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‣ The vast majority (97%) of individual migrants who 
entered the pilots remained engaged with immigra-
tion procedures through engagement-based ATD in 
the community: only 3% disengaged or absconded2. 
Amongst people at risk of disengagement, absconding 
or detention, these ATD pilots have been able to suc-
cessfully identify individuals who are able to work to-
wards the resolution of their cases in the community. 

‣ Quality case management can increase individuals’ 
ability to work towards case resolution. Even with var-
ious levels of vulnerability and wide diversity of peo-
ple’s circumstances, qualitative evaluation suggests 
that holistic and individualised case management 
can have a positive impact on individuals’ ability to 
engage with immigration procedures including cases 
of great complexity and previous experience of deten-
tion, when certain conditions are met. 

‣ Case management alone, especially when applied 
only at the end of the immigration process, cannot 
rectify structural and long-term problems in the mi-
gration system that sometimes undermine case res-
olution. Nor can it compensate for gaps in provision 
of minimum standards by states. It is particularly 
challenging to address individuals’ lack of trust in 
the system. While it appears that a certain period of 
case management is necessary to stabilise the per-
son, we cannot draw the conclusion that longer case 
management would automatically lead to case reso-
lution when other barriers to case resolution remain  
unaddressed.  

‣ Case management is a complex skill that is funda-
mentally different from legal case work or general psy-
chological or practical support skills: it is more holis-
tic, reflective and continuous, yet has a clear focus on 
working towards case resolution in a structured way.

2 Note that several individuals received case management support 
while in detention, particularly when the pilots were negotiating their 
release from detention or their exceptionally severe vulnerabilities were 
deemed to require extra support on a humanitarian ground. 

This report shares findings of the interim evaluation of 
the engagement-based alternative to detention (ATD) 
pilots in the community in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland 
which have been supported by the European Programme 
for Integration and Migration (EPIM). The pilots started 
in January, March and June 2017, to continue for the du-
ration of two years. 

The purpose of the evaluation is to investigate the ef-
fectiveness of case management within the engage-
ment-based ATD pilots in increasing individual migrants’ 
ability to work towards case resolution, by helping them 
to stabilise in the community and supporting them to ex-
plore all options available for case resolution. The pilots 
also aim to generate material and evidence that advance 
ongoing discussions about the benefits of such ATD: 
that they are more affordable than detention, are more 
humane and are highly effective1. The further evaluation 
of the pilots will be conducted at a later stage.

In addition to collating quantitative data, for the purpose 
of analysing qualitative impact of case management, the 
pilot implementers carried out in-depth monitoring and 
assessment of data of between 10 and 11 individual cas-
es from each pilot. 

The key interim findings include the following: 

‣ A relatively small amount of financial resources from 
private foundations can enable the establishment 
of engagement-based alternative to detention (ATD) 
pilots in the community based on an individualised 
case management approach which generate rich ad-
vocacy, learning and evidence building opportunities. 

‣ Significant amounts of time, preparation and reflec-
tion are required to set up and operationalise en-
gagement-based ATD programmes from scratch in 
the community, including developing protocols and 
guidance for case managers and informing and gain-
ing buy-in from stakeholders who are unfamiliar with 
engagement-based alternatives to detention or case 
management. They also need adjustments after they 
start and as more experience is gained.

1  The International Detention Coalition (IDC) (2015), There Are Alter-
natives: A Handbook for Preventing Unnecessary Immigration Detention 
(Revised) 

Summary findings 97% of individual migrants 
who entered the pilots re-
mained engaged with immi-
gration procedures through 
engagement-based ATD in 
the community.
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tribute towards the national and regional level discus-
sions and actions that will reduce and end immigration 
detention though the use of engagement-based ATD in 
the community. To reflect this unique approach, the re-
port also tries to capture practical learning and findings 
specifically from the process of developing and imple-
menting the pilots.

The European Alternatives to Detention Network3 was 
formed to support the NGOs implementing the engage-
ment-based ATD pilots in the community, aid exchange 
among them and link them with regional and global or-
ganisations where relevant. The Network conducts and 
facilitates advocacy, learning and evidence gathering 
among the Network members. The Network’s ultimate 
goal is to reduce detention and end detention of vulner-
able people by building greater momentum for engage-
ment-based ATD in the community. Their work is in-
formed by their unique approach of ‘(a)dvocacy, learning 
and evidence building through doing’. 

3 For more information about the Network, see www.atdnetwork.org

This external evaluation report has been commissioned 
by the European Programme for Integration and Migration 
(EPIM) to evaluate the work of the engagement-based al-
ternative to detention pilot projects in three EU Member 
States, as part of an alternatives to detention network, 
funded under EPIM’s Thematic Fund on Immigration 
Detention. The report assesses the following projects 
which work in a complementary manner:

‣ Protecting migrants with precarious status: decreas-
ing the use of detention and applying communi-
ty-based alternatives, implemented by the Center for 
Legal Aid – Voice in Bulgaria and the Bulgarian Law-
yers for Human Rights (Bulgaria)

‣ Pilot project on the implementation of alternative 
measures: the Revised Community Assessment and 
Placement model in Cyprus, implemented by the Cy-
prus Refugee Council (CyRC) (Cyprus)

‣ No Detention Necessary, implemented by Stowar- 
zyszenie Interwencji Prawnej (SIP) (Poland)

‣ From theory to practice: A Network of Alternative to 
Detention (ATD) Implementers in Europe, led by the 
International Detention Coalition (IDC), Detention Ac-
tion and The Platform for International Cooperation 
for Undocumented Migrants (PICUM)

They will be respectively referred to as the Bulgarian 
pilot, the Cypriot pilot, the Polish pilot and the Network 
hereafter. The pilots started, respectively, in January, 
March and June 2017 and the Network officially started 
in March 2017.

The purpose of this report is to share the interim evalu-
ation findings and learning from the engagement-based 
alternative to detention (ATD) pilot projects for mi-
grants in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland. The evaluation is 
designed to investigate whether the engagement-based 
ATD pilots’ case management approach increases indi-
vidual migrant’s ability to work towards case resolution 
by helping them to stablise in the community and sup-
porting them to explore all options for case resolution. 
The pilots aim to generate material and evidence that 
advance discussion and debates about the benefits of 
engagement-based ATD in the community: that they are 
more affordable than detention, are more humane and 
are highly effective.

These engagement-based ATD pilots in the community 
were not designed to replace parts of the existing immi-
gration detention systems in these countries. Rather, as 
pilots, their practice, evidence and learning should con-

Introduction and background The purpose of this report is 
to share the interim findings 
and learning from the en-
gagement-based alternative 
to detention pilot projects in 
Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland.

About the EPIM Thematic Fund on Immigration 
Detention
In recent years, detention has become an increasing-
ly prominent EU tool to “manage migration flows”. 
Whilst often portrayed as a necessary step to prevent 
absconding and enforce returns, the negative impact 
of detention on migrant wellbeing, rights-protection 
and the costs of detention raise clear concerns. Under 
this Fund, EPIM supports civil society organisations 
who work to ensure that, in policy and practice, the 
use of detention is reduced to when it is legitimate, 
proportionate and necessary and, based on individual 
assessment, as an exceptional measure of last resort

Among other work, this Fund addresses the lack of 
alternative measures to detention and the marginali-
sation of undocumented migrants or migrants without 
protection status. In spite of the growing reliance on de-
tention of migrants, alternatives based on quality one-
to-one case management can provide a viable route to 
“managing migration flows” without relying on confine-
ment. Whilst alternative models to detention have the 
potential to stabilise individuals in the community and 
to support them in exploring all options for case res-
olution (including regularisation), a key barrier to their 
implementation is that governments lack sufficient 
practical examples applicable to their own context. 
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Working with the pilots: 
The European Alternatives to Detention Network
For the Network, which sees engagement-based alterna-
tives to detention as a strategy for detention reduction, 
working directly with the pilot implementers provides an 
important opportunity for sharing practical experience 
and knowledge among the different pilot projects, as 
well as building evidence for advocacy and momentum 
around engagement-based ATD in the community at the 
national and regional levels. For the Network, this simul-
taneously addresses the two key barriers in traditional 
ATD and detention reduction advocacy.  

The first barrier has been a lack of practical examples of 
engagement-based ATD in the community in any specif-
ic national context. The pilots are designed to provide 
demonstrable examples and both quantitative and qual-
itative evidence that good quality engagement-based 
ATD in the community with case management can meet 
the needs of both the government and individuals. They 
are designed to fill the gap between ATD discourse and 
ATD practice. These pilots and evidence from them 
should encourage more dialogue with governments on 
solution-based approaches that reduce the use of de-
tention. They also signal a shift in advocacy style, from 
“telling the governments what to do” to “showing the 
governments what they can potentially do”. 

The second barrier has been a lack of alignment between 
the national-level evidence-gathering and advocacy, and 
EU-level advocacy. The project brings in national-level 
implementers, regional actors and an evaluator from the 
very beginning of the process in order to achieve effec-
tive synergy, production of evidence and effective mes-
saging rooted in practical examples.  

Involving a number of national and regional actors with 
different expertise and strengths, this innovative and 
exciting project also presents many challenges.  

For example, previous experiences of civil society-led 
engagement-based ATD in the community suggest that 
successful implementation of ATD requires a constant 
learning process. There is no ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution 
to ATD or case management, and the implementers 
need to able to come up with their own practices and 
solutions. In terms of evidence-gathering, there is no 
consensus on how the effectiveness of case manage-
ment should be monitored, so this needs to be devel-
oped and tested over time with a particular focus on 
qualitative data. Another major challenge has been 
effective communication and coherent messaging of 
the pilots, taking into account the highly politicised na-
ture of migration governance and a lack of consensus 
among the governments, civil society organisations and 
other stakeholders about what ATD means and can do.

More information about the Network is available at 
www.atdnetwork.org

“A relatively small amount of  
financial resources can enable  
the establishment of such pilots  
in the community.”

This report is intended for governments, policy makers, 
civil society organisations and other institutions who 
wish to understand how, practically, engagement-based 
alternative to detention projects in the community could 
be established and to learn about the achievements as 
well as the challenges observed so far in the pilots. 

This interim evaluation exercise also served as a useful 
opportunity to test the monitoring and evaluation system 
that the Network members developed together with the 
external evaluator. Its results will feed into the further 
evaluation of the pilots. 
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Several limitations in data collection and data analysis 
have been identified below. Other limitations will be 
highlighted throughout the report:

‣ An optimal evaluation methodology would have in-
volved, for example, direct examination of the case 
files and interviews with the individuals on the pilots 
by an evaluator. For reasons of limited time and re-
sources, this was not possible. This report should 
serve as an initial study of the impact of case man-
agement which will be built on further. 

‣ Data, including client summary sheets, submitted 
by the implementers was accepted as given. No tri-
angulation was conducted to verify accuracy of the 
submitted data.

‣ There was a discussion of whether the sample size 
of qualitative data (31 out of 93 active cases) was 
too small to produce specific observations about the 
nature of the impact of case management. The ex-
ternal evaluator took the view that the sample size in 
itself does not prevent us from concluding whether 
there was an overall positive or negative qualitative 
impact4. 

A further evaluation exercise is planned to build on this 
interim evaluation.  

4  A total of 31 client summary sheets were completed for the purpose 
of the interim evaluation exercise. This number represents 33% of the 
total number of active cases (93) at the time of data collection. At that 
time, the Bulgarian pilot had 50 cases, the Cypriot pilot had 20 cases 
and the Polish pilot had 23 cases. The following method was used to 
choose representative samples from each pilot. The Bulgarian pilot 
was providing case management to migrants from ten countries and 
the implementer decided to randomly select one client summary sheet 
from each of these ten nationalities. The Cypriot pilot randomly chose 
ten cases. The Polish pilot had been running only for eight months 
when the interim evaluation took place and some of the cases were 
still very new. Therefore they chose 11 cases which had been in the pi-
lot longer than the others to ensure that the client summary sheets can 
capture (relatively) long-term impact of case management. 

Methodology

The evaluator supported the pilot implementers in devel-
oping and implementing a monitoring system from March 
2017 onwards. The ATD pilots were continuously assisted 
in understanding and utilising the agreed monitoring sys-
tem in regular Network meetings and other meetings. 

