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Executive summary 
Evaluative findings 

Relevance 

The evaluation criterion relevance within this evaluation indicates both funds addressed national 
needs. The Responsible Authorities of AMIF and ISF 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 actions plans. The development of both National 
Programmes was grounded in a structured consultation of stakeholders, in order to build a programme 
that meets the needs: for each fund the Responsible Authority promoted a consultation process 
between 2013 and 2014, aimed at collecting the necessary input for the preparation of the National 
Programmes. However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase: according to 
the survey, just 17% of 52 observations declared their organisation was sufficiently involved during 
the development of the program.  

Regarding the relevance to evolving needs, the broad description of the main topics in both national 
programmes allowed enough room to adapt the work to the evolving needs of the country. Actually, 
the mid-term review process stated that, despite evolving situations and shifting priorities in the EU 
and Belgium, the AMIF and ISF national programmes were already sufficiently comprehensive to 
address the main issues and to respond to the emerging challenges. 

Effectiveness  

For AMIF 

The total EU AMIF budget that was used by Belgium amounts to €162,18 million, which is 11,41% 
lower than the €183,06 million as forecasted in Belgium’s AMIF NP (version 9.1). 

19,13% of the total AMIF budget for Belgium is allocated to SO1 ‘Asylum’. For SO1, 53 projects were 
conducted by 28 beneficiaries, totalling €31,09 million (EU funds). However, beneficiaries report 
limited contributions for vulnerable migrants and enhancements in the asylum process and reception 
systems.  

SO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’ involves shared management between the Responsible 
Authority and Delegated Authorities. Belgium implemented SO2 through three national objectives: 
NO1 ‘Legal Migration’, NO2 ‘Integration’, and NO3 ‘Capacity’. EU funds for SO2, managed by both the 
Responsible Authority and Delegated Authorities, account for 26,05% of the total EU AMIF funds. At 
the federal level, 19 beneficiaries conducted 33 projects amounting to €7,40 million. In the Flemish 
Community, 56 beneficiaries executed 68 projects totalling €16.65 million, and in the French-
Speaking Community 57 beneficiaries carried out 88 projects with EU funding of €18.19 million. 31% 
of survey respondents stated that AMIF spending contributed at least moderately to supporting legal 
migration.  

SO3 ‘Enhancing fair and effective return strategies’, focuses on three national objectives: 
‘Accompanying measures’, ‘Return measures’, and ‘Cooperation’. The national programme divides 
return into voluntary and forced return. The budget for SO3 constitutes 20.70% of AMIF. For SO3, 32 
projects were conducted by 6 beneficiaries, totalling €33,56 million. Only 19% of the beneficiaries 
involved in the survey indicated low or no contribution to the aspect of return, while 5% felt they 
contributed significantly. 37% of AMIF-beneficiaries reported they did not know whether they 
contributed to the aspect of return, and 35% said its contributions were not relevant to their 
organisation. Given the involvement of only 6 beneficiaries in S03 projects and Fedasil as the sole 
coordinating authority for voluntary return, the low contribution is understandable. 

No specific funding was used for SO4 ‘Solidarity’, nor was the objective operationalised into national 
objectives within the national programme.  

Between 2014 and 2022, Belgium announced eight pledges for ‘Resettlement, legal admission and 
relocation’, totalling €55,35 million. The national programme indicates resettlements, legal 
admissions and relocations from Greece and Italy to Belgium. 



Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report  

2 

 

After the publication of Regulation (EU) 2022/585, Belgium was able to use €11 million of residual 
EU funds to manage the coordination costs resulting from the influx of Ukrainian refugees. Different 
projects on the level of the Responsible Authority, as on the level of the Delegated Authorities, were 
launched. On the level of the Responsible Authority, different public centres for social welfare initiated 
projects regarding the integration and employment of Ukrainians.  

With regard to the output and result indicators for AMIF, targets for SO1 ‘Asylum’, SO2 ‘Legal 
Migration and Integration’, and SO3 ‘Return’ were mostly exceeded. Projects funded by AMIF 
significantly contributed to SO1 and SO2, surpassing various targets. However, SO3 saw moderate 
contributions, with only two out of four indicators met. 

For ISF-B 

The general objective of ISF-B is further detailed into two specific objectives: SO1 ‘Supporting a 
common visa policy’ and SO2 ‘Supporting integrated border management’. Belgium included a third 
SO in its NP to secure follow-up of budget utilised for ‘Operating Support’. With a total of €28.05 
million, the actual expenditure for ISF-B comprises 79,73% of the forecasted budget as included in 
Belgium’s ISF NP (version 5.2). 65,56% of the ISF-B fund was spent on SO2 ‘Borders’. 

Beneficiaries find it difficult to assess their contributions to a common visa policy and integrated 
border management, or see their contributions as limited overall. Between 50% and 83% of ISF-
respondents indicated they could not answer questions regarding the impact of their projects on the 
two specific objectives for ISF-B. Regarding the fund’s contribution to harmonising the common visa 
policy, 8% reported a medium to high contribution, and 8% reported low or no contribution. Regarding 
the fund’s contribution to high-quality visa service, 8% reported a medium to high contribution, and 
16% reported low or no contribution. Finally, regarding the fund’s contribution to more efficient 
border control and surveillance, 24% reported a medium to high contribution, and 25% reported low 
contribution. 

With regard to the output and result indicators for ISF-B SO1, the limited spending for the SO impacts 
the achievement of results related to supporting a common visa policy (only €1,90 million of the 
forecasted €5,89 million was spent): only 1 of the 10 targets (100% of consulates established were 
developed or upgraded) were achieved. Mixed results were observed for S02: while targets for border 
control infrastructure and surveillance within the EUROSUR framework were surpassed, the reduced 
number of crossings at external borders via ABC gates was due to COVID-19 border closures. This 
indicates Belgium's efforts to enhance border control, but the pandemic influenced the outcomes. 

For ISF-P 

For ISF Police, the actual EU budget used amounts to €16,21 million. The general objective is 
translated into two specific objectives: SO1 ‘Fighting against crime’ and SO2 ‘Managing risk and 
crisis’. The financial plan of the programme for ISF-P distributes funds between the two specific 
objectives. The analysis of actual expenditure shows that 87,19% of the actual spending was directed 
towards SO1.   

Beneficiaries believe they have made significant contributions towards the SOs of ISF-P. Between 42% 
and 52% of the 12 ISF respondents indicated that they have either made a medium to high 
contribution or feel they have completely contributed to the SOs for ISF-P.  

With regard to the output and result indicators for ISF-P, Belgium made progress towards 50% of ISF-
P SO1 targets related to fighting against crime, with limited contributions towards the remaining 50%. 
For SO2 ‘Risks and crises’, one out of three targets was met. 

Efficiency 

Overall, the projects financed by the AMIF and ISF funds for the period 2014-2020 met their 
expectations at a reasonable cost, particularly concerning the achievements planned by the funded 
projects and in terms of use of human and financial resources. Only a few contextual delays have 
occurred. Two periods slowed down the projects financed in Belgium: covid and the war in Ukraine, 
but the projects still achieved their objectives. One exception is the Belgian Federal Police, where the 
central component of the Entry Exit System project has been delayed. The funded projects fully 
utilised the allocated funds, demonstrating effective fund usage and a strong selection of projects.  

However, regarding the reporting obligations, a strong disproportionality between the workload and 
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the funding received has been underlined during interviews with beneficiaries, as well as in the 
survey. The audits are being conducted too long after the project's completion and funding. To 
facilitate the daily work and reporting of the beneficiaries, measures were put in place during the 
following programming period (2021-2027): AMBIS system, simplified cost options, etc.  European 
regulations facilitated the establishment of a system that enables multi-level checks and precise 
monitoring of European funding. Concerning control and audit procedures, DG HOME states that it 
verifies compliance with the general requirements based on the legal framework. If these 
requirements are not met, funds are retained in the accounts. In terms of expenditure eligibility 
control, all staff costs, all costs exceeding 5,000 euros and risk costs are controlled, along with any 
costs deemed high-risk. Beneficiaries have also highlighted an issue concerning the interaction and 
coordination between the Responsible Authority and the Audit Authority in Belgium. The two 
authorities are conducting controls separately on same projects, at different times and with different 
requirements. On-site visits were a crucial component of the control process.  

Coherence 

The evaluation criterion coherence within this evaluation indicates successful alignment of national 
programs with European objectives through a policy dialogue among stakeholders, ensuring 
coherence across governance levels. Assessments conducted during the programming stage have 
aligned AMIF and ISF with EU-funded programs to prevent overlap, and coordination mechanisms by 
Delegated Authorities have been key in maintaining coherence between AMIF and other financial 
instruments. The project selection by the Responsible Authority includes coherence as a criterion, 
reflecting the structure of the concept notes. Case studies highlight the role of effective 
communication and collaboration in achieving coherence, though challenges like schedule 
harmonisation suggest areas for improvement. 

Complementarity 

The evaluation criterion complementarity highlights the importance of different interventions 
working synergistically to enhance each other's effectiveness and contribute to a common goal. The 
national programmes have been designed to address potential overlaps between funds, including the 
ESF, to avoid double financing. A range of mechanisms, such as project forms that require applicants 
to outline how they will prevent double financing and the use of Financial Inspection reviews, have 
been implemented to mitigate this risk. The accounting systems in place ensure that expenses are 
uniquely coded to prevent booking under multiple codes, and the Coordination Working Group 
maintains oversight to prevent funding overlap. Time registration systems and regular controls and 
audits act as additional safeguards. The establishment of a transparent database of Commission-
funded projects in Belgium or per member state has been identified as a measure that could 
significantly improve visibility and aid in the prevention of double financing. The harmonisation with 
other funds is also noted as contributing to the sustainability of projects, ensuring their alignment 
with broader policy objectives and long-term integration into the policy environment. 

EU added value 

European funds AMIF and ISF have been essential in driving strategic projects that are vital for 
Belgium. This financial assistance has made it possible to launch initiatives, hire staff and create 
partnerships that would not have been feasible otherwise, such as for project @level2work at VDAB.  
Without these funds, several projects would not have seen the light of day or would have been revised 
downwards. Support from European funding has greatly improved Belgium's capacity to fulfil its 
regulatory obligations, for instance regarding EU-wide IT projects, ensuring they are completed on 
time and efficiently. For instance, FPS Home Affairs & NCCN are concerned regarding their 
cybersecurity project to implement EU regulation. It also strongly helped to finance projects that 
could not be supported nationally, such as the project for psychosocial care and guidance program 
for asylum seekers and refugees led by Psychiatric Hospital Sint-Alexius. EU funding has been crucial 
in fostering and reinforcing coordination and dialogue among various stakeholders within Belgium, 
while also enhancing communication and collaboration with other European partners. This has been 
a reality for various beneficiaries, such as Immigration Office or Agency for Home Affairs.  
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Sustainability 

The sustainability criterion in the 2014-2020 AMIF and ISF fund evaluation is pivotal in determining 
whether projects can sustain their positive impacts beyond the EU funding period. Although 
sustainability is not explicitly defined in the regulations, it is intrinsically linked to the objectives of 
the funds. Delegated Authorities have taken measures to ensure the long-term viability of projects, 
focusing on their integration into existing policy frameworks and the pursuit of alternative funding 
sources, such as national budgets, other European programs, and support from private entities. 
While many organisations have successfully secured diverse funding to maintain project outcomes, 
survey responses reveal a mixed reality, with a notable proportion of projects facing challenges in 
achieving post-funding continuity. This highlights the need for a more structured approach to 
sustainability in project applications and emphasises the necessity for comprehensive strategies to 
secure the enduring impact of AMIF and ISF-supported initiatives. 

Simplification and administrative burden 

Simplification and reduction of administrative burden within the AMIF and ISF fund evaluation 
assesses the streamlining of procedures and the reduction of administrative load on beneficiaries. 
While EU Regulation No. 514/2014 aimed to simplify funding rules, the full potential for simplification 
has not yet been realised, as evidenced by the substantial administrative pressure from extensive 
reporting. The Simplified Cost Option saw limited adoption during the 2014-2020 program period, 
with a notable number of beneficiaries either not using it or unaware of its existence. However, where 
the SCO was implemented (only by the Flemish Delegated Authority), it received positive feedback, 
despite its application to a small number of projects. Despite these challenges, 43% of respondents 
recognise the positive effects of AMIF and ISF funding on enhancing administrative efficiency and 
expertise within their organisations. 

Recommendations  

# Recommendation 

1 
Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during the design and implementation phase 
of the programme 

2 
Support the review of NPs with an up-to-date analysis of migration evolution and 
needs 

3 Streamline reporting obligations and checks 

4 Increase initiatives to emphasise the added value EU funding generates 

5 Optimise the management of beneficiary data 

6 
Emphasise and maximise the added value beneficiaries bring to the programme 
results 

7 Secure knowledge transfer and streamline reporting processes internally 

8 Bring clarity in reporting obligations and incorporate enforcement tools 

9 Establish a transparent database of Commission-funded projects  

10 Include explicit questions regarding sustainability in concept notes 
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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) and the Internal Security Fund (ISF) were 
created by the Directorate-General for Migration and Home Affairs of the European Commission (DG 
HOME) and allow each European Union (EU) Member State (MS) to receive grants for activities in the 
area of asylum, integration, migration, internal security, visa and external border policy.   

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 (EC).  

The report presented here concerns the retrospective evaluation for the programme period 2014-
2020. It aims to:  

► Complete a full evaluation of the AMIF & ISF for the period 01/01/2014 – 30/06/2024 based 
on the criteria effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence, complementarity, added value 
of the EU, sustainability, simplification, and reduction of administrative burdens. 

► Extract lessons from the implementation and management of the funds so the retrospective 
analysis can lead to clear recommendations for future national programmes (NPs). 

1.2 Scope 

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

► Thematic: AMIF and ISF. 

► Temporal: 01/01/2014 – 30/06/2024. 

► Geographical: Belgium 

► Institutional: the involved stakeholders include Responsible Authority (RA), Audit Authority 

(AA), Delegated Authorities (DAs), beneficiaries (state and federal authorities, local public 

bodies, non-governmental organisations, humanitarian organisations…). 

1.3 Overview of the evaluation questions 

Eight main evaluation questions are addressed in this final report: 

Table 1: Overview of the evaluation questions 

RELEVANCE 

Q1: Did the objectives of the interventions funded by the Fund correspond to the actual needs? 
Q1.1: To what extent did the Fund address the needs, both at NP and Annual Work Programme 
level? 
Q1.2: Which measures did Belgium put in place to address changing needs?  

EFFECTIVENESS 

Q2: To what extent has the Fund reached the objectives set out in the European legislation? 
For AMIF: 
Q2.1: How did the Fund contribute to strengthening and developing all aspects of CEAS, including 
its external dimension?  
Q2.2: How did the Fund contribute to supporting legal migration to Belgium in accordance with its 
economic and social needs while safeguarding the integrity of the immigration systems of 
Belgium and to promoting the effective integration of TCNs? 
Q2.3: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing fair and effective return strategies in the MS 
which contribute to combating illegal immigration, with an emphasis on sustainability of return 
and effective readmission in the countries of origin and transit? 
Q2.4: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing solidarity and responsibility-sharing between the 
MS, in particular towards those most affected by migration and asylum flows, including through 
practical cooperation? 
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Q2.5: How did the Fund contribute to supporting the MS in duly substantiated emergency 
requiring urgent action? 
 
For ISF:  
Q2.6: How did the Fund contribute to the achievement of the general objective defined in the 
Regulation (EU) No 515/2014? 
Q2.7: How did the Fund contribute to the achievement of the general objective defined in the 
Regulation (EU) No 513/2014? 

EFFICIENCY 

Q3: Were the general objectives of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 
Q3.1: To what extent were the results of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost in terms of 
deployed financial and human resources? 
Q3.2: What measures were put in place to prevent, detect, report and follow up on cases of fraud 
and other irregularities and how did they perform? 

COHERENCE 

Q4: Were the objectives set in the Fund’s NP coherent with the ones set in other programmes 
funded by EU resources and applying to similar areas of work? Was the coherence ensured also 
during the implementation of the Fund? 
Q4.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with similar objectives carried out and taken into 
account during the programming stage? 
Q4.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar 
objectives established for the implementing period? Were the actions implemented through the 
Fund coherent with and non-contradictory to other interventions with similar objectives? 

COMPLEMENTARITY 

Q5: Were the objectives set in the NP and the corresponding implementing actions 
complementary to those set in the framework of other policies, in particular those pursued by 
Belgium?  
Q5.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with complementary objectives carried out and 
taken into account during the programming stage? 
Q5.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar 
objectives established to ensure their complementarity for the implementing period? Were 
mechanisms aimed to prevent overlapping financial instruments put in place? 

EU ADDED VALUE 

Q6: Was any value added brought about by the EU support? 
Q6.1: What are the main types of added value resulting from the Fund support (volume, scope, 
role process)?  
Q6.2: Would Belgium have carried out the actions required to implement the EU policies in the 
Fund areas without the financial support of the Fund? What would be the most likely 
consequences of an interruption of the support provided by the Fund? To which extent have 
actions supported by the Fund resulted in a benefit at the Union level? 

SUSTAINABILITY 

Q7: Are the positive effects of the projects supported by the Fund likely to last when the 
support from Fund will be over? 
Q7.1: What were the main measures adopted by the Member State to ensure the sustainability of 
the results of the projects implemented with the Fund support (both at programming and 
implementation stage)? Were mechanisms put in place to ensure a sustainability check at 
programming and implementation stage? 
Q7.2: To what extent are the outcomes / benefits of the actions sustained by the Fund expected 
to continue thereafter? 

SIMPLIFICATION AND REDUCTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN 

Q8: Were the Fund management procedures simplified and the administrative burden reduced 
for its beneficiaries? 
Q8.1: Did the innovative procedures introduced by the Fund (simplified cost option, multiannual 
programming, national eligibility rules, more comprehensive NPs allowing for flexibility) bring 
about simplification for the beneficiaries of the Fund? 
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2. Methodological Approach 
This section details the methodology followed during the evaluation 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  

► Kick-off meeting 

► First documentary review 

► Inception interviews 

► First state of play 

► Design of the methodological 
framework 

April / May 2024 
 
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 

June / October 2024 

Phase 3: 
Data 
collection 
work  

► Document analysis 

► Transversal and project-level 
interviews 

► Flash survey to beneficiaries 

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

August / October 2024 

Phase 4: 
Reporting 

► Drafting final findings and 
recommendations in preliminary 
report 

► Steering committee validation 

► Report finalisation 

November / December 2024 
 
First draft of final report: 04/11/2024 
Steering committee n°3: 12/11/2024 

Submission of final report: 02/12/2024 

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

2.1.1 Interviews 

Throughout the evaluation activities, a total of 23 interviews were undertaken as follows: 

► Scoping interviews: 5 interviews undertaken with 11 people interviewed from the RA, AA 
and DAs. 

► Transversal interviews: 5 interviews undertaken with 10 people interviewed from 

o Federal Public Services (FPS) Interior Affairs, Unit European Funds; 

o Members of the Monitoring Committee (MC) during the NP; 

► Department of Work and Social Economy (DWSE); 

► Agence Fonds social européen (Agence FSE); 

o Directorate - General Migration and Home Affairs (DG HOME). 

In addition to these interviews, 13 other interviews have been conducted as part of the project-
level case studies (see 2.1.3 below). 

A full overview of all interviews conducted for the retrospective evaluation is added in 6.2 below.  
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2.1.2 Survey 

An online survey was sent to beneficiaries of AMIF and ISF funds to collect their views on the 
programming period 2014-2020. This survey was available in English, French and Dutch. The survey 
was originally distributed from 9th September 2024 to 25th September 2024, but the deadline has 
been extended to 4th October 2024. The goal of the survey was to collect data to describe the profile 
of these beneficiaries and understand their views with regards to current programming, project 
selection, project implementation and overall outlook. 

The survey started with questions to gather general information, such as which funds were utilised 
and the type of organisation. Following this, questions were asked related to the evaluation criteria: 
effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, EU added value, sustainability, and reduction of administrative 
burden. The survey included both closed and open-ended questions, with the option to provide 
further explanation and details in the open-ended questions at the end of each section. 

In the first round, one responsible contact for each project was reached out to, and any undeliverable 
emails or incorrect addresses were tracked. In the second round, if there were undelivered emails 
and a back-up contact was available but not contacted in the first round, these back-up contacts were 
then reached out to. We received 54 complete responses out of the 230 contacts we were able to 
reach, representing a rather low response rate of 23.5%. It is not possible to determine how many of 
the projects or unique beneficiaries we were able to reach. The survey was completely anonymous, 
so we cannot identify the number of projects or unique beneficiaries from whom we received a 
response. Out of 52 respondents, 22 were national and local Authorities (42%), 20 non-profit 
organisation/NGO (38%), 4 private sector and social enterprises (8%), and 6 others (as educational 
and research Institutions, healthcare providers, law enforcement agencies etc). 77% of respondents 
(i.e. 40) were beneficiaries of AMIF, 17% of ISF and 6% beneficiaries of two Funds.  

Table 3: Type of respondents to EY survey, for type and fund 

TYPE OF ORGANISATION 
BENEFICIARY OFUND 

TOTAL 
AMIF ISF Both AMIF & ISF 

National and Local Authorities 14 5 3 22 

Non-profit Organisations / NGO 18   20 

Private Sector and Social Enterprises 4 2  4 

Other  4 2  6 

TOTAL 40 9 3 52 

Source: Survey (n=52)  

A synthesis of the survey is added in Annex 6.5. The full results are described in Annex 6.6. 

2.1.3 Case studies 

Finally, we conducted 17 project level case studies on the basis of project level document analysis 
and interviews with beneficiaries. These case studies delve deeper into specific selected projects that 
were financed by the funds in the programme period under review.  

The following 17 project case studies were conducted, covering 10 unique beneficiaries:  

Table 4: Overview of conducted project level case studies 

ORGANISATION PROJECT 

Belgian Federal Police European Entry/Exit System (EES) 

Belgian Intelligence Network Information Infrastructure (BINII) 

Immigration Office European Return Liaison Officer (EURLO) 

Consular Cooperation Mechanism (CCM) 

Federal agency for the reception of 
asylum seekers (Fedasil) 

Voluntary return 

Strengthening the Voluntary Return 

Reception 

FPS Foreign Affairs Document Verification Officers (DVO) 
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Schengen Bujumbura 

FPS Home Affairs & National Crisis Centre 
(NCCN) 

Passenger Name Record (PNR) - Implementation 

Cybersecurity 

Psychiatric Hospital Sint-Alexius Psycho-social care and guidance programme for asylum seekers 

Psycho-social care and guidance programme for asylum seekers 
and refugees 

Coordination and Management Centre - 
Adult Education 

EPS-AMIF: French language training in the Wallonia-Brussels 
Federation 

Belgian Red Cross Integration and citizenship of asylum seekers 

Agency for Home Affairs (ABB) Supporting local authorities in the coordination of the reception 
and guidance of displaced Ukrainians 

Public employment service of Flanders 
(VDAB) 

@level2work 

 

Sampling for our case study selection in this retrospective evaluation was based on the following 
criteria:  

► Focus on beneficiaries to which the highest budget was allocated in the programme period. 

► Ensure diversity of projects in sample in terms of funding source: AMIF and ISF 

► Ensure diversity of projects in sample in terms of beneficiaries.  

► Other criteria: Inclusion of innovation; suggestions from stakeholders received during 
transversal interviews. 

The case studies build upon project-level document analysis (project reports, reporting documents, 
organisational documents) digital  project-level interviews, covering 13 cases in total with 26  people 
have been undertaken, as shown in described in 6.2 below. 

2.2 Assessment of the data and information gathered 

Several challenges were encountered during the evaluation process. 

Regarding the project level case studies: 

► Willingness to participate to project-level case studies; we encountered a reluctance to 
participate in project - level case studies from some beneficiaries. In one case, a beneficiary 
was reluctant to share information during the interview. Another beneficiary stopped replying 
to attempts by the evaluation team to schedule an interview. The evaluation team responded 
by selecting other project-level cases where possible.  

Regarding the online survey: 

► Representativeness: with 52 respondents and a response rate of 23,5% survey results need 
to be interpreted with due care. Most notably, the sample size for the ISF fund beneficiaries 
is particularly limited and warrants due care in making interpretations and drawing 
conclusions on the basis of these data. Beneficiaries of the AMIF fund are over-represented: 
77-83% of the respondents compared to 68% in the population.  

► Difficulties encountered during distribution: We encountered issues distributing the survey. 
Many email addresses were no longer active, resulting in undelivered emails. 

► Frequent use of "I do not know": The response "I do not know" was used relatively frequently, 
possibly because the programme period ended some time ago, making it difficult for 
respondents to recall past details accurately. 

To address these challenges, we are careful in this report to not overinterpret survey data, and we 
use a combination of transversal, survey and project-level case study data as a basis for our 
conclusions and recommendations. 
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3. Policy background 
This chapter presents the context of the two evaluated funds and puts these in perspective through a 
discussion of the historical evolution in the Belgian NPs for the programming period.  

3.1 Shaping commitment and principles  

Over the past two decades, the EU has taken on an increasingly important 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 EU. 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 Third 
Country Nationals (TCNs). Notable instruments, such as the Amsterdam Treaty (1997), the Charter 
of Fundamental Rights (2000), and multi-annual programmes of the European Union, 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 MS. 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 ERF 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. 

This landscape transformed in 2014 with the creation of the 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. 

Therefore, two main instruments emerged as key pillars in this revised framework:  

► The first pillar is AMIF which addresses people flows and integrated migration management.  

► The second pillar is ISF, which addresses the internal security strategy, in particular EU law 
enforcement cooperation (ISF Police), and managing the Union's external border and common 
visa policy (ISF Borders). 

3.2 Belgium’s institutional framework for immigration and asylum  

▌ A complex field of play with a broad range of federal institutions, regional institutions and 
communities  

Before analysing the 2014-2020 NPs and the related background, it is useful to describe the specific 
state-structure of Belgium with regards to asylum and migration policy. 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 responsibilities1:  

► FPS 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. 

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

► FPS 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. 

► FPS Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation: responsible for visas 
and for policy coherence for development. 

In addition to the various federal public administrations, the role of Myria should be noted. Myria is 
the Belgian Federal Migration Centre, an independent public institution dedicated to promoting the 
fight against trafficking and smuggling of human beings, informing the authorities about the nature 
and extent of migratory flows and protecting the fundamental rights of foreign nationals. Since 1st 
September 2014, during the first year of implementing period for the 2014-2020 programme, Myria 
has been appointed the Belgian independent National Rapporteur on trafficking in human beings.  

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 of government in Belgium. 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 FPS 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 policies2). 

► The three Regions together with the German-speaking Community are solely competent for 
economic migration. 

► The three Communities are competent for the aspect of integration3.  

▌ The management framework of AMIF and ISF funds  

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

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 DAs were assigned for matters relating to integration 
activities. For the French Community, Agence FSE was appointed as DA. For the Flemish Community, 
DWSE acted as DA. A Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was signed with both DA’s. The FPS 
Interior Affairs remained the final RA, and supervisory mechanisms were included in the MoU. The 
Interfederal Corps of the Inspectorate of Finance in Belgium operated as the AA. The FPS Interior 
Affairs developed mechanisms in cooperation with the AA and the DAs to facilitate the cooperation 
on tasks and duties divided between the RA and DAs.  

We visualised the management framework of the AMIF and ISF funds in Figure 32 below.  

 
2 OECD. (2019). International Migration Outlook 2020 [Dataset]. Consulted via: https://www.oecd-
ilibrary.org/sites/87a6e98f-en/index.html?itemId=/content/component/87a6e98f-en 
3 European Migration Network (2019). The organisation of Asylum and Migration Policies in Belgium. Brussels, Belgium: EMN 
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3.3 Asylum Migration and Integration Fund (AMIF) 2014-2020  

▌ AMIF's regulatory system evolves towards increasing integration  

The 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.  

The creation of the AMIF, through Regulation (EU) No 516/2014
4
, responded to the need to 

rationalise the architecture of different funding instruments under the Solidarity and Management of 
Migration Flows (SOLID) programme (2007-2013)5.  The delivery mechanisms of the two funds were 

kept as similar as possible, and a horizontal regulation (Regulation (EU) No 514/2014
6
) was 

introduced setting out common provisions applicable to both funds.  

▌ Main background on migration in Belgium 

Asylum  

In the period 2014-2023, over 267.000 people applied for international protection in Belgium: in 
79,7% of cases, they were first-time applicants, while in 20,3% they were sub-sequent applicants. 

On average there were around 21.000 first-time applicants per year, with a peak of 38.990 in 2015.  

The number of applicants per year fluctuated considerably within the period. The number of 
applicants was significantly elevated in 2015 due to the impact of the high influx of migrants and in 
2022, due to the Ukraine emergency, while in 2020 the Covid pandemic led to a decrease in the 
number of applications.  

2022 was a particularly significant year, considering the impact of the Ukraine emergency on the 
reception system: in that year more than 100.000 people applied for international or temporary 
protection in Belgium. 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. An 
additional 63.356 people fleeing Ukraine received temporary protection status, entitling them to 
access the labour market, housing, and social and medical aid in Belgium.7 

Figure 1: Asylum applicants, by type of application and temporary protection status, 2014-2023 

 

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

 
4 Regulation (EU) No 516/2014 of 16 April 2014 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund.  
5 The General Programme “Solidarity and Management of Migration Flows” (SOLID) consists of four instruments: External 
Borders Fund (EBF), European Refugee Fund (ERF) and European Fund for the Integration of TCNs (EIF). 
6 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. 
7 EMN Annual Report on Migration and Asylum in Belgium 2022 
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In the 2014-2023 period, the percentage of positive decisions on the total asylum decisions at first 
instance fluctuated considerably. In 2016 the protection rate reached a peak of 60,3% of total 
(47,1% received the refugee status and 13,2% subsidiary protection), while in 2020 the protection 
rate had fallen to 34,9% (the refugee status was granted to 28,9% and subsidiary protection to 6%).  

Figure 2: Asylum decisions at first instance by type of decision - % of total decisions at first instance, 2014-
2023 

 
Source: EY elaboration on Eurostat (data migr_asydec) 

The Belgian reception system is coordinated by the Federal Agency for reception of asylum seekers 
(Fedasil). 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).
8
 The 

occupancy has increased significantly in previous years due to a higher number of applicants of 
international protection and a longer duration of the procedure that caused prolonged stays in the 
reception network.  

Figure 3: Evolution of reception capacity 

 
Source: EY elaboration on Fedasil Annual Report 2022 data 

Legal migration and integration 

Over the period 2014-2023, the number of first residence permits issued to third-country nationals 
has fluctuated. From 2014 to 2019, the number of permits issued steadily increased, from 45.513 
to 60.312. In 2020, due to the Covid pandemic, the number of permits issued dropped to 47.640, 
while in the following period there was a significant increase, from 63.504 in 2021 to 74.366 in 
2023. 

 
8 Fedasil Annual Report 2022, www.fedasil.be/sites/default/files/content/download/files/annual_report_2022.pdf 
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Figure 4: First residence permits issued to third-country nationals, 2014-2023 

 
Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data (migr_resfirst) 

In the period 2014-2023, the main reason for entry in the country has been family reunification 
(with an average of 48,0% on new residence permits issued per year), followed by education (average 
of 12,3%), work (9,8%) and others (26,6%). 

Figure 5: First residence permits issued, distribution by reason or type, 2014-2023 

 

Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data (migr_resfirst) 

Concerning integration, the Belgian country report on the EU Semester 2020 pointed out significant 

gaps between non-EU citizens and EU citizens
9
, but even more significant with Belgians, in 

employment rate, unemployment rate and level of education. In the programming period 2014-2020, 
the AMIF developed integration strategies that addressed these gaps, such as targeted actions for 
subgroups, introduction of new technologies and strategies to tackle segregation and discrimination. 
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 3.2 
above).  

