Studies build upon documentary review (project reports, reporting documents, 
organisational documents) and interviews. To this end, 16 interviews (on project level and transversal 
level, covering 12 cases in total) with 35 people participating have been undertaken, as shown in 
Annex Interviews conducted. 

 

2.2 Assessment of the data and information gathered 

Several challenges have been encountered along the evaluation process. 

• Time constraints; this mid-term review has been conducted in two months to comply with the 
deadline of the EC Commission. 

• Early level of implementation that can limit the assessment of results.  

• Challenge of representativeness of 94 projects: to address this challenge, we suggested to mix 
transversal data collection tools with 12 Project Case Studies undertaken, covering a sample of 
7 beneficiaries. 

In the end, the qualitative material collected proved sufficient to carry analyses desired by the 
evaluating team. The quantitative analyses were conducted based on available data and with an 
awareness of inherent limitations.  
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3. Policy background 
This chapter presents the context of the three different funds evaluated. It puts these into perspective 
through a historical evolution and details the Belgian national programmes of the programming period 
studied for 2021-2027. Finally, the intervention logics of these three funds for this period 2021-2027 
are presented. 

3.1 Shaping commitment and principles  

Over the past two decades, the European Union has taken on an increasingly pivotal role in 
responding to the complex challenges of asylum and migration, shaped by dynamic shifts in 
movement and migration patterns across Europe. This evolution stems from the recognition of 
asylum as a fundamental right, initially established in the 1951 Geneva Convention on the Protection 
of Refugees. The surge in asylum applications, driven by conflicts, persecutions, and economic 
motivations, prompted the EU's commitment outlined in Article 3(2) of the Treaty on European 
Union. This commitment underscores the EU's dedication to providing its citizens with a border-free 
area of freedom, security, and justice, encompassing measures on external border control, asylum, 
immigration, and crime prevention. 

To address these challenges comprehensively, the EU has developed a common European asylum 
system since the 1990s and worked towards a cohesive framework for the integration of TCNs. 
Notable instruments, such as the Amsterdam Treaty (1997), the Charter of Fundamental Rights 
(2000), and multi-annual programmes of the European Council, underscore the EU's commitment to 
integration policies. In response to escalating migration pressures, the EU has emphasised 
strengthened cooperation, solidarity, and shared responsibilities among Member States. This 
emphasis materialises in the Asylum, Migration, and Integration Fund (AMIF), which succeeded in 
2014 the European Refugee Fund (ERF), the European Fund for the Integration of third-country 
nationals (EIF) and the European Return Fund (RF) established in 2007. Simultaneously, the EU has 
addressed the increasing challenge of irregular migration, adopting a comprehensive approach 
focusing on preventing and controlling pressures from irregular migration. This approach ensures the 
safeguarding of fundamental rights and legal migration routes. 

▌ The transition from EBF to ISF and the creation of BMVI 

This landscape transformed in 2014 with the creation the Internal Security Fund (ISF) which 
succeeded the European Border Fund, introducing a new multiannual financial framework. This shift 
aimed to broaden the scope of funding for internal security and the external dimension, simplifying 
execution mechanisms, and enhancing flexibility, particularly in emergency situations. 

Within this revised framework, two main instruments emerged as key pillars. The first pillar is the 
Asylum, Migration, and Integration Fund (AMIF) which addresses people flows and integrated 
migration management. The second pillar is the Internal Security Fund (ISF), supporting the internal 
security strategy, EU law enforcement cooperation (ISF Police), and managing the Union's external 
border and common visa policy (ISF Borders). 

The transformation of the EU's internal security strategy continued in 2021 with the introduction 
of the Border Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI). Coming under the umbrella of the 
Integrated Border Management Fund (IBMF). The BMVI strives to bolster Europe's integrated border 
management. Its initiatives range from improving border controls and providing efficient visa services 
to investing in IT systems, infrastructure, and training. 

▌ Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) 

AMIF is an EU fund aimed at supporting initiatives related to asylum, migration, and integration of 
migrants in European Union Member States. The fund is part of the broader framework of EU funds 
dedicated to addressing various challenges faced by Member States and promoting cooperation in 
these areas. AMIF was established to contribute to the efficient management of migration flows and 
to implement, strengthen, and develop a common EU approach to asylum and migration. It supports 
a range of activities, including: 

1. Asylum: Supporting the development of a common asylum system, 
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2. Legal Migration: Promoting legal migration and the integration of non-EU nationals, 
3. Return: Facilitating the return of non-EU nationals who are not granted a legal stay, 
4. Solidarity: Enhancing solidarity among Member States, especially those with high migration 

pressures. 
 

▌ Internal Security Fund (ISF) 

ISF supports the implementation of the EU's Internal Security Strategy. The fund is governed by EU 
regulations, and Member States submit proposals for projects aligned with its objectives. As from the 
programme period 2021 - 2027, ISF solely consists of the component police. This component aims 
to enhance cooperation and coordination between law enforcement authorities across EU Member 
States. It supports projects and initiatives that improve the capacity of law enforcement agencies to 
combat cross-border crime, including terrorism, trafficking in human beings, drug trafficking, and 
cybercrime. 

▌ Border Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI)  

The Border Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI) operates within the framework of the Integrated 
Border Management Fund (IBMF), in conjunction with the Custom Control Equipment Instrument 
(CCEI). BMVI's core mission is to ensure a robust European integrated border management at the 
Union's external borders, maintaining internal security and preserving free movement. It strives to 
achieve two specific objectives: 

1. Effective European integrated border management: entails collaborative efforts between 

the European Border and Coast Guard and national authorities to facilitate legitimate border 

crossings and prevent illegal immigration, cross-border crime, and manage migratory 

movements efficiently. 

2. Support for common visa policy: involves promoting a harmonised approach to visa issuance 

within the European Union. This includes facilitating legitimate travel by ensuring consistency 

and cooperation among Member States to prevent migratory and security risks. 

 
Figure 1 Evolution of funds over two programme periods 

 

Source: EY  

 

3.2 Asylum Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) 2014-2020 
and 2021-2027 

▌ AMIF's regulatory system evolves towards increasing integration  

The Asylum Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) was established with the purpose of promoting the 
efficient management of migration flows and the implementation, strengthening and development of 
a common Union approach to asylum and immigration.  
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The creation of the AMIF, through Regulation (EU) No 516/2014
5
, responded to the need to 

rationalise the architecture of different funding instruments under the Solidarity and Management of 
Migration Flows (SOLID) programme (2007-2013)6. The policy objectives of existing SOLID 
programmes were split between the AMIF and the Internal Security Fund (ISF). The delivery 
mechanisms of the two funds were kept as similar as possible, and a horizontal regulation (Regulation 

(EU) No 514/2014
7
) was introduced setting out common provisions applicable to both funds.  

In pursuit of further rationalisation for the 2021-2027 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), the 
horizontal regulation was abandoned, as HOME funds were encompassed by the regulation laying 
down common provisions for the European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) (Regulation (EU) 

2021/1060
8
). Vertical Regulation (EU) No 1147/2021

9
 establishes general and specific objectives, 

the types of funded activities, the management modes (i.e., shared, direct and indirect management) 
and the financial allocation. 

▌ Main background on migration in Belgium. 

Asylum  

In 2022, more than 100 000 people applied for protection in Belgium. 63.356 people fleeing Ukraine 
received temporary protection status, entitling them to access the labour market, housing, and social 

and medical aid.
10

  

An additional 36.740 people applied for international protection, including 32.100 first-time 
applications and 4.640 subsequent applications. This number is significantly higher than the 24.970 
applicants recorded in 2021 as well as the 16.710 applicants in 2020, burdened by Covid.  

Figure 2: Asylum applicants, by type of application, 2019–2022

 
Source: EY elaboration on Eurostat data (migr_asyappctza and migr_pop1ctz) 

In 2022, the Office of the Commissioner General for Refugees and Stateless Persons (CGRS) took 

 
 
5
 Regulation (EU) No 516/2014 of 16 April 2014 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund  

6
 The General Programme “Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows” (SOLID) consists of four instruments: 

External Borders Fund (EBF), European Return Fund (RF), European Refugee Fund (ERF) and European Fund for 
the Integration of TCNs (EIF). 
7
 Regulation (EU) 514/2014 of 15 April 2014 laying down general provisions on the Asylum, Migration and 

Integration Fund and on the instrument for financial support for police cooperation, preventing and combating 
crime, and crisis management 
8
 Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the European Regional 

Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the 
European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration 
and Integration Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support for Border 
Management and Visa Policy 
9
 Regulation (EU) 2021/1147 of 7 July 2021 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund 

10
 Source: EMN Annual Report on Migration and Asylum in Belgium 2022 
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first-instance decisions for 25.066 persons, of which 11.061 were granted an international 

protection status: 10.632 were granted refugee status and 429 persons received subsidiary 

protection status. Although the total number of decisions taken in 2022 was 10.8% higher than in 

2021, the protection rate (43%) remained the same.
11

 

The BE reception system, coordinated by the Federal Agency for reception of asylum seekers (Fedasil) 

totals 35.835 places on 1/05/2024.
12

 In the last 10 years, the number of reception places has 
fluctuated from around 17.000 to 35.000 places, thanks to the activation of temporary capacity 

(emergency, buffer places).
13

 The occupancy has increased significantly in previous years due to a 
higher number of applicants of international protection and also a longer duration of the procedure 
and consequently a longer duration of the applicant for international protection stay in the reception 
network. The reception system needs to develop further flexibility, optimizing reception capacities 
and adapting to situations of rapid increase/decrease of arrivals or fluctuations in duration of stay in 

reception.
 14

  

Figure 3 Evolution of reception capacity 

 

Source: EY elaboration on Fedasil Annual Report 2022 data 

Legal migration and integration 

In 2021 63.504 first residence permits were issued to third-country nationals, corresponding to 5,5 
for 1.000 residents. Comparing to 2020, there is an increase of 25% (in that year just 47.640 first 
residence permits were issued, due impact of Covid); but the 2021 value is similar to 2019 one, when 
60.312 new permits were issued.  

Figure 4 First residence permits issued to third-country nationals, 2019–2021 

 
Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data 

 
 
11

 Souce: EMN Annual Report on Migration and Asylum in Belgium 2022 
12

 Source: Fedasil Statistics https://www.fedasil.be/en/statistics 
13

 Fedasil Annual Report 2022, 
www.fedasil.be/sites/default/files/content/download/files/annual_report_2022.pdf 
14

 Source: EY elaboration on Fedasil annual report 2022, (https://www.fedasil.be/en/publications)  
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In 2021, the main reason for entry in the country is family reunification (51,5% of new residence 
permits issued), followed by education (14,5%), work (9,8%) and others. 

Figure 5 Evolution of reception capacity 

 

Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data 

Concerning integration, the Belgian country report on the European Union (EU) Semester 2020 

points out significant gaps between non-EU citizens and EU citizens
15

, but even more significant with 
Belgians, in employment rate, unemployment rate and level of education. In the programme period 
2014-2020, AMIF developed integration strategies that address these gaps, such as targeted actions 
for subgroups, introduction of new technologies and strategies to tackle segregation and 
discrimination. These actions have had a promising impact and efforts in this direction deserve to be 
intensified. It is worth noting that in the Belgian Federal state structure, the integration aspect of 
AMIF relates to policy competences that reside mainly on the subnational level (regions and 
communities, see infra-2.1.5.).  

 

Return 

In 2019 voluntary return amounted to 2,559 and forced return to 8,620: compared to 2018, there 

was an 18.1% decrease in voluntary returns and 7.5% in forced return.
16

 According to Fedasil, in 2020 
the organisation of returns was disrupted by the coronavirus crisis, both in Belgium and in the 
destination countries, while in 2022 there is a new increase in returns. BE fully supports that TCNs 
who can no longer stay in a member state, should first be encouraged to return on a voluntary basis 
before resorting to forced return. Over the last decade, Fedasil, through AMIF, has managed to build 
a solid voluntary return programme; nevertheless, reaching the target group, both applicants for 
international protection (AIP) and undocumented migrants, remains a major challenge on the ground. 

Figure 6 Evolution in voluntary return 

 

Source: EY elaboration on Fedasil Annual Report 2017 - 2022
17 

 
 
15

 EU citizens are not covered by EU DG Home funds 
16

 Source: BE AMIF NP 2021-2027 
17

 https://www.fedasil.be/en/publications 
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Resettlement 

In 2019, 2020 and 2022, the number of people resettled ranged from 80 to 240; while in 2021 

there was a peak of resettlements (950) equal to 5.1% of the total within the EU in the same year. 
 

Figure 7 Resettled third-country nationals, 2019–2022 

 
Source: EY elaboration on Eurostat data (migr_asyresa) 

 

Main challenges in the areas of asylum, migration and return for 2021-2027 period 

In the 2014-2020 programming period, Belgium launched a number of important initiatives, investing 
in a solid and flexible asylum system, improving the quality and efficiency of the procedures, also by 
making use of the latest available technologies and optimizing and digitalising the capacity 
management of the reception network.  

In the 2021-2027 programming period, according to AMIF NP 2021-2027, BE aims to consolidate 
and further strengthen actions undertaken, in order to face the following current main challenges.  

In the area of asylum:  

• in order to respond adequately to variable flows, a further development of a qualitative, flexible 
and easily adaptable reception system is expected, optimizing reception capacities and being able 
to adapt to situations of rapid increase/decrease of arrivals and fluctuations in duration of stay 
in reception; 

• a relevant backlog of asylum applications (over 12,500 pending cases at the beginning of 2021) 
needs to be progressively reduced, developing an efficient and effective asylum system and 
continuing to invest in innovative approaches and new technologies, furthering digitalisation of 
the asylum and migration procedures with the aim of making them faster and more integrated. 

 

In the area of integration:  

• the recommendations of the EU Semester for BE point to the low employment rate (especially 
for women), the need to recognise their skills in order to contribute to integration in the labour 
market and the importance of education (integration of children of TCNs, language learning). A 
special approach must also be reserved for minors and young newcomers, 

• building tolerance in the society is a crucial challenge for which efforts must continue, 

• efforts to increase the efficiency of legal migration procedures and in particular to speed up 
issuing permits under legal migration channel need to be continued. 

 

In the area of return: 

• the efforts already undertaken to make returns effective, sustainable and person-centred 
deserve to be further developed, by persevering to reach the target group, further developing 
broad coaching trajectories and strengthening the reintegration support offered to returnees, 

• within the framework of forced return, a challenge is to reinforce BE capabilities for detention 
ensuring it is compliant with EU standard, 
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• for both voluntary and forced return, the focus will be on strengthening the cooperation with 
countries of origin, improvement of the efficiency and speed of procedures with special attention 
to vulnerable groups. 

 

▌ AMIF NPs 2014-2020 and 2021-2027 are in continuity, responding to a wide range of 
themes; in 2021-2027 BE intends to consolidate interventions initiated, innovating 
through the use of IT, improving organisational processes and promoting tailored services  

The AMIF 2014-2020 NP (v.7.0) was last approved with decision C(2019)4003 on 4/06/2019, with 
a EU budget of € 179.127.447,12. The programme aimed to continue and enhance actions developed 
under the preceding funding programmes, as well as to lead and participate in several specific actions 
(SA) in cooperation with other Member States and the former European Asylum Support Office 

(EASO). It includes all Specific Objectives (SO) set out in the legal base
18

 except SO4 Solidarity.  

The financing plan of the programme foresees allocating approximately 19,5% to asylum, 21,4% to 
legal migration/integration, 23,7% to return measures, 31,3% to Special Cases and 4,2% to Technical 
Assistance. 

 

As detailed in the annex 5.1 – table 1, the NP includes implementing actions for each SO, focusing on  

• development of a qualitative, flexible and easily adaptable reception system and of a solid, 
flexible, efficient and qualitative asylum process, 

• providing services for basic integration so that the individual can feel a part of the society and 
vice versa, with special attention to unaccompanied minors and other vulnerable groups, 

• promoting a progressive approach for return, encouraging individuals who can no longer stay to 
return on a voluntary basis before gradually resorting to forced return. 

 

The AMIF NP 2021-2027 (v.3.1), with a budget of € 216.732.447,59 (EU contribution) aims to 
continue and, where possible, enhance the actions developed under the preceding funding 
programmes. The programme includes all SO established in Regulation (EU) 2021/1147, with a fair 
distribution of resources, in order to respond to the wide range of needs identified: the financial 
allocation of SO1 Asylum amounts to 27,4%, 26,8% for SO2 Legal Migration/ Integration; 26,8% for 
SO3 Return and 13,4% for SO4 Solidarity, plus Technical Assistance (5,7%).  

As detailed in Annex 5., the NP is structured around a selection of implementing measures related to 

each SO, focusing on:  

• strengthening the quality and resilience of the asylum and reception authorities through 
investments in ICT support and making use of new scientific approaches on different aspects, 
strengthening the human capital and continuous training of staff, 

• support recognised refugees during the transition out of the reception network to obtain 
adequate and stable accommodation, 

• development of identification mechanisms and support tools regarding asylum applicants’ part 
of vulnerable groups in particular guaranteeing the best interest of minors, 

• supporting the development and implementation of policies promoting legal migration and 
monitoring special target groups to prevent fraud, 

• promoting integration measures for the social and economic inclusion of TCNs and protection 
measures for vulnerable persons, 

• modernisation and expansion of detention capacity and improvement of the organisation of 
alternatives to detention, 

 
 
18

 Regulation EU 2014/516, article 3 (2)  
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• reinforcing the existing reintegration assistance offered to returnees; by making it even more 
available, tailor-made, and adapted to the current AVRR tendencies, 

• enhancing solidarity and cooperation with third countries, including through resettlement in the 
EU and through other legal avenues to protection. 

 

In the 2021-2027 programming period, the fund's monitoring system was strengthened, with a 
renewed focus on achieving results. Measurable indicators are the basis for evaluating effects of the 
Fund on the ground. In order to measure the achievements of the Fund, indicators and associated 
targets have been established in relation to each specific objective of the Fund, as follows in table 
below.  

 

At the end of the programming period, the fund is planned to: 

• support over 450.000 people through special services provided under the SO1 - Asylum, 
including information and assistance during the asylum procedure, 

• support almost 100.000 people through integration services, 

• provide reintegration services to 7.160 returnees, 

• resettle almost 2.500 beneficiaries and admit over 600 people for humanitarian admission. 

 
Table 3 Output and result indicators of AMIF 2021-2027 NP 

Specific 

Objective 

Type of 

indicator 
Indicator 

milestone 

target 

(2024) 

final target 

(2029) 

1. Asylum 

Output participants supported 281.205 451.885 

Output participants in training activities  4.149 25.354 

Result participants who consider the training to be useful for their work -  18 490  

2. Legal 

migration/ 

integration 

Output participants supported  41.455   97.848 

Result participants indicating that the activity was useful for their integration - 25.010 

Output Number of local and regional authorities supported  88 121 

Output Number of projects where local and regional authorities are beneficiary 62 93 

3. Return 

Output participants in training activities  8.623  20.094 

Output returnees who received reintegration assistance 3.060  7.160 

Result returnees who chose voluntary return - 950 

Result returnees who have been subject to measures other than detention - 3 000  

4. 

Solidarity 

Output participants who received pre-departure assistance  4 155 12 185 

Result people relocated - 506 

Result people resettled - 2 433 

Result people admitted for humanitarian admission - 657 

 Source: EY elaboration on AMIF 2021-2027 NP 
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3.3 ISF Police (2014-2020) – ISF (2021-2027) 

▌ Regulatory framework 

The Internal Security Fund (ISF) was established with the purpose of ensuring a common area of 
security, freedom and justice within the EU, through the prevention and fight against criminal 
phenomena and the efficient management of borders. 

The Regulation (EU) 513/2014
19

 established, as part of the Internal Security Fund, the instrument 
for financial support for police cooperation, preventing and combating crime, and crisis management 
(ISF-Police) for the period 2014–2020. The Funds' activities focus on achieving two specific 
objectives: fight against crime and managing risk and crisis.  

In the following period, 2021-2027 the Internal Security Fund was established by Regulation (EU) 

2021/1149
20

, with the general objective to contribute to ensuring a high level of security in the 
Union, in particular by preventing and combating terrorism and radicalisation, serious and organised 
crime, and cybercrime, by assisting and protecting victims of crime, as well as by preparing for, 
protecting against and effectively managing security-related incidents, risks and crises. 

 

▌ The Belgian approach towards security assigns a pivotal role to information exchange and 
cooperation  

As it emerges from both the ISF-P National Programme for 2014-2020 and the ISF National 
Programme for 2021-2027, information exchange, both national and international, is viewed by 
Belgium as key to tackle criminal activities. Smooth and efficient information management as well as 
intelligence led policing will be crucial in ensuring public safety. In the previous programming period 
(2014-2020), Belgium implemented several projects in this field: for instance, following 
recommendations resulting from BE’s 2015 Schengen evaluation, the Federal Police launched a 
specific ISF-funded subproject aimed at developing and implementing a case management system for 
international information exchange. Concerning international cooperation, the internationalisation of 
serious and organised crimes requires a broader expertise and technical skills, as well as a wider 
international outlook of actors in the security field. In the previous programming period, Belgium 
implemented the ARIECS project which aimed to address the needs in terms of support, strategic 
analysis and knowledge sharing in applying the ‘administrative approach’ to certain criminal 
phenomena and criminal actors. In the area of preventing and combating crime, the effects of 
globalisation are increasing the characterisation of most types of crimes as transnational, thereby 
enhancing their dynamic nature. Belgium considers phenomena such as radicalisation, terrorism and 
trafficking of human beings as security priorities. In the previous programming period, Belgium 
implemented several projects in this field: for instance, concerning radicalisation, the projects ‘Mobile 
Team’ and its follow-up ‘Radix’ aimed at providing the necessary support in terms of consultancy to 
local municipalities for the development and implementation of prevention projects. The biggest 
challenges involve the creation of a solid information exchange mechanism, the strengthening of 
international cooperation and the technical improvements in preventing and combating crime. 
Through ISF NP 2021-2027, Belgium intends to continue and enhance the actions developed under 
the preceding funding programmes, to face the following main challenges. 

In the area of information exchange: 

• need to invest in the development and implementation of different information exchange systems 
and networks. 

 
 
19

 Regulation (EU) No 513/2014 of 16 April 2014 establishing, as part of the Internal Security Fund, the instrument for 
financial support for police cooperation, preventing and combating crime, and crisis management and repealing Council 
Decision 2007/125/JHA 
20

 Regulation (EU) 2021/1149 of 7 July 2021 establishing the Internal Security Fund 
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• ensure closer cooperation to contribute to better information exchange between authorities at 
national and international level, including by removing barriers to the effective use of data and 
data analytics. 

• improve technical capabilities to facilitate real-time law enforcement exchange of information 
and enhance data quality and ensure uniform data processing.  

 

In the area of international cooperation: 

• promote, increase and improve coordination and cooperation between different EU Member 
States, to tackle criminal phenomena in a coordinated matter. 

• need to develop a cross-border culture among law enforcement officers through the training of 
police personnel concerning cross-border cooperation with neighbouring countries.  

 

In the area of preventing and combating crime: 

• necessity to enhance the technical capabilities, skills, and knowledge of law enforcement officers 
to detect and combat crime, both in the physical and digital world.  

• reach closer operational cooperation between the competent authorities and exploit synergies 
by pooling resourcing and knowledge and sharing best practices.  

