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Asylum, immigration
and integration

The year 2012 saw progress in the negotiation of the European Union (EU) asylum instruments under review,
although no new legislation was formally adopted. Solidarity among EU Member States on asylum issues remained
limited, with the United States resettling more refugees from Malta than all European states together. Increased
attention was devoted to statelessness, an issue that has so far remained unexplored in many EU Member States.
Certain protective provisions of the Return Directive, such as the need to provide alternatives to detention or
forced return monitoring, are, in practice, only slowly being implemented. As of year‑end, 16 EU Member States had
national‑level action plans on integration, and nine of those monitored integration via the use of indicators.

The issues covered in this chapter and
the next, on borders and visa policies,
are affected by proposed changes to EU
funding in the area of home affairs for the
years 2014 to 2020, tabled by the European
Commission in 2011 and under negotiation in
2012. The proposal foresees a consolidation
of currently existing funds into two major
funds – the Asylum and Migration Fund and
the Internal Security Fund – and an almost
40 % budget increase to €10.9 billion. The
proposed Asylum and Migration Fund will be
a core source of funding for many government
and non‑governmental organisation (NGO)
projects implemented in the EU.

1.1.	Asylum
The EU’s five‑year plan in the field of justice
and home affairs that covers asylum, known
as the Stockholm Programme, required
the EU to agree on a Common European
Asylum System (CEAS) by the end of 2012.
A number of components are required to
finalise the CEAS, including the revision
of six regulations or directives, two of
which were dealt with in 2011, as well as
enhanced practical cooperation through the
European Asylum Support Office (EASO).

Key developments in the area of asylum, immigration and integration
• The European Parliament and the Council of the European Union reach
a compromise following intense negotiations on solutions for most of the
provisions of the asylum acquis subject to revision, but they leave formal
publication of the revised instruments to 2013.
• The European Asylum Support Office (EASO) publishes its first two
country‑of‑origin reports describing the situation in Afghanistan and
develops the first EU‑wide methodology on country‑of‑origin information.
• The Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) delivers preliminary
rulings on five asylum cases in 2012, bringing to 15 the total number of
preliminary rulings on asylum matters to date.
• Two more EU Member States adopt national legislation in 2012
on alternatives to detention, leaving only one EU Member State
with a mandatory detention policy. The use of detention for
immigration‑related reasons, however, remains widespread and
alternatives to detention are still little used.
• Two more EU Member States introduce return monitoring systems under
the Return Directive, bringing the number of countries with an effective
return monitoring system to 15.
• The European Commission enhances the European Web Site on
Integration, providing a virtual platform to kick‑start public discussion,
policy initiatives and dialogue amongst stakeholders, in both
non‑governmental and governmental organisations.
• The Immigrant Citizens Survey, which covered 15 cities in seven EU
Member States, finds that most immigrants are interested in voting and
that three out of four want to become citizens.
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Table 1.1:

EU asylum‑related instruments to be reviewed by the end of 2012
EU instrument

Original document

Revision

Extension to refugees of the
Long‑Term Residents Directive

Council Directive 2003/109/EC

2011/51/EU

Qualification Directive

Council Directive 2004/83/EC

2011/95/EU

Dublin II Regulation

Council Regulation (EC) No. 343/2003

pending

Eurodac Regulation

Council Regulation No. 2725/2000

pending

Reception Conditions Directive

Council Directive 2003/9/EC

pending

Asylum Procedures Directive

Council Directive 2005/85/EC

pending

Source: FRA, 2013

In 2012, political agreement was reached on most of
the proposed amendments for three of the remaining
instruments, although the revisions were not formally
completed by year‑end.
Informal tripartite meetings attended by representatives
of the European Parliament, the Council of the European
Union and the European Commission on Eurodac started
in December 2012 (see Table 1.1). Separately, a rise in
asylum applications by nationals from visa‑free western
Balkan countries in various EU Member States per‑
suaded the EU to work on introducing a mechanism to
suspend visa‑free travel (see Chapter 2).
As to the work still needed on the instruments
to complete the CEAS, the EU completed nego‑
tiations in 2012 on the recast Reception Conditions
Directive (2003/9/EC). This directive describes common
standards of reception and treatment of asylum seekers.
The recast contains a list of grounds for detention and
regulates detention conditions. It will have revised pro‑
visions on access to the labour market and identification
of persons with special needs. Detention of children
seeking asylum remains possible; separated children
can only be detained under exceptional circumstances.
In December 2012, an agreement was reached
between the European Parliament and the Council of
the European Union in the revision negotiations for
the Dublin II Regulation – the EU’s legal instrument to
determine which EU Member State is responsible for
examining any given asylum application.
The system of responsibility established by the Dublin
Convention in 1990, and which was subsequently
incorporated into EU law by Regulation 343/2003
(Dublin II Regulation), has undergone several adjust‑
ments. These include introducing a range of pro‑
tection‑related provisions regarding the applicants
under this procedure, such as the: right to informa‑
tion; guaranteed effective remedy and free legal
assistance; a single ground for, and limited duration
of detention; and enlarged reunification possibilities
for unaccompanied minors and dependent persons.
A mechanism for early warning preparedness and crisis
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management – replacing the European Commission’s
proposal for a mechanism for suspension of transfers –
was introduced in the final compromise.
The European Commission published a further proposal
in May 2012, which would amend the existing Eurodac
Regulation ((EC) No. 2725/2000). The European
Parliament and the Council are still discussing this
matter. The current Eurodac Regulation allows Member
States to collect and compare asylum applicants’ fin‑
gerprints, which makes the application of the Dublin II
Regulation possible in practice. In December 2012, the
European Parliament voted in favour of giving the police
access to Eurodac for law‑enforcement purposes, albeit
under strict safeguards. The negotiations on detailed
rules concerning access to the Eurodac database, as well
as other provisions of the regulation, are still on‑going.
Negotiations also advanced on the proposed changes
to the Asylum Procedures Directive (2005/85/EC),
although no agreement was reached by year‑end on
a number of substantive points, such as safeguards
for traumatised persons.

1.1.1.	 EU solidarity in the field of
asylum
EU funding in the field of asylum, which was under
review in 2012, is supplemented by other solidarity
measures. These include, among others, EASO’s work
and a voluntary relocation scheme from Malta.
EASO further expanded its activities in 2012, working
not only on the ground, but also on the development
of early‑warning tools, training materials and quality
initiatives. On the operational side, EASO asylum sup‑
port teams were deployed to Luxembourg in spring
2012, when the country was faced with a substantial
increase in asylum applications. Asylum support teams
also continued to work in Greece throughout the year.
EASO launched the development of an early warning
and preparedness system on asylum, which makes it
possible to gather information on asylum flows and
assess the preparedness of EU Member States’ asylum

Asylum, immigration and integration

Table 1.2: Relocation from Malta (departures), 2008–2012
Year

Departures to EU Member States
and Schengen‑associated countries

2008

0

2009
2010

Departures to
the US

Departures to
other countries

Total number of
departures
175

175

0

106

188

0

294

221

244

0

450

2011

164

176

4

344

2012

105

307

8

420

Total (last
five years)

596

1,090

12

1,698

Source: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees Malta, 2013

systems. It managed the European Asylum Curriculum,
a core training tool primarily aimed at national asylum
officers, and began supporting EU Member States to
improve the quality of their asylum systems, starting
with the personal eligibility interview.
Member State experiences on age assessments were
collected with a view to possibly developing guidance
on the matter in 2013. EASO published its first two
country‑of‑origin reports on Afghanistan in July and
December 2012,1 produced the first EU‑wide guidance
on the methodology for such reports2 and published its
first annual report on the EU asylum situation.3 Moreover,
EASO promoted practical cooperation among EU Member
States and civil society organisations, particularly in light
of the increased arrivals from Afghanistan and Syria.
The EU continued to implement a voluntary intra‑EU
relocation scheme for beneficiaries of international
protection in Malta in 2012, a pilot project established
to support Malta and known as Eurema. However, as
Table 1.2 shows, the number of persons relocated to
EU Member States and Schengen‑associated countries
has consistently been smaller than those resettled from
Malta to the United States (US). In 2012, in particular,
almost three times as many persons left for the US as
resettled in a European country.4

1.1.2.	 Case law developments
The CJEU played an increasingly important role in
clarifying the meaning of unclear provisions in EU
asylum law, issuing six judgments in 2012 on asylum
cases referred by national courts for a preliminary

ruling.5 The six 2012 decisions brought to 15 the total
number of preliminary rulings the CJEU has made on
asylum matters (two in 2009, four in 2010, three in 2011
and six in 2012), with an additional seven cases pending
at year end. Table 1.3 provides an overview of all CJEU
referrals for preliminary rulings and of the decisions
taken in the field of asylum to date.
Three of the six decisions taken by the CJEU in 2012
are described in greater detail. In the joined case of
Y and Z,6 the CJEU was called upon to define which acts
may constitute persecution on the ground of religion.
Specifically, the Court confirmed that the definition of
acts of persecution for religious reasons also covered
interferences with the freedom to manifest one’s faith.
It further noted that an asylum seeker cannot reason‑
ably be expected to give up religious activities that
can put his or her life in danger in the country of origin.
In CIMADE,7 the CJEU clarified how to apply the
Reception Conditions Directive (2003/9/EC) in transfer
requests under the Dublin II Regulation (343/2003).
The CJEU held that an EU Member State seeking to
transfer asylum seekers under the Dublin II Regulation
is responsible, including financially, for ensuring that the
asylum seekers have the full benefit of the Reception
Conditions Directive until they have physically been
transferred. The directive aims at ensuring the appli‑
cation of the articles on human dignity and the right
to asylum of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the
European Union. Therefore, EU Member States must also
grant minimum reception conditions to asylum seekers
awaiting a Dublin II Regulation decision.
5

1
2
3
4

EASO (2012a); EASO (2012b).
EASO (2012c).
EASO (2012d).
For a more comprehensive analysis of the Eurema project,
see: EASO (2012e).

6
7

CJEU, Joined Cases C-71/11 and C-99/11, Bundesrepublik
Deutschland v. Y and Z, 5 September 2012; CJEU, C-277/11,
M.M. v. Minister for Justice, Equality and Law Reform,
Ireland and Attorney General, 22 November 2012; CJEU,
C-179/11, Cimade and GISTI v. Ministre de l’Intérieur, de
l’Outre‑mer, des Collectivités territoriales et de l’Immigration,
27 September 2012; CJEU; C-620/10, Kastrati, 3 May 2012;
CJEU, C-245/11, K v. the Bundesasylamt, 6 November 2012.
CJEU, Joined Cases C-71/11 and C-99/11, Bundesrepublik
Deutschland v. Y and Z, 5 September 2012, paras. 72 and 80.
CJEU, C-179/11, Cimade and GISTI v. Ministre de l’Intérieur, de
l’Outre‑mer, des Collectivités territoriales et de l’Immigration,
27 September 2012.
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Ruling

2009

2010

2010

2010

2010

2012

2011

2012

2012

Pending

Pending

Referral

2007

2008

2009

2009

2010

2011

2011

2011

2011

2012

2012

Year

Referring court

Cessation and revocation of refugee status due to change of
circumstances
Right of Palestinians to be recognised as refugees – meaning of
receiving protection or assistance by the UN Relief and Works
Agency (UNRWA)

Joined Cases from C-175 to C-179/08,
Abdulla, decision of 2 March 2010
Case C-31/09, Bolbol, decision of
17 June 2010

Right of Palestinians to be recognised as refugees – meaning of
when protection or assistance by UNRWA has ceased entitling
a person to the benefits of the directive
Conditions for recognition as a refugee: homosexuality as a reason
for persecution
Definition of acts of persecution on account of religion
Subsequent examination for refugee status and for subsidiary
protection, right of the applicant to be heard
Persecution on ground of homosexuality: concept of particular
social group and interpretation of the discretion requirement
Whether the reference to a situation of ‘internal armed conflict’
contained in the definition for persons eligible for subsidiary
protection must be interpreted in accordance with international
humanitarian law (Common Article 3 to the Geneva Conventions)

Case C-364/11, El Kott and Others, deci‑
sion of 19 December 2012
Case C-563/10, Khavand, removal order
of 11 March 2011
Joined Cases C-71/11 and C-99/11,
Bundesrepublik Deutschland v. Y and Z,
decision of 5 September 2012
Case C-277/11, M. M., decision of
22 November 2012
Joined Cases C-199, 200 and 201/12, X,
Y, Z, pending reference
Case C-285/12, Aboubacar Diakite,
pending reference

Fővárosi Bíróság – Hungary

Oberverwaltungsgericht für
das Land Nordrhein‑Westfalen,
Münster – Germany

Conseil d’Etat – Belgium

Raad van State – Netherlands

High Court – Ireland

Bundesverwaltungsgericht – Germany

Korkein oikeus – Finland

Possibility for judicial authority to refuse to execute a European
Arrest Warrant on persons who have applied for asylum in that
state

Joined Cases C-57/09 and C-101/09,
Possible exclusion from refugee status due to membership in an
Bundesrepublik Deutschland v. B and D,
organisation involved in terrorist acts
decision of 9 November 2010

Person eligible for subsidiary protection, assessment of the risk of
suffering serious harm

Legal issue(s)

Case C-465/07, Elgafaji, decision of
17 February 2009

Qualification Directive 2004/83/EC

Case reference

Case C-105/10 PPU, Gataev and Ga‑
taeva, removal order of 3 April 2010

Bundesverwaltungsgericht – Germany

Fővárosi Bíróság -– Hungary

Bundesverwaltungsgericht – Germany

Raad van State – Netherlands

Table 1.3: CJEU case law on a
 sylum
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2011

Pending

2012

2009

2011

2012

2012

Pending

Pending

Pending

Pending

2010

2011

2011

2008

2010

2010

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

Source: CJEU database

Note: 2012 decisions in grey.

Ruling

Referral

Year

Accelerated procedure for applicants of a particular nationality;
effective remedy

Case C-175/11, HID and BA, pending
reference

Withdrawal of an application for asylum before the Member State
responsible for examining that application has agreed to take
charge of the applicant
Interpretation of the humanitarian clause in the case where
a daughter‑in‑law and her new‑born baby are dependent on the
asylum seeker

Case C-620/10, Kastrati, decision of
3 May 2012
Case C-245/11, K, decision of
6 November 2012
Case C-648/11, MA and Others, pending
reference
Case C-528/11, Halaf, pending reference

Case C-4/11, Federal Republic of Germa‑ Obligation of Member States to take responsibility where there is
ny v. Kaveh Puid, pending reference
a risk of violation of EU Charter rights or procedural guarantees
Case C-666/11, M and Others, pending
reference

Kammarrätten i Stockholm – Migra‑
tionsöverdomstolen — Sweden

Asylgerichtshof – Austria

Court of Appeal (Civil Division) –
United Kingdom

Админстративен съд София
-град – Bulgaria

Hessischer
Verwaltungsgerichtshof – Germany

Oberverwaltungsgericht für das Land
Nordrhein‑Westfalen – Germany

Time limits to effect a transfer, meaning of ‘absconding’ within
Dublin Regulation

Use of the sovereignty clause where Member State legislation
does not comply with the EU Charter’s right to asylum

Determination of the responsible Member State when the appli‑
cant is an unaccompanied minor

Obligation to transfer an asylum seeker to the Member State
responsible and issue of compliance by that Member State, with
fundamental rights

Joined Cases C-411/10 and C-493/10,
N.S. and M.E. and others, decision of
21 December 2011

Court of Appeal (England & Wales)
(Civil Division) – United Kingdom and
High Court of Ireland – Ireland

Start of the period for implementation of transfer of the asylum
seeker where an appeal has suspensive effect under national law

Obligation to guarantee asylum seekers minimum reception condi‑
tions during the Dublin procedure

Case C-19/08, Petrosian, decision of
29 January 2009

Dublin II Regulation (EC) No. 343/2003

Case C-179/11, Cimade, decision of
27 September 2012

Reception Conditions Directive 2003/9/EC

Accelerated asylum procedure and right to an effective judicial
review

Legal issue(s)

Case C-69/10, Samba Diouf, decision of
28 July 2011

Asylum Procedures Directive 2005/85/EC

Case reference

Kammarrätten i Stockholm,
Migrationsöverdomstolen – Sweden

Conseil d’État – France

High Court – Ireland

Tribunal administratif – Luxembourg

Referring court

Asylum, immigration and integration
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In K, 8 the CJEU applied the humanitarian clause in
Article 15 of the Dublin II Regulation. Ms K submitted
an asylum request in Poland and subsequently moved
to Austria, where her son was living with his family. Her
daughter‑in‑law was dependent on Ms K’s assistance,
as she suffered from a serious illness, had a disability
and would risk violent treatment at the hands of male
members of the family, on account of cultural traditions
seeking to re‑establish family honour. The CJEU affirmed
that where the conditions listed in Article 15 (2) are
satisfied, the humanitarian clause must be interpreted
as meaning that a Member State that is not responsible
for examining an application for asylum pursuant to the
criteria laid down in Chapter III of the Dublin Regulation
becomes so responsible, even though the Member State
responsible under the Dublin criteria did not make
a request as required by Article 15 (1).
The European Court of Human Rights’ (ECtHR) also
made a number of key related rulings, including I.M.
v. France9 on accelerated asylum procedures. The case
concerned a Sudanese person from Darfur who, after
receiving a removal order, applied for asylum and was
therefore automatically processed under an accelerated
procedure without sufficient safeguards. The acceler‑
ated procedure had much narrower filing windows than
the regular procedure, with the time limit for lodging the
application reduced, for example, to five from 21 days.
Nevertheless, despite the stricter time limit and the fact
that he was in detention awaiting removal, the applicant
was still expected to adhere to the requirements of the
normal procedure – submitting a comprehensive appli‑
cation in French, with supporting documents. While the
applicant could have challenged his deportation order
before an administrative court, under the accelerated
procedure he had only 48 hours to do so, as opposed
to the ordinary procedure’s two months. The ECtHR
concluded that the applicant’s asylum application was
rejected without the domestic system, as a whole,
offering him a remedy concerning his complaint
under Article 3 of the European Convention on Human
Rights (ECHR), which prohibits torture and inhuman
or degrading treatment.

