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This EMN Synthesis Report summarises the main riiggliof National Reports analysing
migration and international protection statisticx fthe year 2008. It is based on the
contribution from twenty-three EMN NCPs froffustria, Belgium, Czech Republi¢ Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece Hungary, ltaly, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands Poland, Portugal, Spain, Slovak Republic, Slovenia
SwedenandUnited Kingdom.

Topics covered are Legal Immigration and Integrgtidbegal Immigration and Return, Border
Control and International Protection, including lasy.

This report continues a series of Annual RepodmfR001. A significant development, on this
occasion, is that, for the first time, the analyses of data produced in accordance with the
Migratory Statistics Regulation 862/2007.

This EMN Synthesis Report, as well as the Natidgteborts and Data upon which the synthesis
Is based, is available frommw.emn.europa.ewnder "Migration and International Protection
Statistics."
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Disclaimer

This report has been produced by the EMN Servicwiéer (GHK-COWI), in co-operation with
the European Commission, and the EMN National GunRoints (NCPs) participating in this
activity. This report does not necessarily refldoe opinions and views of the EMN Service
Provider (GHK-COWI), the European Commission, @& EiMN NCPs, nor are they bound by its
conclusions. Similarly, the European Commission KSEDWI and the EMN NCPs are in no way
responsible for any use made of the data provided.

Explanatory Note
This Synthesis Report was prepared on the basiseadata provided in each EMN NCP's National
Report, their 2008 tables of data and/or the Eatakitabasé.

Twenty-three EMN NCPs fromustria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, FinlandFrance,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Ireland, Latvia, Lthuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Slovak Repuld, Slovenia, Sweden and United
Kingdzom each submitted a National Report on and Migragiod International Protection Statistics
2008:

Twenty-two EMN NCPs fromAustria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland,France,
Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands,
Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, SpairGweden and United Kingdomhave also
submitted separate tables of data from 2008, usampardised template tabfes.

The Member States mentioned above are givemold when mentioned in the report and when
reference to "Member States" is made, this is §ipatly for these Member States.

EMN NCPs from other Member States could not, fatotegs reasons, participate on this occasion,
but have done for other EMN activities and reports.

! Revisions to Eurostat data may have occurred sheextraction of the data used for this SynthBsiport (January
2011).

2 Available fromhttp://www.emn.europa.ewnder "Migration and International ProtectiontiStics"

3 Also available fronhttp://www.emn.europa.eunder "Migration and International ProtectiontBtics”
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Executive Summary

This Synthesis Report summarises the main findiogghe year 2008 of the analysis of migration
and international protection statistics undertakgn23 EMN NCPs Austria, Belgium, Czech
Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece Hungary, Italy, Ireland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia
Spain, Swedenand United Kingdom). It continues a series of Annual Reports from 208
significant development on this occasion is that the first time, the analysis was of data produce
in accordance with the Migratory Statistics RegataB862/2007.

Legal immigration and integration

Regarding international migration flowSection 3.}, in 2008, 3.7 million people migrated to EU
Member States and 2.3 million people emigrated feoMember State, either to another Member
State or at third country. For the period 2002-2008 available data show an upward immigration
trend at EU level, with a slight decrease in 2008%). At the same time, emigration numbers also
show an upward trend, with a notable increase i1082(45%). There are no significant
developments in the overall EU net-migration (imratgon minus emigration), which remains
positive.

Figure 1: Overall Migration — EU level* (in 1 000)
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables andostat data.

* The figure covers 22 Member States which havdlabie data for all the years. Bulgarigrance, Greece Italy and Malta are not included
because of incomplete data, except for 2008, wihein data are presented separately in a lighteuucoSee also Section 3.1.

On immigration (Section 3.1.J, compared to 2007, the highest increases in atesdérms of
immigrants in 2008 were registered Byland (33 000), Netherlands (27 000) andHungary

(13 000). The same three Member States, togettieiMdlta, also recorded the largest increase in
relative terms. Compared to 2007, the biggest asgan emigration (Section 3.]1\Ras recorded

in Germany (101 000),United Kingdom (91 000) andPoland and Spain (both 39 000). The
largest relative increase was recordedPaland (39 000 representing an increase of +110%) and
the largest decrease was seen indhech Republic(-70%, 14 500).

Regarding_usual residen¢8ection 3.2 19 532 000 citizens of non EU-27 countries htwar
usual residence in the EU. The largest number ofl-tountry nationals live inGermany
(4 655 000).Luxembourg hosts the largest share of non-nationals relativehe size of the
population (44%). Approximately 661 000 personsuaeql citizenship(Section 3.3in a Member
State in 2008. Most acquisitions of citizenship evezcorded in the largest Member Stakgsnce
(137 320) United Kingdom (129 255) andsermany (94 470).

Remunerated activities constituted the primaryaedsr granting first residence perm{iSection
3.4) in eight of the ten Member States which acceddti¢ EU in 2004 (Cypru§;zech Republi
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Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Romania,Slovak Republic andSlovenig, against an overall EU
share of 29.6% of all residence permits. Thereavendency among these Member States to attract
workers from neighbouring third countries. In thajamity of all the Member States, most first
residence permits were granted for family reas80200 of all residence permits).

lllegal immigration and return

A total of 611 840 third-country nationals illegaitaying in the Member States were apprehended
in 2008, most irFrance (111 690),Greece(106 715) an®pain (92 730) (Section 4)1For the 22
Member States with data comparable with previoumsjean overall increase in the number of
apprehensions was recorded (18%). Different reaBmndevelopments regarding illegal stay and
the number of apprehensions of third-country nali®staying illegally were observed. These were
inter alia related to changes in irregular migration routesl @ntry points of third-country
nationals; the enlargement of the Schengen Areameased surveillance and focus on countering
irregular migration of several Member States, idolg cooperation with third countries; and
developments with regard to international protet(e.g. apprehended third-country nationals may
apply for international protection, and some of geEsons apprehended may be rejected asylum
applicants).

Figure 2: Third-country nationals apprehended/found to be llegally staying, by Member

State, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Eab data. This figure is included_in Section 4.1

The most frequent countries of citizenship of kg staying third-country nationals apprehended
were: Albania (72 735), Afghanistan (49 860), Mawc(39 775), Iraq (37 440) and Brazil
(32 940).

The most frequent countries of citizenship of thoerned(Section 4.2 were: Albania (69 300),
Morocco (16 000), Ukraine (9 920), Brazil (9 74®daTurkey (8 415). In 2008, 605 754 third-
country nationals were ordered to leave the EUh Biteece France andSpain being the Member
States issuing most orders (respectively 146 33551% and 82 940). In total, 241 662 were
returned to a third country from a Member Statéofeing an order to leave. Both the numbers of
orders to leave and returns were generally highesingst the EU-15, witGreecereturning most
persons (68 565), followed bynited Kingdom (47 455) andSpain (29 785). At EU-level,
nationals of Albania by far constituted the larggstup (69 300) of third-country nationals returned
following an order to leave in 2008. As in previowesars, the bulk of apprehensions and returns of
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third-country nationals relate primarily to citizef third countries neighbouring, or within the
geographical proximity of, the relevant Member Staftr citizens of third-countries with historical,
cultural or linguistic ties to the Member State.

Figure 3: Third-country nationals (a) ordered to leave andb) returned following an
order to leave, by Member State, 2008 Ordered by number of nationals.
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This figure is included in Section 4.2

Border control

The overall picture at EU level points to a tendeatdecreasing numbers of refus@Bection 5.}

at the external borders, which corresponds to theratl trend of a decrease in immigration
compared to 2007. The entry 8kzech Republi¢ Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Slovak RepublicandSloveniainto the Schengen Agreement {Zecember 2007) led to
changes to cross-border movements and controlciedlyen those Member States which joined
the Schengen Area, and in those Member States \idrioterly constituted the external borders of
the EU. A total of 634 975 third-country nationaiere refused entry into a Member State in 2008.

* The two sets of figures are not directly compazatihce some of the third country nationals remine2008 may
have been ordered to leave in 2007.
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The refusals of entry were distributed very uneyerhong the Member StateSpain stood out
with 510 010 refusals, amounting to 80.3% of th@ltmumber of refusals in 2008. The other
Member States with the most refusals werelth#ged Kingdom (23 640) andPoland (16 850). At
the other end of the scale wasxembourg (4) and Sweden (55). Regarding type of border
(Section 5.1.}, refusals of entry into the Member States wittemxal borders to the Schengen Area
(especially eastern borders) mostly occur at laotdrs (87% of the total number), whereas
refusals of entry into other Member States are rikedy to take place at air borders.

Figure 4 Third-country nationals refused entry, by Member Sate, 2008. Ordered by
number of nationals.
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data. This figure is included_in Section.5.1

The most frequently used ground for refusal ofye(fdection 5.1.p throughout the Member States,
was related to the lack of a valid visa or resigepermit (37% of the total number of refusals).
Other frequently reported reasons were unjustifpdpose and conditions of stay (20%),
insufficient means of subsistence (13%) and lackadid travel documents (12%). By decreasing
order, Morocco, Ukraine, Brazil, the Russian Fetiena China, Moldova, Turkey, Serbia, Croatia
and Belarus were the most frequent countries dfetiship of persons being refused entry (Section

When looking at the possible links between appreiosis, refusals and retur(Section 5.9, there
seems to be convergence of nationalities betwesthtid-country nationals who were apprehended
and third-country nationals who were returned. ¢ same time, the nationalities of the third-
country nationals who were refused are less fretijughe same as the nationalities of the
apprehended and returned people.

International protection, including asylum

After a downward trend in the number of applicasidor international protectioSection & in the
period 2004-2006, a slight increase was seen i8,28though the number was still below the level
of 2004. According to Eurostat, the total numberasf/lum applicantsn 2008 for the EU was
225 870 with most total applications (includingeated applications) received Byance (41 845),
Italy (30 145) andsermany (26 945).
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For the seventeen Member States providing disagtgdgstatistics on_new asylum applications
this increased from 138 096 in 2007 to 153 872 008 Malta, Cyprus andSwedenwere the
Member States receiving most new applicants pettacgBection 6.1 (1 490, 870 and 690 per
million inhabitants, respectively), whereBstonia (5), Portugal (5) andLatvia (15) received the
lowest number of new applicants.

Figure 5: Total asylum applications by Member State, orderd by number of applications,
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This figure is included in Section 6.1

The largest groups of new asylum applicants (Seddid.) in 2008, in decreasing order, were

nationals of Irag, Somalia, the Russian Federaidigeria and Afghanistan. Compared to 2007,

new applications from nationals of Serbia and Rakitave decreased notably. The largest total
numbers of applicants were, in decreasing ordelgdd by nationals of Iraq, the Russian

Federation, Somalia, Serbia and Nigeria.

Figure 6: Number of new asylum applicationsby Member State, ordered by number of
applications, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data. This figure is included_in Section 6.1

® At the time of extracting the data (January 20#iA}a on new applications froftaly andUnited Kingdom were not
included in the Eurostat data.
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Applications received by the Member States depemmedvarious factors, in addition to the
situation in the countries of origin. These inclddaccessible” migration routes; existing migration
chains, social networks and diaspora, as well aspérception of the living conditions and
possibility to remain in the Member State. The ®a@n apprehending illegally staying third-
country nationals by authorities in some MemberteéStanay also influence the number of
applications as some third-country nationals, wéuygporehended, apply for asylum.

A total of 11 696 asylum applications were lodggdumaccompanied minorSection 6.1.81in
2008 - of which more than one third (4 285) wereeieed byUnited Kingdom.