 

▌ The ISF NP for 2021-2027 switches the focus towards the exchange of information, whilst 
the NP for 2014-2020 had prevention and fight against crime as its core 

The ISF Police 2014-2020 NP (v.2.1) was last approved with decision C(2017)6193 on 11/09/2017, 
with a budget of € 20.391.337,00 (EU contribution).  

As far as it concerned the budget, 77,5% of it was dedicated to the SO n. 5 “Preventing and Combating 
crime”, focusing mostly on prevention actions, as shown in the table below, as well as on exchange of 
information and training activities. The remaining budget was allocated to the SO n. 6 “Risk and crisis” 
covering infrastructure development and early-warning mechanisms (16,5%) and TA (6.0%). 

The latest version of ISF 2021-2027 NP submitted (2.0), has a budget of 33.763.652,53 (EU 
contribution): 74,6% of total EU contribution is allocated to SO 1 Exchange of information; 13,6% is 
allocated to SO 2 Cross Border Cooperation; 6,2% to SO3 Preventing and combating crime and 5,7% 
to TA.  

Acknowledging the progress under the previous funding period, the programme aims at consolidating 
the achievements, continuing and where possible enhancing the actions developed. 

In this Programme, differently than in the previous one, most of the budget is allocated to the SO n.1 
“Exchange of Information”, accounting for above 80% of the total budget. The “Preventing and 
Combating Crime”, now SO n.3, which now accounts for 7% of the total budget. SO n.2 “Cross-border 
cooperation” represents roughly 5% of the total budget. 

By the end of the programming period, under SO n.1 “Exchange of information” it is planned to set 
up/adapt/maintain 23 ICT systems and to make interoperable 20 ITC system in the Member States 
with security- relevant EU and decentralised information. 

 

Table 4 Main output and result indicators of NP ISF 2021 2027 

Specific 

Objective 

Type of 

indicator 
Indicator 

milestone  

(2024) 

target 

(2029) 

1 - Exchange 

of information 

output Participants in training activities 20 80 

output ICT systems set up/adapted/maintained 11 23 

Result 

ICT systems made interoperable in the Member States/ with 

security- relevant EU and decentralised information 

systems/with international databases 

- 20 
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Result 

Participants who report three months after the training 

activity that they are using the skills and competences 

acquired during the training 

- 56 

2 - Cross-

border 

cooperation 

output Expert meetings/workshops/study visits/common exercises 23 50 

result 
Percentage of Schengen Evaluation Recommendations 

addressed 
- 100% 

3 - Preventing 

and combating 

crime 

output Participants in training activities 210 1330 

result 

Participants who report three months after leaving the 

training that they are using the skills and competences 

acquired during the training 

- 998 

 Source: EY elaboration on ISF 2021-2027 NP 

 

3.4 ISF-BV (2014-2020) and BMVI (2021-2027) 

▌ Regulatory framework 

Enhancing the capacity of the EU to effectively manage its external borders, the Regulation (EU) 

515/2014
21

 established as part of the Internal Security Fund, the instrument for financial support for 
external borders and visa (ISF-BV) for the period 2014–2020.  

The general objective of ISF-BV was to contribute to ensuring a high level of security in the Union 
while facilitating legitimate travel, by means of uniform and high level of controls of external borders 
and the effective processing of Schengen Visas, in compliance with the Union’s commitment to 
fundamental freedom and human rights.  

With the new multiannual programming period 2021-2027, the Financial Support Instrument for 

Border Management and Visa Policy (BMVI) was created by Regulation (EU) 2021/1148
22

 as a 
replacement for the Internal Security Fund on its Borders and Visas component (ISF-BV). The BMVI is 
part of the Integrated Border Management Fund (IBMF) with the Instrument for Customs Control 
Equipment (IECC) and aims to support Member States in the implementation of the common visa 
policy and in strengthening integrated border management, particularly in the areas of external 
border controls, surveillance, and cooperation between national authorities. 

 

▌ Belgium has short physical borders but counts 13 Schengen external border crossing 
points due to its central position, increasing the migration pressure on the Country 

Despite the relatively short length of Belgian external borders the central position of the country, 
between FR and DE and its relatively short distance to the UK, gives rise to specific migration 
problems. The number of crossings from air borders is relevant: in 2019 approximately 34,6 M 
passengers travelled through Belgian airports (Brussels International and Gosselies), of which 12,3 M 
passed through the Schengen border control. Altogether, BE has 13 Schengen external border 
crossing points: 6 airports, 6 ports and a HST-terminal. The number of decisions issued by 
Immigration Office at the external borders provides an additional measure of migration pressure: in 
the 2019 the refusals at the border were 3.057 and the asylum applications at the border were 868: 

in both cases, these values are up compared to the previous three years.
23

 

 
 
21

 Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 of 16 April 2014 establishing, as part of the Internal Security Fund, the instrument for 
financial support for external borders and visa and repealing Decision No 574/2007/EC 
22

 Regulation (EU) 2021/1148 of 7 July 2021 establishing, as part of the Integrated Border Management Fund, the 
Instrument for Financial Support for Border Management and Visa Policy 
23 Source: BE NP BMVI 2021-2027 
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Concerning VISA, in 2019 BE registered 248.023 Schengen visa applications.
24

 Currently the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs issues visas for 118 countries. BE represents also other Member States in 60 
consular posts. The issue of “representation” in the framework of visa issuing continues to grow in 
importance in the light of budgetary restrictions many Member States are facing. 

 

▌ Belgium’s border control strategy and visa system require a continuous technological 
upgrading 

Through BMVI 2021-2027, BE is called to continue and enhance the actions developed under the 
preceding funding programmes, to face the following main challenges.  

In the area of borders: 

• constantly upgrade and maintain modern technologies at the border post. 

• continue implementation of EU acquis and EU Action Plans in the area of BMVI, with specific 

regard to ETIAS Regulation
25

, EES Regulation
26

 and SIS RECAST
27

. 

• strength interoperability between several EU information systems and tools in the field of BMVI. 

In the area of visa: 

• improve visa application processing, including the purchase of operating equipment and 
communication systems such as VIS equipment in consular posts. 

• maintain and upgrade IT material for the registration of biometric data and to ensure adequate 
data protection. 

• ensure a targeted approach among visa personnel against fraudulent visa applications. 

• prevent irregular migration by fighting visa abuse and travel document fraud. 

 
 

▌ The ISF Border NP for 2014-2020 kept a balance between its three main priorities 
regarding visa policy, border management and operating support, while the BMVI NP for 
2021-2027 focuses the most on border management 

The programming contents related to the instrument for financial support for external borders and 
visa are included in the above-mentioned NP ISF 2014-2020 (v.2.1), approved with Decision 
C(2017)6193 on the 11/09/2017.  

The financing plan of ISF-Border totals € 21.317.321,00 of EU contribution and foresees allocating 
approximately 34,8% to SO1-Support a common visa policy, 25,9% to SO2-Border management, 
32,9% to Operating support (for maintenance and necessary upgrading of the VIS and SIS II) and 6,5% 
to Technical Assistance. 

As detailed in the table below, the NP includes implementing actions for each SO, focusing on:  

• upgrading infrastructure in visa sections, creating a more efficient access to visa information for 
applicants and developing an information sharing platform. 

• build closer synergies with different Member States by increasing the consular cooperation with 
i.e. the setup of Schengen Houses and of a Consular Cooperation Mechanism. 

• innovation of equipment and in particular in Automated Border Control. 

• investing in infrastructure, hardware and software to obtain a more efficient border control. 

 

 
 
24 Source: BE NP BMVI 2021-2027 
25

 Regulation (EU) 2018/1240 establishing a European Travel Information and Authorisation System (ETIAS) 
26

 Regulation (EU) 2017/2226 establishing an Entry/Exit System (EES)  
27

 Regulation (EU) 2018/1861 on the establishment, operation and use of the Schengen Information System 
(SIS in the field of border checks (SIS RECAST) 
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The European Commission approved the BMVI NP 2021-2027 (v.1.2) on 9/10/2022 with the decision 
C(2022)7212, with a budget of € 37.469.358,00 (EU contribution) and foresees allocating 81,4 % to 
SO1-European Integrated Border Management, 12,9% to SO2-Common Visa policy and 5,7% to 
Technical Assistance. 

The programme aims to continue and enhance the actions developed under the preceding funding 
programmes. As detailed in the table below, the NP includes implementing actions with regards to 
both SO, focusing on:  

• ensuring that border posts are equipped with the necessary modern equipment and technology.  

• further development of different existing IT-applications in terms of border management 
(Eurosur, BorderTask, BELVIS, EES, ETIAS, SIS II) and their maintenance and system updates, as 
well as their ‘interoperability’.  

• improving visa application processing, including the purchase of operating equipment and 
communication systems such as VIS equipment in consular posts.  

In order to measure the achievements of the Fund, indicators and targets have been established in 
relation to each specific objective of the Fund, as follows in table below.  

Under SO1-Border management, at the end of the programme, it is expected to purchase 388 items 
of equipment for border crossing points, to apply Automated Border Control on over 18 million border 
crossings and to refuse entry to 14.000 unauthorised people. 

Under SO2-Common Visa policy it is planned to address 100% of recommendations from Schengen 
evaluations in the area of the common visa policy, to carry out 2 digitisation projects and to process 
over 2 million visa application using digital means. 

 
Table 5 Main output and result indicators of NP BMVI 2021-2027 

Specific 

Objective 

Type of 

indicator 
Indicator 

milestone  

(2024) 

 target 

(2029) 

1.European 

integrated 

Border 

Management 

output Items of equipment purchased for border crossing points  40 388 

output Participants supported  34 59 

output 
Persons who have applied for international protection at border crossing 

points  
2.454 6.544 

result Border crossings through Automated Border Control gates and e-gates - 18.573.384  

result Persons refused entry by border authorities - 14.056 

2. Common 

visa policy 

output Projects supporting the digitalisation of visa processing  1 2 

output Participants supported  90 240 

result New / upgraded consulates outside the Schengen area - 84 

result 
Percentage of addressed recommendations from Schengen Evaluations 

in the area of the common visa policy 
- 100 

result Number of visa applications using digital means -  2.089.400  

 Source: EY elaboration on BMVI 2021-2027 NP 

 

3.5 Belgium’s approach to EU funds  

The EU allocates resources to Member States, but Member States are responsible to use these 
resources and implement projects based on their specific needs and circumstances. The EU aims 
for a collective approach to migration and asylum issues, wherein Member States collaborate to 
address common challenges. The policies and priorities of the different funds are determined at the 
EU level, but there is room for Member States to develop their own NPs and measures within the 
framework of the fund. In this way, the EU seeks to strike a balance between harmonizing policies and 
respecting the diversity of national circumstances. Belgium translated these priorities into NPs for 
each fund. Each NP includes specific objectives for both the programme period 2014-2020 and 2021-
2027.  
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Before highlighting Belgium’s approach to EU funds during the two programme periods, we discuss 
the specific-state structure of Belgium regarding asylum and migration policy.  

 

▌ Belgium’s institutional framework for immigration and asylum: complex field of play with a 
broad range of federal institutions and institutions of the regions and communities  

In Belgium a broad range of federal institutions are involved in developing and implementing 
immigration and asylum policies. On the federal level there are several institutions with specific 
responsibilities. Overall, it is the State Secretary for Asylum and Migration that is responsible for 
entry, stay and return of foreign nationals, as well as reception of asylum seekers. Next to the State 
Secretary for Asylum and Migration, there are other public administrations involved in the policy 

domain of immigration and asylum with all their specific responsibilities
28

:  

• Federal Public Service Interior Affairs (incl. Immigration Office): responsible for entry, stay and 
return of foreign nationals. 

• Office of the Commissioner General for Refugees and Stateless Persons: responsible for 
refugee status determination and resettlement. 

• Federal Agency for the Reception of Asylum Seekers (Fedasil): responsible for the reception of 
applicants for international protection and the voluntary return and reintegration programme. 

• Federal Public Service Justice: responsible for Belgian citizenship, the guardianship of 
unaccompanied minors, and the prosecution related to human trafficking and smuggling. 

• Federal Police: broad range of responsibilities relating to irregular migration, return and border 
control. 

• Federal Public Service Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation: 
responsible for visas and for policy coherence for development. 

The different federal public administrations are accommodated by an independent public body, named 
Myria. Myria is the Belgian Federal Migration Centre, with a mission to analyse migration, defend the 
rights of foreigners and combat human smuggling and trafficking.  
 
Next to the federal public institutions, there are several legal entities involved in the legal system for 
entry, stay, settlement and return of foreign nationals: 

• Council for Alien Law Litigation: independent administrative court responsible for appeals 
against the decisions of the Commissioner General for Refugees and Stateless Persons and the 
Immigration Office (see public institutions above). 

• Tribunal of First Instance: responsible for appeals against detention. 

• Labour Courts: responsible for handling appeals against decisions of Fedasil regarding the 
reception of applicants for international protection. 

 

The institutional context is not limited to the federal level. The three Regions (Flemish Region, the 
Brussels-Capital Region and the Walloon Region) and the three Communities (Flemish Community, 
French Community and the German-speaking Community) hold responsibility on policy topics 
relating to immigration: 

• The three Regions (together with the Federal Public Service Employment, Labour and Social 
Dialogue) are responsible for labour policy (since the State Reform of 2014, the three Regions 

can develop their own labour migration policies
29

). 

 
 
28

 European Migration Network (2019). The organisation of Asylum and Migration Policies in Belgium. Brussels, 
Belgium: EMN 
 
29

 OECD. (2019). International Migration Outlook 2020 [Dataset]. Consulted via: https://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/sites/87a6e98f-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/87a6e98f-en 
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• The three Regions together with the German-speaking Community are solely competent for 
economic migration. 

• The three Communities are competent for the aspect of integration
30

.  

 

▌ NPs AMIF and ISF 2014-2020 

During the AMIF and ISF programme 2014 – 2020, the FPS Interior Affairs acted as Responsible 
Authority and chaired the Monitoring Committee, in which strategic decisions by public partners were 
made and in which representatives of relevant ministers participated. The Inspectorate of Finance was 
assigned as Audit Authority.  

The governance for the AMIF NP was slightly more complex than that of the ISF programme. Due to 
the specific state-structure of Belgium, two Delegated Authorities were assigned for matters relating 
to integration activities. For the French Community, Agence FSE (Fonds Social Européen) was 
appointed as Delegated Authority. For the Flemish Community, the Department for Work and Social 
Economy acted as Delegated Authority. A Memorandum of Understanding was signed with both DA’s. 
The FPS Interior Affairs remained the final responsible authority, and supervisory mechanisms were 
included in the MoU. The Interfederal Corps of the Inspectorate of Finance in Belgium operated as the 
Audit Authority. The FPS Interior Affairs developed mechanisms in cooperation with the Audit 
Authority and the Delegated Authorities to facilitate the cooperation on tasks and duties divided 
between the RA and DA’s.  

 

▌ NPs AMIF, ISF and BMVI 2021-2027 

For the AMIF 2021-2027 NP the distinction between the FPS Interior Affairs as Managing Authority 
and Agence FSE and DWSE as Intermediate Bodies (former Delegated Authorities) is still in place in 
the area of integration of TCNs. The challenges relating to the integration of third-countries nationals, 
such as labour market integration and education, are namely subject to regional competences. 
Referring again to the specific state-structure of Belgium, Agence FSE and DWSE are appointed as 
Intermediate Bodies for the management of the respective regional components. The funds that are 
allocated to the German-speaking Community are managed by the FPS Interior Affairs as Managing 
Authority.  

The Interfederal Corps of the Inspectorate of Finance is assigned the role of Audit Authority for the 
three funds.  

Technical Assistance is used to cover both staff costs and related expenses of the Managing Authority, 
the Intermediate Bodies and the Audit Authority. This remains the same as in the programme period 
2014 - 2020.  

  

 
 
30

 European Migration Network (2019). The organisation of Asylum and Migration Policies in Belgium. Brussels, 
Belgium: EMN 
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3.6 Reconstruction and description of the intervention logics 

 
An "intervention logic" refers to a structured approach to understanding how an initiative, project, 
or programme claims to achieve a certain goal or set of goals. This logic is often illustrated in what 
is called an "Impact Logic Diagram," a diagram that clearly presents the cause-and-effect 
relationships at each stage of the intervention. In this context, it is important to understand some key 
terms: 

► Activities: These are the concrete actions implemented in the framework of the AMIF / ISF / 
BMVI fund to achieve the expected results and impacts. They constitute an operational 
translation of the objectives defined in the same diagram. 

► Result: It is a specific change that directly follows from the activities carried out to achieve the 
operational objectives. 

► Outcomes / Impact: It is the long-term effect of achieving the general objective. The impact can 
be both positive and negative, intentional or not, and it is generally observed over a long period 
(medium/long term). 

The intervention logic is essential for effectively planning, implementing, monitoring, and 
evaluating an intervention and for having a common representation. It provides clarity on what the 
intervention aims to accomplish and how, which allows for focusing efforts and resources where they 
are most needed. It also allows, during its development, to verify the common understanding of the 
intervention in terms of objectives, expected effects, etc. 

Below are the intervention logics of AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds (period 2021-2027). 
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Figure 8 AMIF 2021-2027 Intervention logic 

 

 

 

 

Contributing to 

the efficient 

management of 

migration flows 

and to the 

implementation, 

strengthening and 

development of 

the common 

policy on asylum 

and the common 

immigration policy

General 
objective

Implementation 
measures / Activities

Results

Flexible and 

qualitative 

reception, 

asylum and 

return 

processes

The services offered to TCNs 

(including language and citizenship 

courses) are enhanced and have a 

greater impact on the target audience.

Application of the Union acquis / priorities related to the 

CEAS: investments in ITC support, training of staff, creation of a 

network of contact persons, identification of vulnerable groups

Specific objectives

Strengthening and developing 

all aspects of the Common 

European Asylum System, 

including its external 

dimension

Strengthening and developing 

legal migration to the MS in 

accordance with their 

economic and social needs, 

and promoting and 

contributing to the effective 

integration and social inclusion 

of third-country nationals

Contributing to countering 

irregular migration, enhancing 

effective, safe and dignified 

return and readmission, and 

promoting and contributing to 

effective initial reintegration in 

third countries

Infrastructures / services: actions to increase the flexibility of 

the asylum process through development of an integrated 

approach between administrations, automotization of front-end 

and back-end processes, developmnt of common statistical 

tools, etc.

Cooperation with third-countries: capacity building projects, 

information campaigns, etc.

Migration: digitalisation to access personal records, 

implementation of tools to control and detec fraud, prepation of 

national strategies, etc.

Integration: establishment of administrative structures, systems 

and tools to improve support for TCN, one-stop-shops, social 

translations, support for vulnerable groups, language and 

citizenship courses

Application of the Union acquis: modernization and expansion 

of detention capacity and improvment of the alternatives to 

detention, trainings related to forced returns, digitization of return 

processes, etc.

Coordinated approach / cooperation with thrird countries: 

decentralized professional return guidance and program 

management AVVR, cooperation with FRONTEX

Assisted voluntary return and reintegration: revision of the 

existing reintegration packages, extra support for vulnerable 

groups, etc.

Final outcomes

Access to voluntary return and 

reintegration assistance is increased 

and procedures are improved (e.g. 

speed)

Admission routes for people in need 

of protection are diversified

Cooperation with partners at national 

level regarding resettlement  is 

improved

Enhancing solidarity and fair 

sharing of responsibility 

between the MS

Technical / operational assistance: participation in relocation 

operations, exchange of best practices on first line registration

Solidarity: actions related to the implementation of resettlement 

procedures, development of complementary admission routes…

Transfers: relocation operations in line with the New Pact on 

Migration and Asylum

Cooperation with countries of origin 

and with other MS is reinforced

Information position of decision-

markers and intermediate bodies is 

improved (especially on request 

other than asylum)

The « parcours d’intégration » is 

improved through innovative tools

Reception capacities are improved 

and able to adapt to arrrivals / 

fluctuations

Cooperation and harmonization at 

EU level are reinforced
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Figure 9 ISF 2021-2027 Intervention logic 

 

 

Ensuring a 

high level of 

security in 

the Union

General 
objective

Implementation 
measures / Activities

Results

The Union is 

more secure

Improved knowledge and skills:

• On the specificities of cross 

border cooperation

• on radicalisation processes and 

drug related problems

Support the exchange of information via Prüm, EU PNR, SIS 

II :database for biometric data with high standards and quality, 

integration of national & international workflows in the newly 

ABIS project, etc.

Specific objectives

Improving and 

facilitating the 

exchange of 

information

Improving and 

intensifying cross-

border cooperation, 

including joint 

operations, between 

competent authorities 

in relation to terrorism 

and serious and 

organised crime

Supporting the 

strengthening of 

Member States’ 

capabilities in relation 

to preventing and 

combating crime, 

terrorism and 

radicalisation

Set up, update and increase the use of EU and decentralised 

information systems: modernisation of the National Entry Point 

structure, update of the PNR database

Connection of security-relevant national and EU databases: 

enhanced integration of the multidisciplinary Coast Guard 

Centre, optimisation of the IT tool used between Special 

Investigation Units

Increase law enforcement operations:development of training 

curricula and supporting tools (mobile applications, e-larning 

platform) to improve the knowledge and skills of LEO

Coordination and cooperation between stakeholders: 

establishment of networks of national rapporteurs / an EU 

Passenger Information Unit Network

Increase training / mutual learning: support tools to detect 

radicalisation, trainings of psychologists and social assistants, 

etc.

Share best practices: creation of the Forensic IT Department 

with the NICC

Protection of victims: conduct qualitative data analyses related 

to the profiles of victims of trafficking in human beings

Infrastructures: modular technological security column to detect 

visual / auditory signals

Final outcomes

Tactical informations are 

increasingly shared between Special 

Investigation Units

Information systems are developed, 

interconnected and updated

IT security is improved

Communication and information 

sharing is improved through 

networks

Resilience of critical ITC 

infrastructures is improved

High quality data is provided 

regarding human trafficking and 

cyber investigation

Crime prevention is improved

Sources: National programme, EU regulation Regulation - 2021/1149 - EN - EUR-Lex 

(europa.eu)
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Figure 10 BMVI 2021-2027 Intervention logic 
BMVI 2021-2027

Ensuring strong 

and effective 

European 

integrated border 

management at 

the external 

borderswhile 

safeguarding the 

free movement of 

persons within it  

General 
objective

Implementation 
measures / Activities

Results

The Union is 

more secure

Improved knowledge and skills of 

staff:

• On the application of the Union 

acquis on external borders

• On the common visa policy

Reinforcement of the capacities for checks / surveillance at 

external borders: purchase of technical equipment for border 

control / surveillance (e-gates, passport readers, RHIB, camera 

systems, etc.)

Specific objectives

Supporting effective 

European integrated border 

management at the 

external borders o facilitate 

legitimate border 

crossings, to prevent and 

detect illegal immigration 

and cross-border crime 

and to effectively manage 

migratory flows

Enhancing inter-agency border control cooperation at 

national / EU level: creation of a specialized unit with experts of 

Immigration Office / Interior Affairs IT-departement focusing on 

biometrics and central risks

Quality control mechanisms: training of border personnel via 

e-learning modules, development of a new training module on 

mobile, etc.

Services to visa applicants: digitalization and reinforcement of 

staff resources, purchase / upgrade of operational equipment 

and communication systems, recruitements of DVOs, etc.