8
9
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CJEU, C-245/11, K v. the Bundesasylamt, 6 November 2012.
ECtHR, I.M. v. France, No. 9152/09, 2 February 2012,
paras. 136–160.

FRA ACTIVITY

Presenting EU and Council
of Europe law on asylum, borders
and immigration
To acquaint legal practitioners who are not
specialists in asylum, borders and immigration
law with the field, FRA and the ECtHR drafted
a joint handbook in 2012 to provide a first point
of reference on both EU and ECHR law on these
subject areas. The handbook explains how EU
law, the ECHR, the European Social Charter and
other relevant Council of Europe instruments
regulate these issues. The Handbook on European
law relating to asylum, borders and immigration
breaks down the relevant laws by topic, showing
where the EU and the Council of Europe legal
systems converge and where they differ. The
handbook, which follows a 2011 joint publication
with the ECtHR on European non‑discrimination
law, is expected to be released in June 2013.
For more information, see: FRA and ECtHR (2013), Hand‑
book on European law relating to asylum, borders and
immigration, Luxembourg, Publications Office

1.2.	 Stateless persons
The latest available Eurostat statistical data show
that some 35,000 stateless persons, 200,000 persons
of unknown nationality and 325,000 recognised
non‑citizens – primarily Russian speakers in the
Baltics10 – were staying in the EU in 2011.11 A stateless
person is a person who is not considered a national by
any state under the operation of its law.12
The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees’
(UNHCR) statistics – which are based on the defini‑
tions included in the 1954 Convention relating to the
Status of Stateless Persons and therefore do not report
‘recognised non‑citizens’ separately – refer to some
450,000 stateless persons in the EU, mainly in Latvia
and Estonia.13 In 2011, 2,425 stateless persons and 3,095
persons with unknown citizenship applied for asylum
in the EU, numbers similar to 2010.14

10 In Latvia, recognised non‑citizens in Latvia, who do not hold
Latvian nationality, have a broad set of rights, including
permanent residence status, consular protection abroad
and are protected from expulsion. In Estonia, most have
long‑term resident status under Directive 2003/109/EC of
25 November 2003.
11 Eurostat (2013a).
12 UN, 1954 Convention relating to the Status of Stateless
Persons, 28 September 1954, Art. 1 (1).
13 UNHCR, Statistical online population database, data extracted
on 22 January 2013; database available at: http://www.unhcr.
org/pages/4a013eb06.html.
14 Eurostat (2013b).
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The international legal regime on statelessness
is composed of two core instruments, the 1954
Convention Relating to the Status of Statelessness
(1954 Convention) and the 1961 Convention on the
Reduction of Statelessness (1961 Convention). These
are integrated at the Council of Europe level by the 1997
European Convention on Nationality and by the 2006
Convention on the avoidance of statelessness in relation
to State succession. In June 2012, the ECtHR ruled that it
was a violation of the ECHR15 to ‘erase’ former citizens
of Yugoslavia who were still permanent residents of
Slovenia but who had failed to request Slovenian citi‑
zenship within a six‑month time limit.

In 2012, the UNHCR issued four guidelines covering the
definition of stateless persons, statelessness determi‑
nation procedures, the status of stateless persons at
a national level and the right of every child to a nation‑
ality.17 Reports mapping statelessness in the United
Kingdom as well as in the Netherlands and in Belgium
were published in late 2011–2012; revealing gaps in the
identification and protection of stateless persons.18 In
the EU, civil society engagement in the field of state‑
lessness also grew significantly. The European Network
on Statelessness (ENS) – a coalition of NGOs and aca‑
demics – was established in 2012 and by year‑end had
64 members, 51 of which were from the EU.19

To mark the 50th anniversary of the adoption of the 1961
Convention as well as the 60th anniversary of the 1951
UN Refugee Convention, the UNHCR organised a min‑
isterial meeting in Geneva on 7 and 8 December 2011.
In the run‑up to the meeting, many states pledged to
take action to reduce or prevent statelessness.16

EU law does not regulate the acquisition of citizen‑
ship, which also includes the acquisition of EU citizen‑
ship as enshrined in Article 20 of the Treaty on the
Functioning of the EU (TFEU). 20 Loss of citizenship,
however, may trigger EU law, if this also entails loss of
EU rights.21 In this context, the provisions of the 1961
Convention on the withdrawal, renunciation and loss
of citizenship provide important benchmarks. Half of
the EU Member States are party to this convention and
more have expressed their intention to ratify it. In addi‑
tion, at the UN High‑level Meeting on the Rule of Law
held in September 2012, the EU and its Member States
collectively pledged to accede to the 1954 Convention
and consider accession to the 1961 Convention.22

Half of the EU’s Member States – Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Denmark, France, Hungary, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sweden
and the United Kingdom – as well as Croatia committed
themselves to taking action in the area of stateless‑
ness. Such commitments ranged from considering
joining the 1961 Convention (Belgium, Luxembourg,
Portugal and Spain) to reviewing the implementa‑
tion of the 1954 Convention (for example, Austria and
the United Kingdom).
Hungary, one of the few states with a formal operational
statelessness determination procedure, agreed to
share its good practices, tools and experiences with all
interested states. In addition, between February and
September 2012, in cooperation with UNHCR, Hungary
conducted a Quality Assurance and Development Project
resulting in the preparation of a handbook for eligibility
officers as guidance in the statelessness determination
procedure. Moreover, declarations made to Articles 23
and 24 of the 1954 Convention were lifted in July.
Croatia committed to facilitating access to civil
registration and documentation to reduce the number
of stateless persons and planned to pay particular
attention to Roma in this process. The EU committed
to supporting UNHCR efforts and to prevent and end
statelessness in compliance with the principles of the
1961 Convention. In fulfilment of this commitment,
Bulgaria and Portugal acceded to the 1954 Convention
Relating to the Status of Statelessness and the 1961
Convention on the Reduction of Statelessness in March
and October 2012, respectively.
15 ECtHR, Kurić and Others v. Slovenia [GC], No. 26828/06,
26 June 2012.
16 UNHCR (2012a).

1.3.	 Immigration and return
1.3.1.	 Legal migration
The need to facilitate legal migration and mobility in
response to the ageing of the EU’s population continued
to guide migration policy in 2012, despite the EU eco‑
nomic situation. In 2012, the EU made progress on two
draft directives in support of more coherent admission
systems: the proposed Directive on Intra‑corporate
Transferees23 and the Seasonal Workers Directive.24

17 UNHCR (2012b); UNHCR (2012c); UNHCR (2012d); UNHCR
(2012e). For more information, see also: Molnár, T. (2012).
18 UNHCR (2011a); UNHCR (2011b).
19 See: www.statelessness.eu.
20 Under para. 1 “Citizenship of the Union shall be additional
to and not replace national citizenship”; see also: European
Court of Justice (CJEU), C-369/90 [1009] I-4239, Micheletti,
7 July 1992; CJEU, C-192/99 [2001] ECR I-01237, The Queen v.
Secretary of State for the Home Department ex parte Kaur,
20 February 2001.
21 CJEU, C-135/08 [2010] ECR II-05089, Rottmann v. Freistaat
Bayern, 2 March 2010, paras. 41–45.
22 Delegation of the European Union to the United Nations
(2012).
23 European Commission (2010a).
24 European Commission (2010b).
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Figure 1.1: State Parties to the 1961 Convention on Reduction of Statelessness, EU-27 and
Croatia, December 2012

State Parties
States which have
signed but not ratified
the Convention
States which are
considering accession
to the Convention
States which are
not Parties to
the Convention

Note:

The information on EU Member States considering accession is taken from pledges made at the Ministerial meeting in Geneva
on 7–8 December 2011.

Source:

FRA, 2012

Once adopted, the proposed Directive on Intra‑corporate
Transferees will facilitate the secondment of key
personnel of third‑country companies to a branch of
the same company in the EU. The Seasonal Workers
Directive will enable seasonal workers, upon presenta‑
tion of a work contract or a binding job offer, to ben‑
efit from simplified admission rules. This directive will
entitle them to certain minimum standards of working
and living conditions and access to a complaint mecha‑
nism if employers violate their rights.
The European Commission published a Green Paper on
the right to family reunification of third‑country nationals
living in the European Union followed by public consul‑
tations on various aspects of the Family Reunification
Directive (2003/86/EC).25 Consultation topics included:
25 European Commission (2011a).
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the scope of the application of the directive; require‑
ments for family reunification such as eligibility and
integration measures; waiting periods and rules for
entry and residence of family members; asylum‑related
questions; fraud; abuse and procedural issues.
Most EU Member States did not advocate reopening the
Family Reunification Directive. Many participating inter‑
national organisations, social partners and NGOs called
for guidance on the implementation of the directive as
well as better enforcement, including through infringe‑
ment procedures.26 In follow‑up to the consultation, the
European Commission decided to convene a group of
experts to improve the implementation of the directive
and related cooperation among Member States.27
26 European Commission (2012).
27 Council of the European Union (2012a).
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The rights of family members are an important aspect
of the Blue Card Directive (2009/50/EC), which regulates
the entry and residence in the EU of highly qualified
third‑country nationals. The directive foresees condi‑
tions for family reunification and access to the labour
market (Article 15) that are more favourable than those
applied under the Family Reunification Directive.
At the end of 2012, family members of Blue Card holders
in most EU Member States thus benefited from cer‑
tain advantages over other third‑country nationals in
acquiring residence and work permits, such as simpler
and swifter issuance procedures, exemptions from
certain requirements, longer validity of permits, and
immediate effect of family reunification and access to
employment and more permanent residency.
Specifically, family members may join a Blue Card
holder, independent of his/her prospects of obtaining
permanent residence and having a minimum period of
residence. They are exempt from integration require‑
ments in advance of family reunification and may access
the labour market without any time limit. Family mem‑
bers’ residence permits, which are to be issued within
six months of an application, should be valid for as long
as those of the Blue Card holder.
In some Member States, there are no specific rules for
family members of Blue Card holders and the same
procedures apply as for other third‑country nationals
under the Family Reunification Directive (for example,
Italy28 or Poland.29 In others, family members of Blue
Card holders are entitled to favourable conditions as
the following examples illustrate.
The Employment Act in Bulgaria explicitly provides that
family members of Blue Card holders who usually reside
in Bulgaria are equal to Bulgarian nationals in terms
of labour, social security and employment rights.30 In
Austria, a ‘red‑white‑red card plus’ grants unlimited
access to the labour market.31 France provides a tem‑
porary residence permit allowing unlimited access to
the labour market under the ‘accompanying family’
procedure.32 Germany waives pre‑entry requirements
on age and proof of German language skills for spouses
of Blue Card holders and also grants family members
of Blue Card holders unlimited access to the labour

28 Italy, Legislative Decree No. 108, 28 June 2012.
29 Poland, Act amending the Act on foreigners and the Act
on employment promotion and labour market institutions,
27 April 2012.
30 Bulgaria, Employment Act, 1 January 2002, new Art. 74в,
amendment from 15 June 2011.
31 Austria, Federal Act concerning the settlement and residence
in Austria, para. 41 a; Austria, Migration platform of the
federal government (2013).
32 France, Law No. 2011-672 on immigration, integration and
nationality, 16 June 2011.

market.33 Latvia simplifies the rules concerning work
permits34 and does not introduce any waiting period
or requirements for family reunification allowing for
immediate family reunification. Croatia harmonised its
provisions of the Aliens Act on the eligibility of entry
and residence of third‑country citizens for the purposes
of employment of highly qualified labour force with
the Directive. The harmonised provisions will enter into
force on the day Croatia accedes to the EU.
Another public consultation at EU level in 2012 dealt with
the migration of international students and researchers.
In view of a revision of the two directives on admitting
third‑country national students and researchers35 fore‑
seen in the 2012 Commission Work Programme, the con‑
sultation collected opinions on the future rules on the
entry and residence of non‑EU researchers, students,
pupils, trainees and volunteers. The European Migration
Network carried out a study in 2012 that analysed the
immigration of international students to the EU. The
study concluded that the Student Directive 2004/114/EC
led to a certain approximation of national legislation
on conditions for admission and stay of third‑country
national students. However, international students are
still facing barriers during and after their studies, most
prominently in freely accessing the labour market,
in obtaining visa and residence permits, in accessing
public healthcare and in the right to be accompanied
by family members.
The CJEU considered specific provisions of the Long‑term
Residents Directive (2003/109/EC) in 2012. In Kamberaj,36
the CJEU included housing benefits among the core
benefits to be provided to third‑country nationals by
interpreting Article 11 (4) of the directive in light of
Article 34 of the EU Charter on social security and social
assistance. In Commission v. the Netherlands,37 the CJEU
held that the Netherlands had imposed excessive and
disproportionate charges for granting residence permits
to third‑country nationals who are long‑term residents,
and to members of their families.

1.3.2.	 Rights of migrants in an irregular
situation
EU Member States took further steps to implement the
Employers Sanctions Directive (Directive 2009/52/EC).
33 Germany, Residence Act, 8 June 2012; Germany, Federal
Ministry of the Interior (2012); and Germany, Regulations
on the Procedure and the Admission of Foreigners Living in
Germany to Engage in Employment, para. 3 (1).
34 Latvia, Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 553 on work
permits for third‑country nationals, 21 June 2010.
35 Council Directive 2004/114/EC, OJ 2004 L 375/12; Council
Directive 2005/71/EC, OJ 2005 L 289/15.
36 CJEU, C-571/10 [2012], Servet Kamberaj v. Istituto per l’Edilizia
sociale della Provincia autonoma di Bolzano (IPES) and
Others, 24 April 2012.
37 CJEU, C-508/10, European Commission v. Kingdom of the
Netherlands, 26 April 2012, para. 70.
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The European Commission addressed reasoned opinions
to Belgium, Cyprus, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Finland,
Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and Sweden in 2012 for
failing to transpose the directive on time. New legisla‑
tion transposing the directive entered into force in sev‑
eral Member States, including Cyprus,38 Italy,39 Poland,40
Portugal 41 and Slovenia. 42 In contrast, Belgium 43
Luxembourg and Sweden could not fully complete the
legislative process to transpose the directive in 2012.
The Employers Sanctions Directive contains provisions
aimed at protecting the rights of migrants in an irregular
situation. According to Article 6, EU Member States must
make mechanisms available to ensure that migrant
workers in an irregular situation may either introduce
a claim against an employer for any remuneration due
or may call on a competent authority of the EU Member
State concerned to start recovery procedures. In addi‑
tion, Article 13 (4) of the directive envisages temporary
residence permits to child victims, as well as to victims
of particularly exploitative working conditions who
cooperate with the justice system.
In practice, however, these protective provisions have
not yet shown tangible results. While not all EU Member
States may experience situations of particularly
exploitative working conditions to the same degree,
of the eight EU Member States that provided informa‑
tion on the number of residence permits issued to
victims of particularly exploitative working conditions
in 2012 (Austria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece,
Hungary, Latvia, Slovenia and Slovakia), only Austria
actually issued such permits, providing them to one
man and eight women. Even in this case, however,
it is unclear if these cases would also have qualified
for a temporary residence permit under the 2004
Trafficking Directive (2004/81/EC).
The situation appears to be similar regarding claims
to recover any remuneration due to a worker, where
successful court cases – such as the one submitted
by a worker without a residence permit in the
Netherlands44 – remained rare.