The following methods, material and data were used for 
interim evaluation and compiling this report:

‣ Reviewing grant applications and monitoring reports 
submitted by the implementers and the Network

‣ Analysing information obtained as a participant ob-
server at Network meetings (March 2017, June 2017, 
December 2017 and June 2018) and other face-to-
face and on-line meetings with Network members

‣ Developing a client summary sheet (see Annex 1) to 
capture qualitative data on the impact of case man-
agement through a series of consultations with Net-
work members, including one trial run 

‣ Compiling and analysing data collected through the 
client summary sheets, which were completed by the 
implementers 

‣ During the process of finalising this report, the eval-
uator presented some of the data to the pilot imple-
menters (project managers and case managers) and 
the other Network partners to receive their feedback. 
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The key observations and learning from the process of 
setting up the engagement-based ATD pilots in the com-
munity in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland were the following: 

 ‣ A relatively small amount of financial resources from 
private foundations can enable the establishment of 
engagement-based alternative to detention (ATD) 
pilots in the community based on an individualised 
case management approach which generate rich ad-
vocacy, learning and evidence building opportunities. 

‣ In designing and setting up the pilots, the implement-
ers used the International Detention Coalition (ID-
C)’s Community Assessment and Placement Model 
(CAP) as a conceptual framework. Its non-prescrip-
tive approach seems to have been helpful: the model 
outlines a structure and a process that that can be 
adapted to each national context, while reminding 
the implementers how necessary elements of ATD 
should come together to achieve optimal results. It 
also encourages each pilot to creatively use resourc-
es that are available in each national context. 

 ‣ Even with such a Model being available, signifi-
cant amounts of time, preparation and reflection 
were required to set up and operationalise engage-
ment-based ATD programmes in the community from 
scratch. The preparatory tasks included, for example, 
developing protocols and guidance for case manag-
ers and informing and gaining buy-in from stakehold-
ers who were unfamiliar with engagement-based 
alternatives to detention or case management. The 
pilots also needed adjustments after they had start-
ed. All the implementers reported that this initial 
process of setting up the pilots required more time 
than anticipated (3-6 months). The pilots continued 
to modify and adjust their structure and practice as 
they gained more knowledge and experience5. The 
Network provided vital space for the implementers to 
work on such teething problems together. None of the 
ATD pilots operates as a formal part of the existing 
migration system and a certain degree of improvisa-
tion was necessary. Awareness of ATD from other 
stakeholders was also relatively low in each country. 
However, the fact of implementing the pilots appears 
to have given implementers not only confidence but 

5  These involved internal reviews within each pilot as well as utilising 
space offered by the Network for joint learning, reflection and discus-
sions. The pilot implementers were also required by EPIM to provide 
regular monitoring information. 

authority and legitimacy when engaging with other 
stakeholders6. 

 ‣ Building competency in case management was a 
challenge for all. While all the implementing organi-
sations already had core competency in conducting 
case work (they all provide legal advice as organisa-
tions), this holistic social work approach of case man-
agement in the context of ATD was difficult to learn 
and apply in practice. An ongoing series of peer-to-
peer reflection sessions to learn from their own and 
others’ experience organised by the Network was 
noted by all as helpful. Ongoing learning appears nec-
essary: case managers appear to be torn between 
assisting individuals to achieve case resolution in an 
open-minded manner and wishing to see a certain 
outcome. There may also possibly be some confu-
sion around what case management does or does 
not include or how case management is distinct from 
straightforward legal advice.7   

Process of setting up the pilots
The NGOs the Center for Legal Aid – Voice in Bulgaria 
and the Bulgarian Lawyers for Human Rights (Bulgaria), 
the Cyprus Refugee Council (Cyprus) and Stowarzyszenie 
Interwencji Prawnej (SIP) (Poland) received funding from 
EPIM to develop and implement engagement-based ATD 
pilots in the community. All implementers decided to 
use IDC’s Community Assessment and Placement (CAP) 
Model for reference. 

The process of setting up the pilots was a challenge 
because of a lack of positive examples to learn from. 
Europe does have several programmes which could be 
potentially considered as alternatives to detention in the 
community, such as the Returns Houses in Belgium or 
Family Returns Process in the UK. However, in some cru-
cial aspects, they do not appear to satisfy IDC’s ‘Founda-
tions of effective case management’ framework8. Firstly, 

6 The Cypriot pilot notes, for example, that the way that the organisa-
tion has consistently raised the issue of ATD for some time and is now 
demonstrating how ATD could work in their national context has given 
them a leadership role in ATD advocacy in Cyprus
7  Sometimes in the way that case managers describe their work there 
was an impression that case management was equated with provision 
of legal advice. 
8  IDC’s ‘Foundations of effective case management’ includes elements 
such as early intervention, face-to-face, one-one-one contact, regular 
assessment and review, confidentiality and information management, 
consulting key stakeholders, trust, building rapport, consistent rela-
tionships and information provision, explore all available options to 

Engagement-based alternative to detention  
pilot projects: from theory to practice
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‣ Creating or adapting tools and forms necessary for 
the pilot administration and monitoring, staff recruit-
ment and (ongoing) training11

‣ Conducting stakeholder engagement, particularly 
service providers to whom referrals might be made12 
or are taken from and the authorities who need to be 
aware of the pilots

‣ Setting up monitoring and evaluation framework13

The pilot implementers were clear from the beginning 
that involving the authorities wherever possible was a vi-
tal part of their work: they were conscious that the pilots 
are not merely service delivery projects but rather part 
of a larger advocacy plan, the ultimate aim of which is 
to persuade the authorities to minimise the use of de-
tention. We have not yet assessed to what extent the au-
thorities in these three countries have been sensitised 
about engagement-based alternatives to detention in the 
community or understand the benefits of case-manage-
ment in migration governance. However, when the pilots 
and the authorities are dealing with the same individuals, 
the implementers were occasionally able to demonstrate 
to the authorities the potential benefits of their holistic 
approach.  

11  While the Polish and Cypriot pilots were delivered by their organ-
isations’ existing staff members, the Bulgarian implementer initially 
trained and recruited new staff members (trainees) to join their case 
management team. The trainee posts were later deleted. 
12  The Cypriot pilot hosted a well-attended ATD workshop for civil so-
ciety organisations together with International Detention Coalition and 
Detention Action in December 2017.  
13  Developing a monitoring and evaluation framework for case man-
agement started with a great deal of uncertainty and perhaps scep-
ticism as to whether it was at all possible to measure qualitative im-
pact of case management delivered by different case managers in 
different countries across the board. Initially, there was no consistent 
understanding of what case management is, its purpose, its success 
indicators or what it should look like. Gradually, a firmer consensus on 
and shared understanding of case management has emerged although 
variations in the case managers’ approach to case management re-
main. 

they are almost exclusively focused on returns instead of 
exploring all options to achieve case resolution. Second-
ly, these programmes do not deploy independent case 
managers to provide intensive case management sup-
port. In any case, the implementers were aware of the 
importance of developing a pilot that responds to each 
respective national context.

To overcome this absence of positive examples to fol-
low, the implementers invested heavily into process of 
developing their own programmes. Aside from studying 
the CAP model in detail, some of the practical steps tak-
en included:

‣ Analysing the national context to identify how the pi-
lots can progress ATD advocacy9 aimed at systemati-
cally reducing detention 

‣ Reviewing relevant literature on good practices and 
recent development on ATD such as the UNHCR/IDC 
Vulnerability Screening Tool

‣ Identifying individuals and groups that pilots seek to 
engage

‣ Developing procedure, protocol, methodological guide-
lines to be followed by the pilots10, including screening 
and assessment process, risk assessment etc.

empower individuals to make decisions, clear roles and expectations, 
resources and options for individuals as needed. IDC (2015), There Are 
Alternatives p.50. 
9  Note both the Bulgarian and Cypriot pilots benefited from previous 
grants from EPIM which provided them with an opportunity to begin 
consideration of alternatives to detention in their respective national 
context. The Bulgarian implementer was involved as one of the stake-
holders of an ATD working group in Bulgaria facilitated by another NGO 
in 2016. The Cypriot implementer produced a research paper on the 
possibility of developing and implementing ATD in Cyprus in 2016. 
10  The Network meetings in Sofia in June 2017 was largely devoted 
to sharing such information (including forms they are using to record 
their case management work) amongst the implementers to encourage 
peer-to-peer questioning and reflection. 
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International Detention Coalition’s Community 
Assessment and Placement model (CAP)14

The Community, Assessment and Placement (CAP) 
model was developed based on global research on 
alternatives to detention by the International Deten-
tion Coalition. The model is a tool designed to enable 
‘governments, civil society organisations and oth-
ers to review current migration governance systems 
and identify how they can be improved to reduce the 
use of detention’ (Detention Action (2016), p.17). The 
model is underpinned by two principles, liberty (pre-
sumption against detention) and minimum standards. 

14  IDC (2015), There Are Alternatives. A brief description of the CAP model 
is also available in Detention Action (2016), Without Detention p.17-19.

Placement options

Community 
without conditions

Conditions 
or limited restrictions  

in the community without 
review

Detention 
as a last 

resort, with 
review

Screening & AssessmentIdentification & decision 
making

Case Management, Support & ResolutionCase management

LIBERTY: PRESUMPTION AGAINST DETENTION

MINIMUM STANDARDS

Its interlinked components are identification and deci-
sion-making (screening and assessment), placement 
options and case management. ‘The unique advantage 
of the CAP model is that it draws attention to elements 
other than detention laws, practice and conditions 
and facilitates a more holistic approach to detention 
reform’ (Detention Action (2016), p.19) Further infor-
mation about the CAP model is available from The In-
ternational Detention Coalition (IDC) (2015), There Are 
Alternatives: A Handbook for Preventing Unnecessary 
Immigration Detention (Revised).

Pilot project profiles – similarities and differences

All the implementers are relatively small specialist NGOs 
with technical capacity to provide legal and other support, 
such as psychological or integration support, primarily to 
asylum seekers and also other migrants. Prior to the ATD 
pilots, however, none of the implementers had specifical-
ly provided case management support to individuals. 

While it is not suggested that future ATD implementers 
ought to share the same organisational characteristics 
as these pilots, there might be possible advantages in 
terms of their ability to deliver the pilots. For example:

‣ The organisations have existing knowledge and ex-
pertise in asylum, migration and detention issues as 
well as in conducting direct face-to-face client work 
with the target populations. They can tap into this 
when designing and delivering pilots; 

‣ Due to their longstanding work on the ground, the 
organisations have favourable reputations, including 

as an independent body from the authorities, among 
refugee and other migrant communities, NGOs and 
stakeholders. This makes it easier for the individuals 
and other institutions to trust the organisations15 and 
work collaboratively with them, for example, when es-
tablishing formal referral mechanisms. 

‣ The organisations provide legal advice and have core 
infrastructure to support recording of case progres-
sion data in an advice setting. While case manage-
ment is distinct from legal advice, which is consid-
ered to be part of minimum standards in the CAP 
model, the organisational competency to provide 
structured advice such as legal advice (as opposed 
to informal emotional support) guarantees a certain 
level of professionalism and ability to conduct moni-
toring of data.   

15  In fact, 42% of clients whose case management data was analysed 
for this report were the implementers’ existing or former clients. 
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Case study 
‘Recommendation letters’ in the Cypriot 
ATD pilot project
After meeting Mr X in detention and con-
ducting face-to-face screening and as-
sessment, the case manager sent, with 
his permission, a ‘recommendation let-
ter’ to the migration department and the 
ombudsman’s office. The letter explained 
that, having considered Mr X’s needs, 
strengths, immigration history and other 
circumstances, the pilot concluded that 
the most appropriate placement for Mr 
X is in the community and that he had 
agreed to participate in the project. Al-
though no formal response was received, 
Mr X was released from detention and is 
now working with the case manager on 
his case. 

This practice of preparing ‘recommen-
dation letters’ appears to be an effective 
way to increase stakeholders’ under-
standing of the CAP/ATD model in this 
particular national context, especially 
as they demonstrate practically how in-
dividualised screening and assessment 
should inform placement decision mak-
ing. The ombudsman’s office commend-
ed the clarity and usefulness of the let-
ters, pledging to support the pilot further. 
On another occasion, an immigration liai-
son officer at one of the detention cen-
tres commented how case management 
could lead to higher levels of collabora-
tion between individuals and the author-
ities and suggested to the pilot that they 
prepare a ‘recommendation letter’ for a 
specific individual to be released into the 
community. In a separate development, 
when the case manager shared with the 
detention centre director some of the 
examples of the ‘recommendation let-
ters’, the director welcomed the initiative, 
having clarified however that he himself 
does not have detention decision-making 
power.

What types of migrants are supported by the pilots?

Bulgaria: migrants who are in an irregular 
situation or about to lose the legal right 
to be on the territory, placing them at risk 
of detention

Cyprus: people in detention and at risk of 
being detained, including asylum seekers, 
refused asylum seekers, irregular third 
country nationals and people considered 
to be unremovable.

Poland: migrants in return procedures, 
including refused asylum seekers, who 
are unsuitable for detention due to their 
vulnerability. Some are already placed 
on reporting conditions. The pilot tries to 
engage them while they are in detention 
or are being considered for detention.