Return 

Belgium fully supports the principle that TCNs who can no longer stay in a MS, 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, 

 
9 EU citizens are not covered by EU DG Home funds 

45.513 

52.565 

58.216 59.827 59.624 60.312 

47.640 

63.504 
68.522 

74.366 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

0

10.000

20.000

30.000

40.000

50.000

60.000

70.000

80.000

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Family Education Employment other

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/migr_resfirst/default/table?lang=en
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/migr_resfirst/default/table?lang=en


Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report  

15 

 

reaching the target group, both applicants for international protection and undocumented migrants, 
remains a major challenge on the ground. In the period 2014-2023, over 30,000 people returned 
voluntarily to their country of origin. Voluntary return figures have stabilised in recent years, peaking 
in 2015-2016 linked to the high influx of migrants. From 2016 to 2020, the number of voluntary 
returns has decreased progressively: according to Fedasil, in 2020 the organisation of returns was 
disrupted by the coronavirus crisis, both in Belgium and in the destination countries. From 2021 
there is a progressive increase in voluntary returns, up to 2.952 in 2023. The management of the 
voluntary return program has evolved toward a flexible system in which operational capacity 
(organizing high-quality and efficient return guidance) is linked to the dissemination of information 
(directly to migrants and through cooperation with civil society organisations and local authorities) 
and reintegration support tailored to migrants with extra attention for vulnerabilities.  

Figure 6: Evolution in voluntary return 

 

Source: EY elaboration on Fedasil Annual Reports
10

 

According to the AMIF 2021-2027 NP, Belgium has made progress in the 2014-2022 period with 
regards to the return of persons with a criminal background and the treatment of vulnerable persons 
in forced return procedure. Moreover, Belgium has been at the forefront of using the Return Case 
Management Systems (RCMS) that allow digital processing of readmission applications.  

The annual average of TCNs ordered to leave Belgium amounts to over 26.000 people per year. The 
number of TCNs returned following an order to leave, after a peak of 6.920 in 2016, decreased 
systematically to 1.940 in 2022.  

Figure 7: TCNs ordered to leave and returned following an order to leave from BE, 2014–2023 

Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data ( migr_eirtn) 

In the period 2014-2023, 15,4% of people ordered to leave returned effectively to their country. 

 
10 https://www.fedasil.be/en/publications 
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After a 2016 peak of 21% people effectively returned after an order to leave, in 2023 this value fell 
to 8,0%.  

Figure 8: Percentage of TCNs returned on total TCNs ordered to leave from BE, 2014–2023 

 
Source: EY Elaboration of Eurostat data ( migr_eirtn) 

Resettlement 

After several ad hoc resettlement operations (ex-Iraq, ex-Libya), 2013 marked the first year of the 
Belgium structural resettlement programme. During 2014-2020 , Belgium gradually scaled up its 
resettlement programme and resettled in total 3.365 refugees from different nationalities and 
different countries in the world, according to Eurostat-data. Over the 2014-2023 period, the number 
of people resettled fluctuated considerably: in 2021 there was a peak of resettlements (1.310) equal 
to 6.9% of the total within the EU in the same year. The MA reported a slightly different figure, noting 
3,759 resettled individuals between 2014-2020, along with an additional 2,238 relocated persons 
and 1,589 admitted through legal admission. 

Figure 9: Resettled third-country nationals, 2014–2023 

 
Source: EY elaboration on Eurostat data (migr_asyresa) 

▌ Main challenges outlined in the AMIF 2014-2020 NP  
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The programme aimed to continue and enhance actions developed under the preceding funding 
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(SO) set out in the legal base
11

 except SO4 ‘Solidarity’.  

The financing plan of the programme foresees allocating approximately 18,6% to asylum, 23,9% to 
legal migration/integration, 23,2% to return measures, 30,2% to Special Cases and 4,1% to Technical 
Assistance. 

As detailed in annex 6.1 below, the NP includes implementing actions for each SO, focusing on:  

► Development of a qualitative, flexible and easily adaptable reception system, optimizing and 
digitalising the capacity management of the reception network; 

► Development of a solid, flexible, efficient and high-quality asylum process, improving the 
quality and efficiency of the procedures; 

► 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. 

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

► Support 7.450 people through special services provided under the SO1 ‘Asylum’; 

► Resettle 1.450 beneficiaries; 

► Support almost 13.000 people through integration services; 

► Provide reintegration services to 7.500 returnees. 

Table 5: Output and result indicators of AMIF 2014-2020 NP 

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE 

INDICATOR TARGET 

1. Asylum 

Number of people from target groups who have received support in the context 
of projects in the field of reception and asylum systems supported by the Fund 

7.450 

Number of people trained on asylum-related issues with the support of the Fund 2.000 

Number of staff trained as a percentage of the total workforce 75% 

Number of Country of origin information products and fact-finding missions 
carried out with the support of the Fund 

25 

Number of projects supported by the Fund to develop, monitor and evaluate 
asylum policies in MS 

20 

Number of people resettled with the support of the Fund 1.450 

2. Legal 
migration/ 
integration 

Number of people from target groups who have received assistance from the 
Fund through integration measures in the framework of national, local or 
regional strategies 

13.112 

Number of local, regional or national policy frameworks, measures or tools in 
place for the integration of third-country nationals and involving civil society, 
migrant communities and all other relevant actors, as a result of measures 
supported by the Fund 

24 

3. Return 

Number of people trained on return-related issues with the support of the Fund 7.100 

Number of returnees who received reintegration assistance co-financed by the 
Fund before or after their return 

7.500 

Number of returnees whose return was co-financed by the Fund – persons who 
chose voluntary return 

3.150 

Number of returnees whose return was co-financed by the Fund – persons who 
have been removed 

70 

 Source: EY elaboration on AMIF 2014-2020 NP 

 
11 Regulation EU 2014/516, article 3 (2)  
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3.4 Internal Security Fund - Police (ISF-P) 2014-2020 

▌ The regulatory framework of the ISF promotes a unified zone of security, freedom and 
justice 

ISF was created to promote a unified zone of security, freedom and justice across the EU by 
combatting criminal activities and managing border operations effectively. 

Regulation (EU) 513/2014 established the ISF-P, a component of the ISF, as an instrument of 
financial support to police collaboration, crime prevention and control, and crisis handling from 2014 
to 2020. The Fund's efforts are centred on two principal goals: combatting criminality and handling 
risks and crises. 

▌ Main background on crime: trends in drugs and human trafficking, threats of terrorism  

Within the issues addressed by the ISF-P fund, in Belgium different types of serious and organised 
crime were recorded during the period 2014-2022. Drug trafficking was a major issue in the period 
analysed, but from 2021 a significant drop in recorded cases can be registered. Violations related to 
human trafficking remained stable over the entire period. Registered crimes related to terrorism 
peaked in 2016, in concomitance with the Brussels attack on the 22nd of March. In 2018, the National 
Crisis Centre conducted an extensive risk assessment for Belgium for the five-year period from 2018 
to 202312. The findings indicate that an "attack or sabotage against vital infrastructure" was a 
probable event with an anticipated moderate impact. Additionally, the prospect of an "attack against 
a soft target" was considered very likely, with an expected moderate impact as well. Despite the fall 
in recorded cases related to terrorism, the Coordination Unit for Threat Analysis has determined that 
the Country still records a general threat level of three on a four-tier scale13.  

Figure 10: Registered cases of drug trafficking in Belgium, 2014-2023 

 

Source: EY Elaboration on «Statistiques policieres de criminalite » report14 

 
12 https://crisiscenter.be/en/what-does-national-crisis-center-do/risk-assessment-and-protection-critical-
infrastructures/belgian 
13 https://crisiscenter.be/en/risks-belgium/security-risks/terrorism-and-extremism 
14 www.police.be/statistiques/sites/statspol/files/statistics_files_upload/Criminalit%C3%A9%20-
%20Criminaliteit/2023_T04/crimi_fr/01_Rapports/01_F%C3%A9d%C3%A9ral/rapport_2023_trim4_nat_belgique_fr.pdf 
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▌ Main challenges outlined in the ISF-P 2014-2020 NP 

As outlined in the ISF-P NP for the years 2014-2020, Belgium regards the facilitation of information 
exchange, both at the national and international levels, as a pivotal strategy in the combat against 
criminal activities. The seamless and proficient management of information, coupled with 
intelligence-driven policing, is deemed indispensable for the safeguarding of public security. 

During the programming period 2014-2020, Belgium executed a multitude of initiatives within this 
domain. For example, after the recommendations emanating from Belgium's 2015 Schengen 
evaluation, the Federal Police initiated a specialised ISF-financed subproject with the objective of 
devising and instituting a case management system dedicated to the international exchange of 
information. 

In the context of international collaboration, the global expansion of serious and organised criminal 
activities necessitates an augmented level of expertise and technical capabilities, as well as an 
expansive international perspective among security sector stakeholders. Within the 2014-2020 
programming period, Belgium launched the ARIECS project, which was designed to fulfil the requisites 
for support, strategic analysis, and the dissemination of knowledge in the employment of the 
“administrative approach” to specific criminal phenomena and perpetrators. 

Regarding crime prevention and combat, the ramifications of globalisation are intensifying the 
transnational attributes of most crime categories, thus amplifying their dynamic nature. Belgium 
identifies issues such as radicalisation, terrorism, and human trafficking as paramount security 
concerns. Throughout the prior programming period, Belgium undertook various projects addressing 
these issues. For instance, in the area of radicalisation, the 'Mobile Team' initiative and its successor 
'Radix' were conceived to furnish essential consultancy support to local municipalities for the 
formulation and execution of preventative endeavours. The biggest challenges involved the creation 
of a solid information exchange mechanism, the strengthening of international cooperation and the 
technical improvements in preventing and combating crime. 

The ISF Police 2014-2020 NP (v.5.2) was last approved with decision C(2020) 9409 on 17/12/2020, 
with a budget of € 20.391.337 (EU contribution).  

As far as it concerned the budget, 83% of it was dedicated to the SO5 ‘Preventing and Combatting 
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 SO6 ‘Risk and crisis’ 
covering mainly early-warning mechanisms (11%) and TA (6.0%). 

Table 6: Main output and result indicators of NP ISF-P 2014 2020 

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE 

INDICATOR TARGET 

5. Preventing 

and 

Combating 

Crime 

Number of JITs and EMPACT operational projects supported by the Fund, 

including the participating MS and authorities 
10 

Number of law enforcement officials trained on cross-border-related topics 

with the help of the Fund 
700 

Duration of the training (carried out) on cross-border related topics with the 

help of the Fund 

700  

(person days) 

Number of projects in the area of crime prevention 5 

Financial value of projects in the area of crime prevention €1.000.000 

Percentage of consulates developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund 

out of the total number of consulates 
100% 

Number of projects supported by the Fund, aiming to improve law 

enforcement information exchanges which are related to Europol data 

systems, repositories or communication tools (e.g. data loaders, extending 

access to SIENA, projects aiming to improving input to analysis work files etc.) 

1 

6. Risks and 

crisis 

Number of tools put in place or upgraded with the help of the Fund to facilitate 

the protection of critical infrastructure by MS in all sectors of the economy 
5 



Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report  

20 

 

Number of projects relating to the assessment and management of risks in the 

field of internal security supported by the Fund 
9 

Number of expert meetings, workshops, seminars, conferences, publications, 

websites and (online) consultations organised with the help of the Fund 
36 

Source: EY elaboration on ISF Police 2014-2020 NP 

3.5 Internal Security Fund- Borders (ISF-B) 2014-2020 

▌ The regulatory framework towards ensuring a high level of security 

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

515/2014
15
 established, as part of the ISF, the instrument for financial support for external borders 

and visa (ISF-B) for the period 2014–2020.  

The GO of ISF-B 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.  

▌ Both Visa requests and refusals at borders kept a stable trend over the years  

Visa 

The Immigration Office and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs are responsible for Schengen visa 
applications. Normally, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs receives the applications through its 
consulates and issues the visas. The Immigration Office can be involved in cases of doubt or a 
negative assessment of the case.  

Except for the pandemic period, when a relevant drop in applications was experienced in the whole 
Schengen area, visa applications submitted to Belgian consulates have been constant over the last 
10 years. Similarly, the issuing rate ranged between 82% and 68% at its lowest.  

Figure 11: Schengen Visas to Belgium, 2014-2023 

 
Source: EY elaboration on EC data16 

On the other hand, the number of visas issued at an external border crossing point declined over the 
period. Belgium has 13 Schengen external border crossing points: 6 airports, 6 ports and a HST-
terminal. Antwerp Seaport is the border crossing point that issued the highest number of visas during 
the whole period analysed.  

 
15 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 
16 https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy/short-stay-visas-issued-schengen-
countries_en 

0

50.000

100.000

150.000

200.000

250.000

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Visa Applications Visa ussed

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy/short-stay-visas-issued-schengen-countries_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy/short-stay-visas-issued-schengen-countries_en


Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report  

21 

 

Figure 12: Visas issued at external border crossing points, 2014-2023 

 
Source: EY elaboration on EC data17 

Border  

Despite the relatively short length of Belgian external borders, the country has a central position 
within the European air routes, and it has several Schengen external border crossing points, as stated 
above. The Immigration Office and the Federal Police are in charge of border controls and related 
decisions.  

The Immigration Office issued more than 22.000 decisions of refusal of entry at the border during 
the 2014-2023 period and it received more than 2.600 applications for international protection at 
the border in the last 5 years. 

Figure 13: Refusals of entry and asylum application at the border, 2014-2023 

 

Source: EY elaboration on Immigration Office Activity reports18 

 
17 https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/policies/schengen-borders-and-visa/visa-policy/short-stay-visas-issued-schengen-
countries_en 
18 https://dofi.ibz.be/fr/figures/rapports-dactivites 

0

1.000

2.000

3.000

4.000

5.000

6.000

7.000

8.000

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Refusals of entry at the border Asylum applications at the border



Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report  

22 

 

▌ Main challenges outlined in the ISF-BV 2014-2020 NP  

The NP ISF 2014-2020 (v.5.2), approved with Decision C(2020) 9409 on 17/12/2020, identified 
several challenges related to visas and border control.  

► In relation to visa issuing, it was necessary to improve consular cooperation and renovate 
some consular facilities to receive visa applicants. Moreover, another compelling action was 
the fight against false documents and visa fraud and the enhancing of a reliable, fast, and 
efficient system for visa delivery; 

► In relation to border control, the key issue was the upgrading and maintaining of various 
technologies at the border. 

Belgium’s financing plan for ISF-Border totals €35.087.722,34 of EU contribution and foresees 
allocating approximately 17% to SO1 ‘Support a common visa policy’, 56% to SO2 ‘Borders’, 23% to 
Operating Support, and 4% to Technical Assistance. 

As detailed in Annex 6.1, 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; 

► Building closer synergies with different MS by increasing the consular cooperation with i.e. 
the setup of Schengen Houses and of a Consular Cooperation Mechanism; 

► Finalizing EUROSUR installation and innovating equipment for border controls (i.e. 
Automated Border Control, EES, ETIAS); 

► Investing in infrastructure, hardware, and software for border controls. 

Table 7: Output and result indicators of ISF-BV 2014-2020 NP 

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE 

INDICATOR TARGET 

1. Support a 
common visa 

policy 

Number of consular cooperation activities developed with the help of the Fund 3 

Number of staff trained in common visa policy related aspects with the help of 
the Fund 

602 

Number of training courses (hours completed) 726 

Number of specialised posts in third countries supported by the Fund 12 

Number of consulates developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund out of 
the total number of consulates 

94 

Percentage of consulates developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund out 
of the total number of consulates 

100% 

SAs: number of Consular Cooperation activities 3 

SAs: trained staff 332 

SAs: number of completed hours of training of staff 294 

SAs: Schengen Houses: number of specialised posts 2 

2. Borders 

Number of border control (checks and surveillance) infrastructure and means 
developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund 

7 

Number of border crossings of the external borders through ABC gates 
supported from the Fund 

14.000.000 

Total number of border crossings 49.000.000 

Number of national border surveillance infrastructure established/further 
developed in the  

framework of EUROSUR 
1 

Number of incidents reported by the MS to the European Situational Picture 18.900 

 Source: EY elaboration on ISF-BV 2014-2020 NP 
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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: 

► General Objective (GO): These refer to the overarching goals prescribed by EU regulations, 
which is specifically defined for AMIF, ISF-P, and ISF-B. These objectives set the broad 
direction for the funds at the EU level. 

► Specific Objectives (SO): These are the more detailed aims that are further elaborated 
within the EU regulations. They break down the GO into targeted areas for action, providing 
a more focused framework for achieving the overarching goals of the funds. 

► National Objectives (NO): These are the objectives that member states can determine 
within their own NPs. These objectives allow member states to tailor the use of the funds to 
their specific national context and priorities, aligning with the broader goals set at the EU 
level while addressing the unique challenges and opportunities within their own borders. 

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

► Result: this is a specific direct effect or output that directly follows from the activities carried 
out to achieve the operational objectives. 

► Outcomes / Impact: this is the long-term effect of achieving the GO. 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 and understanding of the 
intervention’s intentions. 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 the AMIF and ISF funds (period 2014-2020). 
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Figure 14: AMIF 2014-2020 Intervention logic 

 
Sources: Belgian National Programme AMIF; European Commission   
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Figure 15: ISF-Borders 2014-2020 Intervention logic 

 

Sources: Belgian National Programme ISF; European Commission   
  

https://amif-isf.be/nl/system/files/documenten/paragraafbijlagen/programme_isf_0.pdf
https://amif-isf.be/nl/system/files/documenten/paragraafbijlagen/programme_isf_0.pdf
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
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Figure 16: ISF-P 2014-2020 intervention logic 

 
Sources: Belgian National Programme ISF; European Commission   
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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 

Relevance as an evaluation criterion assesses the extent to which the objectives of interventions 
funded by the AMIF and ISF align with the actual needs they aim to address. This involves examining 
whether the goals set out by these funds are pertinent and responsive to the specific requirements 
and challenges faced. The evaluation questions under this criterion focus on determining if the Fund's 
objectives were in harmony with the needs at both the NP and Annual Work Programme levels. 
Additionally, it investigates the measures implemented by Belgium to adapt to evolving needs, 
ensuring that the interventions remain pertinent and effective in addressing the dynamic landscape 
of migration and security. 

Evaluative questions 

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

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

Q1.2: Which measures did Belgium put in place to address changing needs? 

 

Main findings 

Relevance to national strategy and national needs  

► The RA designed NPs based on the national policy documents (e.g. Belgian National Security 
Plan, Integral Security Framework Document) related to the funds’ areas of intervention and 
aligned with BE strategic priorities, acquis Communautaire and EU actions plans. 

► For each fund RA promoted a structured consultation process aimed at collecting the 
necessary input for the preparation of the NP and meeting current needs. The consultation 
process was held between 2013 and 2014, through a questionnaire, updating and integrating 
NPs drafts with proposals of revision, comments and actively involving the Steering group. 

► However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase with significant 
difference between two funds: according to the survey, just 9% of respondents (4 out of 43)  
declared their organisation was sufficiently involved during the development of the AMIF 
program, while in case of ISF the percentage lies significantly higher at 50% (6 out of 12). This 
discrepancy could be interpreted by analysing the different types and roles of entities that 
responded to the questionnaire. In the case of ISF, 10 out of 12 respondents are public bodies 
holders of specific institutional competences in the field. In the case of AMIF 22 out of 43 
respondents are non-profit organisations/NGOs involved as beneficiaries of projects after 
consultation phases. In any case, it has to be taken into account that the consultation took 
place 10 years ago, so among the respondents there might have been a turnover in the staff 
which might have impacted the knowledge of such events.  

Relevance to evolving needs  

► The broad description of the main topics in both NPs allowed enough room to adapt the work 
to the evolving needs of the country. During the mid-term review process, it was recognised 
that, despite evolving situations and shifting priorities in the EU and Belgium, the AMIF and 
ISF NPs were already sufficiently comprehensive to address the main issues and to respond 
to the emerging challenges. 
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4.1.1 National strategies and needs identified by main stakeholders are 
taken into account in the NPs 

▌ The RA crafted NPs in accordance with EU and BE strategic priorities. 

The ISF and AMIF NPs were developed in alignment with European and national policy strategies. 

The ISF NP 2014-2020 was based on the Belgian National Security Plan (NSP) covering the period 
2012-2015. The NSP serves as a strategic document outlining the operational directives for police 
activities over a four-year period. The NSP should be read in connection with the 2004 Integral 
Security Framework Document (ISFD), which remained valid until it was revised in 2016. The ISFD is 
adopted by the Ministers of Justice and the Minister of Home Affairs with the objective of designing 
an integrated approach to national security policy. The 2004 ISFD and the NSP for 2012-2015 both 
highlighted the key challenges that Belgium was expected to face in the following years. Specifically, 
these documents emphasised the importance of combating terrorism, organised crime, human 
trafficking, drug trafficking, and cybercrime as critical areas for police and law enforcement 
intervention. The ISF NP identified the needs to be addressed in the same domains. Moreover, the 
ISF NP was informed by other relevant national strategies, such as the national cyber-security 
strategy, adopted by the Belgian Government in December 2012, and the national strategy on 
radicalisation, approved in April 2013.  

In the case of AMIF, as stated in the interviews with relevant stakeholders, the NP took into account 
main needs set out within the policy dialogue with the EC, setting the following objectives, 
corresponding to national key issue:  

► Optimizing reception capacity and adapting it to the potential increase by creating buffer 

capacity and using IT tools to improve data and capacity monitoring;  

► Improving quality of reception in order to meet EU standards with attention to special need 

of vulnerable group; 

► Improving conditions to facilitate access to labour market for TCNs and refugees, with a 

focus of integration measures at local and regional level; 

► Increasing use of voluntary returns.   

▌ The elaboration of the NPs was grounded in a structured consultation process   

In May 2013, the AMIF and ISF RA launched a survey to gather the needs of key partners in the 
area of migration and security. Major stakeholders involved were governmental services such as 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Federal Police, Immigration Office, Fedasil, AMIF DAs (DWSE and Agence 
FSE), PPS Social Integration. In addition, in designing AMIF NP, consultations were extended to key 
non-state organisations, like NGOs and Inter-Governmental Organisations. In Flanders, the DWSE 
extended the survey to local important stakeholders (as public authorities, integration reception 
offices, the Association of Flemish Cities and Municipalities, minorities forum, etc.) to identify themes 
where AMIF could provide added value. The insights from this consultation informed the discussions 
at the June meeting with ministerial representatives and policymakers. Subsequently, respondents 
of the questionnaire were given the occasion to validate the analysis or to provide additional 
information. The results of the questionnaire served as the basic input to compose the Policy Dialogue 
and to draft the NPs.  

Finally, the formal submission of AMIF and ISF NP took place in 2014, respectively on September 
27th and September 29th.  Following subsequent revisions (4 for ISF and 6 for AMIF), the AMIF NP 
2014-2020 (v.1.6) was approved by the EC with decision 1651 of 18/03/2015, while ISF NP was 
approved with decision 1690 on 19/03/2015. 

▌ However, some beneficiaries felt little involved in the consultation phase 

All 52 respondents to the above survey (see 2.1.2 above) specifically answered the questions about 
their involvement in the process of drafting and revising the programme. Three of them were 
beneficiaries of both funds and their responses were considered separately.  

On the whole, according to the survey, just 17% of respondents (9/52) declared their organisation 
was consulted during the development of one or both programmes to identify needs, while 54% (i.e. 



Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report 

29 

 

28) of them declared they were not consulted and 29% (i.e. 15) did not know.  

Significant differences emerge from our analysis of the responses for each fund. With regards to 
AMIF, only 9% or 4 out of 43 respondents declared that they were involved in the consultation 
process, as shown in the table below. For ISF, 6 out of 12 respondents said they had been involved 
(50% of total).19  

Figure 17: Was your organisation consulted about the development of the Programme to identify the needs? 

 
Source: Survey (n=55)  

This discrepancy could be justified by analysing the different types of entities that responded to the 
questionnaire. 35% (8 out of 23) of the respondents from public bodies (thus considering national and 
local authorities and law enforcement agencies) stated that their organisations were consulted during 
the elaboration of the programmes, although the majority (43% that equals 10 of them) did not know 
of or recall the consultations. On the other hand, 75% (18 out of 24) of respondents from non-profit 
organisations, NGOs, and private sector stated that they were not involved in the consultation 
process. Only one NGO confirmed to have been consulted in this phase. Considering data 
disaggregated by Fund, in the case of ISF, 10 out of 12 respondents are public bodies such as National 
or Local Authorities, Police representatives and Law Enforcement Agencies, holders of specific 
institutional competences in the field. On the other hand, 22 out of 43 beneficiaries of the AMIF fund 
(51% of the total) are non-profit organisations, NGOs or private sectors.  

Indeed, public sector stakeholders interviewed stated that the RA took into consideration their needs 
in designing the programmes, which were in some cases crafted in direct collaboration with them (for 
instance in the case of ISF with the Federal Police). On the contrary, none of the non-profit 
organisations contacted mentioned to have been consulted at that stage. The RA confirmed that 
public stakeholders were actively included, while civil society organisations were less involved.  

▌ The national programming intercepts the SOs covered by the Annual Work Programmes  

According to article 6 of Regulation 514/2014 the Commission adopted the Annual Work 
Programmes (AWP) for Union actions and emergency assistance, defining the priorities and 
objectives for each year. 

With regard to ISF, there is alignment between the SOs set out in the NPs and the Annual Work 
Programmes20: SO1 ‘Visa Policy’, SO2 ‘Borders’, SO3 ‘Operating Support’, SO5 ‘Preventing and 
combating Crime’; SO6 ‘Risk and Crisis’.  

With regard to the AMIF, although the Annual Work Programmes21 addressed every SO set out in 
article 3 of Regulation 516/2014, each version of NPs elaborated on only 3 out of 4 SOs: SO1 
‘Asylum’, SO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’, SO3 ‘Return’ while any actions was planned on the 
SO4 ‘Solidarity’ between the MS, apart interventions of resettlement and relocation financed through 
special cases.   

 
19 In the case of entities benefiting from both funds, the responses were counted twice. 
20 Annual Work Programmes are available at: https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-
security-fund-police-2014-2020/union-actions_en (ISF Police) and https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-
visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020/union-actions_en (ISF Border) 
21 Annual Work Programmes are available at: https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-
funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020/union-actions_en 

6

4

2

26

4

13

0 10 20 30 40 50

ISF

AMIF

Yes No I don't know

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-police-2014-2020/union-actions_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-police-2014-2020/union-actions_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020/union-actions_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020/union-actions_en


Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report 

30 

 

4.1.2 Adaptation to evolving needs was possible without structural 
reorganisations of the NPs thanks to the openness in their original 
designs 

▌ Revision process of ISF NP and adaptation to evolving needs 

In the area of security, after the 2015 and 2016 terrorist attacks in Europe, counterterrorism actions 
were regarded as a national priority. As a result, the Belgian government significantly increased 
investment in this area. The ISF NP had already identified terrorism as a critical issue to be addressed 
under SO5 ‘Preventing and combating crime’ and NO1 ‘Prevention and combating’. Therefore, there 
was no need to revise the NP in this context22. In fact, version 2.1 of the NP was approved on 
11/09/2017. It included the extra budget allocated by the Commission specifically for the 
implementation of the Passenger Name Record (PNR) and the development of information exchange 
and interoperability tools23. No further amendments were made to the NP. 

Nevertheless, in September 2017, the RA launched an online consultation with relevant stakeholders 
in the framework of the Monitoring Committee of both funds. The Committee members were invited 
to share new needs arisen in the areas of migration and security. Informed by the insights gathered, 
the RA asked the Commission for additional funding for both ISF and AMIF Programmes.  

With regards to ISF, an extra allocation of € 11.576.250 for ISF Borders (under SO2) and of € 
26.336.900 for ISF Police (under SO5 and SO6) was requested. The additional funds were primarily 
aimed at improving information exchange, developing IT infrastructure, and preventing 
radicalisation. This request was further discussed with the Commission in the framework of the mid-
term review process. On that occasion, although the additional amounts were not recognised, both 
the RA and the Commission agreed that the ISF Programme did not require any modifications. Despite 
evolving situations and shifting priorities in the EU and Belgium, the NP was already sufficiently 
comprehensive to still address the main issues. 

Indeed, the 5 versions of ISF NP did not include a revision of needs and were predominantly used 
to add the supplementary allocation foreseen by the EC during the implementation period24, or to 
reallocate funds among the pre-established priorities of the Programme.  

▌ Revision process of AMIF NP and adaptation to evolving needs 

The AMIF NP, on the other hand, underwent 8 revisions between 2015 and 2021. As shown in figure 
17, in most cases the revisions reflected the increase in Special Cases budget concerning actions 
related to "resettlement and solidarity admission". The last revision (9.2) was approved on 
21/01/2021: the final budget (183.057.447,12 €) was 86% larger than the initial budget , mainly 
due to an increase of budget related to Special Cases (12 times higher than v. 1.6) as well as an 
increase in the budget of SO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’ (+57%) and of S03 ‘Return’ (+23,2%), 
to face increasing needs in those fields.  

 
22 See also Section II of the Belgian ISF Interim Evaluation Report, covering the implementation of the fund until 
30/06/2017. https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-
integration-fund-2014-2020/union-actions_en 
23 The additional amount of 2.488.067,00 € increased the budget of SO5, NO2 - exchange of information. 
24 Namely, v. 2.1 (approved on 11/09/2017) included PNR and information exchange under ISF Police; v. 3.1 (approved on 
07/12/2018) inserted the mid-term review funds and the allocation for the development and implementation of the EU 
Entry-Exit System under ISF Borders; v. 4.0 (approved on 27/11/2019) introduced funds for the development of ETIAS, SIS-
recast and IT systems in general; v. 5.2 (approved on 17/12/2020) in which resources for SO6 Risks and crisis are 
reorganised. 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020/union-actions_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020/union-actions_en
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Figure 18: AMIF 2014-2020 NP financial plan evolution 

 
Source: EY elaboration on AMIF 2014/2020 NPs 

Overall, the actions included in every revision of the NPs remained the same in terms of total number 
(21) and definition. However, this does not appear to be an indication of a lack of flexibility with 
respect to emerging needs: as specified below, the initially planned objectives were sufficiently broad 
to adapt to and cover the needs that had arisen. 

In particular, the AMIF Interim Evaluation Report, covering the first executing period of the fund 
from adoption to 30/06/2017, found the implementation of the NP had shown high levels of 
relevance. “The actions undertaken by Belgium can be evaluated as being relevant, as (1) all Belgian 
identified needs and the objectives developed to tackle them are included in the AMIF objectives and 
(2) the actions that have been taken are indeed perceived as addressing existing and changing needs 

in Belgium”.
25

 

According to article 15 of Regulation 514/2014, in 2018 the EC and each MS reviewed the situation, 
in the light of the interim evaluation reports and in the light of developments in Union policies and in 
the MS concerned. As mentioned in the case of the ISF fund, during the Mid-Term Review discussion 
the RA and the EC agreed no changes were needed for both programmes. Despite the changed 
situation, objectives and planned activities remained up-to-date, and further activities could be 
accommodated within the existing objectives. 

In the final phase of the implementing period, specific interventions were adopted to address 
supervening needs: 

► The Covid-19 health crisis had a serious impact on activities, in term of timing and 

participation to trainings:  although there were no expenses openly intended by RA to deal 

with this emergency in the 2021 and 2022 Annual Implementing Reports, it results that, at 

project level, many operative solutions were adopted, like  organizing training using digital 

tools, using  webinars and/or online platforms to reach their target group. 