38 Cyprus, Amendments to the Aliens and Immigration Law
(N 100(I)/2012), 6 July 2012.
39 Italy, Legislative Decree No. 109 of 16 July 2012, entered into
force 9 August 2012.
40 In Poland, the law implementing the Employers Sanction
Directive entered into force on 21 July 2012.
41 Portugal, Law 29/2012, 9 August 2012.
42 Slovenia, Act amending the Prevention of undeclared work
and employment act, 18 July 2012.
43 The proposal for an implementing law was approved by the
Council of Ministers in May 2012 and was pending before the
Federal Parliament at year‑end. It was subsequently adopted
on 11 February 2013 and published on 22 February 2013. See:
Delafortrie, S. and Springael, C. (2012).
44 See: Netherlands, LJN: BX0143, Sector kanton Rechtbank
Zwolle, 591648 CV 12-1394.
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Throughout 2012, the European Commission continued
to support EU Member States in the transposition
of the Return Directive (2008/115/EC), including
by organising two Contact Committee meetings in
March and September.
The Commission also launched an organised programme
of work on the transposition of the Directive in 2012,
including an in‑depth analysis of national legislation and
bilateral talks with Member States to discuss specific
transposition‑related issues. These discussions also
covered those provisions in the Return Directive that
provide for safeguards and rights of migrants in return
procedures, such as detention orders and conditions.
The CJEU issued an additional ruling on the Return
Directive in December 2012, relating to the imposition
of fines as a criminal sanction for irregular stays.45 This
brings to four the number of cases the CJEU has already
ruled on with respect to the Returns Directive, with two
requests for a preliminary ruling still pending.46 Table 1.4
provides an overview of these cases.
The European Committee of Social Rights (ECSR)
adopted a statement of interpretation of Article 17 (2) of
the European Social Charter on education for children in
January 2012.47 The Committee noted that access to edu‑
cation is crucial for every child’s life and development
and that the child’s life would be adversely affected
by the denial of access to education. It concluded that
States Parties are required, under Article 17 (2) of the
Charter, to ensure that children unlawfully present in
their territory have effective access to education equal
to that of any other child.
Access to healthcare for migrants in an irregular situation
continued to be a topic of policy discussions in some
EU Member States. In Spain, the Foreigners Act was
amended in April, limiting equal access to healthcare
for undocumented migrants to emergency assistance,
healthcare for persons under 18 years of age and care
during pregnancy, childbirth and postpartum.48
In Sweden, the government agreed to provide access to
healthcare for migrants in an irregular situation at the
same level as for asylum seekers. This covers health‑
care which cannot be postponed, including maternity
care.49 Children will have full healthcare access. Regional
governments (landsting) may further regulate access
on a par with residents. The new rules are expected to
enter into force on 1 July 2013.

45 CJEU, C-430/11, Md Sagor, 6 December 2012.
46 CJEU, C-534/11, Arslan, pending; CJEU, C-297/12, Filev and
Osmani, pending.
47 ECSR (2012).
48 Spain, Royal Decree Act 16/2012, 20 April 2012.
49 Sweden, Decision by the Swedish government, 28 June 2012.
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A different discussion on healthcare – though not limited
to migrants in an irregular situation – emerged in Greece,
as it presented amendments to immigration legislation
in April 2012, which would allow detention of asylum
seekers and possible deportation of third‑country
nationals who have an infectious disease or belong to
a group at high risk of infection. Such groups included
sex workers, people who inject drugs, people ‘who live
in conditions which do not fulfil the elementary rules of
hygiene’ and people at risk ‘because of their country
of origin’. There was no assessment as to whether
a person posed an actual public health risk.50 UNAIDS
stressed the discriminatory nature of the new immigra‑
tion law and called for its immediate review.51
In addition, in May 2012 the Greek Police disclosed the
names and photographs of HIV‑positive sex workers,
some of whom were in an irregular situation, after
having arrested them and subjected them to com‑
pulsory HIV testing. This raised a number of concerns
about breaches of confidentiality of personal health
data, imposition of criminal charges based on HIV status
and discrimination. The Greek Ombudsman said that
publishing the photos and personal data of the HIV
positive women “not only violates rights inextricably
linked to the respect of human dignity and status of the
patient but is also an ineffective means of prevention
and protection of public health”.52 On 20 April 2012, the
European Commission asked the European Centre for
Disease Prevention and Control (ECDC) to carry out a risk
assessment mission on the HIV situation in Greece. FRA
participated as an observer.53

The criminalisation of migrants in an irregular situation
raised concern within the Council of Europe and the
UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights
(OHCHR).56 To reduce the risk that apprehensions of
migrants in an irregular situation unduly affect funda‑
mental rights, FRA prepared guidance.

FRA ACTIVITY

Safeguarding fundamental rights when
apprehending irregular migrants
In collaboration with EU Member States, in 2012
FRA drew up a list of dos and don’ts in 2012 to avoid
disproportionate interference with a person’s
human rights when detecting and apprehending
migrants in an irregular situation. The operational
guidance – developed together with immigration
law enforcement authorities in EU Member States,
relevant ministries, the European Commission and
other stakeholders – follows up work on migrants
in an irregular situation carried out by FRA in 2011.
Migrants in an irregular situation should not,
for example, be targeted for apprehension at
or near medical facilities when seeking medical
assistance. Nor should such establishments be
required to share migrants’ personal data with
immigration law enforcement authorities for
potential return purposes.
FRA presented the guidance on 26 September
to the Council Working Party on Integration,
Migration and Expulsion (Expulsion Formation)
and on 28 September to the Contact Committee
of EU Member State representatives, which the
European Commission convenes to discuss issues
related to the Return Directive.

Some EU Member States took steps related to the
detection and apprehension of migrants in an irregular
situation. France abolished the ‘crime of solidarity’,
the legal provision that sanctioned natural and legal
persons who lent support to irregular migrants. The
revised Article L622-4 of the Code of entry and stay
of foreigners and asylum rights, as modified by Law
No. 2012-1560, excludes the criminalisation of humani‑
tarian and non‑profit based acts.54

The EU’s anti‑trafficking strategy

To facilitate the apprehension of migrants in an
irregular situation, the United Kingdom Border Agency
introduced a database to allow anyone who knows of
a person in an irregular situation to report that person
to the authorities.55

In June 2012, the European Commission adopted the EU
Strategy towards the eradication of trafficking in human
beings 2012–2016. The strategy suggests a number of
measures to be implemented in five priority areas,
namely (continued on p. 26):

50
51
52
53
54

Greece, Law 4075/2012, Art. 59, paras. 1–2.
UNAIDS (2012).
Greece, Ombudsman (2012).
ECDC (2012).
France, Law No. 2012-1560 on detention for verification
of the right to stay in France and amending the
offence of aiding an illegal entry or stay, in order to
exclude humanitarian and non‑vested interest actions,
31 December 2012, Art. 8–12.
55 The Telegraph (2012).

For more information, see: FRA, Apprehension of migrants
in an irregular situation – fundamental rights considera‑
tions, available at: http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/
fra-2013-apprehension‑migrants‑irregular‑situation_en.pdf

56 Council of Europe, Commissioner for Human Rights (2012);
see also expert meeting ‘Human Rights at International
Borders: Exploring Gaps in Policy and Practice’ organised
by the OHCHR, in cooperation with the Global Alliance
Against Traffic in Women (GAATW), available at:
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Migration/Pages/
OHCHRExpertconsultationExploringGapsinPolicyandPractice.
aspx.
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Ruling

2009

2011

2011

2012

Referral

2009

2011

2011

2011

Year

Tribunale di
Rovigo – Italy

Cour d’appel de
Paris – France

Corte d’appello di
Trento – Italy

Админстративен съд
София –град – Bulgaria

Referring court

Table 1.4: CJEU case law on the Return D
 irective

Case C-430/2011, Md
Sagor, decision of
6 December 2012**

Case C-329/11,
Achughbabian,
decision of
6 December 2011

Case C-61/11 PPU,
El Dridi, decision of
28 April 2011*

Case C-357/09 PPU,
Kadzoev, decision of
30 November 2009

Case reference

National legislation repressing illegal
stay by means of a fine which may be
replaced by an expulsion order – Home
detention order – Compatibility as long
as the enforcement of that order comes
to an end as soon as it is possible to
physically transport the individual con‑
cerned out of that Member State

National legislation repressing illegal
stays by criminal sanctions – Previ‑
ous exhaustion of coercive measures
referred to in Article 8 of the Return
Directive – third‑country national stay‑
ing illegally in that territory with no
justified ground for non‑return

Prison sentence for illegally staying
third‑country nationals in the event of
refusal to obey an order to leave the
territory of a Member State

Concept of ‘reasonable prospect of re‑
moval’ – Maximum duration of deten‑
tion when the execution of a removal
decision was suspended – Conditions
for immediate release

Legal issue(s)

In a similar case (No. 2560/2012 filed with the
registry on 17 December 2012) the Tribunal of
Monza, Criminal Chamber acquitted the accused of
the crime of illegal stay under Article 10bis of the
Italian Immigration Law, in that such conduct was
no longer to be considered a crime under the Italian
legislation. The case is now pending with the Court
of Cassation.

Detention for verification of the right to stay in
France (maximum 16 hours) was introduced by Law
No. 2012-1560 on detention for verification of the
right to stay in France and amending the offence of
aiding an illegal entry or stay, in order to exclude
humanitarian and non‑vested interest actions of
31 December 2012 (Article L 611-1-1 CESEDA)

The Court of Cassation, Criminal Chamber (opinion
of 5 June 2012, No. 9002) and the Court of Cassa‑
tion, Civil Chamber (judgments Nos. 959 and 965 of
5 July 2012) recognised that the application of cus‑
tody on remand (guarde à vue) for the sole reason
of irregular stay was not anymore allowed.

A fine substituted the prison sentence: Article 14
(5-ter) (5-quater) of the Italian Immigration
Law was amended by Law Decree, No. 89 of
23 June 2011, [converted into law by Law No. 129
of 2 August 2011, which entered into force on
6 August 2011].

The 2009 Law on foreigners allows extension of
detention beyond six months if the person poses
a threat to national security or public order. Bulgaria
prepared legislative proposals according to which
national security will as such not be a ground for
prolonging the period of detention.
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Pending

2012

2012

2012

Source:

Bundesgerichtshof –
Germany

Amtsgericht
Laufen – Germany

Nejvyšší správní soud –
Czech Republic

Referring court

Case C-83/12 PPU,
Minh Khoa Vo, deci‑
sion of 10 April 2012
(This case, which is
on the Visa Code, also
relates to the Return
Directive)

Case C-297/12, Filev
and Osmani, pre‑
liminary reference of
3 August 2012

Case C-534/11, Arslan,
pending reference
(hearing held on
7 November 2012)

Case reference

Notion of illegal stay within the scope
of application of the Visa Code –
National legislation under which
assisting illegal immigration constitutes
a criminal offence in cases where the
persons smuggled hold visas which
they obtained fraudulently

National legislation providing that ex‑
pulsions/deportations have unlimited
effect, unless the person concerned
lodges an application within a certain
time limit – Criminal sanctions related
to expulsion/deportation which oc‑
curred more than five years prior to
re‑entry

Detention for the purpose of removal –
Grounds for detention in case the for‑
eign national applied for international
protection

Legal issue(s)

-

-

-

Follow up by EU Member States

CJEU database

** The same preliminary issues examined in the Sagor case were also raised in other preliminary references submitted by Italian judges to the CJEU in the course of 2012; however, they were declared
inadmissible as the facts of the case were not sufficiently clear: Case C-73/12, Ahmed Ettaghi, inadmissibility order of 4 July 2012, Case C-74/12, Abd Aziz Tam, inadmissibility order of 4 July 2012 and
Case C-75/12, Majali Abdel, inadmissibility order of 4 July 2012.

* Following this judgment, a number of pending references lodged in the course of 2011 by Italian courts to the CJEU concerning the same legal matter were withdrawn by the submitting judges and
then struck off the list: Case C-113/11, Cherni, removal order of 26 May 2011; Case C-50/11, Emegor, removal order of 21 June 2011; Case C-60/11, Mrad, removal order of 21 June 2011; Case C-63/11, Austine,
removal order of 21 June 2011; Case C-156/11, Music, removal order of 21 June 2011; Case C- 140/11, Ngagne, removal order of 29 June 2011; Case C-43/11, Samb, removal order of 6 July 2011; Case C-187/11,
Vermisheva, removal order of 6 July 2011; Case C-120/11, Kwando, removal order of 13 July 2011. An identical preliminary reference was declared inadmissible as the facts of the case were not sufficiently
clear: Case C-364/11, Abdallah, inadmissibility order of 8 September 2011.

2012 decisions highlighted in grey.

Pending

2011

Notes:

Ruling

Referral

Year
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•• identifying, protecting and assisting victims of
trafficking;
•• stepping up the prevention of trafficking in human
beings;
•• working to increase prosecution of traffickers;
•• enhancing coordination and cooperation among
key actors and policy coherence;
•• increasing knowledge of, and effective response to,
emerging concerns related to all forms of traffick‑
ing in human beings.
In October, the Council of the European Union endorsed
these areas, and invited EU Member States to implement
these recommendations.57 EU agencies mentioned in
the strategy (EASO, European Police College, European
Institute for Gender Equality, Europol, Eurojust, FRA
and Frontex) were invited to further coordinate their
work in the field of trafficking in human beings, in
partnership with Member States, EU institutions and
other parties. EU agencies were also invited to develop
relevant best practice guides to assist Member States
in tackling the problem.

EU Action Plan on unaccompanied minors
In September 2012, the Commission adopted the
mid‑term report on the implementation of the Action
Plan on unaccompanied minors 2010–2014. The report
shows how a common EU approach has enabled more
effective cross‑cutting policy reflections on how to
address the situation of children, regardless of their
migratory status. Challenges still remain, such as the
collection of comparable data to properly assess the
situation, age assessment, family tracing, funding or
cooperation with third countries.