The teams of case managers involved are small, 
containing between two and four people. This allows 
for relative ease of quality control and establishing a 
coherent approach to case management as a team, 
which is essential during the period of training and 
learning. 

There are also critical differences between the pilots. 
Some of these differences were down to the types of 
individuals the pilots were primarily seeking to engage. 
However, most significant were differences between 
migration systems, rules and practices and availability of 
civil society and other infrastructure in each of the three 
countries. These structural differences have a tangible 
impact on irregular migrants’ life chances and the ways 
that the pilots had to design their working methodologies. 
Such differences introduce challenges and raise a 
number of complex questions when we try to interpret the 
aggregated case management data during monitoring 
and evaluation. It is also a stark reminder that there 
cannot be an one-size-fits-all approach to community-
based ATD programmes because each programme will 
inevitably need to be developed carefully in a way that 
is tailored to the national context. These issues will be 
explored further in the next evaluation report.  
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Key components of the pilots and case 
management process

This section provides brief explanations of some of the 
key concepts and components that make up these three 
engagement-based alternative to detention pilots. The 
brief descriptions below are not intended as replace-
ments for full explanations which are available in the In-
ternational Detention Coalition (IDC)’s report, There Are 
Alternatives: A Handbook for Preventing Unnecessary Im-
migration Detention (Revised), 2015.

Case management 
These engagement-based ATD pilots were specifically 
built around case management, a crucial principle that 
underpins effective ATD. 

“Case management is a social work approach which 
is ‘designed to ensure support for, and a coordinated 
response to, the health and wellbeing of people with 
complex needs’.

 

Many countries use this approach in 
their alternatives to detention programmes, including 
Sweden and Australia. In terms of overall approach, 
alternatives can broadly be divided into those that rely 
on reduced degrees of coercion and those that focus 
on engagement with migrants to promote cooperation 
with immigration systems. Case management models 
involve a case manager, who is not a decision-maker, 
providing a link between the individual, the authorities 
and the community. The case manager ensures that 
the individual has access to information about the 
immigration process and can engage fully, and that the 
government has up-to-date and relevant information 
about the person.”16

Case management does not include legal advice, accom-
modation or other basic services, but aims to connect 
individuals with these necessary services and support. 
They are considered to be minimum standards within 
the CAP model which states must respect and uphold 
for all individuals regardless of their immigration status. 
Minimum standards also include respect for fundamen-
tal rights, basic needs, formal status and documentation, 
interpretation, fair and timely case resolution and regular 
review of placement options. 

16  Detention Action (2016), Without Detention, p.26

Case resolution 
Case managers’ role is to assist individuals on the pilots 
to work towards case resolution. 

“Case resolution is not the same as case manage-
ment although they often overlap. Case resolution 
is focused on finding a permanent or temporary mi-
gration outcome. While this responsibility ultimately 
sits with immigration authorities, case managers can 
contribute to timely case resolution by identifying le-
gal, practical and personal barriers to likely outcomes 
and working on shared solutions. Case resolution can 
draw from a range of solutions including various visa 
and departure options.”17 

Screening and assessment18 
Individuals could be accepted onto the pilots when they 
meet certain criteria, after screening and assessment19. 
A screening and assessment process was developed by 
each pilot through which relevant personal data, infor-
mation about the person’s immigration history, vulner-
abilities and community ties can be obtained and con-
sidered. The criteria for suitability for the pilot projects 
include, for instance:

‣ Individuals have independent access to means of sur-
vival, in terms of accommodation and subsistence; 

‣ Individuals have shown some interest and willingness 
to engage with the pilots and work towards their case 
resolution. 

The pilots’ overall capacity is limited by the number of 
case managers working for each. Aside from understand-
ing individuals’ situation, screening and assessment also 
ensures that the specific needs of individuals can be ade-
quately met by the pilots.  

Case management process 

17  IDC (2015), There Are Alternatives p.52
18  According to the IDC, screening and assessment are ‘different yet 
complementary processes’. Screening ‘is the process to obtain basic 
information and individual attributes, such as bio-data. Information 
collected during screening includes, inter alia, an individual’s identity, 
nationality, legal status, health status, security indicators, vulnerabili-
ty indicators and compliance history. This information can be used to 
determine the individual’s migration status and to make initial referral, 
management and placement decisions’. On the other hand, assessment 
‘involves a more in-depth evaluation of an individual’s circumstances, 
vulnerabilities and/or risk factors. An assessment may be conducted to 
evaluate needs identified during screening (e.g. trafficking survivors or 
stateless) or it may involve an in-depth examination of the appropriate 
course of action to take for a particular person. An assessment may oc-
cur at the same time and by the same person conducting the screening, 
or it may happen at a later date and on a repeat basis by caseworkers, 
immigration officials and/or members of the judiciary. Assessments 
are used to make or adjust management and placement decisions.’ For 
further information, see IDC (2015), There Are Alternatives, p.35-36. 
19  Also see UNHCR/IDC’s Vulnerability Screening Tool which further 
expands and builds on the original IDC formulation on screening and 
assessment.  
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Each ATD pilot has an established case management process that is based on the CAP 
model20. At the moment, all pilots provide case management with no maximum time limit21.

20  The table is a modified version of the graph showing the case management process which appears in IDC 
(2015), There Are Alternatives p.49 and includes information that is specific to the pilots. 
21  This raises a question of whether case managers should be working to build individuals’ own coping mech-
anisms over time so that they can eventually engage with immigration procedures on their own without case 
management. Another question that is raised here is whether a lack of any time limit places undue pressure on 
pilot capacity, if the expectation is to continue to provide case management indefinitely until case resolution 
is achieved. 

 

The case 
management 
process stage

Explanation Example

Referral* Efforts are made to encourage civil society organisations 
and other institutions to make referrals of suitable individuals 
to the pilots. In all countries, the authorities, sometimes 
including detention centre managers, were informed about 
the ATD pilots and their case management work. In some 
cases, individuals were routed into the pilots while they were in 
detention and were released into the community afterwards. 

Bulgaria Community outreach ses-
sions were conducted at various 
spaces which are used by migrants 
in irregular situation to encourage 
self-referrals to the pilot.

Screening and 
assessment

Individuals’ circumstances, needs, vulnerability and most 
suitable placement options are identified during screening and 
assessment. This is also a stage where individuals’ suitability 
to the pilots is assessed and they and case managers agree to 
work together. One of the case managers said that screening 
and assessment gives him a much better understanding of 
the individual than the authorities currently do, giving him an 
advantage in supporting the client to take steps towards case 
resolution. 

Cyprus The team developed a 
screening and assessment process 
based on the UNHCR/IDC’s Vulnera-
bility Screening Tool.

Case planning Based on the screening and assessment information, support 
needs and potential barriers to case resolutions are identified. 
Individuals and case managers agree how to address them as 
part of case planning. 

Poland The case manager and the 
individual agreed that addressing his 
addiction problem would help him to 
focus on case resolution better.** 

Intervention Case management itself does not include, for example, legal 
advice, medical care or community activities. However, it 
can connect individuals with these necessary services and 
support. Sometimes, intervention simply involves giving 
individuals productive space to think through their options 
or focuses on stabilising individuals who are highly anxious 
and stressed. Sometimes, it involves a preventive measure 
to address potential disengagement. Note that case planning 
and intervention are regularly reviewed and repeated. 

Poland By liaising with medical 
practitioners, the case manager en-
sured that an urgently needed medi-
cation was obtained for an individu-
al. Interruption in medical treatment 
might have de-stabilised the person 
and caused disengagement from 
the immigration procedure.

Case closure This takes place when case resolution has been achieved. As 
explained above, case resolution involves finding a permanent 
or temporary migration outcome, from various visa and 
departure options. 

Bulgaria Through case manage-
ment, a person who was in an irreg-
ular situation considered all options 
available and decided to opt for vol-
untary departure, in order to re-enter 
the country on a family visa.**

* Referral is not recognised as one of the stages of case management by the CAP model. However, we included it because it is an important com-
ponent of these ATD pilots, which are non-statutory and not part of the formal government process, thus requiring a route through which individuals 
are accepted onto the pilots. 

** These case studies are also shared in the latter part of the report.
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Questions which are often asked about ATD

 
 

Data and information that the pilots are seeking to 
obtain

 
 
 
 
Developing client summary sheets

As mentioned in an earlier section, an optimal evaluation 
methodology for analysing the impact of case manage-
ment would have involved examination of the case files 
and interviews with the individuals on the pilots by an 
evaluator. For reasons of limited time and resources al-
located for the evaluation, this was not possible. There-
fore, we had to choose another method that allows much 
of the initial data collection to be completed by the im-
plementers by themselves. Given that the implementers’ 
time is also limited, we were conscious that the frame-
work would have to be relatively simple for them to use 
while allowing for deep, individualised, qualitative data 
– particularly changes in individuals over time – to be 
collected. 

The client summary sheet which was used for this inter-
im evaluation went through a series of stages before the 
final version was agreed. 

How many people return to 
their country of origin?

Measuring the impact of  
case management 

Key challenges in monitoring and evaluating case 
management and sharing its results22

Through the Network, the pilot implementers and the 
evaluator co-designed a common monitoring and eval-
uation framework to measure the qualitative impact of 
case management in influencing individual’s levels of 
engagement with immigration procedures and ability to 
work towards case resolution. In doing so, we tried to ad-
dress the tension between the quantitative evidence that 
stakeholders such as governments tend to seek and the 
primarily qualitative changes and data that are sought by 
the pilots by bringing them together in the report. Exam-
ples of the types of data and information being sought 
are shown on the right hand side.  

In an attempt to collect qualitative data of individual cases, 
there was a danger that we would end up simply with anec-
dotes. Therefore, in order to collect qualitative data about 
the impact of case management in a structured manner 
across the ATD pilots, a client summary sheet was devel-
oped through the Network23. The client summary sheet 
asks the case managers to answer a set of questions 
regarding case management and to record levels of im-
pact their case management has had on individuals from 
a number of different angles while reflecting holistically on 
each case and identifying barriers to case management. 

22  Although efforts are being made to answer the question of how 
to assess alternatives to detention in general, there is still a shortage 
of discussion about how to measure the impact of case management 
within engagement-based alternatives to detention in the community.  
This is understandable: ATD discussions have generally focused on ty-
pologies (reporting, passport surrender, designated residence etc) with 
scant attention to how individuals are responding to such ATD and why 
that might be. Traditional ATD discussions often do not consider the 
role played by case management. For example, UNHCR has recently 
issued a document – UNHCR BEYOND DETENTION TOOLKIT Guiding 
Questions for the assessment of Alternatives to Detention. While the 
document lists, as one of the potential assessment questions, ‘Does 
this ATD contribute to better cooperation between the asylum-seeker 
or refugee and the authorities/the asylum process (take into considera-
tion here the absconding/ appearance rate, whether the level of obliga-
tions and constraints are not overly onerous)?’, it does not explain how 
this can be done. IDC’s draft paper, Evaluating Alternatives to Detention 
(on file with the evaluator) does note ‘While authorities are interested 
in rates of absconding, an evaluation is also an important opportunity 
to try and understand the reasons why people either remain engaged 
or abscond. Relevant factors include stage of migration process, antic-
ipated length of time until case resolution, intended destination, local 
family or community ties, compliance to date, and levels of trust in the 
process. This qualitative data can be elicited by case managers during 
intake and assessment interviews, with data recorded on case notes.’ 
However, again, exactly how such data should be recorded, gathered 
and analysed remains unexplored. We hope our present evaluation ex-
ercise will contribute to this ongoing discussion.
23  Further information about client summary sheet is available in An-
nex 1. 

How many people are 
processed by the ATD? 

How many people regularise 
their status?

How many people 
abscond?

How many times does the case manager have to meet 
with individuals?

The pilot implementers and the evaluator co-de-
signed a common monitoring and evaluation 
framework to measure the qualitative impact of 
case management in influencing individual’s lev-
els of engagement with immigration procedures 
and ability to work towards case resolution.

How does case management help 
people to engage with immigration 
procedures and take steps towards 
case resolution?

How do people 
respond to 
engagement-
based ATD? 

How can case 
management be 
provided?

What can undermine the 
impact of case management 
and how?
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‣ Two dedicated sessions took place during two Net-
work meetings where the evaluator and the imple-
menters discussed monitoring and evaluation pro-
cess. The topics of discussion included:
— Potential indicators of effective case management 

by revisiting IDC’s There Are Alternatives and other 
material. 

— What case management data the pilots should 
capture through their day-to-day monitoring work 
to prepare for a future evaluation process. 

— Types of questions which should be asked to es-
tablish effectiveness24 of ATD and individuals’ abili-
ty to work toward case resolution. 

— Anticipated challenges in collecting comparable 
data across the pilots and how to overcome such 
challenges. 

— The format of the future evaluation report. 