► To support Ukrainian refugees, various meetings were organised in spring and summer 

2022 with potential beneficiaries to utilise the unspent funds effectively. Consequently, two 

specific projects related to SO2 ‘Integration’ have been reinforced and extended until 2023 

to address the humanitarian crisis. Additionally, new projects, including "Guardianship," 

have been selected, new projects with the Public Centre for Social Welfare (CPAS/OCMW) at 

the federal level, and the remaining funds were allocated to the two regions.  

  

 
25 See AMIF Interim Evaluation Report, v. 2017.0, page 4 
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▌ The consultation process was perceived as sufficient among ISF beneficiaries but 
inadequate for AMIF recipients  

According to the survey, projects beneficiaries felt partially involved in the need analysis for revisions 
of the NPs. The overall percentage of respondents that declared to have been consulted during the 
implementation of the NP to identify new needs amounts to 16% (similar to the percentage declaring 
to be consulted in the drafting process).   

However, there are differences between the two funds. In the case of ISF, which envisaged 4 reviews 
of the NP, 25% of respondents (ie.3 out of 12) stated that they had been consulted. Even though this 
represents a stark reduction compared to the 50% in the initial phase, it suggests that ISF 
beneficiaries still felt more involved than AMIF beneficiaries. Indeed, in the case of AMIF, which saw 
8 revisions of the program, 14% of survey respondents (i.e. 6) state that they were consulted. While 
this is a consistent increase compared to 9% of the designing phase, it suggests that the majority of 
beneficiaries did not feel involved in the process. Finally, this situation is corroborated by some 
comments of AMIF beneficiaries registered in the survey, who indicated that they had hoped for a 
more widespread consultation. 

Figure 19: Was your organisation consulted during the implementation of the Programme to identify new needs? 

 
Source: Survey (n=55)  

 “Project beneficiaries’ leaders should be more involved in the reflections on the content of AMIF 
programmes so that they better reflect the realities on the ground and the needs of the target 
audiences” 

“Perhaps it would be relevant to organise a form of consultation before making major changes 
to programs or funds” 

Source: Survey 
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4.2 Effectiveness 

Effectiveness as an evaluation criterion measures the degree to which a programme or intervention 
achieves its set objectives and delivers the anticipated outcomes. In the context of AMIF, this involves 
assessing how well the fund has met its objectives as outlined in Regulation (EU) No 516/2014. The 
evaluation focuses on determining the impact of AMIF's activities and interventions, and whether they 
have successfully addressed the needs and priorities identified in the regulation. This criterion 
provides insights into the overall performance of AMIF, evaluating its contribution to policy objectives 
at both the national and EU levels, and determining the extent to which the fund has reached the 
objectives set out in the European legislation. 

Evaluative questions 

Q2: To what extent has the Fund reached the objectives set out in the European legislation? 

For AMIF 

Q2.1: How did the Fund contribute to strengthening and developing all aspects of CEAS, including 
its external dimension?  

Q2.2: How did the Fund contribute to supporting legal migration to Belgium in accordance with 
its economic and social needs while safeguarding the integrity of the immigration systems of 
Belgium and to promoting the effective integration of TCNs?  

Q2.3: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing fair and effective return strategies in the MS 
which contribute to combating illegal immigration, with an emphasis on sustainability of return 
and effective readmission in the countries of origin and transit?  

Q2.4: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing solidarity and responsibility-sharing between the 
MS, in particular towards those most affected by migration and asylum flows, including 
through practical cooperation?  

Q2.5: How did the Fund contribute to supporting the MS in duly substantiated emergency 
requiring urgent action? 

For ISF 

Q2.6: How did the Fund contribute to the achievement of the GO defined in the Regulation (EU) 
No 515/2014?  

Q2.7: How did the Fund contribute to the achievement of the GO de ned in the Regulation (EU) 
No 513/2014? 

 

Main findings 

For AMIF 

Contribution of AMIF to the aspect of SO1 ‘Asylum’ 

► To manage SO1 on the national level, Belgium operationalised the aspect of Asylum in three 
NOs: ‘Asylum’, ‘Reception’ and ‘Resettlement’.  

► 19,13% of the total AMIF budget for Belgium is used for SO1.  
► 6 respondents (of 43 total respondents) report a limited contribution (low to no extent) to 

supporting vulnerable migrants and enhancing the quality of the asylum process and the 
reception system. 

► The interview data supplement the survey findings. It reveals that some asylum, reception, 
and resettlement projects included a technical or IT components that have caused delays, 
making it more difficult for beneficiaries to indicate the contributions made to SO1. 

► The financial evaluation of EU funds used for SO1 indicates that 53 projects for SO1 were 
conducted by 28 beneficiaries for a total EU budget of €31,03 million. 
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Contribution of AMIF to SO2 ‘Legal migration’ 

► SO2 involves shared management between the RA and DAs.  
► Belgium implemented the SO2 of AMIF through three NOs: NO1 ‘Legal Migration’, NO2 

‘Integration’, and NO3 ‘Capacity’. NO2 and NO3 include various actions, while NO1 does 
not have additional actions in the NP. 

► EU funds for SO2, managed by both the RA and DAs, make up 26.05% of total EU AMIF 
funds. 

► On the federal level, 19 beneficiaries conducted 33 projects for €7.40 million. In the 
Flemish Community, 56 beneficiaries executed 68 projects totalling €16,65 million. In the 
French Speaking Community, 57 beneficiaries carried out 88 projects with an EU fund of 
€18.19 million.   

► At the federal level, the RA backed projects to help non-EU newcomers integrate into the 
labour market. The French-speaking community in Wallonia and Brussels-Capital region 
provided information on autonomy, education, and employment opportunities. The Flemish 
Community implemented inclusive policies with innovative interventions and small-scale 
social experiments. The German-speaking Community focused on enhancing cooperation 
among integration services, supporting cultural and anti-discrimination efforts, and 
offering civic orientation and language classes.   

► 31% of the survey respondents stated that AMIF spending contributed at least moderately 
to supporting legal migration. 
 

Contribution of AMIF to SO3 ‘Enhancing fair and effective return strategies’ 

► SO3 focuses on three NOs: ‘Accompanying measures’, ‘Return measures’, and 
‘Cooperation’. The NP divides the aspect of return into voluntary and forced return. 

► The budget utilised for SO3 constitutes 20.70% of AMIF, with a smaller group of 
stakeholders contributing to both voluntary and forced return. 

► For SO3, 32 projects were conducted by 6 beneficiaries for a total sum of €33,56 million. 
Limited amount of public and private actors working on voluntary and forced return. 

► 37% of AMIF-respondents reported in the survey they didn't know if they contributed to the 
aspect of return, and 35% of AMIF-respondents said the objective regarding return wasn’t 
relevant for their organisation. 19% indicated low or no contribution to the aspect of return, 
while 5% felt they contributed significantly. Given that only 6 beneficiaries were involved in 
projects for S03, the low contribution is understandable, especially considering Fedasil is 
the sole coordinating authority for voluntary return. 

 

Contribution of AMIF to SO4 ‘Solidarity’ and responsibility-sharing between MS 

► No specific funding was used for SO4, nor operationalisation of the Objective into Nos 
within the NP.  

 
Contribution of AMIF within the support of substantiated emergency requiring urgent action 

Belgium was able to use €11 million of residual EU funds to manage the coordination costs 
resulting from the influx of Ukrainian refugees. Different projects on the level of the 
Responsible Authority, as on the level of the Delegated Authorities, were launched. On the 
level of the RA, different public centres for social welfare initiated projects regarding the 
integration and employment of Ukrainians. On the level of the beneficiaries, Flanders was 
able to use €6,5 million of residual funds to compensate the coordination cost borne by 
local governments during the management of the Ukraine crisis.  

AMIF NP output and result indicators  

► Targets for SO1 ‘Asylum’, SO2 ‘Legal Migration and Integration’, and SO3 ‘Return’ were 
mostly surpassed. AMIF-funded projects contributed significantly to SO1 and SO2, 
exceeding numerous targets. However, contributions to SO3 were moderate with only two 
out of four indicators met: the number of country origin information products and fact-
finding missions supported by the fund, and the number of returnees whose return was co-
financed by the Fund, specifically those who have been removed.  
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For ISF 

Contribution of ISF to ensuring a high level of security in the Union while facilitating legitimate 
travel, through a uniform and high level of control of the external borders and the effective 
processing of Schengen visas, in compliance with the Union’s commitment to fundamental 
freedoms and human right (GO of Regulation (EU) No 515/2014). 

► The GO of ISF-B is further detailed into two SOs: SO1 ‘Supporting a common visa policy’ 
and SO2 ‘Supporting integrated border management’. Belgium included a third Specific 
0bjective to secure follow up of budget utilised for Operating Support. 

► The financial plan of ISF-B as included in the NP demonstrates a distribution of funds 
between the two SOs and Operating Support. With a total of €28,05 million EU budget 
spent, 79,94% of the forecasted budget for ISF-B was used. 65,56% of the ISF-B budget 
was spent on SO2 ‘Borders’. 

► SO1 is further operationalised into three NOs and different SAs. For NO ‘Consular 
cooperation’ different SAs were launched and managed by Belgium, but the desired 
outcomes were not achieved due to crumbling interests of MS and implementation 
difficulties.  

► The operational evaluation of SO2 highlights the Entry Exit System, a project managed 
by the Federal Police. This example of integrated border management connects Belgium’s 
data architecture to the European central biometric data-sharing hub, managed by the 
EU Agency EU-LISA.  

► SO3 ‘Operating Support’ as an additional SO within Belgium’s NP, with clear identification 
of budgets used for the operational support of integrated IT systems for visa applications 
and border management.   

► Beneficiaries find it difficult to assess their contributions to a common visa policy and 
integrated border management, or see their contributions as limited overall. Between 
50% and 83% of respondents indicated that they do not know the impact of their project 
on the two SOs of ISF-B. With regards to the fund’s contribution to harmonising the 
common visa policy, 8% reported a medium to high contribution, and 8% reported low or 
no contribution. With regards to the fund’s contribution to high quality visa service, 8% 
reported a medium to high contribution, and 16% reported low or no contribution. Finally, 
with regards to contribution to a more efficient border control and border surveillance, 
24% reported a medium to high contribution, and 25% reported low contribution.  
 

Contribution of ISF to ensuring a high level of security in the Union (GO of Regulation (EU) No 
513/2024).  

► For ISF Police, the GO is translated into two SOs: SO1 ‘Fight against crime’ and managing 
SO2 ‘Risk and crises.  

► The financial plan of the programme for ISF-P distributes funds between the two SOs. The 
actual expenditure insight indicates that a total sum of €14,23 million was used for SO1 
‘Preventing and combatting crime’ (87,19% of the total ISF-Police budget). 

► The total EU fund budget for the PNR project managed by FPS Home Affairs, amounts to 
€7.306.191,29, which is the equivalence of 51,37% of the total EU fund budget used for 
ISF-P SO1. The project enhanced Union security by establishing the Belgian Passenger 
Information Unit, which monitors passenger information using ICT infrastructure and 
contributed, accordingly to the project documentation, to preventing and combating 
crime.  

► The Cybersecurity project managed by the FPS Home Affairs was granted 61,62% of the 
total EU fund budget of S02. The goal of the project was to strengthen the capability to 
protect critical infrastructure and to strengthen early warning and crisis management. 
Project scope and goals had to be re-evaluated given the broad range of goals, however 
important results were achieved regarding the development of a SIEM-tool and setting up 
the foundations of a NOC SOC team.   

► Beneficiaries believe that they have made significant contributions towards the SOs of 
ISF-P. One notable example is the establishment of a Belgian Coordination Working Group, 
which serves as a partnership at the governmental level to discuss the progress of 
projects aimed at addressing security-related risks. This initiative clearly exemplifies the 
enhancement of coordination between law enforcement agencies and Belgian authorities. 
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Operational evaluation regarding the survey results for contributions towards ISF-B and ISF-P shows 
that beneficiaries are of opinion that they made clear contributions towards the SOs of ISF-P, 
especially when comparing the survey results of contributions made towards the SO of ISF-B. The 
financial data however showcase a significant difference in used funds with a total EU budget used 
of €28,05 million for ISF-B and a total budget of €16,21 for ISF-P. 
 

ISF NP output and result indicators  

For ISF-B SO1 ‘Supporting a common visa policy’, €1.90 million of the forecasted €5.89 million was 
spent, resulting in 67.74% not being spent. This limited spending impacts the achievement of 
results related to supporting a common visa policy. Only 1 out of the 10 targets set for SO1 was 
met (100% of the consulates established were developed or upgraded by the Fund). Mixed results 
were also noted for S02 ‘Borders’. In ISF-P SO1, Belgium achieved 50% of targets supporting a 
common visa policy, with limited progress on the other 50%. For SO2 ‘Risks and crises’, one out of 
three targets was met. 

 

4.2.1 Implementation of SOs for AMIF into NOs and detailed actions 

▌ Financial evaluation: The financial plan for AMIF shows clear fund distribution among SOs, 
but none for SO4 ‘Solidarity’. The actual allocation further confirms that no projects were 
conducted under SO4. 

The AMIF set up for the period 2014-2020 had a total budget of €3.137 billion for the entire EU, with 
the objective to promote the ef cient management of migration  ows and the implementation, 

strengthening and development of a common Union approach to asylum and immigration.
26
 AMIF 

strives to contribute to four SOs, as included in Regulation (EU) No 516/2014: 

► SO1 ‘Asylum’: strengthening and developing the Common European Asylum System by 
ensuring that EU legislation in this field is efficiently and uniformly applied; 

► SO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’: supporting legal migration to EU States in line with 
the labour market needs and promoting the effective integration of non-EU nationals; 

► SO3 ‘Return’: enhancing fair and effective return strategies, which contribute to combating 
irregular migration, with an emphasis on sustainability and effectiveness of the return 
process; 

► SO4 ‘Solidarity’: making sure that EU States which are most affected by migration and asylum 
flows can count on solidarity from other EU States.27 

Belgium as a MS of the EU and being eligible for AMIF funding, drafted its NP for the AMIF for 2014-
2020 with the intention to continue and, if possible, enhance actions developed under the preceding 
programmes. Belgium furthermore expressed the ambition to lead and participate in SAs together 
with other MS of the EU. To operationalise the SOs as integrated in Regulation (EU) No 516/2014, 
Belgium detailed the four SO’s into different NOs corresponding to every SO. By doing so, Belgium’s 
NP is tiered by: 

- Specific Objectives 
o National Objectives 

▪ Actions 
However, Belgium’s NP allocates no actions, nor effects for SO4 ‘Solidarity’. The financial plan of the 
programme neither allocates any funding to SO4.28 The financial plan for AMIF 2014-2020 rather 
distributes the total funding across SO1, SO2 and SO3 with the highest budget forecasted to SO2 
(when only looking at SO’s, not taking into account the budget allocated to Specific Cases). 
 

 
26 European Commission (2014). Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (2014-2020). Consulted via: https://home-
affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020_en 
27 Official Journal of the European Union (2014, May 20). Regulation (EU) No 516/2014 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 16 April 2014 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, amending Council Decision 2008/381/EC 
and repealing Decisions No 573/2007/EC and No 575/2007/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council and Council 
Decision 2007/435/EC. Consulted via: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0516 
28 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
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Figure 20: Percentage of SO-budget to total AMIF- budget (as included in AMIF NP v9.1) 

 

Table 8: Financial plan for AMIF 2014 -2020 (as included in AMIF NP v9.1) 

Source: FPS Home Affairs, Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1 (2021) 
*Budget in millions 

 

When examining Belgium's actual AMIF spending, it is important to consider the financial data at both 
the level of the RA and the DAs. Both DWSE and FSE co-manage the funds allocated to S02 ‘Legal 
Migration and Integration’ together with the RA.  

Table 9: Actual spendings for AMIF 2014 -2020 on the level of the RA, distribution based on objectives 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020 
*Total amount of unique beneficiaries 

** Budget in millions 

Table 10: Total EU funds used for the aspect of integration for AMIF 2014-2020 managed by the DAs  
(DWSE and FSE) 

Source: DWSE – Projects 2014-2020 costs and financing; Agence FSE – Projects 2014-2020 maquette PO 
*Budget in millions 
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The actual AMIF 2014-2020 expenditures show a similar fund distribution across SOs. The highest 
subsidies went to SO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’, while Belgium used no funds for SO4. All SOs 
saw a decrease when comparing actual spent EU budget with forecasts as included in the National 
Programme. Overall, €20,88 million of the initial forecasted budget was not spent (11,4% of the total 
forecasted budget).  

Table 11: Total EU funds used for AMIF 2014-2020, on the level of FPS Home Affairs, DWSE and Agence FSE 

Source: DWSE – Projects 2014-2020 costs and financing; Agence FSE – Projects 2014-2020 maquette PO; FPS 
Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020 

*No actual data on technical assistance 
**Budget in millions 

 

The actual EU budget expenditure for AMIF does not fully match the forecasted distribution among 
SOs. When comparing forecasts with actuals, the following budget changes can be seen: 

- SO1 decreased with €3,02M (decrease of 1.65% looking at total forecasted AMIF-budget) 

- SO2 decreased with €1,44M (decrease of 0,08% looking at total forecasted AMIF-budget) 

- SO3 decreased with €8,84M (decrease of 4,82% looking at total forecasted AMIF-budget) 

- SO4 decreased with €0,02M (decrease of 0,11% looking at total forecasted AMIF-budget) 

The evaluation team did not obtain information about actual spending on technical assistance. 

Figure 21: Percentage of EU funds used for AMIF SOs to the total AMIF EU spending 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020 
*No available actuals on technical assistance 

4.2.2 19,13% of the total AMIF budget for Belgium is used for SO1; 
however, beneficiaries report a limited contribution to supporting 
vulnerable migrants and enhancing the quality of the asylum process 
and the reception system 

▌ Financial evaluation: 53 projects for SO1 were conducted by 28 beneficiaries for a total of 
€31,03 million (EU budget). 

For SO1, the strengthening and development of all aspects of the common European asylum system, 
a total EU budget of €31,33 million was expended. This total budget is distributed over 53 projects 
executed by 28 beneficiaries.   
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Table 12: Total EU funds used for SO 1, Asylum 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020 

Not taking into account the different pledges (special cases) made under AMIF, 43,10% of the 
European funds used for AMIF and managed by the RA were used for projects supporting SO1 
‘Asylum’. However, when including the EU funds managed by the DAs, the financial data indicates 
that 29,05% of funding was attributed to the SO 1 ‘Asylum’.  

▌ Operational evaluation: SO1 is operationalised in the three NOs: ‘Asylum’, ‘Reception’ and 
‘Resettlement’. 

Belgium operationalised the SO into three NOs: ‘Reception’, ‘Asylum’ and ‘Resettlement’. Each NO is 
further detailed into different actions.29  

Regarding the NO1 ‘Reception’ Belgium aims at maintaining a flexible, yet high quality reception 
capacity so the system is able to face sudden changes in the number of asylum applicants. In addition 
to this flexible reception system, Belgium aims to ensure a smooth transition towards an integration 
path for asylum applicants who are looking to obtain a permit to stay. However, when an asylum 
applicant receives a negative decision, the MS strives to offer a return trajectory. For NO2 ‘Asylum’, 
Belgium has developed a solid, flexible, efficient and qualitative asylum process. It will continue 
investing in and monitoring the system through IT tools and external consultancy, adhering to the 
principle of frontloading. For NO3 ‘Resettlement’, Belgium, utilizing AMIF, will share expertise and 
support the external dimension. It aims to maintain and expand its resettlement efforts by 
consolidating existing programs and networks of stakeholders annually.30 

When asked about the contributions made by the beneficiaries to sustain vulnerable migrants, 
promote the quality of the asylum process and strengthening the Belgian reception system, mixed 
results can be determined.  

Figure 22: Taking into consideration your experience and knowledge of the Belgian migration sector, to what 
extent has the AMIF fund contributed to (SO1 ‘Asylum, reception and resettlement’): 

 

Source: Survey (n=43) 

The beneficiaries report that the AMIF funding contributed to a varying extent to the NP objectives. 

 
29 For all actions linked to the three National Objectives relating to SO1 – Asylum, please see the logic of intervention 
30 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
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Approximately 48% of respondents indicated that AMIF funding contributed at least to a medium 
extent to sustaining vulnerable migrants. 33% stated that AMIF funding contributed at least to a 
medium extent to promoting the quality of the asylum process. 45% stated that it contributed at least 
to a medium extent to strengthening the Belgian reception system. A minority of respondents stated 
that the funding contributed to a low or no extent to these objectives. However, it is important to 
note that a large proportion of respondents indicated that they could not answer this question.  

The interview data supplement the survey findings. It reveals that some asylum, reception, and 
resettlement projects include a technical or IT component. These technicalities have caused delays, 
making it more difficult for beneficiaries to indicate the contributions made to SO1.  

 

“In the tool we set up, everything with IT is delayed. We are satisfied with the project realisation, 

but there was a delay in the objectives.” 

“We experienced a certain reluctance of a number of reception partners. Partners already had 

their own tools developed. This took time and energy. Some partners already had a tool that was 

better at the time. A lot of time went by to get all the reception partners into one tool. However, 

it is an achievement that all the partners are now in the tools.” 

 Source: Case studies 

4.2.3 EU funds for SO2, managed by both the RA and DAs, make up 26,05% 
of total EU AMIF funds 

▌ Financial evaluation: On the federal level, 19 beneficiaries conducted 33 projects for €7,40 
million. In the Flemish Community, 56 beneficiaries executed 68 projects totalling €16,65 
million. In the French Speaking Community, 57 beneficiaries carried out 88 projects with 
an EU fund of €18,19 million.   

To understand the budget allocation for integration and legal migration projects, data was analysed 
from the RA (FPS Home Affairs) and the two DAs (DWSE and Agence FSE).  

On the level of the RA, €7,40 million of the EU funds was attributed to SO2 ‘Legal Migration and 
Integration’. This total budget was attributed to 19 beneficiaries and distributed over 33 projects.  

On the level of the DAs, DWSE approved 68 projects managed by 56 beneficiaries for a total sum of 
€16,65 million. Agence FSE utilised a total budget of €18,19 million distributed between 57 
beneficiaries, supporting 88 projects.  

In sum, 26,05% of the total EU AMIF-budget was utilised for projects contributing to legal migration 
and to integration (39,54% when excluding the pledges made as Special Cases). 

Table 13: Total EU funds used for SO2 AMIF on the level of FPS Home Affairs, DWSE and Agence FSE 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020; DWSE - Projects 2014-2020 costs and financing; 
Agence FSE – Projects 2014-2020 maquette PO 

*Budget in millions 

▌ Operational evaluation: SO2 involves shared management between the RA and DAs. It 
focuses on three NOs: ‘Legal Migration’, ‘Integration’, and ‘Capacity’. 

For NO2 ‘Legal migration and integration’, Belgium's state structure affects the management of the 
aspect of integration. A Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the RA and two DAs: 
the DWSE and Agence FSE of the French-speaking Community. This MoU outlines responsibilities and 
supervisory mechanisms, with the RA holding final responsibility.  
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On the federal level, the RA supported projects promoting integration for non-EU newcomers distant 
from the labour market. They emphasised complementarity with regional projects. The French-
speaking community aimed to provide the target group in Wallonia and Brussels Capital Region with 
information regarding autonomy, improved education, and reduced employment gaps. The Flemish 
Community developed an inclusive policy, focusing on innovative interventions and small-scale social 
experiments to address integration needs, aiming to expand successful initiatives. Subsequently, the 
German-speaking Community focused on improving cooperation among integration services, 
supporting cultural and anti-discrimination activities, and offering civic orientation and language 
classes. 31 

Belgium implemented the SO2 of AMIF through three NOs: NO1 ‘Legal Migration’, NO2 ‘Integration’, 
and NO3 ‘Capacity’. NO2 and NO3 include various actions, while NO1 does not have additional actions 
in the NP.  

The survey that was launched to collect primary data on the level of the beneficiaries specifically 
includes a question on the attributions of the beneficiaries to the support of legal migration.   

Figure 23: Taking into consideration your experience and knowledge of the Belgian migration sector, to what 
extent has the AMIF fund contributed to: (SO2: Legal migration) 

 

Source: Survey (n=43) 

Among the 52 survey participants, 54% could not answer due to lack of knowledge or relevance to 
their organisation. Meanwhile, 31% stated that AMIF spending contributed at least moderately to 
supporting legal migration.  

Our case study research and interviews with the DAs provided additional insights on the strategies 
employed by the French Speaking Community and the Flemish Community regarding the aspect of 
integration.  

DWSE, the DA for the Flemish Community, stated during the transversal interview that it launched 
and supported projects contributing to the digitalisation of integration courses and to the 
development of new approaches for the specific target group of highly educated newcomers. 
Especially regarding digitalisation, the AMIF budget was essential to reach the goals of taking away 
bureaucratic thresholds and reduce administrative workload when supporting the integration of 
TCNs. With AMIF, the Flemish Community was able to launch digital platforms that support blended 
learning for social integration (personal communication, 20/09/2024).  

The project with the second highest project budget (€1,5 million) on the level of the Flemish 
Community is the ‘@level2work’ project, managed by VDAB (Flemish Employment Service). This 
project was launched after the Syrian refugee crisis. The project manager of VDAB mentioned that 
during this refugee “crisis”, the Flemish Employment Service together with the Agency of Integration 
noticed an influx of highly educated TCNs. In Flanders (Antwerp), there was already a smaller scale 
project regarding diploma regularisation, offering shortened bachelor or master’s programmes, 
internships… to highly educated TCN to facilitate employment. This pilot project was then scaled up 
to the ‘@level2work’ project. The budget for the project was divided over the different provinces in 
Flanders and new partnerships with labour market actors, training institutions… were 
institutionalised. In addition to the practical partnerships for training, internships… a partnership with 

 
31 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
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HIVA (Research Institute for Labour and Society of the Catholic University of Leuven) was established 
as well regarding the research and evaluation aspect of the project. HIVA drafted an evaluation report 
of the project, interim and ex-post, including results and recommendations (for example: difficulties 
for employment in the medical sector due to the high level of requirements to be eligible to work in 
the medical sector. For the IT-sector there was a clear influx of highly educated TCN due to the non-
rigorous language conditions (personal communication, 3 September 2024). Main conclusions and 
recommendations can be found in the HIVA-report.32 

On the level of the French speaking Community, Agence FSE dedicated its efforts to integration 
management and the management of TCNs during the 2014-2020 programme period. An important 
goal for which the AMIF budgets were used was the professionalisation of the integration sector in 
the region, and more specifically regarding the use of digital tools, strengthening the integration 
process, structuring the training sector, equipping EFL teachers… Agence FSE initiated the 
programme with a strong focus on collective actions, classic training groups and individual 
monitoring of TCN’s, especially of the most vulnerable audiences. This individual monitoring of TCN’s 
was essential for their broad integration trajectory (legal consultation, language, health, assistance 
accessing housing, administration). Additionally, due to the emphasis on individual monitoring the 
follow up of the different outcomes of projects became possible. The final goal of the programme 
managed by Agence FSE is to increase the employment rate of TCN’s and to achieve personal 
autonomy of the target group, and with the AMIF budget, the process was upscaled (personal 
communication, 24/09/2024). 

At the Agence FSE level, the Red Cross of Belgium received a total of €1.39 million for the project 
‘Integration and Citizenship of Asylum Seekers’. This initiative supported the French-speaking 
Community's strategy to develop an integration pathway for TCNs by hiring a team of trainers 
following the 2015 reception crisis. The trainers primarily focused on providing language and 
citizenship training for Syrian, Afghan, and Iraqi refugees, aiming to enhance and professionalise the 
training offerings. Through these efforts, the Red Cross facilitated the integration and increased the 
personal autonomy of TCNs. Over the project period, a total of 6,030 TCNs benefited from language 
and citizenship training (855 trainees in 2017, 1,755 in 2018, 1,665 in 2019, and 1,755 in 2020) 
(personal communication, 16 September 2024).  

 

“The themes for 2014 were firstly a strong focus on digitalisation. Flemish integration policy is 
extensive and mandatory in Flanders. The digitalisation of some courses was financed via AMIF. 
Development of a platform to learn the language. Secondly, developing approaches for specific 
target groups, and more specifically highly educated newcomers.” 

“The reason was the refugee crisis in 2014, Syrians. At that time, VDAB and the Agency for 
Integration and Civic Integration already noticed a clear influx. Unit in Antwerp that specifically 
took care of HOAS and supported those people on a small scale around diploma regularisation, 
short bachelor or master so that they have sufficient expertise, internships... could employ 
people, but not at their level. Later a lot of influx of highly educated Syrians and then they wanted 
to roll out the system of Antwerp at the Flemish level. It then became level2work to employ HOAS. 
That was the pilot.” 

“Started in 2007- 2013 with implementation of the EIF, dedicated to integration management 
and management of third-country nationals. In 2014- 2020 continuation of this fund with greater 
financial scope, more call for proposals, projects, with the objective of professionalising the 
sector, sharing of developed tools, launching of the integration process, etc.” 

“In 2015 Belgium experienced the reception crisis: Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq. Training 
management of many isolated TCN. Language training existed, but that's all. The small team did 
not master the new languages (Arabic ...). With AMIF, we were able to hire the necessary team of 
trainers. Objective was to start language training very early. Voluntary public, not obligatory. 
Increase the offer and professionalise the offer. Keeping people busy and turning them towards 
integration. Today the only ones working in Wallonia, 11 languages supported.” 

 Source: Case studies 

 
32 Peter De Cuyper, Katleen De Rick, Hanne Vandermeerschen, Marije Reidsma   Lode Vermeersch (2019), @level2work: naar 
een job op niveau voor hoogopgeleide anderstalige nieuwkomers. Lessen uit de AMIF-Proeftuinen, Leuven: HIVA-KU Leuven 
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4.2.4 The budget utilised for SO3 constitutes 20,69% of AMIF, with a 
smaller group of stakeholders contributing to both voluntary and 
forced return 

▌ Financial evaluation: For SO3, 32 projects were conducted by 6 beneficiaries for a total EU 
budget of €33,56 million (EU funding). Limited amount of public and private actors working 
on voluntary and forced return. 

Belgium operationalised €33,56 million of the EU funds for SO3 ‘Return’, distributed across 32 
projects that were executed by 6 beneficiaries. The funding for SO3 is concentrated among fewer 
beneficiaries compared to SO1 and SO2, indicating a limited number of actors in the voluntary and 
forced return sector. Key contributors to SO3 include the Immigration Department, Federal Police, 
International Organisation for Migration, Caritas and Fedasil. 

Table 14: Total EU funds used for SO 3, Return 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list of projects 2014-2020 

▌ Operational evaluation: Dividing return into voluntary and forced return. SO3 focuses on 
three NOs: ‘Accompanying measures’, ‘Return measures’, and ‘Cooperation’. 

As stipulated in its NP, Belgium supported encouraging TCNs to return voluntarily before resorting 
to forced return. This requires investing in programs to facilitate voluntary return. Belgium has 
already developed such a program under the ERF and continued this approach under AMIF. For both 
voluntary and forced returns, the focus was on better cooperation with countries of origin, 
streamlining procedures (including using IT tools), and addressing the needs of vulnerable groups. 
When looking in detail at SO3, there is a clear division between voluntary return and integrated and 
forced return. The voluntary return programme aimed to facilitate voluntary returns by removing 
obstacles and ensuring accessibility for asylum seekers and irregular TCNs. Fedasil, as the 
responsible coordinating authority for voluntary return ensured the coherency of activities. Under 
AMIF, priority was given to tailored reintegration assistance and cooperation with other MS for better 
organisation of voluntary returns. In terms of integrated and forced return efforts, Belgium aimed to 
build on the positive outcomes of previous actions supported by the Return Fund and enhance 
international cooperation.33 SO3 is further divided into three NOs: ‘Accompanying measures’, ‘Return 
measures’, and ‘Cooperation’.  