1.3.3.	 Alternatives to detention
EU law allows for the detention of a migrant in an
irregular situation to implement a return decision, pro‑
vided certain conditions are fulfilled. While detaining
irregular migrants remains a common EU practice, it is
one that raises concerns among international organisa‑
tions and civil society actors.58
According to Article 15 of the Return Directive,
deprivation of liberty is only lawful in order to prepare
a return or removal, in particular where there is a risk
of absconding or fear that the migrant would otherwise
jeopardise his or her removal.
57 Council of the European Union (2012b).
58 See, for example: Council of Europe, CPT (2012a); UNHCR
(2012f); Human Rights Watch (2012); Pro Asyl (2012).
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In cases where no such risk exists, migrants should be
allowed to continue to stay and live in the community.
Where such a risk is found to exist, authorities must
examine, under Article 15 (1) of the Return Directive read
in conjunction with Recital 16, whether such a risk can
be effectively mitigated by resorting to non‑custodial
measures – known as alternatives to detention – before
issuing a detention order.
The UNHCR issued revised guidelines in 2012 on the
detention of asylum seekers and refugees. The revised
guidelines stress that asylum seekers should in principle
not be detained, and outlines the exceptional circum‑
stances under which deprivation of liberty can occur,
provided certain safeguards are in place.59
Alternatives to detention, which reduce the need for
custodial measures, include a wide set of measures,
such as residence restrictions, the duty to report regu‑
larly to the police or release on bail. Custodial meas‑
ures led to violent incidents again in 2012, resulting,
for example, in the death of a Malian in Malta in June60
and a protest in Igoumenitsa, Greece in October.61
Efforts to reduce child detention continued. In its 2012
report to the Government of the Netherlands, the
European Committee for the Prevention of Torture and
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CPT)
recommended, for example, that the Dutch authorities
avoid, as far as possible, detaining families with chil‑
dren. If, in exceptional circumstances, detention cannot
be avoided, its period should not exceed the maximum
duration provided by law, that is, 28 days.62
Croatia introduced several alternatives to detention
in its national legislation in 2012, namely the duty to
surrender documents, to deposit sureties, designated
residence and regular reporting.63
At the end of 2011, Cyprus also added the possibility
to apply alternatives to detention to its national law,
without, however, defining any concrete alternative.64
Malta is the only remaining EU Member State to
maintain a mandatory detention policy, allowing for
the application of alternatives to detention only when
release is considered.
The Netherlands launched four small‑scale pilot
projects, which will be evaluated in 2013. These include,
for example, imposing an obligation to report to the
Aliens Police in combination with the provision of
59 UNHCR (2012f).
60 Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly (PACE) (2012).
61 Platform for International Cooperation on Undocumented
Migrants (PICUM) (2012).
62 Council of Europe, CPT (2012b).
63 Croatia, Aliens Act, 1 January 2012, Art. 136 (3).
64 Cyprus, Aliens and Migration Law, 2011, Art. 18ΠΣΤ (1).
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Table 1.5: Types of alternatives applied by EU Member States, EU-25 and Croatia
Country
AT
BE
BG
CZ
DK
DE
EE
EL
ES
FI
FR
HU
IE
IT
LV
LT
LU
NL
PL
PT
RO
SE
SI
SK
UK
HR
Notes:

Duty to surren‑
der documents

Bail/
sureties

Regular
reporting

Designated
residence

×

×

×

Designated resi‑
dence & counselling

Electronic
monitoring

×

×**

×
×
×

×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
x
×
×
×
×
×
×

×

×

×

×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×

×
×

×
×

×*
×

×
×

×*

×
×
×
×
×

×
×

×
×
×
×

×

×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×
×

×

×

×

×

Bold/blue indicates changes that occurred in 2012. Cyprus and Malta not included: Cyprus does not name any alternatives in its
law and in Malta, alternatives operate only when release is considered.
* Concerns minors whose guardianship is entrusted to an agency or an individual (Article 115.2.3, Lithuanian law on legal status of
aliens, Dutch Aliens Circular para. A6/5.3.3.3).
** In the United Kingdom, the duty to surrender documents is imposed on all individuals who do not have permission to stay and
is therefore not an alternative to detention per se.

Sources: Austria, Alien Police Act 2005, Section 77 (3) (release on bail introduced on 1 July 2011); Belgium, Aliens Act, Art. 74 (5)–74 (8);
Bulgaria, Law on Foreigners, Art. 44 (5); Croatia, Aliens Act, Art. 136/3; Czech Republic, FORA, Art. 123; Denmark, Danish Aliens
Act, Art. 34 (1) (i) (ii) (iii) and (iv) as well as Art. 34 (2)–(5), and Art. 34a (1); Estonia, Obligation to Leave and Prohibition on Entry
Act, Section 10; Finland, Finnish Aliens Act 301/2004, Art. 118, 119 and 120; CESEDA, Art. L 552-4, L 552-4.1 (electronic monitoring
introduced in 2011 for persons caring for a child) and L 552-5; Germany, Residence Act (AufenthG) at Sections 50 (5) and 61; Greece,
Law 3907/2011, Art. 30 (1) in conjunction with Art. 22 (3); Hungary, Admission and Right of Residence of Third‑Country Nationals
Act II, Sections 62 and following; Ireland, Immigration Act 2004, Section 14 (1), and Immigration Act 2003, Section 5 (4); Italy, Law
Decree No. 89 of 23 June 2011 (Official Gazette No. 129 of 23 June 2011), Art. 3 (1) (d) (2); Latvia, Immigration Law, Section 51 (3);
Lithuania, Law of the Legal Status of Aliens Act, Section 115.2; Luxembourg, Loi du 1er juillet 2011 modifiant la loi du 29 août 2008
sur la libre circulation des personnes, amendements to Art. 120 and 125; Netherlands, Aliens Act, Art. 52 (1), 54 and 56–58 as
well as Aliens Circular, para. A6/1.1 and para. A6/5.3.3.3; Poland, Act on Aliens, Art. 90.1 (3); Portugal, Law 23/2007 of 4 of July,
Art. 142 (1); Romanian, Aliens Act, Art. 102–104 (applicable to tolerated persons); Slovakia, Act No. 404/2011 of 21 October 2011 on
residence of foreigners (in force since 1 January 2012); Slovenia, 2011 Aliens Act, Art. 73, 76 and 81 (2); Spain, Act 4/2000, Art. 61;
Sweden, Aliens Act, 2005:716, Chapter 10, Sections 6 and 8; United Kingdom, Immigration Act 1971, Schedule 2, paras. 4, 21, 22 and
29–34 and for electronic monitoring see Asylum and Immigration (Treatment of Claimants, etc.) Act 2004, s. 36

assistance by the Repatriation and Departure Service
to aliens obliged to return who are staying with reli‑
able private individuals or organisations. Another pilot
consists in the payment of a deposit by or on behalf of

aliens obliged to leave the country, which is refundable
upon verification that the alien has left EU territory.65
65 Netherlands, Parliament, Second Chamber (2011). See also:
Netherlands, National Ombudsman (2012); and Netherlands,
Government (2012).
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Slovakia’s new Law on Residence of Foreigners came
into force in January 2012, introducing two alternative
measures to detention with designated residence and
the possibility of financial sureties.66

1.3.4.	 Forced return monitoring

Table 1.5 provides an overview of the types of
alternatives provided for in national law, although some
countries also use other additional alternatives.67

Third‑country nationals who do not fulfil the conditions
for entering or staying in the EU receive a return deci‑
sion, which the authorities may enforce if it is not com‑
plied with voluntarily. Frontex‑coordinated operations
alone returned 2,110 persons in 2012, roughly the same
as in 2011 when 2,059 persons were returned.

The inclusion of alternatives to detention in national
legislation is not itself a guarantee that alternatives
are used in practice. Several EU Member States do not
yet collect statistics on alternatives to detention, which
makes it difficult to assess the extent to which they are
actually used. In other Member States, 2012 statistics
were not available at the time this report went to print.

The Return Directive requires EU Member States to
establish an effective return monitoring system.
Fundamental rights concerns during forced returns may
relate, for example, to the treatment of returnees by
the authorities enforcing return, returnees’ access to
information, legal remedy and communication, holding
conditions and safeguards for vulnerable persons.

Table 1.6 provides a comparison between persons
subjected to detention and those subjected to alterna‑
tives to detention in the eight EU Member States for
which this information could in part be collected, as
well as in Croatia. In all these countries, detention is
more common than the use of alternatives. While some
EU Member States (for example Austria, the Czech
Republic or Romania) make regular use of alternatives,
this does not appear to be the case in others.

Effective monitoring benefits both the person to be
removed as well as the removing agency.68 It reduces
the risk of ill‑treatment by law enforcement authorities
during the return process, provides feedback on the
operation, increases accountability, helps to de‑escalate
tensions, identifies and verifies possible infringements
immediately and can thus reduce the need for litigation
and improve public acceptance of returns.
For the first time, the Committee for the Prevention
of Torture (CPT) examined the treatment of foreign
nationals during a removal operation by air. A CPT
delegation monitored a charter flight between London

Table 1.6: Number of detained migrants and of persons to whom alternatives to detention were imposed in
2012, eight EU Member States and Croatia
Country

Persons in
detention

Persons to whom
alternatives
were applied

AT

4,561

924

BG

685

15

CZ

152

59

LT

234

1

Number includes
detention in
transit zones

Period covered

Number includes
asylum seekers

2012

Yes

No

Jan–June

Yes

No*

Jan–June

No

Yes

Jan–June

No

No

LV

207

34

2012

No

No

RO

668

206

2012

No

No

SI

359

21

2012

No

No

SK

72

1

Jan–June

No

No

HR

784

6

2012

No**

No

Notes:

* Indicates that figures on detention do not include asylumseekers but figures on alternatives may.
** Indicates that the total number of detained persons includes asylum seekers, but the number of persons to whom alternatives
to detention were imposed excludes asylum seekers.

Source:

National statistics, 2013

66 Slovakia, Law No. 404/2011 on Residence of Foreigners that
alters and amends certain laws, 21 October 2011.
67 FRA (2012), pp. 50–51.
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68 Ibid., p. 51 and following.
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and Colombo, Sri Lanka, in the context of an ad hoc visit
to the United Kingdom from 22 to 24 October.69

Establishment of effective monitoring
systems in 2012
Systems of forced return monitoring can be effective
and operational if they cover all activities undertaken
in respect of removal, from pre‑departure to arrival and
reception in the destination country, and if they are car‑
ried out on an on‑going basis by an organisation which
is independent of the authorities enforcing return.70
In late 2011 and 2012, two EU Member States, Belgium
and Cyprus, introduced an independent monitoring
system by law.71 Belgium designated the General
Police Inspection service, albeit without structural
funding, whereas Cyprus named no specific entity,
instead appointing the Ombudsman for this function
who demanded that additional staff be appointed to
her Office as a prerequisite.
Portugal designated the Aliens Service (Serviço de
Estrangeiros e Fronteiras) as the authority responsible
for return monitoring.72 The Aliens Service cannot,
however, be considered independent, as it is the same
agency implementing returns.
Romania consolidated the monitoring system in 2012
following amendments to the Aliens Act adopted in the
second half of 2011. In Poland, the Helsinki Foundation for
Human Rights was invited to accompany a return flight
in a pilot project supported by an EU fund which supports
Member States in improving return management, the
Return Fund. In Estonia, following an agreement with
the Red Cross made in 2011, return monitoring became
operational. In August 2012, the return monitor at
Düsseldorf airport in Germany and the Serbian National
Preventive Mechanism cooperated in monitoring all
phases of a return flight from Germany to Belgrade,
except for the flight itself, according to information from
the Diakonie Rheinland‑Westfalen‑Lippe e.V.
As illustrated in Figure 1.2, at the end of 2012, legislation
or cooperation agreements between the authorities
and the monitoring body in 15 Member States, including
the United Kingdom which is not bound by the Return
Directive, provide for independent return monitoring.
These either provide a legal basis for monitoring returns
in general or designate a specific institution for this func‑
tion. EU Member States where monitoring is designated
to an agency belonging to the branch of government
69 Council of Europe, CPT (2012c).
70 See: FRA (2012), p. 51 and following.
71 Belgium, Royal decree of 19 June 2012 on forced return,
19 June 2012; Cyprus, Aliens and Immigration Law, 2011,
Art. 18OΓ–8ΠΘ.
72 Portugal, Law 29/2012, 9 August 2012.

responsible for the return (Portugal,73 Sweden74 and
Member States where monitoring is carried out on an ad
hoc or informal basis (such as pilot projects in Finland75
and Poland76)) have not been included among these
15 EU Member States.
In Slovakia, independent monitoring by NGOs is
possible by law,77 although no mechanism is in place and
independent monitoring has not yet been performed
systematically in practice.78
Six EU Member States – Bulgaria, France, Greece, Italy,
Slovenia and Spain – have no effective monitoring
system and Ireland is not bound by the Return Directive.
Although National Human Rights Institutions (NHRIs)
may monitor the pre‑departure phase in detention
centres where persons pending return are held, as,
for example, in Belgium, Bulgaria and Portugal, they
generally do not act as forced return monitoring bodies.
Bulgaria proposed that national and international NGOs
and the Ombudsman regulate the mandatory moni‑
toring of removals, but these amendments to the Aliens
Act were still pending at the end of 2012.
Despite a legal provision for external monitoring of
removals introduced in Greece in 2011, it has not yet
issued the joint ministerial decision needed to establish
the monitoring system by the Ombudsman and NGOs.79
In the context of supervision of the execution of the
judgment M.S.S. v. Belgium and Greece by the Council
of Europe Committee of Ministers, the Greek authorities
were invited to update the Committee on the imple‑
mentation of the procedure of forced returns in light
of the ECHR requirements.80
In Spain, the setting up of an independent monitoring
system is not mentioned in the Aliens Act. The
Ombudsman in its capacity as the National Preventive
Mechanism (NPM) monitored for the first time the

73 Ibid.
74 Sweden, Aliens Act 2005:716, 29 September 2005.
75 In Finland, the law only provides for monitoring the legality
of forced returns by the Parliamentary Ombudsman, the
Chancellor of Justice and the Ombudsman for Minorities.
There is also an ad hoc monitoring system, based on an oral
agreement between the Municipal Police of Helsinki and the
District Court of Helsinki. A person working at the District
Court has on some occasions accompanied actual removals
by aircraft.
76 Information provided by the Helsinki Foundation for Human
Rights, November 2012.
77 Slovakia, Law No. 404/2011 on Residence of Foreigners
that alters and amends certain laws, 21 October 2011,
Section 84 (8).
78 Statement by the Human Rights League, 10 September 2012.
79 Greece, Law 3907/2011, 26. January 2001, Art. 23 (6).
80 Decision adopted at the 1144th Human Rights meeting,
4–6 June 2012; see also Council of Europe, Committee of
Ministers (2012).
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Figure 1.2: Independent forced return monitoring systems, EU-27

Independent
monitoring system
in place
No independent
monitoring system

Note:

Ireland and the United Kingdom are not bound by the Return Directive. The monitoring systems depicted are provided for
either by law or by cooperation agreement.

Source:

FRA, 2012

embarkation of two Frontex‑coordinated return flights
in 2012, organised by Spain and the Netherlands.81
Not all EU Member States that participate in
Frontex‑coordinated return operations have, according
to FRA’s assessment, an effective system for return
monitoring (Finland, Italy, Spain and Sweden). In 2012,
three of these Member States organised 14 of a total
38 joint return operations (Italy, Spain and Sweden).
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the United Kingdom) monitored a return flight in 2012,
while monitoring in the other Member States remained
limited to the pre‑departure process. In Lithuania, the
Red Cross plans to join a return flight in 2013.82 Members
States with monitors who are not independent from
the authority implementing the removal (Portugal and
Sweden) also carry out in‑flight monitoring.

Monitoring systems are operational to different degrees.
In a minority of EU Member States, the monitors
accompany the actual return flight. Of the 15 Member
States where FRA considers that effective monitoring
systems are in place, only seven (Austria, Belgium,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Luxembourg and

The European Return Fund provides funding for
monitoring forced returns. Seven Member States
made use of this option in 2012: among these in two
Member States (Sweden and Slovakia), authorities
enforcing the return carry out the monitoring; in three
others (Lithuania, Latvia and Romania), the Fund fully
or significantly finances the monitoring projects which
in practice remained limited to pre‑return procedures.

81 Spain, Ombudsman (2012).

82 Lithuania, Lithuanian Red Cross Society (2012).
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Promising practice

Providing independent return monitoring
Even those EU Member States not subject to the Return Directive and thus not required to establish an effective
return monitoring system recognise the benefits of such monitoring. In the United Kingdom, Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Prisons (HMIP), for example, monitors forced return operations on a regular basis. In 2011 and 2012,
this included four monitoring missions where full‑time independent HMIP monitors accompanied returnees from
immigration removal centres to the point of disembarkation in the destination country, conducting inspections
in line with prescribed guidelines, called Expectations. HMIP also reviews records of previous flights and other
documentation relevant to the particular flight in order to identify and suggest improvements.
Removals were generally well managed and most detainees treated respectfully, according to the findings,
which are always published. Issues raised included a lack of interpretation, unnecessary use of force, the lack
of specific training on the use of force in the confined space of an aircraft, some use of offensive and racist
language by escort staff and aggressive behaviour by home country officials on arrival at destinations.*
In addition, Independent Monitoring Boards (IMBs) are involved in return monitoring in an effort to ensure
proper standards of care and decency. IMBs comprise members of the general public appointed by the Secretary
of State to carry out independent monitoring work a few days per month on a voluntary basis. The volunteers
have unrestricted access to detention facilities and can talk in private to any detainee they wish to.
The IMB regularly publishes reports on issues of concern. IMBs traditionally focus on conditions in immigration
removal centres and some short‑term holding facilities at airports and, for some years, have monitored removals
up to boarding at the point of departure from the United Kingdom. From 2010, in response to an invitation from
the Home Secretary to monitor enforced removals by charter flights, the volunteers accompanied detainees on
six return flights to various destinations as part of a feasibility study, which is expected to become a routine part
of their monitoring activities in the near future.
For more information, see: www.justice.gov.uk/about/hmi‑prisons/inspection‑and‑appraisal‑criteria and www.justice.gov.uk/about/
hmi‑prisons and www.justice.gov.uk/about/imb
*Information provided by the HMIP in January 2013 as well as HMIP, Detainees under escort: Inspection of escort and removals to
Afghanistan, 25-26 June 2012

While the proposed regulation establishing the Asylum
and Migration Fund as of 2014 does not explicitly
mention return monitoring, building such capacities
might be eligible for community funding if under‑
stood to support the setting up of “systems ensuring
smooth return procedures”.83

Reporting

•• the lack of means necessary to reach the final
destination in the return country;
•• food and water pending return; the repetition of
procedures delaying return;
•• avoidable last‑minute cancellations; the deportation
of sick and suicidal persons;

Reporting monitoring results ensures the accountability
of government agencies and the credibility of the moni‑
toring organisation. Four of the seven EU Member States
where independent monitoring organisations were fully
operational in 2012 publish the findings of the moni‑
toring missions, at least in part (the Czech Republic,
Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom). In
other Member States, the findings are shared internally
with the institutions involved in the return.