‣ Through the discussions above, it was agreed that a 
client summary sheet should be developed. 

‣ The evaluator prepared the draft client summary 
sheet and the implementers tested it to identify areas 
of improvement. 

‣ The amended client summary sheet was used for the 
purpose of collecting data for this interim evaluation 
report. A separate guide for using the client summary 
sheet was also produced to increase the case manag-
ers’ understanding of the questions as well as coher-
ency of answers given. 

‣ After the draft version of this report was prepared, the 
evaluator and the implementers reviewed the client 
summary sheet again and agreed to strengthen some 
of the questions in the sheet and to discuss how qual-
itative data can be better captured for the evaluation 
exercise, including appropriate format of case studies. 

The task of co-designing our common monitoring and 
evaluation framework in general and the client summary 
sheet in particular was time-consuming but valuable. 
As discussions and practices on engagement-based 
alternatives to detention evolve in the future, we expect 
more refined evaluation frameworks that capture the 
qualitative impact of case management will emerge 
among the practitioners. 

24  When considering the meaning of “effectiveness” of ATD, we exam-
ined IDC’s There Are Alternatives but also looked at documents such as 
the Return Handbook of the European Commission.  

“As discussions and practices on 
engagement-based alternatives to  
detention evolve in the future, we 
expect more refined evaluation frame-
works that capture the qualitative 
impact of case management will 
emerge among the practitioners.”
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This section shares the interim quantitative and 
qualitative evaluation results of the engagement-based 
ATD pilots in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland25.

Key findings

 — The vast majority (97%) of individuals remained engaged with immigration procedures through 
engagement-based ATD in the community: only 3% disengaged or absconded26. Amongst people at risk of 
disengagement, absconding or detention, these ATD pilots have successfully identified individuals who are 
able to work towards resolution of their cases in the community. 

 — Quality case management can increase individuals’ ability to work towards case resolution. Even with 
various levels of vulnerability and wide diversity of people’s circumstances, qualitative evaluation suggests 
that holistic and individualised case management can have a positive impact on individuals’ ability to 
engage with immigration procedures, including cases of great complexity and with previous experience of 
detention, when certain conditions are met. 

 — Case management alone, especially when applied only at the end of the immigration process, cannot 
rectify structural and long-term problems in the migration system that sometimes undermine case 
resolution. Nor can it compensate for gaps in provision of minimum standards by states. While it appears 
that a certain period of case management is necessary to stabilise the person, we cannot draw the 
conclusion that longer case management would automatically lead to case resolution when other barriers 
to case resolution remain unaddressed.  

Quantitative outputs

The Network participants were unsure that quantitative 
outputs alone satisfactorily convey the value of their 
case management work on individuals. On one hand, 
some stakeholders such as the governments and some 
NGOs are exclusively interested in whether ATD pilots 
deliver high numbers of voluntary departures or show 
frequent instances of absconding. On the other hand,

25  There was a concern that the small scale of each pilot might under-
mine the credibility of our findings. This was raised by the authorities, 
other NGOs and EPIM. The Network’s view is that the purpose of this 
present exercise is to investigate whether the engaged-based ATD pi-
lots’ case management increases individuals’ ability to work towards 
case resolution better than detention or not, and it is not necessary to 
conduct a large scale qualitative analysis. The numbers alone are not 
necessarily an indication of quality of ATD as they do not explain how 
people engage or disengage with immigration procedures and how 
case management can intervene to influence the level of engagement. 
This section therefore pays closer attention to profiles of individuals 
and qualitative impact of case management on them by zooming into 
the more in-depth data of randomly selected 31 cases out of 93 cases.
26  Note that several individuals received case management support 
while in detention, particularly while the pilots were in the process of 
negotiating their release from detention or their exceptionally severe 
vulnerabilities required extra support on a humanitarian ground. 

Interim results of the pilots

the engagement-based ATD pilots in the community 
focus more on how case management interacts with 
individuals and deal with the question of how the 
quality of the overall migration system can be improved 
through case management to ensure fair and timely case 
resolution for individuals without resorting to detention. 

The information on pilots’ quantitative outputs on the 
next page, therefore, should be seen in that context of 
tension, where quantitative and qualitative data must be 
understood in a complementary manner. While the num-
bers are useful indicators of the scale of the pilots, they 
alone tell little about how case management stabilises 
individuals, helps them explore all options available or 
supports case resolution in the community. In addition, 
when looking at these data, we need to recognise that 
human behaviour is unpredictable: it is never possible to 
know in advance precisely how individuals on the pilots 
respond to and interact with case management. 

With these caveats in mind, the interim quantitative data 
shows that the pilots provided case management sup-
port to a total of 93 individuals roughly in the first 12 
months. Of those, we conducted qualitative analysis of 

While the numbers are useful indicators of the 
scale of the pilots, they alone tell little about 
how case management stabilises individuals, 
helps them explore all options available or sup-
ports case resolution in the community.
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31 cases, around 10 randomly chosen sample cases 
from each pilot. The vast majority (97% or 90 individ-
uals) remained engaged with case-management based 
ATD in the community or achieved case resolution: only 
3% (3 individuals) disengaged or absconded. 

It is important to recall that each pilot conducts its own 
screening and assessment before accepting an individu-
al onto the pilot. This ensures that the support offered by 
the pilot sufficiently meets the needs the person to ena-
ble him or her to begin to work towards case resolution.  
Those who do not meet the criteria are not accepted 
onto the pilot27. The high rate of engagement with the pi-

27  For example, the Cypriot pilot conducts assessment prior to 
proceeding in case management. The criteria include a) Willingness of 
the person to collaborate, b) Type and severity of criminal convictions, 
c) Vulnerabilities that do not permit collaboration, d) Possibility for 
basic needs to be covered in case the person is released from detention 
(however this has been bypassed in cases where it was considered 
more important to advocate towards the release from detention due to 
history of prolonged detention and impact of detention on the person’s 
mental state), e) If return or release is imminent. They explain ‘We have 
found this to be time saving especially for cases where it is obvious 
that there is no willingness to collaborate or where the options in what 
can be done for the case are limited or where it is obvious that the 
state is hostile towards the case (i.e. in cases of persons with serious 
criminal convictions). Many cases did not proceed as by the time we 

lots and immigration procedures suggests that amongst 
individuals who might be at risk of disengagement, ab-
sconding or detention, these engagement-based ATD 
pilots have successfully identified individuals who are 
able to work towards case resolution in the communi-
ty. It is also worth noting that case management itself 
does not include, for example, provision of accommoda-
tion or subsistence, legal advice, medical care and other 
basic services: its function is to co-ordinate support and 
services that are already available in the community. It 
is possible, therefore more individuals could have ben-
efited from the pilots if more support and services were 
already available in the community.   

At the screening stage, the case managers assess the 
level of risk28. Here, we define the risk as ‘(perceived) 

screened them they were either deported or released and/or were not 
interested to collaborate.’ You can also see in the table below that 
24 people who were screened by the Cypriot pilot ultimately did not 
receive case management support.  
28  The Network discussed at length how to approach this concept of 
risk and agreed to use the above definition when conducting monitor-
ing and evaluation. It was agreed that awareness of risk can help the 
pilots to consider how to provide structured support to individuals to 
manage it, what interventions to deploy as well as to understand and 
assess each individuals’ situations. 

Bulgaria Cyprus Poland

Figures as of:

Length of the pilot

Total number of individuals screened

Total number of individuals who have 
received/who are  receiving case 
management support

Number of individuals who have reached 
case resolution, of whom:

‣ Individuals who secured status

March 2018January 2018

Not known

50

6

2

April 2018

44 33

20 23*

1 0

1 0

‣ Individuals who returned to their 
country of origin

Number of individuals absconded or 
disengaged**  

Number of individuals who have continued 
to engage to date

4

2

42

0 0

0 1

20 22

12 months12 months 11 months

* Many of the 23 adults are part of family units and have a total of 21 children between them. 

** The numbers of individuals who did not abscond or disengage are therefore 48 (Bulgaria), 20 (Cyprus) and 22 (Poland), a total of 90 individuals.

A summary of pilot outputs obtained from the monitoring reports submitted by the implementers
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risk of the person disengaging from the pilot and/or im-
migration procedures, including whether the person might 
abscond and disengage from the immigration procedures 
altogether, over time as a result of case management’29. 
The pilots examined particular experiences of the individ-
ual such as release from detention, past breach of con-
ditions or long term irregularity as potential risk markers 
while also explored potential mitigating factors or what 
could be offered through case management to mitigate 
risks before arriving at the final risk assessment. The 
purpose behind this risk assessment is not to eliminate 
all risks or take on only individuals assessed to pose 
low risk but for the case managers to develop general 
awareness of potential barriers and challenges to case 
management and consider whether realistic tools are 
available to manage and overcome such challenges. The 
table and the case studies on this page show that there 
are considerable differences in terms of the (perceived) 
risk levels of individuals each pilot has taken on. They 
also show how past incidents which could be considered 
as indicators of high risk did not necessarily become the 
reason for the pilots not to work with the individuals. 

Breakdown of risk assessment of 31 sampled individuals

29  This is the definition of risk provided in the guide to completing the 
client summary sheets for the case managers. 

Case study (A630) 

The case manager assessed the person 
to be medium risk, although he had been 
returned to country X under Dublin proce-
dures and could be considered at ‘flight 
risk’ by others. The case manager made 
this assessment based on his current ap-
proach to his situation. In fact, after being 
returned to country X, he became more 
willing to comply with the asylum proce-
dure and is now actively involved in purs-
ing his legal case with his legal advisors. 
He is also being supported by friends in 
the community and understanding em-
ployers. Although he suffered from de-
pression and hopelessness, progress in 
his asylum case is giving him a sense of 
optimism. Although ‘risk’ might always 
be present, case management and legal 
advice appears to help him to continue to 
engage with the immigration procedures, 
even after the initial refusal of his asylum 
claim. 

Case study (B1) 

The pilot assessed the person to be low 
risk, although he did not comply with the 
previous condition of release from deten-
tion. Since then, he had been in irregular 
status for a number of years. The case 
manager decided to work with him be-
cause of his willingness to contact the 
authorities. The person knows that the 
chances of him being regularised are 
very slim and this causes a great deal of 
anxiety for him. Yet, case management is 
providing safe space for him to consider 
consequences of his actions. He is more 
stabilised now and is able to take steps 
to progress his case.  

30  These are reference numbers given to each client sum-
mary sheet. 

Low risk Medium risk High risk

Bulgaria

Cyprus

31

9

6

2 0

010 0

Poland

Total 20 (65%) 5 (16%) 6 (19%)
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Gender Gender breakdown was 71% male and 
29% female, with little variation between pilots. 

Nationalities The sampled cases included 
nationals of Iran, Cameroon, Russia, Georgia, 
Chechnya, Ukraine, Tajikistan, Ethiopia, Bang-
ladesh, Vietnam, Cote d’Ivoire, Guinea, Eritrea, 
Iraq, Afghanistan and one stateless person. 

Age group breakdown 77% of those in the 
sample were over the age of 30 and 35% were 
over the age of 40. 

The length of the time in the country 90% 
had been in the country more than one year, 
68% had been in the country more than three 
years and 26% had been in the country for 
more than 10 years at the time of entering the 
pilots. The sample, therefore did not contain 
many new arrivals. It was clear from some of 
the accounts provided that many, in particular 
those who had remained in an irregular status 
for a long time, had complicated immigration 
histories. In some cases, the person had been 
irregularly in more than one country. 

Community ties 94% had close ties to commu-
nities (e.g. family, work, nationality group).

Vulnerability 65% were identified as being in 
a situation of vulnerability (i.e. fitting in one of 
the domains recognised in the Vulnerability 
Screening Tool31). 

31 UNHCR/IDC (2016), Vulnerability Screening Tool, Idenn-
tifying and addressing vulnerability: a tool for asylum 
and migration systems www.unhcr.org/uk/protection/
detention/57fe30b14/unhcr-idc-vulnerability-screen-
ing-tool-identifying-addressing-vulnerability.html

Profile of individuals who received case 
management 

The implementers completed the agreed client summa-
ry sheets for approximately 10 randomly chosen sample 
cases from each pilot. This has given rise to material on 
31 cases, which was used for qualitative analysis. Of the 
31 cases, for two there was case resolution and the rest 
remained engaged with the pilots. 

General observations:

‣ The profile of sampled individuals is highly varied. 
This is to be expected as each pilot operated with a 
distinct set of criteria. For example, Cyprus focused 
on people in detention and at risk of detention: this 
could range from newly arrived asylum seekers to 
long-term undocumented individuals in the commu-
nity. 

‣ The sampled cases showed various, and in some cas-
es relatively high, levels of vulnerability (65%).

‣ 77% of the sampled cases have experience of deten-
tion, but their earlier detention did not lead to their 
cases being resolved. 