Uniform application of the Union acquis on visas: training of 

consular and other staff contributing to the common visa policy

Final outcomes

Equipment for border control are 

developed, interconnected and 

updated

IT security is improved

Visa application processing and 

services are more efficient, client-

friendly, and high quality

Sources: National programme, EU regulation Regulation - 2021/1148 - EN - EUR-Lex 

(europa.eu)

The free 

movement of 

persons is 

safeguarded

Supporting the common 

visa policy to ensure a 

harmonised approach with 

regard to the issuance of 

visas and to facilitate 

legitimate travel, while 

helping to prevent 

migratory and security 

risks

IT systems / interoperability: maintenance / upgrade of 

applications in terms of border management (Eurosur, 

BorderTask, EES, ETIAS, SIS II, etc), training of staff related to 

these applications

IT systems / interoperability: maintenance / upgrade of the 

Visa Information System / BELVIS Message Broker

Visa abuse and travel document 

fraud are reduced
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4. Evaluative findings 
This section presents the main evaluative findings, organised by criteria and evaluative questions. For 
each criterion, the relevant evaluative questions are recalled. A box also highlights the main findings 
that emerge for this criterion. 

4.1 Relevance 

Evaluative questions 

• Q1: Did the objectives of the interventions funded by the Fund correspond to the actual 
needs? 

• Q1.1: To what extent does the Fund address the needs, both at National Programme and 
Annual Work Programme level? 

• Q1.2: To what extent can the Fund adapt to the evolving needs? 

 

Main findings 

Relevance to national strategy and national needs  

► The Managing Authority designed National Programmes based on the national policy 
documents related to fund’s areas of intervention and aligned with BE strategic priorities, 
acquis Communautaire and EU actions plans. 

► The development of the NPs was based on a broad consultation of stakeholder, in order to 
build a programme that meets the needs: for each fund MAs promoted a wide consultation 
process between 2020 and 2021, aimed at collecting the necessary input for the preparation 
of the NP, through a questionnaire, updating and integrating NP draft with proposals of 
revision, comments and actively involving the Steering group. 

► However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase: according to the 
survey, just 32,6% of respondents declared their organisation was sufficiently involved during 
the development of the program. 

Relevance to evolving needs  

► The structure of the programmes is in continuity with the structural needs of the country, while 
flexibility has been guaranteed through a review process to pivot seamlessly in response to 
evolving needs. 

► When asked if the programmes actually meet the needs of their organisations, a majority of 
the beneficiaries acknowledge that the programmes are in line with the needs of their own 
organisations, but more than half of them think that this can be done in a better and more 
effective way: ensuring that beneficiaries truly perceive and benefit from this adaptability 
remains a pivotal challenge. 

 

Note: This section on relevance is based on the presentation of the National Programmes in the 
previous Context section, which already contains some issues and analyses. Moreover, this section 
includes a state of play (progress of operations, from a procedural / financial / physical point of view). 

 

4.1.1 National strategies and needs identified by main stakeholders are 

taken into account in a relevant way in the National Programmes 

▌ The Managing Authority designed National Programmes aligned with EU and BE strategic 

priorities  

The ISF, AMIF, and BMVI National Programmes (NP) are based on the national policy strategies.  
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In particular, with regard to the ISF, the Integral Security Framework Document and BE’s National 
Security Plan 2016-2019 constituted the strategic guidance documents on the basis of which BE’s 
security policy and its priorities eventually took shape. 

Similarly, the 2021-2027 AMIF programme was built on the results of the 2014-2020 programme 
that addressed compliance gaps with relevant Union acquis and the EU Action Plans in the area of 
asylum, integration and migration (e.g. implementing new legal requirements under the Asylum 
Procedures Directive (2013/32/EU), with a focus on specific vulnerable groups and strengthening a 
wide range of practical cooperation initiatives promoted by EASO; for Voluntary return, developing 
EU strategy on voluntary return 2021 and setting up an integrated approach in close cooperation 
with local authorities, federal authorities, EU partners and third-country authorities). 

With regard to BMVI, BE intends to continue towards more automation of the border control process, 
in line with both national strategy and EC policy dialogue recommendations. With the additional 
funding provided through the 2019 top-ups for the ISF Borders & Visa National Programmes, BE has 
already made significant progress in the fulfilment of its obligations under the most recent set of 
relevant EU Regulations related to ETIAS, EES, SIS RECAST.  

 

▌ The development of the national programmes was based on a broad consultation of 

stakeholders, in order to build a programme that meets the needs 

For each of three funds (AMIF, ISF, BMVI) the Managing Authority launched a wide consultation 
process, started in January 2020 and aimed at collecting the necessary input for the preparation of 
the draft NP for the period 2021-2027. This process continued throughout 2020 and 2021, up until 
the point of submission of the draft programmes.  

As a starting point, a questionnaire was sent out for each draft NP to relevant administrations and 
projects beneficiaries as organisations on the society level, in order to inquire about the experiences 
of beneficiaries during the past programming period, the perceived challenges in terms of 
AMIF/ISF/BMVI, the needs in terms of ‘operating support’ and ‘emergency assistance’, possible 
interest in participating in joint ‘Specific Actions’, operational objectives of the relevant 
AMIF/ISF/BMVI funds to be financed, and an indicative list of actions/projects.  

With specific regard to AMIF, the MA consulted all the public partners and beneficiaries of projects. 
It consulted the Intermediate Bodies (the Flemish Department for Work Social Economy (DWSE) and 
l’Agence Fonds social européen de la Fédération Wallonie-Bruxelles) responsible for the ‘Integration’ 
part of the AMIF programme, who launched respective stakeholder consultations themselves. Also 
Fedasil – Federal Agency for Reception of Asylum seekers has promoted a specific consultation 
addressed to its network of partners, as IOM (International Organisation for Migration), NGOs, 
Caritas, etc. 

With specific regard to ISF, Belgian Federal Police (FedPol) was especially involved in the creation of 
the national programme, making impact studies about what is happening within BE (e.g. ETIAS) and 
anticipating trends to be taken into account. 

Also, with regard to BMVI, the main stakeholders involved in the consultation were institutional 
partners, such as Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Belgian Federal Police, ICT department of the Ministry 
of Interior, National Crisis Centre. 

Based on the received inputs, a first draft of the NPs for each fund was prepared by the Managing 
Authority. After each cycle of revision and updating/integrating comments, including those from 
the European Commission experts, a revised version of the NPs draft was circulated. 

Moreover, the preparation and implementation of the NP has been done under the auspices of the 
existing ‘Steering Group’, comprising representatives of the relevant political cabinets (Interior 
Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Asylum & Migration, Social Integration, Budget (as an observer), the 
Managing Authority and other relevant administrations). Representatives of the local level were 
specifically involved in the consultation: with regard to AMIF it is worth to notice the role of the 
Centres Publics d’Action Sociale, while with regard to ISF and BMVI, the Belgian Integrated Police 
played a key role. 
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▌ However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase 

As detailed in annex 6.4, an online survey was sent to beneficiaries of AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds to 
collect their views on current programming. The respondents were 113, of which 64 public institution 
(64%), 11 NGO (10%), 5 academic and research institutions (4%), 1 international organisation and 32 
other bodies, as non-profit associations or welfare associations (28%). 86 of them specifically 
answered the survey questions about their involvement in the process of drafting and revising the 
programme. According to the survey, just 32,6% of respondents declared their organisation was 
consulted during the development of the programme to identify needs (10,5% to a large extent and 
22,1% to a certain extent), while 38,4% (more than a third) of them declared they were not consulted 
or consulted just to a small extent (respectively, 29,1% and 9,3%).  

 

Figure 1 What is your assessment of the following elements relating to the relevance of the programme in 
relation to your needs? 

 
Source: survey 

 

4.1.2 Need analysis takes into account structural need of the country, in 

coherence and continuity with previous programming period 

▌ Flexibility and adjustability are woven into the very fabric of the Fund and Programmes, 

designed to pivot seamlessly in response to evolving needs  

The National Programme for Borders Management and Visa Instrument (BMVI) was initially adopted 
in October 2022 and has remained unchanged at the moment.  

The AMIF National Programme, on the other hand, has already undergone several revisions, notably 
version 2.0, which reflects the increase in the Union funding on Specific Objective 4 "Solidarity" 
concerning actions related to "resettlement and solidarity admission," and version 3.1, which 
allocates additional funds to the same priority as well as to the new one of "international protection”, 
all resulting in an increase of the overall budget. 

The National Programme for ISF as well has undergone a revision process, resulting in version 2.0 
which shows an increase for Cross-Border Cooperation in the EU financing.  

To ensure effective implementation and oversight of these programmes, in line with regulation 
2021/1060 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 June 2021 on common provisions 
(the 'CPR'), a Monitoring Committee has been established. This committee has convened four times 
to date, with three meetings occurring in 2023 and one in 2024. According to the notes distributed 
by the Managing Authority for each monitoring committee meeting, available on the website of the 
Belgian Managing Authority for AMIF, ISF and BMVI, the committee addressed issues related to the 
evaluation of progress, addressing challenges, and making strategic decisions to optimise the impact 
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My organization was consulted during the
implementation of the program to identify needs.

My organization was consulted during the
development of the program to identify needs.

To a large extent To a certain extent To a small extent Not at all Don't know / no opinion
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of the programmes. The Monitoring committee is also charged with the responsibility of approving 
the revisions of the National Programmes.  

In the last meeting of the Monitoring committee, which took place in February 2024, it was decided 
that the following meeting will be in February 2025 unless the necessity to revise one or more 
National Programmes arise. 

 

▌ Though intentionally built for flexibility, ensuring that beneficiaries truly perceive and benefit 

from the NPs’ capacity to adjust to emerging needs remains a pivotal challenge 

When asked if the programmes actually meet the needs of their organisations, 47,5% of the 
respondents answered that their needs are met up to a certain extent, 21,2% to a large extent, 
16,2% to a small extent, while the 15,1% say that they do not know or are not sure. No one answered 
that they are not met at all, despite the option being available. Public institutions represent the 
majority of the sample that responded to the questionnaire in general, of course being also the 
biggest category of beneficiaries, so it is a macro category that risks being overrepresented in the 
responses. However, it is interesting to note that among those who answered "to a certain extent," 
public institutions are the majority (63.8%), while among the few who answered "to a little extent," 
50% are NGOs and non-profit organisations. Among those who answered "to a large extent," 57% are 
public institutions, 9.5% are NGOs, and 33.3% are non-profit organisations. This rate of response 
shows that while the majority of the beneficiaries acknowledge that the programmes are somehow 
in line with the needs of their own organisations, more than half of them think that this can be done 
in a better and more effective way.  

To understand the perception of the beneficiaries towards the programmes’ adaptability to evolving 
needs it is worth analysing the answers to the question of whether their organisation has been 
consulted during the implementation of the programme. According to the survey, just 33,7% of 
respondents declared their organisation was consulted during the implementation of the programme 
to identify needs (11,6% to a large extent and 22,1% to a certain extent), while 41,9% of them 
declared they were not consulted or consulted only to a small extent (respectively, 30,2% and 11,6%). 

It is also worth mentioning that 25,8% of the respondents believes that updates to the needs are not 
at all included in the programmes, while only 7% of them believes that they are, indeed, included to 
a large extent.  

 

Figure 2 What is your assessment of the following elements relating to the relevance of the programme in 
relation to your needs? 

 

Source: survey 

Box 1 Testimonials from beneficiaries 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

The MA or intermediary bodies have shown
flexibility in the design of my projects to introduce

adjustments to the programme if necessary.

Needs update are included in the program.

To a large extent To a certain extent To a small extent Not at all Don't know / no opinion
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"We were not consulted when the programme was drawn up, as we are a very small player 
compared to the national level, and we understand that it is not possible to ask everyone for their 
opinion.” 

"We also regret that we are not consulted at the start of the programme to express our needs. 
We sometimes feel that there is a gap between European injunctions and the realities on the 
ground.” 

“To my knowledge, there has been no revision of the programme. A review could be interesting. 
In 3 years, some things have changed. New needs have emerged.” 

"Organise a mid-term call to determine whether the programme needs to be amended - provide a 
timetable for key moments in the programme (opening of the second envelope of the programme, 
for example).” 

Source: Survey 

During the consultation phase there was a broad process collecting inputs from within and 
partners/beneficiaries and organisations on the society level.  

“We were consulted for AMIF National Programme but just at a general level, so we cannot give 
a specific contribution to identify the eligible target (for Voluntary Return) and their specific 
needs” 

Source: Interviews 
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4.2 Effectiveness 

Evaluative questions 

• Q2: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving their objectives and 

implemented in an effective way?
31

 

• Q2.1: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving their objectives? 

• Q2.2: To what extent is the monitoring and evaluation framework suitable to inform on the 
progress towards the achievement of the objectives of the programme? 

• Q2.3: How was the involvement of the relevant partners ensured across all stages of the 
programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation? 

• Q2.4: To what extent does the programme respect or promote the horizontal principles in its 
implementation? 

• Q2.5: To what extent is the programme effective in communicating and disseminating on its 
opportunities as well as achievements? 

 

Main findings 

Achievement of objectives at mid-term 

• The preliminary financial data per fund showcases a clear locus of funds being allocated to 
SO1 (Asylum) and SO3 (Return) for AMIF, to SO1 (Exchange of information) for ISF and to SO1 
(European Integrated Border Management) for BMVI. 

• The implementation of projects co-financed under the AMIF, ISF and BMVI programs 
commenced belatedly due to delayed signing of the agreements with DG HOME and a shift in 
the European timelines for these projects. As a result, the projects have not been in operation 
for a sufficient period to enable a thorough evaluation of the achievement of objectives.  

• Despite the late start, the initiated projects are progressing and are intended to effectively 
contribute to the programme objectives. Interim results include IT security improved (ETIAS 
project), cooperation and harmonisation at EU level (Belgian federal police projects), access 
to voluntary return (Fedasil), among others. 

Monitoring and evaluation framework 

• The federal and regional asylum, migration and security policy institutions are represented in 
the management system structure for the three funds (Managing Authority, Intermediate 
Bodies and Audit Authority) and within the programme-based monitoring structure (Steering 
Committee and Monitoring Committee). The Monitoring and Steering Committee on the level 
of the Managing Authority is institutionalised based upon the Common Provisions Regulation.  

• The Managing Authority receives progress information from the different beneficiaries and 
presents it to the Monitoring Committee. Within the framework of the Monitoring Committee, 
it is not the goal to present every project in detail, but to showcase the overall progress made. 

• On the basis of the multiple qualitative data sources analysed for the mid-term report, we 
conclude that it is challenging for the Monitoring Committee to fully monitor the progress of 
projects and to analyse the possible overlap between projects due to the proliferation of 
projects. Because of the high-level reporting on the overall progress made, it is difficult for the 
Monitoring Committee to conclude whether all the individual projects are progressing and 
whether there is overlap between the different projects.  

 
 
31

 The specific objectives for AMIF, ISF and BMVI were set out in the Belgian National Programmes 2021-2027 
as published by the Federal Public Service Interior Affairs. AMIF includes four specific objectives: (i) 
RAEC/Asylum; (ii) Legal Migration and Integration; (iii) Return; (iv) Solidarity. For ISF, the National Programme 
includes three specific objectives: (i) Exchange of information; (ii) Cross-border cooperation; (iii) Preventing and 
combatting crime. The BMVI National Programme sets out two specific objectives: (i) European integrated 
border management; (ii) Common visa policy. 
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• It is difficult for beneficiaries to keep track of the achievements made during the project period 
due to lack of documentation management and due to a limited understanding of the common 
indicators as set out by the Commission. Limited data quality on the level of beneficiaries 
impacts the correct qualitative and quantitative reporting to the Managing Authority.  

• The AMBIS-tool heavily relies on input from the beneficiaries for financial reporting. However, 
at the level of the beneficiaries there is no well-structured documentation management and 
collecting data for financial and progress analysis is often only started when the reporting 
deadline is due. This increases the risk of data analysis and auditing being done on data that 
is not accurate, valid, complete nor consistent. However, if the data is not complete, the MA 
has the possibility to ask the beneficiaries for additional information and documents. 

• There is no uniformity in the selection procedure of projects for the AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds 
2021-2027 between the MA and the IB’s and between the two IB’s.  

• A new monitoring and evaluation tool was developed for the 2021-2O27 period, named 
AMBIS. AMBIS is a cloud-based solution that was set up to strive for a more adequate and 
complete audit trail. The specifications of the tool however are not fully adapted to the 
reporting needs of the beneficiaries. There are still steps to be taken in the development of a 
suitable monitoring and evaluation framework. Especially the implementation of the new tool 
proved difficult due to bugs and limited ownership, despite efforts from the Managing 
Authority to organise training sessions for beneficiaries.  

Consideration of Horizontal Principles 

• The active pursuit of integrating horizontal principles in the definition and implementation of 
projects is not sought, but these principles are rather incorporated by default in the definition 
of most projects, in line with national and European regulatory frameworks. However, for IT 
projects it appears difficult to incorporate the principles into their operations (e.g. 
sustainability). 

Communication on the programme and its Opportunities 

• The MA effectively provides transparent communication about national programmes and 
provides innovative tools for EU project identity, yet could enhance its website with interactive 
features and regular updates, while the IBs' varied approaches benefit from news sections and 
newsletters, with potential for more frequent and engaging communication strategies. 

• Some funded projects make the EU support visible (logos on co-financed material equipment, 
such as ABC Gates and EU Message Broker servers), but there are limited additional (external) 
communication measures being taken at project level at this stage. The lack of external 
communication about the projects could be affected by early project stages and the nature of 
project outcomes, with sensitive topics requiring discretion and less tangible IT results seen as 
less engaging for public dissemination. 

• A general consensus emerges from both the interviews and the survey results, underscoring 
the quality of communication with the MA and the IBs. Beneficiaries have expressed their 
appreciation for the accessible, efficient, and supportive nature of the MA and the IB. 

 

  



Mid-Term Evaluation of EU funds AMIF, ISF & BMVI 2021-2027  

Final report  

35 
 

 

4.2.1 A programme with a delayed start, due to the late signing of the 

national programme, but executing according to projections. 

▌ Financial evaluation: the preliminary financial data per fund showcases a clear locus of funds 

being allocated to SO1 and SO3 for AMIF, to SO1 for ISF and to SO1 for BMVI 

For AMIF 2021-2027, 62 projects were already approved by the Steering Committee and launched 
by different beneficiaries (April 2024). These 62 projects amount to a total allocated budget of 
€114,6 million, of which 76,1% is co-funded by the EU (€87,3 million). This preliminary budget of 
€114,6 million is almost equally distributed between the Specific Objectives 1 and 3 of the AMIF fund, 
but the most funding at this point in time is allocated to projects contributing to ‘Asylum’ and ‘Return’. 
For SO 2 - Legal migration and integration, there are more projects approved than for SO3, but the 
total amount of allocated budget to SO2 is substantially lower than the total budget for SO3 
(respectively €10,7 million and €50,01 million). For SO4-solidarity, there were only two projects 
selected, amounting to 4% of the AMIF-funding. 

National Programme Period AMIF 2021-2027 

Table 6 AMIF 2021-207, Breakdown of projects per objective 

 

Source: FPS Interior Affairs (April 2024). AMIF-ISF List of Projects 2021-2027 

Due to the specific state structure of Belgium, the institutional framework for immigration and asylum 
is a complex field of play with a broad range of federal institutions and institutions of the regions and 
communities. Different institutions have specific duties and competences within the implementation 
of immigration and asylum policies. For the management of the AMIF fund, the shared competence 
in the area of integration of third-country nationals means that both the federal level as the regional 
components is involved. Labour market integration and education of people with a migrant 
background, are subject to regional competences. Two intermediate bodies have been appointed for 
the management of the respective regional competences (The Flemish Department for Work and 

Social Economy and FSE Wallonie-Bruxelles)
32

. To have full insight in the projects being conducted 
under SO2-Legal Migration and Integration, data regarding the approval of projects by the 
intermediate bodies is essential.  
 
FSE Wallonie-Bruxelles, as Intermediate Body for the French Community, mandated 45 projects for 
the current national programme period. The total budget allocated to these 45 projects amounts to 
€37.939.612,34, of which €23.981.393,90 is co-financed by the European Commission through the 
AMIF fund.  
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 FPS Interior Affairs. NP AMIF: https://amif-
isf.be/nl/system/files/documenten/paragraafbijlagen/programme_amif_0.pdf 
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Table 7 AMIF 2021-2027, Breakdown of projects for FSE - Wallonie-Bruxelles 

 

Source: FSE Wallonie-Bruxelles (April 2024). Liste Projets AMIF 2021-2027 

 
DWSE, the Intermediate Body for the Flemish Community, changed its funding strategy compared to 
the last funding period. To reduce administrative burden and increase efficiency, the Intermediate 
Body for the Flemish Community shifted its focus in beneficiary selection in the new AMIF programme 
period (for the integration dimension). During the programme period 2014-2020, DWSE selected 
smaller projects and invested in digital tools to make integration more efficient. They used pilot 
projects for this digital tool, evaluated and implemented them. Due to the associated administrative 
burden with this approach, the IB has chosen a different approach in the new programme period. In 
the 2021 – 2027 programme period, it focuses on integration projects related to the specific 
challenge of social inclusion and launched an open call for proposals to start up 18 networks in 
predetermined regions, in which various local authorities can work together on the topic of social 
inclusion. By selecting only 18 beneficiaries, the administrative burden of the transversal project 
management is limited and efficiency can be increased.  
 
In April 2024, the Intermediate Body provisionally selected 19 projects for 18 beneficiaries 
amounting to a total of €5.894.263,96 (of which €4.409.153,792 is co-financed by the European 
Commission through the AMIF fund).  
 

Table 8 AMIF 2021-2027, Breakdown of projects for DWSE 

 
Source: DWSE (April 2024). AMIF Detail, 2021-2027 

 
National Programme Period ISF 2021-2027 
 
So far during the current national programme period 2021-2027, the managing authority approved 
14 projects. These 14 projects represent a total allocated budget of €31,1 million, of which €25,4 
million was co-financed by the EU. Most of the preliminary ISF-budget is allocated to projects 
contributing to the exchange of information (€23,3 million EU funding). These eight selected projects 
amount to 91% of the total ISF-budget. For SO3, five projects were selected as well. However, the 
budget allocation to these projects is less substantial. The total funding for S03 amounts only to 7% 
of the total budget, the total co-financing of these 5 projects also amounts to 7% of the total EU 
funding. At this point, only one project is being conducted relating to cross-border cooperation. 
 

Table 9 ISF 2021-2027, Breakdown of projects per objective 

 
 

Source: FPS Interior Affairs (April 2024). AMIF-ISF List of Projects 2021-2027 
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National Programme Period BMVI 2021-2027 
 
The preliminary analysis of project launch under the BMVI national programme period 2021-2027 
shows that 18 projects were initiated for a total budget of €31,7 million. Of this total, 24,3 million is 
co-financed by the EU (77%). The selection of projects for BMVI 2021-2027 highlights that the focus 
of the current NP for BMVI lies with SO1, European integrated border management. There were 17 
projects from 4 beneficiaries selected for a total sum of €28,9 million (91% of total budget). Based 
on these numbers it can be stated that Belgium is conducting substantially more efforts on the 
European integrated border management than on common visa policy (only one project initiated. 
This solely project amounts to 6,7% of the preliminary BMVI-fund).  
 

Table 10 BMVI 2021-2027, Breakdown of projects per objective 

 
 

Source: FPS Interior Affairs (April 2024). AMIF-ISF List of Projects 2021-2027 

 

▌ Operational evaluation: a programme with a delayed start, due to the late signing of the 

national programme, but executing according to projections. 