Figure 7 Asylum applicants considered to be unaccompaniedinors, by Member State,
2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data. This figure is included_in Section 6.1

In 47% of the positive first instance decisionsamplications for international protectigB8ection
6.2.1), Geneva Convention refugee status was grantégdjdiary protection was granted in 38% of
positive decisions; and humanitarian status in 1A%atal of 83 069 final decisions, i.e. appeals of
cases rejected in the first instance, were madleerMember States (Section 6)2.0f these, 21%
were positive. Regarding the proportion of positiegative first instance decisions (Section §.2.3
the lowest proportion of positive decisions weredman Greece (0.002%) followed bySlovenia
(3%) and Spain (5%). At the other end of the scale wdpeland (65%), Lithuania (65%),
Portugal (64%) andMalta (53%). Most positive decisions on applications foternational
protection (Section 6.2)4were granted to citizens of Iraq, Somalia, thessfan Federation,
Afghanistan and Eritrea.
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Figure 8: Positive First Instance Decisions on Asylum Apptiations, by (a) Member State
and (b) status granted, ordered by number of decisns, 2008
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Regarding Dublin Transfer&Section 6.8 Member States made a total of 26 711 requestshir
Member States, to either take back or take chafganoasylum applicant in accordance with
Council Regulation 343/2003 (the Dublin Regulatio®f these, 69% (18 522) were requests to
take back an applicant and 31% (8 189) to takegehdbata on Dublin transfers were not collected
by Eurostat before 2008, hence it is not (yet) jpbsgo analyse developments over time.
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1. INTRODUCTION

One of the tasks of the European Migration Netw(&KIN), following Council Decision
2008/381/EC of 14 May 2008 establishing its legal base, is to predine Annual Reports
on Migration and International Protection Statwstitt is not, however, the purpose of the
EMN to collect and collate the statistics, as thislone by the Commission's Eurostat in co-
operation with the relevant official national dageoviders, which are often from the same
entity as the EMN NCPs. Instead, the purpose ofBENEN contribution is to_analyséhe
statistical trends on asylum, migration, illegalrgnstays and removals in the Member States.
This facilitates comparisons and interpretationsgi@ng to migratory trends at the European
level, as well as in an international context.

This Synthesis Report summarises the main findiogghe year 2008 of the analysis of
asylum and migration statistics undertaken by 23NEMCPs Austria, Belgium, Czech
Republic, Germany, Estonia, Finland, Italy, Ireland Greece, France, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Pdugal, Slovak Republic,
Slovenia, Spain, Swederand United Kingdom), and is the latest addition to a series of
Annual Reports from 2001The 2008 exercise marked, however, a significhange, as, for
the first time, data was produced in accordancé whe Migratory Statistics Regulation
862/2007" This report follows the categories of data frors tRegulation, but with some
broader thematic restructuring into four main hagdj namely:

1. Legal immigration and Integration;

2. lllegal immigration and Return;

3. Border Control; and

4. International protection, including asylum.

Whilst the Synthesis Report follows a differentusture than the previous Annual Reports,
for continuity and where this was possible, datenfiprevious years are provided in a number
of tables in the following sections.

® All of these reports, Synthesis and National,aailable fromhttp://www.emn.europa.eunder "Migration
and International Protection Statistics."

” Available in all Member State languages frbtip:/eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX0BZR0862:EN:NOT
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2. METHODOLOGY

The first step was for the participating EMN NE®s ascertain that the data, as provided by
the European Commission's EuroStatere consistent with their national data, andsame
cases, to add data. Subsequently, any necessaegttans, additions or modifications were
passed on to Eurostat via the official nationaladatoviders in the participating Member
States. The input used to prepare the 2008 SystiRegiort includes 23 National Repdfis,
produced according to common specifications anda®Bs of data, following a common
standardised format. For the Member States thaindidsubmit a National Report and/or
Tables of Data, data were taken directly from Etatos

The following migration and asylum data were preddor each Member State:
Legal immigration and integration
» International migration flows
» Usual residence
» Acquisition of citizenship.
» Residence permits
lllegal immigration and return
» Apprehensions
» Returns
Border control
» Refusals
International protection
» Applications for international protection, includimnaccompanied minors
» Decisions on international protection
» Dublin transfers

Nationals of the two Member States who accedetigdeU on ¥ January 2007 (Bulgaria and
Romania) have been considered as EU-27 natiorais 2007 onwards. Similarly, nationals
of the ten Member States who acceded Brivtay 2004 have been considered as EU-25
nationals from 2004 onwards. The tables in theofulhg sections have been designed to
reflect these developments. To the extent posdiidetables show data of nationals from EU-
10 and/or EU-2 either as a component of the totehber of third-country nationals or,
following their accession to the EU, as a compoméihe total number of EU nationals. Any
differences from this approach are indicated inftfménotes to each table.

For each of the following sections, a general oevof the data and main trends, observed
at the aggregated EU level, is provided first. TisiSollowed by a summary of the key
findings from the Member States. The key findinge alivided into analysis and

8 EMN NCPs are often from the same (or have vergeclinks with the) entity that acts as the soufd@® data
eventually provided to Eurostat. Their details rhbayfound in the respective National Reports or from
http://femn.intrasoft-intl. com/html/about/countryofites/profiles.html

° See Eurostat Population Sectionhiib://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/gpapililation/introduction

1% Available fromhttp://www.emn.europa.eunder "Migration and International ProtectiontBtics."
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interpretation of statistics and contextual intetptions. It is noted that, given the purpose of
an EMN Synthesis Report, not all Member Statesrepeesented in each of the following
sections. Instead, only developments which occumezD08, which are different from those
reported in 2007, and are considered to be of agle¥ to giving an EU perspective have been
highlighted. More details on the situation in atgatar Member State(s) are given in the
available National Reports, as well as in the apoading Tables of Dataand the 2007
Synthesis Reporf. Similarly, more information on the political anegislative developments
may be found in the EMN Annual Policy Report 2068.

Due to the implementation of ti\igratory Statistics Regulation 862/20@at the collection

of statistics in 2008, there has been a breakregssan many of the concepts measured by the
Regulation. Prior to the implementation of the Ratjon, common definitions and
methodologies to obtain the data that Member Stam® to Eurostat were lacking.
Consequently, data for 2008 is not in all casesparable with data from previous years.
Also, there were still several methodological caaists regarding the Eurostat data for 2008,
in the sense that not all data were collected inMember States and the methods and
definitions used in the Member States were nof) fy#ty harmonised. More information can
be found in th&urostat Metadata by types of data.

Finally, in some sections, third countries are sifeed as highly, medium or less developed.
This categorization is based on the Human Developniredex (HDI) calculated by the

United Nations (UN) under the UN Development Pragree. It is a composite index

incorporating statistical measures of life expecyaniteracy, educational attainment and
GDP per capita. The Eurostat list of countries éyel of development, based on the UN’s
2008 classification, was used in order to refldus tstructure - the list of countries is
presented in Annex.t

3. LEGAL IMMIGRATION AND INTEGRATION

In general, the following main developments anddechave been observed:
» There has been an overall increase in both imniagraind emigration, since 2002.

» Half of the immigration into the EU in 2008 was setituted by third-country
nationals, one third coming from highly-developedatries.

» Most Member States took measures to address thg demand for labour in the first
half of 2008, also through immigration.

» Just over half of the emigration from Member State2008 was for the purpose of
intra-EU migration.

» Net-migration (immigration minus emigration) in theU is positive. Despite an
overall increase of 20% in positive net-migratiamce 2002, there was a decrease of
23% from 2007 to 2008, because the increase inratiog (45%) was higher than the
increase in immigration (15%).

1 Available fromhttp://www.emn.europa.eunder "Migration and International ProtectiontiStics"

12 Available athttp:/emn.intrasoft-int.com/Downloads/download2fdelD=1189

13 Available athttp:/emn.intrasoft-int.com/Downloads/download2fdelD=1347

14 Seehttp://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/gsidsistics/metadata

'% Since the countries are evolving, each year theyexlassified, based on the new values for ttistical
indicators included in the development index (fetads see the UN site dittp://hdr.undp.orjy
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The number of third-country nationals residing witthe EU in 2008 is 19.5 million.
More than half (53%) of third-country nationals whoe neither nationals of the
European Free Trade Association (EFTA) countriess Bulgaria and Romania are
from medium-developed countries (plus 39% from lygleveloped countries and
9% from less-developed countries).

661 000 people acquired citizenship in the EU in0&0 Historical ties and
geographical proximity generally influenced whictogps of third-country nationals
applied for citizenship.

In 2008, a total of 2 254 692 first residence p&smiere issued in the EU.

Family reasons and remunerated activities consttihe two primary reasons for
obtaining first residence permits in the EU (ea@Pi3f the total).

Remunerated activities constituted the primary aeafr granting first residence
permits in eight of the ten Member States whicleded to the EU in 2004. There was
a tendency among these Member States to attradtevgofrom neighbouring third
countries. In the majority of EU-15 Member Stat@sst first residence permits were
granted for family reasons.

International Migration Flows

In 2008, 3.7 million people migrated to EU Membéat&s and 2.3 million people emigrated
from a Member State, either to another Member Stagethird country.

Figure 9provides an overview of the overall migration twdarom the EU Member States
from 2002-2008. The figure shows an upward immigratrend at the EU level, with a slight
decrease in 2008, although the figures are sutgestime uncertainty, due to incomplete data
from a few Member States. At the same time, emimmatumbers also show an upward trend
over the last six years, with a notable increas&008. This implies that there are no
significant developments in the overall EU net-ratgm (immigration minus emigration),
which remains positive. In the remainder of thict®®, immigration and emigration are
dealt with separately at Member State level.

Figure 9: Overall Migration — EU level* (in 1 000)
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables andoStat data.

The graph covers 22 EU Member States which havéabiladata for all the years. Bulgari&rance, Greece Iltaly andMalta are not
included because of incomplete data, except foB2@8@en their data are presented separately indigjbur.
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3.1.1 Immigration

Figure 10shows the overall immigration by Member State 2008, in descending order.
Spain received the largest immigration flow in 2008 (1@®), followed byGermany
(682 000),United Kingdom (538 000) andtaly (535 000). FoGermany, whilst there is no
significant change from 2007 (+0.2%), it follow$oager term decrease in immigration since
the mid-1990's. This is mainly attributed to a dexlin the number of ethnic German
nationals from Eastern (non-EU) European countreesylum applicants and civil war
refugees from the former Yugoslavia. The total namtf immigrants enterinfjaly and the
United Kingdom in 2008, on the other hand, represents an increasgared to 2002 of
151% and 28%, respectively. In the caséaly , this increase in immigration has prompted a
reconsideration of its demographic projections tsynational institute of statistics (ISTAT),
as the annual net-migration now exceeds by far grejected "High Scenario.” F@pain,

on the other hand, the entry of immigrants deciethye24% compared to 2007. The decline
seems to be associated with the global economsisciiat has also affected the Spanish
labour market.

Figure 10: Overall Immigration by Member State in 2008 and 207 (in 1 000), ordered
by decreasing 2008-figures.
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. *Etabslata

Compared to 2007, the highest increases in abstdutes of immigrants in 2008 were
registered byPoland (33 000),Netherlands (27 000) andHungary (13 000). The same three
Member States, together witilalta, also recorded the largest increase in relativenge
compared to 2007Poland recorded an increase of 219%wngary recorded 54%Malta
34%, andNetherlands witnessed an increase of 23%. The explanatiortiersignificant
increase of immigrants iRoland is mainly to be found in the return of Polish patls after
its accession to the EU, previously it recordedhaneasing number of its nationals moving to
other Member States. However, due to the globah@wic crisis and its impact on the EU
labour force, 2008 saw many nationals returningnfather Member States. By contrast, the
highest number of immigrants registered in Wetherlands, was partly considered to be the
result of an increase in the number of labour intamgs from other Member States during the
first three quarters of 2008.