‣ Most of the individuals who entered the pilots have 
been in the country longer than one year. Many are 
long-term residents with strong community ties. This 
might be due to the pilot design: in Bulgaria, for exam-
ple, pilot participants need to have access to accom-
modation and subsistence (as the pilots cannot cover 
these costs), so this naturally led to a situation where 
many of the participants who are accepted onto the 
pilot have established community ties. 

18-29 years old

30-39 years old

40-49 years old

50-59 years old

Over 60 years old

2 4 6 8 10 120

Age group breakdown

Less than 3 months

Between 4-6 months

Beween 6-12 months

1 year

2 years

3 years

4 years

5 years

6 years

7 years

8 years

9 years

10 years

11 years

12 years

13 years

14 years

More than 15 years
1 2 30 4

The length of time in the country

Number of people

14

Number of people
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Experience of detention 77% had experience 
of detention, for a total of approximately 24 
years. 

Length of time in pilots Every sampled 
individual has been in the pilot at least for 
one month and the longest period was 12 
months. 

Individuals’ routes into the pilots 42% are the 
implementers’ own service users, 26% are 
from detention, 10% are referrals from other 
organisations. 
‣ Bulgaria

— Former clients: 5, 
— Referrals from other clients: 3 
— From detention: 1 
— 1 referral from IOM

‣ Cyprus 
— From detention outreach: 5
— referrals from other NGOs: 2
— Existing clients: 2 
— 1 self-referral from detention

‣ Poland 
— Existing clients: 7
— Referrals from own lawyer at detention: 2
— 1 referral from existing client 
— 1 from community

Qualitative impact of case management

In order to capture the impact of case management in 
the ATD pilots, the case managers were asked to reflect 
on and measure how case and to what degree case 
management influenced different aspects of individuals’ 
behaviour, approach and outlook over time, comparing 
the individuals’ initial situation at the time of entering 
the pilot (base line information) with their present situ-
ation whilst in receipt of case management support. To 
create as full a picture as possible of how the relation-
al approach32 of case management with  individuals in 
complex situations works, the case managers were also 
encouraged to outline how barriers have been removed 
as a result of case management. (See ‘Measuring the im-
pact of case management’ section above).  

Using the agreed client summary sheet, case managers 
were asked to answer six questions to establish qualita-
tive changes triggered by case management over time and 
choose one of the six levels of impact to describe their 
assessment of impact accordingly. While some questions 
overlap with each other, they are intended to guide case 
managers to adopt different perspectives to assess the im-
pact of case management on the same individual holistical-
ly, rather than fixate on a single positive or negative aspect.

32  In discussing case management, the pilots often discussed the 
importance of trust in the relationship between case managers and 
individuals. 

The questions on the client summary sheet were also 
developed by grouping into six areas the potential indica-
tors of effective case management in the community33.

The six questions used in the client summary sheets 
were as follows:
1. In your view, has your case management support had 

any positive impact on the person’s ability to engage 
with the immigration procedures over time?

2. In your view, has your case management support had 
any positive impact on the person’s level of risk over 
time?

3. In your view, has your case management support had 
any positive impact on the person’s level of trust in 
the system?

4. Has case management improved the individual’s abil-
ity to participate in informed decision making process 
in immigration procedures over time?

5. Has case management contributed towards timely 
and fair case resolution for the individual over time?

6. Is case management improving coping and well-be-
ing of individuals (that allows them to better engage 
with immigration procedures) over time?

33  The evaluator and the implementers developed the questions, with 
reference to International Detention Coalition’s There Are Alternatives 
and EU Handbook on Return.

Length of time in pilots

1 month

2 months

3 months

4 months

5 months

6 months

7 months

8 months

9 months

10 months

11 months

12 months
1 2 30 4 5

Number of people



20    Alternatives to Detention: from theory to practice

The level of impact was divided into six categories: neg-
ative impact, no impact, limited impact, some impact, 
huge impact, don’t know/can’t tell. The case manager 
was asked to choose one category in answer to each of 
the six questions. 

The last three questions were elaborated and expanded by 
further prompt questions. The answers to these prompt 
questions could be given in a less ambiguous manner: 
Yes, No or Don’t know. They allowed the evaluator to pose 
more specific and concrete questions which relate to dif-
ferent aspect of case management. More questions can 
also be added for future evaluation if deemed necessary.   

What impact did case management have on individuals?
As the following graphs and charts show, in all six as-
pects, the pilots’ case management appears to have had 
broadly positive impact. In the vast majority of cases, 
case management had ‘some impact’ or ‘huge impact’, 
ranging from a total of 77% to 94% between questions. 
The positive impact of case management was particular-
ly noted in two aspects: ‘ability to participate in informed 
decision making’ (94%) and ‘coping and well-being of in-
dividuals’ (93%). 

In no cases did case management appear to have a neg-
ative impact on individual’s ability to comply with the 
system. On three aspects (‘level of trust in the system’, 
‘ability to participate in informed decision making’ and 
‘timely and fair case resolution’), in a minority of cas-
es, case management was said to have had ‘no impact’  
(3-6%).

Taken together, the data supports our hypothesis that 
quality case management can improve people’s ability to 
go through their immigration procedures outside deten-
tion and work towards case resolution. 

Case managers’ assessment of level of impact of case management on 31 cases:34

34  For example, in answering the question, ‘In your view, has 
your case management support had any positive impact on 
the person’s ability to engage with the immigration procedures 
over time?’, the case managers assessed that it had negative/
no impact in 0% of the cases, it had limited impact in 10% of the 
cases and some impact in 42% of the cases and so on. Also 
note that the percentage figures have been rounded down to 
zero decimal place, therefore they do not add up to 100% all 
the time.  

Negative 
impact

No impact Limited  
impact

Some 
impact

Huge  
impact

Don’t know/ 
can’t tell

Ability to engage 
with the immigration 
procedures

Level of risk

Level of trust in the 
system

Ability to participate 
in informed decision 
making process

Contributed towards 
timely and fair case 
resolution

Coping and well-being  
of individuals

10%0% 0% 42% 48% 0%

0% 0% 6% 48% 39% 6%

0% 0% 6% 48% 45% 0%

0% 6% 16% 45% 32% 0%

0% 3% 3% 52% 42% 0%

0% 6% 10% 35% 42% 6%

“The positive impact of case 
management was particularly noted 
in ‘ability to participate in informed 
decision making’ (94%) and ‘coping 
and well-being of individuals’ (93%).”
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Answers to prompt questions

The prompt questions are clustered under the three 
broad questions, which are based on the IDC analysis of 
importance of case management. They are also formu-
lated from the discussions among the implementers that 
took place in Network meetings, on questions such as 
‘What does informed decision making mean?’ and ‘What 
does it look like?’ They were intended to prompt case 
managers to think what impact could mean and what po-
tential evidence they should be looking out for to estab-
lish whether there was any positive impact. 

It was also hoped that they provide a clearer understand-
ing of where the pilots’ case management had particu-
larly strong impact on individuals, as well as areas where 
further efforts need to be made. 

The case managers choose answers to the following 
questions from three options: Yes, No or Don’t know.

Cluster 1 – informed decision making

1. Are they receiving more information and advice than before 
to help them understand their own situations and plan for 
their future better?

2. Are they making more constructive choices about their 
immigration cases? (For example, did they have any intention 
to go underground / abscond before?)

3. Are they feeling more confident in engaging with immigration 
procedures?

4. Are they better engaged with case managers?
5. Are they better able to consider the consequence of their 

action?

Cluster 2 – timely and fair case resolution 

6. Are they taking more initiatives to contact the authorities? 
Do they more regularly work on their immigration cases? Are 
they taking steps to progress towards case resolution?

7. Can they exercise their legal and other rights better?
8. Can they explore all options, including regularisation better?
9. Are they cooperating better with any conditions that have 

been set for them by the authorities?
10. Do you think the authorities have more/better information 

about the individuals’ cases now, because of better 
communication?

Cluster 3 – coping and well-being of individuals

11. Are they less vulnerable?
12. Do they have a stronger hope for the future?
13. Do they have more trust in the system than before?
14. Is their psychological wellbeing better (community activities, 

psychological state)?
15. Is their subsistence situation better?
16. Is their accommodation situation better?
17. Are they more stabilised than before? Do they more regularly 

keep in touch with the project?

Yes No

Don’t know/ not sure

Answers – from 31 cases

N/A
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Below are some of the observations: 
The case managers strongly indicated that case man-
agement had positive impact on the following: in 87% - 
100% of the cases, the case managers’ answer was ‘Yes’. 
(The percentage provided in brackets below indicate the 
proportion of cases for which the answer was ‘Yes’). It 
appears that while provision of legal advice is not part 
of case management, case management is particularly 
effective in helping individuals to become more informed 
of their own situation and also to take practical steps to-
wards case resolution. 

Are they receiving more information 
and advice than before to help them 
understand their own situation and plan 
for their future better?

Are they better engaged with case 
managers? 

Are they taking more initiatives to contact 
the authorities? Do they more regularly 
work on their immigration cases? Are 
they taking steps to progress their case 
resolution?

Are they better able to consider the 
consequence of their action? 

Are they making more constructive 
choices about their immigration cases? 
(For example, did they have any intention 
to go underground / abscond before?) 

Can they exercise their legal and other 
rights better? 

Comment from Bulgaria35 
‘There is evidence that these migrants (on the ATD pi-
lot) are better able to make informed decisions and 
to participate in their case resolution. Of the 8 case 
resolutions in the case management component so 
far, 4 were decisions to return to the country of origin, 
where these decisions were made in a fully informed 
and truly voluntary manner, with the migrants having a 
clear idea and plan for their lives ahead (two of the 4 
have since returned to Bulgaria with a permit for regu-
lar stay). Many of the rest display increased levels of 
confidence in the dealing with institutions and func-
tioning in Bulgarian society more generally.’

35 This information was taken from one of their monitoring reports to 
EPIM.

Other questions to which high proportion of ‘Yes’ an-
swers were give were as follows:

Do you think the authorities have 
more/better information about the 
individuals’ cases now, because of better 
communication?

Are they more stabilised than before?  
Do they more regularly keep in touch with 
the project? 

Surprisingly, answers given to the Cluster 3 prompt ques-
tions, relating to individuals’ coping and well-being, were 
less affirmative and featured more ‘Don’t know’ and ‘No’. 
For example;

Are they less vulnerable?

Do they have more trust in the system 
than before?

These are particularly subjective questions: we hope that 
in the future evaluation exercise, interviews with individu-
als can provide more information on these aspects. 

Some prompt questions were ambiguous, inviting very 
different interpretations or requiring answers outside the 
available options of ‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘Don’t know’. Looking 
at some of the comments made by the case managers, 
there is an impression that these questions have been 
poorly phrased. The questions below will need to be ar-
ticulated more clearly for the future evaluation:

Can they explore all options, including regularisation 
better?

Are they cooperating better with any conditions that have 
been set for them by the authorities?

Is their subsistence situation better?

Is their accommodation situation better?

100%

97%

90%

90%

87%

87%

84%

84%

52%

52%
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This section further examines the findings from the ATD 
pilots and their potential contribution to ongoing discus-
sions on engagement-based alternatives to detention in 
the community. 

Case management in practice

The 31 cases studied for this interim evaluation offer 
some practical examples of what case management in 
practice can look like.  

Where a narrative account of case management36 was 
submitted on the client summary sheets, it generally 
shows that case management is not a simple, transac-
tional mechanism where an intervention by the case man-
ager (or the individual) automatically and easily results in 
action by the individual or change or outcome in his or 
her situation. Neither, is it a series of tick box exercises 
which are applied uniformly to all individuals. Instead, it 
is a complex relational mechanism whereby individuals 
make decisions and act in a highly individualised way 
in response to case management that takes place in a 
space of trust with case managers. Case management 
is therefore responsive to the changing circumstance 
of the person. The data captured on the client summary 
sheets also shows that its frequency and intensity fluc-
tuates at different points in time, according to the needs 
of the individual. In each case, how case management 
is received by and impacts on individuals seems to vary, 
depending on multiple internal and external factors. 

In some cases, we can see how case management con-
tributed positively to individuals’ potential to resolve 
their cases in the community. In other cases however, 
there were limitations to what case management could 
achieve or its ability to address barriers to case resolu-
tion as its impact was undermined by structural or other 
factors beyond the control of the pilots or case manage-
ment. 

Case studies
These case studies briefly illustrate how case managers 
supported individuals through case management.  

36  For example, this includes information about how case manage-
ment identified and addressed barriers to case resolution and individu-
als’ specific responses to case management over time. 