 
The AMIF, ISF and BMVI programmes were signed at the end of 2022 (ISF and BMVI on 10 October, 
AMIF on 7 November). This delayed signing and initiation of the AMIF, ISF and BMVI 2021-2027 
programmes was impacted due to the Covid crisis, the invasion of Ukraine, the high influx of TCN, as 
well as the extension of the previous programme period. This can be seen in the starting dates of the 
projects for the 2021-2027 projects. All projects were initiated the earliest at the end of 2022. Most 
projects are initiated for several operating years, which additionally limits our mid-term analysis of 
projects due to a high number of projects still ongoing. However, this delay in signing is not unique to 
Belgium, as many member countries initiated a very limited number of actions during the period from 

January 1, 2021, to June 30, 2022
33

. 

 
Following the delayed start, many beneficiaries indicate that they are only now reaching optimal 
operational speed. For some of them, the financial uncertainties at the outset also led to staff 
turnover, causing further delays. Although some projects have indicated that the delays may 
necessitate an extension request for their project, most projects report an altered timeline, that can 
be rectified over time, ensuring that the final outcomes align with expectations. Besides the 
programme, beneficiaries also faced other challenges including insufficient staffing, staff changes, 
legislative difficulties and an unfavourable political and economic context.  

 
For the BMVI programme specifically, a significant portion relies on the European agency eu-LISA, 
which implements the European Union's large-scale IT systems. It is this agency that provides Member 
States with the technical specifications and schedules for the IT projects to be developed at the 
national level, including three IT systems co-financed under the BMVI 2021-2027 programme (SIS, 

 
 
33

 Summaries of annual performance reports for the ISF programming of EU Member States for the period 
from 01/01/2021 to 30/06/2022 [online access; AMIF; ISF; BMVI]. For comparison, the national, ISF and 
BMVI programmes of other Member States were also signed late. For example, the French ISF and BMVI 
programmes were signed in September 2022, the Luxemburg programmes in November 2022, and the 
Slovenian programmes in November 2022. 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-2021-2027_en
https://home--affairs-ec-europa-eu.translate.goog/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/integrated-border-management-fund-border-management-and-visa-instrument-2021-27_en?_x_tr_sl=en&_x_tr_tl=fr&_x_tr_hl=fr&_x_tr_pto=tc
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EES, and Interoperability), as well as a project corresponding to the previous programming period 
(ETIAS). The operational launch of these projects is planned in several consecutive waves. However, 
these European-level projects have experienced significant delays, which have had cascading effects 

on the development of projects corresponding to subsequent waves
34

.  

 
In conclusion, while the AMIF, ISF, and BMVI programmes have encountered initial delays, the majority 
of projects are making progress towards their objectives. With a majority of projects now underway 
and adapting to the revised timelines, there is cautious optimism that the programmes will ultimately 
fulfil their intended goals, despite the complexities introduced by the delayed start and external 
factors. However, it is important to notice that it is very early to comment on the effectiveness of the 
funds.  

 

▌ The initiated projects are progressing and are intended to effectively contribute to the 

programme objectives. Interim results include IT security improved (ETIAS project), 

cooperation and harmonisation at EU level (Belgian federal police projects), access to voluntary 

return (Fedasil), among others. 

 
AMIF 

Currently, the status of all projects from our interview sample, which are listed in the table, is 

'ongoing'. The following table presents the main progress of the projects as of the end of May 2023: 
 

Table 11 Progress of AMIF sample projects in Belgium 2021-2027 

SO Project title Beneficiary 
Project progress and contribution to specific 
objectives 

SO1  Strengthening 
and optimising 
the reception of 
applicants for 
international 

protection.
35

 

 

Fedasil  During the 2022-2023 period, the project achieved 
significant milestones, including the initiation of flexible 
management practices, the establishment of strategic 
partnerships, and the enhancement of resident well-
being. Efforts to optimise the reception network's 
management and to strengthen internal agency 
operations through digitalisation and strategic 
monitoring were key focuses. Looking ahead, the 
project will continue to refine these areas and complete 
the development of a new intranet. 

For the 2024-2025 period, the project is in its early 
stages, building on the foundations laid previously. The 
first interim report, expected by the end of July, will 
provide insights into the progress made and outline the 
upcoming objectives for this ongoing phase. 

SO2 

 

Daspa-Dispositif 
d'Accueil et de 
Scolarisation 
des élèves 
Primo-Arrivants 
et Assimilés 

Centre de 
Coordination 
et de Gestion 
des 
programmes 
européens-
Direction 
générale de 

This project started before the 2021-2027 period. It 
serves to complement the school-based training for new 
arrivals funded by the FWB by providing support that is 
more psycho-social than educational in nature. Since 
September 2022, 40 schools have been able to benefit 
from this specific type of guidance. From the academic 
year 2023-24, methodological support has been 
offered to the staff engaged in the schools. For the 

 
 
34

 https://www.eulisa.europa.eu/Publications/Information%20Material/Leaflet%20Interoperability.pdf  
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 Original project title: Versterking en optimalisering van de opvang van verzoekers om internationale 
bescherming 

https://www.eulisa.europa.eu/Publications/Information%20Material/Leaflet%20Interoperability.pdf
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(Reception and 
Schooling 
Scheme for 
Newly Arrived 
and Assimilated 
Students) 

l'enseigneme
nt 
obligatoire 

academic year 2024-25, the number of schools 
participating will be reduced to 36 because four schools 
have chosen to forego the resources due to the 
administrative burden imposed by the programme.  

OPEN Zuid-
West-
Vlaanderen  

(Organisational 
network 
participation 
and project 

trajectory
36

) 

W13 The project commenced with its first call to establish the 
organisational network on the 1st of July 2023. The 
second call, which outlines its action plan, began on the 
1st of April 2024.  

The project appointed two network employees, laying 
the foundation for capacity building within the 
organisational network. This network, which is in its 
growth phase, includes at least three local authorities, 
the Agency for Integration and Inclusion, and a variety 
of societal actors. A comprehensive stakeholder 
analysis has been conducted, and governance and 
collaboration principles have been established. 

Additionally, a system map detailing regional 
stakeholders and an overview of the participating local 
governments and organisations have been produced. 
The co-creative learning process has yielded a mapping 
of demand and supply, alongside an analysis of 
opportunities and challenges, setting the stage for the 
implementation of the first strategic actions. These 
steps represent significant progress in the project's 
development and collaborative efforts. 

SO3 

 

Strengthening 
the Voluntary 
Return (VR) 
Counseling & 
Communication 
strategies in an 
increasingly 
coordinated 
manner  

Fedasil  During the current programme period of 2021-2027, 
two projects have been implemented. The first project, 
which ran from January 2022 to December 2023, has 
been successfully completed. The second project, a 
continuation of the first, commenced in January 2024 
and is set to conclude in December 2025. 

With the support of EU funds, five key objectives have 
been achieved: 

• Enhanced guidance for both international 
protection applicants and individuals without 
such protection. 

• Provision of intensive coaching to the target 
groups. 

• Delivery of reintegration support to facilitate 
successful returns. 

• Promotion of international cooperation to 
strengthen partnerships in the field of voluntary 
return. 

• Improvement of the return programme's quality 
by maximising monitoring efforts. 
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 Original project title: Organisatienetwerk participatie- en netwerktraject 
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• These accomplishments reflect the ongoing 
commitment to improving the support and 
resources available to individuals in the return 
process. 

Coaching 
Return Process 
and Early 
Alternatives 
(ATD & FITT) 

Dienst 
Vreemdeling
enzaken 

The project commenced on the 1st of January 2023, 
has been making steady progress despite not operating 
at full staff capacity, with plans to recruit additional 
personnel. Key accomplishments include the 
establishment of coaching for individuals with orders to 
leave the territory, now active across all Belgian 
provinces, and the training of new coaches. Working 
groups have been set up to support the coaches' roles. 
The focus has been on improving conversation 
techniques and return counselling, with a revision of the 
ICAM-coaches' training programme. Efforts have been 
made to explain the ICAM procedure to organisations 
and explore collaborations. The FITT has been 
instrumental in supporting families with children, 
providing tailored plans for their return, and enhancing 
the visibility and operation of return houses within the 
EU. A holistic approach has been adopted by coaches, 
and resources have been allocated to improve living 
conditions in preparation for 2024, with ongoing 
beautification efforts. 

Reintegration 
On_Top 

Caritas 
International 
VZW 

The project, running from January 2023 to June 2024, 
has been actively involved in supporting voluntary 
return and reintegration efforts. Key activities include 
producing informational flyers in nine languages, 
strengthening 55 partner organisations over two years 
with a focus on thematic mapping and training, and 
conducting webinars and partner weeks with regional 
focuses. Additionally, financial support has been 
provided, with a significant number of business, family, 
accommodation, and training budgets allocated. 
Upcoming events include a monitoring visit to Armenia, 
a webinar on the Sahel region, and a partner week in 
Ecuador focusing on Latin America. 

The project is renewed biennially and jointly financed by 
Fedasil and AMIF and serves as a 'top up' to its preceding 
initiatives. This continuation ensures the sustained 
delivery of critical services related to reintegration. The 
project's activities focus on providing orientation for 
returnees, assisting in the development of business 
plans, and facilitating accommodation in their countries 
of origin. 

SO4 A Belgian 
programme for 
resettlement 
and legal 
pathways for 
refugees that is 
flexible, high-
quality, and 
innovative in 
response to 

Fedasil  This project is an extension of previous initiatives 
focusing on resettlement, which date ten years back. 
This initiative focuses on the preparatory measures for 
migrant arrival in Belgium. It includes pre-arrival 
courses and assistance provided from the migrants' 
countries of origin to ease their transition and 
settlement in Belgium. 

The project '22-'23 began on the 1st of January 2022 
and has seen the arrival of 358 individuals during its 
period. For the subsequent project '24-'25, which 
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international 

developments.
37

 

started on the 1st of January 2024, there have been 
220 arrivals in Belgium through Resettlement. Of these, 
181 arrived as part of the 2023 pledging exercise with 
a deadline of 30th June 2024, while 39 individuals 
arrived under the 2024 pledging exercise. 

Source: documentary analysis, interviews 

 
ISF 
Currently, the status of all projects from our interview sample, which are listed in the table, is 
'ongoing'. The following table presents the main progress of the projects as of the end of May 2023: 
 

Table 12 Progress of ISF sample projects in Belgium 2021-2027 

SO Project title Beneficiary 
Project progress and contribution to specific 
objectives 

SO1 

 

ABIS Belgian Federal 
Police 

The project started on the 1st of July 2022.  

Currently, only the ICT consultancy phase has 
begun, while negotiations for the government 
market segment are still underway. The e-gates 
have been ordered and are scheduled for delivery 
and installation later this year. 

PNR - further 
implementation, 
maintenance 
and upgrades 

Nationaal 
Crisiscentrum / 
Centre de Crise 
National (NCCN) 

This project has been ongoing since the previous 
programme period (2014-2020), started officially 
in January 2023 and is expected to end in 
30/6/2025.  

To date, the project has achieved several 
milestones that are particularly significant in the 
context of the project's focus on continuous 
improvements and upgrades to the IT system. 
Notable accomplishments include: 

• Establishing new connections with air 
carriers to enhance operational 
capabilities. 

• Implementing further changes and 
optimisations to the central application, 
Beltrip v1, ensuring its compatibility with 
the Case Management System (Travics). 

• Setting up various environments such as 
TEST, DEV, and ACC for the second version 
of the central application, Beltrip V2, with 
the Go-Live in production scheduled for the 
10th of June 2024. 

Source: documentary analysis, interviews 

 
 
BMVI 

 
 
37

 Original project title: Een Belgisch programma voor hervestiging en legale trajecten voor vluchtelingen dat 
flexibel, kwalitatief en innovatief beantwoordt aan internationale ontwikkelingen. 
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Currently, the status of all projects from our interview sample, which are listed in the table, is 
'ongoing'. The following table presents the main progress of the projects as of the end of May 2023: 
 

Table 13 Progress of BMVI sample projects in Belgium 2021-2027 

SO Project title Beneficiary 
Project progress and contribution to 
specific objectives 

SO1 

 

Automated Border 
Control 

Belgian Federal 
Police 

The project was initiated on the 1st of 
January 2022. It is currently in the initial 
phase, operating under the "competitive 
procedure with negotiation" for the public 
contract. The awarding of the contract and 
the placement of the purchase order is 
anticipated to follow shortly. 

EU Message Broker 
Subcontracting 

Dienst 
Vreemdelingenzaken 

The project, which began on January 1, 
2022, is a continuation of previous initiatives 
managed under the last Multiannual Financial 
Framework (MFF), specifically ISF-B-12-03 
BelVIS Message Broker and ISF-B-32-09 
BelVIS Message Broker. Unlike its 
predecessors that focused solely on 
operational maintenance and necessary 
upgrades for the VIS system, the current 
project also encompasses the development of 
three new systems.  

Progress has been made on two of the four 
systems involved: the VIS system has been 
consistently supported throughout the 
project, and the SIS return system has been 
successfully developed and implemented. 
These achievements mark the completion of 
half the project's indicators. However, the 
remaining systems, EES and ETIAS, have 
experienced delays. Initially expected to be 
operational by the end of 2022 and mid-
2023, their timelines have been pushed back 
to the end of 2024 and mid-2025, 
respectively. These postponements have 
implications for the project's scheduling and 
financial planning, impacting the associated 
funding. 

ETIAS - 
Operationalisation 
of the ETIAS 

system and unit
38

 

 

 

Nationaal 
Crisiscentrum / 
Centre de Crise 
National (NCCN) 

The project, spanning from the 1st of July 
2022 to the 31st of December 2024, has 
achieved several milestones to date, 
including securing IT infrastructure 
maintenance for ETIAS in Q1 2023, adopting 
the Belgian draft law concerning ETIAS in Q1 
2024, further developing national legal 
training, having three members of the NTTC 
follow European training, and implementing 
ETIAS ICD version 15 in Q2 2024. 

 
 
38

 Original project title: ETIAS - Opérationnalisation du système et de l'unité ETIAS 
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Upcoming milestones for Q3 and Q4 2024 
include the consolidation of the draft ETIAS 
Royal decree, the consolidation of the Belgian 
ETIAS DPIA, and updating and testing 
BelTIAS. Additional expectations include the 
development of BCP, DRP, further training, 
and the finalisation of IT systems and the 
BelTIAS application. 

Source: documentary analysis, interviews 

 

4.2.2 Structured, institutional representation within the monitoring and 

evaluation framework, but limited monitoring of project progress and 

project overlap due to administrative burden and proliferation of 

projects  

The Belgian management and control system for the three funds reflects the Belgian institutional 
landscape regarding Asylum and Migration and is established based upon the description of the 
management and control system according to ANNEX XVI and Article 69(11) of Regulation (EU) 

2021/1060.
39

 Within the management structure, it is the Federal Public Service that operates as 
the Managing Authority, the Department for Work and Social Economy and the FSE-Wallonie-
Bruxelles that take up the role as intermediate bodies and the Interfederal Corps of the 
Inspectorate of Finance acts as Audit Authority. For the launch of calls and project selection, a 
Steering Committee is established. The strategic guidance and approval is done by a Monitoring 
Committee. More information regarding the management and control system are provided in 4.3.2 
Efficiency of management and control system. 

 

▌ Monitoring and Steering Committee on the level of the MA: Institutionalised based upon the 

Common Provisions Regulation 

 
Chapter 2.4.1. already highlighted the institutional landscape of Belgium’s asylum and migration 
policy. The framework for monitoring and control of the three National Programmes is set up in line 
with CPR Article 38, 39 and 40. Both a Monitoring Committee and Steering Committee are 
established for the three funds. 
Regarding the institutional migration landscape of Belgium and the need to properly manage the EU 
Migration Funds, Belgium established a Monitoring Committee (MC) mandated to monitor and control 
the three programmes. This MC is chaired by the Managing Authority (Unit European Funds of the 
FPS Interior Affairs). In addition to the MA acting as chair, the MC is composed of the following 
members: 

• a representative of the policy cell of the Ministry of Interior, 
• a representative of the policy cell of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, 
• a representative of the policy cell of the Minister for Social Integration, 
• a representative of the policy cell of the State Secretary for Asylum and Migration. 

 

 
 
39

 European Union. (2021, June 6). Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of the European Parliament and of the Council 
of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European 
Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and 
Aquaculture Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, the Internal 
Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support for Border Management and Visa Polic. Consulted via: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R1060 
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A representative of the Intermediate Bodies (FSE and DWSE) is invited when topics regarding 
integration are addressed during meetings of the MC. The IB have voting rights for the matters relating 
to integration. In addition to federal and community representatives, representatives of the European 
Commission are invited to the MC. They have an advisory role. Finally, a representative of the 
Interfederal Centre for Equality (Unia) and/or the department Fundamental Rights of FPS Justice 
and/or other instances with competences in the area of fundamental rights can be invited to the 

Committee to share expertise and advice. This representative has an advisory role.
40

  

Within the framework for monitoring and control of the three programmes, a Steering Committee is 
established as well. The Steering Committee is situated outside the FPS Interior and is set up for the 
three funds (AMIF, ISF and BMVI) together. The SC is more specifically tasked with the launching of 

calls for proposals and the selection and approval of major modifications of projects.
41

  
Further details about the specifications of the Steering Committee and the Monitoring Committee 
can be found in Table 13. 

 

Table 14 Comparing the Steering Committee and Monitoring Committee 

 
Source: FPS Interior, Unit European Funds. Description of management and control system (2023). 

 

 

 

 

 
 
40

 FPS Interior Affairs (2023). Protocol establishing the Monitoring Committee for the Funds AMIF-ISF-BMVI 
2021-2027, p. 2 
41

 FPS Interior Affairs. (2023). Protocol establishing the Steering Committee for the Funds AMIF-ISF-BMVI 
2021-2027, adopted on 15/02/2023 
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▌ Evaluation by the Monitoring Committee on progress and possible overlap between projects is 

difficult to the large number of selected projects. 

The MC is responsible for the examination of the implementation progress of the programme. When 
addressing the effectiveness of the MC that was put in place for the monitoring and evaluation of the 
2021-2027 programme period, the case studies conducted for this mid-term evaluation demonstrate  
that the MC effectively discusses the real, up to date overview of the projects. However, on the basis 
of the qualitative data we collected for this evaluation, we conclude that it is difficult for the MC to 
provide conclusive answers on the detailed progress of projects or on the possible overlap between 
different projects. Logically, as there is a large number of projects under the three National 
Programmes, detailed analysis of progress status of all projects within the meeting framework of the 
Monitoring Committee is not the primordial focus. Whereas the goal of the MC is not to fully evaluate 
every project one by one, but rather to track the overall progress made, we do note that it proves 
challenging for the MC to conclude clearly whether all the individual projects are progressing and 
whether or not there is overlap between the different projects.  
 
The MA collects all the data at the level of the beneficiaries and presents it to the MC for the 
Committee to be able to understand the overall progress made. However, when conducting the 
interviews with the beneficiaries, different beneficiaries state that there is lack of documentation 
management and a limited understanding of the common indicators as set out by the Commission on 
which the beneficiaries need to do progress reporting. The beneficiaries state that data collection 
(financial and progress) only often starts when the audit deadline is due. This lack of standardised, 
continued data collection increases the risk of limited data quality on the level of the beneficiaries. 
The data collection process is poorly managed by the beneficiaries, impacting the quality of data that 
the MA receives and uses to report on the overall progress of the National Programmes to the MC. 
Howerer, if the data is not complete, the MA has the possibility to ask the beneficiaries for additional 
information and documents. 
 

▌ Selection of projects for the AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds 2021-2027: discrepancies in selection 

process between the Managing Authority and the Intermediate Bodies. No obligation to have 

the same selection procedures between the Managing Authority and the Intermediate Bodies 

and between the Intermediate Bodies. 

 

On the national level, projects for the programmes AMIF, ISF and BMVI can be selected in two 

different procedural ways:  

1) Open calls for proposals 

2) Direct awards 
 
Both processes have a specific frequency of activities and decisions done and made by the Unit 
European Funds of the FPS Interior and the Steering Committee. For open calls for proposals, it is 
the Steering Committee that mandates the Unit European Funds of the FPS Interior to prepare the 
open calls for a part of the AMIF, ISF or BMVI-subsidies. It is the Steering Committee that determines 
the broad outlines of the open call (geographical area, policy goal, eligible applicants, total number 
and start and ending date). Next up, the Unit European Funds receives the mandate from the Steering 
Committee to draft the open call together with the partner concerned. Every open call includes a 
specific list of information (introduction, general framework, description of the partner, budget…). It 
is the selected partner that defines the target group and the activities that can be financed under the 
open call. Furthermore, the partner makes sure that the open call is compliant with the national 
programme, Belgian policy, political considerations and the requirements as set out by the SC. Grants 
may also be awarded directly (‘direct awards’). This is only possible if the specific nature of the project 
or the technical expertise or administrative competence of the bodies involved leave no other choice, 
especially where there is a de jure or de facto monopoly. 
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The detailed activities and decision points for both the open call and the direct award procedure is 

included in the selection procedure document as drafted by the FPS Interior, Unit European Funds.
42

 

Both IB’s, Agence FSE – Wallonie-Bruxelles and the Department of Work and Social Economy, have 
their specific selection process for projects within the AMIF 2021-2027 fund.  

The method for selecting ‘specific actions’ that DWSE as the IB for the Flemish Region is using, is 
developed according to the method for selecting ‘concrete actions’ as set out in Article 2 of the 
Common Provisions Regulation (2021/1060). Important semantic note here, when DWSE uses the 
terminology ‘specific actions’, it is not the same as the term ‘specific actions’ as used by the 
Commission. The specific actions selected by DWSE are added to the National Programme. 
Additionally to the CPR, the management and control system of the ESF+ programme determines 
that DWSE is obligated to develop a specific method for selecting these concrete actions. The 
complete selection procedure is fully detailed in the process note that DWSE submitted for approval 

to the MC.
43

  

Agence FSE outlines its selection process and selection criteria in a specific drafted note for the 

Belgian AMIF programme 2021-2027.
44

 In this note, Agence FSE states that applications are 
progressed in two stages. First, FSE drafts an opinion on the eligibility if the application. Following 
the analysis of eligibility, the opinion of different administrations on the appropriateness and 
relevance of the application is collected and presented to the Steering Committee. This Steering 
Committee is organised on the level of the IB and is not the same Steering Committee on the level of 
the MA. The Steering Committee at the level of the IB FSE is more specifically set up to monitor the 
implementation of the Specific Objective Integration of the AMIF Fund 2021-2027 in the French 
speaking region. Representatives of different Walloon institutional bodies take place in the Steering 
Committee. Complete procedure and composition is detailed in the process and management note 

that Agence FSE published in the context of the management of the AMIF 2021-2027 Programme.
45

 

The selection procedure of projects for the funds AMIF, ISF and BMVI 2021-2027 that is managed by 
the FPS Interior as Managing Authority and the selection process managed by DWSE and Agence FSE 
all have their specificities. This discrepancy between the selection processes can be detected as well 
when looking into the selection criteria used by the three public institutions (see table 14). 