When asked about their contributions to an effective and fair return system, 37% of AMIF-
beneficiaries reported they didn't know if they contributed, and 35% said it contributions weren’t 
relevant for their organisation. Only 19% indicated low or no contribution, while just 5% felt they 
contributed significantly. Given that only 6 beneficiaries were involved in projects for S03, the low 
contribution is understandable, especially considering Fedasil is the sole coordinating authority for 
voluntary return.  

 
33 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
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Figure 24: Taking into consideration your experience and knowledge of the Belgian migration sector, to what 
extent has the AMIF fund contributed to (SO3 ‘Return’): 

Source: Survey (n=43) 

The case studies show that Fedasil helped create an effective and fair return system. Fedasil as the 

coordinating authority for voluntary return launched two projects regarding voluntary return and the 

strengthening of the voluntary return. Both projects were initiated within the scope of the European 

Return Directive 34. The voluntary return project aimed firstly inside the reception network to further 

strengthen the social support services and capacities of the reception network in order to ensure an 

efficient implementation of the return path. Secondly, outside the reception network, the project 

improved accessibility of the voluntary return programme through reinforcing Fedasil’s capacities of 

its information, counselling and coordination strategies. The project furthermore increased the 

voluntary outreach, visibility and awareness of civic support and a broad and diverse communication 

plan was put in place in order to better reach the target group. Funding was furthermore used for the 

program management and development of the voluntary return program (personal communication, 

25/09/2024).  

 

“The project covers what happens in Belgium regarding voluntary return and what is related to it 
(e.g., foreign missions of return counsellors to improve their activities in Belgium).” 

“Reaching the target group (applicants for international protection + migrants without legal 
residence) and improving their guidance. Strengthening reintegration support while having 
attention to vulnerabilities. Promoting national and international cooperation (through a partner 
network).” 

 

“There was increasing policy and political pressure. Federal government wanted to focus more 
on voluntary return (a humane solution for people with a negative decision). This was an objective 
of the agency, which directly corresponds with AMIF.” 

“The focus was on initiating activities that Fedasil wanted to implement in its recurrent 
operations. These are now well-embedded and anchored pillars of the operations.” 

 Source: Case studies 

4.2.5 No specific funding used for SO4, nor operationalisation of the 
objective into NOs within the NP  

SO4 ‘Solidarity’, ensures that EU MS most impacted by migration and asylum flows receive support 
from other EU MS. Within Belgium’s AMIF NP, there is no operational, nor financial contribution 
included (except for the pledges regarding resettlement and relocation (see below). The MS provides 
no information on possible contributions to SO4. In the financial overview of actuals, there is no 
indication of EU budgets used in support of projects contributing to the aspect of solidarity.  

 
34 Official Journal of the European Union (2008, December 24). Directive 2008/115/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 16 December 2008 on common standards and procedures in Member States for returning illegally staying 
third-country nationals. Consulted via: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32008L0115 
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4.2.6 During the programme period eight resettlement and relocation 
pledges were made for a total sum of €55,35 million  

▌ Between 2014 and 2022, Belgium announced a total of eight resettlement and relocation 
pledges amounting to a total sum of €55,35 million. NP indicates relocations and transfers 
from Greece and Italy to Belgium.  

The financial overview of the relocation and resettlement pledges shows that Belgium announced 
different pledges to the resettlement of vulnerable people outside the EU and to the relocation of 
vulnerable people from one state of the EU to another. Within the eight pledges, there is a 
combination of resettlement pledges, legal admission and relocation pledges. For all eight pledges, 
the Federal Agency for the reception of asylum seekers (Fedasil) acted as beneficiary. The different 
pledges are indicated as special cases.  

The NP as published by Belgium includes the number of relocations based upon different council 
decisions establishing provisional measures in the area of international protection for the benefit of 
Italy and of Greece35,36. All relocations as included in the Council decisions (total number of 3.794) 
were conducted between 2016 and 2017.  

▌ Different examples of participation of Belgium in practical cooperation within the field of 
migration to be found in the SAs linked to SO 1, 2 and 3 

Contributions of Belgium towards practical cooperation within the field of migration can be 
transversally detected within the different SAs launched under the different other SOs: 

► SO1: As a participating MS to the EU-FRANK action led by Sweden (SA access to Asylum), 

Belgium contributed to facilitating resettlement and refugee admission through new 

knowledge (FRANK). The EU-FRANK project aims to strengthen the capacity of national 

governments to provide international protection to refugees through resettlement. Belgium, 

as a participating MS and as a receiving-community, contributed to the action in form of 

speci c expertise regarding resettlement and asylum procedures.
37

 

► SO2: Belgium participated in the SA legal migration by contributing to the ‘WAT-Action’ led by 

the Netherlands. The ‘WAT Action’ strives to identify best practices regarding application 

procedures and to make application procedures more customer friendly. The participating MS 

share experiences and develop practices. Belgium more speci cally pledged to take part in 

the Steering Group and in study visits and to deploy content experts working on identi cation, 

improvement and implementation.
38

 

► For SO3, Belgium participated in different SAs: 

o Regarding the SA joint return, the system of European Return Liaison Officers 

(EURLO) was established by 18 MS to create operational capacity in support and 

optimisation of the return processes. Belgium managed the  nancial and practical 

secretariat of the EURLO project (strategic multiyear planning, organising steering 

groups, subprojecting and contract management…). During 2014-2020, 11 EURLO’s 

were deployed within the countries of origin, increasing operational capacity. The 

EURLO’s were usually part of the migration or police services and the  rst sending of 

 
35 Official Journal of the European Union (2015, September 22). Council Decision (EU) 2015/1601 of 22 September 2015 
establishing provisional measures in the area of international protection for the benefit of Italy and Greece. Consulted via: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32015D1601 
36 Official Journal of the European Union (2015, September 22). Council Decision (EU) 2015/1523 of 14 September 2015 

establishing provisional measures in the area of international protection for the benefit of Italy and of Greece. Consulted via: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32015D1523 
37 Fratzke, S.,   Kainz, L. (2020). The Next Generation of Refugee Resettlement in Europe. Ambitions for the future and how to 
realise them (Research report). Consulted via: https://www.migrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/publications/mpie-eu-frank-
resettlement-final-report-final.pdf 
38 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
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EURLO’s began in 2016. The project was on full force until 2019. After 2019, a 

speci c determined EURLO-unit was established within Frontex, namely the Frontex 

Liaison Of cers to non-EU countries
39
 (personal communication, 29/08/2024). 

o For the SA joint reintegration Belgium participated in the European Re-integration 

Network (ERIN) project as the successor of the European Reintegration Instrument. 

In this project Belgium designated a National Contact Point and chaired and 

participated in the different workshops and working groups.   

o Within SA joint family unity and unaccompanied minor reintegration France as the 

leading MS established the ‘organisation of joint reintegration projects targeted 

towards unaccompanied minors. This action enhanced the reintegration of 

unaccompanied minors while respecting the principle of ‘best interests of the child’. 

Belgium participated in the cooperation of reintegration of unaccompanied minors 

and took part in the steering committee and in the evaluation process of the action.
40

 

4.2.7 The arrival of Ukrainian refugees in Belgium after the Russian 
invasion demanded urgent action from various policy actors within 
the country 

▌ The allocation of €11 million in residual EU funds to compensate local governments for the 
coordination costs incurred during the management of the Ukraine crisis exemplifies how 
AMIF supported Belgium in addressing a significant emergency that required urgent 
intervention. 

On 24 February 2022 the Russian Federation invaded Ukraine, which led to a mass influx of displaced 
people from Ukraine to several MS of the EU. The influx of displaced people created renewed pressure 
on the financial resources and practical organisation of migration, security and border management 
system of MS. There the Union’s home affairs policy for migration, border management and security 
has been supported by AMIF and ISF funding since the first of January 2014, the European 
Parliament and the Council of the EU extended the implementation period 2014-2020 of AMIF and 
ISF by one year. This extension allowed the MS to fully use any unspent amounts form the AMIF and 
ISF funds. Additionally, there was the possibility for the MS to revise implementation of the ongoing 
programmes if deemed needed so unforeseen challenges arising from the invasion of Ukraine could 

be targeted.
41

 

After the publication of Regulation (EU) 2022/585, Belgium was able to use €11 million of residual 
EU funds to manage the coordination costs resulting from the influx of Ukrainian refugees. Different 
projects on the level of the RA, as on the level of the DAs, were launched. On the level of the RA, 
different public centres for social welfare initiated projects regarding the integration and employment 
of Ukrainians (ex. CPAS Charleroi launched a project on the social activation of Ukrainian refugees 
through the implementation of an integration program tailored to the specific needs of these 
refugees; the OCMW Ghent initiated an integration team specifically targeting Ukrainian refugees and 
the OCMW Antwerp launched a project regarding the employment of Ukrainians).  

On the level of the beneficiaries, Flanders was able to use €6,5 million of residual funds to 
compensate the coordination cost borne by local governments during the management of the Ukraine 
crisis. The DA for the Flemish Community, DWSE, managed the funds, ABB acted as the promotor 
(responsible for submitting project proposals). The residual AMIF funds were more specifically used 

 
39 Frontex. (2024). Frontex Liaison Officers to non-EU countries. Consulted via : https://www.frontex.europa.eu/what-we-
do/beyond-eu-borders/liaison-officers/ 
40 FPS Home Affairs. (2021, January 21). Belgium National Programme AMIF, v9.1. 
41 Official Journal of the European Union (2022, April 11). Regulation (EU) 2022/585 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 6 April 2022 amending Regulations (EU) No 514/2014 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, (EU) No 516/2014 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund and (EU) 2021/1147 establishing 
the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund. Consulted via: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-
content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32022R0585 
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to tackle the additional working pressure the local governments were experiencing while 
accommodating the displaced people from Ukraine. Flanders already provided funds for local 
authorities to provide accommodation and support with the Decree of April 8, 2022.42 However, the 
decree only provides subsidies for the creation of accommodation places, the management of the 
accommodation places and the direct support of the displaced persons themselves. This means that 
the decree does not grant any subsidies for the coordinator that is appointed by the local authorities 
to manage and coordinate the whole accommodation procedure. Additionally, they act as a liaison 
with the college of Mayor and Aldermen (which politically bears the final responsibility) on one hand, 
and the regional services (e.g., VLOT) on the other hand. In this context, they monitor the available 
places in the housing tool (a tool provided by the Flemish government) and the follow-up of the 
progress of the offerings. The municipal coordinator upholds a broad overarching function and is 
distinct from the direct support of the displaced persons themselves. This means that there are no 
regular resources available at the level of the local authorities to fund the work of the municipal 
coordinator. The AMIF funds were used to address the shortfall where the subsidies from the 
referenced decree did not apply.43 

ABB acted as the promoting authority and was interviewed during the field work phase (collection of 
primary data) in light of their role within the accommodation of displaced people from Ukraine. It was 
at the request of DWSE that ABB acted as the promoting authority for the different local authorities. 
ABB submitted proposals for the local authorities and transferred the allocated funds to the local 
governments. The Flemish Government checked whether the local authorities were entitled to AMIF 
funding based upon several objective criteria (such as the total amount of registered displaced people 
and the creation of shelters). The specificity of the funds it that it concerns a subsidy for efforts that 
have occurred in the past. The local authorities made additional efforts or hired extra personnel to 
secure the reception of Ukrainians. So, it was ABB who decided the threshold to allocate subsidies 
for past efforts made by the local authorities. Timesheets and pay slips were requested by ABB from 
the local authorities as proof for the hiring of the municipal coordinator. Requesting of proof was 
done by ABB, actual controls were conducted by DWSE (personal communication, 10/09/2024).  

With the publication of Regulation (EU) 2022/585 that extended the implementation period of the 
Home Affairs Funds 2014-2020, the European Parliament and the Council provided a structured 
possibility for MS to tackle the influx of displaced Ukrainians, which was for Belgium an emergency 
requiring urgent action. The funds were used on the level of the local authorities, making a significant 
and coherent contribution to the working structure of local authorities who took efforts for 
accommodating displaced persons. The possibility of using €6,5 million to compensate the 
coordination cost of the local authorities during the Ukraine crisis showcase the importance of AMIF 
as a complementary and coherent funding alternative next to national means. The decree of the 
Flemish Government to provide subsidies for the creation of accommodation places, the management 
of the accommodation places and the direct support of the displaced persons did not include grant 
subsidies for the coordinator that is appointed by the local authorities to manage and coordinate the 
whole accommodation procedure. With the foreseen AMIF funds, complementary actions were taken 
to strengthen the coordination of the accommodation of displaced people during a substantiated 
emergency. 

  

 
42 Belgisch Staatsblad (2022, April 26). Besluit van de Vlaamse Regering tot toekenning van een subsidie aan lokale besturen 
voor de opbouw van opvangcapaciteit voor tijdelijk ontheemden uit Oekraïne, tot wijziging van diverse besluiten van de Vlaamse 
Regering en tot intrekking van het besluit van de Vlaamse Regering van 14 maart 2022 tot toekenning van een subsidie aan 
lokale besturen voor het creëren van bijkomende opvangplaatsen voor de tijdelijk ontheemden uit Oekraïne. Consulted via: 
https://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/mopdf/2022/04/26_1.pdf#page=104 
43 Department of Work and Social Economy. (2022). Oproepfiche – Oproep 579: Ondersteunen van lokale besturen in de 
coördinatie van de opvang en begeleiding van ontheemde Oekraïners. 
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4.2.8 GO of ISF Borders further detailed into two SOs: supporting a 
common visa policy and supporting integrated border management; 
Belgium included a third SO to secure follow up of budget utilised for 
Operating Support 

▌ Financial evaluation: financial plan of the ISF-B demonstrates a distribution of funds 
between the two SOs and Operating Support. The actual expenditure amounts to €28,05 
million, which is 20.06% lower compared to the forecasted EU budget for ISF-B. 65,56% of 
the ISF-B fund was spent on SO2 ‘Borders’.  

The ISF for the period 2014-2020 amounted to a total of €4.2 billion for the entire EU. The Fund 
budget was used to promote the implementation of the Internal Security Strategy, law enforcement 
cooperation and the management of the external borders of the EU. The ISF is composed of two 
instruments, ISF Borders and Visa and ISF Police.  

The primary aim of the ISF Borders and Visa instrument is to ensure a high level of security within the 
Union while also facilitating legitimate travel. This objective will be achieved through the Fund's 
support for actions aimed at achieving the following goals: 

► SO1 ‘Supporting a common visa policy’: Enhancing the effective processing of Schengen 

visas by supporting a common visa policy. This policy seeks to facilitate legitimate travel to 

the EU, provide high-quality service to visa applicants, ensure equal treatment of non-EU 

nationals, and address irregular migration. 

► SO2 ‘Supporting integrated border management’: Achieving a consistent and high level of 

control of the external borders by supporting integrated border management. This includes 

harmonising border management measures within the Union, sharing information among EU 

states and with Frontex, with the aim of preventing irregular migration and ensuring smooth 

crossing of the external borders.44 

For the programme period 2014-2020, Belgium included in its NP for the instrument ISF-B a clear 
strategy how it will contribute to the specific goals set out for ISF Borders. Firstly, the MS strived to 
continue and where possible enhance the actions developed under the preceding funding 
programmes.  

Secondly, Belgium’s national strategy concerning visa related matters aimed at fast and efficient 
delivery of Schengen visa to bona fide travellers and the fight against abuse of visa procedures and 
the use of false or fraudulent documents. Thirdly, within the field of border control and border 
surveillance, the focus of Belgium was the innovation of equipment and a thorough fight against false 

& falsified documents.
45

 

To operationalise the SOs as integrated in Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 and Regulation (EU) 
513/2014 (in other words, both ISF-B as ISF-P) Belgium used the same approach as for the AMIF. 
The different SOs as set out in the Regulations are detailed into different NOs corresponding to every 
SO. By doing so, Belgium’s national ISF programme is tiered by: 

- Specific Objectives 

o National Objectives 

▪ Actions 

Analysis of the financial plan of Belgium’s NP for ISF-B demonstrates an allocation of EU funds divided 
between the two ISF-B SOs and Operating Support.  

 

 
44 European Commission (2014). Internal Security Fund - Borders and visa (2014-2020). Consulted via: https://home-
affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en 
45 FPS Home Affairs. (2020, December 17). Belgium National Programme ISF National Programme ISF, v5.2 
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Figure 25: Percentage of SO-budget to total ISF-B budget (as included in NP v5.2) 

 

Table 15: Financial plan for ISF-Borders 2014 -2020 (as included in ISF NP v5.2) 

 
FPS Home Affairs, Belgium National Programme ISF, v5.2 (2020) 

Regulation (EU) 515/2014 only sets out two SOs contributing to the GO of the programme. The        
ISF-B Belgium programme budget across SO1 and SO2 forecasted an allocation of 16,79% to the 
support of a common visa policy and 55,94% to supporting integrated border management. Belgium’s 
NP identifies next to SO1 and SO2 a third SO3. Although Regulation (EU) 515/2014 does not specify 
Operating Support as a third SO, it permits MS to use up to 40% of the funds allocated to their NPs 
to provide Operating Support to public authorities responsible for public services within the Union.46 
Belgium forecasted to spend 23,20% of the total budget to Operating Support, which is below the 
threshold of 40%. 

When analysing the actual EU budget used for ISF-B, the fund expenditure aligns with the planning, 
due to the significant expenditures made for SO2. The forecasted EU budget for SO2 was €19,63 
million and the actual funds reached €18.39 million, a slight decrease of 6,32%. SO1's actual budget 
however was 67,74% lower than expected, while SO3 only saw a minor decrease of 4,67% compared 
to forecasts.  

The total ISF-B EU budget decreased with 20,06% when comparing actuals with forecasts.  

Table 16: Actual spendings for ISF-Borders 2014-2020, distribution based on the three SOs  
as set out by the RA 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – ISF list of projects 2014-2020 
*No actual data on technical assistance borders 

**budget in millions 

 
46 Official Journal of the European Union (2014, May 20). Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 16 April 2014 amending Regulations (EU) No 514/2014 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. Consulted via: 
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0515 
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The actual EU budget distribution for ISF-B differs signi cantly from the forecasted allocation among 

SOs. When comparing the percentages of EU budget forecasted and EU budget used to the total ISF-

B budget, the percentage for SO2-Borders increased by 9,62 percentage points and the percentage 

for SO3 increased with 4,46 percentage points, while S01 decreased by 10,02 points. The evaluation 

team did not obtain information about actual spending on technical assistance.  

Figure 26: Percentage of EU funds used for the ISF-B SOs to the total ISF-B EU spending 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – ISF list of projects 2014-2020 
*No available actuals on technical support 

 

▌ Operational evaluation regarding SO1 ‘Support to a common visa policy’: SO1 further 
operationalised into 3 NOs and different SAs. For NO ‘Consular cooperation’ different SAs 
were launched and managed by Belgium, but the desired outcomes were not achieved due 
to crumbling interests of MS and implementation difficulties.  

Belgium’s NP indicates that the Common Visa policy is set out as a key objective because of the 
increasing number of visas processed by Belgium. Due to this increase of applications, Belgium 
strived to increase efficiency through an improved visa capacity abroad, targeted fight against fraud, 
cooperation with other MS to create scale effects and new and enhanced IT applications.  

To further operationalise SO1, three NOs were identified: ‘National capacity’, ‘Union acquis’ and 
‘Consular cooperation’.47 For N01, the NP includes three main actions: ‘Improving information to 
visa-applicants’, ‘Renovating and refurbishment of visa sections’ and ‘The establishment of a national 
information platform gathering authorities from the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Home Affairs and 
the Federal Police’. NO2, which addresses union acquis, Belgium did not identify any priorities during 
the policy dialogue that was organised for the establishment of the NP. For NO3 ‘Consular 
cooperation’, three SAs were defined: 

► Schengen House in Kigali (1) by the FPS Foreign Affairs; 

► Schengen House in Bujumbura (2) by the FPS Foreign Affairs; 

► Consular Cooperation Mechanism by the Immigration Service (DVZ). 

Regarding the funding for SO1, Belgium utilised 19.47% of SO1 EU budget for both the CCM project 
and Schengen House Bujumbura (€352.067,81 and €18.583,60). Ultimately, no EU funding was 
used for Schengen House Kigali. CCM and Schengen House Bujumbura were both selected as cases 
for the fieldwork due to the high amount of budget that was initially included in their grant 
agreements (€2,8 million and €495.000 respectively). Comparing the grant agreements with the 
used EU subsidies, both projects in the end however indicate a major underutilisation of resources. 
The interviews conducted with the project managers of both initiatives reveal the underlying causes 
of underutilisation.  

The objectives for Schengen House Bujumbura were to enhance services for visa applicants and 
achieve economies of scale in processing applications and issuing visas. The partnering MS were 
tasked with co-benefiting from the grant and appointing national staff to train visa agents and local 
staff of the Schengen Houses. However, the establishment of Schengen House Bujumbura 

 
47 FPS Home Affairs. (2020, December 17). Belgium National Programme ISF National Programme ISF, v5.2 
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encountered significant challenges. A shift in priorities and architectural issues prevented the 
commencement of construction. Annual reports on the project's intermediate qualitative and 
quantitative results were submitted for each fiscal year from 2016 to 2021. In 2023, the final 
content report on the Bujumbura project was signed, concluding the project with a minimal portion 
of the initial allocated budget of €495.000 used, and no qualitative or quantitative results achieved 
(personal communication, 04/09/2024).  

For SA 3, the establishment of the Consular Cooperation Mechanism, the Immigration Service of 
Belgium served as the managing partner in close collaboration with various MS partners. The 
Consular Cooperation Mechanism on Schengen Visa Processing in mutually agreed third countries is 
a mechanism that relies upon the joint assessment of risks and trends, the deployment of joint 
document verification officers, and the joint training of MS and consular staff. The initial EU funding 
included in the grant agreement for the SA was €2,8 million. Following the launch of the SA, risk 
assessments were conducted, and training, communication, and information protocols were 
established within Steering Committees and working groups with all partnering MS tasks. However, 
post-launch, the Immigration Office observed a decline in interest among the partnering MS. 
Ultimately, only two DVOs were appointed instead of the five initially planned, and only €352.067,81 
of the project's budget was utilised. In 2018, the Immigration Office, as the project manager, 
reported to the RA that the remaining budget could be reallocated to other projects. The official and 
definitive discontinuance of the project was communicated to the RA in 2019, five years after the 
project's inception, ensuring that the unused budget for the CCM project could be directed towards 
other initiatives (personal communication, 18/09/2024).  

Schengen House Bujumbura and CCM both aimed to contribute to NO 3 ‘Consular Cooperation'. 
However, both initiatives concluded prematurely, resulting in underutilisation of the allocated 
resources and thereby limiting Belgium's contribution to NO3 and in general SO1. 

Not taking into account CCM and Schengen House Bujumbura, Belgium launched 8 projects 
attributing to the improvement of information to visa-applicants, the renovation and refurbishment 
of visa sections and the establishment of a national information sharing platform. These projects 
contributing to SO1, amount to the total sum of attributed project budget of €1,90 million. 

▌ Operational evaluation of SO2 highlights the Entry Exit System, managed by the Federal 
Police. This example of integrated border management connects Belgium’s data 
architecture to the European central biometric data-sharing hub (EULISA).  

Belgium’s contributions to SO2 of ISF-B are outlined in the Belgian NSP (2012-2015), which details 
integrated border surveillance and control at external borders. This document aligns with EU 
requirements for police operations at border crossing points. Key aspects include IT support, EU 
border guards training, modern technology use, and improving work processes and ICT systems to 
reduce administrative burdens. Six NOs were set for SO2: ‘EUROSUR’, Information exchange’, 
‘Common Union standards’, ‘Union acquis’, ‘Future challenges’, and ‘National capacity’.48  

When looking into the budgets that were used by the beneficiaries to support projects contributing 
to the integrated border management, almost 38,83% was used for the EES-project (€7.140.037,96) 
With this project Belgium’s Federal Police strengthened its external borders. The project 
implemented the European legislation regarding the checking of biometric data. The EES ensures 
that every TCN at Belgium’s external borders undergoes passport and biometric checks. So, when 
TCNs are intercepted within Belgium’s external borders, the biometric database can also be verified. 
With the EES-project, Belgium connected its own data architecture to the European central data hub 
EULISA and applied the system procedurally to all its external borders (land, sea and air). A wide 
network of stakeholders was involved (FPS Foreign Affairs, the Immigration Office…) during the 
project’s lifecycle (2018-2022). Under BMVI, the project still continues due to the fact that the EES 
requires maintenance and that immediate intervention must be possible when technical problems 
would occur. Within Belgium, one team is maintaining the EES, the ETIAS system and the Bordertask 
system. These are all projects contributing to ISF-B SO2 (personal communication, 17/09/2024).  

 
48 FPS Home Affairs. (2020, December 17). Belgium National Programme ISF National Programme ISF, v5.2 
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▌ Operational evaluation concerning Operating Support: SO3 ‘Operating Support’ as an 
additional SO within Belgium’s NP, with clear identification of budgets used for the 
operational support of integrated IT systems for visa applications and border management.   

The RA specified its contributions to the Operating Support by including a third SO into its NP. By 
using the third SO, Belgium confirmed its compliance with the Union acquis on borders and visa. The 
SO regarding operational support is divided into the Operating Support for VISA and the Operating 
Support for borders. During 2015 and 2021 Belgium used total EU funds of €7,76 million to projects 
supporting different systems such as VIS, SIS, BELVIS and SIS II. This total EU budget expenditure is 
4,67% lower than the forecasted budget of €8,14 million. 

▌ Operational evaluation: no clear identification of contributions made by beneficiaries to 
common visa policy and integrated border management.  

The survey that was launched for the retrospective evaluation also collected beneficiaries’ responses 
on their contributions to the common visa policy and integrated border management. 52 
beneficiaries responded to the survey. Of this total 12 respondents indicated that their organisation 
benefited from ISF or both AMIF and ISF. We gauged these beneficiaries’ perceived contributions to: 

► Harmonisation of Belgian procedures to the European common visa policy; 

► Provide a high-quality service to Belgian visa applicants and; 

► A more efficient border control and border surveillance through innovation of equipment 

and  ght against false and falsi ed documents. 

Across all three questions, a large proportion (50 to 83%) of respondents indicated that they could 
not answer questions relating to the contribution of the ISF-B funding to these three objectives. With 
regards to the fund’s contribution to harmonising the common visa policy, 8% reported a medium to 
high contribution, and 8% reported low or no contribution. With regards to the fund’s contribution to 
high quality visa service, 8% reported a medium to high contribution, and 16% reported low or no 
contribution. Finally, with regards to the fund’s contribution to a more efficient border control and 
border surveillance, 24% reported a medium to high contribution, and 25% reported low contribution. 
Our interpretation of these findings is that the beneficiaries are of opinion that their managed 
projects contributed more to the objectives of the ISF-P fund (the survey did not make a distinction 
between ISF-B and ISF-P). A hypothesis can be as well that due to high number of IT-related projects 
and the narrow focus on technical functionalities of these projects, the contributions to common visa 
policy and integrated border management are minimalised. During the interviews with beneficiaries 
conducting projects attributing to SO1 and SO2, the project managers working on IT-related projects 
often indicate different difficulties when implementing these projects (difficulties with finding and 
keeping personnel, long duration of public procurement). Different quotes from these interviews 
substantiate this hypothesis.  

Figure 27: Taking into consideration your experience and sector-related expertise, to what extent has the fund 
contributed to: (SO1 and S02 ISF-Borders: ‘Common visa policy’ and ‘Integrated border management’) 
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Source: Survey (n=12) 

 

“Everything with IT is delayed.” 

“The initial scope was not fully completed due to a budget shortfall (…) Difficult to evaluate the 
final result: when is an environment secure enough? Optimisation is always possible.” 

“Finding technical profiles to carry out the work causes delays. It also takes a while to train 
them, which often necessitates requests for changes and extensions (…) Internal procedures that 
are complex act as a delay (government procurement, annularity of the budget). The 
administrative aspect is burdensome (…) European delays have had an impact. The goal was to 
go live by 2021: but the central level was delayed, so much was delayed (so complex, one very 
large European system (EULISA). This takes up a lot of time).” 

 Source: Case studies 

4.2.9 For ISF Police, the GO is translated into two SOs: ‘Fight against crime’ 
and ‘Managing risk and crisis’  

▌ Financial evaluation: financial plan of the programme for ISF-P distributes funds between 
the two SOs. The actual expenditure insight indicates that a total EU budget of €14,23 
million was used for SO1 ‘Fight against crime’ (87,79% of the total ISF-Police budget). For 
ISF-P, a total EU budget of €16,21 million was spent, which is 20,50% lower than the 
forecasted budget (€20,39 million).  

The ISF was established for the period 2014-20 with a budget of €4.2 billion for the entire EU, 
consisting of two instruments: ISF Borders and Visa, and ISF Police. From this total budget, Belgium’s 
financial planning, as included in its NP, included a total EU grant of €35,09 million for ISF Borders 
and Visa, and €20,39 million for ISF Police. 

ISF-P aims to ensure high security in the EU (GO). The fund is more specifically detailed into two SOs: 

► S01 ‘Fight against crime’:  ghting cross-border, serious, and organised crime, including 

terrorism, by enhancing cooperation between law enforcement and other authorities, as well 

as with EUROPOL and relevant organisations. 

► S02 ‘Managing risks and crisis’: managing security-related risks and crises and protecting 

people and infrastructure from terrorist attacks and other security incidents. 

The dual division is outlined in Belgium’s NP for 2014-2020, detailing the ISF-P component. Firstly, 
Belgium’s national strategy to prevent and combat crime is aligned with national strategic plans and 
the EU policy cycle for organised and serious international crime (2013-2017). Belgium aimed to 
enhance understanding, information exchange, and operational cooperation at both national and 
international levels, involving EU MS, EU agencies, and international organisations. Additionally, 
Belgium sought to boost law enforcement capabilities against serious and organised crime and 
provide better training on specific issues and international cooperation. Regarding the protection of 
critical infrastructure and crisis and security risk management, Belgium adopted an all-hazards 
approach, considering all kinds of security risks and threats. For infrastructure specifically, Belgium 
invested in projects that resulted in improved cooperation and information exchange between all 
partners and target groups involved. Within crisis and security risk management, the NP established 
clear goals regarding awareness raising, communication within the preventive stage, communication 
tools, and disaster plans.49 

The forecasted spending for S01 ‘Preventing and combatting crime’ and SO2 ‘Risks and crisis’ as 
included in the latest NP (v 5.2.) demonstrates a strategic focus regarding preventing and combating 
crime and a limited budget allocation for risks and crisis. 83,47% of the forecasted budget is reserved 
for SO1. 

 

 

 
49 FPS Home Affairs. (2020, December 17). Belgium National Programme ISF National Programme ISF, v5.2 
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Figure 28: Percentage of SO-budget to ISF-P total budget (as included in ISF NP v5.2.) 

 

Table 17: Financial plan for ISF-P 2014 -2020 (as included in ISF NP v5.2.) 

Source: FPS Home Affairs (2020) 

Belgium initially planned to use 83,47% of the ISF-P funds for SO1, focussing on crime prevention 
and combating initiatives. The analysis of actual expenditure further supports this planned focus, 
with 87.79% of the actual spending directed towards SO 1 ‘Preventing and combating crime’.   

Table 18: Actual spendings for ISF-P 2014 -2020, distribution based on the two SOs 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – ISF list of projects 2014-2020  
*No actual data on technical assistance police 

**budget in millions 
 

When examining the two SOs for ISF-P, the actual spent EU budget is lower than the forecasted 
budget for both SOs: 

- for SO1, there was an underutilisation of EU budget of €2,79 million (decrease of 16,39% 
when comparing actuals with forecasts for ISF-P); 

- for SO2, there was an underutilisation of EU budget of €0,17 million (decrease of 8% when 
comparing actuals with forecasts for ISF-P). 