17 of 100



Synthesis Report on Migration and International Prdection Statistics 2008

The highest number of immigrants, relative to tiee ©f population in 2008 (measured in
number of immigrants per 1 000 inhabitdftsvas recorded byuxembourg (37), Malta
(22), Cyprus (18), Spain (16), Ireland (15), Slovenia (15) and Belgium (14). The
development regarding per capita immigration iseesdly notable inSlovenig which
recorded an increase in immigration from 2002 t6&06f more than 200% (from 9 100 to
30 700), mainly related to the need for additiomabrkforce. Belgium's increase in
immigration in the same period corresponded to latively lower 32% increase (from
113 900 to 150 800), which nevertheless amounteédediighest number of immigrants ever
observed (see also Tabléen3Annex 2).

Figure 11provides a breakdown of immigrants into main goop citizenship, which may
help explain some of the immigration patterns ie tU. At the aggregated EU level,
immigration by third-country nationals constitu#3%, whereas immigration by EU citizens
from other Member States accounts for 36%, andndiy nationals to their home Member
State for 14%.

Figure 11: Immigration by Member State and by main group ofcitizenship, as a
percentage of total immigration, ordered by nationgs immigrating, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National. Statistical Tables * Etab data
** Breakdown for BE and RO not available

Bulgaria recorded the largest share (93% of thal tmumber of immigrants) of nationals
returning to their home country of all Member Sgabe 2008, followed byPoland (75%),
Lithuania (68%) andestonia (47%).

'8 The ratio between the number of immigrants ind@lendar year and the mid-year population of tkeiwng
country, for a given year, multiplied by 1000.
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In Luxembourg, which has the highest immigration rate relatwehte size of its population,
the majority of immigrants are citizens of other rvlger States (78%), primarily from
Portugal, France, Germany, Belgium andltaly .

The largest shares of third-country nationals, agnalh immigrants coming to a Member
State in 2008, were recorded Byovenia (84% or 25 900) th&€zech Republic (75% or
58 500) andspain (69% or 499 000). Almost half (46%) of all immigta enteringSlovenia

in 2008 were from Bosnia and Herzegovina (13 O@bjereas more than half of the third-
country nationals immigrating to th@zech Republic were nationals of the Ukraine and
Vietnam. In fact, almost two thirds of all natiosaf Vietham immigrating to the EU in 2008
immigrated to this Member State, most likely duehte relatively large Viethamese diaspora
already in the Czech Republic.

Figure 12provides a further breakdown of immigrants fronrdhcountries. It shows that,
overall, 33% of the third-country nationals immigng into the EU in 2008 came from
highly-developed countries, 55% from medium-devetbpountries, 7% from less-developed
countries, 4% from candidate countries from 200 B from EFTA-countrie$’

Figure 12 Immigration by Member State and by main group ofcitizenship, as a
percentage of total immigration of citizens of coutries outside the EU-27,
ordered by relative share of immigration of nationds from highly developed
non-EU countries, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Estab data
** Breakdown for BE and RO not available

" European Free Trade Association (Iceland, Liectiggn, Norway and Switzerland). The Human
Development Index is a composite index incorpogasitatistical measures of life expectancy, literacy
educational attainment and GDP per capita, forildetae the UN site aluttp://hdr.undp.orgSee Annex 1 for
list of countries.
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In nine Member States, immigration from highly-dieyed third countries made up the
largest share of the total immigration from thicuntries in 2008Slovenia(78% or 20 100),
Latvia (69% or 700),Portugal (62% or 10 000)Estonia (59% or 500),Greece (59% or
29 000),Lithuania (59% or 1 500)Luxembourg 951% or 1 355)ireland (47% or 6 400),
Hungary (45% or 8 000} Austria (43% or 16 700) anGermany (38% or 90 800).

Nationals of the Russian Federation made up themagrity of immigrants from highly-
developed third countries tBstonia (46%) andLatvia (43%).Germany, however, received
the largest absolute number of nationals from theskn Federation (15 000), although they
only made up 6% of the total number of third-coymtational immigrants in 2008. Nationals
of the Russian Federation were also among the meoaps of third-country nationals
immigrating toLithuania (13%), although the largest group (36%) were maii® of Belarus
belonging to the group of highly-developed coustridationals from the former Serbia and
Montenegro constituted the largest group of thmdatry nationals immigrating t@ustria
(14%) and tdHungary (22%).

Seven Member States received most third-country igrants from medium-developed
countries in 2008: Cyprus (79%zech Republic(75%),Spain (67%),Italy (64%),Poland
(62%), Denmark (54%)United Kingdom®® (54%), Netherlands (52%), Slovak Republic
(52%) andFinland (41%). The immigrants from medium-developed thealintries to the
Czech Republicwere mainly nationals from Ukraine (32%) and Va(23%). Nationals of
Ukraine also made up the main part of third-coumtayionals inPoland (37%) andSlovak
Republic (22%). In the case d?oland, however, there was a significant decrease indsord
crossings at the Ukrainian border in 2008, duetigtaening of visa requiremerftSin Italy,
nationals of Morocco constituted the largest grotiphird-country nationals (13%). Also in
Spain, Morocco was the first medium-developed third-coui19%), followed by a number
of Latin American countries, Colombia (6%), Ecuaf#) and Peru (4%). Théetherlands
received its largest share of third-country natisrfeom the medium-developed countries,
China (10%), India (8%) and Turkey (8%)Although Finland also received its main share
of third-country immigrants from medium-developeduntries, the main group of third-
country nationals in 2008 were nationals of thedrars Federation (23%).

Malta and Sweden received most of their third-country national ingnaints from less-

developed countries (44% and 41% respectively)lthin latter, the largest group of third-
country nationals came from lIraq (22%), althougk thumber of immigrants from lIraq
decreased by 20% from 2007. To some extent, thease of immigrants from Iraq could be
explained by fewer asylum applicants and a loweogaition rate.

Figure 13shows the top 20 of immigration of third-countrgtionals into the EU in 2008.

Nationals of Morocco constitute by far the largestare (136 800) of third-country
immigrants moving to the EU in 2008. Most of themigrants from Morocco went to the
Southern-European Member States; not&pwin andltaly who together received 96% of
these immigrants. Nationals of Ukraine made upsbeond largest group of third-country
nationals migrating to the EU in 2008, followed ftionals of China and Brazil. About one
fifth of the nationals of Brazil immigrated t®ortugal, constituting two thirds of all third-

8 Hungary received an equal share from medium-developed tuuntries.
% No further breakdown provided in comparative taplalthough estimates are in the National Repodt an
Tables of data.
20 Source: APR 2008 (p.29)
21 |t is noted that nationals from the United Staits® constituted 8%, but these belong to the gafugighly-
developed countries.
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country nationals moving to Portugal in 208&nd more than one half immigratedSpain.
Around 90% of nationals from Colombia and Ecuadoemigrated toSpain, as well as three
quarters of Peruvians.

Figure 13 Immigration of citizens from countries outside the EU-27 into the EU**, top
20 country of citizenship, in 1 000's and in 2008
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Source: Eurostat data
** Immigrants to BE, RO and MT are not includedresbreakdown by country of citizenship for thesartdes is available.

3.1.2 Emigration

A total of 2 296 533 people emigrated from an EUnNder State in 2008. This marked an
increase of approximately 16% compared to 2007l¢elikegy France and Greece for which
figures from 2007 were not available). A little radhan half (55%) of the people emigrating
from Member States in 2008 moved within the EU, nghs the rest (45%) emigrated out of
the EU (excludingBelgium, France, Hungary and Spain, for which relevant statistics on
next residence were not available).

The largest number of people emigrating were reambrioh Germany (738 000) and the
United Kingdom (409 000), as shown in Figure {gke also Table & Annex 2for detailed
statistics). Compared to 2007, these two MembeeStalso recorded the strongest increase
in emigration, with 101 000 more people leavidgrmany with respect to 200@nd 91 000
more leaving th&Jnited Kingdom. In case of the former, the increase mainly relatethe
tendency of third-country nationals to return t@ithcountry of origin (for example, the
nationalities of the two main groups of third caymational emigrants were Turkey and the
United States, which were also the two most comommtries of next usual residence). The
third largest increase was registeredPwland and Spain (39 000 more than in 2007). The
case ofPoland by far constitutes the largest increase in redaterms compared to 2007

?2 Calculated from figures in National Report. Noa#able from comparative table of data.
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(110%). In this case, nationals accounted for 9X%naigration. This is noteworthy, since
two thirds of the total immigrants were also Polisitionals moving back t&oland, as
mentioned in the previous section.

Figure 14: Overall Emigration by Member State in 2007 and 208 (in 1 000), ordered by
2008 emigration figures
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Estab data

A relative increase in emigration, compared to 200&s also registered Wyatvia (44%,

1 800),Ireland (41%, 17 700)Slovak Republic (36%, 1 300)Malta (31%, 1 568)]taly
(24%, 15 700),Lithuania (23%, 3 200),Spain (17%, 39 400),Finland (10%, 1 200),
Belgium (8%, 7 600)Hungary (7%, 300),Austria (5%, 3 700), andEstonia (1%, 20)?® In
the case oflreland and theUnited Kingdom, the most frequent country of next usual
residence was Australi®egardingltaly, 67% were nationals emigrating to Switzerland,
United States or other Member States.

Compared to 2007, a number of Member States atswded a decrease in emigration. The
Czech Republic (-70%, 14 500), Portugal (-24%, 6 400), Slovenia (-19%, 2 800),
Luxembourg (-6%, 600),Netherlands (-1%, 1 200) andsweden(-0.5%, 100). However,
over a longer span of time from 2002 to 2008, dh/Czech Republicrecorded an overall
decrease in emigration. The increase in emigrdtmm theCzech Republicduring the first
half of the decade was followed by a decrease iigration following its accession in 2004.
In 2008, emigration was down to 6 027, which wagmisicantly below the 2002-level of
32 389.

%3 Note that emigration data for 2007 is not ava#eior France.
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3.1.3 Net Migration

Net-migration (immigration minus emigration) foretlieU was positive in 2008, by about 1.4
million people?* meaning that the Member States in total had atdrdlow than outflow. At
the aggregated level, an increase of 20% in pesiet-migration since 2002 was recorded.
However, compared to 2007, there was a decregsesitive net-migration of 23%, which is
explained by the fact that the increase in emigna{d5%) was higher than the increase in
immigration (15%).

As shown in_Figure 155pain (460 000) andtaly (454 000) recorded the largest positive net
migration in 2008. In the latter case primarily daehe low level of emigration relative to the
size of the population. F@pain, the net migration decreased by 37% in 2008, shgwhe
lowest value in the period 2003-2008. This is doeatdecrease in immigration (-24%)
together with an increase in emigration (17%) camgao 2007.

Figure 15 Net migration by Member State in 2008 (in 1 000)prdered by decreasing
numbers
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data

Only a few Member States had a negative net marati 2008.Germany (-55 700),Poland
(-26 500), Lithuania (-7 700), Latvia (-2 500), Bulgaria (-900) ané&stonia (-700). It is
noteworthy that, after more than two decades oftipesnet migration inGermany, 2008
marked the first negative net migration recordeteil984. This was primarily due to the
negative net migration of German nationals (-66)4@tarking a peak of a general trend for
the period 2005-2009. In addition, the large emigraby nationals of Turkey (34 800) also
contributed to the negative net migration.

Estonia, Latvia andLithuania continued their long-term trend of negative negmaiion in
2008. The two main reasons seem to be that nasiaidhese three Member States move to

24 The 2008-number in Figure 1 is only 890 000, hig humber does not include five Member Statesagele
refer to the note below Figure 1.
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other Member States to seek employment and the tfedt nationals of the Russian
Federation, Belarus and the Ukraine return to tbe@imtries of origin. All three of them have
recorded a significant increase in the number afeants from 2002 (116%, 84% and 140%
respectively), most of whom are their nationals mguo other Member States. In the case of
Latvia, most of the emigrating nationals have moved ®lihited Kingdom, Ireland and
Germany and have officially informed the relevant Latvianstitutions about their
settlement, which is interpreted as an indicatidnpermanent emigration. Whilst the
increasing emigration contributed to the negatiee migration in all three Member States,
Estonia recorded a slight decrease in the negative netatog since 2002 of 728 (-50%),
but Latvia and Lithuania recorded increases in negative net migration & @B®%) and

5 742 (291%) respectively.