 

 
 
42

 FPS Interior, Unit European Funds (n.d.). Selectieprocedure van projecten voor de Fondsen AMIF-ISF-BMVI 
2021-2027. 
43

 DWSE (2023). Selectie van concrete acties binnen het ESF+ programma 2021-2027 - Nota aan het 
Monitoringcomité. 
44

 Agence FSE (2021). Fonds Asile, Migration et Intégration (AMIF) Processus et critères de sélection 2022 - 
Programme AMIF Belgique 2021-2027 - 2021BE65AMPR001.  
45

 Agence FSE (2021). Fonds Asile, Migration et Intégration (AMIF) Processus et critères de sélection 2022 - 
Programme AMIF Belgique 2021-2027 - 2021BE65AMPR001, p. 3 
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Table 15 Comparing selection criteria 

 

Source:  FPS Interior, Unit European Funds (n.d.). Selectieprocedure van projecten voor de Fondsen AMIF-ISF-
BMVI 2021-2027; DWSE (2023). Selectie van concrete acties binnen het ESF+ programma 2021-2027 - Nota 

aan het Monitoringcomité; Agence FSE (2021). Fonds Asile, Migration et Intégration (AMIF) Processus et 
critères de sélection 2022 - Programme AMIF Belgique 2021-2027 - 2021BE65AMPR001. 

 

Table 14 clearly shows the different criteria used for the selection of projects (MA uses five criteria 
to select projects for the three funds within the programme period 2021-2027, both IB’s use a 
specific set of criteria for the selection of projects relating to the aspect of integration within the 
AMIF Fund). The scoring of projects is not uniform either. The Managing Authority assigns a maximum 
score to the five criteria. Agence FSE uses the same manner of scoring (max scoring per criteria). 
DWSE however assess project proposals in a different way. For each criteria, a score between 0 and 
100 can be assigned. Every score is then weighted. The weight assigned to the criteria however is 
determined specifically for every open call, there is no predetermined weight.  

The discrepancy between the selection criteria used by the MA and the IB’s can be assigned due to 
the fact that the MA needs to select project within the scope of three different funds and that the 
scope of the projects of the Intermediate Bodies is limited to the aspect of integration. The MA 
additionally has different beneficiaries (state organisations, International Organisations, NGO’s…) 
and has various domains to cover. Each entity, both MA and IB’s, may determine their own procedure 
for project selection. There is no obligation to standardise this. Both IB’s need to take into account 
the specific policy goals of the integration policy developed for the Flemish Community and the 
French Community, so this can be a further explanation why there is no uniformity in selection criteria 
used.  

However, we note that the difference in selection criteria and policy strategy might influence the 
effectiveness of the monitoring framework (cfr. explicitly focusing on horizontal principles or non-
structural including horizontal principles). Additionally, there was a shift in the selection of projects 
by DWSE. For the 2021 – 2027 programme period, DWSE focuses on integration projects related to 
the specific challenge of social inclusion and launched an open call for proposals to start up 18 
networks in predetermined regions, in which various local authorities can work together on the topic 
of social inclusion. By selecting only 18 beneficiaries, the administrative burden of the transversal 
project management is limited and efficiency can be increased. This clustering of means can be taken 
to demonstrate that the beneficiary landscape for the Flemish Community is less fragmented than 
the beneficiary landscape for the French Community (18 compared to 39, based on preliminary data 
recorded in April 2024). There is however a significant difference in total preliminary funding 
allocated between the two IB’s. In April 2024, DWSE admitted a total sum of €5.894.263 divided 
between the 18 regional networks. At that point in time, Agence FSE allocated a total sum of 
€37.939.612.  
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In other words, the preliminary budget allocated to beneficiaries in the French Community is 84% 
higher than the total preliminary budget allocated to the selected beneficiaries in the Flemish 

Community.
46

 

▌ AMIF fund in support of specificities of the integration policies of the two Communities: social 

integration in the Flemish Community, learning French as a foreign language and training the 

trainers in the French Community  

In the Flemish Community, the projects launched under AMIF for the aspect of integration by DWSE 
are in support of the integration policy that is developed by the Minister for Equal Opportunities and 
Integration in Flanders. The policy preparation and evaluation is more specifically done by the Civic 

Integration Department.
47

 The Flemish integration policy consists of four pillars: employment, Dutch 
as a second language, active citizenship, including rights and values and social integration, including 
values and norms. Within this integration policy, the fourth pillar was developed after a broad 
consultation with new entrants. This consultation showcased that it is difficult for new entrants to 
adapt to social conventions and to build social capital. These are however two catalysts that 
accelerate integration in society. The AMIF projects for the programme period 2021-2027 initiated 
by DWSE are in support of this fourth pillar. DWSE shifted its strategy for the new programme period 
and launched an open call for proposals to start up 18 networks in predetermined regions, in which 
various local authorities can work together on the topic of social inclusion. This approach for the 
AMIF fund is directly linked to the fourth pillar initiated by the Minister of Equal Opportunities and 
Integration. With the integration policy, the Minister namely strives to provide policy support and 
measures for local municipalities so these local municipalities can take action on the integration of 
minorities (personal communication, 11/05/2024).  

When comparing the use of AMIF-funds for the aspect of integration between the Flemish Community 
and the French Community, the data from the interviews conducted underlines a difference in project 
launch to support the integration policy in the two Communities. In the Flemish Community, the 
integration policy is already comprehensively funded by means of the Flemish budget. The AMIF fund 
is not a substitute for resources, but an addition to the regular integration policy (social pillar).  

In the French Region, the aspect of mandatory civic integration of new entrants is rather new. The 

integration programme became mandatory in 2016
48

. To contribute to the mandatory integration 
programme, which includes 120 hours of French language training, 20 hours of citizenship training 
and professional orientation, the AMIF projects initiated by Agence FSE are mostly within the field of 
education and formation. Agence FSE selects projects that are fully consistent with the integration 
programme. Next to the focus on French language training, there is a focus on the enablement of 
training the trainers. With the AMIF funds, Agence FSE tries to support in the French Community the 
development of a learning kit in support of trainers who address migrant audiences. This 
development of shared tools support the continue trainer trainings and last longer than the lifespan 
of the funding programme (personal communication, 11/05/2024).  

 

▌ Electronic system AMBIS as monitoring tool: cloud-based solution that was set up to strive for 

a more adequate and complete audit trail. Specifications of the tool however not fully adapted 

to the reporting needs of the beneficiaries.  
 

 
 
46

 To be discussed with the Intermediate Bodies how the change in selection procedure impacted a possible 
delayed start of the programme period for the Flemish Community and what the prospect of total budget will 
be for the full National Programme Period.  
47

 Flemish Government (2024). Integration. Vlaanderen.be. Consulted through 
https://www.vlaanderen.be/samenleven/herkomst/integratie 
48

 European Commission (June, 2024). Governance of migrant integration in Belgoum. European Website on 
Integration. Consulted through https://migrant-integration.ec.europa.eu/country-governance/governance-
migrant-integration-belgium_en 
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NB: This subsection introduces the new AMBIS monitoring and reporting tool, as well as its objectives 
and raison d'être. Its operation from the beneficiaries' side and therefore the perception they have 
of it are concepts addressed in the Efficiency chapter of this report, as they relate to administrative 
simplification. Please see 4.3.3 The administrative burden remains high, particularly for small 
entities, despite efforts made and a clear willingness of the authorities to simplify processes.  
 
For the 2021-2027 programme period, the MA strives to ensure that all exchange of information 
between the different beneficiaries and programme authorities is carried out by means of 
electronic data exchange systems (as formulated in article 69 of the CPR). To uphold this goal 
regarding digital data sharing, the Unit European Funds of the FPS Interior initiated during 2021 and 
2022 a design and development process for such a system. The electronic data exchange system 
that was developed (by IBM) is a cloud-based solution and received the name AMBIS. An important 
goal of the implementation of the AMBIS-system is to ensure an adequate and complete audit trail. 
This objective strives to address the concerns that were repeatedly formulated by the Audit Authority 

during the 2014-2020 programme period relating to risks interlinked with this specific audit trail.
49

 
One of the most important specifications of the cloud-based solution is that AMBIS encodes all 
payments to beneficiaries, including all relevant and linked documentation. This is primarily in order 
to ensure the needed adequate audit-trail. The tool is not only used for financial reporting in light of 
the audit trail, but is also used for progress reporting (cf. follow up of indicators).  

Next to financial reporting, AMBIS is also developed to digitalise progress reporting. When initiating 
projects, the cloud-based tool has the specific functionality to both include common project indicators 
as set out by the European Commission and include separately project specific indicators. This is 
important for the beneficiaries to also be able to track their project specific indicators. The common 
indicators set out by the Commission are mostly quantitative indicators. To be able to develop a 
narrative and the qualitative indicators, the differentiation within AMBIS is a strong functionality of 
the tool (personal communication, 23/05/2024). The project specific indicators are additionally 
important for IT-specific projects, due to the fact that the common indicators aren’t always enough 
adapted to the specifications of IT projects, mostly regarding projects for the ISF fund (personal 
communication, 17/05/2024).  

 

4.2.3 No active integration of horizontal principles in the definition and 

implementation of projects  

▌ Common Provisions Regulation as regulative framework, but limited number of examples from 

beneficiaries that are actively including the horizontal principles in their projects. 

The Common Provisions Regulation (CPR, framework regulation No. 2021/1060) specifies that 
Member States need to fulfil specific horizontal enabling conditions to be eligible to receive EU 
funding.  More specifically, Article 9 of the CPR states that Member States must be coherent with the 
horizontal principles (respect for human rights and compliance with the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights of the EU, equality between men and women, prevent discrimination based on gender, racial 
or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, sustainable development, 

environmental acquis).
50

 
 
The interviews with the selected beneficiaries indicate that in general, the integration of horizontal 
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 FPS Interior, Unit European Funds. (2023). Description of management and control system, p.25 
50

 Official Journal of the European Union.(2021, June 24). Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the European Regional 
Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the 
European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration 
and Integration Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support for Border 
Management and Visa Policy. Consulted through: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32021R1060 
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principles is not actively sought in the definition and implementation of projects, but these principles 
are instead incorporated by default in most projects, in connection with national and European 
regulatory frameworks.  
 
The annual performance reports however include a specific section on the integration of horizontal 
principles in the projects (personal communication, 23/05/2024). When asked about the 
incorporation of the horizontal principles most beneficiaries state that they are aware of the 
importance of the horizontal principles, but when asked about specific measures embedded in the 
selection and rollout of the projects, only a limited set of concrete examples are given.  

 
► Respect for fundamental rights and the Charter of Fundamental Rights: Several of the rights, 

freedoms, and principles set out in the Charter are central to the programme and the actions co-
financed by the ISF and BMVI programmes: 
o Title I: Dignity (Article 1-5) 
- The prohibition of slavery and forced labour (Article 5) is specifically targeted by projects 

conducted by ‘Fedasil’ that focus on legal trajectories for refugees.  
o Title II: Freedoms (Article 6-19)  
- The right to liberty and security (Article 6), to which different IT-projects work on through 

increasing security by data collection and sharing.  
- The protection of personal data (Article 8) is integrated into all digital projects contributing 

to the development and maintenance of information systems (PNR, ETIAS, EU Message 
Broker…)  

o Title III: Equality (Article 20 – 26) 
- The consideration of equality between men and women (Article 23) is specifically 

guaranteed by the organisation structure of the Federal Agency for the reception of asylum 
seekers. Within this Federal Agency a specific team for gender and gender equality is 
institutionalised. This team makes guards the integration of the gender dimension 
transversally across projects. The gender dimension is also embedded in the reception 
network of the organisation and this reception network is being audited on the gender 
aspect. 

- The prevention of any discrimination based on sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or beliefs, 
disability, age or sexual orientation (also corresponding to Articles 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 
26 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights) is uphold in the project ‘Passenger Name Record’. 
The ‘Passenger Name Record’ project works together with third parties (cfr. PNR is an IT 
project). When establishing these third-party partnerships, the beneficiary has chosen to 
work together with an IT partner that specifically employs people who have Autism Spectrum 
Syndrome. These employees with disabilities receive coaching and support. This allows them 
to work on the PNR-project. By integrating the criteria of employment of people with 
disabilities in its cooperation strategy, the beneficiary tries to uphold the prevention of any 
discrimination based on disability. Even in (IT) projects, for which the safeguarding of 
horizontal principles is not always that obvious or plain to embed.  

o Title IV: Solidarity (Article 27 – 38) 
- The projects included in the case selection that was done for the mid-term report don’t 

explicitly contribute to Articles 27 to 38.  
o Title V: Citizen’s rights (Article 39 – 46) 
- The freedom of movement and residence (Article 45) is clearly supported by the project 

‘strengthening and optimising the reception of applicants for international protection’. With 
this project ‘Fedasil’ aims to enhance flexibility and quality of the reception network and 
enhance the wellbeing and autonomy of applicants.  

- Relating to Article 45, the Immigration Service launched the project ‘Coaching Return 
Process and Early Alternatives’. With this project the service looks into alternatives for 
detention for people who received the command to leave the territory.  

- The Immigration Service upholds the Charter of Fundamental Rights when conducting the 
project and reports on the horizontal principle of respecting fundamental rights when 
drafting intermediate narrative reports.  

o Title VI: Justice (Article 47 – 50) 
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- The projects included in the case selection that was done for the mid-term report don’t 
explicitly contribute to Articles 47, 48, 49 and 50.  

 

4.2.4 Evaluation of communication: high programme-level transparency 

and accessibility with potential for more interactive outreach, 

project-level EU standards compliance with room for additional 

(external) communication measures, and beneficiary praise for 

exceptional MA and IB communication quality 

 
Communication within the AMIF, ISF, and BMVI funds is a multifaceted component, permeating 
various levels of interaction and dissemination. It encompasses high-level communication at the 
programme level and specific communication at project level, as well as communication between 
beneficiaries on the one hand, and the MA and IBs on the other. All three aspects are crucial for the 
smooth operation and transparency of the funds.  

 

▌ European funds at programme level: commendable transparency and accessibility with room 

for enhanced interactive communication and engagement 

The MA has made commendable efforts in providing access to national programmes for both the 
previous and current programming periods on their website. The inclusion of calls for projects on their 
website is a positive step, as it ensures transparency and accessibility for potential beneficiaries. It 
provides useful links, e.g. to the portal to all European funds in Belgium and to a webpage explaining 
the new AMBIS platform. There’s an online generator for creating posters and affiches in the EU 
layout, which is an innovative tool that aids in maintaining a consistent visual identity for EU-funded 
projects. However, the MA's website could be more extensive. To enhance communication, the MA 
could consider adding more interactive elements such as webinars, Q&A sessions, and detailed 
guidelines for applicants. Regular updates on the progress of funded projects and success stories 
could also be included to increase visibility and demonstrate the impact of the funds. 

The IBs show a more varied approach. The 'Europa WSE' website by DWSE includes a news section 
and a dedicated segment on integration related to the AMIF fund, which is beneficial for keeping 
stakeholders informed. The Agence FSE website provides a quarterly newsletter and a list of projects 
utilizing the AMIF fund, which is helpful for showcasing ongoing initiatives and fostering a sense of 
community among beneficiaries. To further improve communication, the Agence FSE could consider 
more frequent updates, interactive content, and perhaps workshops or networking events to facilitate 
exchange among project implementers. 

 

▌ EU communication standards compliance at project level and limited implementation of other 

(external) communication measures at this stage  

Many projects comply with the communication standards imposed by the EU, which aim at making 
EU support visible and are linked with a penalty clause for non-compliance. These include 
requirements such as email signatures that denote 'co-funded by the EU', the use of logos and the 
placement of EU stickers on co-financed material equipment (e.g. ABC Gates and servers in the EU 
Message Broker Subcontracting project). 

The survey reveals that besides the obligatory communication on EU support, the majority of 
beneficiaries acknowledge that they already have implemented other communication measures within 
the context of the projects. However, interviews have revealed that these measures are limited and 
predominantly pertain to internal communication, such as dissemination to target audiences and 
involved stakeholders. There is a lesser focus on external communication, suggesting that the visibility 
and outreach of the projects to a wider public could be further enhanced. This can partly be explained 
by the recent initiation of the projects, which entails that they have not progressed sufficiently to 

https://www.amif-isf.be/
https://www.europawse.be/onze-themas/inburgering
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yield significant achievements or results to communicate. This early stage in the project lifecycle could 
naturally limit the scope and substance of communication efforts. Secondly, insights from interviews 
indicate that the nature of the project or its ‘end product’ may also influence the perceived 
effectiveness of communication measures. Projects dealing with sensitive topics (e.g. resettlement) 
necessitate a more cautious approach to public communication to maintain confidentiality and 
sensitivity, leading to less frequent or less detailed dissemination of information. Additionally, 
projects with less tangible outcomes, particularly those in the IT domain focused on developing 
backend or support systems (e.g. EU Message Broker Subcontracting), are not considered interesting 
enough to communicate about with the public. The outcomes of such projects, while crucial for 
operational functionality, may not be immediately apparent or engaging to a broader audience, thus 
affecting the perceived value and impact of communication about these projects.  

Figure 2 What is your view on the following elements? 

 

Source: survey 

 

▌ Beneficiaries praise exceptional communication quality with MA and IBs 

A general consensus emerges from both the interviews and the survey results, underscoring the 
exceptional quality of communication with the MA and the IBs. Beneficiaries have expressed their 
appreciation for the accessible, efficient, and supportive nature of the MA and the IB. They have 
highlighted the ease with which they can reach out for assistance, whether through telephone or 
email, as evidenced below in the table containing testimonials from the beneficiaries.  

 

Figure 3 What is your perspective on the following aspects of the selection process and dialogue? 

 

Source: Survey 
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Table 16 Testimonials from beneficiaries 

 "The people in the DWSE team are super approachable and they actively work with us. 

We used to get the feeling that they were far away, in their ivory tower. Today, they feel 

very approachable." 

"The communication with the management authority is to a very large extent very 

smooth, is fast and very pleasant. Questions we ask are always answered quickly and 

correctly. But sometimes a more proactive communication would be useful: project 

dates, project opportunities." 

"Communication with the Cell European Funds is smooth. They are very pro- and 

reactive." 

"There is good communication leading up to reporting period. We are not strangers to 

each other." 

“Communication with the authorities is very good and responses are rapid.” 

“Great care is taken in communicating and supporting the call for projects.” 

Source: Survey & case studies 
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4.3 Efficiency 

Evaluative questions 

• Q3: Are the general objectives of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 

• Q3.1: To what extent does the programme support cost-effective measures? 

• Q3.2: To what extent is the management and control system efficient? 

• Q3.3: To what extent and how is further simplification achievable? 

 

Main findings 

Cost-effective measures and efficiency 

• Due to the delay in the projects caused by late launches, the funds logically remain 
underutilised at this stage. While this issue is expected to be resolved in the future with the 
deployment of the projects, there remains a question as to whether the results will be achieved 
mid-term and, therefore, the medium-term efficiency of the funds. Other changes have 
contributed to destabilizing the proper implementation of the initiatives and thus weakening 
the overall efficiency of the program: the crisis in Ukraine, legislative changes, etc. 

Efficiency of the management and control system and administrative simplification 

• These management and control system modalities are relevant and are deemed as such by the 
various stakeholders of the process. All procedures, roles, and responsibilities are described 
in a comprehensive document that leaves no room for interpretation. 

• Efforts to simplify and good practices exist in the search for administrative efficiency and 
should be highlighted: options for simplified costs, deployment of the new AMBIS platform, 
etc. These efforts are recognized as such by the beneficiaries and praised.  

• However, the administrative burden remains high, particularly for small entities that do not 
have dedicated human resources and are not well-trained in the type of reporting required. 
Opinions on the AMBIS platform are very mixed, with some criticizing its lack of user-
friendliness and complexity. 

 

4.3.1 Due to operational delays, the efficiency of the programme is not 

optimal but is expected to improve with the effective launch of all 

projects 

NB: The financial and operational assessment has already been explained in the previous section on 
Effectiveness. Therefore, this section is not intended to detail the delays and other causes that have 
impacted the efficiency of the projects, but rather to take a broader view of all the factors that have 
affected the proper initiation and progress of the program. For more information on specific 
obstacles, please refer to the previous section related to Effectiveness. 

Disbursement rate 

The current financial programming officially commenced on January 1, 2021, with costs incurred 
from that date being eligible for funding. However, as said previously the implementation of the 
AMIF-ISF-BMVI funds has encountered one major obstacle that has impeded progress, likely the 
late adoption of Common Provisions Regulation, of the three specific regulations governing AMIF, 
ISF and BMVI and of National Programmes (2021 for the first two ones, 2022 for the National 
Programmes). These delays in initiating the programming have had several repercussions, the first 
one being the selection of the first projects could only proceed following the adoption of the National 
Programmes (NP), leading to a belated start of the projects. 

According to the Annual Performance reports, grant agreements were only issued in December 
2022 and January 2023. Logically, a number of projects have just been launched and have not yet 
begun to disburse funds. Consequently, the funds are currently underutilised and the efficiency is 
not optimal.  
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The three financial tables submitted enable the evaluation team to identify this underutilisation. In 
fact, these tables show particularly low rates of use of funds in 2023: 7.62%, 5.20% and 0.38%. Only 
a small proportion of the total financial allocations has been used since the start of the programme. 
Also, the common performance indicators for these three tables are not yet known. All the values 
are 0, having been obtained on 31 December 2023, when the forecast intermediate value is counted 
for 2024. 

Indications mentioned in the documentary review allow the evaluation team to justify the observation 
of underutilisation of funds. Notably, the Monitoring Committee of 04/10/2023 clearly stated this 
underutilisation of the allocated funds, and also that “there is a risk that insufficient payment 
requests will be submitted to receive the mid-term review supplement, which could further impact 

the funds' efficiency and the achievement of their intended objectives”
51

.  

This delay can also be observed in the misalignment of the schedules noted during this assessment: 
while this report constitutes a mid-term evaluation of the 2021-2027 funds, the stakeholders were 
in the process of closing the accounts for the previous programming period. 

 

Contextual changes that impacted the funds’ efficiency 

In addition to the delay experienced by the projects, efficiency has also been impacted by contextual 
changes: 

• The conflict in Ukraine has introduced additional complexities, particularly the influx of 
numerous unaccompanied minors, which has diverted focus and caused further delays in some 
activities under SO1. In relation to SO4, the repercussions of the Ukraine crisis have exerted 
pressure on local cities and municipalities, already grappling with increased workloads and staff 
shortages. 

• The pressure on the reception network has been exacerbated by an increased inflow of 
individuals and a challenging, limited outflow, culminating in the saturation of the network. 
Despite various efforts, such as the Impulse Fund, there has been a lack of enthusiasm and viable 
options among local cities and municipalities to establish additional local reception initiatives. 
Consequently, many Local Reception Initiatives (LOIs) have been terminated or suspended due 
to outflow difficulties. This has made it challenging to timely transition residents out of the 
network, leading to a large number of suspensions in housing within the network. 

• Specifically regarding ISF: a Constitutional Court's decision
52

 brought about additional 
responsibilities, necessitating a thorough analysis of the legal ramifications and compelling 
technical adjustments, particularly to the Beltrip application. Consequently, this diversion of 
resources resulted in reduced personnel availability for other project components, such as the 
integration with the Second-Generation Schengen Information System (SIS II), thereby impacting 
the overall project execution and resource allocation. 

 

The BMVI fund, for its part, has demonstrated flexibility by allowing the reallocation of funds. The 
decision was made by the beneficiary, in conjunction with the Managing Authority, to discontinue a 
project dedicated to the maintenance of systems such as EES/ETIAS. This decision was influenced by 
delays at the EU level in making these systems operational, leading to a strategic reallocation of funds 
initially intended for maintenance to a new project aimed at advancing EES developments at the 
national level in Belgium. 