There is a modest shift in distribution percentages when comparing the actual EU budget expenditure 
with the forecasted EU budget at the level of the SOs. Specifically, the percentage of the EU budget 
utilised for SO1 is 4.42 percentage points higher than the forecasted budget percentage. Similarly, 
the EU budget percentage allocated to SO2 increased by 1.67 percentage points. It is important to 
note that no actual expenditure was reported for technical assistance when making this comparison 
between actual and forecasted percentages. 
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Figure 29: Percentage of EU funds used for the ISF-P SOs to the total EU ISF-P spendings 

 

 

▌ Operational evaluation of SO1 ‘Preventing and combating crime’: The PNR project, 
managed by FPS Home Affairs, received 51,37% of the total budget for this objective. The 
project enhanced Union security by establishing the Belgian Passenger Information Unit, 
which monitors passenger information using ICT infrastructure.  

Within its NP, Belgium uses the following NOs to detail both SO1 and SO2: ‘Prevention and 
combating’, ‘Exchange of information’, ‘Training’, ‘Victim support’, and ‘Threat and risk assessment’. 
Belgium's three operational objectives for contributing towards SO, which focus on preventing and 
combating crime, are derived directly from Regulation (EU) No 513/2014:  

► Strengthen capability to prevent crime and cross-border, serious and organised crime 
including terrorism; 

► Promote and develop administrative and operational coordination, cooperation, mutual 
understanding and information exchange at national and international level;  

► And promote and develop training.50  
In addition to the different operational objectives, Belgium determined three specific phenomena to 
give special attention to during the 2014-2020 programme period: improve detection, investigation 
and prosecution of drug trafficking; radicalisation towards terrorism and violent extremism and 
cyber-security and fighting cyber-crime.  
 
A clear contribution of Belgium towards ensuring a high level of security in the Union is the PNR 
project managed by the FPS Home Affairs. The total EU fund budget for this project amounts to 
€7.306.191,29, which is the equivalence of 51,37% of the total EU fund budget used for ISF-P SO1 
(PNR includes both the functional analysis between 2016-2017 and phase 2, development of 
hardware and software, that ran from 2017 to 2022). This project targeted the phenomena of 
terrorism and organised crime that is often linked to international travel and operates within the 
scope of the in 2016 approved Directive requiring MS to establish a Passenger Information Unit. More 
specifically, MS must grant sufficient resources to make these units operational, including a secure 
location and an ICT infrastructure. The PNR include information provided by passengers when 
booking and checking in.  

The implementation phase of the PNR project included several pillars: 
► Establishment of the Belgian Passenger Information Unit (BelPIU) with all necessary security, 

ICT connections, and data centers at three locations: BelPIU, secure access for intelligence 
services, and ICT data center. 

► Development of the ICT infrastructure, integration, applications, and security at the FPS 
Home Affairs, and later integration with competent services. 

► Staffing of the service, including secondments from four competent services. 
► International cooperation and data exchange. 
 
 

 
50 Official Journal of the European Union (2014, April 16). Regulation (EU) No 513/2014 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council 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. 
Consulted via: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32014R0513 
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This project mainly focused on the realisation of a part of the ICT component and the physical 
establishment of the BelPIU, including security measures for the ICT system (Personal 
communication, 11 September 2024).  

▌ Operational evaluation regarding SO2 ‘Risks and crisis’: the cybersecurity project managed 
by the FPS Home Affairs was granted 61,62% of the total EU fund budget of S02. The goal 
of the project was to strengthen the capability to protect critical infrastructure and to 
strengthen early warning and crisis management. Project scope and goals had to be re-
evaluated given the broad range of goals, however important results were achieved 
regarding the development of a SIEM-tool and setting up the foundations of a NOC SOC 
team.   

Regarding SO2 ‘Risks and Crisis’ Belgium’s NP includes two operational objectives as determined in 
the ISF-P Regulation: 

► Strengthen capability to protect critical infrastructure and; 
► Manage and secure links and effective coordination between the existing early-warning 

systems and crisis cooperation actors in order to enable the quick production of 
comprehensive and accurate overviews in crisis situations, coordinate response measures and 
share information.  

After the terrorist attacks of 22 March 2016 at the Zaventem airport and the subway station in 
Maalbeek, Brussels, Belgium identified new and sophisticated forms of terrorism. Especially 
cybercrime is a recent phenomenon in which the goal is to steal, falsify or destroy information from 
citizens and government. At a further stage, it may also aim to sabotage government as an 
institution, and to seriously disrupt its way of working. To tackle this specific threat towards 
governmental and civilian infrastructure, the project ‘cybersecurity’ was launched by the FPS Home 
Affairs. The EU funds used for this project represents 61,62% of the total EU fund budget of S02 
‘Risks and crisis’ (€1.22 million). The Cybersecurity project contributes to, on the one hand, 
increased protection of critical infrastructures and, on the other hand, heightened vigilance among 
various stakeholders regarding the management of incidents, crises, and safety risks (personal 
communication, 13/09/2024).  
Regarding the critical infrastructures, the objectives of the Cybersecurity project were to set up an 
operational NOC SOC team of technical security experts that will eventually function 24/7. 
Additionally, the project strived to develop improved technical equipment for the protection of critical 
infrastructure to counter new and sophisticated forms of terror, such as targeted cyber-attacks on 
government infrastructures.  

With regard to early warning and crisis management, the cybersecurity project strived for regular 
training and exercises, joint operations, and the exchange of experiences at various levels. 
Additionally, improved cooperation and data exchange between all relevant partners, both 
preventively and in response to security incidents was an important goal for early warning. The same 
applies to enhanced communication through a coordinated organisational structure, improved 
incident response and crisis plans and creating a privileged and secure channel for conducting 
investigative actions within the legal framework. In the end, the scope of the project was too broad 
for the available funds. A transversal SIEM-tool (Curadar) was developed and set up together with 
IBM and can be used by everyone within the FPS Home Affairs. Development of the dataset for 
exchange was delayed due to the long and complex certification process. Therefore, a shift in plan of 
approach and scope was done focusing on the launch of the certification process and the 
development of the SIEM tool. Furthermore, the foundations for the NOC SOC team were established. 
The team is yet not fully operational due to the difficulties of finding and retaining personnel. The 
project is still ongoing at the time of writing this report (personal communication, 13/09/2024).  

▌ Operational evaluation: Beneficiaries believe that they have made significant contributions 
towards the Strategic Objectives (SOs) of ISF-P. One notable example is the establishment 
of a Belgian Coordination Working Group, which serves as a partnership at the 
governmental level to discuss the progress of projects aimed at addressing security-related 
risks. This initiative clearly exemplifies the enhancement of coordination between law 
enforcement agencies and Belgian authorities. 
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We gauged the perceived contributions of the 12 beneficiaries that benefited both of AMIF and ISF 
and solely of ISF with regards to following objectives of the ISF-P fund: 

► Prevent crime and tackle cross-border, serious and organised crime (preventing and 
combating crime) 

► Reinforce the coordination and cooperation between law enforcement Belgian authorities 
and other national authorities (preventing and combating crime) 

► Manage effectively security-related risks and crises (risks and crisis)  
Across these three questions, a large proportion (33 to 50%) of respondents indicated that they could 
not answer questions relating to the contribution of the ISF-P funding. With regards to the fund’s 
contribution to manage effectively security-related risks and crises, 42% reported a medium to high 
contribution, and 17% reported low or no contribution. With regards to the fund’s contribution to 
coordination and cooperation between law enforcement authorities and other national authorities, 
41% reported a medium to high contribution, and 8% reported low or no contribution. Finally, with 
regards to the fund’s contribution to prevent crime and tackle cross-border, serious and organised 
crime, 51% reported a medium to high contribution, and 16% reported low to no contribution.  

Figure 30: Taking into consideration your experience and sector-related expertise, to what extent has the fund 
contributed to: (SO1 and S02 ISF-P: ‘Preventing and combating crime’ and ‘Risks and crisis’) 

 
Source: Survey (n=12) 

The cybersecurity project overseen by FPS Home Affairs accounts for 61.62% of the total EU fund 
budget for SO2 ‘Risks and crisis’ (€1.98 million). Additionally, the PNR-project (including functional 
analysis and phase 2 hardware and software) also managed by FPS Home Affairs, along with the 'BIN 
II' project managed by the Federal Police, together constitute 59,03% of the total EU funds allocated 
to projects aimed at SO1 ‘Preventing and combating crime’. These three projects were included in 
the case selection during the fieldwork for the retrospective evaluation. According to the testimonials 
from these interviews, the interviewees reported various contributions towards risk and crisis 
management, enhanced coordination and cooperation among law enforcement, Belgian authorities, 
and other national authorities, as well as crime prevention. Especially the set-up of a Belgian 
Coordination Working Group as a partnership at the level of the Belgian Government to discuss the 
progress of projects targeting security related risks is a clear example of the reinforcement of 
coordination between law enforcement and Belgian authorities. Within this group different 
stakeholders of the Belgian government are present (Federal Police, FPS Justice, FPS Home Affairs, 
FPS Foreign Affairs, local authorities…). 
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SO1 

“The project targeted the exchange of classified information (…) Different classification levels 
(secret – very secret) and these require different protocols to exchange this data. The own 
architecture must be adapted to receive and store this information. Connected with foreign 
countries. Specifically building the 'sarcophagi' that are tempest-proof was a challenge (no signals 
needed, transparent tubes, visitor lists, badge system, encryption...). Many data architectural 
prescriptions to respect. There was a high cost for the infrastructure (sarcophagi, very heavy 
structure...). We conducted research to fully understand which units should have such an 
environment as a priority.” 

The Passenger Name Records is an umbrella term for information that passengers provide when 
reserving and booking of tickets, at check-in, or at other times in the travel process (…) the EU 
funding made it possible to make investments necessary for the implementation of the PNR.” 

 

S02 

“The goal of the project was to manage the risks relating to national security. Looking for ways to 
ensure safety by better tracking terrorists through digital channels.” 

“Setting up an early warning process for potential risks and crises (…) the tool has severely helped 
to increase the maturity of the team and the organisation 

“In 2019 the CWG (Coordination Working Group) was established. Partnership at the level of the 
Belgian government: working with the Federal Police, FOD Justice, Foreign Affairs, local level... to 
meet with these actors to discuss certain topics (PNR, ETIAS system, etc.). This coordination group 
is chaired by Home Affairs and meets monthly to discuss the progress of projects. There is also a 
financial aspect to this (..) With the group, actors see each other often and are aware of the scope 
of other projects and their funding.” 

 Source: Case studies 

 

▌ Operational evaluation regarding the survey results for contributions towards ISF-B and 
ISF-P: Beneficiaries are of opinion that they made clear contributions towards the SOs of 
ISF-P, especially when comparing the survey results of contributions made towards the SO 
of ISF-B. The financial data however showcase a significant difference in used funds with a 
total EU fund budget of €34,02 million for ISF-B and a total budget of €20,93 for ISF-P.  

Comparing the survey results about the indication of contributions made to the SOs of ISF-B and ISF-
P, and keeping in mind the limitations of the small survey sample, a conclusion can be that 
respondents feel that they made stronger contributions towards the objectives of ISF-P than towards 
the objectives of ISF-B. This conclusion is interesting considering especially a significantly higher 
amount of funds were expended on ISF-B (€34,02 million) compared to ISF-P (€20,93 million). 

4.2.10 Comparing forecasts and actuals: planned targets and budget 
forecasts guide long-term program management, while results and 
actual EU funds used reveal the project's effective contributions 

▌ AMIF’s analysis shows that most targets for SO1 ‘Asylum’, SO2 ‘Legal Migration and 
Integration’, and SO3 ‘Return’ were exceeded. The projects funded by AMIF significantly 
contributed to SO1 and SO2, surpassing various targets. However, contributions to SO3 
were moderate, with only two out of four indicators met. 

This chapter outlines the discrepancies between forecasts and actuals and includes a comparison 
between targets set and results achieved.  

Belgium’s NP for ISF 2014-2020 and AMIF 2014-2020 include a clear financial plan indicating the 
forecasted budgets distributed between SO’s. The analysis of the effectiveness criteria provides a 
detailed insight into the forecasted budget for each SO and the actual EU funds that were used to 
contribute to the different SOs.  
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The general overview of forecasts versus actuals indicates that for AMIF 2014-2020, €20,88 million 
of the initial forecasted budget was not spent, which corresponds to 11,41% of the total forecasted 
budget (no separate budget indication is available for funds used for technical assistance). The 
underutilisation of forecasted budget can be detected for ISF-B and ISF-P as well. For ISF-B, the actual 
EU budget is 20,07% lower (no separate budget indication is available for funds used for technical 
assistance borders). There is no separate data available for technical assistance police, but looking 
at the data provided by the RA, there is an underutilisation of funds for ISF-P. The actual EU budget 
is 20,50% lower than the forecasted budget. 

Table 19: AMIF 2014-2020, ISF-B 2014-2020 and ISF-P 2014-2020 EU forecasted budget versus actual EU 
funds used 

Source: Belgium’s National Programme AMIF (2017), Belgium’s NP ISF (2017), FPS Home Affairs – AMIF list 

of projects 2014-2020, DWSE – Projects 2014-2020 costs and financing; Agence FSE – Projects 2014-2020 
maquette PO  

The financial comparison between forecasts and actuals shows a decrease in EU budget usage for 
both programmes. To evaluate their effectiveness, financial data should be analysed alongside 
project and programme outcomes. Comparing established monitoring indicators with the actual 
results of beneficiary-initiated projects is essential for accurate assessment.   

The analysis of AMIF’s targets and results demonstrates that most of the targets established for 
evaluating contributions to SO1 ‘Asylum’, SO2 ‘Legal Migration and Integration’, and SO3 ‘Return’ 
were exceeded by the actual outcomes. For SO1, all targets were surpassed except for the objective 
of producing 25 country of origin information products and conducting fact-finding missions. The 
targets set for SO2 were significantly exceeded as well, indicating a substantial contribution from 
projects related to legal migration and integration. The results for SO3 were varied. More individuals 
were trained on return-related issues and more returnees received reintegration support than 
targeted. However, co-financing was provided for only 655 voluntary returnees, and no co-financing 
was extended to those who were removed.  
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Overall, the projects funded by AMIF made substantial contributions to SO1 and SO2, exceeding 
various targets through their outcomes. However, the contributions to SO3 were moderate, as two 
out of the four indicators were not met: the number of information products and fact-finding missions 
supported by the fund, and the number of returnees co-financed by the Fund, including removed 
persons.  

Table 20: AMIF 2014-2020 targets versus results 

 
Source: FPS Home Affairs – Indicators table AMIF and ISF 

▌ For ISF-B, only 6,8% of the used EU budget was spent on projects contributing to SO1 
‘Support a common visa policy’. Only 1 out of the 10 targets set for SO1 was met (100% of 
the consulates established were developed or upgraded by the Fund). Mixed results were 
observed for S02 ‘Borders’ as well. 

When comparing forecasts to actuals, €1.90 million of the forecasted €5.89 million was spent for 
SO1, resulting in 67.74% not being spent. This limited spending impacts the achievement of results 
related to supporting a common visa policy. Only 1 out of the 10 targets set for SO1 was met (100% 
of the consulates established were developed or upgraded by the Fund). The training of staff and the 
number of completed training hours for staff regarding a common visa policy fell well below the 
indicators. Additionally, the results highlight the non-establishment of the Schengen houses, as 
previously mentioned in the chapter. 

Mixed results for S02 ‘Borders’ can be seen as well. The results for the total number of border control 
infrastructure and means developed with the help of the fund, the total number of border crossings 
and the national border surveillance infrastructure developed in the EUROSUR framework surpassed 
their targets. These findings suggest that Belgium initiated measures to enhance its border control 
and surveillance infrastructure. The reduced number of crossings at the external borders via the ABC 
gates can be attributed to the border closures during the COVID-19 pandemic.  

For SO3, operating support, no indicators were set, nor results were reported. Belgium initiated 5 
projects under S03 with a total EU budget spent of €7,76 million (95,33% of the forecasted budget 
used). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE INDICATOR TARGET RESULT
Number of people from target groups who have received support in the context of 

projects in the field of reception and asylum systems supported by the Fund
7.450 10.916

Number of people trained on asylum-related issues with the support of the Fund 2.000 5.852

Number of staff trained as a percentage of the total workforce 75% 100%

Number of country of origin information products and fact-finding missions carried out 

with the support of the Fund
25 20

Number of projects supported by the Fund to develop, monitor and evaluate asylum 

policies in Member States
20 33

Number of people resettled with the support of the Fund 1.450 3.759

Number of people from target groups who have received assistance from the Fund 

through integration measures in the framework of national, local or regional strategies

13.112 28.438

Number of local, regional or national policy frameworks, measures or tools in place for 

the integration of third-country nationals and involving civil society, migrant 

communities and all other relevant actors, as a result of measures supported by the 

Fund

24 31

Number of people trained on return-related issues with the support of the Fund 7.100 9.307

Number of returnees who received reintegration assistance co-financed by the Fund 

before or after their return
7.500 10.255

Number of returnees whose return was co-financed by the Fund – persons who chose 

voluntary return
3.150 655

Number of returnees whose return was co-financed by the Fund – persons who have 

been removed
70 0

1. Asylum

2. Legal migration/ integration

3. Return

AMIF 2014-2020
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 Table 21: ISF-B 2014-2020 targets versus results 

 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – Indicators table AMIF+ISF 

▌ Regarding ISF-P SO1, Belgium made progress towards achieving 50% of the targets related 
to the support of a common visa policy, while contributions towards the other 50% were 
limited. For SO2 ‘Risks and crises’, one out of three targets was met. 

The EU budget forecasted and allocated for ISF-P was relatively limited compared to the budget for 
ISF-B. For ISF-P, Belgium used €14.23 million to projects aimed at preventing and combating crime, 
representing 87.79% of the total utilised ISF-P EU budget. The results for S01 demonstrate mixed 
effectiveness. There were no JITS and EMPACT operational projects funded by the ISF-P, and only 
14% of the targeted 700 law enforcement officials received training on cross-border topics. On a 
positive note, the number of projects conducted in the area of crime prevention exceeded its target 
by 200%, and the financial value of these projects was more than seven times the targeted amount. 
Based on these figures, Belgium made significant progress towards achieving 50% of the targets set 
for S01, while contributions towards the remaining 50% were limited.  

For SO2 ‘Risks and crises’, only one of the three targets were met. Belgium organised 57 expert 
meetings, workshops, seminars, conferences, publications, websites and online consultations, 
surpassing the target of 36. These meetings were held within the scope of the Cybersecurity project, 
again emphasising the significant contributions the FPS Home Affairs made to the reinforcement of 
coordination between law enforcement and Belgian authorities. Despite organising expert meetings, 
Belgium did not implement tools for protecting critical infrastructure. Only four projects on internal 
security risks were conducted, and with just one out of three SO1 targets met, Belgium's 
contributions to SO2 are limited.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE INDICATOR TARGET  RESULT

Number of consular cooperation activities developed with the help of

the Fund
3 2

Number of staff trained in common visa policy related aspects with the

help of the Fund
602 331

Number of training courses (hours completed) 726 162

Number of specialised posts in third countries supported by the Fund 12 8

Number of consulates developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund

out of the total number of consulates
94 85

Percentage of consulates developed or upgraded with the help of the

Fund out of the total number of consulates
100% 100%

Specific Actions: number of Consular Cooperation activities 3 2

Specific Actions: trained staff 332 0

Specific Actions: number of completed hours of training of staff 294 0

Specific Actions: Schengen Houses: number of specialized posts 2 0

Number of border control (checks and surveillance) infrastructure and

means developed or upgraded with the help of the Fund
7 17

Number of border crossings of the external borders through ABC gates

supported from the Fund
14.000.000 10.486.805

Total number of border crossings 49.000.000 93.385.517

Number of national border surveillance infrastructure

established/further developed in the framework of EUROSUR
1 2

Number of incidents reported by the Member State to the European

Situational Picture
18.900 3195

1. Support a common visa 

policy

2. Borders

ISF-B 2014-2020
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Table 22: ISF-B 2014-2020 targets versus results 

Source: FPS Home Affairs – Indicators table AMIF+ISF 

 

4.2.11 General overview on the level of SOs – cross checking actual budget 
spent, beneficiary perspective and achieved results 

The figure below summarises the above findings in a single, clear table. For interpretation of these 
findings, please consult the findings above. 

Table 23: SO-specific cross check of actual budget spent, beneficiary perspective and achieved results 

 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE INDICATOR TARGET  RESULT

Number of JITs and EMPACT operational projects

supported by the Fund, including the participating

Member States and authorities

10 0

Number of law enforcement officials trained on cross-

border-related topics with the help of the Fund
700 99

Duration of the training (carried out) on cross-border

related topics with the help of the Fund
700 (person days) 0

Number of projects in the area of crime prevention 5 10

Financial value of projects in the area of crime

prevention
€ 1.000.000 € 7.041.856

Number of projects supported by the Fund, aiming to

improve law enforcement information exchanges which

are related to Europol data systems, repositories or

communication tools (e.g. data loaders, extending access 

to SIENA, projects aiming to improving input to analysis

work files etc.)

1 4

Number of tools put in place or upgraded with the help of

the Fund to facilitate the protection of critical

infrastructure by Member States in all sectors of the

economy

5 0

Number of projects relating to the assessment and

management of risks in the field of internal security

supported by the Fund

9 4

Number of expert meetings, workshops, seminars,

conferences, publications, websites and (online)

consultations organised with the help of the Fund

36 57

5. Preventing and Combating Crime

6. Risks and crisis

ISF-P 2014-2020
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4.3 Efficiency 

Efficiency as an evaluation criterion examines whether the GOs of the AMIF and ISF funds were 
achieved at a reasonable cost, considering the financial and human resources deployed. This involves 
assessing the cost-effectiveness of the funds' activities and interventions, ensuring that the results 
were attained without unnecessary expenditure. The evaluation questions under this criterion focus 
on determining the extent to which the funds' outcomes were achieved economically, and the 
measures implemented to prevent, detect, report, and follow up on cases of fraud and other 
irregularities. This includes evaluating the performance of these measures to ensure that resources 
were used efficiently and that any instances of misuse were effectively managed. 

Evaluative questions 

Q3: Were the GOs of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 

Q3.1: To what extent were the results of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost in terms of 
deployed financial and human resources? 

Q3.2: What measures were put in place to prevent, detect, report and follow up on cases of fraud 
and other irregularities and how did they perform?  

 

Main findings 

Achievement of the Funds’ results 

► Overall, the projects financed by the AMIF and ISF funds for the period 2014-2020 met 
their expectations at a reasonable cost, particularly concerning the achievements 
planned by the funded projects and in terms of use of human and financial resources. 
The involvement of these projects in applying for and securing European funds through a 
regional or national organisation proved beneficial. 

► Only a few contextual delays have occurred. Two periods slowed down the projects 
financed in Belgium: Covid and the war in Ukraine, but the projects still achieved their 
objectives. One exception is the Belgian Federal Police, where the central component of the 
Entry Exit System project has been delayed, notably due to developments on EU level. 

► The funded projects fully utilised the allocated funds, demonstrating effective fund usage 
and a strong selection of projects. Some of the beneficiaries even received additional funds 
to cover extra expenses or to extend their activities. The EPS-AMIF project saw its funding 
significantly increase over time. In 2016, it received 20,000 euros due to an 
underestimation in the first call. Following the surge in demand driven by the Ukraine 
invasion, the project adjusted its requests. From 2017 to 2023, it secured a total of 3.3 
million euros, including a budget supplement in 2022-2023 from unused AMIF funds.  

► The disbursements mentioned in the documentation and during beneficiary interviews are 
reasonable and primarily fall into two categories: personnel costs and investments.  

Disproportion between the workload and the human and financial resources available 

► Regarding the reporting obligations, a strong disproportionality between the workload 
and the funding received has been underlined. According to the survey, only 55% of the 
respondent beneficiaries think the administrative tasks are adequate with respect to the 
amount of financing received, in that they require too much work and time compared to 
the funding received. Several beneficiaries decided not to ask another European funding 
because of this disproportion, as underlined through interviews and answers to the survey 
(cf. chapter on administrative simplification as well).  

► The audits are being conducted too long after the project's completion and funding. For 
example, in the case of FPS Foreign Affairs, the financial audit for the DVO project was still 
in progress as of the interview in September 2024. 

► To facilitate the daily work and reporting of the beneficiaries, measures were put in place 
during the following programming period (2021-2027): AMBIS system, simplified cost 
options, etc.  
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Measures regarding fraud and irregularities 

► European regulations facilitated the establishment of a system that enables multi-level 
checks and precise monitoring of European funding. 

► Concerning control and audit procedures, DG HOME states that it verifies compliance with 
the general requirements based on the legal framework. If these requirements are not 
met, funds are retained in the accounts. In terms of expenditure eligibility control, all staff 
costs, all other costs exceeding 5,000 euros are controlled, along with any costs deemed 
high-risk. 

► Beneficiaries have also highlighted an issue concerning the interaction and coordination 
between the RA and the AA in Belgium, as the two authorities are conducting controls 
separately on same projects, at different times and with different requirements. 

► On-site visits are a crucial component of the control process. According to the annual 
accounts provided by the RA, there were 418 on-site visits conducted between 2015 and 
2023 (with none in 2015). These checks revealed an average error rate of 17.79% among 
the controls.  

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 program. For more information on specific obstacles, please refer to the previous section 
related to Effectiveness.  

Administrative burden and simplification are covered in a dedicated section 0 Simplification and 
Administrative Burden. This part is only covering the issues directly related to efficiency.  

4.3.1 Expectations were met at project and program level, and no major 
delays or funding issue happened 

Overall, the projects financed by the AMIF and ISF funds for the period 2014-2020 met their 
expectations at a reasonable cost, particularly concerning the achievements planned by the 
funded projects and in terms of use of human and financial resources. For instance, project EURLO 
led by the Department of Immigration went as expected, which was confirmed by an interim 
evaluation. Their last steering group stated EURLO club worked together very smoothly. Also, the 
projects Psychosocial care and guidance program for asylum seekers and refugees supported by 
Psychiatric Hospital Sint-Alexius also met their objectives: the actions always started on time, even 
if sometimes not at full strength.  

The fact that a part of these projects was led to apply for and then obtain European funds via a 
regional or national structure helped. Indeed, this made it possible from the outset to direct projects 
whose objectives matched those of the AMIF and ISF funds, as well as structures capable of managing 
this type of financing. As an example, the project EPS-AMIF: French language training in the Wallonia-
Brussels Federation, led by the Coordination and management centre - Social promotion education, 
was initiated because a monthly meeting in 2016 with the Belgian political powers, where the FSE 
agency was present, informed them about AMIF opportunity. Before 2016, they had no knowledge 
of this European fund.  

Only rare contextual delays have emerged. Overall, beneficiaries did not suffer from delays in their 
projects, such as Belgium’s Red Cross, VDAB, Agency for Home Affairs, etc. Two periods slowed down 
the projects financed in Belgium: Covid and the war in Ukraine, but the projects still achieved their 
objectives. New projects were also initiated as a result from these situations. One exception has 
emerged: for the Belgian Federal Police, the EES project has been delayed on its central level part. 
This was explained by the scale of this European project, to create the EULISA system, which has 
caused some delays for all MS. The MC indicated as well that expectations were met. Internal 
context and crises during this period (Covid, Ukraine) prevented some projects to fully succeed and 
gave less options for voluntary return and resettlement. DA DWSE stated no delays happened, but 
the projects funded are related to big societal challenges exceeding the program, such as labour 
market and housing issues.  

The funded projects used all the funds allocated to them, which shows good use of funds and good 
selection of projects. Some of these beneficiaries even received remaining amounts, to enable them 
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either to cover excess amounts or to enable them to go further in their actions. Belgian Federal Police 
received initially 6.4 million euros and got 2 extra million as a top-up. Several projects benefited from 
reinforcements, such as Belgium’s Red Cross for its project Integration and citizenship of asylum 
seekers, to increase the offer and reduce the waiting time to enter training. One project in particular 
has benefited from increasingly larger amounts allocated each year: project EPS-AMIF: French 
language training in the Wallonia-Brussels Federation from the coordination and management centre 
- Social promotion education. In 2016, they received 20 000 euros, as they poorly sized their project 
in the first call. For the second call, they adapted better their request, especially because of the crisis 
in Ukraine which has caused the number of requests to explode. From 2017 to 2023, they received 
3.3 million euros. In 2022-2023, they even received a budget supplement from the unused AMIF 
envelope. An exception has emerged regarding the third period where the Psychiatric Hospital Sint-
Alexius used European funds, where they did not used all their envelope. This gap is explained by the 
difficulty to estimate personal costs, which were the main part of their projects.  

The disbursements indicated in the documentation and during beneficiary interviews are 
reasonable and fall into two main categories: personnel costs on the one hand, and investments on 
the other. Regarding the personnel costs, several examples illustrate these disbursements: an 
external consultant to guide the process at the Belgian Federal Police, project employees such head 
of security or operator in the Cybersecurity project at FPS Home Affaires & NCCN, etc. Regarding the 
investments, it includes mainly tools (project Opvang at Fedasil for instance), and for a small part 
real estate (project CCM at the Department of Immigration for example).  

4.3.2 A disproportion has appeared between the workload related to the 
project and the funding received, in relation to the human and 
financial resources available 

Regarding the reporting obligations, a strong disproportionality between the workload and the 
funding received has been underlined by many beneficiaries. The reporting obligations were not 
adapted to the workload. As stated in the survey conducted online, only 55% of the respondent 
beneficiaries think the administrative tasks are adequate with respect to the amount of financing 
received (see figure below). This feeling is also shared by the beneficiaries interviewed as part of our 
case studies. If they agree there is a responsibility behind the use of the funds, the workload brought 
by this reporting, in addition to the proper management of the project itself, is considered too heavy 
on a daily basis. Some beneficiaries therefore consider that the European funding obtained is not 
sufficient given the efforts required. 

Figure 31: How do you assess the administrative tasks related to the management, reporting, and monitoring 
of your project(s)? 

 
Source: Survey (n=49) 

Several beneficiaries decided not to ask another European funding because of this perceived 
disproportionality. For instance, FPS Foreign Affairs, for the DVO project has decided not to continue 
using European funds, but to finance the DVOs with national funds from then on. This reflexion also 
appeared in the survey conducted (see box below quoting testimonies).  

Also, many projects are related to education and training, which required to follow a calendar form 
September to August. But as Agence FSE stated, the period of accounting stopped October 15, 
creating confusion and difficulties for beneficiaries during the whole program.  

The audits are happening too late after the project and its fundings. For instance, regarding the 
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FPS Foreign Affairs, during the interview (September 2024), the financial audit of the DVO project 
was still ongoing. The control of expenses within the Internal Affairs cell was already considered 
extensive, and an additional audit on top of that is considered burdensome for the beneficiary. A 
problem of coordination between the different control bodies and the controls carried out also 
emerges from the interviews and feedback from beneficiaries, which generates a lot of repetitive 
tasks over a long period. An overlap in the questions asked in the controls and reporting was 
highlighted several times via the online questionnaire for beneficiaries (see box of testimonies). A 
problem therefore emerges regarding the design of these questions, and more broadly regarding 
the overall vision of controls and evaluations of beneficiaries of AMIF and ISF funds. 

In order to facilitate the daily work and reporting of the beneficiaries, measures were put in place 
during the following programming period (2021-2027), for instance:  

► A reporting tool has been put into service: AMBIS. Although it has enabled some 

improvements, some beneficiaries took advantage of the online survey to indicate that this 

tool remains non-user friendly and difficult to use. 