3.2 Usual Residence

In total, on ' January 2009, 19 532 000 citizens of non EU-27httis have their usual
residence in the E®. At the same time, 11 272 655 citizens of the EUkave their usual
residence in another Member State. Figurgdfvides an overview of the number of third-
country nationals who were residents in the EU Men®tates at the end of 2008. The figure
shows that the Member States with the five largestbers of immigrants in 2008 also host
the largest amount of third-country nationals. Térgest number of third-country nationals
live in Germany (4 655 000).

Figure 16: Number of residents who are citizens of countriesutside the EU-27, by
Member State, in 1 000, 1st January 2009, ordered/ldecreasing numbers
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% Data do not include Belgium.
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Figure 17shows the share of third-country nationals retatie the Member States' total
population.

Figure 17: Usual residence by Member State and by main groupf citizenship, as a
percentage of total residents, ordered by percentag I January 2009
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Source: EMN NCP National. Statistical Tables. * &3iat data
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The figure shows thatuxembourg hosts the largest share of non-nationals (44%)alOf
non-nationals with residence in Luxembourg, nati®md other Member States make up the
biggest part (86%, or 37% of the total populatian}h those ofPortugal constituting by far
the largest group of immigrants from within the HblJowed by nationals oFrance, lItaly,
Belgium andGermany.

Figure 17 also shows thatatvia and Estonia have the largest shares of third-country
nationals, as a percentage of their total populatid7% and 15%, respectively). Of these,
“non-citizens of Latvia / Estonia” (i.e. personsnuag from the former USSR who do not
hold citizenship of any country) together with patils of the Russian Federation make up
the majority in both Member States. In general,dbmposition of third-country nationals in
both Member States has clear historical roots & fdrmer Soviet Union, as nationals of
Ukraine and Belarus are also prevalent among fing-¢lountry nationals.

Figure 18provides a breakdown of residents by main groupoaintries of citizenship. The
figure shows that, at EU level, citizens from calade countries (Croatia, Macedonia and
Turkey) make up 15% of all non-EU nationals, whitsGermany, they make up the largest
group. Of these, nationals of Turkey constituteslltigest group (71%).
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Figure 18 Usual residence of non-EU nationals by Member Sta and by main group of
countries of citizenship, as a percentage of residecitizens of countries
outside the EU-27, T January 2009
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Nationals of highly-developed countries made upléngest share of third-country nationals
with usual residence ibatvia (99%, 389 6885° Estonia (97%, 198 632)Lithuania (88%,

34 361),Slovenia(74%, 48 840)l.uxembourg (58%, 17 170)Austria (49%, 267 683) and
Finland (45%, 40 517). Ifrinland, Estonia, Latvia andLithuania, nationals of the Russian
Federation made up the largest share of residents highly-developed countries. In
Austria, Luxembourg and Slovenia the largest group was from countries of the farme
Yugoslavia (i.e. Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croati@sd®o, Macedonia and former Serbia and
Montenegro).

In most Member States, the largest share of thorditry nationals were nationals of medium-
developed countries. Thezech Republic(79%, 207 304)Spain (65%, 2 181 948)italy
(62%, 1 709 657)Poland (58%, 14 904)France (57%,1 381 2503’ United Kingdom
(53%, 1 255 767)Hungary (51%, 38 957)Slovak Republic (51%, 10 085)Netherlands
(48%, 166 247) andPortugal (48%, 172 248). Nationals of the Ukraine constituthe
largest group of residents from medium-developedd tikountries inCzech Republic
Hungary, Poland and Slovak Republic whereas the majority of third-country nationals
residingin Spain were from Morocco, intaly were from Albania, in th&letherlands from
Turkey, in Portugal from Brazil and in theUnited Kingdom from India and Pakistan.
Nationals of Morocco made up the second-largestesbé third-country nationals in both
Italy and theNetherlands Only in Sweden did nationals of less-developed countries
constitute the largest share of third-country male in 2008. Of these, nationals of Iraq and
Somalia prevailed.

% For Estonia and Latvia, “non-citizens” are included in the shares of madils from “highly-developed
countries,” but they are not counted as citizenthefRussian Federation (as citizens of the Rus3aeration
and “non-citizens” have separate statuses).

" No breakdown in third-country nationals availataely by groups of third countries.
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3.3 Acquisition of citizenship

In total, approximately 661 000 persons acquirditesiship in a Member State in 20%8.
The largest numbers of acquisitions of citizenshigse recorded in the largest Member
States, i.e., in decreasing orderance (137 320),United Kingdom (129 255),Germany
(94 470),Spain (84 170) andtaly (53 696)>°

Figure 19 Acquisition of citizenship by Member State in 208, in 1 000's ordered by
decreasing numbers of acquisitions
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Even compared to the size of its population, thenlmer of acquisitions of citizenship in
France was the third largest in the EU in 2008. Most ludge acquiring French citizenship
were former nationals of Maghreb countries and &urd2% and 7% respectively).

In Germany, the largest group acquiring citizenship were fernmationals of Turkey,
accounting for 24 400 (25%). This, however, is kbwest number of former nationals of
Turkey acquiring citizenship in the last decadestbontinuing a downward trend (only 30%
of the 2002 level)Germany has, in general, recorded a decrease since 262 mumber of
foreign nationals acquiring citizenship.

Italy granted the fifth-largest number of citizenships 2008, with most third-country
nationals originally coming from Morocco (17%) afltbania (9%).

In Spain, nine out of the ten main countries of citizensfigpm which nationals obtained
Spanish citizenship were Latin American countrreflecting the impact of the national law

%8 Data do not includ8elgium.

29 According to Eurostat Metadata, a number of diffitrconcepts, definitions and data sources are imsed
different Member States, which can make comparisbffisult and occasionally misleading. Member $tat
also differ in terms of the conditions that musfdélled to acquire or lose a citizenship.
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on citizenship that makes it possible for Latin Aio&ns to apply for citizenship after two
years of legal residence (instead of the usualireapent of ten years).

Swedengranted most citizenship to nationals of third rioies relative to the size of its
population. However there was a decrease of 11%paoed to 2007. The largest individual
group of third-country nationals were nationalslrafg (21% or 4 220) which represents a
decrease of 29% compared to 2007. Most may haven Ipsgsons benefiting from
international protection.

In the United Kingdom, the two main groups of foreign nationals who weranted
citizenship in 2008 were nationals of African caigd (33%) and the Indian subcontinent
(31%). As in the case of the nationality of uswedidents, the colonial ties are still evident,
since the most common nationalities granted cishgnwere nationals of India (9%) and
Pakistan (7%).

3.4 Residence permits

Figure 20provides an overview of the main reasons for gngrfirst residence permits at the
EU level, showing that overall the primary reasdnficst residence permits is "family
reasons” (30.2%), closely followed by "remuneratetivities reasons" (29.6%). "Education
reasons” account for 20% of the first residencengsr granted - the same share as the
residual category "other reasoris."

Figure 20: First residence permits, by reason, for EU-27 aa whole, 2008

# Family reasons

461 818
20.5%
Remunerated activities
reasons
442 865 il Education reasons
19.6%
668 311 Otherreasons
29.6%

Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables ando&tat data

Figure 21below shows the number of first residence pergniggted by each Member State
in 2008 and how these permits were distributed ayrba four main groups of reasons. The
United Kingdom®! issued the largest total number of first residepeemits in the EU

% Similar data on the main reasons for issuancésifresidence permit are not available for 200gufes from
Luxembourg on residence permits refer to residence pernstge both for the first time and renewals. Also,
they do not include residence permits issued td-{duntry national family members of EU citizefsafte de
séjour’).

%1 The United Kingdom does not have residence permits as defined biviheatory Statistics Regulation EC
No 862/2007. As a consequence, the United Kingdoowiges estimates of third-country nationals whe ar
granted permission to reside in the United Kingd@®armission to enter) by reason; derived from lagdi
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(633 255), representing 28% of all first residepeemits issued the EU-27 in 2008. Even
compared to the size of its population, the Mentbi@te has one of the largest numbers of
first residence permits issued.

Figure 21: First residence permits, by type of reason and Meber State, 2008,
ordered by number of first residence permits
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The largest share of the first residence permigtgd by théUnited Kingdom were for
educational reasons (35%), which classifies the hManState together with Denmark and
Ireland, as the only three Member States where educati@asons constitute the main
reason of issuance of first residence permits.tik®nited Kingdom, however, the number
of first residence permits granted for educatiomasons decreased by 35% compared to
2007. The three main groups of third-country nalsrreceiving such a permit were from

cards issued to non-EEA nationals at the pointrifyeinto the United Kingdon{supplemented with other
management information such as visas issued atanagyanted).
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China, the United States and India.ltaeland, the largest groups to receive first residence
permits were nationals of Brazil, the United Stated Mauritius.

In most EU-15 Member States, first residence parmiere primarily granted for family
reasonsan exception istaly where family reasons amounted to 32% of the pergriénted.
New regulations and legislative changes, introduoeal number of Member States in 2008,
further developed and/or tightened the conditioms family reunification. However, the
effects of such legal changes are often visibley @iter a few years and can therefore
generally not be expected to be reflected in tH@g82Xatistical figures.

Germany recorded a reduction in the number of first resde permits issued when, in
September 2007, the Member State introduced stiemguage requirements for spouses of
third-country nationals, causing the number of ptrnssued to drop by 21% in 2007 from
the previous year, although the number rose slightl2008 by 6%. The largest individual
group of third-country nationals to receive resieerpermits for family reasons were
nationals of Turkey (18%), who also constituted ldrgest group of third-country nationals
receiving a first residence permitAustria (25%),Belgium (10%),Netherlands (14%).

In the Netherlands, new legislative measures from 2086ntroducing new requirements for

integration, may have been the reason why the nuofoapplications for a residence permit
for family reasons declined in 2008. This was aitrly the case for nationals of Turkey and
Morocco. By contrast, an increase in residence pemgranted to nationals of India for family

reasons was observed, which is attributed to famityration in connection with migration of

highly-skilled workers.

Swedenrecorded a significant increase of 21% in theasse of residence permits for family
reasons from 2007, a majority of which were grarntedationals of Iraq, consistent with the
overall immigration pattern in Sweden. Other MemBgaites granted the majority of first
residence permits for family reasons to nationdlshood countries with which they share
borders or have existing large migrant communitfessordingly, Finland issued the largest
share (19%) of first residence permits to nationafisthe Russian Federation, whereas
Portugal granted most first residence permits to natiowdl8razil (45%).Greeceissued
76% of its permits to nationals of Albania. Theadptovided byGreeceshows a significantly
different pattern depending on whether the recigief the residence permits are nationals of
a Member State or of a third country. Whereas 77% @ individuals receiving a residence
permit to join an EU national were spouses or @asin72% of those joining a third-country
national were children of this persoSpain granted the largest share of first residence
permits for family reasons to nationals of Moroq@i1%) and Latin American countries
(Ecuador 14%, Colombia 13%, Peru 7%).

With regard to the number of first residence pesnssued on the grounds of remunerated
activities the figures seem to reflect the fact that manymider States took measures to
address the rising demand for labour through ttet Ralf of 2008, also including through
migration®® In Italy remunerated activities constituted the primargoeafor issuance of first
residence permits amounting to 143 000 out of @ wft242 000 (59%). Also in most of the
Member States which acceded in 2004, (Cypfmech Republic Hungary, Lithuania,
Poland, RomaniaSlovak Republicand Slovenig) were remunerated activities the primary
reason for issuance of first residence permits.