Finally, strategic decisions such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs' choice not to apply for the 
Interior Affairs funding (primarily due to internal administrative constraints and the substantial 

 
 
51

 Minutes of the Monitoring Committee of 04/10/2023 
52

 There was a strategic adaptation to include the development of a risk assessment tool for intra-EU flights, a 
component initially outside the project's original scope. This inclusion was prompted by a Belgian 
Constitutional Court ruling concerning domestic PNR legislation, handed down on October 12, 2023. Source: 
APR 2023 ISF. 
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bureaucratic demands associated with securing and justifying expenditures) weaken the efficiency 
of the BMVI fund: this decision indeed casts doubt on the feasibility of initiatives such as acquiring 
additional VIS equipment for consular posts and maintaining the employment of locally recruited 
Document Verification Officers (DVOs). Consequently, this affects the achievement of milestones and 
targets related to SO2 indicators, rendering most of them unattainable. 

 

4.3.2 Efficiency of management and control system 

At the level of the managing authority, the organisation of the FPS Interior Affairs and of the 
European Funds Unit (EFU) allows for the pooling of financial and administrative management of 
the AMI, ISF and BMVI funds, thereby reducing administrative pathways. 

Three units are indeed established within the EFU: (i) one focusing on the AMIF fund, (ii) one focusing 
on ISF and BMVI funds, and (iii) one dedicated to budgetary missions. These units work together with 
three main services: the Management and Budget Control of the FPS Interior Affairs (annual budget 
planning, commitments, payments); Finance Inspectors (commitments regarding projects of the FPS 
Interior); and the FPS Management and Budget Control (FPS BOSA). 

 
Figure 4 Distribution of roles and responsibilities in the framework of the Management & Control System 

(simplified diagram) 

 
Source: Documentary review and interviews – EY Elaboration 

 
These management and control system modalities are relevant and are deemed as such by the 
various stakeholders of the process, who have found nothing to criticise. All procedures, roles, and 
responsibilities are described in a comprehensive document that leaves no room for interpretation: 
Description of management and control system, performed according to Annex XVI of Article 69(11) 
of Regulation (EY)2021/1060.  

Regarding budgetary control: payments are triggered once the expenditures are justified. This 
implies that the structures must document and justify their expenses in a timely manner, otherwise 
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they will not be paid. The concept of budget execution for the various funds is therefore not only 
dependent on the proper operational execution of the projects but also on the administrative ability 
to provide documents and justify expenses. The audit authority thus mentioned that, generally, 
projects were correctly executed but there were sometimes problems with the eligibility of expenses.  

Another issue lies in the margin of error tolerated by the European Commission to consider a project 
well-managed: this margin is set at 2%, which is very low and poses a real challenge for fund 
beneficiary structures such as AMIF, ISF, and BMVI, which often constitute complex and risky 
projects, compared to other more mainstream projects. 

 

4.3.3 The administrative burden remains high, particularly for small 

entities, despite efforts made and a clear willingness of the 

authorities to simplify processes. 

Existing elements constitute good practices regarding the search for administrative efficiency. 
From a Management Authority’s perspective, the centralisation within the same unit of the 
management of Interior Affairs funds at the federal level promotes administrative efficiency. 

Also, as highlighted in previous section related to Effectiveness, some efforts have been done 
regarding administrative simplification. Notably, AMBIS has been also developed to digitalise 
progress reporting and limit administrative burden for beneficiaries when reporting.  

These objectives are well perceived by the beneficiaries, who recognise and praise this willingness 
to seek administrative simplification.  

However, in practice, this simplification is only partially applied, and the feedback from the 
beneficiaries, especially the small entities, is very mixed:  

• On the one hand, some state that the content reporting with AMBIS proceeds easier than in the 
past. With AMBIS it is possible to keep the reporting more concise with short answers instead of 
drafting full pages of progress report. Other state that the bi-annual reporting helps them in 
better documentation management. 

On the other hand, the case studies conducted in light of the mid-term report showcase that the 
beginning of the programme period was characterised by hurdles for the beneficiaries to adapt 
to the new reporting and monitoring tool and to the newly bi-annual reporting. Within the new 
programme period, beneficiaries are obliged to submit their financial statements for the period 
January to June and for the period July to December. Some are of the opinion that this reporting 
period (June and December) are poorly chosen due to the fact that a lot of project managers are 
out of office during the reporting timeframe (Personal communication, 15/05/2024; 
17/05/2024). Additionally, most of the beneficiaries state the AMBIS-tool is not user-friendly 
and that the system, especially in the beginning was plagued by bugs. The high workload is 
especially due to the fact that the beneficiaries need to upload all invoices one-by-one. There is no 
specification within the tool to upload invoices in batches. According to all realised interviews, most 
beneficiaries state that this is very time-consuming work. 

As stated in the figure below, 49% of the beneficiaries surveyed think the indicators are easy to 
fill out. For only 41% of them, the control framework is reasonable, and for just 35% the reporting 
obligations are tailored to their workload.  
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Figure 3 How do you view the following elements? 

 
Source: Survey 

 
Box 2 Testimonials from beneficiaries 

 
“I don’t know if AMBIS is a huge improvement. This tool is not very user friendly. It is not 
coherent how it is designed. Different documents have to be uploaded in different places. The 
process is not always clear. It causes a lot of unclarity and stress.” 

“Two mission officers suffered burnouts with the participant file. Some complain of having 
spent 3 weeks doing this, and report a loss of meaning in their profession. What is complicated, 
in fact, is that we agree with the reporting requirements: it is entirely normal that there are 
controls. The problem is that it is not at all adapted to the specificities of the projects we carry.” 

"Using AMBIS is not very intuitive and we had a lot of difficulty completing the first two interim 
assessments. Fortunately, we had a contact person who helped us a lot, but it was tedious work 
and in the rush we're in every day, a simplified procedure would really have been appreciated.” 

"No comments. Except for some difficulty in understanding the AMBIS platform. Fortunately our 
contact person was very responsive, patient and supportive." 

"Communication with the authorities is very correct, responses are made quickly.” 

"The current monitoring evaluation framework and AMBIS does not allow for measuring the 
progress made in the project. The current indicators allow little nuance." 

 

Source: Interviews related to case studies and survey to beneficiaries 

 

Some reporting requirements clash with the realities of the work of beneficiaries on the field. For 
example, in the DASPA project, educational staff in schools are required to report while they already 
complain about the administrative burden which strongly discourages the initiation of AMIF projects. 
Moreover, reporting sometimes contradicts legal obligations, such as the anonymisation of youth 
followed within the framework of the projects. This anonymisation is therefore carried out but then 
greatly complicates the reporting for the authorities (how to precisely track in terms of hours of 
attendance/school attendance when the youth is anonymised?).  
 
 
Specificities of the reporting done by beneficiaries from the Intermediate Bodies: The Beneficiaries 
from the IB’s don’t use AMBIS as a reporting tool. The beneficiaries from DWSE for example collect 
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their financial and progress reporting in the Platos-application. This is an application that was 
specifically developed by the Department to follow-up on subsidy calls and public 
procurement/government contracts. DWSE organises every six months status meetings with their 
beneficiaries to support them in their financial and progress reporting. During these physical status 
meetings, DWSE checks the status of the indicators achieved. DWSE even hires a third party (project 
management consultancy) that supports the beneficiaries in their reporting and overall project 
management (personal communication, 24/05/2027). 

Nevertheless, despite all the aforementioned criticisms and the impact this may have on the 
beneficiaries, many of them raised the high availability of MA or AMBIS’ focal point to improve the 
user experience and to overcome the difficulties experienced with the management of the new 
reporting tool and reporting period. 

It also appears that, in all cases, the AMBIS platform constitutes a real advancement in 
administrative simplification. While the platform experienced bugs initially, this is no different from 
other processes of introducing new IT tools. In any case, AMBIS represents progress compared to 
the old reporting model, which operated via emails and documents on the server and where 
centralisation was complicated. However, this should not overshadow the fact that there is a need to 
make the tool more educational and intuitive for some, and more user-friendly. 
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4.4 Coherence 

Evaluative questions 

• Q4: Are the objectives set in the national programme Fund coherent with the ones set in 
other programmes? 

• Q4.1: To what extent is the programme coherent with initiatives supported under its policy 
domain, in particular with support under the thematic facility across the different 
management modes? 

• Q4.2: To what extent is the programme coherent with other EU funds (including other Home 
Affairs funds), and in particular with EU’s external action? 

 

Main findings 

• Programmes are coherent with the respective policy domains 

Internal coherence is ensured within the different part of the three programmes. The NPs show 
synergies within the respective policy area, as demonstrated by cooperation with other EU 
agencies and initiative within the same policy domains.  

• The thematic facility is used to achieve the specific objectives of the funds 

Each programme includes the thematic facility instrument, by which mostly Specific Actions 
are financed. These Specific Actions are in line with NPs’ objectives. 

• Coherence with Interior Affairs funds is verified by the Managing Authority and based on 
regular committees’ consultations  

The FPS Interior, as the Managing Authority of the three funds, oversees coordination among 
them. In addition, the issue of coherence with other EU funds is addressed during regular 
consultations within the Steering Committee and the Monitoring Committee – where 
representatives of different administrations are present. 

• Coordination between AMIF and the European Social Fund Plus is guaranteed by AMIF 
Intermediate Bodies  

Concerning AMIF fund, coherence with other EU funds, specifically the European Social Fund 
Plus (ESF+), is guarantee by the Intermediate Bodies, which are also ESF+ Managing 
Authorities. In general, although both AMIF and ESF+ are related to integration measures, 
their objectives are different, so no overlaps should occur. 

 

 

4.4.1 The ISF, BMVI, and AMIF programmes demonstrate coordination with 

other actions in the related policy domains 

▌ Programmes are coherent with the respective policy domains 

The three programmes analysed show a good degree of internal coherence. Due to their nature and 
main areas of intervention, the three funds are linked to different EU instruments for each policy 
area.  

For example, the ISF objectives are in line with EMPACT (European Multidisciplinary Platform Against 
Criminal Threats) priorities, although there are currently no actions foreseen under EMPACT to be 
financed by the ISF. In addition, the under-allocation of resources to SO2 is also justified by the 
possibility of carrying out cross-border cooperation activities through other EU funding instruments 
or agencies (e.g. EUROPOL and specific EU-wide police networks).  

Similarly, all actions envisaged under BMVI are linked to EU-LISA activities and they are implemented 
in accordance with the priorities of the Agency and working groups. Synergies with the Customs 
Control Equipment Instrument (CCEI) are also ensured through regular meetings between Federal 
Police (one of the main beneficiaries of BMVI) and the Customs Control authorities. 
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Finally, AMIF SO1 and SO4 are connected to the Common European Asylum System (CEAS) external 
dimension and envisage working with the European Union Agency for Asylum (EUAA) and, in the 
future, within the Regional Development Protection Programme for North Africa. Activities under 
SO4 are consistent with the New Pact on Migration and Asylum and, specifically, with its prevision on 
solidarity among Member States. UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees) and IOM 
are also involved as relevant stakeholders and/or beneficiaries in the achievement of the expected 
results.  

▌ The thematic facility is used to achieve the specific objectives of the funds 

Each instrument of thematic facility contributes to the main objectives of the respective funds and 
complements the other activities foreseen. Under the thematic facility each programme finances one 
or more Specific Actions (except in the case of AMIF, where resettlement, humanitarian admissions, 
and relocation is also funded through the thematic facility). Specific Actions are transnational or 
national projects through which Member States may receive an additional allocation to their 
programmes.  

Regarding the ISF fund, two Specific Actions were financed under SO2: “NEOS4EU”, a project of the 
Belgian Federal Police to improve the NEOS information management tool, and “ESG: Into the Future 
as One”, which aims to enhance surveillance capabilities to fight organised crime and terrorism and 
in which Belgium is a project partner. These Specific Actions, carried out with other MSs, respond to 
the objective of improving cross-border cooperation among EU competent authorities in relation to 
organised crime.  

Similarly, the specific action funded under BMVI contributes to SO1 by implementing the relevant 
interoperability legal framework for border management.  

In the AMIF National Programme two Specific Actions are integrated: “Shortening the waiting list for 
guardians for unaccompanied minors” related to SO1, and “Vona”, aimed at assisting female victims 
of human trafficking, under SO2.  

 

4.4.2 The Managing Authority, the Monitoring Committee, the Steering 

Committee, and AMIF Intermediate Bodies supervise 

complementarity among other EU funds 

▌ Coherence with Interior Affairs funds is verified by the Managing Authority and based on 

regular committees’ consultations  

The FPS Interior is the MA of the three funds analysed, so coherence among them is assessed from 
the very beginning of the process and throughout the implementation of the NPs. Furthermore, 
although the NPs show some synergies within the activities foreseen for the three funds, their scope 
is defined and different. For example, the BMVI and ISF programmes state that CEPOL material will 
be used for training purposes: in the case of BMVI, to improve knowledge of large-scale IT-systems 
for border management, while in the case of ISF, to train officials in and between Member States’ 
competent authorities in preventing and combating crime. ISF and AMIF also share a common area 
of intervention, such as the trafficking of human beings. However, while the ISF is more concerned 
with improving the understanding of the profiles of trafficked persons for prevention purposes, 
activities under AMIF are aimed at providing adequate reception service and support to victims of 
trafficking.  

Throughout the implementation period of the three funds, regular consultations have taken place 
within the Steering Committee and the MC – where Foreign Affairs (managing the External relation 
instruments), Social Integration, Interior (e.g. Horizon 2020) and Asylum-Migration are represented 
- in order to guarantee harmonisation among initiatives. Moreover, the BMVI and ISF NPs emphasise 
the permanent consultation between the MA and the Belgian Permanent Representation in the EU as 
an instrument to assure complementarity and avoid overlaps among the programmes. 

Complementarity is also verified at the level of the final beneficiaries. In this regard, it should be 
noted that ISF and BMVI beneficiaries are designated by direct award by decision of the Steering 



Mid-Term Evaluation of EU funds AMIF, ISF & BMVI 2021-2027  

Final report  

62 
 

Committee, as they are governmental partners with a monopoly in their field of intervention. As such, 
overlapping should be avoided since they all cover different themes, and should also be able to ensure 
coherence among the projects they manage, even if they are funded under different financial 
instruments.  

On the other hand, AMIF beneficiaries are selected through calls for proposals. In this case, all project 
promoters are asked to provide information on other sources of European funding they benefit from 
and on how the risk of double funding is avoided. Although this system of ensuring coordination 
seems weak, since it is mostly delegated to the final beneficiaries, the representative of the AMIF MA 
affirms that coordination and the avoidance of double financing are considered as key aspects by 
both the Managing and Audit Authorities.  

Finally, the risk of double funding is mitigated by the financial planning carried out by the MA in 
relation to the federal budget. 

▌ Coordination between AMIF and the European Social Fund Plus is guaranteed by AMIF 

Intermediate Bodies  

The AMIF programme presents a good degree of coordination with cohesion policy and in particular 
with EFS+ Indeed, the IB’s – which are responsible for the majority of integration measures- are also 
EFS+ Managing Authorities, which ensures coherence and coordination between the two funds. In 
general, AMIF funds are used for the reception and integration of newcomers from third countries, 
while EFS+ focuses on the social inclusion of vulnerable groups, including, but not limited to, 
migrants. Synergies with the Recovery and Resilience Plan and the AMIF are also reported for the 
digitalisation of asylum and migration procedures. 

Although no reference is made to EU’s external action (neither the Neighbourhood, Development and 
International Cooperation Instrument – Global Europe, nor the Instrument for Pre-accession 
assistance), the AMIF programme ensures that consistency with other EU external actions is 
monitored through its Permanent Representation to the EU. 

Finally, final beneficiaries consider that the objectives of the funds are in line with national and 
European priorities. The survey results show that a high degree of coherence is perceived by the 
beneficiaries of the three funds, and this is also the case for relevant sub-groups of respondents (e.g. 
disaggregation of data by fund or by type of beneficiary). 

 

Figure 4 What is your assessment of the following elements relating to the coherence of projects funded? 

 
Source : survey 
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4.5 EU Added Value 

Evaluative questions 

• Q5: To what extent is the programme generating EU added value? 

 

Main findings 

• The European funds AMIF, ISF and BMVI have proved to be a crucial catalyst, stimulating the 
deployment of strategic projects that are essential for Belgium. In addition, this funding has 
made it possible to initiate projects and allow the recruitment of human resources that would 
not have been possible without this European financial support, such as Fedasil's resettlement 
project or NCCS’s Ethias project.  

• EU funding has increased Belgium's capacity to carry out its regulatory obligations for Europe-
wide IT projects in an efficient and timely manner, in the case of the ETIAS project for example. 

• European funding has played a decisive role in facilitating and boosting coordination and 
dialogue between the various players in Belgium, as well as strengthening communication and 
cooperation with other European partners.  

 
The contribution of the European Union's support has mainly taken the form of speeding up the 
application of certain regulatory obligations, trigger the implementation of projects, supporting the 
recruitment of human resources and the development of larger and more ambitious projects, and 
improving collaboration between Member States.  

The co-financing of projects via ISF, AMIF and BMVI has been a source of additionality through 
several aspects: 

• Support from these three funds has increased Belgium's ability to diligently execute its 
regulatory obligations for Europe-wide IT projects, including technology projects such as ETIAS 
and NRP. 

• In addition, assistance from European funds has been able to act as an incentive leading to the 
start-up of strategic projects for Belgium. It was the case for instance for the resettlement 
project of Fedasil (their own budget is mainly dedicated for reception capacities) and the four-
phase of ETIAS project of NCCS. It was particularly the case of a large extent of projects as 
evidenced by survey (see below).  

• The EU fund supports the recruitment of human resources, including staff (e.g.: resettlement 
project for Fedasil) or consultants (e.g.: NCCS-Ethias project). 

• The use of European funds also makes it possible to enhance the value of projects co-financed 
during the previous programming period and to encourage continuity, by supporting their 
maintenance and improvement. It is the case for instance for ETIAS (4 phases since its inception) 
and PNR projects led by NCCS.  

• Co-financing from European funds also enables additional national funds to be released, as 
evidenced by the results of the survey (see figure below). In fact, to the question “Without 
European funding, my organisation would not have been able to carry out the project(s) or 
would have revised its ambition/sizing downwards”, 80% of the beneficiaries interrogated 
answered yes to a large or a certain extent. For instance, the Belgian federal police indicate in 
interview national funding I s insufficient to carry out their tasks.  

• Moreover, to the question “The mobilisation of European funding is accompanied by the 
mobilisation of national counterparts’ funds to avoid a phenomenon of dependence on European 
funding”, 68% of the beneficiaries surveyed answered yes to a large or a certain extent.  

• In contrary, regarding the question “Funding from current programming has been/will be a 
source of benefit additionality for the parties involved”, only 58% of the beneficiaries answered 
yes to a large or a certain extent.  
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Figure 5 What assessment do you make of the following elements relating to the relevance of the programme in 
relation to your needs and the added value of the funding(s) provided? 

 

Source: Survey 

 

• Obtaining European funds in fact gives credibility to budget requests from internal 
departments: obtaining co-financing then adds extra importance and legitimacy to these 
requests. The release of more financial resources for national priorities is therefore a multiplier 
effect of European co-financing. In short, European funding acts as a catalyst, making it easier 
to obtain additional funds that substantially support the achievement of national objectives. 
Access to European funds has freed up national budgets for other components, enabling 
resources to be used more effectively to improve the quality of the services provided.  

• The flexibility of the AMIF fund in particular was highlighted in the case study interview in the 
case of the DASPA project. The developments since the previous programming have in fact 
enabled Belgium to go further in supporting young migrants in the educational context, by 
putting in place solutions adapted to schools, namely multi-dimensional individual support, at 
beyond classical education. 

 

Box 3 Testimonials from beneficiaries 

 
“The EU funds help us to start”.  

“Without the EU budget, we are not able to recruit the technical personnel or staff to help us”. 

“Without the EU support, we do not have the means to implement this resettlement project”. 

“We need the funding to maintain the system and continue other developments (e.g. tools for data 

analytics, improvement of the systems’ security).” 

“it is good to have extra budget to finance these projects”. 

  

 Source: Case studies 

"Without this additional subsidy, we would not have been able to develop our evening course, nor 

the additional Citizenship training. It has enabled us to expand the team by 0.5 FTE." 

"Without European financing the realisation of our projects is currently impossible. We are actively 

applying for national funds to avoid dependency but currently without success." 
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"Without the help of European funds we would not be able to carry out the projects for which we 

are financed. The XX CPAS is under a management plan and so these European subsidies are 

essential for developing actions on the ground that are useful to the target audience." 

"Currently, we are not granted any national financing to work on issues related to asylum and 

migration. For this theme, therefore, our work is supported solely by the European fund from 

which we beneficiate." 

“The financing provided is an important part of the financing of X Belgium and allows us to build 

on X Belgium's voluntary return programming.” 

‘EU financing allows projects to be set up in a national context, this with purely national resources 

is more difficult to achieve (more dependent on overall budget rules, possible savings, etc.).” 

 

Source: Survey 
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5. Lessons learned and recommendations 
This concluding chapter synthesises the main conclusions set out in the previous sections of the report 
(which highlight the associated observations and findings). In particular, it identifies the main lessons 
to be learned from the evaluation as well as the recommendations. The following recommendations 
are proposed on the basis of the analysis carried out and the findings set out in the previous sections.  

 

Regarding the relevance to national strategy and national needs, the Managing Authority designed 
National Programmes based on the national policy documents related to the fund’s areas of 
intervention and aligned with Belgium’s strategic priorities, acquis communautaire and EU action 
plans. The development of the National Programmes was based on a broad consultation of 
stakeholders, in order to build a programme that meets the needs. However, some beneficiaries felt 
little involved in the consultation phase. Regarding the relevance to evolving needs, the structure of 
the programmes is in continuity with the structural needs of the country, while flexibility has been 
guaranteed through a review process to pivot seamlessly in response to evolving needs.  

Regarding the achievement of objectives at mid-term, the preliminary financial data per fund 
showcases a clear focus of funds being allocated to SO1 (Asylum) and SO3 (Return) for AMIF, to SO1 
(Exchange of information) for ISF and to SO1 (European Integrated Border Management) for BMVI. 
The implementation of projects co-financed under the AMIF, ISF and BMVI programs commenced 
belatedly due to delayed signing of the agreements with DG HOME and a shift in the European 
timelines for these projects. As a result, the projects have not been in operation for a sufficient period 
to enable a thorough evaluation of the achievement of objectives. Despite the late start, the initiated 
projects are progressing and are intended to effectively contribute to the program objectives.  

Regarding the monitoring and Evaluation Framework, the federal and regional asylum, migration 
and security policy institutions are represented in the management system structure for the three 
funds and within the programme-based monitoring structure. The Monitoring and Steering 
Committee on the level of the Managing Authority is institutionalised based upon the Common 
Provisions Regulation. It is difficult for the Monitoring Committee to fully monitor the progress of 
projects and to analyse the possible overlap between projects due to the proliferation of projects. 
When converging all the qualitative data analysed for the mid-term report, it can be stated that 
because of the high-level reporting on the overall progress of projects, it is difficult for the Monitoring 
Committee to conclude whether all the individual projects are progressing and whether there is 
overlap in the different projects.  

Regarding the cost-effective measures and efficiency, the funds remain underutilized at this stage. 
While this issue is expected to be resolved in the future with the deployment of the projects, there 
remains a question as to whether the results will be achieved mid-term and, therefore, the medium-
term efficiency of the funds. Other changes have contributed to destabilising the proper 
implementation of the initiatives and thus weakening the overall efficiency of the program.  