•• the separation of families; lack of time allowed for
packing by the authorities;

Reporting takes place on a regular, usually annual,
basis. The publicly available reports describe the
actors involved in the return, the return procedures
and any shortcomings observed during the return
process. Such reports raise recurrent problem areas,
including, for example:

•• children who are overburdened emotionally and
must translate for their parents in a way that is not
age appropriate;

•• the detention of returnees together with criminal
offenders; purposefully not informing the per‑
son of the imminent return, for example to avoid
complicating the return;
•• language difficulties;

•• elderly persons who are often destitute or sick
leaving behind their families;

83 European Commission (2001), Art. 11.
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•• returns to crisis countries; return of unaccompanied
children to other Member States where they may
be considered adults; and
•• the return of Roma who fear discrimination in the
destination country.

Promising practice

Reporting on monitoring results
The Forum for Monitoring Forced Returns at
the Airport in Frankfurt (Forum Abschiebungs
beobachtung am Flughafen Frankfurt am
Main, FAFF) meets quarterly, bringing together
authorities, UNHCR and civil society initiatives.
The Forum reports annually on the number of
returns, reasons for aborting returns and the
behaviour of police during the enforcement.
The report describes general problem areas,
which are illustrated by individual cases and
includes accounts of the responses provided by
the monitors and the institutions responsible for
a specific return.
Source: FAFF Annual Reports, available at: http://diakoniehessen-nassau.de/arbeitsfelder/migration‑flucht-undinterkulturelle-arbeit/abschiebungsbeobachtung.html

Standards used
The EU does not yet have detailed binding standards
to use for monitoring return processes. Such common
standards among observers, as well as joint training of
operational and monitoring teams would help ensure
the responsibility of the actors involved in the return,
including police, immigration, escorts and authorities
in stop‑over and destination countries.84 At present,
observers rely on experience, paying attention to the
procedure, facilities and the treatment of the returnee
in line with human dignity.
A number of EU Member States have developed specific
guidelines and checklists, some of which are in the
public domain (Austria, Germany, the Netherlands,85
and the United Kingdom).86
Several Member States refer to legal and policy
documents, among them the Council Decision on
Organisation of Joint Flights for Removals (2004/573/
CE), International Air Transport Association (IATA)
84 Council of Europe, European NPM Project (2012).
85 See, for example, inspection form of the Dutch Supervisory
Commission on Repatriation, available at: www.
commissieterugkeer.nl/publicatie/toezichtkader.
86 For more information, see: ‘Expectations: inspection criteria’
for police custody, prisons, immigration detention, children
and young people, Military Corrective Training Centre and
court custody, available at: www.justice.gov.uk/about/
hmi-prisons/inspection-and-appraisal-criteria.
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Guidelines for the Removal of Inadmissible Passengers,87
the Council of Europe Twenty Guidelines on Forced
Return,88 the CPT standards on the deportation of for‑
eign nationals by air,89 the study on Best Practice in
Return Management by the International Organization
for Migration (IOM),90 the Frontex Best Practices for the
Removal of Illegally Present Third‑country Nationals91
and the Frontex Code of Conduct.92
In the context of returning trafficked persons, the basic
principles of return prepared by the OSCE/ODIHR in 2012
may contain guidance to consider when monitoring
returns of third‑country nationals in general, especially
in the field of post‑return monitoring, including by the
authorities in the country of origin.93

1.4.	 Integration of migrants
1.4.1.	 Key developments
In line with the Europe 2020 strategy for inclusive
growth to improve opportunities in employment,
education and social inclusion for all people residing in
the EU,94 the European Commission launched several
initiatives to address issues of migrant integration and
support monitoring and actions at EU and national level.
In 2012, the European Web Site on Integration was
thus revamped.95 This site offers a virtual platform to
kick‑start public discussion, policy initiatives and dia‑
logue amongst stakeholders, both in non‑governmental
and governmental organisations. The website has a col‑
lection of examples of good integration practices from
EU Member States and an online library of key legisla‑
tion, policy papers and conference reports.96
The Immigrant Citizens Survey, co‑funded by the
European Commission, explored experiences across the
EU of integration policies by first‑generation migrants
who have resided in an EU Member State for more
than one year, in the fields of employment, languages,
political and civic participation, family reunification,
long‑term residence, citizenship and the link between
participation and positive settlement outcomes.
The survey, published in 2012 by the King Baudouin
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

IATA, Control Authorities Working Group (2002).
Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers (2005).
Council of Europe, CPT (2003).
IOM (2005).
Frontex (2009).
Frontex (2011).
OSCE/ODIHR (2012).
Europe 2020, Youth on the Move, available at: http://
ec.europa.eu/youthonthemove/index_en.htm.
95 Launched in 2009, see: http://europa.eu/rapid/
press‑release_IP-09-593_en.htm.
96 See the European Web Site on Integration, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/ewsi/en/Integration_in_other_policy_
areas.cfm.
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Foundation and the Migration Policy Group,97 covered
15 cities in seven EU Member States (Belgium, France,
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Portugal and Spain), and
7,473 immigrants born outside the EU participated.
The data showed that for most of the immigrants
surveyed, job security remains the major issue and that
25–33 % of immigrants feel overqualified for their jobs.
Yet “participating in the labour market is one of the
best and most concrete ways to integrate in society”,
according to the European Agenda for the Integration
of Third‑Country Nationals.98
The Immigrant Citizens Survey further highlights that
immigrants generally tend to speak more languages
than the average person in their new country, which
demonstrates the potential contributions of migrants to
a diverse and inclusive EU. They also highly value the
language courses offered in several Member States as
part of national action plans on migrant integration (see
Table 1.7. for more information on such plans).
The Immigrant Citizens Survey shows that in the area
of political and civic participation, most immigrants are
interested in voting, particularly at a local level, and
that three out of four participants want to become citi‑
zens of the country in which they reside. Nonetheless,
immigrants’ broader participation in civic life varies
depending on the city and participation in an immigrant
NGO depends heavily on the local and national context.
The number of people who acquired citizenship in an
EU Member State rose 4 % to 810,000 in 2010 from
2009, the first time that this number exceeded 800,000,
according to the 2012 Eurostat report Population
and social condition.99
France, Spain and the United Kingdom awarded the
lion’s share, together granting 57 % of all new EU citi‑
zenships. By including Germany and Italy, which award
the next largest numbers of new citizenships, these
five EU Member States account for about 78 % of the
EU total. The overall EU increase was due to a rise of
55 % to 44,000 new citizenships that Spain awarded
in 2010 over 2009.100
Youth remains one of the priorities of integration
policies. Although discrimination is prohibited by
law in EU Member States, national and international
reports show that young people with a migrant back‑
ground and other socially excluded young people
experience discrimination on a regular basis in most
EU Member States.101
97 King Baudouin Foundation and Migration Policy Group (2012).
98 European Commission (2011b).
99 Eurostat (2012).
100 Ibid., pp. 1 and 2.
101 European Commission and Cypriot EU Presidency (2012).

The European Commission highlighted that migrant
youth should be a priority within the domains of edu‑
cation and employment, since they are vulnerable
and more exposed to discrimination.102 Social inclu‑
sion of young people with emphasis on those with
a migrant background is also a central feature of the
November 2012 conclusions on the participation and
social inclusion of young people of the Council of the
European Union and of the Representatives of the
Governments of the Member States.103
Because integration primarily takes place at the local
level, it is important to involve a variety of stake‑
holders, such as NGOs, trade unions and other actors
to support service delivery and facilitate integration
in day‑to‑day life.
An expert conference on the integration of immigrants,
held by the Cyprus Presidency in November 2012,
focused on the role of local and regional authorities
in shaping and implementing national integration
policies. By the end of 2012, however, only six EU
Member States (Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Italy, the
Netherlands and Sweden) had ratified the Council of
Europe’s Convention on the Participation of Foreigners
in Public Life at Local Level.104
The Good Ideas from Successful Cities: Municipal
Leadership in Immigrant Integration 105 report shares
good practices from cities in eight EU Members States
(Austria, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands,
Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom) on topics
including city charters, programmes of inclusion, par‑
ticipation and belonging, as well as welcoming com‑
munities. A tendency to cut costs and reduce social
benefits for third‑country nationals is observed at the
national level. In some cases courts were asked to
intervene. As an illustration, the Federal Constitutional
Court in Germany issued two rulings concerning social
inclusion issues. On 10 July 2012, the court declared
unconstitutional the exclusion of foreign citizens with
a humanitarian residence status from federal parental
benefits for child‑raising and care.106 A few days later,
the same court also ruled the Asylum Seekers Benefit
Act unconstitutional, because it did not comply with the
constitutional right to a minimum standard of living.107
Under that act, asylum seekers and tolerated persons
received an allowance 40 % below the standard rate.
This last judgment is particularly relevant not only
because it clearly affirms that all persons residing in
102 European Commission (2011c).
103 Council of the European Union (2012c).
104 Council of Europe, Convention on the Participation of
Foreigners in Public Life at Local Level, CETS No. 144, 1992.
105 Maytree Foundation and Cities of Migration (2012).
106 Germany, Federal Constitutional Court, Karlsruhe/1 BvL 2/10,
10 July 2012.
107 Germany, Federal Constitutional Court, Karlsruhe/1 BvL 10/10,
BvL 2/11, 18 July 2012.
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Germany have a right to a dignified minimum existence,
but because it argues that migration‑policy considera‑
tions may not be used to undermine human dignity.
The court said: “Migration‑policy considerations of
keeping benefits paid to asylum seekers low to avoid
incentives for migration […] may generally not justify
any reduction of benefits below the physical and
socio‑cultural existential minimum.”108

1.4.2.	 National action plans
on integration
The European Integration Forum, a platform that
involves stakeholders at all levels to discuss integra‑
tion issues, stressed that one of the policies favouring
integration is the adoption of “clear policy documents,
e.g. clear national action plans on integration”.109 Action
plans on a national level identify responsible authori‑
ties and hence should increase accountability, easing
the monitoring phase.
Table 1.7 provides an overview of the 16 EU Member
States that have adopted and are implementing one
or more action plans. The absence of a national action
plan may indicate that migrant integration is not on
the political agenda due to the low number of migrants
living in any given Member State, as may be the case
in Hungary and Lithuania where, according to Eurostat,
foreigners represent, respectively, only 0.1 %, and 1.2 %
of the population.110
Other Member States may have adopted strategies or
policy documents that, while addressing integration,
fall short of being national action plans (for example
France,111 Poland 112 or the United Kingdom 113). At
year‑end Greece had not yet adopted its plan.114
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With regard to target groups, the action plans listed
in Table 1.7 take two different approaches. Some
Member states (Austria, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain)
aim to be all‑encompassing, including nationals and
non‑nationals, as well as first- and second‑generation
migrants. Other Member States concentrate spe‑
cifically on third‑country nationals (Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Netherlands and Romania) or on very spe‑
cific groups, such as refugees in Bulgaria.115 Austria and
Germany specifically emphasised migrant women in
their 2012 policies.116
Some action plans target a thematic area of integration,
such as employment or education. The Slovak action
plans, for example, concern migration policies in the
field of employment.117 Action plans might also cover
a number of thematic areas, such as those in Austria,118
Cyprus,119 Germany,120 Latvia121 and Spain.122
Apart from programmes on pre‑school and primary
school education, existing action plans rarely address
the second generation of migrants, that is the immediate
descendants of migrants. This gap is particularly signifi‑
cant since, in absolute terms, a substantial part of the EU
population is composed of second‑generation migrants,
with some six million persons aged 25–54 born in the EU
with one parent born abroad, and with more than four
million with both parents born abroad.123 To illustrate
this, the rate of early school‑leavers among persons
with a foreign background is more than four percentage
points higher than for those with native‑born parents,
a 2011 Eurostat study revealed.124

Most EU Member States adopted their action plans
between 2006 and 2010, although the Czech Republic
and Estonia published their first plans in 2000. By and
large, the plans cover a period up to 2014, with the
exception of the Bulgarian and Estonian plans, which
run to 2020.

The European Council’s Common Basic Principles for
Immigration Integration Policy in the EU from November
2004 refers to integration as “a dynamic two‑way
process of mutual accommodation by all immigrants
and residents of the Member States”.125 Therefore, pro‑
grammes should not only address migrants themselves
but also the wider community, enhancing interactions
and intercultural contacts between the majority popula‑
tion and migrant groups.

108 Ibid., available at: www.escr‑net.org/node/364979.
109 European Integration Forum (2010).
110 Eurostat (2011a).
111 France, Ministry of Interior (2012), pp. 111–119.
112 In Poland, on 31 July 2012, the government accepted the
document called: ‘The Polish migration policy: current state
of play and further actions’.
113 United Kingdom, Department for Communities and Local
Government (2012).
114 The drafting of the National Strategy for Third‑Country
Nationals’ Integration 2012–2015 by the Ministry of Interior
is still on‑going. From early 2012 to April 2012, the Ministry
of Interior (General Secretariat for Population & Social
Cohesion) held a public consultation on the draft with
different stakeholders, including civil society.

115 Bulgaria, State Agency for Refugees (2011).
116 Austria, Federal Ministry for the Interior (2012), p. 29 and
following; Germany, Federal Ministry of Interior (2011).
117 Slovakia, Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of the
Slovak Republic (2012).
118 Austria, Federal Ministry for the Interior (2012).
119 Cyprus, Ministry of Interior, Special Experts Committee on
Integration (2010).
120 Germany, Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (2011),
pp. 19, 28 and 30.
121 Latvia, Ministry of Education and Science (2012).
122 Spain, Ministry of Employment and Immigration (2011).
123 Eurostat (2011a).
124 Ibid., p. 125.
125 Council of the European Union (2004), p. 19.
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A number of Member States (Austria, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Ireland, Latvia,
Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, Spain and Sweden)
thus include programmes with majority involvement
in their action plans or policy papers. Such involve‑
ment may encompass activities including: increasing
awareness for diversity, initiating intercultural con‑
tacts, addressing attitudes among the wider public or
providing intercultural training and awareness‑raising
in the public administration, relevant institutions
and support services.
The absence of a plan does not necessarily mean
that the countries in question have not implemented
any programme aiming at migrant integration. In
September 2012, Croatia, for example, adopted
a Croatian language curricula for asylum seekers, refu‑
gees and persons under subsidiary protection who are
older than 15.126 The curriculum aims at providing the
migrants with sufficient language competence to enable
them to enrol in secondary schools and adult educa‑
tion programmes. The learning programme is expected
to last from six to nine months, and will also include
Croatian culture and history. In Greece initiatives have
been taken by municipalities and civil society actors.
In spite of its small number of migrants, Lithuania
enacted measures to promote communication with
the host society, funded by the European Fund for the
Integration of Third‑country Nationals (EIF) and the
European Refuge Fund (ERF).127 SOS Malta in partner‑
ship with the Maltese Public Broadcasting Services
and the Institute of Maltese Journalists developed
Media InterAct Project, a 12-month project aimed at
presenting the diversity and integration of migrants in
the Maltese media.128

126 Croatia, Decision on the Curricula of Croatian language for
asylum seekers, asylees and persons under subsidiary
protection who are older than 15 to be able access the
secondary educational system and the system of education
of adults, 5 September 2012.
127 The list of the projects financed by the EIF is available at:
http://esf.socmin.lt.
128 See also: http://sosmalta.org/mediainteract.