%2 The Civic Integration Abroad Act (Wet inburgeribgitenland, Wib).
%3 EMN Annual Policy Report 2008, p.48 of the Syntadzeport
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The Czech Republicintroduced aGreen Card Schemm 2008, targeted at third-country

nationals. The scheme combines the work permitthadresidence permit into one single
permit received through one single and faster apgin procedure. More than one third of
third-country nationals receiving a first residermamit were nationals of the Ukraine. In

Poland, the large share of first residence permits isfaedeasons of remunerated activities
(46%) can be attributed to new regulations fadihtp access to the labour market for
nationals of the Ukraine, Belarus and the RussedeFation. The regulations were introduced
in February 2008. Consequently, nationals of thbsse third countries also constituted the
main group of people receiving a first residencemis for remunerated activities in 2008. In

Hungary, nationals of the Ukraine also constituted thgdat group of people receiving a

first residence permit for remunerated activitieasons.

A similar pattern was also seen ldthuania, which primarily attracted nationals of
neighbouring Belarus, and f@lovenia, which primarily attracted nationals of other forme
Yugoslavian countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, i@efdacedonia, Kosovo and Croatia).
Both Member States introduced new legislation i®&0optimising the procedures for
handling applications for residence permits. Fatance, in 2008Slovenia adopted an
amendment to itédlien Act,stipulating that an application for a residencerpefor reasons
of employment or worknay also be lodged by a third-country national'pleyer with the
competent diplomatic or consular representative®fbbroad. An employer may also lodge an
application with the competent official body in 8mia This may have contributed to the
significant increase of 68% from 2007 in the numbgfirst residence permits issued. The
Slovak Republic recorded a similarly large increase in the nundderesidence permits for
the purpose of employment from the year before (9% Spain, whilst remunerated
activities were either the first or second mostamgnt reason between 2003 and 2007, this
reason fell to the third place in 2008, which ikted to the impact of the economic crisis on
the national labour market.

Figure 22below shows the more specific reasons for grantirsj residence permits for
remunerated activities among the Member Stitds.2008, four Member States stood out
with a relatively high share of highly-skilled wans, two-thirds of the permits for
remunerated activities reasons in Netherlands half of such permits iBelgium and about
one-third in Austria®® and Ireland. In the Netherlands, one-fourth of the third-country
nationals receiving a first residence permit fanu@erated activities reasons were nationals
of India and of these, highly-skilled workers catugéed up to 95% of the total.

% Please note that the disaggregated data for remtedeactivities reasons was incomplete for a langmber
of Member States which are therefore not desciiitazd.

% In Austria seasonal workers are not included in the categbfiyst residence permits as they do not formally
receive a residence permit.
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Figure 22 First residence permits for remunerated activities, by reason and Member
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4.

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION AND RETURN

Different reasons for developments regarding illegay and the number of apprehensions of
third-country nationals staying illegally were notén the various Member States. They
include:

» The enlargement of the Schengen Area - resultirdhanged patterns of movements,

>

>

>

transits and “residence” of illegally staying thitduntry nationals, as noted in
Estonia, Hungary, Poland andSlovak Republic

Changes in irregular migration routes and entrynsoof third-country nationals into
the Schengen Area, as notedsiovenia

Developments with regard to the number of applEdot international protection, as
noted inGermany, with the number of apprehensions related to thmbrer of asylum
applications in two ways: 1) apprehended third-¢gumationals may apply for
international protection, and 2) some of the pessapprehended may be rejected
asylum applicants.

Increased surveillance and focus on counteringallemmigration in new policies
adopted in 2007 or 2008 in a number of Member State noted b¥inland, Italy,
Netherlands Portugal and Romania.

Co-operation agreements of some Member States,aslizly andSpain, with North
African countries aimed at preventing and managiegular migration.

Whilst the data available can at least providerahication of possible trends and/or marked
changes in illegal immigration, it should be treaveth caution as priorities differ between

national law enforcement and the current administgrocedures in the Member States and
because, as illegal entries and unlawful resideneans that registration is often avoided by
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illegally entering or staying third-country natidsait is not possible to establish an overall
idea of the total number of illegally-staying immagts.

With respect to returns, the following general depments have been identified in 2008:
» 605 754 third-country nationals were ordered todethe EU.

» 241 662 third-country nationals were returned thial country from a Member State
following an order to leave.

» Both the numbers of orders to leave and returng @enerally highest among the EU-
15.

» At EU-level, nationals of Albania by far constitdtéhe largest group (69 300) of
third-country nationals returned following an ordeteave. Of thes&;reecereturned
the majority (96%).

As in previous years, the bulk of apprehensionsranans of third-country nationals relate
primarily to citizens of third countries neighbaugj or within the geographical proximity of,
the relevant Member State, or citizens of thirdntaas with historical, cultural or linguistic

ties to the Member State.

4.1  Apprehensions

Figure 23below shows the number of apprehensions by MerSketie in 2008. A total of
611 840 third-country nationals illegally stayingthe Member States were apprehended in
2008. There is no fully comparable overview at [EMel for previous years, as, for example,
data on 2007, prior to the Regulation, from Cypmsnmark,Ireland, Romania and the
United Kingdom are not available. However, for the remaining 22nilber States, there was
an over3%ll increase in the number of apprehensioms, 448 463 in 2007 to 527 415 in 2008
of 18%:

Whilst the number of apprehensions, to some extenid be considered a possible indicator
of the scale of third-country nationals stayinggtlly, changes to these numbers do not
necessarily reflect a higher or lower number agdlly-staying third-country nationals, as
they can also be the result of different ways toord and calculate the number of
apprehensions and/or a greater focus of policerandgration services on detecting persons
staying illegally in their respective Member Statde addition, a high number of
apprehensions in some Member States may also bmiivé of the increased use of these
Member States as transit countries, rather tharstitoting the place of residence of the
apprehended persons.

% This should be seen as indicative, as there dmilsbme inconsistencies and changes of categorisaiti
some of the national data.
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Figure 23 Third-country nationals apprehended/found to beillegally staying, by
Member State, 2008. Ordered by number of persons gpehended.
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The number of apprehensions in the EU ranged frdrh 60 in France to 162 in
Luxembourg. Greece also apprehended more than 100 000 illegally stayhird-country
nationals followed bySpain (92 703), United Kingdom (69 840) andltaly (68 175).
Whereas the number of apprehensions increasedisagiy in France (by 60%), a slight
decrease was seen@reece(by 5%)3’

The Czech Republi¢ Estonia andLithuania experienced a decline in the numbers of both
refusals and apprehensions, drdland and Greece experienced increases in both, but
overall there seems to be no clear link betweerddwelopments in the numbers of refusals
and the numbers of apprehensions in the MembegsStat

Some Member States, such Asstria, Portugal and Spain, experienced an increase in
apprehensions compared to 2007 (7%, 29% and 28peai#ely), but this development

followed decreases in the previous year, mainlyibated to the enlargement of the EU
following the accession of Bulgaria and Romarhéalta experienced an increase in the
number of apprehensions by 48% (to 3 015) whicteligted to an increase in boat arrivals
(with citizens of Somalia being the far most commoountry of nationality of those

apprehended, 48% of total).

The significant increase noted Kinland (173.4%) is related to several factors, such as
increased surveillance and an increased numbesydiira applicants. In August 2008, the

government set up a project, which included inadaso-operation between authorities,

enhanced surveillance nationwide and faster rema¥alllegally staying third-country

3" Greecebased on Eurostat data - data from the Helleniicépresented in the National Report show an
increase in numbers, but also contain some incemnsies.
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nationals® Policy developments, most likely, also influencé#®e number of persons
apprehended in other Member States, such as iNdtleerlands where theSettlement of the
Legacy of the "old" Alien Schersame into effect on I5June 2007° By 28" January 2008,
approximately 21 000 had responded positively @ dffer. In 2008, new measures were
announced to trace illegally-staying third-countgtionals, with the purpose of removing
them. Another example Bortugal, which saw an increase in the number of apprebassi
following the adoption of a new immigration lawaw No. 23/200), including measures to
combat illegal immigration.

Figure 24below shows the number of apprehensions of thikdhtry nationals by countries
of citizenship. The most frequent country of citighip of the nationals apprehended for
illegal stay was Albania. Most of the Albanian oéns (90%) were apprehendeddreece-
amounting to 62% of the total number of apprehersstbere. The remaining most prominent
countries of citizenship of persons apprehendethénEU as a whole were Afghanistan,
Morocco, Iraq and Brazil.

Figure 24: Third-country nationals found to be illegally staying, top 20 countries of
citizenship, EU level, 2008. Ordered by number ofationals.
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Source: Eurostat data

The apprehensions of citizens of the differentticountries tend to cluster in certain Member
States. Nine out of ten of the apprehended citizémslbania were apprehended Greece
(65 480). The majority of the apprehended citizehsAfghanistan were apprehended in

% Ministry of the Interior,Safety First - International Security Programniyblications of the Ministry of the
Interior, 25/2008.

% A pardon scheme for asylum applicants who had ested all legal remedies, and who appealed uneeslth
Aliens Act.
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France (21 125) andsreece(17 995). Most of the nationals of Morocco wererabended in
Spain (16 840) andtaly (11 520) and 94.1% of nationals of Bolivia werscaépprehended
in Spain. A large part of the nationals of Iraq (40%) anitrEa (74%) were apprehended in
France, and the majority of the nationals of Brazil weygrehended iRortugal (56%) and
Spain (27%). A large part of the nationals of India (32%ere apprehended in thénited
Kingdom.

The patterns above show, as mentioned earliergé@graphical proximity, the existence of
large migrant communities and/or historical or lirggic ties play a part in the apprehension
pattern. This is further confirmed in several otiember States, for example, the most
prominent countries of citizenship of the persopgrahended iBelgium were Algeria and
Morocco; Ukraine was the most frequent country izenship in Czech Republic and
Poland, third-country nationals from the Russian FedergtBelarus and Ukraine were most
frequently apprehended inthuania and almost half of the apprehensions of citizehs o
Turkey took place itGermany.

Of the ten most prominent countries of citizengbripthe list in_Figure 24Afghanistan, Iraq
and Nigeria were also among the ten most frequenntdes of citizenship of persons
applying for international protection. Notable inist regard is the fact that the Russian
Federation, being the second most frequent couwftrgitizenship of persons applying for
international protection, was the nineteenth mosgudent country of citizenship of the third-
country nationals being apprehended for illegaly.stBhey were mainly apprehended in
Germany andAustria (2 415 and 2 380 respectively), and the same egpppi apprehended
citizens of Serbian citizens (5 920 and 2 290 retspaly).

4.2 Returns

The following section covers the amount and contmsiof third-country nationals who
were ordered to leave a Member State in 2008, dralwere returned following an order to
leave. These issues will be presented firstly feotflember State perspective, and secondly
by looking at the countries of citizenship of thergpns being ordered to leave and/or
returned. The figures on the orders to leave conkaith the instances of third-country
nationals who have entered legally, but who, farotss reasons, are no longer eligible to stay
in a Member State (e.g. because of an expirederesepermit or refused asylum) and third-
country nationals who initially entered the MemiState illegally. In addition, Eurostat data
on returns also include voluntary departures, whicimot always the case in the national
statistics.

Figure 25below shows (a) the number of third-country natisrordered to leave in 2008 for
each Member State, as well as (b) the number af-tuuntry nationals actually returned
following an order to leave in 2008 (the Membernté&taare ordered according to the number
of third-country nationals ordered to leave). T tfigures are not directly comparable,
since a share of the third-country nationals regdrim 2008 may have been ordered to leave
in 2007. For that reason, the number of third-counationals who have been returned may,
in some instances, exceed the number of third-cpurdtionals who received an order to
leave in the same ye#l Furthermore, since data on orders to leave aravalable from the
years before 2008, the relation between ordersaweel and returns for each Member State in

“91n 2008, this was the case for CyprGgrmany, Latvia, Poland, Romania an&lovenia
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2008 cannot be generalidé@nd tendencies can only be identified in futureush statistical
reports.