Case study – A9 
A woman in her late 30s had been seeking 
to regularise her status over five years, 
but had exhausted all legal avenues to 
remain in the country. When she entered 
the pilot, she had been in a relationship 
with a citizen for some time and was 
desperate to stay. Her previous experi-
ence of detention had eroded her trust in 
the migration authorities, and although 
she could try to return as a spouse, she 
was fearful to engage with the authori-
ties again. Intensive case management 
helped her to review her situation, re-con-
sider all options available, and with sup-
port, she gained enough courage to initi-
ate voluntary return procedures, knowing 
all the risks this could entail to try return-
ing to the country legally. She has now 
been able to re-enter the country as a 
family member. The pilot supported her 
for 11 months to complete this process 
and helped her to take steps towards 
case resolution.

Case study – A10
An asylum seeking man had been receiv-
ing case management for months when 
he was detained. Through the case man-
agement and legal advice, the person 
had already been well informed of all the 
possible outcomes of his asylum case 
and knew that his chances of obtaining 
asylum were slim. After he was detained, 
he remained fully engaged the pilot, was 
not unduly stressed by the detention ex-
perience and was able to discuss what 
further options might be available. As a 
result, he made a timely and swift deci-
sion to return voluntarily to his country 
of origin from detention, with a hope of 
coming back legally later.

Discussion In each case, how case management is re-
ceived by and impacts on individuals seems to 
vary, depending on multiple internal and exter-
nal factors.
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Case study – B5 
Having entered the country, a woman 
was arrested for being in possession of 
a false ID when she was trying to leave 
for another country to seek asylum. She 
was sentenced for three months of im-
prisonment and tried to claim asylum 
there, but was told that she could not. 
On completion of her prison sentence, 
she was transferred to a detention cen-
tre where her asylum claim was con-
firmed. Screening indicated that she was 
a victim of serious gender based vio-
lence and trafficking. She was unaware 
that she was HIV+ and was transferred 
to a hospital from detention. While the 
case manager worked with the woman 
to arrange discharge from the hospital, 
having secured support of a local NGO 
and social service, she was re-detained. 
This and the fact that the woman was not 
informed of reasons of her detention by 
the authorities throughout increased her 
mistrust of the system and anxiety. Fol-
lowing the case manager’s intervention, 
the woman was released from detention 
which contributed to major improvement 
in her wellbeing. She is now stable in the 
community and proactively engages with 
the pilot to work towards case resolution.

Case study – A3 
A young man with health problems was 
imprisoned for illegal crossing of the 
border. The case manager intensified 
support by providing weekly meetings 
with him at the time of his release from 
prison to stabilise his situation, as the 
risk of absconding and disengaging was 
deemed high, given that he had previ-
ous experience of immigration detention 
which traumatised him. The case manag-
er also liaised with his friend and an in-
termediary from his community to create 
a stable environment for him and help 
him to take positive steps to resolve his 
case, by exploring all legal options. Case 
management has had a positive impact 
on his ability to engage with immigration 
procedures and reduced his risk of ab-
sconding. He remains engaged with the 
pilot for nine months now.    

Case study – B7 
A man who is a potential survivor of tor-
ture had been in an irregular situation 
for almost a decade. His original asylum 
claim was not examined for years. When 
it was finally examined upon the request 
of his lawyer, it was refused. Recently, he 
was arrested by the police and detained, 
during which time he disclosed his tor-
ture experience. The case manager met 
the individual in detention and provided 
case management after his release. Case 
management support is positively influ-
encing the person’s outlook as it gives 
him a safe space to ask questions and 
receive necessary information about his 
case that fills gaps in his understanding: 
after avoiding the authorities for years, 
he has taken his own initiative to obtain a 
medical card. He remains engaged with 
the process and has been in the pilot for 
five months. 
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Other examples of effective case management 
interventions

B3 – Based on a holistic understanding of the individ-
ual’s situation, the case manager successfully made 
a recommendation to the authorities requesting the 
release from detention of the individual in a situation 
of long-term irregularity. After he was released, the 
case manager tried to negotiate conditions of release 
to ensure that they were not too onerous and were 
realistically achievable. 

B4 – After nearly a decade of non-contact with the 
authorities, the individual was very fearful of drawing 
attention to himself but was also desperate to find a 
solution to his immigration situation. Through holistic 
case management over months to explore all options, 
the individual was eventually able to make initial con-
tact with the authorities. 

B6 – Face to face screening by the case manager 
identified the individual’s vulnerability, which was not 
registered by the authorities. This ensured that she 
had access to appropriate support and services to be 
able to work on case resolution. 

C8 – The case manager was able to coordinate 
multi-stakeholder cooperation to address the individ-
ual’s multi-faced needs. 

C9 – The case manager was able to work with the in-
dividual so that he understands the need to seek help 
for his addiction problem, which can help him focus 
on resolution of his case. 

A5 – The client never received any legal advice for his 
case or any support. He now feels much more pos-
itive and engaged after case management started, 
because this enabled him to access legal advice for 
the first time. 

A8 – Due to his long-term disappointment with the 
authorities, the individual lived under the radar for 
many years. The case manager and the individual 
re-revisited all the risks and benefits of re-engaging 
with the authorities. The individual decided to make 
an application to regularise his status. 

Limitations of case management and possible barriers 
to case resolution
Case management appears to ease some of the difficul-
ties individuals experience in making steps towards case 
resolution. However, its effectiveness in stabilizing the 
individual or helping the individual to explore all available 
options can be hindered by a number of barriers. Some 
of these barriers are very specific to individual circum-
stances but there are also structural issues relating to 
the migration system itself such as minimum standards 
not being met or a lack of trust in the system based on 
individuals’ past negative experiences with the authori-
ties. Some of the examples of case management indi-
cate that addressing these issues and improving the mi-
gration system as a whole can probably encourage more 
case resolution in the community. 

B1 – The authorities failed to provide a registration 
number to the individual and refused his repeated 
requests for up to date information about his immi-
gration case. Although case management had some 
impact in other areas, it made no difference to the per-
son’s level of trust in the system which he believed to 
be unresponsive and unfair. 

B3 – When the individual was released from detention, 
the authorities did not provide any documentation 
about his status or information regarding his terms of 
release: this undermined and delayed the individual’s 
efforts to work towards case resolution. 

B3 – The individual was receiving inaccurate informa-
tion from exploitative private immigration lawyers and 
advisers. This caused great confusion and he did not 
know whom to believe in order to regularise his status. 
According to the CAP model, access to (competent) 
legal advice is part of minimum standards. 

B4 – While the individual is overall better engaged 
with his own immigration case thanks to case man-
agement, his severe depression caused by financial 
worries (inability to pay rent and bills) frequently fea-
tures in his conversation with the case manager. When 
minimum standards are not met, it can be difficult for 
individuals to focus on immigration procedures. 

B8 – The detained individual37 had serious psychiat-
ric vulnerability for which he was not able to access 
treatment because of his irregular immigration status. 
Although the individual was willing to engage with the 
case manager, his mental state made it challenging 

37  While case management on these ATD pilots is provided in the com-
munity and not in detention, the case manager made an exception for 
this particularly vulnerable case on a humanitarian ground. 
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even to establish chronology and facts of his complex 
immigration history and to engage in informed deci-
sion making or work towards case resolution. The 
case manager was also not able to identify a place 
where the individual could be safely released to and 
supported in the community. 

B9 – The individual’s past experience of prolonged 
detention and mishandling of his case heightened his 
sense of frustration and mistrust of the system. Case 
management allowed the individual to let off his anger 
and helped him to access necessary services. This in-
creased his sense of self-esteem and coping ability.

Many of the client summary sheets noted how a limited 
range of available legal avenues to regularise status or 
poor prospects of the person securing protection status 
when return was not considered to be an option had a 
negative impact on case management and created chal-
lenges in working towards case resolution. 

Do the pilots deliver the three benefits of ATD?

Most existing global research and studies share the view 
that there are broadly three areas of benefits to case 
management-based ATD in the community. They are:

‣ Compliance and case resolution
‣ Cost benefits 
‣ Protecting health and wellbeing

IDC’s There Are Alternatives explains that successful al-
ternatives to detention that deliver benefits in terms of 
cost, compliance and wellbeing outcomes usually con-
tain seven elements38. The seven elements are:

‣ Using screening and assessment to tailor manage-
ment and placement decisions

‣ Providing holistic case management focused on case 
resolution

‣ Focusing on early engagement
‣ Ensuring individuals are well-informed and trust they 

have been through a fair and timely process
‣ Ensuring fundamental rights are respected and basic 

needs are met
‣ Exploring all options to remain in the country legally 

and all avenues for voluntary or independent departure
‣ Ensuring any conditions imposed are not overly 

onerous

As we saw in the preceding sections, the ATD pilots in 
their wider national contexts currently fall short of guar-
anteeing all these elements. For example, while the pi-
lots might conduct in-depth screening and assessment 

38  IDC (2015), There Are Alternatives p.13.

of individuals, this is not necessarily part of the migration 
authorities’ practice. Many individuals come into contact 
with the pilots not when they start their immigration pro-
cess, but only after spending substantial amount of time 
in an irregular situation. Where the authorities do not ca-
ter for individuals’ basic needs and minimum standards 
are not met, the pilots have no means to fill such gaps. 

Bearing in mind such gaps might exist in the pilots, we 
will consider whether the pilots’ work to date delivers 
these three types of benefits – compliance and case res-
olution, cost benefits and protecting health and well-be-
ing. We also consider what other data is necessary for 
and complement such analysis so that this discussion 
can be advanced in the future evaluation exercise. Some 
of the discussions will revisit answers given on the client 
summary sheets39 that have been shared in earlier sec-
tions of this report. 

Compliance and case resolution? 
Compliance can mean different things to different stake-
holders40. The pilot implementers broadly understand 
this as engaging with the immigration procedures. 

As has been noted already, the quantitative interim re-
sults of the pilots show the vast majority (97%) of indi-
viduals remained engaged with immigration procedures 
through case-management-based ATD in the communi-
ty: only 3% disengaged or absconded41.

The Bulgarian pilot reported in February 2018 that ‘The 
evidence collected so far is suggestive that the rates 
of absconding of migrants who are supported through 
case management are much lower than the general 
rates (for Bulgaria, around 75% absconding rate for 
2015). These preliminary results have been used for ad-
vocacy before the authority nationally and at EU level.’42

39  Questions asked on the client summary sheets were:
 — In your view, has your case management support had any positive 

impact on the person’s ability to engage with the immigration 
procedures over time?

 — In your view, has your case management support had any positive 
impact on the person’s level of risk* over time?

 — In your view, has your case management support had any positive 
impact on the person’s level of trust in the system?

 — Has case management improved the individual’s ability to 
participate in informed decision making process in immigration 
procedures over time?

 — Has case management contributed towards timely and fair case 
resolution for the individual over time?

 — Is case management improving coping and well-being of 
individuals (that allows them to better engage with immigration 
procedures) over time?

40  For example, compliance is often understood by the authorities as 
individuals complying with orders to return to their country of origin. 
41  Note that several individuals received case management support 
while in detention, particularly when the pilots are negotiating their re-
lease from detention or their exceptionally severe vulnerabilities were 
deemed to require extra support on a humanitarian ground. 
42 In addition, according to another EPIM funded report, very few de-
portation orders are actually carried out in Bulgaria. ‘24,684 foreigners 
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When we look at the qualitative impact of case manage-
ment, it shows that in most cases it has positively influ-
enced progress towards timely and fair case resolution. 

The level of impact of case management on timely and 
fair case resolution

Further, answers to prompt questions show that in a vast 
majority of cases case management had a positive im-
pact on individuals to:

‣ Receive more information and advice that help them 
understand their own situations and better plan for 
their future

‣ Engage with case managers
‣ Take more initiative to contact the authorities and 

work on their immigration cases 
‣ Consider the consequences of their action
‣ Make more constructive choices about their immigra-

tion cases

All of these factors appear to help them to take steps 
towards case resolution. 

While the pilot experiences so far corroborate IDC’s anal-
ysis that case management can stabilise the individu-
al in the community and contribute to working towards 
case resolution, the number of case resolution actually 
achieved within the pilots is low: the quantitative data 
shows that out of 93 individuals who entered the pilots, 
there were only seven cases of case resolution (three se-
cured status and four returned to their countries of origin).  

“Case resolution is not the same as case manage-
ment although they often overlap. Case resolution 
is focused on finding a permanent or temporary mi-
gration outcome. While this responsibility ultimately 
sits with immigration authorities, case managers can 
contribute to timely case resolution by identifying le-
gal, practical and personal barriers to likely outcomes 
and working on shared solutions. Case resolution can 
draw from a range of solutions including various visa 
and departure options.”43

had deportation orders issued in conformity with the national legisla-
tion in Bulgaria in 2015. Out of them only 736 (3%) measures in respect 
of illegally residing persons have been carried out.’ Bulgarian Helsinki 
Committee (2016), Detention Mapping Report 
43  IDC (2015), There Are Alternatives p.52.