Regarding the efficiency of the management and control system and administrative simplification, 
these management and control system modalities are relevant and are deemed as such by the various 
stakeholders of the process. All procedures, roles, and responsibilities are described in a 
comprehensive document that leaves no room for interpretation. Efforts to simplify and good 
practices exist in the search for administrative efficiency. However, the administrative burden 
remains high, particularly for small entities that do not have dedicated human resources and are not 
well-trained in the type of reporting required. Opinions on the AMBIS platform are very mixed, with 
some criticizing its lack of user-friendliness and complexity.  

Regarding the coherence, the programmes are coherent with the respective policy domains. Internal 
coherence is ensured within the different part of the three programmes. The National Programmes 
show synergies within the respective policy area, as demonstrated by cooperation with other EU 
agencies and initiative within the same policy domains. The thematic facility is used to achieve the 
specific objectives of the funds, which are in line with the National Programmes’ objectives. 
Coherence with Home Affairs funds is verified by the Managing Authority and based on regular 
committees’ consultations. Coordination between AMIF and the European Social Fund Plus is 
guaranteed by AMIF Intermediate Bodies.  
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Regarding the EU added value, AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds have proved to be a crucial catalyst, 
stimulating the deployment of strategic projects that are essential for Belgium. In addition, this 
funding has made it possible to initiate projects and allow the recruitment of human resources that 
would not have been possible without this European financial support. EU funding has increased 
Belgium's capacity to carry out its regulatory obligations for Europe-wide IT projects in an efficient 
and timely manner. European funding has played a decisive role in facilitating and boosting 
coordination and dialogue between the various players in Belgium, as well as strengthening 
communication and cooperation with other European partners. 

 

Based on these conclusions, the evaluation formulates three general recommendations broken 
down into specific recommendations, together with the entity responsible for implementation, the 
degree of priority and the timeframe for implementation.  

 

# Recommendation 

1 
Increase the monitoring-evaluation framework, notably to track progress of the 
projects and the financial execution 

2 
Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during the design and implementation phase 
of the programme 

3 
Continue to improve the internal and external communication to help make 
understandable and visible the European funds and promote their added value 

 

 

5.1 Increase the monitoring-evaluation framework, notably to 
track progress of the projects and the financial execution 

Findings: 

► Concerning the progress tracking of the projects, the Monitoring Committee has expressed 
difficulties to follow the challenges and advancements.  

► A lack of tools and methodologies to track the progresses and obstacles, understood and 
adopted at all levels has been underlined as well.  

► A methodological approach is lacking to have a deeper view on a large number of projects.  

► Regarding the administrative burden, some beneficiaries bear the brunt of monitoring and 
reporting. Intermediary organisations have also indicated that certain elements are 
requested by Belgium, and not by the European Commission, further increasing the 
administrative burden. 

 

Recommendation Implementation 

1.1 Formalise operational monitoring tools and guidelines which will be 
used to feed into annual implementation reports and ex-post evaluation 

► Formalise guidelines (definition of what must be monitored per 
project) and aggregated monitoring tables allowing a view of all 
projects.  

► Formalise project monitoring tools, such as a project sheet which lists 
the objectives, tracks the main milestones, recalls the forecast 
schedule, allocated budgets, etc. 

► Provide training for the AMBIS platform specifically: 

a. Provide training sessions for the beneficiaries.  

Priority:   

Timing: S2 
2024 

Responsible: 
SPF Interior 
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b. Create and make available a user guide and FAQ for 
beneficiaries, creating reference documents accessible at any 
time. 

1.2 Formalise methodologies for operational monitoring of the 
achievement of project objectives 

► Define the methodologies for calculating the indicators identified in 
the European monitoring framework.  

► Define internal and complementary indicators of the Commission's 
indicators, reflecting the achievements of the different projects and 
adapted to their specificities.  

► Define the sources of information necessary for the construction of 
these indicators.  

1.3 Plan regular reporting to the Committee based on a sample of 
representative projects  

► Include some specific presentation(s) within the Monitoring 
Committee of major beneficiaries (based on criteria to ensure a 
representative view of the portfolio).  

1.4 Verify that the information and requirements in terms of monitoring 
and reporting for beneficiaries comply with the expectations of the 
European Commission, and only request additional information or 
manipulations when truly necessary.  

 

 

5.2 Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during the design 
and implementation phase of the programme 

Findings: 

► National strategies and needs identified by main stakeholders are taken into account in a 
relevant way in the National Programmes. However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in 
the consultation phase. The process can also be improved (e.g; lack of consolidated note 
listing the comments received and how they were addressed for the design of the NP).  

► There is also a lack of awareness to the programming, as well as the absence of formal space 
for exchange between beneficiaries. 

 

Recommendation Implementation 

2.1 Extend and better formalise the consultation of stakeholders during 
the design of the next programming  

► Extend the diffusion of a questionnaire. 

► Put in place some dedicated thematic focus groups with current and 
potential beneficiaries. 

► Include a consolidated note listing the comments received and how 
they were addressed for the design of the NP. 

Priority:   

Timing: current 
programme 
(implementation) 
and next 
programme 
(design) 

Responsible: SPF 
Interior and IBs 

2.2 Increase the awareness and involvement of the stakeholders during 
the implementation of the programme  

► Animate the communities of beneficiaries through an annual 
meeting (ISF/AMIF/BMVI “day” and Europe day) or virtual community 
to allow them to exchange good practices.  
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5.3 Continue to improve the internal and external communication 
to help make understandable and visible the European funds and 
promote their added value 

Findings: 

► Some funded projects make the EU support visible, but there is limited additional (external) 
communication measures being taken at project level at this stage.  

► Internally, communication between beneficiaries lacks exchanges, particularly on good 
practices.  

 

Recommendation Implementation 

3.1 Continue and strengthen communication actions with stakeholders, in 
connection with the internal communication aimed at raising awareness of 
the service and the funds:  

► Develop communication actions targeted on EU added value.  

► Develop actions promoting projects that have already benefited from 
EU co-financing, which highlight feedback from project leaders.  

► Develop external and internal mailings and use of platforms for these 
actions in order to increase their visibility.  

► Develop exchanges of good practices between peers, animate a 
community of beneficiaries.  

Priority:   

Timing: current 
programme 

Responsible: 
SPF Interior and 
IBs 3.2 Improve the communication strategy with internal and external 

stakeholders:  

► Lead national programming by identifying and relaunching potential 
project leaders.  

► Support this animation by proactively identifying and proposing 
potential projects for the programs.  

 

 

 

 

 



Mid-Term Evaluation of EU funds AMIF, ISF & BMVI 2021-2027  

Final report  

70 
 

6. Annexes 
 

6.1 Supporting materials for context 

Table 17 Belgium National Programme – AMIF 2014-2020 (v.7.0) 
Specific 

Objective 
National Objective / Specific Action  

Main actions 
sub-budget 

(EU contribution) 
Total budget  

(EU contribution) 

1 - Asylum 

NO1. Reception/ asylum     22.813.801,27  

  34.892.964,44  

► Further develop an IT system (ERF 11-7) to optimise the reception capacity and 
make it able to adapt to possible influx 

► Enhance the reception quality 
► Support recognised refugees during the transition out of the reception network to 

obtain adequate and stable accommodation 
► Exchange of information and best practices with other European national agencies 
► Development of identification mechanisms and support tools regarding asylum 

applicants part of vulnerable groups in particular guaranteeing the best interest of 
minors 

► Work towards more harmonisation and realisation of CEAS by increased use of 
EASO developed tools in different areas, and by investing in practical cooperation 
initiatives and exchange of good practices. 

NO2. Evaluation      9.697.565,69  

► Assure the quality and efficiency of the asylum procedure while taking into account 
the principle of frontloading 

► Streamline, harmonise, and diversify information products on the asylum 
procedure and assure adequate provision of and access to legal aid. 

NO3. Resettlement      2.381.597,48  

► Increase Belgian involvement on issues of the external dimension of asylum 
► Establish a solid resettlement programme. 

2 - 
Integration - 

legal 
migration 

NO1. Legal migration  -  

  38.292.375,62  

NO2. Integration     36.124.814,06  

► Promote integration by offering individualised trajectories to non-EU newcomers 
(including beneficiaries of international protection) through intensive social 
activation trajectories guided by e.g. the larger Public Social Welfare Centres. 

► Support a welcome course through support, reception, and guidance. 
► Create an inclusive integration policy in cooperation with other policy domains and 

take measures implementing the Action Plan on the integration of TCN’s, 
► Create a desk at local level to manage the coordination of integration strategies as 

well as to ensure assistance for all TCN with a special focus on families, 
unaccompanied minors or young adults. 

NO3. Capacity      2.167.561,56  

► Update and development of Immigration Office's IT Tools related to legal migration 
and stay 

► Increase the activities in the countries of origin by migration experts 

3 - Return 

NO1. Accompanying measures      7.348.741,46  

  42.401.529,22  

► Maximise the access to the voluntary return programme 

NO2. Return measure     25.048.883,67  

► Provide voluntary return and reintegration assistance 
Implement integrated and forced return. 

NO3. Cooperation      2.250.240,97  

► Intensify the systematic exchange and development of best practices and 
cooperation between EU MS in the field of VR through the Common Support 
Initiative 

► Training of staff involved in the integrated and forced return procedure, including 
escorting police officers.  

SA 5 Joint return      7.753.663,12  

4-Solidarity                 -              -   

Technical 
Assistance 

          7.546.577,84  

Special cases          55.994.000,00  

Total 
budget 

     179.127.447,12  
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Table 18 Belgium National Programme – AMIF 2021 2027 v.3.1 

Specific 
Objective 

Implementation Measure /  
Main actions 

Budget 
(EU contribution) 

1- Common 
European 
Asylum 
System 

Ensuring a uniform application of the Union acquis and of the priorities related to the CEAS 

59.304.901,22 

► Strengthen the resilience of the asylum and reception authorities through investments in 
ICT support and making use of new scientific approaches on different aspects, 
strengthening the human capital and continuous training of staff 

► Identify the problems of vulnerable groups with a particular focus on LGBTQI and women 
victims of violence and create a network of contact persons and formalise the cooperation 
with the partners of the asylum and reception chain with regard to the targeted group 

►  Protect, support and empower with an specific focus on the priorities and key actions of 
the EU Strategy on Combatting Trafficking in Human Beings 

► Guarantee a guardian for each unaccompanied minor  

Supporting the capacity of MS’ asylum systems as regards infrastructures and services where 
necessary. 

► Increasing the flexibility of the asylum process through the development of a more 
integrated approach between the different administrations involved in the asylum process 

► Increasing the flexibility of the reception network by developing a contingency plan, by the 
development of a dynamic buffer policy and by digitalisation and automatisation of front-
end and back-end processes 

► Analysing and adapting the reception infrastructures and services with regards to 
vulnerable people in order to better support their needs 

► Exploration and implementation of measures to optimise and/or expand the capacity for 
interviewing AIP both during the registration process as well as during the procedure 

► Development of identification mechanisms and support tools regarding asylum applicants 
part of vulnerable groups so as to better address those groups, in particular guaranteeing 
the best interest of minors 

► Optimise the quality of the reception network and services provided to residents by 
harmonizing and monitoring the reception structures, 

► Development and application of common statistical tools, methods and indicators to 
measure progress and assess policy developments. In the context of the amended 
migration statistics regulation 

Enhancing cooperation and partnership with third countries for the purpose of managing 
migration 

► Develop targeted capacity building projects with regard to both international protection 
(external dimension CEAS) and migration management 

► Create information campaigns, both within as outside the EU , addressed towards i.a. 
transit migrants, migrants from regions with a sudden influx and with little chances to 
obtain asylum. 

Providing technical and operational assistance to one or several MS, including in cooperation 
with EASO 

► Active contribution to solidarity measures between Member States in terms of asylum and 
reception, in particular through the mobilisation of expertise and participation in 
relocation operations where appropriate and decided on a EU level, including in 
cooperation with EUAA. 

► Exchange of best practices on first line registration processes and quality assurance, on 
identification of and approaches towards vulnerable groups; 

2 – Legal 
migration / 
integration 

Supporting the development and implementation of policies promoting legal migration and the 
implementation of the Union legal migration acquis. 

58.155.371,30 

► Strengthening the information position for migration services 
► Digitisation to improve the quality of and access to public service 
► Preparation and development of national strategies in the areas of asylum, legal 

migration, integration, return and irregular migration (e.g. creation of new 
complementary channels for people in need of international protection), as well as the 
establishment of programmes on circular and legal migration with key third countries, 
such as EU neighbouring countries. 

► Monitoring special target groups to prevent fraud and setting up control mechanisms 
adapted to the target group 

Promoting integration measures for the social and economic inclusion of third-country 
nationals and protection measures for vulnerable persons 
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► Establishment of administrative structures, systems and tools, training of staff, 
development of educational tools or shared monitoring tools to improve support for TCN, 
encourage coordination and cooperation between services providers including local 
authorities and other relevant stakeholders 

► Increase access to services: one-stop-shops or other collaboration for integration, 
accessible childcare, social translations, parenting support, support with guidance to work, 
support for vulnerable groups strengthening social networking and participation (buddy 
project, volunteer work, cohousing, etc.) 

► Facilitating and support the early integration into the host society of applicants, and 
especially those with a high protection rate,  

► Promote active participation and inclusion in the host society of all applicants, by 
combating polarisation, by facilitating early integration of applicants, especially those with 
a high protection rate, and by supporting recognised refugees  

3 - Return 

Ensuring a uniform application of the EU acquis and policy priorities regarding infrastructure, 
procedures and services 

28.977.843,89 

► Modernisation and expansion of detention capacity and improvement of the organisation 
of alternatives to detention  

► Training of staff responsible for supervising forced returns and establishment of effective 
independent monitoring of forced returns,  

► Actions on reinforcing capabilities to respect fundamental rights in the forced returns 
procedures  

► Actions aimed at the digitisation of the return processes, integration towards EU 
Readmission and Frontex tools, and digital integration of return processes to Large Scale 
IT systems 

► Production of data and statistics on return procedures and irregular migration 
► Actions on prevention, detection and sanctioning of illegal employment of irregular residing 

migrants 
► Further digitalise and datalise the return process 

Supporting an integrated and coordinated approach to return management at the EU and MS’ 
level 

► Maintain and strengthen decentralised professional return guidance and programme 
management AVVR 

► Maintain and improve local embedding by establishing partnerships with relevant actors 
and by information campaigns 

► Active participation and involvement in various EU fora and initiatives by exchanging best 
practices on/and conducting information and awareness-raising activities 

► Put maximum effort on the EU collaboration and use of EU resources on the topic of 
voluntary return;  

► Further co-operate in creating a common EU return policy by expanding the intensive and 
active partnership with FRONTEX, ERRIN, EMN 

► Strive to harmonise on EU voluntary return policy through benchmarking and 
collaboration with Belgium’s neighbouring countries/other EU M 

► Maintain and continue to implement the existing EU financed projects on re-integration 
► Capacity building at the EU external borders  

Supporting assisted voluntary return and reintegration 

► Reinforce the existing reintegration assistance offered to returnees; by making it even 
more available, tailor-made, and adapted to the current AVRR tendencies 

► Revising the existing reintegration packages, in line with other European countries 
Granting extra support for vulnerable groups: families with children, UAM, persons with 
medical condition.  

► Granting access to reintegration assistance for undocumented migrants who decide to opt 
for voluntary return.  

► Reinforcing and expanding the services local partners in the countries of origin can offer.  

Strengthening cooperation with third countries and their capacities to implement readmission 
agreements and other arrangements, and enable sustainable return 

► Integrated & coordinated approach in EU in collaboration with EU organisations for AVRR 
and reintegration topics concerned  

► Capacity building at MS level and 3th Countries, especially in countries of origin with a 
large irregular influx and ready to engage in a migration dialogue 

► Facilitate and support identification and tracing processes with the collaboration of 
countries of origin  
Setting up a more specific and tailor-made reintegration support in countries of origin, 
with special attention to "strategic" countries 

4 - Solidarity 
Enhancing solidarity and cooperation with third countries affected by migratory flows, 
including through resettlement in the EU and through other legal avenues to protection 

28.977.843,89 
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► Develop actions related to the implementation of resettlement procedures or national 
resettlement regulations  

► Resettle refugees and develop other legal means of access to protection 
► Develop complementary admission routes, in particular community sponsorship in the 

context of resettlement 
► Involve different national stakeholders and further invest in the cooperation with local 

authorities to improve the process of resettlement and develop long term solutions for 
refugees in Belgium 

► Maintain and/or increase the resettlement of refugees and humanitarian admission, 
diversify the complementary admission routes for people in need of international 
protection and capacity-building activities, services and infrastructures in third countries 
as well as stakeholders and the general public. 

Supporting transfers from one MS to another of applicants for international protection  
or beneficiaries of international protection 

► Participate in ad hoc or structural relocation operations in line with the New Pact on 
Migration and Asylum 

► Further develop improve and streamline the internal and EU relocation processes 

TA      12.267.874,39  

Total budget     216.732.447,59 
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Table 19 Belgium National Programme – ISF Police 2014-2020 (v.2.1) 

Specific 
Objective 

National Objective / Specific Action  
Main actions 

sub-budget 
(EU contribution) 

Budget 
(EU contribution) 

5 - Preventing 
and combating 

crime 

NO1. prevention and combating 9.412.540,00  

  15.810.148,60  

- Promote and develop cooperation between the competent organisations (public & 
private), in terms of joint activities as well as the exchange of information and best 
practices. 
- At international level, BE will take part in joint actions depending on the operational 
needs in specific cases; (e.g. to combat drugs trafficking), 
- Raise awareness among law enforcement officers (LEOs), public & private partners and 
the general public with regard to specific phenomena (especially cybercrime and 
radicalisation towards terrorism), develop expertise, organise trainings and spread best 
practices with regard to crime prevention. 
- Organise specialised training courses for LEOs, public authorities and practitioners: set 
up specialised training infrastructures. 
- Develop the competent authorities' (technical) capabilities to detect and combat crime, 
both in the physical world (equipment; forensic techniques) and on the internet. 

'NO2. exchange of information 5.725.284,60  

- Create effective systems for the exchange of information between all relevant national 
actors on the one hand and our neighbouring countries, other EU Member States, EU 
agencies and international organisations on the other hand. 
- Participate in EMPACT activities as defined in the operational action plans, to the 
extent that these are not financed-through the budget for Union actions 

NO3. Training 672.324,00  

- Organise trainings on cross-border cooperation, exchange of best practices, and 
develop other initiatives increasing to increase awareness and know-how capacity of 
LEOs in this area. 

NO4. victim support - 

NO5. threat and risk assessment  - 

6 - Risk and 
crisis 

NO1. prevention and combating  -  

   3.361.622,00  

NO2. exchange of information  -  

NO3. Training  -  

NO4. victim support  -  

NO5. Infrastructure 2.016.973,00  

- Establishment of effective coordination mechanisms involving all actors concerned 
- Facilitate exchange of information in order to prevent threats as well as to warn all the 
relevant partners and target groups in case of a threat or alert. 
- Purchase or develop equipment to protect facilities and infrastructure in order to avoid 
weak links in the security chain. 
- Organise joint exercises and specific trainings to increase the knowledge and expertise 
of the various actors concerned. 

NO6. early warning and crisis      1.344.649,00  

- Develop awareness raising activities about potential man-made risks, action 
perspectives and self-reliance in case of large-scale disasters 
- Improve the communication with the population in case of a security-related incident. 
Perform capacity building in this field, in particular training for the staff of the 
competent authorities and the purchase or development of communication equipment. 
- Develop better communication tools and training for the staff members of the various 
competent authorities involved. 
- Improve contingency plans 
- Set up of a structure to analyse the occurrence and management of security-related 
threats and incidents. Its conclusions should be shared (preferably at EU level) in order 
to undertake further improvements in the field of risk and crisis management and to 
develop preventive measures. 

NO7. threat and risk assessment  -  

Tech. Assist. 
police 

     1.219.566,40  

Special cases      -  

Total budget     20.391.337,00  
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Table 20: Belgium National Programme – ISF 2021-2027 (v.2.0) 

Specific 

Objective 
Implementation Measures / Main Actions 

Budget  

(EU contribution) 

1 - Exchange of 

information  

- Ensuring the uniform application of the Union acquis on security by supporting the 

exchange of relevant information, for example via Prüm, EU PNR and SIS II, including 

through the implementation of recommendations from quality control and evaluation 

mechanisms such as the Schengen evaluation mechanism and other quality control 

and evaluation mechanisms. 

- Setting up, adapting and maintaining security relevant Union IT systems and 

communication networks, including ensuring their interoperability, and developing 

appropriate tools to address identified gaps. 

- Increasing the active use of Union security relevant information exchange tools, 

systems & databases, ensuring that these are fed with high quality data. 

25.179.717,68 

2 - Cross-

border 

cooperation 

- Increasing law enforcement operations between Member States, including, where 

appropriate, with other relevant actors, in particular facilitating and improving the 

use of joint investigation teams, joint patrols, hot pursuits, discreet surveillance and 

other operational cooperation mechanisms in the context of the EU Policy Cycle, with 

special emphasis on cross-border operations. 

- Increasing coordination and cooperation of competent authorities within and 

between Member States and with other relevant actors, for example through 

networks of specialised national units, Union networks and cooperation structures, 

Union centres. 

- Improving inter-agency cooperation at Union level between the Member States, and 

between Member States and relevant Union bodies, offices and agencies, as well as at 

national level among the competent authorities in each Member State.  

4.578.346,05 

3 - Preventing 

and combating 

crime 

- Increasing training, exercises and mutual learning, specialised exchange 

programmes, and sharing of best practice in and between Member States’ competent 

authorities, including at local level, and with third countries and other relevant actors. 

- Exploiting synergies by pooling resources and knowledge and sharing best practices 

among Member States and other relevant actors, including civil society through, for 

instance, the creation of joint centres of excellence, the development of joint risk 

assessments, or common operational support centres for jointly conducted 

operations. 

- Promoting and developing measures, safeguards, mechanisms and best practices for 

the early identification, protection and support of witnesses, whistle-blowers and 

victims of crime and to develop partnerships between public authorities and other 

relevant actors to this effect. 

- Acquiring relevant equipment and setting up or upgrading specialised training 

facilities and other essential security relevant infrastructure to increase 

preparedness, resilience, public awareness and adequate response to security 

threats. 

- Protecting critical infrastructure against security-related incidents by detecting, 

assessing and closing vulnerabilities 

2.094.438,66 

Technical 

Assistance 
  1.911.150,14 

Total budget   33.763.652,53 
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Table 21 Belgium National Programme – ISF-BV 2014-2020 (2.0) 

Specific 

Objective 

National Objective / Specific Action  

Main actions 

sub-budget 

(EU contribution) 

Total budget 

(EU contribution) 

1 - Support a 

common visa 

policy  

NO1. National Capacity 3.611.979,40  

7.409.979,40  

- Improving information to visa-applicants with regard to European Visa policy; 

- Renovating and refurbishment of visa sections to improve reception of visa applicants 

and ensuring the safety of visa personnel and visa applicants; 

- Establishment of a national information, sharing platform gathering authorities from the 

Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Interior Affairs as well as the Federal Police.  