Figure 25: Third-country nationals (a) ordered to leave and(b) returned following an
order to leave, by Member State, 200%: Ordered by number of nationals.
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For the EU-27 as whole, a total of 605 754 thirdsdoy nationals were ordered to leave a
Member State in 2008 for various reasons. Almogowath (24%) of these orders were
recorded byGreece which also reported the largest number of thowdatry nationals

returned to their country of origin in 2008 (68 $6&f whom nationals of Albania constituted
97%. These comparably high numbers were accompagiedhigh number of apprehensions

“I Data from the National Reports could not suppoytsuch relationship either (e.g.Roland there was a
higher number of returns than orders to leave B82@0hereas this relationship was reversed in 2007)

2 The two sets of figures are not directly compazatihce some of the third country nationals reine2008
may have been ordered to leave in 2007.
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of illegally-staying third-country nationals andbeit to a lesser extent, of applications for
international protection (see Section drid_Section 6)1

Among the Member States that issued most orderdedwe, there is a clear over-
representation of the EU-15, i.e. the ten highastlvers of third-country nationals ordered to
leave were all recorded in these Member States dduld both link to the relatively higher
“attraction” of these Member States, as indicatgdtte higher number of apprehensions
among these Member States, and/or a stronger teywdenong these states to order third-
country nationals found to be staying illegallyléave. In the same vein, the numbers of
third-country nationals actually returned followiag order to leave were highest among the
EU-15, although not entirely following the patteriithe number of issued orders to leave.

Despite the statistical uncertainties in relati@an domparison with previous years, five
Member States reported a decrease in the numberdefs to leave in 2008. TH&lovak
Republic reported an overall decrease of 46% in the nundbessued orders to leave,
however, the proportion of orders to leave relatvehe number of apprehensions actually
increased, when taken into consideration that tmaber of people apprehended in 2008
decreased by 62% compared to 20@@land reported a decrease of 22%, which is believed
to be the result of a regularisation programme d¢aed between 2007 and 2008, whereby
1 263 migrants had their stay legalised. A decr@aslee number of orders to leave was also
reported bySlovenia(-36%),Latvia (-15%) andPortugal (-16%). InPortugal, this decrease
marked a shift from a longer term increase. In @stf an increase was reported by both
SwedenandFinland; the former attributed this to lower recognitiatas for asylum seekers
from Iraq, constituting 20% of the third-countrytioamals who were subject to negative
decisions.

Regarding the returns following an order to leawaly Lithuania, Malta and Poland
recorded decreases from 2007 (16%, 9% and 6%,ataglyg). Eight Member State€¢ech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Luxembourg, Slovenig Spain, United
Kingdom), on the other hand, had increases for variousorea BothGermany and the
Czech Republichad increases from the previous year, despiteeeatécreasing trends (in
the case of th&Czech Republic a decrease of 91% since 200%)ovenia attributed its
increase in the number of returns to efficiencynovements, whereas the increase recorded
by Luxembourg was explained by a policy change towards rejee®dum seekers from
Kosovo, who were no longer protected by specialomiiy considerations following the
Member State's formal recognition of Kosovo. Fumm@re, increases in returns were
reported bySpain (17%), Hungary (11%), United Kingdom (6%) andFinland (4%).
Estonia and Greece both had unchanged levels of returns, althougthénlatter case this
covers a general decrease in most nationalitieghwikas, however, offset by an increase in
the return of nationals of Albania, by far the kEsggroup of nationals returned.

At the EU-level, nationals of Albania by far comsted the largest group (69 300) of third-
country nationals returned following an order tave in 2008, as shown in Figure Bélow.
Of these,Greecereturned the majority (96%). In addition to Albana majority of third-
country nationals returned from Member States weatenals of third countries with land or
sea-borders with the EU (e.g. Morocco, Ukraine k&yr Serbia).
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Figure 26: Third-country nationals returned following an order to leave, by country of
citizenship, EU level, 2008. Ordered by number ofationals.
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5. BORDER CONTROL

The developments regarding illegal entry and stathe different Member States were to a
large extent influenced by the Schengen AgreemedtEdJ enlargement. This was seen in
the following ways:

» The entry ofCzech Republi¢ Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland,
Slovak Republic and Sloveniainto the Schengen Agreement {2lbecember 2007)
led to changes to cross-border movements and ¢oespecially in those Member
States which joined the Schengen Area, and in tMember States which formerly
constituted the external borders of the EU (SecBab).”® The changing patterns
indicate that Schengen is instrumental in ensunnge effective border management.

» Refusals of entry into the Member States with exkeborders to the Schengen Area
(especially eastern borders) mostly occur at lamdséa) borders, whereas refusals of

entry into other Member States are more likelyaketplace at air borders (Section
5.1.0.

3 Note that, at the time of publication of this repdulgaria, Cyprusjreland, Romania and thé&nited
Kingdom are not part of the Schengen Agreement.
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5.1 Refusals

The term "refusal" refers to third-country natichalho are refused entry at the external
borders because they do not fulfil all the entrywdibons laid down in Article 5(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 562/2006 and do not belong & dhtegories of persons referred to in
Article 5(4) of that Regulation. The number of rgdis reflects the number of individuals
which have been refused entry, irrespective ofitmaber of refusals issued to that per&bn.

The overall picture at EU level points to a tendeotdecreasing numbers of refusals, which
corresponds to the overall trend of a decreasenmigration compared to 2007. For some
Member States, such #aly andSpain, the signing of co-operation agreements with North
African countries may also have contributed to Iomge the number of third-country
nationals, who would otherwise have been refusddy eat the borders. Furthermore, the
accession of Bulgaria and Romania into the EU @72€ould also been seen as an important
reason for the decreasing number of refusals ines@d Member States compared to
previous years.

Figure 27shows the number of refusals of third-countryarais by Member State. A total of
634 975 third-country nationals were refused emtty an EU Member State in 2008. It is not
possible to make a complete comparison at EU lewtl previous years, as, for example,
data for Cyprus anialta are not available for 2007, and data $oavedenare incomparable
due to procedural changes.

The refusals of entry were distributed very uneyeamhong the Member States. In particular,
Spain stood out with 510 010 refusdfsThis amounts to 80.3% of the EU-27 total number of
refusals in 2008. The Member State with the secnaost refusals was tHénited Kingdom

(23 640), followed byPoland (16 850). At the other end of the scale Wwagembourg with
only four refusals, an8wedenwith 55.

4 Eurostat metadata, Enforcement of Immigration legion. The Eurostat definition reads: "Each perio
counted only once within the reference period,spextive of the number of refusals issued to thmesa
person." In practice it seems that the data fromesdember States (for examplmited Kingdom) refer to
“incidents” rather than “individuals”.

5 More than 95% of these refusals must be attribtiwethe Spanish cities of Ceuta and Melilla bomgri
Morocco on the North African coast.
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Figure 27: Third-country nationals refused entry, by Member State, 2008. Ordered by
number of nationals.
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Of the Member States that had also provided datad®7° the number of refusals increased
in 2008 in Belgium, Finland, Greece Slovak Republic and Slovenia The number of
refusals decreased iAustria, Czech Republi¢ Estonia, France, Germany, Hungary,
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands Poland, Portugal andUnited Kingdom.

Within the overall trends, however, there are digant differences between the Member
States. IMAustria, the number of refusals decreased drasticallpivZto 5 636 compared to
29 128), due to the accession of Bulgaria and Ramairoviding citizens of these Member
States the right to settle in Austria. The tendenowtinued in 2008, when the number
declined by 52% to 2 715 - which could also belpattributed to the entry of new Member
States into the Schengen Area, leavagstria with an external land border with Switzerland
only. A similar development was seen@ermany, where the number of refusals declined
from 11408 in 2007 to 7 215 in 2008. This is alegarded as a consequence of the
enlargement of the Schengen Area, coupled with @inde in the number of asylum
applications (made at the border).Spain, the number of refused entries declined by 21%
between 2007 and 2008, from 644 989 to 510 010.

Similarly, most of the Member States entering tlthe®igen Area, controlling the external
borders of the area, experienced a decline in tmaber of refused entrieddungary
experienced a decrease of 49% compared to 200ibhustt to a decrease in cross-border
traffic and the changed situation of citizens ohRmia, andPoland saw a decrease of 48%,
which is explained by a 50% decrease in cross-lodrdfic and stricter regulations and visa
requirements. Although the relative change in nusbeere not as significant as for
Hungary andPoland, theSlovak RepublicandSloveniaexperienced an increase in the year

“8 The sources of data for 2007 vary as data wagetatollected in line with the Migratory StatistiBegulation
862/2007. For example, the IE EMN NCP notes th&EHI| data was used for 2007. For this reason, data
between 2007 and 2008 is hot comparable in allscase
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following their entry to Schengen, the most freguiiird-country nationals being from the
neighbouring countries of the Ukraine and Croagapectively.

5.1.1 Type of border

The refusals occurred at land, sea and air bortdetstefusals at land borders amounted to
87% of all the refusals made. Eleven per cent @eduat air borders and two per cent at sea
borders.

The types of border at which refusals occur varyhem Member States, depending on their
geography and overall migration flows. This is shaw Figure 28elow.

Figure 28 Third-country nationals refused entry, by Member State and by external
border, 2008

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

w -
- o

air, land & sea

# Refused at the land border Refused at the air border
Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data

Not surprisingly, in the Member States with extétaad borders, refusals primarily occurred
at these borders, whereas other Member States higther percentage of refusals of entry at
air borders. Examples of neighbouring Member Stdtastrating this difference are the
Czech RepublicandSlovak Republic.Refusals in th€zech Republiconly took place at air
borders, whereas Blovak Republig 98% took place at land border crossings.

Land borders were the predominant site of refus@ustria, Bulgaria,Germany, Greece
Finland, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Spain, Slovak Republic and Slovenia
Air borders were the predominant border typeBalgium, Cyprus, Czech Republic
France, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands Portugal, Swedenand theUnited
Kingdom.

The fact that relatively few third-country natiosavere refused at sea borders is also related
to the specific circumstances during interceptionl @aescue operations, especially in the
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Mediterranean sea, which often do not make it pts$0 refuse persons who arrive in boats
and to send them back. The only Member State t@lwkntry was mostly denied at sea
borders isEstonia. Behind this figure lies the fact that the persaenied entry were
primarily crew members of ships staying at Estorpants, who wished to leave the ship
without holding a valid visa. Persons refused eatrgea borders were primarily nationals of
India and the Philippines, whereas persons refasétk land borders @&stonia were mostly
citizens of the Russian Federation.

5.1.2 Reason for refusal

An overview of the reasons for refusal at EU l@sedrovided in Figure 28elow.*’ The most
frequently used ground for refusal of entry thromgihthe Member States was lack of valid
visa or residence permit (37% of the total numbierefusals). Other frequently reported
reasons were unjustified purpose and conditionsstaly (20%), insufficient means of
subsistence (13%) and lack of valid travel docus€éh2%).

Figure 29: Third-country nationals refused entry, by reason EU level, 2008
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Source: Eurostat data

The overall pattern is that procedural issues edl&b travel, such as the lack of appropriate
travel and entry documents, or the lack of comgkawith conditions of stay were the most
commonly used grounds for refusal. Less often mmdor refusal relate to “fraudulent”
attempts to enter a Member State, or to consideratas to whether the person is subject to
an alert or considered to be a public threat. llatien to those groundsieland stands out, as

a large part of the refusals were based on thitohitg nationals holding false visas or
residence permits. This amounts to 43% of the eefientries, as opposed to an average of
3% at EU level. A large part (29%) of the persafaised inreland were nationals of Brazil
and Nigeria.