As the earlier section ‘case management in practice’ 
shows, the ATD pilots and impact of case management 
can be limited within flawed migration systems, which 
frequently do not meet the minimum standards neces-
sary for a functioning migration system that can effec-
tively avoid the use of detention and implement ATDs. 
These structural issues appear to undermine some cas-
es from reaching case resolution. The further evaluation 
will make recommendations to the states in which pilots 
were implemented what adjustments are necessary for 
a functioning migration system and ATDs, based on the 
data and observation generated by the pilots.   

Cost benefits?
Where costs of detention and costs of ATD are availa-
ble, global research and studies show that ATD are more 
cost effective than detention. There is an ongoing dis-
cussion about how cost effectiveness of ATD should be 
assessed44. For this particular evaluation process, com-
parison will be conducted in the future report between 
the running costs per person per day of ATD and the cost 
of detention per person per day in each national context, 
although the complexity of doing so was noted in the 
Network meeting in June 2018. 

At this point in time, we are not able to establish the en-
tire costs of ATD pilots in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Poland. 
Any costs of case-management based ATD in these 
countries would need to include the costs of meeting the 
minimum standards45. However, we are able to calculate 
an approximate cost of case management.46 

44  IDC’s draft paper (‘Evaluating alternatives to immigration detention 
May 2018’) (on file with the evaluator) on this subject also includes oth-
er approaches such as comparing capital expenditure, rate of review 
of negative decisions, costing independent departures versus deporta-
tion, avoiding litigation and compensation payouts and burden on the 
healthcare system (of individuals after release). 
45  According to the IDC’s CAP model, these minimum standards in-
clude: respect of fundamental right, basic needs, formal status and 
documentation, legal advice and interpretation, fair and timely case 
resolution and regular review of placement decisions. (IDC (2015), 
There Are Alternatives, p.27.) Of those, we can potentially calculate ap-
proximate costs of providing basic needs which include, for example, 
accommodation, subsistence, health and social care costs and oth-
er basic services and legal advice and interpretation in each country 
(however, it might be difficult to deduce a per person costs of statutory 
basic services where individuals’ levels of need vary considerably). On 
the other hard, it is likely to be much harder to calculate administra-
tive costs for conducting fair and timely status determination and case 
resolution, processing and producing documents or regularly reviewing 
placement decisions. At the Network meeting in Warsaw in June 2018, 
the implementers agreed to develop a common set of cost items which 
can be added to the cost of case management in order to produce 
more reliable figures for the costs of ATDs in their national contexts.   
46  See Annex 2 for how these figures were obtained. 

0% Negative impact

6% No impact

10% Limited impact

35% Some impact

42% Huge impact

6% Don’t know/can’t tell
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The cost of case management per person per day  
on the pilot

 

The unit cost of case management per person is expect-
ed to decrease, particularly for Cyprus and Poland, as the 
pilots engage more individuals, bringing down the unit 
cost further. There is a substantial setting-up cost at the 
beginning of the pilot and ongoing management costs, 
which are spread across the number of individuals who 
come into contact with the pilots. See Annex 2 for a note 
on how these figures have been derived. 

Protecting health and wellbeing?
In all cases, case management provided by the ATD pi-
lots had a positive impact on individuals’ coping ability 
and wellbeing. This is a crucial element that enables in-
dividuals to focus on their case resolution. Where only 
limited impact of case management was seen among 
the sampled cases, it was because either the person had 
a high level of well-being from the very beginning or the 
person was suffering from a serious untreated mental 
health issue. 

The level of impact of case management on the person’s 
coping and wellbeing

 
Interviews with individuals for the future evaluation will 
enable us to triangulate this data. 

Challenges relating to gathering and analysing 
qualitative data

One of the central pieces of work for the Network and 
pilot implementers was to establish a monitoring and 
evaluation framework that captures the qualitative im-
pact of case management. It was imperative that the 
framework goes beyond the conventional number-based 
model, which exclusively focuses on counting the num-
ber of individuals and case outcomes without examin-
ing individual circumstances that might have influenced 
their outcomes. 

As described earlier, the client summary sheet was de-
veloped over time after a series of discussions, including 
one trial run, as a tool for capturing qualitative data about 
the impact of case management within the available 
evaluation time and resource. The contentious issue of 
subjectivity in data collection and analysis remains; how-
ever, we believe our framework allows the case manag-
ers to measure, through reflection, changes in individuals 
who are receiving case management support based on 
their unique understanding of that individual. This sec-
tion lists some of the issues identified during this interim 
evaluation exercise which merit further attention. 

How do we rate the impact of case management on 
individuals and should it be more standardised? 
The way each pilot rated the qualitative impact of their 
cases management was variable. As the next page 
shows, Bulgaria’s “spread” is narrower, finding ‘huge im-
pact’ of case management in a vast majority of cases, 
compared to Cyprus or Poland. 

Bulgaria (as of Jan 2018) EUR 4–9

Cyprus (as of March 2018) EUR 19–38

Poland (as of Feb 2018) EUR 22–44

0% Negative impact

0% No impact

6% Limited impact

48% Some impact

45% Huge impact

0% Don’t know/can’t tell
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How each ATD pilot assessed the impact of their case management

Bulgaria

Cyprus

Poland

Ability to engage 
with immigration 
procedures

Level of risk Level of trust in 
the system

Informed 
decision 
making

Timely and 
fair case 
resolution

Coping and 
well being of 
individuals

Negative impact 0 0 0 0 0 0

No impact 0 0 0 0 0 0

Limited impact 0 0 0 0 0 0

Some impact 0 0 0 1 0 1

Huge impact 10 10 10 9 10 9

Don’t know/can’t tell 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ability to engage 
with immigration 
procedures

Level of risk Level of trust in 
the system

Informed 
decision 
making

Timely and 
fair case 
resolution

Coping and 
well being of 
individuals

Negative impact 0 0 0 0 0 0

No impact 0 0 1 1 0 0

Limited impact 2 1 3 0 2 1

Some impact 7 6 6 8 4 7

Huge impact 1 1 0 1 1 2

Don’t know/can’t tell 0 2 0 0 2 0

Ability to engage 
with immigration 
procedures

Level of risk Level of trust in 
the system

Informed 
decision 
making

Timely and 
fair case 
resolution

Coping and 
well being of 
individuals

Negative impact 0 0 0 0 0 0

No impact 0 0 1 0 1 0

Limited impact 1 1 2 1 1 1

Some impact 6 9 8 7 7 7

Huge impact 4 1 0 3 2 3

Don’t know/can’t tell 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0% Negative impact

0 0% No impact

0 0% Limited impact

2 3% Some impact

58 97% Huge impact

0 0% Don’t know/can’t tell

0 0% Negative impact

3 5% No impact

9 15% Limited impact

38 63% Some impact

6 10% Huge impact

4 7% Don’t know/can’t tell

0 0% Negative impact

2 3% No impact

7 11% Limited impact

44 67% Some impact

13 20% Huge impact

0 0% Don’t know/can’t tell

Bulgaria totals Cyprus totals Poland totals
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With these questions on the client summary sheet, we 
are attempting to capture impact over time, the level of 
change being the difference between the base line (i.e. 
when case management started) and where the indi-
vidual has reached when the client summary sheet was 
completed. The fact that the client summary sheets are 
completed by the case managers themselves means 
there is always going to be an element of subjectivity 
in their assessment of change47. This is inevitable as 
practical resource limitations do not permit other more 
resource-intensive ways of capturing this information, 
such as a review of all the case files and interviews with 
individuals by the evaluator. 

The Bulgarian pilot considered if the high proportion 
the cases they had assessed their case management to 
have had ‘high impact’ was due to their bias. Their view 
is that the base line for each case was very low to start 
with, hence the huge impact was achieved as a result of 
their case management. 

The Cypriot pilot shared that in compiling the client sum-
mary sheets, they assessed each case as a team of two 
case managers and a project manager via discussions. 
In their view, this way of collective case review was par-
ticularly useful in encouraging vigorous reflection and 
checking each other’s bias: case managers were more 
prone to downplay the level of impact their case man-
agement work has created (because from their point of 
view, their work is always a challenge) while those who 
were not directly involved in the case were able to ob-
serve and point out individuals’ change over time.

Following the interim evaluation exercise, the Network 
meeting in June 2018 discussed further how a more 
standardised assessment of impact could be conducted 
for the future evaluation. 

What level of information should be given in the client 
summary sheets? 
Under each cluster question of the client summary sheet, 
space was provided for the case managers to explain 
what barriers to case management existed and how they 
tried to overcome them48. 

This space was added to the client summary sheet be-
cause the case managers were anxious to have an op-
portunity to demonstrate their efforts, and it was felt im-
portant to record these efforts even when they did not 

47  Additionally, the base line for each individual could also be strucu-
turally determined by each country’s national migration system: the 
degree to which individuals going through the immigration system are 
already engaged with it can depend on how engaging the system is. If 
the system was already very alienating, a small amount of case man-
agement can yield huge positive impact. On the other hand, if the sys-
tem was already sufficiently user-friendly, case management might not 
have made much difference to the individual outcome. This is certainly 
a very interesting aspect to explore but is beyond the scope of this in-
terim evaluation exercise. 
48  See Annex 1 for the client summary sheet. 

lead to tangible results such as case resolution. We were 
also conscious that case management and case reso-
lution can be undermined by factors outside the pilots’ 
control and such information needed to be captured to 
assist our understanding and analysis of the limitations 
of case management. On a very practical level, this was 
the only way to identify barriers to case management 
without the evaluator having to read the entire case files 
of each individual. 

Significant difference in the type and depth of informa-
tion collected exists between the pilots. For example, 
while the Cypriot pilot reported that they identified par-
ticular barriers in case management in 93% of their re-
sponses to the questions about the impact of case man-
agement, this figure dropped down to 9% in the Polish 
pilot. In addition, some pilots provided far richer data on 
the nature of these barriers and how they were overcome 
than the rest. 

The amount of explanation given on the client summary 
sheets determines the extent to which we can confident-
ly detect and verify the depth of case management work. 
This is also where case management’s potential and lim-
itations can be further explored. We agreed to provide 
clearer instructions to the case managers on the types 
of information being sought in this section of the client 
summary sheet to gather better quality data next time. 
It was also agreed that a short ‘case study’ should be 
provided for each client summary sheet.   

Looking at commonalities and differences between the 
pilots’ data was useful in highlighting challenges that are 
inherent to subjective data gathering methods. It also 
brought into focus the need for each country’s data to 
be understood in the specificity of national-level migra-
tion patterns and systems and the operation of each pi-
lot. This will require some new research and we hope to 
look at each pilot separately in more details in the further 
evaluation report.   
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Positive effects of monitoring and evaluation 
exercise
During the process of reviewing the collated data and 
discussing challenges of monitoring and evaluation, the 
pilot implementers and the Network noted positive ef-
fects of completing the client summary sheets and con-
ducting this interim evaluation. 

“Although it does take some time to complete the 
client summary sheets, it helps us to see clearly the 
impact of our case management work. This makes 
us feel more confident going forward.”

“This will help us think about how we will do our own 
evaluation.”

“It gives us an opportunity to interpret these cases 
and explain them differently to ourselves.”

“A great opportunity to review and reflect how the 
case is going.”

“This allows the Network to exercise quality control 
of case management ATD programmes.  Especially 
if new organisations want to join the Network as 
an implementer, we can show them how we are 
benchmarking case management work.”

“We would like to think about incorporating case 
management approach to our organisation’s other 
work in general.”
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The data from the EPIM grantees in Bulgaria, Cyprus 
and Poland that this report has examined shows that it 
is possible to establish small-scale engagement-based 
alternative to detention pilots in the community with a 
relatively small amount of financial resources. 

The interim results of the ATD pilots show: 
‣ The vast majority (97%) of individuals remained 

engaged with immigration procedures through 
case-management-based ATD in the community: 
only 3% disengaged or absconded.49 

‣ Quality case management can increase individu-
als’ ability to work towards case resolution. Even 
with varied levels of vulnerability and wide diversity 
of circumstances, qualitative evaluation suggests 
that holistic and individualised case management 
can have a positive impact on individuals’ ability 
to engage with case resolution, including cases of 
great complexity and with previous experience of 
detention, when certain conditions are met.

The process of setting up the ATD pilots shows:  
‣ IDC’s Community Assessment and Placement 

model (CAP) acted as a useful conceptual frame-
work. Its non-prescriptive approach allowed each 
implementer to design a pilot in a way that fitted 
with its specific national context.

‣ The initial process of setting up the pilots required 
more time than anticipated and the pilots needed 
ongoing adjustments. While none of the ATD pilots 
operates as a formal part of the existing migration 
system, it was essential that they work with other 
stakeholders to coordinate multi-agency support 
for the individuals.  