► Simplified cost options (SCOs) have been put in place, with the objective to allow 

beneficiaries to avoid having to justify and keep proof of certain expenses. This system has 

been welcomed by beneficiaries who mentioned it. It indeed facilitates the daily management 

of expenses and relieves the work of staff during controls and reporting. However, the 

majority of survey respondents did not use SCO during the 2014-2020 program period (see 

more details in 4.8.3 below), 

► Templates have been provided to beneficiaries, in particular to enable them to know what 

is expected during checks. However, lists of expected documents (check documents, etc.) are 

not yet generalised to enable beneficiaries to know from the start of their application or the 

start of their project which elements to keep, and which ones not to waste time on. 

► Calendar issues have been fixed, notably to avoid training and teaching projects to split in 

two their years for accounting.  

4.3.3 Measures were put in place to prevent, detect, report and follow up 
on cases of fraud and other irregularities 

Three main regulations helped set the management of AMIF and ISF funds in 2014-2020: 
regulation (EU) No 1042/2014 of 25 July 2014 supplementing Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 with 
regard to the designation and management and control responsibilities of Responsible Authorities 
and with regard to status and obligations of Audit Authorities; regulation (EU) 2015/840 of 29 May 
2015 on controls carried out by Responsible Authorities pursuant to Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 
and regulation (EU) 2018/1291 of 16 May 2018 amending Delegated Regulation (EU) No 1042/2014 
supplementing Regulation (EU) No 514/2014.  

These European regulations helped to set up a system allowing for checks at different levels and 
precise monitoring of European funding (see figure below). It is on this regulatory basis that a RA 
(FPS Interior Affairs), a DA (DAs FSE and DWSE), an AA (Interfederal Corps of the Inspectorate of 
Finance) and their responsibilities, controls and tasks were designated.  
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Figure 32: Distribution of roles and responsibilities in the framework of the Management & Control System 
(simplified diagram) 

 
Source: European Regulations, documentary reviews and interviews – EY elaboration 

Regarding the control and audit procedures, DG HOME indicates checking the general requirements 
on the legal basis. If these are not respected, money is held in the accounts. 

Regarding the control eligibility of expenditures, a control of all staff costs and all other costs above 
5000 is done, as well as any costs considered at risk. This operation is considered satisfactory by 
the EU, but the Belgian AA would like to go further, especially for public procurement.  It recently 
asked for additional controls on public procurement regarding 2014-2020 period, to comply with 
European Commission guidelines.   

As underlined by the beneficiaries as well, there is an issue regarding the interaction and 
coordination between the RA and the AA in Belgium. The two authorities are conducting controls 
separately on same projects, at different times and with different requirements. It should be noted, 
however, that the RA does not have influence on the audit authority, regarding the audit and the 
coordination. 

On-site visits are an important part of the controls. According to the annual accounts transmitted 
by the RA, 418 on-site visits took place between 2015 and 2023. These checks resulted in an 
average of 17.79% of controls with errors detected. An increase in detected errors is to be noted 
from 2020, to end in 2023 with 43.75% of checks with errors detected. Before 2020, an average 
6,36% of checks with errors were detected. On average, on these controls with error, the total 
amount of errors detected is 4%, regarding European funding.  
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“It's as if we are the biggest fraudsters, that's the feeling we sometimes get.” 

“Many colleagues complain about it, but we understand the reporting obligation and burden, it's 
about a lot of money.” 

“The audit, on the other hand, is disproportionate and unreasonable: AMIF controllers are much 
stricter than [the structure]'s own contact points.” 

“It is a full-time job to keep track of expenses.” 

“The reporting obligation was heavy, so heavy that it was decided not to continue using European 
funds, but to finance with national funds from then on.” 

 Source: Case studies 

 

"Extremely high and counterproductive administrative costs because control is essentially based 
on the financial vademecum and not on outputs and outcomes.”  

“Being a small structure and having no administrative staff, the load is heavy.” 

“The administrative part of reporting is too heavy and complex. There should be clear templates 
and a detailed procedure that stipulates from the start everything that should be done for 
reporting.  

“The administrative tasks are clearly too heavy compared to the projects and the financing. The 
controls carried out are legitimate but their rigid methodology - and their spread over time - has 
disproportionate consequences for the operators.” 

“Since the background work is already heavy, it would be better to reduce the demands of 
administrative and reporting tasks.” 

“In the new system [2021-2027], reporting is less heavy and extensive.”  

“Unfortunately, the administrative burden is really heavy for our structure, despite the fact that 
we understand the requirements well.” 

“The administrative follow-up during the project (time registration via Excel…), the substantive 
evaluation after the project (of course a legitimate question), followed by an audit (based on a 
sample) … In addition to the actual working time spent on the project, participation in the call 
entails an additional burden.” 

“Especially the time registration system was experienced as very administrative, inefficient and 
of little value. The other administrative tasks action plan, interim reporting, operational 
framework are/were valuable.” 

Source: Survey 
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4.4 Coherence 

Coherence refers to the logical and consistent alignment of objectives and actions within and across 
different programs. The evaluative questions focus on determining whether the objectives of the NP 
are consistent with those of other EU-funded programs that address similar areas of work. They also 
assess whether this consistency is maintained during the implementation of the Fund and whether 
there are mechanisms in place to coordinate actions and prevent contradictions between interventions 
with similar objectives. 

Evaluative questions 

Q4: Were the objectives set in the Fund’s NP coherent with the ones set in other programmes 
funded by EU resources and applying to similar areas of work? Was the coherence ensured also 
during the implementation of the Fund?  

Q4.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with similar objectives carried out and taken 
into account during the programming stage?  

Q4.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar 
objectives established for the implementing period? Were the actions implemented through the 
Fund coherent with and non-contradictory to other interventions with similar objectives? 

 

Main findings 

► A policy dialogue with stakeholders from various governance levels aligned the national 
programs with European objectives, ensuring coherence across governance levels. 

► Authorities conducted an assessment during the programming stage to align AMIF and ISF with 
EU-funded programs to prevent overlap. 

► Coordination mechanisms have been developed by DAs to ensure coherence between AMIF and 
other financial instruments. 

► The project selection at the RA includes criteria for coherence. 
► Case studies highlight effective communication and collaboration as key to the coherence. 

 

4.4.1 A policy dialogue with stakeholders from various governance levels 
aligned the national programs with European objectives, ensuring 
coherence across governance levels 

During the development of the national program, a policy dialogue was conducted in October 2013 

consisting of participants as described below. In these discussions, the SOs set at the European level 

were reviewed so that Belgium could establish its own priorities within this framework. Since the 

communities are also represented, coordination between different levels of governance is facilitated. 

This allows for alignment with various other regional, national, or European initiatives to ensure 

coherence. Subsequently, there has been extensive communication between the RA and DG Home to 

refine the NP, but the major policy agreements were made during the policy dialogue. 
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Table 24: Participating organisations in policy dialogue 

REPRESENTATIVE ORGANISATION UNIT(S) 

Belgium FPS Home Affairs International Relations Unit 

AMIF-ISF  Office of the Commissioner 

General for Refugees and 

Stateless Persons (CGRS) 

 

PPS Social Integration  

Federal Police  

Fedasil Network Management and Control 

Immigration Office (DVZ) Immigration Liaison Officers Unit 

Directorate-General for 
Consular Affairs (DGC) 

EU Projects Unit 

Agence FSE  

Agency of Home Affairs 

(ABB) 

 

Ministry of the German-

speaking Community 

 

European 
Commission 

DG Home Affairs D ‘Strategy and Delivery Steering’,  
D3 ‘MFF programming’,  
A2 ‘Organised Crime and Relations with 
EMCDDA’,  
B1 ‘Immigration and Integration’,  
B3 ‘Asylum and Migration Fund’,  
C2 ‘Visa’,  
C3 ‘Transeuropean Networks for Freedom 
and Security and Relations with EU-LISA’,  
C4 ‘International Security Fund’ 

DG Communication  

Source: Meeting Minutes of Policy Dialogue 

4.4.2 Authorities conducted an assessment during the programming 
stage to align AMIF and ISF with EU-funded programs to prevent 
overlap 

During the programming stage for the NP 2014-2020, an assessment was conducted to ensure the 
coherence of the AMIF and ISF with other EU-funded programs. This evaluation was carried out by 
the DAs and the FPS Foreign Affairs, which are instrumental in overseeing the alignment of various 
programs. Specifically, the DAs for the AMIF integration part, who are also responsible for the 
European Social Fund (ESF) with a distinct regional focus, provided critical input to guard against any 
potential overlap. This safeguarding role is particularly crucial given the ESF's broad target group 
and the AMIF's focus on specific target groups as defined by its regulations (FPS Interior Affairs, 
personal communication, 14/10/2024). 

For funds more closely linked to cooperation with third countries, the foreign affairs office's input 
was considered integral. Although an additional check is now in place, it was not established during 
the program period; however, the foreign affairs office did perform a thorough review at that time. 
Input from other national entities, including the FPS Justice, OCAD, and the FPS Mobility and 
Transport, was solicited to ensure a broad consultation process. This extensive national-level 
dialogue aimed to secure a comprehensive understanding of potential coherence with other 
programs (FPS Interior Affairs, personal communication, 14/10/2024). 



Retrospective Evaluation of EU funds AMIF & ISF 2014-2020 

Final report 

71 

 

4.4.3 Coordination mechanisms have been developed by DAs to ensure 
coherence between AMIF and other financial instruments 

Based on the interviews with the DAs from the DWSE and the Agence FSE, it is apparent that efforts 
have been made to ensure coherence between the policy priorities for integration and the AMIF 
program for the period 2014-2020. Both authorities confirm that there were no contradictions 
between the policy priorities and the outcomes of the projects launched under AMIF. 

► DWSE highlights the involvement of other stakeholders through the Flemish MC, where key 

integration actors participate. This has helped to avoid duplication and has ensured a robust 

scientific foundation for the projects, with academics being part of the steering group or 

involved in process guidance. The measures taken under AMIF are described as only 

complementary to other measures (see further in 0 below). (DWSE, personal communication, 

20/09/2024). 

► Agence FSE confirms that there are no national federal funds for integration, which simplifies 

coherence with the AMIF program. For certain actions aimed at training, FSE funds are used 

without a nationality condition, thus removing restrictions. There is an overlap for French 

language courses and teacher training, but since the agency manages both, there is no 

duplication due to an overarching vision (Agence FSE, personal communication, 

24/09/2024). 

4.4.4 The project selection at the RA includes criteria for coherence 

In the project selection process managed by the RA, award criteria are utilised to allocate points out 
of 100 on the concept notes. These criteria, detailed in 6.4 below, provide an overview of how points 
are awarded during the evaluation of concept notes. They follow a structure similar to that of the 
concept notes themselves. Coherence is a key criterion included to ensure that proposed actions 
align with broader policy objectives. Under the 'Policy Coherence' criterion, a project can earn up to 
12 points out of the total 100, with 6 points allocated for how well the project meets the set priorities 
and another 6 points for its coherence with the policy vision of the competent partner. Furthermore, 
the 'Policy Strengthening' criterion, which also accounts for 12 points, incorporates several aspects 
related to coherence, including the project's alignment with the policy relevant to the call's area, 
contributing 2 points to the overall score. 

4.4.5 Case studies highlight effective communication and collaboration as 
key to the coherence  

Communication and collaboration are fundamental to coherence, and generally, there are multiple 
individual cases that positively assess this. One beneficiary explicitly states that “the benefits of clear 
communication and precise project objectives”. This clarity has reportedly reduced the need for 
extensive coordination meetings, allowing for a more targeted and efficient approach to project 
implementation. The involvement of various authorities, particularly the Foreign Affairs office, has 
been highlighted as a key factor in achieving coherence. One respondent emphasised the role of 
regular, informal communication in keeping all parties aligned and informed. A specific case pointed 
out the intentional alignment of AMIF funding with national project financing, with a focus on 
supporting the societal integration of target groups. This strategic funding has been crucial for 
advancing relevant projects. Within the policy area, collaboration has been noted as enhancing the 
coherence of these programs, with different departments working together towards common goals. 
However, it's important to note that these positive individual cases may not reflect a universal 
experience across all projects.  

One operational challenge mentioned difficulties in schedule harmonisation with Agence FSE. Many 
projects are related to education and training, which require adherence to a calendar running from 
September to August. However, as Agence FSE stated, the accounting period ended on October 15, 
creating confusion and difficulties for beneficiaries throughout the entire program. Calendar issues 
have since been addressed by harmonization, notably to prevent training and teaching projects from 
having to split their years for accounting purposes. This suggests that while there is a strong 
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commitment to coherence, there are still practical issues that require resolution.  

In conclusion, the case studies, while based on individual experiences, suggest a dedication to 
maintaining coherence across AMIF and ISF projects through collaborative efforts. These cases 
indicate that there are efforts to align project financing and implementation across different policy 
areas and stakeholders. 

 

"There was no need for coordination meetings, as the projects are quite unique. The objectives 
are always very clearly defined." 

"Appointment of DVOs posed no issue. Transparent and direct communication was maintained. 
Foreign Affairs provided input for their project and were involved in it. There was significant 
communication and cohesion. Informal contacts were very frequent: phone, email, meetings, on-
site..." 

"What we did ensure was coherence between AMIF funds and national project financing. From 
2019 to 2021, the focus was primarily on consolidation, but also on target groups and their 
integration into society. We linked project financing to specifically fund projects with those 
themes.” 

"The good news is that we also collaborate with AMIF and BMVI. There is a great synergy with 
other actors within Home Affairs. They work closely with NCCN, Immigration Office." 

"Harmonisation of the calendar with Agence FSE has been a problem." 

Source: Case studies 
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4.5 Complementarity 

Complementarity is about different interventions enhancing each other's effectiveness by 
contributing to a common goal in different ways. Complementarity ensures that the combined efforts 
of various policies and programs produce a greater overall impact than they would individually. The 
evaluative questions for complementarity examine whether the objectives and actions in the NP are 
designed to be mutually reinforcing with those of other policies. They also look into whether an 
assessment of complementary interventions was conducted during the programming stage and if 
coordination mechanisms were established to ensure complementarity and prevent financial overlap 
during the implementation period. 

The key difference between coherence and complementarity lies in their focus: coherence is about 
consistency and non-contradiction within and between programs, while complementarity is about 
different programs working together in a synergistic manner to achieve a broader policy goal. 

Evaluative questions 

Q5: Were the objectives set in the NP and the corresponding implementing actions 
complementary to those set in the framework of other policies, in particular those pursued by 
Belgium?  

Q5.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with complementary objectives carried out and 
taken into account during the programming stage? 

Q5.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar 
objectives established to ensure their complementarity for the implementing period? Were 
mechanisms aimed to prevent overlapping financial instruments put in place? 

 

Main findings 

► The national programs address the potential overlap between the two funds, as well as with 

the ESF, with the aim of avoiding double financing 

► Many mechanisms have been implemented to prevent double financing: 

• Project forms require applicants to demonstrate how they will avoid double financing, 

including with partners 

• Reviews by IF 

• Accounting system prevent expenses from being booked under multiple codes 

• Purchase orders tied to project codes and authorisation processes 

• CWG maintains oversight to prevent project funding overlap 

• Promoters use time registration systems  

• Regular audits and desk controls act as additional checks against double financing 

► A transparent database of EU-funded projects could enhance visibility and avoid potential 

double financing 

► Harmonisation with other funds contributes to the sustainability of projects 

 

4.5.1 The national programs address the potential overlap between the 
two funds, as well as with the ESF, with the aim of avoiding double 
financing 

According to the AMIF NP51, the preparation of the NP involved close cooperation with a broad range 
of partners, some of whom are familiar with other Union instruments such as the ESF and ISF. The 
NP explicitly outlines the separation between AMIF and ESF/ISF actions, with monitoring mechanisms 
in place by the RA and DA to prevent overlap and ensure coherence. For instance, to address any 
potential overlap with ISF, all projects will be reviewed within the RA and during working group 

 
51 FPS Home Affairs. (2015, March 15). National Programmes. Consulted via: https://amif-isf.be/nl/wettelijke-basis 
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meetings, ensuring that any overlap is promptly identified. The AMIF NP further clarifies that the ESF 
targets general actions with a broad target group, while AMIF focuses on specific target groups as 
defined in the AMIF regulations. Both funds are managed by the same authorities, which facilitates 
the prevention of double financing. For the topic of return, a national coordination mechanism has 
been established to ensure coherence between integrated and forced return activities supported by 
AMIF and ISF. 

The ISF NP specifies that no overlapping fields of objectives are present due to the SOs of ISF. Some 
activities are designed to be complementary with AMIF actions, and this complementarity is closely 
monitored by the RA. For instance, the ISF action 'Develop national information platform', which is 
aimed at reducing irregular migration, could work synergistically with actions under the AMIF NO 
'Strengthen capacity in the field of legal migration'. In the field of ISF-P, project selection is evaluated 
for coherence with existing national strategies and policy dialogue with the EC. 

4.5.2 Many mechanisms have been implemented to prevent double 
financing 

It is crucial to address the issue of potential double financing of funds. The risk of double financing, 
where the same expenses are covered by multiple funding sources, has been meticulously addressed 
by the authorities. 

► When submitting a project proposal, it must be completed using the project form. This project 

form includes the question: "Demonstrate how the risk of double financing within the project 

will be avoided (including double financing with any potential partner)?" As a result, project 

applicants must immediately address any risks that exist. Additionally, the project form 

requests other relevant information considering potential double financing, such as an 

overview of the partnerships (with regard to financing), as well as the personnel, where it 

must be indicated if certain staff are financed through another project. 

► The Financial Inspection (IF) serves as the primary instrument for preventing double 

financing. All matters approved by the Directorate Council (management body within the 

organisation itself) are subject to the approval of the IF, which includes a specific inquiry into 

the possibility of double funding. This additional layer of scrutiny reinforces the integrity of 

the funding process. 

► The accounting system - employed by the RA - is designed to assign each expense to a unique 

project code, effectively eliminating the possibility of booking the same expense under 

multiple codes. The use of purchase orders, which are linked to specific project codes and 

require authorisation from the appropriate individuals, further solidifies the control 

mechanisms in place. The system's design, which prevents the duplication of invoice and 

purchase order allocations, is a testament to the robust internal controls established to 

safeguard against double financing. 

► The Steering Committee plays a role in maintaining oversight and preventing overlap between 

projects. The frequent meetings of the Steering Committee allow project managers and actors 

to stay informed about the scope and funding of other projects, ensuring transparency and 

accountability. 

► Within organisations, the responsibility for avoiding double financing lies with the promoter. 

Time registration systems, both internal and electronic (such as PLATOS used by DWSE), are 

employed to track employee hours and prevent the same staff from being financed by 

different subsidy providers for the same work. Audits serve as an additional check, bringing 

any discrepancies to light. 

► Specifically, in concrete projects, desk controls are conducted to verify staff funding, with the 

ability to review time registrations if any risks of double funding are identified. This meticulous 

approach to staff cost allocation demonstrates the commitment to preventing double 

financing. 
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"Everything was double-checked: at Foreign Affairs everything is checked via their accounting. 
The chance of double financing was nil.” 

“The main instrument is the Financial Inspection (IF). Matters approved by the Directorate Council 
(Dira) must always be approved by the IF, which also inquires about double funding.” 

“All the expenses we incur are assigned to a project code in accounting. An expense can only be 
booked on one project code. Then we worked with three project codes together for the AMIF 
reception project. For expenses, there is always a purchase order, which is signed by the 
authorised individuals. Depending on the amount, there is also approval from the Financial 
Inspection. A purchase order is created in the accounting system. An invoice must then be linked 
to a specific purchase order. It is also not possible to allocate an invoice and purchase order more 
than once.” 

“Cost accounting dictates that you can only allocate costs to one cost center, either for AMIF or 
another designation.” 

“Yes, that happens. There is strict oversight to prevent overlap. The Coordination Working Group 
(CWG) also addresses this. The project manager must ensure that there is no overlap. The 
advantage of the CWG: actors meet frequently and are aware of the scope of other projects and 
their funding.” 

“That would have been noticed within the organisation. It is the responsibility of the promoter. It 
would have been revealed through time registration. They are the same employees, so it would 
have come to light during the time registration for the content staff. It also comes to light in 
audits. At VDAB, with the same themes and the same employees, it is not possible to apply for 
funding from different subsidy providers simultaneously. Internal control, audit control... They 
also used an internal time registration system. DWSE now has its own electronic time registration 
system (PLATOS). Control at DWSE is now more stringent.” 

Source: Case studies 

“In concrete projects: there is always a check for double funding of staff, for example, during desk 
control. In those tables, DWSE can verify if staff members are listed twice and if there is a risk, 
the time registration is reviewed.” 

“For the French Language Education (FLE) regarding courses and teacher training, there is 
potential overlap. But the agency manages both, so there is no duplication due to the overarching 
vision. Several safeguards are in place: offices are aware of what is happening, and the 
administrations for execution are vigilant.” 

Source: Interviews DAs 

 

4.5.3 A transparent database of Commission-funded projects could 
enhance visibility and avoid potential double financing 

The RA has indicated that there is a challenge in accessing information regarding which projects are 
directly financed by the EC. This information is crucial for the RA to ensure that projects are not 
inadvertently receiving additional funding from their end, which could lead to double financing. The 
RA suggests that the establishment of a transparent database containing details of Commission-
funded projects would be highly beneficial. Such a database would enable the RA to have a clear 
understanding of the projects that are already beneficiaries of EU funding. Currently, while the RA is 
aware of the existence of union actions, there is a lack of visibility regarding the specific recipients 
of the related EU funding. The creation of this database would greatly enhance the RA's ability to 
manage and coordinate funding, thereby improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the allocation 
of EU-resources (FPS Interior Affairs, personal communication, 14/10/2024). 

4.5.4 Harmonisation with other funds contributes to the sustainability of 
projects 

Later in this report (see 4.7.3 below) the importance of coherence with other policies is highlighted, 
as it often determines the viability of initiatives beyond the lifespan of AMIF or ISF funding. It shows 
that a variety of funding sources, including national government funds, European mechanisms like 
EASME and ESF, and private foundations, are crucial for embedding AMIF or ISF initiatives into a 
sustainable policy framework. The transition to other funding streams reflects the need for initiatives 
to be in line with broader policy objectives, ensuring their continuation and integration into the wider 
policy environment. Therefore, maintaining coherence with other policies is essential, as it enables 
the successful anchoring of projects initiated by AMIF or ISF in the long term. 
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4.6  EU Added Value 

EU Added Value as an evaluation criterion assesses the unique benefits and enhancements brought 
about by the support of the AMIF and ISF funds that would not have been achieved through national 
efforts alone. This involves examining the additional value generated by the EU's financial support in 
terms of volume, scope, role, and processes. The evaluation questions focus on identifying the main 
types of added value resulting from the Fund's support and determining whether Belgium would have 
undertaken the necessary actions to implement EU policies in the absence of this financial assistance. 
Additionally, it explores the potential consequences of discontinuing the Fund's support and evaluates 
the extent to which the actions funded have resulted in benefits at the Union level. This criterion aims 
to highlight the distinct contributions and advantages provided by the EU's involvement in these 
areas. 

Evaluative questions 

Q6: Was any value added brought about by the EU support? 

Q6.1: What are the main types of added value resulting from the Fund support (volume, scope, 
role process)? 

Q6.2: Would Belgium have carried out the actions required to implement the EU policies in the 
Fund areas without the financial support of the Fund? What would be the most likely 
consequences of an interruption of the support provided by the Fund? To which extent have 
actions supported by the Fund resulted in a benefit at the Union level? 

 

Main findings 

► European funds AMIF and ISF have been essential in driving strategic projects that are vital 
for Belgium. This financial assistance has made it possible to launch initiatives, hire staff and 
create partnerships that would not have been feasible otherwise, such as for project 
@level2work at VDAB.  Without these funds, several projects would not have seen the light of 
day or would have been revised downwards.  

► Support from European funding has greatly improved Belgium's capacity to fulfil its 
regulatory obligations, for instance regarding EU-wide IT projects, ensuring they are 
completed on time and efficiently. For instance, FPS Home Affaires   NCCN are concerned 
regarding their cybersecurity project, as they implement in Belgium EU regulations.  

► It also strongly helped to finance projects that could not be supported nationally, such as the 
project for psychosocial care and guidance program for asylum seekers and refugees led by 
Psychiatric Hospital Sint-Alexius.  

► EU funding has been crucial in fostering and reinforcing coordination and dialogue among 
various stakeholders within Belgium, while also enhancing communication and collaboration 
with other European partners. This has been a reality for various beneficiaries, such as 
Department of Immigration or Agency for Domestic Affairs.  

4.6.1 Additionality is resulting from the Fund support 

The EU's contribution through AMIF and ISF, for the 2014-2020 period, has primarily contributed by 
accelerating the application of specific regulatory requirements, initiating project implementation, 
assisting in the recruitment of human resources, creating new partnerships, fostering the 
development of larger and more ambitious initiatives, and enhancing cooperation among MS. The 
overall importance of these funds was widely highlighted during the project interviews, through 
the documentary review and via the online survey conducted among beneficiaries (see box below 
quoting testimonies).  

The co-financing of projects via AMIF and ISF has been a source of additionality through several 
aspects. First, European funding enables the sustainable financing of mandatory and strategic 
projects:  
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► Support from these two funds has increased Belgium's ability to diligently execute its 
regulatory obligations for Europe-wide IT projects, including technology projects such as the 
projects EES and BINI at the Belgian Federal Police. As the MC underlined during its interview, 
the funds help to be in line with the legal basis and obligatory activities.  

► 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 projects 
set up by the Fedasil: Voluntary Return and Strengthening the Voluntary return. The PNR 
Implementation project supported both by FPS Home Affairs and NCCN also saw the light of 
the day in its current form thanks to the European funding. This reflexion applies to each MS.  

► The use of these European funds has made it possible to finance projects which have been 
the subject of essential follow-ups during the current programming (2021-2027), such as 
the ETIAS system (four phases since its initial implementation), as well as the NCCN PNR 
projects. 

4.6.2 Degree of contribution of AMIF and ISF funds to projects that could 
not be supported nationally 

The various modes of exchange with beneficiaries make it possible to highlight the central 
contributions of the AMIF and ISF funds for the period 2014-2020. These funds have in fact greatly 
contributed to financing projects that could not be supported nationally: 

► The AMIF and ISF funds have made it possible to free up national funds over the period 
2014-2020. Indeed, to the question "Do you think that your project(s) could have been 
funded by other national or European Funds?", 40% of respondents to the online survey 
answered "yes" (see figure below). This shows that when faced with the choice of a European 
fund or a national fund, these beneficiaries chose the European fund, thus freeing up funds. 
The MC explained it well in its interview, as it is about “creating the possibility to undertake 
actions that weren’t possible with national budget only”. 

► Furthermore, to this same question, 26% of respondents indicated that their project could not 
have been financed by national funds. This underlines the fact that European funds, in 
particular AMIF and ISF, play a central role in the financing of Belgian projects with a 
European dimension. If they were to withdraw, many projects would no longer find funding, 
and would be forced to stop or significantly reduce their actions. Respondents who indicated 
"yes" specified that the use of European funds mainly made it possible to respond to 
increasing demands.  

► Almost all the beneficiaries interviewed confirmed this situation: Belgian Federal Police, 
Department of Immigration, FPS Home Affairs   NCCN. The projects led by Psychiatric 
Hospital Sint-Alexius, for psychosocial care and guidance program for asylum seekers and 
refugees would not have seen the light of the day without this funding.  

Figure 33: Do you think that your project(s) could have been funded by other national or European Funds? 

 
Source: Survey (n=49) 
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Finally, AMIF and ISF funds have created a dynamic beyond project financing by creating new jobs, 
and have participated in the creation of new national and European partnerships:  

► The assistance provided by these funds in finding partners has also been highlighted on 
several occasions. By being financed in this way, the projects benefit from a serious image 
and a network of partners, facilitating a number of interactions and allowing for the regular 
exchange of good practices. This is the case, for example, for 

o project EURLO at Department of Immigration regarding the scale advantages of the 
collaboration.  

o project cybersecurity at FPS Home Affaires   NCCN where this budget helped finance 
other projects.  

o project to help Ukrainians at Agency for Domestic Affairs where the work with local 
authorities has been facilitated by the funds and allowed a lot of appreciation from 
these authorities.  

► The EU funds supported the recruitment of human resources. For instance, the project 
@level2work at VDAB used a part of the funding to get extra staff in job shops.  

 

 

“It would have been very difficult budget-wise, so the EU funds were very welcome.”  

“We would have had to significantly adjust the ambitions and the scope without the AMIF funds.” 

“If it weren't for the AMIF project, I wouldn't be sitting here.” 

“The budget opens doors.”  

“Without this envelope, we give up on setting up this training.” 

“Without the funds, it would not have been possible to support the local authorities, and the 
financial effort of the local authorities would have been even higher, as there were no national 
funds for this.” 

“It’s about creating the possibility to undertake actions that weren’t possible with national budget 
only.”  

Source: Case studies 

"European funds have enabled an increase in activities supported by other funds in order to meet 
the significant demand."  

“AMIF was the only actor that had a specific call for projects on this subject.” 

“Politicians systematically refer us to these funds. They do not take their responsibilities.” 

“The funding has made it possible to set up a project with a national focus. Even now, there are 
positive effects of the project. It is very important that these funds continue to exist. However, if 
the administrative part could be clarified and simplified, the potential of these funds could really 
increase considerably.”  

Source: Survey 
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4.7 Sustainability 

Sustainability as an evaluation criterion examines the likelihood that the positive effects of projects 
supported by the AMIF and ISF funds will endure beyond the period of financial support. This involves 
assessing the measures adopted by Belgium to ensure the long-term sustainability of the results 
achieved through these projects, both during the programming and implementation stages. The 
evaluation questions focus on identifying the main strategies and mechanisms put in place to 
guarantee that the benefits of the funded actions are maintained over time. Additionally, it evaluates 
the extent to which the outcomes and advantages of the actions supported by the Fund are expected 
to persist after the cessation of financial assistance. This criterion aims to ensure that the investments 
made through the Fund have a lasting impact and continue to contribute to the intended objectives in 
the long term. 

Evaluative questions 

Q7: Are the positive effects of the projects supported by the Fund likely to last when the support 
from the Fund will be over? 

Q7.1: What were the main measures adopted by the MS to ensure the sustainability of the results 
of the projects implemented with the Fund support (both at programming and implementation 
stage)? Were mechanisms put in place to ensure a sustainability check at programming and 
implementation stage? 

Q7.2: To what extent are the outcomes / benefits of the actions sustained by the Fund expected 
to continue thereafter? 

 

Main findings 

► Despite the lack of explicit criteria or measures in regulations or national programs, 

sustainability is intrinsically linked to the objectives of the AMIF and ISF funds, with expected 

outcomes including sustainable project results. 

► Delegated Authorities DWSE and Agence FSE have implemented measures to enhance 

sustainability for actions under AMIF SO2 ‘Integration’, such as process evaluations and 

fostering diverse partnerships. 

► Successful sustainability is largely dependent on integrating projects into existing 

frameworks, ensuring continuity beyond funding periods. Agencies aim to transition from EU 

funding to national budgets or other European programs, despite challenges in converting 

credits. 

► Organisations seek a variety of alternative funding sources, including government funds at 

different levels, European funds, private organisations, and foundations. 

► A majority of survey respondents believe the benefits of their projects will last long after 

completion. 