" The data is incomplete, as there is no informatio®6% of the refusals Bpain (the refusals by the Spanish
border of Ceuta and Melilla).
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A few Member States differ notably from the pattetrtilined above, in the sense that issues
of means of subsistence and public order were premtly applied as grounds for refusal. In
Finland, no sufficient means of subsistence was the refmsorefusal in 43% of the refused
entries - a reason primarily given to citizenslod Russian Federation at the land border. In
the United Kingdom, insufficient means of subsistence was also thetrcommon ground
for refusal (52% of the cases), amounting to 66%llofefusals for that reason in the EU as a
whole. Overall, Brazil, the United States and Nigevere the largest (34%) groups of third-
country nationals refused entry to tbaited Kingdom. About half of all refusals based on
the reason that the person denied entry was caomside be a public threat were issued in
Slovenia,amounting to 29% of all refusals. The majorityrefusals inSlovenia(63%) were

to citizens of Croatia, who were denied entrandé@atand border.

The available data provide no reasons as suchhéovdrying practices related to the applied
grounds for refusal. However, the focus on mearsubsistence, as commonly referred to in
Finland and theUnited Kingdom, may be related to specific aspects of their inmatign
policies.

5.1.3 Refusals by country of citizenship

Many third-country nationals attempting to entes 86U and Schengen Area are citizens of
third countries in the proximity of the Member @t Table 1shows the most frequent
countries of citizenship of persons being denielag@ce into an EU Member State, and the
Member States by which most were refused.

The number of citizens of Morocco being denied arde was significantly higher than other
groups of citizens. This large number is attribui@dhe Spanish cities of Ceuta and Melilla
bordering Morocco on the North African coast. Afidorocco, Ukraine, Brazil, the Russian
Federation, China, Moldova, Turkey, Serbia, Croatma Belarus were the most frequent
countries of citizenship of persons being refusetlyeinto the Member States. Apart from
Brazil and China, the rest of the ten most frequamintries of citizenship were countries
neighbouring the Schengen Area.

As seen in Table 1 above, 34% (11 920) of all edusitizens of Brazil were denied entry
into the United Kingdom. Many Brazilian citizens were also refused entmyoiSpain
(2 840), Portugal (2 335),Ireland (1 015), France (1 105). Nationals of China were the
group of nationals most frequently denied entranteFrance (3 725) and thé&letherlands
(325), and the third most ireland (385).

The element of historical/colonial and linguistiest in relation to migration flows are
reflected by the fact that citizens of the Sparsiphaking countries of Paraguay and
Venezuela were primarily denied entry irfpain, and a large proportion of the refusals of
citizens of the United States, Nigeria and Pakistaxk place in théJnited Kingdom. The
most frequent country of citizenship of personsngeiefused entry irBelgium was the
Democratic Republic of Congo.
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Table 1: Third-country nationals refused entry, EUlevel, Top 20 countries of
citizenship, 2008

Total

refused

entry Refused by ... in % of cases
Morocco 497 720 Spain 100%*
Ukraine 15750, Poland 60%
Brazil 11 920| United Kingdom 34%
Russian Federation 8680 Poland 37%
China (including Hong
Kong) 6 320| France 59%
Moldova, Republic of 6 000 Romania 81P6
Turkey 5850| Bulgaria 329
Serbia 5745 Hungary 26%
Croatia 5610, Slovenia 85%
Belarus 4430, Poland 76%0
Nigeria 3215| United Kingdom 42%
India 3140| Estonia 33%
United States 306 United Kingdom 87%%
Unknown 2840| France 59%
Paraguay 2300 Spain 73%
Macedonia , the former
Yugoslav Republic of 212% Germany 25%
Venezuela 1840 Spain 68%
Senegal 1670 France 29%
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1640 Slovenia 5%
Pakistan 1535 United Kingdom 56%

Source: Eurostat data
* The exact percentage is 99.74%

Citizens of the Russian Federation were most fretlyielenied entrance into the bordering
Member States dPoland (3 235),Finland (1 535) and.ithuania (1 050). The majority of
refusals of citizens of Ukraine occurred at thedeomwith Poland (9 445 or 60% of the total
number of citizens of Ukraine being denied entrattcéhe EU as a whole) and the other
Member States bordering the Ukraindungary (2 355), Romania (1 185) andSlovak
Republic (1 435). A similar pattern was seen regardingzeits of Belarus, who were
primarily denied entrance inféoland (3 350) and.ithuania (735), and citizens of Moldova,
most of who were denied entrance into Romania .87
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A somewhat different pattern is seen for nationafisTurkey and Serbia. Whereas the
Member States into which most of these nationalsewdenied entry were neighbours
(Bulgaria andHungary, respectively), the refusals tend to be more sposad other Member
States, including those without external bordews. é&xample, a significant part of the third-
county nationals from both Turkey and Serbia, westised entry byGermany (980
nationals of Turkey and 1 450 nationals of Serbia).

5.2 Relationship between Refusals, Apprehensions and &ens

The remainder of this section deals with the pdssitelationship between refusals,
apprehensions and returns of third-country natgral order to examine the existence of any
such relationship, two types of data are reviewed:

» The numbers of refused, apprehended and returnmuepdisaggregated by Member
States.

» The numbers of refused, apprehended and returregdepdisaggregated by country of
citizenship.

As explained in the Synthesis Reports of 2005 diib2a relationship between the numbers
of refused, apprehended and removed migrants coeléxpected. When migrants from
particular third countries try to enter the EU glédly, they will likely be refused entry at the
border. If, however, they do succeed to enter ameh treside illegally they may be
apprehended and then removed. At the same tim@vearall clear pattern emerges when
comparing the number of third-country nationalsisefd, apprehended and returned in 2008.
At the level of individual Member States, a relaship between apprehensions, orders to
leave and returns carried out can, in some caseglentified. However, at the EU level, no
such connection appears statistically, inter aliee do variation in the procedures and
categorisation by the Member States, and duedolkadf data. For example, in some Member
States (i.e.ltaly, Lithuania, Malta, Slovenia and United Kingdom), the number of
apprehensions of third-country nationals are idahtio the reported number of issued orders
to leave. In thé&Jnited Kingdom third-country nationals found to be illegally pees are also
automatically ordered to leave, hence the stasistitl be identical. Other Member States
reported that a large share of the apprehended-¢buntry nationals actually apply for
asylum and are consequently not ordered to leave.

Looking, in turn, at the relationship between refssand apprehensions, a negative
correlation could be assumed, i.e. the more thinahtry nationals who are refused at the
border of a certain Member State, the less illggstihying migrants are present in the
Member State and consequently the fewer apprehensice made. On the other hand, an
increase in refusals could be due to an increageeirmmigration flow, whereby the migrants
succeeding to enter illegally might also incredsagling to a subsequent rise in the number of
apprehensions. However, a relation between the auwftrefusals and apprehensions, in the
data disaggregated by Member States, appears nexist More refusals does not mean
fewer apprehensions at Member State level. Noretkelwhen including the variable of
whether or not a certain Member State has extégindlborders, as presented in Section 5.1.1
and that refusals at land borders amount to 87%8l dfie refusals by Member States in 2008,
then some relationship does emerge.

Only five Member States with external land bordgtangary, Poland, RomaniaSlovenia
and Spain) were among the ten Member States that recordetighest numbers of refusals,
which per se is surprisingly few. However, a congmar with the numbers of apprehensions
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reveals that only two Member Statéréeceand Spain) with external EU borders is among
the ten Member States with the highest numbersppfedensions. In other words, even
though there is no clear statistical relationsh@pMeen the number of refusals and the number
of apprehensions, there does, in very general tes@sm to be a negative relationship
between the number of refusals and apprehensioenwaking into account whether a
Member State has land borders that are also exteonders of the EU. Refusals are more of
an external border phenomenon, whereas apprehsnarenmore likely to take place in
Member States without external borders. This cauodticate various circumstances: 1) that
Member States with external EU borders often fumctas transit states for third-country
nationals, who are later apprehended as illegédlyhsg migrants in other Member States; 2)
that those Member States entered after secondargmemts of persons within the EU, place
more focus on detecting illegally-staying third-oty nationals; and/or 3) that effective
external border control diminishes the actual dlegntry of third-country nationals, and
consequently the need for apprehensions in the Me®tates with external EU borders.

A relationship between refusals, apprehensiong@itodns can also be analysed by looking at
the nationalities of the third-country nationalseiach category. By comparing the top 20 of
third-country nationals for each of these threeegaties, it is possible to identify whether
certain third-country nationalities stand out irm&ocategories but not in others, indicating a
link between the categories based on the natieemliof the refused, apprehended and
returned. This comparison, illustrated_in Figure S®ows that 11 third countries are among
the top 20 in each of all three categories (i.d@ionals of Brazil, China, India, Morocco,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Russian Federation, Senegahi&gefurkey and Ukraine). Nationals of
Morocco were in fact among the top three in akkéhcategories.

Figure 30: Comparison of top 20 for third-country nationals refused, apprehended and
returned, EU level, 2008

Top-20, refusals Top-20, apprehensions Top-20, returns
Morocco E_4_5_3_7__7_g_0__§ Albania 72735 Albania if?_%_q?_‘i
Ukraine 15 750 Afghanistan 49 860 Morocco 16000
Brazil 11920 Morocco 39775 Ukraine 9920
Russian Federation 8680 Iraq 37 440 Brazil 9740
China (incl. Hong Kong) 6320 Brazil 32940 Turkey 8415
Moldova, Republic of 6 000 Eritrea 21055 Serbia 7930
Turkey 5850 India 20295 India 7020
Serbia 5745 Bolivia 17 460 Algeria 6735
Croatia 5610 China (incl Hong Kong) 17 020 Iraq 6040
Belarus 4430 Nigeria 16 565 Nigeria 5800
Nigeria 3215 Algeria 15785 China (incl Hong Kong) 4995
India 3140 Serbia 14355 Russian Federation 4790
United States 3060 Ukraine 14150 Pakistan 4430
Unknown 2840 Turkey 14 105 Moldova, Republic of 3800
Paraguay 2300 Tunisia 14080 Bolivia 3105
Macedonia, the former... 2125 Pakistan 13425 Vietnam 3030
Venezuela 1840 Somalia 11125 United States 2935
Senegal 1670 Senegal 10700 Tunisia 2800
Bosnia and Herzegovina 1640 Russian Federation 10225 Bangladesh 2625
Pakistan 1535 Iran (Islamic Republicof) 9565 Senegal 2165

Source: Eurostat data
Reading note: Diagonal shading: Countries preselytia the top 20 of refused third-country natiandDotted shading: Countries present
both in the top 20 of apprehensions and returns.
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From a comparative perspective, however, it is nmtexesting to note that, whereas six third
countries, marked in diagonal shading, were presaht in the top 20 of refused third-
country nationals (Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegow@raatia, the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, Paraguay and Venezuela) and onlycwmtries were present in both the top
20 of refusals and in one other category (Moldavd the United States, both also present in
the top 20 of returned third-country nationalsyefithird countries, marked each time in a
dotted shading, are present both in the top 2@pfedensions and returns (Albania, Algeria,
Bolivia, Iraq and Tunisia). This indicates a strengelationship between apprehensions and
returns than between refusals and any of the tweratategories, although the statistical
correlation per se is weak. Two central points ¢en derived from this. Firstly, not
surprisingly, there seems to be convergence ofomalities between the third-country
nationals who were apprehended and third-counttipmas who were returned. Secondly,
and more interestingly, the nationalities of theddtountry nationals who were refused are
less frequently the same as the nationalities efapprehended and returned people. This
could indicate that nationals of the six third-ctoigs marked in a dotted shading, who are
often refused at EU borders, subsequently do netr diegally in high numbers, and are not
subsequently apprehended and returned in high msmidewever, it is unclear whether this
part of a general pattern. It is further notablat thitizens of Albania are the most frequently
apprehended and returned while they do not figurehe top 20 of third-country nationals
being refused entry. This is attributed to theatittn in Greece where 72 735 citizens of
Albania were apprehended for illegal stay, whildya829 were refused entry at the Greek
border (where citizens of Albania are still thedagt group of third-country nationals being
refused entry in Greece amounting to 24% of thal rmimber of refusals).