NO2. Union Acquis  -  

NO3. Consular Cooperation   

SA1. Consular Cooperation 3.798.000,00  

2 – Borders 

NO1. EUROSUR   182.964,44  

5,523,647.17 

The main action and funding priority through ISF funding is the finalisation of EUROSUR 

NO2. Information Exchange  -  

NO3. Common Union standards 

The main action and funding priority is therefore the investment in 

ABC. 

2.247.848,82  

'NO4. Union acquis 45.741,11  

- Enable exchange of information with extra-Schengen countries concerning illegal border 

crossings through non recognised border posts of small airports and heliports in Belgium. 

- Implement recommendations of the future Schengen Evaluation Mechanism or other EU 

agencies analyses.are 

NO5. Future challenges  -  

NO6. National capacity 3.047.092,80  

The main action to increase borders national capacity by investing in infrastructure, 

hardware and software to obtain a more efficient border control. 

3 - Operating 

support 

NO1. Operating support for VISA 4.601.669,40  
7.007.728,39  

NO2. Operating support for borders 2.406.058,99  

TA borders     1.375.966,04  

Special cases       

Total budget     21,317,321.00 
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Table 22 Belgium National Programme – BMVI 2021-2027 (v.1.2) 

Specific 
Objective 

Implementation Measure /  
Main actions 

Budget  
(EU contribution) 

1. European 
integrated 

border 
management  

Reinforcing the capacities for carrying out checks and surveillance at the external 
borders 

 30.518.013,97  

1. Provision of support to infrastructures, buildings, systems and services, including 
operating equipment and communication systems  

2. Ensuring existing systems for carrying out checks and surveillance at the external 
borders are securely inter-connected 

Enhancing inter-agency border control cooperation at national level, and at EU level 

3. Creation of a specialised multidisciplinary team focusing on the issues of ‘biometrics, 
central risk analysis of identities and unique sources’ 

Implementation of recommendations from quality control mechanisms such as the 
Schengen evaluation mechanism 

4. Addressing and remedying weaknesses and recommendations identified by the 
Vulnerability Assessments and Schengen Evaluations. 

5. Training of border personnel and other staff contributing to the uniform application of 
the Union acquis on external borders. 

6.Ensuring the necessary IT-developments, adaptations and technical investments in 
relation to the impact of ECBG 2.0 on the functioning of EUROSUR 

7. Development of different existing IT-applications in terms of border management 
(Eurosur, BorderTask, EES, ETIAS, SIS II, API) and their continued maintenance and system 
updates 

8. Ensuring the necessary ‘interoperability’ and ‘interconnectivity’ between the above-
mentioned and/or newly developed large-scale IT-systems 

9. Organise the necessary training and communication activities in relation to the above-
mentioned and/or newly developed large-scale IT-systems 

10. Purchase the necessary equipment and communication systems necessary to ensure 
the proper functioning of the above-mentioned and/or newly developed large-scale IT-
systems 

2. Common visa 
policy  

Providing efficient and client-friendly services to visa applicants 

4.830.436,98  

1. Improving visa application processing, including through digitalisation and reinforcement 
of staff resources dedicated to examining visa application 

2. Purchase, optimisation and/or upgrading of operating equipment and communication 
systems (including IT-systems) required for the processing of visa applications and consular 
cooperation 

3. Awareness-raising activities on visa policies among stakeholders and the general public; 

4. Development of a targeted approach against fraudulent visa applications 'ensuring the 
uniform application of the Union acquis on visas, including the further development and 
modernisation of the common policy on visas; 

5. Training of consular and other staff contributing to the common visa policy and consular 
cooperation 

6. Addressing and remedying weaknesses and recommendations identified by the 
Vulnerability Assessments and Schengen Evaluations; 

Setting up, operating and maintaining large-scale IT systems pursuant to Union law in 
the area of the common policy on visas 

7. Ensuring the maintenance of the VIS, IT system modifications and necessary updates  

Technical 
Assistance 

    2.120.907,05  

Total budget     37.469.358,00  
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6.2 Interviews conducted  

Conducted during the inception phase (Phase 1) 

Table 23 Overview of inception interviews 

# Types of stakeholders 
Organisation / 

Offices 
Name Function Date 

1 Managing Authority 

FPS Interior 

Affairs, Unit 

European Funds 

for ISF 

Yannick Ghelen 

Ivana Petričević 
Account managers 18/04/2024 

2 Managing Authority 

FPS Interior 

Affairs, Unit 

European Funds 

for AMIF 

Magdalena Irzycka 

Ivana Petričević 
Account managers 19/04/2024 

3 Audit Authority 

Inspectorate of 

Finance (Ministry 

of Budget) 

Béatrice Baumann 

C. Pauwels 

C. Pirquin 

 

Inspectrice 

Générale des 

finances - 

Responsable de la 

Cellule d'audit 

fédérale de 

l'Inspection des 

Finances pour les 

Fonds européens  

 25/04/2024 

4 Intermediate Bodies 

Afdeling ESF, 

Departement 

WSE Vlaamse 

Overheid 

Lisa Van Hecke    23/04/2024 

5 Intermediate Bodies 

Agence FSE 

Fédération 

Wallonie-

Bruxelles et de la 

Région Wallonne 

Jenny Charlier 

Frédéric Grosnach 

Véronique Lesne 

Juliette Mélanie Bach 

  24/04/2024 

 

Conducted during the fieldwork phase for the mid-term evaluation (Phase 2) 

Table 24 Overview of interviews for mid-term evaluation of AMIF, ISF and BMVI NP 2021 - 2027 

# Structure Project Name Date 

1 
Belgian Federal Police 

ABIS 

Automated Border 
Control 

Jeffrey Vincent  24/05/2024 

2 
Dienst Vreemdelingenzaken 

Coaching Return 
Process and Early 
Alternatives (ATD & 
FITT) 

Jos Van Steelandt 

Wim Cruysberghs 

Ellen Verheijden 

Sander Van Isacker 

Séverine Bonge 

17/05/2024 

3 
Dienst Vreemdelingenzaken  

EU Message Broker 
Subcontracting 

Hanna De Backer 17/05/2024 
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4 
Fedasil 

Versterking en 
optimalisering van de 
opvang van verzoekers 
om internationale 
bescherming 

Sander Stevens 

Nelle Lauwerysen 

Ganaelle Leblanc 

Eveline Vandendriessche 

23/05/2024 

5 
Fedasil 

Een Belgisch 
programma voor 
hervestiging en legale 
trajecten voor 
vluchtelingen dat 
flexibel, kwalitatief en 
innovatief 
beantwoordt aan 
internationale 
ontwikkelingen 

Sander Stevens 

Katrien Degrauwe 

Liesbeth Browaeys 

15/05/2024 

6 
Fedasil 

Strengthening the 
Voluntary Return (VR) 
Counseling & 
Communication 
strategies in an 
increasingly 
coordinated manner 

Sofie Demot 

Jolien Berbe 

Catherine Rombauts 

23/05/2024 

7 

Nationaal Crisiscentrum / 
Centre de Crise National 
(NCCN) 

PNR - further 
implementation, 
maintenance and 
upgrades 

Morgane De Clercq 

Joëlle Chaussée 
15/05/2024 

8 

Nationaal Crisiscentrum / 
Centre de Crise National 
(NCCN) 

ETIAS - 
Opérationnalisation du 
système et de l'unité 
ETIAS 

Anaïs Dufrasnes 

Evelyne Kerkdijk 
17/05/2024 

9 
Caritas International VZW Reintegration On_Top 

Marc Neel 

Thomas Goedgezelschap 
22/05/2024 

10 
Chair of the Steering 
Committee  

Transversal Hylke Van Hullebus 16/05/2024 

11 
Inspectorate of Finance 
(Ministry of Budget) 

Transversal 
Tom De Bue 

27/05/2024 

12 
DG HOME Transversal 

Jules Morra 

Eva Ryberg 
14/05/2024 

13 

Centre de Coordination et de 
Gestion des programmes 
européens-Direction 
générale de l'enseignement 
obligatoire 

Daspa-Dispositif 
d'Accueil et de 
Scolarisation des 
élèves Primo-Arrivants 
et Assimilés 

Danielle Van Boxem 29/05/2024 

14 
W13 

OPEN Zuid-West-
Vlaanderen 
(Organisatienetwerk 
Participatie- En 
Netwerktraject) 

Hafsa Faïk 

Saar Deschamps 

Petra Demeyere 

23/05/2024 

15 
DWSE Transversal Lisa Van Hecke 11/06/2024 

16 
Agence FSE Transversal 

Jenny Charlier 

Véronique Lesne 

Frédéric Gosgnach 

11/06/2024 
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6.3 Document review for the mid-term evaluation 

Table 25 Overview of document analysis for mid-term evaluation (preliminary and non-exhaustive) 
  

Category Document type 

Strategic frameworks 
and documents related 
to the functioning of 
AMIF, ISF and BMVI 

European Regulations  

• Regulation (EU) 2021/1147 of 7 July 2021 establishing the Asylum, Migration and 
Integration Fund 

• Regulation (EU) 2021/1149 of 7 July 2021 establishing the Internal Security Fund 

• Regulation (EU) 2021/1148 of 7 July 2021 establishing, as part of the Integrated 
Border Management Fund, the Instrument for Financial Support for Border 
Management and Visa Policy 

• Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the 
European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion 
Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture 
Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, 
the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support for Border 
Management and Visa Policy 

Operational strategy  

• Procedures Manual 

• https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-
funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2021-2027_en 

• https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-
security-fund-2021-2027_en  

• https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/integrated-
border-management-fund-border-management-and-visa-instrument-2021-27_en 

• https://amif-isf.be/fr/programmation-2021-2027 

National Programmes 

 

• AMIF National Programme 2021-2027 

• ISF Programme 2021-2027 

• BMVI National Programme 2021-2027  

• AMIF National Programme 2014-2020 

• ISF National Programme 2014-2020 

Other documents and 
data 

• AMIF Annual performance report, January 2021 – June 2022 

• ISF Annual performance report, January 2021 – June 2022 

• BMVI Annual performance report, January 2021 – June 2022 

• Fedasil Annual Reports 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022 

• Royal Decrees on Acquis Communautaire  

• Minutes of the Monitoring Committees 

• List of selected projects AMIF 2014-2020 - ISF 2014-2020 

• List of operations selected - AMIF 2021-2027, ISF 2021-2027, BMVI 2021-2027 

• Timetable of the planned calls for proposals AMIF 2021-2027, ISF 2021-2027, BMVI 
2021-2027 

• Project call documents  

Project-level 
secondary data and 
documentation (for 

• Documentation on managed project(s) 

• Organisational documents  

• Project reports & implementation reports 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2021-2027_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2021-2027_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-2021-2027_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-2021-2027_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/integrated-border-management-fund-border-management-and-visa-instrument-2021-27_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/integrated-border-management-fund-border-management-and-visa-instrument-2021-27_en
https://amif-isf.be/fr/programmation-2021-2027
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selected case study 
projects) 

• Reporting documents  

• Progress meeting reports and presentations 

• Procedural documents  

• Legal frameworks the beneficiary operates within 

• Project results, procedures for follow up, SMART KPI’s… 
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6.4 Survey – synthesis 

 
An online survey was sent to beneficiaries of AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds to collect their views on 
current programming. This survey was available in French and Dutch, as well as email support. The 
characteristics of this survey are detailed thereafter:  
 

• Title: Evaluation à mi-parcours couvrant les trois fonds FAMI, FSI et IGFV pour la période 
2021-2027 / Tussentijdse evaluatie van de AMIF, ISF en BMVI fondsen 2021-2027  

• Distribution period: 2nd May 2024 – 27th May 2024 

• Goals: collect the views of beneficiaries of AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds regarding their profile, 
current programming, project selection, project implementation and their overall outlook. 

• Target audience: beneficiaries of the current period for the AMIF, ISF and BMVI funds.  

• Survey structure: the survey has been organised in five parts: (i) respondent’s profile, (ii) 
current programming, (iii) project(s) selection, (iv) project(s) implementation, (v) 
conclusion and recommendation. It is also possible for respondents to express themselves 
on any other subject that they consider relevant. 

• Development methods: the survey has been co-constructed and translated by the 
evaluation team. It has been the subject of several preliminary tests.  

• Distribution methods: the questionnaire link was sent directly by EY by email with an 
anonymous Qualtrics link to the beneficiaries. A relaunch was carried out on May 15 and 
17, 2024.  

NOTABLE FACTS 

• Fairly low response rate: 28% [=((113-81)/113)x100] 

• Qualitative participation: The questionnaire contains a number of questions with a free 
field. The respondents took used these free text fields to provide additional context to their 
responses and express their experiences and perspectives. 

LIMITATIONS 

• Representativity: beneficiaries of the AMIF fund are over-represented (88% of the 

respondents).  

• Difficulties encountered during distribution: the distribution list was created as recipients' 
email addresses were received, generating three mailings, each with a reminder. In 
addition, some of the emails were erroneous (30 returns estimated). It was thus estimated 
that the survey reached 400 beneficiaries. The response rate is therefore calculated on this 
basis. 

• Response rate: 28% (=(113/400)x100). 
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6.5 Evaluative framework 

Below are the main evaluative questions. 

RELEVANCE Analysis 

Q1: Did the objectives of the interventions funded by the Fund correspond to the 
actual needs? 

Q1.1: To what extent does the Fund address the needs, both at National Programme 
and Annual Work Programme level? 

Q1.2: To what extent can the Fund adapt to the evolving needs?  

In-depth 

EFFECTIVENESS  

Q2: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving its objectives 
and implemented in an effective way? 

Q2.1: To what extent are the AMIF, ISF and BMVI on track to achieving their objectives? 

Q2.2: To what extent is the monitoring and evaluation framework suitable to inform on 
the progress towards the achievement of the objectives of the programme? 

Q2.3: How was the involvement of the relevant partners ensured across all stages of 
the programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation? 

Q2.4: To what extent does the programme respect or promote the horizontal principles 
in its implementation? 

Q2.5: To what extent is the programme effective in communicating and disseminating 
on its opportunities as well as achievements? 

In-depth 

EFFICIENCY  

Q3: Are the general objectives of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 

Q3.1: To what extent does the programme support cost-effective measures? 

Q3.2: To what extent is the management and control system efficient? 

Q3.3: To what extent and how is further simplification achievable? 

In-depth 

COHERENCE  

Q4: Are the objectives set in the national programme Fund coherent with the ones 
set in other programmes? 

Q4.1: To what extent is the programme coherent with initiatives supported under its 
policy domain, in particular with support under the thematic facility across the 
different management modes? 

Q4.2: To what extent is the programme coherent with other EU funds (including other 
Home Affairs funds), and in particular with EU’s external action? 

Light 

EU ADDED VALUE  

Q5: To what extent is the programme generating EU added value? Light 

 

Below is the evaluative framework for each criteria. 

RELEVANCE 

• Q1.1: To what extent does / did the Fund address the needs, both at National Programme and 
Annual Work Programme level? 

• Q1.2: To what extent can the Fund adapt to the evolving needs? / Which measures did Belgium 
put in place to address changing needs? 
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Types of analysis 

• Identification of stakeholders  

• Needs analysis and comparison with the needs of the previous period 

• Conducting a needs assessment and regular updates 

• Inclusion of these updates in the programme 

• Degree of flexibility in the design of operations 

• Legal and regulatory framework conducive to these potential developments 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 

Q1.1 Programme stakeholders are / were 
properly identified 

Presence of a clear 
stakeholder document 
(organisational chart, table, 
etc.) 

Funds Office Follow-up 
Document 

National Fund 
Programme 

Procedures Manual 

Interviews 

Survey 

 The needs analysis that led to the 
definition of the programme and the 
associated allocation of resources is / 
was in line with the current and 
potential needs of stakeholders. 

The strategy developed to address 
these needs, which translates into 
concrete milestones and objectives, 
aims to meet the most relevant needs 
with proportionate resources.  

A needs assessment is conducted and 
updated regularly or whenever there 
are relevant contextual changes 

Existence of a needs 
document 

Existence of 
strategies/procedures for 
identifying ongoing needs 

Number of stakeholders 
expressing satisfaction with 
the consideration of needs 

Consideration of evolving 
needs  

Conducting a needs 
assessment and regular 
update 

Funds Office Follow-up 
Document 

National Fund 
Programme 

National Strategies 

Procedures Manual 

Interviews with project 
leaders 

Interviews with direct 
beneficiaries 

Survey 

 The list of implementation measures 
included in the legal basis and foreseen 
in the Programme is adapted to meet 
the current and potential needs of the 
target groups. 

Existence of measures in the 
legal basis 

Procedures Manual 

Q1.2 The Monitoring Committee is able to 
provide timely input on evolving needs 
and relevant developments on the 
ground. 

Existence of a Monitoring 
Committee, Agenda 

Interview with the 
European Fund cell and 
Chairperson of the 
Monitoring Committee 

Desktop review (minutes 
of the MC) 

 There is an adequate degree of 
flexibility in the design of operations – 
When necessary, non-substantial 
changes to the programme strategy 
can be implemented quickly  

Rules and procedures are in place to 
ensure that substantial adjustments to 
the programme can be implemented in 
a timely manner if new needs arise  

If there have been changes in needs 
after the adoption of the programme, 
the strategy or operations of the 

Procedures in place in 
programme design 

Time elapsed between the 
escalation of a need and its 
integration into the program 

Number of adaptations of the 
strategy or actions foreseen 
in the programme 

Funds Office Follow-up 
Document 

National Fund 
Programme 

National Strategies 

Procedures Manual 

Interviews with project 
leaders 

Interviews with direct 
beneficiaries 
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programme have been adapted in a 
timely manner or, alternatively, the 
new needs have been duly taken into 
account through the thematic 
mechanism. 

 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

• Q2.1: To what extent is the programme on track to achieving its objectives? (Mid-Term) /  

• Q2.2: To what extent is the monitoring and evaluation framework suitable to inform on the 
progress towards the achievement of the objectives of the programme? 

• Q2.3: How was the involvement of the relevant partners ensured across all stages of the 
programming, implementation, monitoring and evaluation? 

• Q2.4: to what extent does the programme respect or promote in its implementation the 
horizontal principles? 

• Q2.5: To what extent is the programme effective in communicating and disseminating on its 
opportunities as well as achievements? 

Types of analysis 

• Implementation of the programme with consistent operations and producing first results 
or with expected results with expected objectives 

• Good practices and challenges on the way to achieving results 

• Adequacy of the M&E, Learning and Reporting framework 

• SMART indicators 

• Identification of key stakeholders 

• Degree of involvement and ownership by stakeholders from the design to the 
implementation/monitoring of the programme 

• Taking into account horizontal principles (human rights, gender, fight against 
discrimination, SDGs, climate, etc.) 

• Measures taken to promote communication 

• Identification of activities planned for this purpose 

• Identification of dedicated budget 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 

Q2.1 The expected results/achieved at mid-
term/defined targets are on track to be 
achieved/are in line with those 
expected at mid-term 

Assessment of the 
achievement of 
targets/expected results 

Implementation of the 
programme with coherent 
operations and producing 
first results or with expected 
results with expected 
objectives  

Best Practices and Challenges 
for Achieving Results 

Document and data 
review (monitoring 
reports, monitoring 
matrix) 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 

 

Q2.2 The monitoring and evaluation 
framework is based on an appropriate 
monitoring system. 

The defined indicators are of the 
SMART type. 

The collection tools are suitable. 

Assessment of the adequacy 
of the M&E and learning 
framework 

Assessment of the SMART 
nature of the indicators and 
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The follow-up expected by the 
European Commission and with project 
leaders is effective. 

Monitoring at the programming level 
makes it possible to carry out financial 
management and the achievements of 
the programme. 

the adequacy of the collection 
tools 

Assessment of the degree of 
compliance with EC 
requirements 

Assessment of the quality of 
the monitoring of the 
programme, both technical 
and financial 

Q2.3 Stakeholders were consulted during 
the formulation and implementation of 
the national programme. 

Spaces for exchange exist to promote 
the sharing of experiences of the 
stakeholders concerned. 

Degree of consultation with 
stakeholders 

Existence of spaces for the 
exchange of experience 

Literature review 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

Survey 

Q2.4 Horizontal principles are integrated 
into the different implementation 
cycles of the programme and funded 
projects (design, implementation, 
monitoring) 

Assessment of the integration 
of horizontal principles 

Q2.5 The programme has included measures 
to communicate and promote 
knowledge sharing from the outset. 

Communication actions have been 
implemented both at programme level 
and at the level of funded projects. 

Existence of measures to 
communicate both at 
programme and funded 
action level 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 

 

EFFICIENCY 

• Q3.1: To what extent does the programme support cost-effective measures? 

• Q3.2: To what extent is the management and control system efficient? 

• Q3.3: To what extent and how is further simplification achievable? 

Types of analysis 

• Achievement of results at a lower cost 

• Efficiency of the management system and control of the selection of operations in the 
steering and control/monitoring framework 

• Adequacy of the administrative burden 

• Possible ways of simplification (regulatory, financial, coordination, digital, etc.) 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 

Q3.1 The programme has made the best 
possible disbursement of its allocated 
funds. 

The results achieved or expected at the 
mid-term were achieved at a 
reasonable cost and within the 
expected time frame. 

Achievement of mid-term 
results at a lower cost and on 
time 

State of play 

Document and data 
review (including 
financial) 

Cross-functional and 
project-level interviews 

Survey 
Q3.2 The management and control system 

allows real-time monitoring of the 
technical and financial execution of 
programming and funded projects. 

It promotes the selection of operations 
in a clear and transparent manner and 

Assessment of the quality of 
the management and control 
system 
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results in actions or accountability 
bodies (e.g. steering committee) 

Assessment of the measures 
implemented to ensure 
management and control. 

Q3.3 Progress has been made in terms of 
administrative simplification compared 
to previous programming. 

There are factors that facilitate or 
hinder this administrative 
simplification  

There are other ways of simplifying. 

Developments in terms of 
administrative simplification 

Factors enabling/hindering 
this simplification 

Prospects for simplification 
(e.g. existence of irrelevant 
legislation, procedure or 
procedures that create an 
administrative burden, lack of 
coordination between actors 
that hinder the 
implementation of the 
programme) 

 

 

 

COHERENCE 

• Q4.1: To what extent is the programme coherent with initiatives supported under its policy 
domain, in particular with support under the thematic facility across the different 
management modes? 

• Q4.2: To what extent is the programme coherent with other EU funds (including other Home 
Affairs funds), and in particular with EU’s external action? 

Types of analysis 

• Articulation with other initiatives/programmes (synergies/complementarities/division of 
labour) 

• Possible redundancies 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 

Q4.1 The programme is linked to other 
initiatives led by Belgium at the level of 
the EU and its Member States. 

Coordination mechanisms are in place 
to ensure this search for 
complementarity.  

Degrees of complementarity 
of the programme in Belgium 
and at EU level 

Identification of coordination 
mechanisms 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Q4.2 The programme is complementary to 
other EU funds, in particular the EU's 
external action. 

 

EU ADDED VALUE 

• Q5.1: To what extent is the programme generating EU added value? 

Types of analysis 

• Benefits of the programme and EU funding 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 
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Q5.1 The European programme has been a 
source of benefits/additionality for the 
relevant stakeholders. 

Without European funding, project 
leaders would not have been able to 
carry out their project or would have 
revised their ambition/sizing 
downwards. 

The European programme is 
accompanied by the mobilisation of 
national counterpart funds to avoid a 
phenomenon of dependence on 
European funding. 

Assessment of the added 
value of EU funding (target 
groups, intended impacts, 
size/ambition, etc.) 

Literature and data 
review 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

Survey 
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