Promising practice

Launching recognition of
qualifications procedures before
arrival
A German Federal Law on the Recognition of Foreign
Qualifications (Berufsqualifikationsfeststellungs
gesetz)129 came into force on 1 April 2012. This
law makes it possible for third‑country nationals,
including potential labour migrants, to seek
recognition of their qualifications before arriving in
Germany.
The main feature of this new provision is the
possibility of claiming a qualification assessment
within a specific time frame, generally three
months. If formal recognition is denied, the
provision makes it possible to obtain instead
a positive written assessment of skills and
qualifications. It also allows non-formal qualifi
cations, such as work experience, to count
towards requirements if the formal foreign
qualification does not satisfy the authorities.
For more information, see: Internationale Handelskammer
(IHK) – Foreign Skills Approval (FOSA), available at:
www.ihk‑fosa.de

1.4.3.	 Monitoring integration
Indicators have increasingly become part of international
and national policy making, including the assessment
of migrant integration. In March 2011, following the
Zaragoza Declaration adopted by the EU JHA Council in
April 2010,130 Eurostat published a pilot study131 exam‑
ining the availability and quality of data from agreed
harmonised sources to calculate migrant integration
indicators in the four areas identified by the Zaragoza
Declaration: employment, education, social inclusion
and active citizenship.
Table 1.8 lists what are known as the Zaragoza indicators,
which are designed to monitor policy outcomes rather
than processes towards those outcomes (such as
action plans).132 In line with what was stated in the
Council Conclusions of 3–4 June 2010 and the European
Agenda for the Integration of Third‑Country Nationals
(COM(2011) 455 final), in 2012 the European Commission
launched a pilot project to further explore the develop‑
ment of European indicators for monitoring the results
of integration policies. The project, carried out by the
consortium of the European Services Network (ESN) and
129 Germany, Federal Law on the Recognition of Foreign
Qualifications, 6 December 2011.
130 Council of the European Union, European Ministerial
Conference on Integration (2010).
131 Eurostat (2011b).
132 See also: FRA (2011).
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2010

2008

2010

2000

n.a

2000

2007

n.a

2008

AT

BG

CY

CZ

DE

EE

ES

FI

IE

Year of the
first edition

Education, professional training, healthcare, language
courses, social inclusion
Educational and cultural integration, social and econom‑
ic integration and legal and political integration
Employment, education, healthcare, social integration,
housing, children and youth

Training and support, employment/labour market

Third‑country nationals

EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals
EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals
EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals
EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals (focus on
newly arrived migrants)
EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals

Ministry of Culture

Ministry of Employment and Social
Security and Secretary General
of Immigration and Emigration,
General Director of Migrations

Ministry of Employment and the
Economy

Office for the Promotion of Migra‑
tion Integration, Department of
Justice and Equality

Federal Ministry of Interior

Ministry of Interior

Language courses, education, professional training

yes

Language, employment, orientation in society, relations
between immigrants and majority society, migrants’
awareness of rights and duties with adaptionintegration courses, language courses, pre‑departure
information packs

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

no

Information, employment, housing, education, health,
culture, civic participation

Ministry of Interior

Third‑country nationals

no

Language courses, professional training and orientation

Ministry of Labour and Social Policy

yes

Third‑country nationals
(focus on refugees)

Focus area(s)

Education, recognition of foreign qualification, children,
women in the labour market

Target group

Are some actions
also targeting
the majority
population?

EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals

Ministry of Interior, and State
Secretariat for integration

Responsible ministry

Table 1.7: National‑level action plans on integration, 16 EU Member S tates
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n.a.

2008/2010

n.a.

RO

SE

SK

Education, language courses
Anti‑discrimination, language courses, housing, entre‑
preneurs, diversity; employment

Third‑country nationals
Third‑country nationals
with focus on newly arrived
migrants
Foreign workers

Ministry of Administration and
Interior

Ministry of Employment

Ministry of Interior, Ministry of
Labour, Social Affairs and Family

Employment

no

yes

yes

yes

Language courses, employment, professional training,
housing

EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals

High Commission for Immigration
and Intercultural Dialogues

FRA, 2012; based on the national action plans on integration listed at the end of this chapter

2007

PT

no

yes

yes

Are some actions
also targeting
the majority
population?

Integration agreement

Third‑country nationals

Minister of Social Affairs and
Labour

n.a. = not a
 vailable.

n.a.

NL

Education, cultural, social and economic integration,
and legal and political integration

EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals, including
non‑citizens

Ministry of Culture

Source:

2007

LV

Focus area(s)

Employment, language courses, education, social
inclusion

Target group

EU nationals and thirdcountry nationals

Ministry for Family and Integration,
and Luxembourg Reception and
Integration Agency

Responsible ministry

Note:

2006

LU

Year of the
first edition
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Table 1.8: Zaragoza indicators
Policy area
Employment

Indicators
• employment rate
• unemployment rate
• activity rate

Education

• h
 ighest educational attainment (share of population with tertiary, secondary and primary or
less than primary education)
• share of low‑achieving 15-year‑olds in reading, mathematics and science
• share of 30-to-34-year‑olds with tertiary educational attainment
• share of early leavers from education and training

Social
inclusion

• m
 edian net income – the median net income of the immigrant population as a proportion of
the median net income of the total population
• at risk of poverty rate – share of population with net disposable income of less than 60 % of
the national median
• the share of population perceiving their health status as good or poor
• ratio of property owners to non‑property owners among immigrants and the total population

Active
citizenship
Source:

• the share of immigrants that have acquired citizenship
• the share of immigrants holding permanent or long‑term residence permits
• the share of immigrants among elected representatives

European Ministerial Conference on Integration, Zaragoza, 15 and 16 April 2010

Migration Policy Group (MPG), based its work on a pilot
study, presented by Eurostat in 2011,133 and reporting
on the availability and quality of the data necessary.
These proposed common indicators of migrant
integration can be drawn from data currently avail‑
able from the EU Labour Force Survey (EU‑LFS), the EU
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU‑SILC) and
Eurostat’s migration statistics. In consideration of the
UN OHCHR framework on Human Rights Indicators,134
the Zaragoza indicators refer to actual results on the
ground – the extent to which rights holders perceive
that they are able to enjoy their rights.
Table 1.9 provides an overview of policy areas for which
the 16 Member States that have adopted action plans
have developed indicators. As most indicator systems
have only recently been developed, data collection
to populate these indicators is not yet systematic. In
future, FRA intends to review information and data col‑
lected in the various areas for which Member States
have drawn up indicators.

140

141

142

Netherlands, Romania and Sweden have devel‑
143
oped indicators to monitor integration and Finland
is introducing them. A variety of data sources such as
national statistics, registry and micro‑census data, as
well as surveys including different migrant groups (EU
nationals, non‑EU nationals, first- and second‑gen‑
eration migrants), which provide data by country of
citizenship and country of birth are used to populate
these indicators. However, the availability and quality
of data varies depending on the Member States and the
area covered. Some EU Member States that do not have
any public monitoring are debating the use of indicators
144
(Latvia and Portugal).
Spain has not introduced formal indicators, but uses
annual reports published by an independent research
institute, the Centre for Sociological Research annu‑
ally.145 The development of indicators is also discussed
in Member States which do not (yet) have an action
plan, as is the case for example in France and Greece.146

135

Eight EU Member States (Austria, the Czech
136
137
138
139
R epublic, Estonia, Germany, Ireland, the

133 Eurostat (2011a).
134 UN, OHCHR (2012).
135 Austria, Federal Ministry for the Interior (2012).
136 Czech Republic, Research Institute for Labour and Social
Affairs (2011).
137 Estonia, Ministry of Culture, Praxis Centre for Policy
Studies (2012).
138 Germany, Federal Commissioner for Migration, Refugees and
Integration (2011), p. 198 and following.
139 Ireland, Office of the Minister of Integration (2008).
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140 Bijl, R. and Verweij, A. (eds.) (2012).
141 Romania, Ministry of Internal Affairs (2011); Romania,
Government Decision No. 498/2011 to approve the National
Strategy on Immigration for 2011–2014.
142 Sweden, Ministry of Integration and Gender Equality (2009).
143 In Finland, the indicators have not yet been formally
accepted. Information provided to Franet by the Ministry of
Employment and the Economy on 16 August 2012.
144 For Latvia, see: Latvia, Cabinet of Ministers (2011); for
Portugal, see: Portugal, High Commission for Immigration
and Intercultural Dialogue (2010).
145 Cea D’Ancona, M.A., Valles Martínez, M.S. (2011).
146 France, Ministry of Interior, General Secretariat of
Immigration and Integration (2010).
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Security

×

×

×

CY

No

CZ

Yes

×

×

×

DE

Yes

×

×

×

×

×

EE

Yes

×

×

×

×

×

ES*

No

IE

being
introduced
Yes

LU

No

FI

×
×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

×

LV*

No

×

×

NL

Yes

×

×

×
×

PT

No

RO

Yes

×

×

SE

Yes

×

×

SK

No

Programmes

Subjective
indicators

×

Civic/social
participation

Social inclusion

×

No

Political
participation

Employment

×

AT
BG

Citizenship

Education

Yes

EU Member
State

Indicators

Table 1.9:	Indicators used for integration monitoring in EU Member States with migrant integration action plans,
16 EU Member States

×
×

×
×
×

Note:

* Spain and Latvia have not yet implemented indicators but have already started to monitor integration in the identified areas.

Source:

FRA, 2012, based on data sources including national statistics registry and micro‑census data

Some of the national indicators go much further than
the Zaragoza indicators. The German indicators,147
for example, include the intercultural openness of
public institutions, memberships to clubs and associa‑
tions, social transfers, public health or the dynamics
of bi‑national marriages. Austria, Germany and the
Netherlands collect data on safety‑related issues such
as crime rates, also in relation to racism.
Table 1.9 shows that education, employment and social
inclusion are covered the most whereas active citizen‑
ship, political as well as civic/social participation or
subjective indicators on perceptions and attitudes, e.g.
on perceived discrimination, are much less covered.
The focus of the monitoring systems lies in measuring
results indicators to give evidence of people’s actual
experiences. Process indicators, in contrast, are used to
a lesser extent to monitor the successful implementation
of integration programmes such as participation rates

147 Germany, Federal Commissioner for Migration, Refugees and
Integration (2011).

and the evaluation of, for example, language courses in
Sweden148 or cultural orientation courses in Romania.149
In general terms, most data available on employment
and education identifies barriers that continue to exist
but also some positive developments. The second
German report on integration indicators, for example,
showed that young persons with a migrant back‑
ground obtain university graduation certificates more
often than earlier migrant generations.150 In Austria,151
twice as many migrant students with highly educated
mothers go to disadvantaged schools than non‑migrant
students, with the emphasis on German language iden‑
tified as the main barrier.
More data should become available within the next
years as monitoring systems are put in place and the
reporting periods for the implementation of the action
plans come to an end in several EU Member States.
148 Sweden, Ministry of Employment (2012).
149 Romania, Ministry of Internal Affairs (2011).
150 Germany, Federal Commissioner for Migration, Refugees and
Integration (2011), pp. 198 and following.
151 Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development
(2012), p. 92; Austria, Statistik Austria (2012), p. 10.
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Outlook
In the area of asylum in 2013, the EU will continue its
efforts to complete the revision process of the Dublin
and the Eurodac regulations, as well as of the Reception
Conditions and the Asylum Procedures Directives.
The many unclear provisions in the existing asylum
acquis are likely to lead to further referrals to the CJEU
for preliminary rulings.
EASO activities will expand further, providing an impulse
towards an increased quality of asylum systems in the
EU. EASO is also likely to release its first guidance on
a specific topic – age assessment.
In spite of the increased attention to the situation and
the rights of migrants in an irregular situation, tangible
changes are likely to be limited in 2013. Provisions on
access to justice in the Employers Sanctions Directive,
including cases of particularly exploitive working
conditions, have not yet brought about real change
for those concerned.
However, depending on its final wording, the Seasonal
Workers Directive could help reduce the reliance on
undeclared work in sectors such as agriculture and
tourism, and thus indirectly reduce the risk of exploi‑
tation, given that migrants in an irregular situation run
a higher risk of exploitation than regular workers.
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In the field of return and removals, the review of the
implementation of the Return Directive provides an
opportunity to draw attention to the slow implementa‑
tion by Member States of some of its protective provi‑
sions, such as, Article 8 (6) on return monitoring and
Articles 16 and 17 on conditions of detention.
Attention is likely to remain focused on the monitoring
of migrant integration. In 2013 a pilot study carried out
by the Migration Policy Group (MPG) for the European
Commission will be completed and further reflection
will be devoted, in cooperation with Member States,
to the development of EU migrant indicators to support
integration monitoring. This could go hand‑in‑hand with
evaluating the implementation of national action plans
to identify good practices to support. Focus on political,
social and civic participation is likely to increase. The
discourse on migrant integration is also focusing on the
links between growth and mobility and how migrants
can contribute to a more diverse, vibrant, energetic
and inclusive society.

Asylum, immigration and integration

References
All hyperlinks were accessed on 2 May 2013.
Austria, Migration platform of the federal government
(Migrationsplattform der österreichischen Bundes
regierung), ‘Familienzusammenführung’, available at:
www.migration.gv.at/de/formen‑der‑zuwanderung/
dauerhafte‑zuwanderung‑rot‑weiss‑rot‑karte/familien‑
zusammenfuehrung.html.

Council of Europe, European Committee for the
Prevention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treat‑
ment or Punishment (CPT) (2003), 13th General Report
on the CPT’s activities (2002–2003), available at: www.
cpt.coe.int/en/annual/rep-13.htm.
Council of Europe, CPT (2012a), Report to the
Government of Cyprus on the visit to Cyprus, available
at: www.cpt.coe.int/documents/cyp/2012-34-inf‑eng.
htm#_Toc216522007.

Austria, Statistik Austria (2012), Migration & Integration.
Zahlen. Daten. Indikatoren 2012, Vienna, Statistik
Austria.

Council of Europe, CPT (2012b), Report to the
Government of the Netherlands, available at: www.
cpt.coe.int/documents/nld/2012-21-inf‑eng.htm.

Bijl, R. and Verweij, A. (eds.) (2012), Annual Integration
Report: Measuring and monitoring immigrant inte‑
gration in Europe, The Hague, Sociaal en Cultureel
Planbureau.

Council of Europe, CPT (2012c), ‘Council of Europe
anti‑torture Committee examines treatment of foreign
nationals during deportation flight from United King‑
dom’, Press release, 25 October 2012, available at: www.
cpt.coe.int/documents/gbr/2012-10-25-eng.htm.

Cea D’Ancona, M.A., Valles Martínez, M.S. (2011),
Evolución del racismo y la xenofobia en España. Informe
2011, Madrid, Ministerio de Trabajo e Inmigración, Centro
de Publicaciones.
Council Directive 2004/114/EC of 13 December 2004 on
the conditions of admission of third‑country nationals
for the purposes of studies, pupil exchange, unremu‑
nerated training or voluntary service, OJ 2004 L 375/12.
Council Directive 2005/71/EC of 12 October 2005
on a specific procedure for admitting third‑country
nationals for the purposes of scientific research,
OJ 2005 L 289/15.
Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers (2005), 10.5
Ad hoc Committee of Experts on the Legal Aspects
of Territorial Asylum, Refugees and Stateless Per‑
sons (CAHAR) – Twenty guidelines on forced return,
CM(2005)40 final, 4 May 2005.
Council of Europe, Committee of Ministers (2012), M.S.S.
against Belgium and Greece. Assessment of the gen‑
eral measures presented in the action plans of Belgium
and Greece, CM/Inf/DH(2012)19, 29 May 2012, avail‑
able at: https://wcd.coe.int/ViewDoc.jsp?Ref=CM/Inf/
DH %282012 %2919&Language=lanEnglish&Ver=origi
nal&Site=CM&BackColorInternet=DBDCF2&BackColorI
ntranet=FDC864&BackColorLogged=FDC864.
Council of Europe, Commissioner for Human Rights
(2012), Criminalisation of Migration in Europe: Human
Rights Implications, CommDH/IssuePaper (2010)1,
Strasbourg, 4 February 2010.
Council of Europe, Convention on the Participation of
Foreigners in Public Life at Local Level, CETS No. 144,
1992, available at: http://conventions.coe.int/Treaty/
Commun/QueVoulezVous.asp?NT=144&CL=ENG.