4.7.1 Despite the lack of explicit criteria or measures in regulations or 
national programs, sustainability is intrinsically linked to the 
objectives of the AMIF and ISF funds 

While Regulation (EU) No 516/201452, which concerns AMIF and ISF, along with the associated NPs53, 
does not provide a precise definition of sustainability, or establish specific criteria or measures to 
ensure it, the concept of sustainability is not entirely omitted from the regulation. The sustainability 
of projects funded by AMIF and ISF is intrinsically linked to their objectives, as outlined in the logic 
model (see 0 above). These objectives emphasise the creation of lasting systems for managing 
migration, asylum, and security within the EU. Therefore, the expected outcomes of these initiatives 

 
52 European Parliament, Council of the European Union. (2014, April 16). Regulation - 516/2014. 
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2014/516/oj 
53 FPS Home Affairs. (2015, March 15). National Programmes. Consulted via: https://amif-isf.be/nl/wettelijke-basis 
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inherently include the development of sustainable solutions that will continue to deliver benefits and 
adapt to evolving challenges beyond the immediate funding period. 

The concept of sustainability is embedded within the objectives as it implies the creation of enduring 
solutions and practices. For instance, efficient management of migration flows and a robust common 
approach to asylum and immigration necessitate systems (which is the GO of AMIF54) and policies 
that remain relevant over time, not just in the short term. Similarly, maintaining a high level of 
security and facilitating legitimate travel (which is the GO of ISF55) require ongoing efforts and 
evolving strategies to adapt to new threats and changing circumstances. Thus, the expected 
outcomes of these projects inherently include the sustained success and continuous operation of 
their initiatives, reflecting the principle of sustainability. 

Sustainability in the context of these funds can be interpreted as the ability to maintain and enhance 
the achievements of the projects over time. This includes ensuring that the benefits of the projects 
continue to be realised long after the funding period has ended. For AMIF, this could mean creating 
durable systems and practices that will remain effective in managing migration flows and asylum 
procedures. For ISF, sustainability could involve the continuous improvement of security measures 
and the facilitation of legitimate travel within the Union. To achieve sustainability, projects funded 
by AMIF and ISF should incorporate strategies that look beyond immediate results and focus on long-
term impact. 

4.7.2 The project selection by the RA for AMIF-ISF funds incorporates 
sustainability by awarding points for lasting results 

The selection process for projects under the AMIF-ISF funds is conducted through public calls for 
proposals. During this process, project proposals are evaluated using a scoring system, with a 
maximum score of one hundred points for the content of the proposal. Sustainability is integrated 
into this evaluation as it accounts for four points within the 'quality of the project' section, based on 
the criterion 'are the project results sustainable?'. In addition to these four points, sustainability is 
also embedded in other criteria. For instance, one of the criteria assesses whether the proposed 
activities enable the achievement of the set objectives. Given that sustainability is inherently 
connected to the objectives and expected outcomes of the funds, it is implicitly considered 
throughout the evaluation criteria. 

4.7.3 Delegated Authorities have measures to support the sustainable 
implementation of projects 

From the DAs, measures were taken aimed at increasing sustainability: 

► DWSE, as the DA for the Flemish Community, has implemented a structured approach to 

enhance the sustainability of AMIF projects. This approach includes embedding process 

evaluations within the project phases to monitor progress and ensure the delivery of concrete 

outputs, such as tools, which are then disseminated through publications and conferences. 

DWSE involves policymakers in the development phase and steering groups to align projects 

with regular policy and to explore the potential for continuation through regular budgets. The 

decision to integrate projects into regular operations depends on policy choices. 

► As DA for the French Speaking Community, Agence FSE's strategy for sustaining AMIF 

projects revolves around fostering partnerships, ensuring a mix of stakeholders. The inclusion 

of both large and small players in projects is seen as important for creating sustainable 

outcomes. Agence FSE believes that this diversity leads to a more robust and adaptable 

project structure. For instance, with collaborations between major players like Croix-Rouge de 

Belgique and more focused organisations such as Mentor-Escale and Centre d'Orientation et 

de Formation. 

 
54 European Commission (2014). Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund (2014-2020). Consulted via: https://home-
affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020_en 
55 European Commission (2014). Internal Security Fund - Police (2014-2020). Consulted via: https://home-
affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-police-2014-2020_en 
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For the RA, we were unable to identify any measures specifically focused on ensuring the 

sustainability of projects. It is possible that they could benefit from incorporating lessons learned from 

the DAs, especially since the DA projects are only a fraction of the total amount under the funds. 

 

"Process evaluation is built into the phasing of the projects to monitor evolution... with 
dissemination to share insights more broadly." 

"Steering groups are often set up, which also involve policymakers. But in the end, it often comes 
down to finding a budget to continue the project." 

"AMIF is often used as an innovation fund, to later anchor with national resources." 

Source: Case study DWSE 
 

"Since FEI, partnerships between different players work well... Important to return to the 
professionalisation of the sector, tools that can be adapted." 

"Good mix of big players and small players creates sustainability." 

 Source: Case study Agence FSE 

4.7.4 Integrating projects into existing frameworks and shifting to 
alternative funding are key to achieving sustainability of projects 

In addition to the measures put in place, success factors were identified for sustainable project 
implementation during interviews with individual projects, such as: 

► Integration and internalisation as cornerstones for sustainability: The sustainability of AMIF 

and ISF projects is largely dependent on their integration into the existing frameworks and 

operations of beneficiaries. This approach ensures continuity and relevance beyond the 

funding period.  

► An example of this is the EURLO-project. EURLO, established by 18 MS, is a collaborative 

initiative designed to enhance operational capacity in managing return processes, such as 

organizing charter flights, and to facilitate international relations. It functions as a secretariat 

providing strategic planning, steering group coordination, and contract management, with 

Belgium playing a key role in its financing and administration. EURLO has transitioned from a 

SA by MS to a recurrent operation seamlessly integrated into Frontex's framework. With a 

dedicated cell within Frontex and ongoing placement of EURLOs now funded and mandated 

by the agency, it exemplifies a strategic shift from a MS-driven project to a sustainable 

European functionality. 

► Transitioning to sustainable funding: Beneficiaries have actively sought to transition from EU 

funding to other sustainable sources, such as national budgets or other European programs, 

to ensure the longevity of project benefits.  

Despite these positive indications, two potential obstacles have emerged: 

► A respondent mentioned in the survey that it is difficult to transition from European credits 

to national credits. In an interview, a beneficiary confirmed the challenge of ensuring the 

sustainable continuation of their project due to the difficulties in transitioning from European 

funds to national budgets, particularly given the substantial costs that necessitate 

prioritisation. Their solution involved tapping into funds from the current programming period 

and complementing them with national credits. 

► Another potential issue contributing to the discontinuation of some projects may stem from 

the concept notes, which currently lack explicit questions regarding sustainability, especially 

in terms of securing financing after the project ends, aside from the general question on 

ensuring sustainability. While sustainability is considered within the selection criteria, as 

described above, it is up to the project proposers to proactively elaborate on this aspect. This 

gap suggests a need for a more structured approach for sustainability in the application 
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process, prompting applicants to detail their strategies for sustaining project outcomes 

financially once EU funding concludes. By incorporating specific questions about post-project 

financing into the concept notes, there would be a clearer understanding of the long-term 

viability and a stronger emphasis on the continuity of the initiatives beyond the initial funding 

phase. 

 

"Every project is embedded in the regular operations. Projects must be embedded in the general 
operations." 

"The focus was on initiating activities in the recurrent operations. These are now well-embedded 
and anchored pillars of the operations."  

"It is difficult to convert European credits into national credits and thus ensure sustainable 
continuation. There are many costs to cover (license cost of the tool, coach for operating the 
tool) is a discussion of priorities.” 

Source: Case studies 
 

"Some of the project workers have become permanent employees of the organisation. As a result, 
the lessons learned and the expertise have remained within the organisation. In addition, former 
permanent workers were closely involved in the project, which also ensures the sustainability of 
the expertise." 

Source: Survey 

4.7.5 European AMIF and ISF funds are often used as a starting point, 
subsequently being anchored with other resources 

The survey reveals that 51% of respondents were able to continue the activities of their projects using 
alternative funding sources, both private and national. However, 43% of respondents indicated that 
they were not able to continue the activities, while 6% were unsure about the possibility. 

Figure 34: After your project ended, were you able to continue the same activities using other Funds? 

 
Source: Survey (n=49) 

DWSE mentioned that AMIF is often used as an ‘innovation fund’ that can later be anchored with 
national resources. In the interviews, some cases also mentioned this. FPS Foreign Affairs indicated 
in the interview that services initially funded by AMIF are now sustainably funded with national funds. 
Also, Psychiatric Hospital Sint-Alexius and the Red Cross of Belgium pointed to the continuation of 
collaborations and the discovery of new funding sources to ensure the sustainability of their services. 

While most respondents successfully found funding to continue their activities, a significant number 
(43%) did not succeed in doing so. This mixed picture of the sustainability of projects funded by AMIF 
and ISF highlights the need for a robust financing system to ensure project continuity. Two possible 
explanations for this are discussed in 4.7.4 above. 
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4.7.6 Diversity in funding sources contributes to the sustainability of 
projects after completion 

The open responses of the survey indicate a trend among organisations to seek alternative funding 
sources after the project’s completion, with a variety in the types of funds used. Some beneficiaries 
adapted their projects to qualify for other grants or integrated the activities into their regular 
operations with their own resources. 

An examination of alternative funding sources reveals a diverse landscape. Government funds at 
various levels play a prominent role in the continuation of projects, indicating strong involvement 
from national, regional, and local governments. European funds such as EASME and ESF have been 
used to continue project activities, suggesting the possibility of transitioning to other European 
funding mechanisms. Support from private organisations, have also been utilised to ensure project 
sustainability. Foundation funds, such as from the King Baudouin Foundation, have been used for 
specific projects, illustrating the involvement of foundations in social projects. 

Analysis of the open responses to the question about which resources were used to continue the 
project: 

Table 25: Categorisation of open responses to the question 'Please specify the alternative funds you were able 
to activate' 

CATEGORY RESPONSES 

National (5) National resources (5) 

Private (2) Private funds (1)  

Sector funds (1)  

Regional (8) Recovery funds Flemish resilience (1)  

Recurrent resources integration and e-inclusion (1)  

Flanders: Plan Samenleven (1)  

Flemish co-financing (1) 

Walloon Region: ILI (2)  

Walloon Region (1) 

Commission communautaire française (COCOF)/ Commission communautaire 
commune (COCOM) (1) 

Research fund in Haute École (1) 

Local (4) Local resources (4) 

European (6) EASME (1)  

AMIF (2021-2027) (2)  

BMVI (1)  

ESF (2) 

Non-profit (1) King Baudouin Foundation (1) 

Source: Survey (n=25) 

Figure 35: Categorisation of open responses to the question 'Please specify the alternative funds you were able 
to activate' 

 
Source: Survey (n=25) 
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4.7.7 The outcomes of the project are perceived to be sustained over 
time 

Regarding the duration of the impact of the projects, a majority (71%) of respondents believe that 
the benefits of their projects will last long to very long after their completion. A smaller portion (14%) 
expects an impact of medium duration, while an equal percentage (14%) indicates that the benefits 
were limited to the project duration or only for a short time thereafter. 

Figure 36: For how long do you think the benefits of your project(s) have continued to impact the beneficiaries 
after its completion? 

 
Source: Survey (n=49) 

 

"The AMIF frequently serves as an innovation fund, setting the stage for subsequent integration 
with national resources." 

Source: Case studies 
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4.8 Simplification and reduction of administrative burden 

Simplification and reduction of administrative burden as an evaluation criterion assess whether the 
management procedures of the AMIF and ISF funds were streamlined and the administrative load on 
beneficiaries was lessened. This involves evaluating the effectiveness of innovative procedures 
introduced by the Fund, such as SCOs, multiannual programming, national eligibility rules, and more 
comprehensive NPs that allow for flexibility. The evaluation questions focus on determining if these 
measures have successfully simplified the processes for beneficiaries, making it easier for them to 
access and manage the funds. This criterion aims to ensure that the administrative aspects of the 
Fund are efficient and user-friendly, thereby enhancing the overall experience and effectiveness for 
those receiving support. 

Evaluative questions 

Q8: Were the Fund management procedures simplified and the administrative burden reduced 
for its beneficiaries? 

Q8.1: Did the innovative procedures introduced by the Fund (simplified cost option, multiannual 
programming, national eligibility rules, more comprehensive NPs allowing for flexibility) bring 
about simplification for the beneficiaries of the Fund? 

 

Main findings 

► EU Regulation No. 514/2014 aims to simplify funding rules and reduce administrative burdens 

while maintaining effective control mechanisms, but the ambitions for simplification have not 

been fully realised in practice. 

► Beneficiaries are required to report annually, leading to increased administrative pressure due 

to the need for detailed documentation of expenditures. 

► Feedback from beneficiaries describes the administrative burden as heavy and complex. Earlier 

in it was stated that 45% of respondents found the administrative burden inadequate with 

respect to the amount of received funding. A few open answers (3) further clarify the negative 

impact of the administrative burden, highlighting issues such as overly stringent audits, 

excessive complexity, and the heavy workload associated with managing the required 

documentation.  

► The majority of survey respondents did not use the Simplified Cost Option (SCO) during the 

2014-2020 program period, with 50% not using it and 44% unaware of its existence, suggesting 

a gap in the implementation or awareness of simplification measures. 

► Despite the high administrative burden, 43% of respondents recognise the positive effects of 

AMIF and ISF funding on their organisation's administrative efficiency and substantive work, 

including the long-term use of developed tools, increased expertise, and improved 

administrative processes. 

 

4.8.1 EU legislation offers opportunities for simplification and burden 
reduction 

EU Regulation No. 514/201456 contains provisions aimed to simplify funding rules and reduce 
administrative burdens for beneficiaries while maintaining the effectiveness of the control 
mechanism. The regulation includes the following elements regarding the simplification of 
administrative burdens: 

► The new funding structure seeks to simplify applicable rules and reduce administrative 

burdens for beneficiaries without compromising the efficiency of the control mechanism. This 

 
56 European Parliament, Council of the European Union. (2014, April 16). Regulation - 514/2014. https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32014R0514 
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means that, despite simplification, rules protecting the financial interests of the Union remain 

in place, including the possibility of both announced and unannounced controls and audits 

(EU Regulation No. 514/2014, recital 19). 

► There is an effort to simplify the use of funding and reduce the risk of errors. This is achieved 

by establishing harmonised forms of support and conditions for the eligibility of expenditures, 

including SCO. MS are responsible for defining national rules for the eligibility of expenditures, 

in accordance with the principle of subsidiarity (EU Regulation No. 514/2014, recital 36). 

► The principle of proportionality guides the determination of financial and administrative 

requirements for reporting, evaluation, management, and control. This principle ensures that 

administrative burdens are proportional to the amount of support granted, contributing to 

more efficient execution (EU Regulation No. 514/2014, art. 11 §2). 

► The reduction of administrative burdens is considered within the common framework for 

monitoring and evaluation (EU Regulation No. 514/2014, art. 55 §3). 

4.8.2 Administrative burden remains heavy for beneficiaries, despite 
principles in the regulation 

Despite the objectives of EU Regulation No. 514/2014 to simplify administrative procedures, the 
reporting burden for the beneficiaries of the funds remains significant. The RA emphasises that 
beneficiaries are required to report once a year. This frequency of reporting leads to increased 
administrative pressure, as each report requires detailed documentation of expenditures. 

Bene ciaries  nd these reporting obligations particularly burdensome. As discussed earlier (see 4.3.2 
above), a major issue is the lack of coordination between different control bodies, leading to repetitive 
and overlapping audits. For example, in one case, a  nancial audit was still ongoing long after 
extensive expense controls had already been conducted by another body. This redundancy in audits 
and repetitive questioning has been highlighted by bene ciaries, indicating a need for better-designed 
controls and evaluations for AMIF and ISF fund recipients.  

The need to provide extensive documentation for both large and small expenditures seem to 
contradict the principle of proportionality, which aims to keep administrative burdens in line with the 
scale of the support granted. This situation suggests that the ambitions for simpli cation, as set out 
in the regulation, have not yet been fully realised in practice. 

 

“It is sometimes ridiculous what you have to explain. Small and large amounts have the same 
reporting burden” 

Source: Case studies 

“To return to the audits: we have been victims of administrative violence through extremely 
demanding controls during COVID, control of all accounting documents, even for values of 2.10 
euros (bus ticket) where we were asked for documents that do not exist: it was Kafkaesque” 

Source: Survey 

4.8.3 Many beneficiaries were unable to utilise the SCO, but the limited 
group that did employ it noticed improvement 

The SCO, an EU initiative designed to streamline procedures and lessen administrative burdens for 
beneficiaries, was not widely adopted during the 2014-2020 program period. Survey results indicate 
a significant gap in its utilisation, with 50% of respondents not using the SCO and 44% unaware of its 
existence. Only 6% of beneficiaries reported employing this option. The limited use of the SCO can be 
attributed to its lack of implementation by the RA. However, the DAs for both the French-speaking 
community and the Flemish community did implement this option, although it applied to only a small 
number of projects. Those beneficiaries who were able to utilise the SCO expressed satisfaction with 
its application. 
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Figure 37: Did you use Simplified Cost Options (SCOs)? Please answer this question only if you have been 
funded by the Afdeling ESF. 

 
Source: Survey (n=34) 

 

"Personnel costs with fixed operating costs have been applied. It was easier to allocate personnel 
costs, particularly for local authorities." 

Source: case study (Flemish) 

"Double administrative simplification: a flat rate was introduced, thus reducing the burden of 
providing supporting documents. Additionally, we switched to unit costs instead of actual costs, 
so the cost for the period is fixed in a decree and paid per period. This has been a great relief. We 
now have more time for oversight." 

Source: case study (French-speaking) 

“At the time no mechanisms: it was then suggested, but not yet in effect” 

“Simplification was not applicable” 

“We did not benefit from the simplification in 2014-2020.” 

Source: Survey 

4.8.4 The AMBIS reporting tool has been launched, offering some 
progress; however, survey responses from beneficiaries reflect 
areas of improvement 

A reporting tool, AMBIS, was launched during the final stages of the 2014-2020 programming period. 
Although it has enabled some improvements, three respondents (6% of respondents) took advantage 
of the open fields in the online survey to indicate that this tool remains non-user friendly and difficult 
to use. It is important to note that AMBIS was not used for reporting on projects from the 2014-2020 
programming period, but only for 2021-27 projects. 

 

“AMBIS now: we are not raving; it helps, but it is not the most user-friendly tool.” 

“The administrative tasks are complex and too numerous. The new AMBIS application is much 
less user-friendly compared to similar applications. The mandatory registration of the satisfaction 
survey is also very cumbersome. Due to the size of our project, all project workers also have a lot 
of individual registration of participants, signatures, etc.” 

“AMBIS is not user-friendly, unreliable, and time-consuming” 

Source: Survey 

4.8.5 Despite the high administrative burden and lack of simplification, 
respondents acknowledge the positive impact of the funding on 
administrative and/or topic-specific capacity 

While administrative burdens remain high and the simplification of processes has not been fully 
realised, many respondents still recognise the positive effects of funding through AMIF and ISF. 
According to the survey, 43% of respondents experience a favourable impact on their organisation, 
both in terms of administrative efficiency and substantive work. This is reflected in the long-term use 
of developed tools during the project and an increase in expertise within the organisations, indicating 
a strengthening of operational capacities. The appointment of project staff to permanent positions 
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contributes to the retention of knowledge and skills within the organisations. The European funding 
has allowed for an increase in administrative and topic-specific capacity. Despite the challenges 
related to administrative burdens, the projects funded by the AMIF-ISF funds have brought about 
significant improvements within the organisations. 35% of respondents think it had a positive effect 
in terms of administrative and/or topic-specific capacity. No specific reasoning is mentioned in the 
open answers, but the high administrative burden (see above as well as in 0 above) can be seen as a 
possible explanation.  

Figure 38: Do you think that your project had a positive impact on your organisation in terms of administrative 
and/or topic-specific capacity? 

 
Source: Survey (n= 49) 

 

“A new methodology was able to be implemented, and this methodology is still used today in the 
security sector.” 

“We are still very often approached by associations to obtain the educational resources developed 
at the time. They are still available on our website.” 

“The impact of our action is naturally focused on a lasting benefit since it is centered on the 
conditions that allow beneficiaries to lead an independent life and fully participate in the life of 
the host society.” 

“The test continues to be used by our organisation and our partners.” 

“The project has enabled actors from the associative world to access tools and educational 
resources related to migration challenges (language, social integration).” 

“Establishment and maintenance of specific knowledge useful to professionals in the sector.” 

“Some of the project workers have become permanent employees of the organisation. As a result, 
the lessons learned and expertise have remained within the organisation. In addition, then-
permanent staff members closely involved in the project also ensure the sustainability of the 
expertise.” 

“We have learned a lot: mapping effects, needs. More conscious analysis and reflection on what I 
have done and what is the impact. Process in thinking and shaping. A different way of working 
with this target group (newcomers).” 

“The project allowed us to familiarise ourselves with the administrative, management, and 
reporting rules of European projects. It has enabled us to strengthen our expertise in the 
integration of foreign persons.” 

“We would not have been able to start international data exchanges.” 

“The project has allowed for the development of more educational activity facilitating the 
integration of this audience.” 

“Recruitment of new trainers.” 

“Productivity increased.” 

“We apply for funding to be fully compliant with the relevant EU regulations; without this type of 
funding, it would be very hard to gather enough resources to tackle these obligations.” 

“Consolidation of the expertise of a lasting team at the service of supporting the beneficiaries.” 

Source: Survey 

43% 22% 35%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know
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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 based on the analysis carried out and the findings set out in the previous sections.  

# Recommendation 

1 
Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during the design and implementation phase 
of the programme 

2 
Support the review of NPs with an up-to-date analysis of migration evolution and 
needs 

3 Streamline reporting obligations and checks  

4 Increase initiatives to emphasise the added value EU funding generates 

5 Optimise the management of beneficiary data 

6 Emphasise and maximise the added value beneficiaries bring to the programme results 

7 Secure knowledge transfer and streamline reporting processes internally 

8 Bring clarity in reporting obligations and incorporate enforcement tools 

9 Establish a transparent database of Commission-funded projects  

10 Include explicit questions regarding sustainability in concept notes 

 

Recommendation 1: Improve the involvement of beneficiaries during 
the design and implementation phase of the programme 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Extend and better formalise the consultation of stakeholders during the 
design of the programmes through a greater dissemination of the survey 
to all types of stakeholders (most of the contributing actors for the design 
of the 2014-2020 programme were governmental actors). By having this 
broad consultation with all stakeholder categories, the programme 
becomes more user-centric. 

• Increase the awareness and involvement of the stakeholders during the 
implementation of the programme, giving public evidence of results and 
of the analysis carried out. 

• Include evidence and data in the NP regarding the involvement of 
beneficiaries in drafting the NP to ensure transparency and 
accountability. 

• Conduct stakeholder mapping before drafting the NP to identify and 
engage all relevant stakeholders, ensuring their input is considered in the 
programme design. 

Priority:   

Timing: 2Nd phase 
of programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior 
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To make this policy recommendation more concrete, we provide a good practice example from Italy. 
In Italy, in 2020, an extensive process of internal needs analysis and interinstitutional consultation 
was launched aimed at preparing the 2021-2027 AMIF NP. The consultation, divided into several 
phases, began in 2020 and developed during 2021, involving competent Ministries, regional and local 
administrations and numerous qualified stakeholders in the sector. Overall, more than 100 bodies 
were involved in the consultation process including Ministries, national public bodies, regions and 
local authorities, international associations and associations of the 3rd sector 

Contributions were received from the following entities:  

► Ministries and Central Administrations: Presidency of the Council of Ministers – Department 
of Equal Opportunities and National Office for the Prevention and Combating of 
Discrimination, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation, Ministry of the 
Interior (Central Directorate of Civil Services for Immigration and Asylum, Central Directorate 
of Immigration and Border Police, Central Directorate for Civil Rights, Citizenship and 
Minorities,  Central Directorate of Religious Affairs and for the Administration of the Fund for 
Buildings of Worship, National Asylum Commission as well as 72 Prefectures for the detection 
of needs at local level), Ministry of Labour and Social Policies, Ministry of Education, Ministry 
of University and Research, Ministry of Health, Ministry of Justice, Ministry of Infrastructure 
and Transport - Port Authorities Coast Guard,   

► National public bodies: National Guarantor of Persons Deprived of Personal Liberty, Guarantor 
Authority for Childhood and Adolescence, National Institute for the Promotion of the Health 
of Migrant Populations and for the Fight against Poverty Diseases (INMP), National 
Association of Italian Municipalities (ANCI) 

► Permanent Conference between the state, the regions and the autonomous provinces of 
Trento and Bolzano,  

► International organizations: UNHCR, IOM, UNICEF 

► Third sector associations: National Asylum Table (national network made up of the main 
associations involved in the protection of the right to asylum), the National Union of Italians 
for Refugees and Exiles (UNIRE), a social promotion association that works to network 
associations promoted by refugees living in Italy and individual activists; the Diaspora 
Coordination which brings together associations and migrants belonging to diasporas present 
in Italy. 

The above-mentioned entities were called to provide written contributions and subsequently to 
participate in bilateral and plenary meetings in order to define a strategy in line with the objectives 
indicated by the legal basis of the Fund, consistent and additional to the mandates of each entity 
involved, attentive to the identification of a generative program of operational processes 
complementary to actions and resources. 

The purpose of the needs assessment was to ensure a broad representativeness of the subjects 
interviewed (public administrations, local actors and representatives of civil society), to include all 
territorial levels (central, regional and local), to obtain an updated picture of the migration 
phenomenon, accompanied by statistical information, and to verify the interventions and funding of 
each entity to promote integrated planning and complementarity in the use of resources. 

Recommendation 2: Support the review of NPs with an up-to-date 
analysis of migration evolution and needs 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• When drafting the National Programme, prepare an up-to-date analysis 
on migration and security, to detect new needs in the migration and 
security policy domains. By doing so, the policy objectives can be 
matched/checked with the needs of the beneficiaries. The data on 
migration and security can be re-analysed with every substantial NP 
review (not for every minor modification to the NP).  

• When conducting the analysis on security and migration data, invite the 
beneficiaries and the Delegated Authorities to communicate any changes 

Priority:  

Timing: 2nd 
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior 
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in their needs and take these into account when designing the NP and 
cross-checking policy objectives with beneficiaries’ needs.  

• Give public evidence of internal and external documents and need 
analysis report that underpin the review process, this documentation 
should be attached to the revised NPs.  

 

Recommendation 3: Streamline reporting obligations and checks 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Streamline and digitalise reporting in order to plan more recurrent 
checking measures of the reporting obligations (ex. leverage the newly 
introduced AMBIS-system as a tool to achieve this) 

• In addition to streamlining and digitalising reporting obligations, maintain 
onsite controls as much as possible.  

• Encourage the beneficiaries to use simplified cost options to ease the 
management of large scale projects. 

Priority:   

Timing: 2nd 
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior 

 

Recommendation 4: increase initiatives to emphasise the added value 
EU funding generates 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Develop communication and visibility actions targeted on EU added value 
(transparent database, communications guidelines/ strategies, such as in 
Ireland Communication Guidelines57) 

• 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, encourage the 
development of a community of beneficiaries.  

Priority:   

Timing: 2Nd phase 
of programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior 

 

Recommendation 5: Optimise the management of beneficiary data 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Incorporate unique IDs assigned to beneficiaries so that internal 
management of beneficiaries is facilitated, and reporting obligations are 
streamlined. By this, we mean that currently, this is not being done, which 
sometimes leads to confusion. This is often the case with organisations 
that have different names in French and Dutch, such as the Red Cross, 
leading to occasional misunderstandings. If unique IDs are used by both 
the MA and the DAs, miscommunications can be avoided. 

• Indicate SPOCs for each beneficiary and actively follow-up contact 
details. 

• Optimise data management regarding projects for which funding in the 
end is not used and redistributed to other projects. Redistribution of 
funding impacts the programme, and data management regarding this is 
essential.  

Priority:   

Timing: 2nd 
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior 

 

  

 
57 Government of Ireland (2023). Communication Guidelines 2021-2027. 
https://www.pobal.ie/app/uploads/2023/04/Updated-V2-2024-Communications-Guidlines-2021-2027-Med.pdf 
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Recommendation 6: Emphasise and maximise the added value 
beneficiaries bring to the programme results 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Beneficiaries are often only focused on operational management of their 
projects and don’t always see the added value and results their project is 
contributing to programme level targets. There is a lot of emphasis on 
reporting and audit, but highlighting the added value and the contribution 
beneficiaries are making towards the targets set for the SOs can provide 
the beneficiaries with a strategic perspective as well. One that is much 
needed to convince beneficiaries in the future to keep on contributing to 
the AMIF, ISF and BMVI programmes.  

• EU funding strongly helps to finance projects that can not be supported 
nationally or with own organisational means. However, smaller scaled 
beneficiaries only remember reporting obligations and indicate that the 
administrative burden is too high for participation in the future. 
Participation of these smaller scaled beneficiaries is however essential in 
the future for the relevance of the NP. The emphasis on the added value 
for these beneficiaries and the added value they bring to the programme 
is essential for future participation. 

Priority:   

Timing: 2nd 
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Home Affairs 

 

Recommendation 7: Secure knowledge transfer and streamline 
reporting processes internally 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Setting up of an internal quality management office(r) that secures 
knowledge transfer and streamlines and designs the reporting, 
monitoring and steering processes for the EU Funds. By doing so, person-
specific knowledge becomes team-specific knowledge and expertise stays 
within the organisation when colleagues leave the Unit.  

• Streamlining processes and retaining knowledge within the Unit secures 
the stability and continuity that are essential for the both the Managing 
Authority and the beneficiaries.  

• Grants administrators require evidence-based eligibility and swift 
reporting of results. Grant recipients, on the other hand, want to enjoy a 
smooth customer journey, where it’s easy to apply and where they’re paid 
promptly and accurately. To secure this, the quality management office(r) 
plays an essential, tactical role that supports the operational roles within 
the Unit. 

Priority:  

Timing: 2nd  
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Home Affairs 
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Recommendation 8: Bring clarity in reporting obligations and 
incorporate enforcement tools 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• Emphasising and maximising the added value beneficiaries bring to the 
programme results is essential for the future relevance of the 
programme and to secure that grants continue to be distributed to 
smaller scaled beneficiaries in the future.  

• Exchange with the audit authority so audits are not being carried out 
too long after the project's completion and funding, to facilitate the 
daily work and reporting of the beneficiaries.  

• We however noticed that due to reporting fatigue, some beneficiaries 
were reluctant to participate in the evaluation and were defensive in 
information sharing, even from larger scaled beneficiaries.  

• The reporting and monitoring trail is shared with beneficiaries when 
accepting grants. However, implementing enforcement tools to uphold 
beneficiaries to reporting obligations can be an essential mean when 
beneficiaries neglect their reporting obligations 

• Reporting obligations not only to be included in the grant agreement, 
but also emphasizing on the importance of the reporting obligations 
regarding programme evaluation (cfr. recommendation regarding the 
added value beneficiaries bring towards the results of the programme). 

Priority:  

Timing: 2Nd phase 
of programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible: FPS 
Interior, Audit 
Authority 

 

Recommendation 9: Establish a transparent database of Commission-
funded projects to enhance visibility and prevent double financing 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• The RA has highlighted the difficulty in accessing information about 
projects directly financed by the EC, which is essential to avoid double 
financing. To address this issue, creating a transparent database 
containing details of Commission-funded projects would be highly 
beneficial. This database would provide the RA with a clear 
understanding of which projects are already receiving EU funding. 

• Currently, while the RA is aware of the existence of union actions, there 
is a lack of visibility regarding the specific recipients of related EU 
funding. 

• Establishing this database would significantly improve the RA's ability to 
manage and coordinate funding, enhancing the efficiency and 
effectiveness of EU resource allocation. 

• good example of such a database can be found with Flanders Innovation 
  Entrepreneurship (VLAIO) for the European Regional Development 
Fund (ERDF). They have a dynamic dashboard with key figures and a list 
of supported projects. This provides a transparent way to track 
European support and can serve as an inspiration. 