‣ Building competency in case management was a 
challenge for all. Case management is a complex 
skill that is fundamentally different from legal case 
work or general psychological or practical support 
skills: it is more holistic, reflective and continuous, 
yet has a clear focus on working towards case res-
olution. 

49  Note that several individuals received case management support 
while in detention, particularly when the pilots are negotiating their re-
lease from detention or where exceptionally severe vulnerabilities re-
quired extra support.

Conclusion

Analysis of case management shows: 
‣ Case management alone, especially when applied 

only at the end of the immigration process, cannot 
rectify structural and long-term problems in the 
migration system that sometimes undermine case 
resolution. Nor can it compensate for gaps in the 
provision of minimum standards by states. It is 
challenging to address individuals’ lack of trust in 
the system.   

Relevance of the pilots for ATD discussions in Europe 
In the context of growing interest in turning the theory 
of alternatives to detention into practice in Europe50, the 
data and learning from the ATD pilots in Bulgaria, Cyprus 
and Poland offer a timely and practical intervention. 

For example, ‘The European Commission has recognised 
that “early intervention and holistic case management 
focused on case resolution” has been proven to be suc-
cessful as an alternative to detention.’51 The revised EU 
Return Handbook now contains an expanded section on 
ATD with a particular focus on ‘coaching’ towards case 
resolution52. Member States of the Council of Europe 
have recently adopted the guidance note, Analysis of the 
legal and practical aspects of effective alternatives to de-
tention in the context of migration53, of its Steering Com-
mittee on Human Rights. 

50  The European Commission (2017), Commission Recommendation 
(EU) 2017/2338 of 16 November 2017, establishing a common ‘Return 
Handbook’ to be used by Member States’ competent authorities when 
carrying out return-related tasks. Under the section ‘Benefits and Risks’, 
it states ‘Member States should develop and use a wide range of alter-
natives to address the situation of different categories of third-country 
nationals. Tailored individual coaching, which empowers the returnee 
to take in hand his/her own return, early engagement and holistic case 
management focused on case resolution has proven to be successful. 
A systematic horizontal coaching of all potential returnees, covering 
advice on possibilities for legal stay/asylum as well as on voluntary/
enforced return from an early stage (and not only once forced removal 
decisions are taken) should be aimed at.’. 
51  European Alternatives to Detention Network. 2018. Alternatives to 
detention. [ONLINE] Available at: https://www.atdnetwork.org/alterna-
tives-to-detention/. [Accessed 16 July 2018].  
52  The European Commission (2017), ANNEX to the COMMISSION 
RECOMMENDATION establishing a common “Return Handbook” to be 
used by Member States’ competent authorities when carrying out return 
related tasks. It states that there should be ‘A systematic horizontal 
coaching of all potential returnees, covering advice on possibilities for 
legal stay/asylum as well as on voluntary/enforced return from an early 
stage (and not only once forced removal decisions are taken)’ (p68).
53  Council of Europe, Steering Committee for Human Rights (CDDH)  
(2018), Analysis of the legal and practical aspects of effective alterna-
tives to detention in the context of migration 

It is possible to establish small-scale engage-
ment-based alternative to detention pilots in 
the community with a relatively small amount 
of financial resources. 
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Yet there have been few attempts to implement engage-
ment-based alternatives to detention in Europe until now. 
The ongoing ATD pilots can fill the knowledge gap by pro-
viding relevant evidence of effectiveness of case man-
agement and learning from operationalising ATD. The 
pilots should enrich ATD policy discussions and encour-
age a new approach to migration governance that moves 
away from the use of detention. 

Next steps
The next evaluation exercise intends to address the fol-
lowing issues. 

1) Improving qualitative data collection and analysis 
methodology 
This opportunity to test the agreed monitoring and eval-
uation framework helped us to identify its shortcomings:

‣ Some of the questions used in the client summary 
sheet need to be clarified to eliminate ambiguity, in 
order to generate more reliable data. 

‣ There should be a standard format for collecting case 
studies which captures key information about individ-
ual’s progress and setbacks while on the ATD pilots. 
This will help us understand better existing barriers, 
both structural and personal, faced by individuals 
when they are working towards case resolution and 
how individuals respond to case management. 

‣ We need to establish a standardised way of assess-
ing levels of impact of case management on individ-
uals across the different pilots. This will increase our 
confidence when comparing and aggregating data 
sets of different pilots. 

2) Advancing the analysis of whether the pilots deliver 
the three benefits of ATD
This report started our preliminary investigation into 
whether these pilots deliver the three benefits of ATD, i.e. 
compliance / case resolution, cost savings and protec-
tion of health and wellbeing, identified by existing stud-
ies. We will need further data to advance our analysis.

In looking at compliance and case resolution, the future 
evaluation can analyse larger data sets as the pilots will 
have assisted more individuals over a longer period. This 
should allow us to see whether a larger proportion of cas-
es will have achieved progress towards case resolution 
and why. More in-depth case studies should also provide 
further understanding of barriers to case resolution, gen-
erating country-specific learning and recommendations. 

This evaluation exercise gave us a chance to begin our 
discussion on what needs to be included when calculat-
ing the overall cost of ATD programmes. It is important 
to remember that the EPIM grants are mainly limited to 
the costs of case management. In the next evaluation ex-
ercise, we can collate other costs to produce estimates 

for the overall costs of ATD pilots in these countries, 
which can be compared to the cost of detention. 

Our analysis of benefits to health and wellbeing benefit 
can be enriched by information about individuals’ subjec-
tive experience of the pilots and their impact.     

3) Understanding migrants’ own experience and 
perception of the pilots
In this monitoring and evaluation exercise so far, mi-
grants’ own experience and perceptions are absent. 

We are planning to conduct interviews with individuals 
to understand better their experiences of case manage-
ment and in what way it has influenced their ability to 
engage with the immigration procedures and work to-
wards case resolution. We need to know what they see 
as strengths of this approach as well as what they see 
as problematic or missing. It is vital to place their voices, 
experiences and opinions at the centre of evaluation of 
the pilots and future policy discussions about effective 
engagement-based ATD to ensure transparency and ac-
countability. 

In conclusion, the ATD pilots in Bulgaria, Cyprus and Po-
land generate practical evidence and learning that can 
advance discussions about engagement-based alterna-
tives to detention. They broadly suggest that more peo-
ple at risk of detention can potentially benefit from case 
management in the community, thus avoiding detention. 
Further data analysis and research will help us better 
understand the ATD pilots’ benefits. This should involve 
specific attention to each national context and migrants’ 
own experiences of case management.

Migrants, civil society and governments share an inter-
est in fair, humane and effective immigration systems in 
which immigration detention is only used as an excep-
tional measure. It was evident during the evaluation pro-
cess that the implementers’ desire for detention reduc-
tion and commitment to upholding migrants’ rights and 
dignity shaped many aspects of the pilots. It is hoped 
that this report will assist the implementers to further im-
prove their ATD pilots and also contribute to the ongoing 
discussions on alternatives to detention. 
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Please complete this form for each case you are reporting for evaluation purposes.

Please also ensure you read client summary sheet ‘guide’, which is a separate document.   

Client number (country code followed by a number) (Pilot projects should keep a separate list that matches 
client number with the client’s name)

Profile information

Question 
number 

Question Data

1 Gender

2 Age group (use the age grouping that EU uses)

3 Nationality (we might delete this later)

4 Any vulnerabilities (use VST domains)

5 Any family and community ties in the country

6 Any conditions the person has been placed under 
by the authority  

7 The length of the time the person has been in the 
country (years, months, weeks)

8 Any experience of detention (length, number of 
instances of re-detention)

9 The length of the time in the pilot (months and 
weeks)

10 The frequency and duration of your interaction with 
the person (a brief description, such as if you have 
had face to face interactions and how long each 
such session was. Or frequency of telephone or 
other communications.)

11 How the person came into the project (from deten-
tion, from community, referred by another organisa-
tion, self-referral, other)

12 What was your assessment of risk (of disengaging 
and/or absconding) at the time of induction? (High 
risk, medium risk, low risk, don’t know)

13 Is the individual staying in touch with the project, dis-
engaged from the pilot, absconded from the author-
ities, has moved on as a result of case resolution 
(regularisation, return, removal), other? 

14 Anything else you want to add about this person’s 
personal resources, vulnerability, protection factors 
or risk factors? 

Annex 1 Client summary sheet
February 2018

EPIM ATD network client summary 
sheet (version 2 – REVISED after a call 
on 2 Feb 2018)
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Case management information

1. In your view, has your case management support had any positive impact on the person’s ability to 
engage with the immigration procedures over time? 

2. In your view, has your case management support had any positive impact on the person’s level of risk 
over time?

3. In your view, has your case management support had any positive impact on the person’s level of trust 
in the system over time?

Cluster 1 – informed decision making

1. Has case management improved the individual’s ability to participate in informed decision making 
process in immigration procedures over time?

2. Were there particular barriers to engaging with immigration procedures with regards to participating in 
informed decision making (at the beginning of or during case management support)? What were they? 
Have they been overcome?

Cluster 1 - Prompt questions:

3. Are they receiving more information and advice than before to help them understand their own situa-
tion and plan for their future better?

Yes No Don’t know

4. Are they making more constructive choices about their immigration cases? (For example, did they have 
any intention to go underground / abscond before?)

Yes No Don’t know

5. Are they feeling more confident in engaging with immigration procedures?

Yes No Don’t know

6. Are they better engaged with case managers?

Yes No Don’t know

7. Are they better able to consider consequence of their actions?

Yes No Don’t know

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell
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Cluster 2 – timely and fair case resolution

1. Has case management contributed towards timely and fair case resolution for the individual over time?

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell

2. Were there particular barriers to contributing towards timely and fair case resolution (at the beginning 
of or during case management support)? What were they?  Have they been overcome?

Cluster 2 - Prompt questions:

3. Are they taking more initiatives to contact the authorities? Do they more regularly work on their immi-
gration cases? Are they taking steps to progress their case resolution?

Yes No Don’t know

4. Can they exercise their legal and other rights better?

Yes No Don’t know

5. Can they explore all options, including regularisation better?

Yes No Don’t know

6. Are they cooperating better with any conditions that have been set for them by the authorities? 

Yes No Don’t know

7. Do you think the authorities have more/better information about the individuals’ cases now, because of 
better communication?

Yes No Don’t know
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Cluster 3 – coping and well-being of individuals 

1. Is case management improving coping and wellbeing of individuals (that allows them to better engage 
with immigration procedures) over time?

Negative  
impact

No impact Limited impact Some impact Huge impact Don’t know/
can’t tell

2. Were there particular barriers to improving the individual’s coping and well-being (at the beginning of or 
during case management support)? What were they? Have they been overcome?

Cluster 3 - Prompt questions:

3. Are they less vulnerable?

Yes No Don’t know

4. Do they have a stronger hope for the future?

Yes No Don’t know

5. Do they have more trust in the system than before?  

Yes No Don’t know

6. Is their psychosocial wellbeing better (community activities, psychological state)?

Yes No Don’t know

7. Is their subsistence situation better? 

Yes No Don’t know

8. Is their accommodation situation better? 

Yes No Don’t know

9. Are they more stabilised than before? Do they more regularly keep in touch with the project?  

Yes No Don’t know

Final question

10. Any other observations? 

What undermined, blocked or limited potentially positive impact of your case management support for this 
individual? Or what factors led to a particularly favourable outcome for this person?
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Bulgaria Cyprus Poland

Total grant 134,512 83,219 120,000

Total grant spent on ATD 
pilots

80,707*

*It is impossible to deduce 
this figure as the Bulgarian 
grant covers a far wider 
range of activities. As a ball-
park figure, it is estimated 
that 60% of the grant to be 
used on ATD.

83,219 120,000

The number of individuals 
supported by the pilots.  
We are using the figures 
reported in their 12 or 9 
month monitoring reports. 

50 38 screened and 12 on 
the pilot. 

15 adults with 13 
children.

Cost per individual EUR 1,614 EUR 2,190–6,935

(the first figure includes 
those who were only 
screened ie 83,219 divided 
by 38)

EUR 8,000 (per adult)

Cost per individual per day. 
We assume each individual 
receives between 6 months 
and 12 months of case man-
agement support. 

EUR 4–9 EUR 19–38

(for this calculation, we 
used EUR 6,935 figure.)

EUR 22–44

Notes
‣ These costs only relate to case management: they do not include services and material covered by minimum stan-

dards. 
‣ The cost per individual / day will go down as the project takes on more individuals to the pilots. 
‣ The one-off costs of setting up the project as well as advocacy and management are included in the grants. 

Annex 2 ATD pilots cost analysis
April 2018
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