Council of Europe, European NPM Project (2012),
European NPM Project’s 9th NPM Thematic Workshop:
‘Irregular migrants, Frontex and the NPMs’, Debriefing
paper, September 2012, available at: www.coe.int/t/
dghl/cooperation/capacitybuilding/nhrs_en.asp.
Council of Europe, Parliamentary Assembly (PACE)
(2012), ‘State violence against migrants must be inves‑
tigated and stamped out, say PACE committee heads’,
Press release, 6 July 2012, available at: http://assembly.
coe.int/ASP/NewsManager/EMB_NewsManagerView.
asp?ID=7849&L=2 %20.
Council of the European Union (2004), ‘2,618th Council
Meeting, Justice and Home Affairs, Brussels,
19 November 2004’, Press release, available at:
www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/
pressData/en/jha/82745.pdf.
Council of the European Union, European Ministerial
Conference on Integration (2010), Draft Declaration
(Zaragoza Declaration), available at: http://ec.europa.eu/
ewsi/UDRW/images/items/docl_13055_519941744.pdf.
Council of the European Union (2012a), Stockholm
Programme mid‑term review, 15921/12, 13 November 2012.
Council of the European Union (2012b), Conclusions on
the new EU strategy towards the eradication of traffick‑
ing in human beings, 2012–2016.
Council of the European Union (2012c), Conclusions of the
Council and of the Representatives of the Governments
of the Member States, meeting within the Council, on
the participation and social inclusion of young people
with emphasis on those with a migrant background,
3,201st Education, Youth, Culture and Sport Council meet‑
ing, Brussels, 26 and 27 November 2012, available at:
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/
pressdata/en/educ/133859.pdf.
67

Fundamental rights: challenges and achievements in 2012

Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU), C-369/90
[1009] I-4239, Micheletti, 7 July 1992.
CJEU, C-192/99 [2001] ECR I01237, The Queen v. S ecretary
of State for the Home Department ex parte Kaur,
20 February 2001.
CJEU, C-135/08 [2010] ECR II-05089, Rottmann v. Fre‑
istaat Bayern, 2 March 2010.
CJEU, C-571/10 [2012], Servet Kamberaj v. Istituto per
l’Edilizia sociale della Provincia autonoma di Bolzano
(IPES) and Others, 24 April 2012.
CJEU, C-508/10, European Commission v. Kingdom of the
Netherlands, 26 April 2012.
CJEU, C-620/10, Kastrati, 3 May 2012.
CJEU, Joined Cases C-71/11 and C-99/11, Bundesrepublik
Deutschland v. Y and Z, 5 September 2012.
CJEU, C-179/11, Cimade, Groupe d’information et de
soutien des immigrés (GISTI) v. Ministre de l’Intérieur,
de l’Outre-mer, des Collectivités territoriales et de
l’Immigration, 27 September 2012.
CJEU, C-245/11, K v. the Bundesasylamt, 6 November 2012.
CJEU, C-277/11, M. M. v. Minister for Justice, Equality
and Law Reform, Ireland and Attorney General,
22 November 2012.
CJEU, C-430/11, Md Sagor, 6 December 2012.
CJEU, C-534/11, Arslan, pending, available at: http://curia.
europa.eu/juris/liste.jsf?pro=&nat=&oqp=&lg=&dates=
&language=en&jur.
CJEU, C-297/12, Filev and Osmani, pending.
Czech Republic, Research Institute for Labour and Social
Affairs (2011), Indicators of the integration of thirdcountry nationals into Czech society in the context of
the requirements of European institutions, available at:
http://praha.vupsv.cz/Fulltext/vz_329.pdf.
Delafortrie, S. and Springael, C. (2012), ’Aansprakelijk‑
heid van de werkgever die illegalen tewerkstelt‘, Press
release, 24 May 2012. Delegation of the European Union
to the United Nations (2012), Note Verbale by the EU Del‑
egation to the United Nations, available at: www.unrol.
org/files/Pledges %20by %20the %20European %20
Union.pdf.
European Asylum Support Office (EASO) (2012a),
Afghanistan: Taliban Strategies – Recruitment.
EASO (2012b), Afghanistan – Insurgent strategies:
intimidation and targeted violence against Afghans.
EASO (2012c), Country of Origin Information Report
Methodology.
68

EASO (2012d), 2011 Annual Report on the Situation of
Asylum in the European Union and on the Activities of
the European Asylum Support Office.
EASO (2012e), Fact finding report on intra-EU relocation
activities from Malta.
Estonia, Ministry of Culture (Kultuuriministeerium),
Praxis Centre for Policy Studies (2012), ‘Integration
Monitoring 2011: Estrangement Among the Russianspeaking Population has Begun to Decrease’, Press
release, 20 March 2012.
European Centre for Disease Prevention and
Control (ECDC) (2012), Risk assessment on HIV in Greece,
Stockholm, ECDC, available at: www.ecdc.europa.eu/
en/publications/Publications/20121130-Risk-Assess‑
ment-HIV-in-Greece.pdf.
European Commission (2001), Proposal for a Council
Regulation laying down the weightings applicable
from 1 July 2001 to the remuneration of officials of
the European Communities serving in third countries,
COM(2001) 751 final, 15. November 2011.
European Commission (2010a), Proposal for a Directive
of the European Parliament and of the Council on con‑
ditions of entry and residence of third-country nation‑
als in the framework of an intra-corporate transfer,
COM(2010) 378 final – 2010/0209 (COD), Brussels,
13 July 2010.
European Commission (2010b), Proposal for a Directive
of the European Parliament and of the Council on the
conditions of entry and residence of third-country
nationals for the purposes of seasonal employment,
COM(2010) 379 final – 2010/0210 (COD), Brussels,
13 July 2010.
European Commission (2011a), Green paper on the
right to family reunification of third-country nationals
living in the European Union (Directive 2003/86/EC),
COM(2011) 735 final, Brussels, 15 November 2011.
European Commission (2011b), European Agenda
for the Integration of Third-Country Nationals,
COM(2011) 455 final, Brussels, 20 July 2011, available at:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri
=COM:2011:0455:FIN:EN:PDF.
European Commission (2011c), The European Social
Fund: Giving Young People a Better Start in Life, avail‑
able at: http://ec.europa.eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=
7743&langId=en.
European Commission (2012), Summary of stakeholder
responses to the Green paper on the right to family
reunification of third-country nationals living in the
European Union, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/
home-affairs/what-is-new/public-consultation/2012/
pdf/0023/summary_of_stakeholder_responses_en.pdf.

Asylum, immigration and integration

European Commission and Cypriot EU P residency
(2012), EU Youth Conference 11–13 September 2012,
Nicosia. Cyprus, Background Document, availa b l e at: w w w.c y 20 1 2 .eu/i n d e x . p h p/d e/f i l e/
qOiSk_bNC6H2nxXo9+AUZw.
European Committee of Social Rights (2012), European Social Charter Revised: Conclusions 2011 – Volume 1, available at: www.coe.int/t/dghl/monitoring/
socialcharter/Conclusions/ConclusionsYear_en.asp.
European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), I.M. v. France,
No. 9152/09, 2 February 2012.
ECtHR, Kurić and Others v. Slovenia [GC], No. 26828/06,
26 June 2012.
European Integration Forum (2010), Summary report –
Fourth meeting of the European Integration Forum, Brussels, 6–7 December 2010, available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/static_38_812142537.pdf.
Eurostat (2011a), Migrants in Europe: a statistical portrait
of the first and second generation, available at: http://
epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-3110-539/EN/KS-31-10-539-EN.PDF.
Eurostat (2011b), Indicators of Immigrant Integration:
A Pilot Study, available at: http://epp.eurostat.
ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_OFFPUB/KS-RA-11-009/EN/
KS-RA-11-009-EN.PDF.
Eurostat (2012), Population and social conditions,
available at: http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/
ITY_OFFPUB/KS-SF-12-045/EN/KS-SF-12-045-EN.PDF.
Eurostat (2013a), Migration and migrant population s tatistics, migr_pop1ctz, data extracted on
13 January 2013.
Eurostat (2013b), Migration and migrant p
 opulation
statistics, migr_asyappctza, data extracted on
12 January 2013.
FRA (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights)
(2011), Using indicators to measure fundamental rights in
the EU: challenges and solutions, 2nd Annual FRA Symposium, Vienna, 12–13 May 2011, FRA Symposium report,
available at: http://fra.europa.eu/sites/default/files/
fra_uploads/1697-FRAsymp2011-outcome-report.pdf.
FRA (2012), FRA Annual Report – Fundamental rights:
challenges and achievements in 2011, Luxembourg,
Publications Office of the European Union (Publications Office).
France, Cour de Cassation, Chambre Criminelle,
Avis No. 9002, 5 June 2012, available at: www.
courdecassation.fr/jurisprudence_ 2/chambre_
criminelle_578/9002_5_23502.html;

France, Cour de Cassation, Chambre civile, Arrêt
No. 959, 5 July 2012, available at: www.courdecassation.fr/jurisprudence_2/premiere_chambre_civile_568/959_5_23802.html.
France, Ministry of Interior, General Secretariat of
Immigration and Integration (Secrétariat général
à l’immigration et à l’intégration) (2010), Tableau de
bord de l’intégration, December 2010, available at:
www.immigration.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/indicateurs_integration_122010.pdf.
Frontex (2009), Best practices on the removal of illegally
present third-country nationals by air, not public.
Frontex (2011), Code of Conduct, available at: w ww.
frontex.europa.eu/assets/Publications/General/Frontex_Code_of_Conduct.pdf.
Germany, Federal Commissioner for Migration,
Refugees and Integration (Beauftragte der Bundesregierung für Migration, Flüchtlinge und Integration)
(2011), Zweiter Integrationsindikatorenbericht erstellt
für die Beauftragte der Bundesregierung für Migration,
Flüchtlinge und Integration, available at: www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/_Anlagen/2012/01/201201-12-integrationsbericht.pdf;jsessionid=A07701E41DE2
27773CE79446453F372B.s2t1?__blob=publicationFile.
G e r m a n y, F e d e r a l C o n s t i t u t i o n a l C o u r t
(Bundesverfassungsgericht), Karlsruhe/1 BvL 2/10,
10 July 2012, available at: www.bundesverfassungsgericht.de/entscheidungen/ls20120710_1bvl000210.htmt.
G e r m a n y, F e d e r a l C o n s t i t u t i o n a l C o u r t
(Bundesverfassungsgericht), Karlsruhe/1 BvL 10/10,
BvL 2/11, 18 July 2012, available at: www.bund e s v e r f a s s u n g s g e r i c h t . d e /e n t s c h e i d u n g e n /
ls20120718_1bvl001010.html.
Germany, Federal Ministry of Interior (Bundesministerium
des Inneren) (2012), Hinweise des Bundesministeriums
des Innern zu wesentlichen Änderungen durch das
Gesetz zur Umsetzung der Hochqualifizierten-Richtlinie,
available at: www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Themen/MigrationIntegration/Auslaender/
hochqualifiziertenrichtlinie.pdf?__blob=publicationFile.
Germany, Federal Office for Migration and Refugees
(Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, BAMF) (2011),
Annual Policy Report 2010 by the German National Contact Point for the European Migration Network (EMN),
available at: www.bamf.de/SharedDocs/Anlagen/DE/
Publikationen/EMN/Nationale-Berichte/emn-policyreport-2011-germany-de.pdf?__blob=publicationFile.
Greece, Ombudsman (Συνήγορος του Πολίτη) (2012),
‘Η δημοσιοποίηση στοιχείων και φωτογραφιών
φορέων του HIV-AIDS προσβάλλει την ανθρώπινη
αξιοπρέπεια και παραβιάζει τα δικαιώματα
προσβάλλει την ανθρώπινη αξιοπρέπεια και
69

Fundamental rights: challenges and achievements in 2012

παραβιάζει τα δικαιώματα του ασθενούς του
ασθενούς’, Press release, 10 May 2012, see: www.
synigoros.gr/resources/docs/20120510dt.pdf.
Human Rights Watch (2012), Boat Ride to Detention.
Adult and Child Migrants in Malta; available at: www.
hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/malta0712ForUp‑
load.pdf.
International Air Transport Association, Control
Authorities Working Group (2002), Guidelines for the
Removal of Inadmissible Passengers, Sydney, avail‑
able at: www.icao.int/Meetings/FAL12/Documents/
fal12wp035App_en.pdf.
International Organisation for Migration (2005), Com‑
pilation of Best Practice in Return Management in
Selected EU Countries and Romania, available at: www.
ch.iom.int/fileadmin/media/pdf/publikationen/hand‑
book_argo.pdf.
Ireland, Office of the Minister of Integration (2008),
Migration nation: Statement on integration strategy and
diversity management, available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/docl_4342_864361303.
pdf.
King Baudouin Foundation and Migration Policy Group
(2012), Immigrant Citizens Survey: How immigrants
experience integration in 15 European cities, available
at: www.immigrantsurvey.org.
Latvia, Cabinet of Ministers (Ministru kabineta) (2011),
Guidelines on national identity, civic society and the
integration of the society for 2012–2018 (Nacionālās
identitātes, pilsoniskās sabiedrības un integrācijas
politikas pamatnostādnes 2012–2018. gadam), avail‑
able at: www.km.gov.lv/lv/doc/nozaru/integracija/
KMPam_201212_sab_integr.docx.
Lithuania, Lithuanian Red Cross Society (Lietuvos
Raudonojo Kryžiaus draugija) (2012), Communication
of NFP-Lithuania to Franet, 3 January 2013.
Maytree Foundation and Cities of Migration (2012), Good
Ideas from Successful Cities: Municipal Leadership in
Immigrant Integration, available at: http://citiesofmi‑
gration.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/Municipal_
Report_Main_Report2.pdf.

70

rijksoverheid.nl/nieuws/2012/08/07/vreemdelingen‑
detentie-slechts-als-uiterste-middel.html.
N e t h e r l a n d s , N a t i o n a l O m b u d s m a n (2 0 1 2),
Vreemdelingenbewaring: strafregime of maatregel om
uit te zetten, available at: www.nationaleombudsman.
nl/sites/default/files/2012-105_-_vreemdelingenbe‑
waring.pdf.
Netherlands, Parliament, Second Chamber (Tweede
Kamer) (2011), Brief van de Minister voor Immigratie,
Integratie en Asiel, Kamerstuk 19637, No. 1483.
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) (2012), Education at a Glance 2012:
OECD Indicators, OECD Publishing, available at: www.uis.
unesco.org/Education/Documents/oecd-eag-2012-en.
pdf.
Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe/
Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights
(2012), Guide to Human Rights in the Return of Trafficked
Persons. Revised Guide.
Platform for International Cooperation on Undocumented
M i g r a n t s (P I C U M) (2 0 1 2), PI CU M B u l l eti n –
15 November 2012, available at: http://picum.org/en/
news/bulletins/37578/.
Pro Asyl (2012), Nichts verbrochen, aber trotzdem
eingesperrt: Das System Abschiebehaft, available at:
www.proasyl.de/index.php?id=1688.
Romania, Ministry of Internal Affairs (Ministerul
Administrației și Internelor) (2011), Programul
Anual 2011 din cadrul Fondului European pen‑
tru Integrarea Resortisantilor din Tari Terte, avail‑
able at: http://ori.mai.gov.ro/detalii/pagina/ro/
Fondul-European-pentru-Integrare/182.
Spain, Ombudsman (Defensor del Pueblo) (2012),
Informe Anual a las Cortes Generales 2012, available at:
http://www.defensordelpueblo.es/es/Documentacion/
Publicaciones/anual/index2012.html.
Sweden, Ministry of Employment (2012), ‘More
profitable for new immigrants to work’ (‘Mer lönsamt
för nyanlända invandrare att arbeta’), Press release,
12 July 2012.

Molnár, T. (2012), ‘Remembering the forgotten: Legal
status of stateless persons under international law and
EU law’ in: Gortázar, C. et al. (eds.), European Migra‑
tion and Asylum Policies: coherence or contradiction?:
An Interdisciplinary Evaluation of the EU Programmes
of Tampere (1999), The Hague (2004) and Stockholm
(2009), Brussels, Bruylant.