Priority:  

Timing: 2nd  
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible:  
DG Home 

 

  

https://www.vlaio.be/nl/vlaio-netwerk/europees-fonds-voor-regionale-ontwikkeling/ontdek-efro-vlaanderen-0/operationeel-dashboard-programma-2021-2027
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Recommendation 10: Include explicit questions regarding 
sustainability in concept notes 

Elaboration on recommendation Implementation 

• To address the potential issue of project discontinuation due to 
insufficient focus on sustainability, it is recommended to revise the 
concept notes to include explicit questions regarding sustainability, 
particularly in terms of securing financing after the project ends.  

• Currently, while sustainability is considered within the selection criteria, 
the responsibility lies with project proposers to proactively elaborate on 
this aspect. By incorporating specific questions about post-project 
financing into the application process, applicants will be prompted to 
detail their strategies for sustaining project outcomes financially once 
EU funding concludes.  

• This structured approach will provide a clearer understanding of the 
long-term viability of projects and place a stronger emphasis on the 
continuity of initiatives beyond the initial funding phase. 

Priority:  

Timing: 2nd  
phase of 
programming 
2021-2027 

Responsible:  
SPF Interior 
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6. Annexes 

6.1 Supporting materials for context 

Table 26: Belgium NP – AMIF 2014-2020 (v.9.1) 

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE 

NATIONAL OBJECTIVE / SPECIFIC ACTION  
MAIN ACTIONS 

SUB-BUDGET 
(EU CONTRIBUTION) 

TOTAL BUDGET  
(EU CONTRIBUTION) 

1 - Asylum 

NO1. Reception/ asylum     21 973 801,27   

  34 052 964,44   

► 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  -  

  43 684 375,62   

NO2. Integration 41 516 814,06   

► 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          55 372 000,00   

Total budget     183 057 447,12 
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Table 27: Belgium NP – ISF Police 2014-2020 (v.5.2) 

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE 

NATIONAL OBJECTIVE / SPECIFIC ACTION  
MAIN ACTIONS 

SUB-BUDGET 

(EU contribution) 

BUDGET 

(EU contribution) 

5 - Preventing 
and combating 

crime 

NO1. prevention and combating 10.066.862,00 

  17.021.443,60  

► 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 6.282.257,60  

► Create effective systems for the exchange of information between all relevant 
national actors on the one hand and our neighbouring countries, other EU MS, 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  -  

   2.150.327,00  

NO2. exchange of information  -  

NO3. Training  -  

NO4. victim support  -  

NO5. Infrastructure 300.000,00  

► 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      1.490.327,00  

► 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 360.000,00  

► Develop, improve and/or evaluate a new and/or existing risk assessment tools in the 
fight against violence, extremism and terrorism. 

Tech. Assist. 
police 

     1.219.566,40  

Special cases      -  

Total budget     20.391.337,00  
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Table 28: Belgium NP – ISF-BV 2014-2020 (5.2) 

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 2.096.005,50  

5.894.005,50  

► 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   10.725,00  

19.627.152,85 

► 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. 

4.534.415,91  

NO4. Union acquis -  

► 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. 

NO5. Future challenges  -  

NO6. National capacity 15.082.011,94 

► 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 4.306.168,00  
8.139.168,00 

NO2. Operating Support for borders 3.833.000,00 

TA borders     1.427.395,99  

Special cases       

Total budget     35.087.722,34 
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6.2 Interviews conducted  

Scoping interviews conducted during the inception phase (Phase 1) 

# Types of stakeholders Organisation / Offices Name Date 

1 Responsible Authority 
FPS Interior Affairs, Unit 
European Funds for ISF 

•Yannick Ghelen 
•Ivana Petričević 

18/04/2024 

2 Responsible Authority 
FPS Interior Affairs, Unit 
European Funds for AMIF 

•Magdalena Irzycka 
•Ivana Petričević 

19/04/2024 

3 Audit Authority 
Inspectorate of Finance (Ministry 

of Budget) 

•Béatrice Baumann 
•C. Pauwels 
•C. Pirquin 

25/04/2024 

4 Delegated Authority 
Afdeling ESF, Departement WSE 

Vlaamse Overheid 
•Lisa Van Hecke  23/04/2024 

5 Delegated Authority 
Agence FSE Fédération Wallonie-
Bruxelles et de la Région Wallonne 

•Jenny Charlier 
•Frédéric Grosnach 
•Véronique Lesne 
•Juliette Mélanie 
Bach 

24/04/2024 

 

Transversal interviews conducted during the fieldwork phase (Phase 2) 

# Structure Project Name Date 

1 FPS Interior Affairs, Unit 
European Funds 

Transversal AMIF and ISF •Nele De Kerf 
•Magdalena Irzycka 
•Petričević Ivana 

20/09/2024 

2 Members of the MC during 
the previous NP 

Transversal AMIF and ISF •Nele De Kerf 
•Magdalena Irzycka 

20/09/2024 

3 
Afdeling ESF, Departement 

WSE Vlaamse Overheid 
AMIF (with regards to aspect 

integration) 
•Lisa Van Hecke 20/09/2024 

4 
Agence FSE Fédération 

Wallonie-Bruxelles et de la 
Région Wallonne. 

AMIF (with regards to aspect 
integration) 

•Jenny Charlier 
•Juliette Bach 
•Frédéric Gosgnach 

24/09/2024 

5 DG HOME Transversal AMIF and ISF 
•Jules Morra 
•Eva Ryberg 
•Stefano Di Giusto 

25/09/2024 

 

Project-level interviews conducted during the fieldwork phase (Phase 2) 

# Structure Project Name Date 

1 Immigration Office EURLO •Wim Cruysberghs 29/08/2024 

2 VDAB @level2work •Marjan Boenders 3/09/2024 

3 
Centre de coordination et 
de gestion - Enseignement 

de promotion sociale 

EPS-AMIF: Formation à la langue 
française en Fédération Wallonie-

Bruxelles 

•Karine Cambria 
•Audrey Faniel 

10/09/2024 

4 
Agentschap Binnenlands 

Bestuur 

Ondersteunen van lokale 
besturen in de coördinatie vd 

opvang en begeleiding v 
ontheemde Oekraïners 

•Annelien Dierick  
•Bart Laethem  
•Tarek Ben Hassine 

10/09/2024 

5 FPS Home Affairs PNR – Implementatie 
•Joëlle Chaussée 
•Gunter Ceuppens 

11/09/2024 

6 Psychiatrisch Ziekenhuis 
(1) Psycho-sociaal zorg- en 
begeleidingstraject voor 

•Bart Braem 12/09/2024 
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Sint-Alexius asielzoekers; (2) Psycho-sociaal 
zorg- en begeleidingstraject voor 
Asielzoekers en vluchtelingen 

7 FPS Home Affairs (2) Cybersecurity 
•Thierry 
Vandenberghe 

13/09/2024 

8 Croix Rouge de Belgique 
Intégration et citoyenneté des 

demandeurs d'asile 
•Alexandra Fuchs 
•Olga Dounskaïa 

16/09/2024 

9 Belgian Federal Police (1) Entry Exit System; (2) BINII 
•Jeffrey Vincent 
•Bolsens Sarah 
•Stephanie Telen 

17/09/2024 

10 Immigration Office (2) CCM •Myriam Essiaf 18/09/2024 

11 Fedasil Opvang 

•Ganaelle Leblanc 
•Eveline 
Vandendriessche 
•Sander Stevens 
•Pieter Spinnewijn 

23/09/2024 

12 Fedasil 
(1) Vrijwillige Terugkeer; (2) 
Strengthening the Voluntary 

Return 

•Ganaelle Leblanc 
•Eveline 
Vandendriessche 
•Sander Stevens 
•Pieter Spinnewijn 

23/09/2024 

13 FPS Foreign Affairs (1) DVO; (2) Schengen Bujumbura •Benedikte Vulsteke 25/09/2024 

 

6.3 Document review for the mid-term evaluation 

CATEGORY DOCUMENT TYPE 

Strategic frameworks 
and documents related 
to the functioning of 
AMIF, ISF and BMVI 

European Regulations  

Regulation (EU) No 513/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council 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 

Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 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 

Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council 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 

Regulation (EU) No 516/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 April 
2014 establishing the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, amending Council 
Decision 2008/381/EC and repealing Decisions No 573/2007/EC and No 
575/2007/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council and Council Decision 
2007/435/EC 

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) No 1042/2014 of 25 July 2014 supplementing 
Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 with regard to the designation and management and 
control responsibilities of Responsible Authorities and with regard to status and 
obligations of Audit Authorities 

Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2015/840 of 29 May 2015 on controls 
carried out by Responsible Authorities pursuant to Regulation (EU) No 514/2014 of 
the European Parliament and of the Council 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 

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2018/1291 of 16 May 2018 amending 
Delegated Regulation (EU) No 1042/2014 supplementing Regulation (EU) No 
514/2014 of the European Parliament and of the Council with regard to the 
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designation and management and control responsibilities of Responsible Authorities 
and with regard to status and obligations of Audit Authorities 

Operational strategy  

Procedures Manual 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-
funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020_en 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-
fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en 

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-
fund-police-2014-2020_en 

https://amif-isf.be/fr/base-legale  

NPs 

 

AMIF National Programme 2014-2020 (including policy dialogue minutes, various 
versions of NP, approval, multiannual planning, and consultations in the context of 
direct awards) 

ISF National Programme 2014-2020 (including policy dialogue minutes, various versions 
of NP, approval, multiannual planning, and consultations in the context of direct 
awards) 

Other documents and 
data 

AMIF Annual implementation report (2015 – 2022) 

ISF Annual implementation report (2015 – 2022) 

AMIF Annual accounts (2015 – 2023) 

ISF Annual accounts (2015 – 2023) 

Selection procedure for AMIF   ISF  

List of selected projects AMIF 2014-2020 - ISF 2014-2020 

Royal Decrees on Acquis Communautaire  

Minutes of the Monitoring Committees 

Fedasil Annual Reports 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021, 2022 

Project call documents  

Project-level 
secondary data and 
documentation (for 
selected case study 
projects) 

Documentation on managed project(s) 

Organisational documents  

Project reports   implementation reports 

Reporting documents  

Progress meeting reports and presentations 

Procedural documents  

Ministerial decrees for the allocation of funds 

Legal frameworks the beneficiary operates within 

Project results, procedures for follow up, SMART KPI’s… 

 

  

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/asylum-migration-and-integration-funds/asylum-migration-and-integration-fund-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/borders-and-visa-funds/internal-security-fund-borders-and-visa-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-police-2014-2020_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/funding/internal-security-funds/internal-security-fund-police-2014-2020_en
https://amif-isf.be/fr/base-legale
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6.4 Overview of selection procedure 

AWARD CRITERIA DURING THE SELECTION PROCEDURE POINTS 

A. Quality of the Project  

 A.1. Are the qualitative and quantitative results precise and verifiable (SMART)?  12 

 A.2. Do the proposed activities enable the achievement of the set objectives?  4 

 A.3. Does the project meet a need?  4 

 A.4. Are the indicators and verification sources sufficiently objective and verifiable 
to assess efficiency and effectiveness over time?  

4 

 A.5. Are the project's results sustainable?  4 

 A.6. Is the registration of the target group objective and verifiable, and can this 
group be easily identified within the organisation's target audience if they differ?  

4 

B. Budget  

 B.1. Is the budget proportional to the expected results?  4 

 B.2. Are the various items clearly explained and sufficiently detailed?  6 

 B.3. Are they credible?  4 

 B.4. Are all expenses justified in relation to the project's objectives?  4 

C. Beneficiary                        

 C.1. Experience and expertise of the project applicant and partners in the field?  4 

 C.2. In the context of European projects?  6 

 C.3. Does the organisation have a separate accounting system?  4 

 C.4. Are the tasks clearly divided among the different partners?  4 

D. Policy Strengthening   

 D.1. Efficiency of the project?  4 

 D.2. Innovative nature of the project?  4 

 D.3. Added value of the project  2 

 D.4. Influence of the project on the policy concerning the area of the call?  2 

 D.5. Coherence of the project with the policy concerning the area of the call?  2 

E. Policy Coherence   

 E.1. To what extent does the project respond to the priorities?  6 

 E.2. Coherence with the policy vision of the competent partner  6 

TOTAL 100 
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6.5 Survey – synthesis 

An online survey was sent to beneficiaries of AMIF and ISF funds to collect their views on current 
programming. This survey was available in English, French and Dutch, as well as email support. The 
characteristics of this survey are detailed thereafter:  
 

• Title: Retrospective evaluation covering the two Funds AMIF and ISF for the period 2014-
2020 

• Distribution period: 9th September 2024 – 25th September 2024 

• Goal: The goal of the survey is to retrospectively evaluate the effectiveness, efficiency, 
relevance, EU added value, sustainability, and reduction of administrative burden of the 
AMIF and ISF funds for the period 2014-2020 by gathering feedback from as many 
beneficiaries as possible. This evaluation aims to evaluate the programming of the NP, the 
project selection, and the project implementation and their overall outlook. 

• Target audience: beneficiaries of the 2014-2020 programming period for the AMIF and ISF 
funds.  

• Survey structure: The survey began with questions to gather general information, such as 
which funds were utilised and the type of organisation. Following this, questions were asked 
related to the evaluation criteria: effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, EU added value, 
sustainability, and reduction of administrative burden. The survey includes both closed and 
open-ended questions, with the option to provide further explanation and details in the 
open-ended questions at the end of each section.  

• 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 via email using an 
anonymous Qualtrics link to the beneficiaries. In the first round, one responsible contact 
for each project was reached out to, and any undeliverable emails or incorrect addresses 
were tracked. In the second round, if there were undelivered emails and a back-up contact 
was available but not contacted in the first round, these back-up contacts were then 
reached out to.  

NOTABLE FACTS 

• Fairly low response rate: We received 54 complete responses out of the 230 contacts we 
were able to reach. This represents a rather low response rate of 23.5%. 

• Unable to identify unique projects/beneficiaries: It is not possible to determine how many 
of the projects or unique beneficiaries we were able to reach. The survey was completely 
anonymous, so we cannot identify the number of projects or unique beneficiaries from 
whom we received a response. 

• 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: 77-83% of the 

respondents compared to 68% in the population (see 6.6 below).  

• Difficulties encountered during distribution: We encountered issues distributing the 
survey. Many email addresses were no longer active, resulting in undelivered emails. 

• Frequent use of "I do not know": The response "I do not know" was used relatively 
frequently, possibly because the programme period ended some time ago, making it 
difficult for respondents to recall past details accurately. 
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6.6 Survey – full results 

General information 

Language of respondent (n=52)  

  

Funds of sample (n=52) Funds of population (N=176) 

  

Type of organisation (n=52) 

  

33%

60%

8%

NL FR EN

77%

17%

6%

AMIF ISF Both, AMIF and ISF

68%

32%

AMIF ISF

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

National and Local Authorities

Non-profit Organisations

Private Sector and Social Enterprises

Healthcare Providers

Other (please, specify)

Educational and Research Institutions

Law Enforcement Agencies

Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)
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Was your organisation consulted about the development of the Programme to identify the needs? (n=49) 

 

Was your organisation consulted during the implementation of the Programme to identify new needs? (n=49) 

 

Taking into consideration your experience and knowledge of the Belgian migration sector, to what extent has 
the AMIF fund contributed to: (n=43) 

 

  

50%

9%

17%

60%

33%

30%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ISF

AMIF

Yes No I don't know

25%

14%

17%

58%

58%

28%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ISF

AMIF

Yes No I don't know

7%

2%

14%

9%

7%

9%

7%

7%

7%

5%

5%

0%

5%

9%

16%

19%

2%

12%

19%

23%

12%

23%

26%

5%

19%

14%

5%

12%

9%

19%

2%

9%

12%

5%

7%

14%

14%

35%

19%

23%

26%

26%

23%

14%

37%

28%

26%

28%

28%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No extent Low extent
Medium extent High extent
Completely Not relevant for my organisation
I do not know

Strengthen Belgian 
reception system 

Promote the quality of the 
asylum process 

Sustain vulnerable 
migrants (e.g. UAM, 
victims of trafficking) 

Support legal migration to 
Belgium 

Promote integration 
measures in Belgium 

Develop an effective and 
fair return system 

Support reception and 
integration of Ukrainians 
after February 2022 
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Taking into consideration your experience and sector-related expertise, to what extent has the fund contributed 
to: (n=12) 

 

How do you assess the administrative tasks related to the management, reporting, and monitoring of your 
project(s)? (n=49) 

 

Do you think that your project(s) could have been funded by other national or European Funds? (n=49) 

 

8%

17%

8%

8%

8%

25%

8%

8%

8%

8%

25%

17%

8%

33%

17%

8%

8%

17%

8%

17%

8%

8%

8%

17%

58%

25%

17%

33%

58%

50%

8%

25%

25%

25%

17%

17%

8%

25%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

No extent Low extent

Medium extent High extent

Completely Not relevant for my organisation

I do not know

Harmonise Belgian procedures to the 
European common visa policy

Provide a high quality service to 
Belgian visa applicants

Fight against illegal migration

A more efficient border control and 
border surveillance through 
innovation of equipment and fight 
against false and falsified documents

Prevent crime and tackle cross-
border, serious and organised crime 

Reinforce the coordination and 
cooperation between law 
enforcement Belgian authorities and 
other national authorities

Manage effectively security-related 
risks and crises

55% 45%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Adequate with respect to the amount of financing received

Inadequate with respect to the amount of financing received

27% 41% 33%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know
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After your project ended, were you able to continue the same activities using other Funds? (n=49) 

 

Categorisation of open responses to the question 'Please specify the alternative funds you were able to activate 
(n=25) 

 

For how long do you think the bene ts of your project(s) have continued to impact the bene ciaries after its 
completion? (n=49) 

 

Did you use Simpli ed Cost Options (SCOs)? Please answer this question only if you have been funded by the 
Afdeling ESF. (n=34) 

 

Do you think that your project had a positive impact on your organisation in terms of administrative and/or 
topic-speci c capacity? (n=49) 

 

51% 43% 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

National Private Regional Local European Non-profit

18% 53% 14% 6% 8%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

For a very long time For a long time

For a medium amount of time For a limited amount of time

Only during the project

6% 44% 50%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know

43% 22% 35%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes No I do not know
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7. Evaluative framework 

Below is the evaluative framework for each criterion. 

RELEVANCE 

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

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

• Q1.2: Which measures did Belgium put in place to address changing needs? 

Types of analysis 

• Identification of stakeholders  

• 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 were 
properly identified 

Presence of a clear 
stakeholder document 
(organisational chart, table, 
etc.) 

Funds Office Follow-up 
Document 

National Fund 
programme 

Procedures Manual 

The needs analysis that led to the 
definition of the programme and the 
associated allocation of resources 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, 
aimed to meet the most relevant needs 
with proportionate resources.  

A needs assessment was conducted 
and updated regularly or whenever 
there have been 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 
beneficiaries 

Survey 

The list of implementation measures 
included in the legal basis and foreseen 
in the Programme was adapted to meet 
the current and potential needs of the 
target groups. 

Existence of measures in the 
legal basis 

Procedures Manual 

Q1.2 The MC was able to provide timely 
input on evolving needs and relevant 
developments on the ground. 

Existence of a MC, Agenda Interview  

There was 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 were 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, 

Procedures in place in 
programme design 

Time elapsed between the 
escalation of a need and its 
integration into the 
programme 

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 
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the strategy or operations of the 
programme have been adapted in a 
timely manner or, alternatively, the 
new needs have been duly taken into 
account through the thematic 
mechanism. 

Interviews with direct 
beneficiaries 

Survey 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Q2: To what extent has the Fund reached the objectives set out in the European legislation? 

For AMIF: 

• Q2.1: How did the Fund contribute to strengthening and developing all aspects of CEAS, including its 
external dimension?  

• Q2.2: How did the Fund contribute to supporting legal migration to Belgium in accordance with its 
economic and social needs while safeguarding the integrity of the immigration systems of Belgium and to 
promoting the effective integration of TCNs? 

• Q2.3: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing fair and effective return strategies in the MS which 
contribute to combating illegal immigration, with an emphasis on sustainability of return and effective 
readmission in the countries of origin and transit? 

• Q2.4: How did the Fund contribute to enhancing solidarity and responsibility-sharing between the MS, in 
particular towards those most affected by migration and asylum  ows, including through practical 
cooperation? 

• Q2.5: How did the Fund contribute to supporting the MS in duly substantiated emergency requiring urgent 
action? 

 For ISF:  

• Q2.6: How did the ISF contribute to the achievement of the GO de ned in the Regulation (EU) No 
515/2014? 

• Q2.7: How did the ISF contribute to the achievement of the GO de ned in the Regulation (EU) No 
513/2014? 

Types of analysis 

• Implementation of the programme with consistent operations  

• Analysis of the indicators provided in the DR 

• Good practices and challenges encountered during the implementation 

• 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.) 

Criteria Indicators Sources of information 

AMIF 

Q2.1 The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards strengthening 
and developing the asylum procedures 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards strengthening 
and developing the reception 
conditions 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards the 
achievement of a successful 
implementation of the legal framework 
of the qualification directive 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards enhancing 
Belgium capacity to develop, monitor 

For Q2.1: 

Analysis of the following 
indicators: (i) number of 
places adapted for 
unaccompanied minors 
supported by the AMIF 
compared to the total number 
of places adapted for 
unaccompanied minors ; (ii) 
stock of pending cases at first 
instance by duration; (iii) 
share of final positive 
decisions at the appeal stage 
; (iv) number of persons in the 
reception system (including 
as compared to the number of 

Document and data 
review (monitoring 
reports, monitoring 
matrix) 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 
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and evaluate their asylum policies and 
procedures 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards the 
establishment, development and 
implementation of national 
resettlement programmes and 
strategies and other humanitarian 
admission programmes 

asylum applicants) ; (v) 
number of accommodation 
places adapted for 
unaccompanied minors as 
compared to the number of 
unaccompanied minors. 

 

For Q2.2: 

Analysis of the following 
indicators: (i) share of TCNs 
having received long-term 
residence status out of all 
TCNs; (ii) employment / 
unemployment / activity rate: 
gap between TCNs and host-
country nationals; (iii) share 
of early leavers from 
education and training: gap 
between TCNs and host-
country nationals ; (iv) share 
of population at risk of social 
poverty or social exclusion: 
gap between TCNs and host-
country nationals. 

For Q2.3: 

Analysis of the following 
indicators: (i) number of 
removals supported by the 
Fund as compared to the total 
number of returns following 
an order to leave; (ii) number 
of persons returned in the 
framework of the joint return 
operations supported by the 
Fund as compared to the total 
number of returns supported 
by the Fund, (iii) return 
decisions issued to rejected 
asylum applicants; (iv) 
effective returns of rejected 
asylum applicants. 

Transversal: 

Perceptions of the 
stakeholders involved 
regarding the contribution of 
the Fund to the objective 

Identification of challenges 
and mitigation measures if 
any, able to correct the 
implementation 

Identification of good 
practices encountered during 
the implementation 

Identification of positive / 
negative externalities 
(unintended effects) 

Identification of positive 
contribution of the Fund to 

Q2.2 The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards supporting 
legal migration to the MS in 
accordance with their economic and 
social needs 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards promoting the 
effective integration of TCNs 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards supporting 
cooperation among the MS with a view 
to safeguarding the integrity of the 
immigration systems of MS 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards building 
capacity on integration and legal 
migration within the MS 

Q2.3 The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards supporting the 
measures accompanying return 
procedures 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards effective 
implementation of return measures 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards enhancing 
practical cooperation between MS 
and/or with authorities of third 
countries on return measures 

The Fund contributed to the progress 
that was made towards building 
capacity on return 

Literature review 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

Survey 

Q2.4 The Fund contributed to the transfer of 
asylum applicants 

The Fund contributed to the transfer 
between MS of beneficiaries of 
international protection 

Q2.5 The emergency implemented under the 
Fund contributed to addressing the 
urgent needs of the MS 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 
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the trend of the impacts / 
results 

ISF 

Q2.6 The Fund contributed to the 
achievement of the following SOs: (i) 
Support a common visa policy to 
facilitate legitimate travel, (ii) Provide 
a high quality of service to visa 
applicants, (iii) Ensure equal treatment 
of TCNs and (iv) Tackle illegal 
migration. 

The Fund contributed to the 
achievement of the following SOs: (i) 
Support integrated border 
management, (ii) Ensuring a uniform 
and high level of control and protection 
of the external borders and the smooth 
crossing of the external borders in 
conformity with the Schengen acquis 

Analysis of the following 
indicators (non-exhaustive 
list): (i) number of Schengen 
Evaluation missions in the 
area of visa carried out with 
support of the ISF; (ii) 
number of persons using 
fraudulent travel documents 
detected at consulates 
supported by the Fund; (iii) 
number of visa applicants 
having to apply for a 
Schengen visa outside of 
their country of residence 

 

Analysis of the following 
indicators (non-exhaustive 
list): (i) results of actions 
supported by the Fund 
leading to the disruption of 
organised crime groups; (ii) 
number / value of frozen, 
seized and confiscated 
criminal assets as a result of 
actions within the scope of 
Regulation (EU) No 
513/2014; (iii) quantity of 
drugs seizure within the 
scope of the Fund on 
organised crime. 

 

Transversal: 

Perceptions of the 
stakeholders involved 
regarding the contribution of 
the Fund to the objective 

Identification of challenges 
and mitigation measures if 
any, able to correct the 
implementation 

Identification of good 
practices encountered during 
the implementation 

Identification of positive / 
negative externalities 
(unintended effects) 

Identification of positive 
contribution of the Fund to 
the trend of the impacts / 
results 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 

Q2.7 The Fund contributed to the 
achievement of the following SOs: (i) 
Prevention of cross-border, serious and 
organised crime, (ii) Reinforcement of 
the coordination and cooperation 
between lax enforcement authorities 
and other national authorities of MS, 
(iii) improving the capacity of MS to 
manage effectively security-related 
risks and crises and protecting people 
and critical infrastructure against 
terrorist attacks and other security-
related incidents. 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 

 

EFFICIENCY 

Q3: Were the GOs of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost? 
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• Q3.1: To what extent were the results of the Fund achieved at reasonable cost in terms of deployed 
 nancial and human resources? 

• Q3.2: What measures were put in place to prevent, detect, report and follow up on cases of fraud and other 
irregularities and how did they perform? 

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 

Criteria Indicators Sources of information 

Q3.1 
/ 
Q3.2 

The programme has made the best 
possible disbursement of its allocated 
funds. 

The results were achieved at a 
reasonable cost and within the 
expected time frame. 

Appropriate arrangements were used 
to select cost-effective operations 

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 
results in actions or accountability 
bodies (e.g. steering committee) 

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. 

Achievement of mid-term 
results at a lower cost and on 
time 

Assessment of the quality of 
the management and control 
system 

Assessment of the measures 
implemented to ensure 
management and control. 

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) 

State of play 

Document and data 
review (including 
financial) 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

Survey 

 

COHERENCE / COMPLEMENTARITY 

Q4: Were the objectives set in the NP Fund coherent with the ones set in other programmes funded by EU 

resources and applying to similar areas of work? Was the coherence ensured also during the 

implementation of the Fund? 

• Q4.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with similar objectives carried out and taken into account 
during the programming stage? 

• Q4.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar objectives 
established for the implementing period? Were the actions implemented through the Fund coherent with 
and non-contradictory to other interventions with similar objectives? 

 

Q5: Were the objectives set in the NP and the corresponding implementing actions complementary to those 

set in the framework of other policies, in particular those pursued by Belgium?  

• Q5.1: Was an assessment of other interventions with complementary objectives carried out and taken into 
account during the programming stage? 

• Q5.2: Were coordination mechanisms between the Fund and other interventions with similar objectives 
established to ensure their complementarity for the implementing period? Were mechanisms aimed to 
prevent overlapping f  nancial instruments put in place? 

Types of analysis 

• Articulation with other initiatives/programmes (synergies/complementarities/division of labour) 
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• Possible redundancies 

Criteria Indicators Sources of 
information 

Q4.1/4.2/5.1/5.2 The programme is linked to other 
initiatives led by Belgium at the 
level of the EU and its MS. 

Coordination mechanisms are in 
place to ensure this search for 
complementarity.  

The programme is 
complementary to other EU 
funds, in particular the EU's 
external action. 

Alleged overlaps are in fact 
justified on objective grounds 
(e.g. same target group but 
different type of measure / 
different need addressed) 

Degrees of 
complementarity of the 
programme in Belgium 
and at EU level 

Identification of 
coordination mechanisms 

Literature review 

Transversal interviews 

Survey 

 

EU ADDED VALUE 

Q6.1: Was any value added brought about by the EU support? 

• Q6.1: What are the main types of added value resulting from the Fund support (volume, scope, role 
process)?  

• Q6.2: Would Belgium have carried out the actions required to implement the EU policies in the Fund areas 
without the  nancial support of the Fund? What would be the most likely consequences of an interruption 
of the support provided by the Fund? To which extent have actions supported by the Fund resulted in a 
bene t at the Union level? 

Types of analysis 

• Benefits of the programme and EU funding 

Criteria Indicators Sources of information 

Q6.1 
/ 6.2 

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 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 

Q7: Are the positive effects of the projects supported by the Fund likely to last when the support from Fund 

will be over? 

• Q7.1: What were the main measures adopted by the MS to ensure the sustainability of the results of the 
projects implemented with the Fund support (both at programming and implementation stage)? Were 
mechanisms put in place to ensure a sustainability check at programming and implementation stage? 

• Q7.2: To what extent are the outcomes / bene ts of the actions sustained by the Fund expected to continue 
thereafter? 
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Types of analysis 

• Sustainability of effects 

Criteria Indicators Sources of information 

Q7.1 
/ 
Q7.2 

Adequate arrangements existed and 
were used to check the sustainability 
of the projects proposals 

There is no evidence of dependency, 
i.e. of systematic lack of investment 
based on national resources for 
relevant services that are provided 
entirely through support from EU 
funds 

Identification of measures to 
ensure the sustainability of 
the results of the projects 

Identification of mechanisms 
to ensure this sustainability at 
different level of project cycle 

Extent to which the 
outcomes/ benefits of the 
actions are expected to 
continue thereafter 

Literature and data 
review 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

 

REDUCTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN 

Q8: Were the Fund management procedures simpli ed and the administrative burden reduced for its 

bene ciaries? 

• Q8.1: Did the innovative procedures introduced by the Fund (simpli ed cost option, multiannual 
programming, national eligibility rules, more comprehensive NPs allowing for  exibility) bring about 
simpli cation for the bene ciaries of the Fund? 

Types of analysis 

• Simplification and reduction of administrative burden 

• Analysis of the innovative procedures introduced by the Fund 

Criteria Indicators Sources of information 

Q8 Simplified cost options were used and 
were relevant and created 
simplification for the different 
stakeholders concerned 

Multiannual programming created 
simplification for the different 
stakeholders concerned 

The NPs allowed steering resources 
towards new and emerging needs at a 
low administrative cost 

Identification of innovation 
procedures (simplified cost 
option, multiannual 
programming, national 
eligibility rules, more 
comprehensive NPs allowing 
for flexibility to allow 
simplification and reduction 
of administrative burden 

Literature and data 
review 

Transversal and project-
level interviews 

 



 

 

 

EY | Building a better working world 

 

EY exists to build a better working world, helping create 
long-term value for clients, people and society and build 
trust in the capital markets. 

Enabled by data and technology, diverse EY teams in 
over 150 countries provide trust through assurance and 
help clients grow, transform and operate. 

Working across assurance, consulting, law, strategy, tax 
and transactions, EY teams ask better questions to find 
new answers for the complex issues facing our world 
today. 

 
 