Sweden, Ministr y of Integration and Gender
E quality (2009), Swedish Integration Policy, avail‑
able at: http://www.government.se/content/1/
c6/13/77/34/5b7683a6.pdf.

Netherlands, Government (Rijksoverheid) (2012),
‘Vreemdelingendetentie slechts als uiterste mid‑
del’, Press release, 7 August 2012, available at: www.

United Nations (UN) AIDS (2012), ‘UNAIDS calls on Greece
to protect sex workers and their clients through compre‑
hensive and voluntary HIV programmes’, Press release,

The Telegraph (2012), ‘UK Border Agency starts tracking
tip-offs about illegal immigrants’, 1 October 2012.

Asylum, immigration and integration

10 May 2012, available at: www.unaids.org/en/resources/
presscentre/pressreleaseandstatementarchive/2012/
may/20120510psgreece/.
UN, 1954 Convention relating to the Status of Stateless
Persons, 28 September 1954.
United Nations, High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR) (2011a), Mapping Statelessness in the Neth‑
erlands, available at: www.unhcr.org/refworld/
docid/4eef65da2.html.
UNHCR (2011b), Mapping Statelessness in the United
Kingdom, available at: www.unhcr.org/refworld/
docid/4ecb6a192.html.
U N H CR (20 1 2 a), PLED G E S 2011 – M i n is te ria l
Intergovernmental Event on Refugees and Stateless
Persons, UNHCR, available at:www.unhcr.org/com‑
memorations/Pledges2011-preview-compilationanalysis.pdf.
UNHCR (2012b), Guidelines on Statelessness No. 1: The
definition of ‘Stateless Person’ in Article 1 (1) of the 1954
Convention relating to the Status of Stateless Persons,
available at: www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/4f4371b82.
html.
UNHCR (2012c), Guidelines on Statelessness No. 2:
Procedures for Determining whether an Individual is
a Stateless Person, HCR/GS/12/02, available at: www.
unhcr.org/refworld/docid/4f7dafb52.html.
UNHCR (2012d), Guidelines on Statelessness No. 3:
The Status of Stateless Persons at the National Level,
HCR/GS/12/03, available at: www.unhcr.org/refworld/
docid/5005520f2.html.
UNHCR (2012e), Guidelines on Statelessness No. 4:
Ensuring Every Child’s Right to Acquire a National‑
ity through Articles 14 of the 1961 Convention on the
Reduction of Statelessness, HCR/GS/12/04, available at:
www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/50d460c72.html.
UNHCR (2012f), Detention Guidelines – Guidelines on the
Applicable Criteria and Standards relating to the Deten‑
tion of Asylum-Seekers and Alternatives to Detention,
available at: www.unhcr.org/505b10ee9.html.
UN, Human Rights Council (2012), Report of the Special
Rapporteur on the human rights of migrants, François
Crépeau, 2 April 2012.
UN, Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights
(OHCHR)-GAATW (2012), OHCHR-GAATW Expert Con‑
sultation on Human Rights at International Borders:
Exploring Gaps in Policy and Practice.
United Kingdom, Department for Communities and Local
Government (2012), Creating the conditions for integra‑
tion, available at: www.gov.uk/government/uploads/

system/uploads/attachment_data/file/7504/2092103.
pdf.
UN, OHCHR (2012), Human Rights Indicators: A Guide
to Measurement and Implementation, avail‑
able at: www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/
Human_rights_indicators_en.pdf.
National action plans on integration
A u s t r i a , F e d e r a l M i n i s t r y fo r t h e I n te r i o r
(Bundesministerium für Inneres) (2012), Integra‑
tionsbericht 2012, available at: www.integration.at/
fileadmin/Staatssekretariat/4-Download/Integrations‑
bericht_2012/Integrationsbericht_2012_Band_1_ANSI‑
CHT.pdf.
Bulgaria, Ministry of Interior (2011), National Strat‑
egy in the Field of Migration, Asylum and Integration
2011–2020 (Национална стратегия в областта
на миграцията, убежището и интеграцията
2011–2020) 30 June 2011, available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/en/resources/detail.cfm?ID_ITEMS=21941.
Bulgaria, State Agency for Refugees (2011), National
Programme for Integration of Refugees in Repub‑
lic of Bulgaria 2011–2013 (Национална програма за
интеграция на бежанци 2011–2013), 5 January 2011,
available at: http://ec.europa.eu/ewsi/en/resources/
detail.cfm?ID_ITEMS=21517.
Cyprus, Ministry of Interior, Special Experts Committee on
Integration (2010), National Action Plan 2010–2012 for the
Integration of Third-country Nationals Legally Residing
in Cyprus, 1 January 2010, available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/en/resources/detail.cfm?ID_ITEMS=26590.
Czech Republic, Ministry of Interior, Proposal for Further
Steps in the Realisation of the Updated Policy for Inte‑
gration of Immigrants – Living Together in the Year 2012,
available at: http://ec.europa.eu/ewsi/en/resources/
detail.cfm?ID_ITEMS=29489.
Estonia, Estonian Integration Strategy 2008–2013 (Eesti
lõimumiskava 2008–2013), available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/docl_3700_459328622.
pdf.
Finland, The Act on the Promotion of Integration
(laki kotoutumisen edistämisestä/lag om främjande
av integration, Act No. 1386/2010), amended by
Act No. 1313/2011, available at: www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/
ajantasa/2010/20101386?search %5btype %5d=pika&
search %5bpika %5d=kotoutumisen.
France, Ministry of Interior (2012), National Action Plan
against Racism and Antisemitism (Plan national d’action
contre le racisme et l’antisémitisme), 15 February 2012,
available at: http://www.interieur.gouv.fr/Archives/
Archives-des-actualites/2012/Plan-national-d-actioncontre-le-racisme-et-l-antisemitisme-2012-2014.
71

Fundamental rights: challenges and achievements in 2012

G e r m a ny, F e d e r a l M i n is t r y of t h e I nte r i o r
(Bundesministerium des Innern) (2011), National Action
Plan on Integration (Nationaler Aktionsplan Integration),
abridged press version, available at: www.bundesre‑
gierung.de/Content/DE/_Anlagen/IB/2012-01-31-napgesamt-barrierefrei.pdf?_ _blob=publicationFile
(available in English at: www.bundesregierung.de/
Content/DE/_Anlagen/IB/2012-01-31-nap-kurzfassungpresse-englisch.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1).
Ireland, Office of the Minister of Integration (2008),
Migrant nation: Statement on integration strategy and
diversity management, available at: http://ec.europa.
eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/docl_4342_864361303.
pdf.
Latvia, Ministry of Education and Science (2012), Action
plan for the promotion of the consolidation of the soci‑
ety in the field of education for 2012–2014 (Rīcības plāns
sabiedrības saliedētības sekmēšanai izglītības nozarē
2012.–2014.gadam), available at: http://izm.izm.gov.
lv/upload_file/Normativie_akti/Riiciibas_plans_sali‑
edetiba_2012.pdf.
Luxembourg, Plan d’action national pluri-annuel
d’intégration et de lutte contre les discriminations
2010–2014, available at: www.olai.public.lu/fr/publi‑
cations/programmes-planactions-campagnes/plan/
olai_plan_daction_fr.pdf.
Netherlands, Coalition Agreement (Bruggen slaan
Regeerakkoord VVD, PvdA), 29 October 2012, avail‑
able at: www.kabinetsformatie2012.nl/actueel/docu‑
menten/regeerakkoord.html.
Netherlands, Policy Paper on Integration, Loyalty and
Citizenship (Integratienota Integratie, binding, burgersc‑
hap), 16 June 2011, available at: www.rijksoverheid.nl/
onderwerpen/integratie/documenten-en-publicaties/
notas/2011/06/16/integratienota.html.
Portugal, High Commission for Immigration and
Intercultural Dialogue (Presidência do Conselho de
Ministros Alto Comissariado para a Imigração e Diálogo
Intercultural) (2010), Second Plan for the Integration of
Immigrants 2010–2013, 17 September 2010, available
at: http://ec.europa.eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/
docl_18415_268390104.pdf.
Romania, Government Decision No. 498/2011 to approve
the National Strategy on Immigration for 2011–2014
(Hotărârea Guvernului nr. 498/2011 pentru aprobarea
Strategiei Naţionale privind Imigraþia pentru perio‑
ada 2011–2014), available at: www.monitoruljuridic.ro/
monitorul-oficial/391/2011-06-03/.
Slovakia, Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Family of
the Slovak Republic (Ministerstvo práce, sociálnych vecí
a rodiny Slovenskej republiky), Action plan of migration
policy in the domain of the Ministry of Labour, Social
72

Affairs and Family of the Slovak republic 2012–2013
(Akčný plán migračnej politiky v podmienkach Minister‑
stva práce, sociálnych vecí a rodiny Slovenskej republiky
na roky 2012–2013), available at: http://ec.europa.eu/
ewsi/en/resources/detail.cfm?ID_ITEMS=27508.
Spain, Action Plan for the Development of the Roma
Population 2010–2012 (Plan de Acción para el desarrollo
de la Población Gitana 2010-2012), available at: www.
msps.es/politicaSocial/inclusionSocial/poblacionGitana/
docs/INGLES_ACCESIBLE.pdf.
Spain, Ministry of Employment and Immigration
(Ministerio de Trabajo e Inmigración) (2011), Strategic
Plan for Citizenship and Integration 2011–2014 (II Plan
Estratégico de Ciudadanía e Integración (PECI) 2011–
2014), Madrid, Ministry of Employment and Immigra‑
tion, available at: http://extranjeros.empleo.gob.es/
es/IntegracionRetorno/Plan_estrategico2011/pdf/
PECI-2011-2014.pdf.
National legal provisions
Austria, Federal Act concerning the settlement and
residence in Austria (Bundesgesetz über die Nieder‑
lassung und den Aufenthalt in Österreich), available at:
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe?Abf
rage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=20004242.
Belgium, Royal decree of 19 June 2012 on forced return
(KB van 19 juni 2012 betreffende de gedwongen terug‑
keer), 19 June 2012.
Bulgaria, Employment Act (Закон за насърчаване на
заетостта), 1 January 2002, new Art. 74в, amend‑
ment from 15 June 2011.
Croatia, Aliens Act, 1 January 2012.
Croatia, Decision on the Curricula of Croatian language
for asylum seekers, asylees and persons under sub‑
sidiary protection who are older than 15 in order to be
able access secondary educational system and the sys‑
tem of education of adults (Odluka o Nastavnom planu
i programu hrvatskoga jezika za tražitelje azila, azilante
i strance pod supsidijarnom zaštitom starije od 15 godina
radi pristupa srednjoškolskom obrazovnom sustavu
i sustavu obrazovanja odraslih), 5 September 2012.
Cyprus, Aliens and Migration Law, 2011.
Cyprus, Amendments to the Aliens and Immigration Law
(N 100(I)/2012), 6 July 2012, available at: http://cylaw.
org/nomoi/arith/2012_1_100.pdf.
Fra n ce, L aw N o. 20 11-67 2 o n i m m ig ratio n,
integration and nationality (Loi No. 2001-672 rela‑
tive à l’immigration, l’intégration et la nationalité),
16 June 2011, IOCK1003689L, available at: www.legi‑
france.gouv.fr/affichTexte.do;jsessionid=30D34A9B06

Asylum, immigration and integration

413050A98F432DEC414638.tpdjo12v_2?cidTexte=JORF
TEXT000024191380&categorieLien=id.
France, Law No. 2012-1560 of 31 December 2012 on
detention for verification of the right to stay in France
and amending the offence of aiding an illegal entry or
stay, in order to exclude humanitarian and non-vested
interest actions (Loi No. 2012-1560 du 31 décembre 2012
relative à la retenue pour vérification du droit au séjour
et modifiant le délit d’aide au séjour irrégulier pour en
exclure les actions humanitaires et désintéressées),
31 December 2012.
Germany, Residence Act (Aufenthaltsgesetz),
8 June 2012, available at: http://dejure.org/gesetze/
AufenthG/30.html.
Germany, Regulations on the Procedure and the
Admission of Foreigners Living in Germany to Engage
in Employment (Verordnung über das Verfahren und
die Zulassung von im Inland lebenden Ausländern zur
Ausübung einer Beschäftigung), available at: http://
www.gesetze-im-Internet.de/beschverfv/.
Germany, Federal Law on the Recognition of Foreign
Qualifications (Berufsqualifikationsfeststellungsgesetz,
BQFG), 6 December 2011, available at: www.gesetzeim-Internet.de/bqfg/index.html.

Slovakia, Law No. 404/2011 on Residence of
Foreigners that alters and amends certain laws (Zákon
o pobyte cudzincov a o zmene a doplnení niektorých
zákonov), 21 October 2011, available at: www.minv.
sk/?pravne-normy-3.
Slovenia, Act amending the prevention of undeclared
work and employment act (Zakon o spremembi in
dopolnitvah Zakona o preprečevanju dela in zaposlo‑
vanja na črno, ZPDZC-C), 18 July 2012.
Spain, Royal Decree Act 16/2012, 20 April 2012.
Sweden, Aliens Act 2005:716, 29. September 2005,
a vailable at: http://sweden.gov.se/content/1/
c6/06/61/22/bfb61014.pdf.
Sweden, Decision by the Swedish government,
28 June 2012, available at: www.regeringen.se/con‑
tent/1/c6/19/60/07/2b45f25c.pdf.
Sweden, Swedish Government strategy for i ntegration,
Egenmakt mot utanförskap – regeringens strategi
för Integration, 15 September 2008, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/ewsi/UDRW/images/items/
docl_19544_933716878.pdf.

Greece, Law 3907/2011 (Ιδρυση Υπηρεσίας Ασύλου
και Υπηρεσίας Πρώτης Υποδοχής, προσαρμογή της
ελληνικής νομοθεσίας προς τις διατάξεις της Οδηγίας
2008/115/ΕΚ ‘σχετικά με τους κοινούς κανόνες και
διαδικασίες στα κράτη — μέλη για την επιστροφή των
παρανόμως διαμενόντων υπηκόων τρίτων χωρών’ και
λοιπές διατάξεις), 26 January 2001.
Greece, Law 4075/2012.
Italy, Legislative Decree No. 108, 28 June 2012.
Italy, Legislative Decree No. 109, 16 July 2012, entered
into force 9 August 2012.
Latvia, Cabinet of Ministers (Ministru kabinets),
Regulation No. 553 on work permits for third-country
nationals (Noteikumi par darba atļaujām ārzemniekiem),
21 June 2010.
Netherlands, LJN: BX0143, Sector kanton Rechtbank
Zwolle, 591648 CV 12-1394.
Poland, Act amending the Act on foreigners and the Act
on employment promotion and labour market institu‑
tions (Ustawa o zmianie ustawy o cudzoziemcach oraz
ustawy o promocji zatrudnienia i instytucjach rynku
pracy), 27 April 2012.
P o r t u g a l , L a w 2 9/ 2 0 1 2 ( L e i n .º 2 9 /2 0 1 2) ,
9 August 2012, available at: http://dre.pt/pdf1s‑
dip/2012/08/15400/0419104256.pdf.
73



2

BORDER CONTROL AND VISA POLICY ������������������������������������� 77
2.1.	

Border control ������������������������������������������������������������������� 77
2.1.1.	

Schengen evaluations ����������������������������������������� 80

2.1.2.	

Persons held in airport transit zones –
access to food, water and a place to rest ����������� 82

2.1.3.	

Automated Border Control (ABC) gates
and smart borders ����������������������������������������������� 84

2.1.4.	 Immigration liaison officers (ILOs) ��������������������� 86

2.2.	 A common visa policy ����������������������������������������������������� 87
2.2.1.	

Visa Information System (VIS) ���������������������������� 89

2.2.2.	 The right to appeal a negative visa decision ����� 91

Outlook ���������������������������������������������������������������������������������������� 94
References ����������������������������������������������������������������������������������� 95
75

UN & CoE
January
23 February – European Court of
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Hirsi Jamaa and Others that Italy
violated the rights of migrants
by intercepting them and
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A/RES/66/172
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Resolution 1872 Lives lost in
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8 October – UN Special
Rapporteur on the human
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COM(2012) 527 final
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16 October – Frontex Consultative Forum holds its inaugural meeting
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Schengen Cooperation during the first two years of implementation of the Visa
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implementation and development of the common visa policy to spur growth in the
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November
15 December – Frontex Fundamental Rights Officer starts her work

December