This could be an indication of effective externakder control, i.e. certain groups of third-
country nationals who are refused at EU bordersatosubsequently enter illegally in high
numbers, and are not subsequently apprehendeghnniimbers, at least with regard to the
six third countries highlighted in the “Top 20, Rséls” in_Figure 3@bove.

Four third countries are only present in the topR8pprehensions (Afghanistan, Eritrea, Iran
and Somalia). The current instability in these foountries suggests that the nationals of
these countries, when apprehended, to a largeteapgied for asylum and were thus not
ordered to leave. Other factors may also make rertikely that some nationals are returned
to a third country than others, e.g. readmissiae&gents and bilateral agreements between
the Member States and the third countries, or romperation with third countries not able or
willing to take back their citizens.

6. INTERNATIONAL PROTECTION, INCLUDING ASYLUM

New categories of data to be collected on inteomafi protection in the Member States were
introduced by theMigratory Statistics Regulation 862/20t7 This section presents the
categories stipulated by the Regulation and thcisidies some issues not included in previous
Annual Reports.

This chapter presents the following categoriesatd@n asylum applications:

“8 Available in all Member State languages frbtip:/eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX0®ZR0862:EN:NOT
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A\

Asylum applications and new asylum applications Kbgmber State and by country
of citizenshipf®

Sex of the applicant$
Unaccompanied minors
Asylum applications under considerafibn

YV V. V V

Withdrawn applicatior’§

The following data on decisions of internationadtpction are analysed by Member State and
country of citizenship:

> First instance decisions (including type of stajtented§’
> Final decision¥'
» The proportion of positive and negative decisions

Available data on resettled persons and Dublinsteas are presented separately in this
chapter.

In general, the following main developments anddeshave been observed:

» After a downward trend in the number of applicasidn the period 2004-2006, a
slight increase was seen in 2008, although the pumskstill below the level of 2004.
For the seventeen Member States providing disagtgdgstatistics on new asylum
applications’’ the total number increased from 138 096 in 200758 872 in 2008.
According to Eurostat, the total number of asylyspleants in 2008 for the EU was
225 870.

» Some Member States deviated from the overall tréod. example, the number of
applications whichFinland received was 2.5 times higher than in 2007, amd th
number in theNetherlands increased by 88%. On the other hand, figureSvieden
and Greece decreased by 33% and 20.8% respectivelySpain, a rise of 45% in
2007, was followed by a similar drop (-41%) in 2008

» The largest groups of new asylum applicants in 2008decreasing order, were
nationals of Iraq, Somalia, the Russian FederatiNigeria and Afghanistan.
Compared to 2007, new applications from nationdlsSerbia and Pakistan have

“9 The figures on new asylum applications do notlidelrepeated applications from the same applicants.

* This has not been presented in previous AnnuabRep

* This includes persons who are the subject of egtitins for international protection at the end008. This
category of data has not been included in previousual Reports.

2 \When application procedures are terminated byagicant. This has not been included in previonsual
Reports.

*3 First decisions (positive and negative) considerpplications for international protection as wesdl the
grants of authorisations to stay for humanitarieaasons, including decisions under priority and kecated
procedures taken by administrative or judicial lesdin Member States. First instance decisions dieclu
decisions granted to persons who are a subjechefDublin Convention (Council Regulation (EC) No
343/2003).

** Decisions on whether the third-country nationalstateless person be granted refugee status hye virft
Directive 2004/83/EC and which is no longer subjech remedy, i.e. decisions in appeals in cagesteal in
the first instance.

° Belgium, Czech Republic Cyprus,Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg,
Malta, Netherlands Poland, Portugal, SloveniaandUnited Kingdom.
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decreased notably. Applicants from these two caestwere among the five most
frequent nationalities in 2007.

Most positive decisions on applications for intéior@al protection were granted to
citizens of Iraq, Somalia, the Russian Federatifnitrea and Afghanistan. Both the
number of applications and the need for protectiftect developments of conflict
and/or political unrest in those countries, orhait regions.

In 47% of the positive first-instance decisionsn®e& Convention refugee status was
granted; subsidiary protection was granted in 38fbpositive decisions; and
humanitarian status in 15%.

The applications received in the Member States rildgxk on various factors other than
the situation in the countries of origin, such ascessible” migration routes; existing
migration chains; social networks and diasporayel as the perception of the living
conditions and possibility to remain in the MemBéate. The focus on apprehending
illegally-staying third-country nationals by autlims in some Member States may
also influence the number of applications as sohel-tountry nationals, when
apprehended, apply for asylum.

Applications for International Protection

The number of applications in the EU, first andefoost, depends on the situation in the
respective countries of origin (e.g. political amtigious persecution, (civil) war, inter-ethnic

tensions, economic crises). The extent to whicHuasyapplicants are drawn to specific

Member States also seems to depend on other fastmfs as”

>
>
>
>
>

“Accessible” migration and travel routes (includimgpximity);
Existing migration chains, social networks and paas;

The perceived chances of being able to remainMieimber State;
The ruling practices of the courts, as well asqyotievelopments;
Perceived work opportunities.

Determining the reasons behind the influx to aipaldr Member State is thus a complex task
of assessing multiple, in some cases interlinkrdash and pull’ factors of varying importance.
This is not possible on the basis of the accessiata and for this reason, only a number of
illustrative examples are discussed in this section

*® These categories were listed in tBermany National Report. The factors seem to apply to mdsmber
States.
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Figure 31: Total number of asylum applications by Member Sate, ordered by number
of applications, 2008
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A total of 225 870 asylum applications, includingpeated applications, were lodged in
2008 as shown in the figure above, with much variattetween the Member States.
WhereasFrance (41 845, thus being the Member State with the dsghotal number of
applications)]taly (30 145),Germany (26 945) andsweden(24 875) all received more than
20 000 applicationsEstonia (15), Latvia (55), Portugal (160), Slovenia (260) and
Luxembourg (455) receive less than 500. According to Eurodéaa on asylum applications
in the fourth quarter of 2008/alta, Cyprus andSwedenwere the Member States receiving
most applicants per capita (1 490, 870 and 690vpion inhabitants, respectively), whereas
Estonia (5), Portugal (5) andLatvia (15) received the lowest number of applicants.

The figures in the rest of this sub-section, unkased otherwise, represent new (first-time)
asylum application®® Figure 32shows the number of new applicants by Member State
those lodged during 2008 for the first time. Thegbility of creating a complete overview of
new asylum applications at EU level is limited I tfact that ten Member States have not
provided statistics disaggregating new asylum appbns from the total number of
applications under consideration, including repgafeplications (see Figure 27 beloW)The
overall number of new applications in the 17 MemB¢ates providing these data were
153 872. When comparing this with the new apploregireceived by the same 17 Member
States in 2007 (138 098} this represented an increase in the number ofcapipins of 11%.

" At the time of extraction, no statistics were #tale for theUnited Kingdom.
8 Repeated applications by the same applicants ateintluded in the statistics on new or first-time
applications.

¥ The Migratory Statistics Regulation 862/2007 erdeirgo force on 20 August 2008. Perhaps because of
break in the statistics, disaggregated data on asylum applications in 2008 are only provided bg th
seventeen Member States presented in Figure 27.fifjhees fromLuxembourg includes both first and
second (after final rejection of first applicaticapplications.

% Annual Report on Asylum and Migration Statisti@2. The 2007 figure for thézech Republicincludes
both first and repeated applications.
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The increase in new applications followed a dowmwaend in the years 2004-2006, after
which the number of applications increased, althostil below the level of 200%:

Figure 32  Number of new asylum applicationdoy Member State, ordered by number
of applications, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Estab data

Whilst the numbers in most Member States follows totbmmon trend, there are also
significant differences. For exampl&inland experienced a significant increase in the
number of applications, with the number being 2m8es higher in 2008 (4 03%)than in
2007, inMalta the figures rose by 89% (to 2 605), and in Netherlands by 88% (to
13 380), having reached its lowest level in tenryaa 2007.Spain has also witnessed a
declining — albeit fluctuating — trend, with a $ligeduction in 2005 and 2006 and a sharp rise
of 45% in 2007, followed by a similar drop (-41%) 2008. This was due to the 1 474
applicants from Iraq, who submitted their applicas at the Spanish Embassy in Cairo in
2007. In the case dfinland, the increase might be linked to an increase éenrthmber of
apprehensions of illegally-staying third-countrytiaaals, which was in turn linked to
increased border surveillance (see also Section Mdtionals of Irag and Somalia were the
most frequently apprehended citizens and, at tinees@me, the citizens most frequently
applying for international protection. In théetherlands the most frequent countries of
citizenship of those applying for asylum were If(@icreasing by 150.8% since 2007) and
Somalia (increasing by 104.9%).

On the other hand, the numbers of new asylum agits inSwedendecreased by 33%
compared to 2007 (from 36 207 to 24 35@)eece experienced a decrease of 21% (to
19 884)%° andIreland experienced a decrease of 3%, reaching the lomesber of new
applications since 1997 (3 805).

The accession of th€zech Republic Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Slovak RepublicandSloveniato the Schengen Agreement (of'Zdecember 2007)
does not seem to have influenced the influx ofuaaydpplicants. The existing trends seemed

®. This trend is mirrored in UNHCR statistics showm@ per cent increase in the number of new asylum
applications from 2007 to 2008 in the EU-27. TheH@R figures should, however, be read with some
caution, as some of the figures might include reppalications (UNHCRAsylum Levels and Trends in
Industrialized Countries, 2002009).

%2 The figures fronfinland may include both first time and repeated applireti

%3 The figures fronBwedenandGreecemay include both first time and repeated appliveti
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to continue in these Member States. In @rech Republic,the slightly descending trend
continued from 2007 to 2008. Estonia, the number of applications (14) remained stalole. |
Slovak Republic,the downward trend since 2004 continued from 21002008, with a 65%
decrease (to 909). Blovenig the downward trend since 2005 continued from 2002008,
with a 39% decrease (to 242). llithuania, the number of first applications went up from
116 in 2007 to 210 in 2008, whereas the numbeppfi@tions inPoland remained almost
the same as in 200Aungary, Latvia, Malta,®* which already showed a trend of increasing
numbers of asylum applications, continued to doHsmwever, the Schengen accession may
have influenced the composition in terms of citedg@p of those seeking international
protection. As an example, the number of natiordlghe Russian Federation seeking
international protection iPoland decreased significantly after December 2007. Tay be
related to the perceived in/accessibility of théeaxal borders - because potential applicants
fear that applications submitted directly at thedeo check points will be rejected.

The issue of changes to migration or travel routesd by applicants for international
protection may also be of importance in the casBveéden which withessed a decrease in
applications, mainly due to a significant decreaseéhe number of applicants from Iraq,
which can, in part, be explained by the improvecusgéy situation in Iraq in the second half
of 2007, but also by the fact that Sweden no logg@eared to be the main target country in
the EU for Iragi asylum applicants. Instead thelwmyinflux from Iraq into Europe was
dispersed to several other Member States (suéhnéend, Germany andNetherlands). In

the Czech Republic,many Turkish citizens used transit at the PragueyRe Airport as an
opportunity to apply for international protectiohhe number decreased when airport visas
were introduced for Turkish citizens in April 2008.

6.1.1 New Asylum applications by country of citizenship

When looking at the new asylum applicants by caestor citizenship, some of the above
factors, such as the existence of migration chaasial networks and diaspora, are further
highlighted.

Figure 33illustrates the 20 most prominent countries oizertship of persons applying for
the first time for international protection the EU Member States.

Figure 33 New Asylum Applications at EU level, top 20 countrie®f citizenship, 2008*
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% Malta: Figures based on the 2007 Synthesis Report arusei.
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* Data for BG, DK, GR, ES, FR, LT, LU, HU, AT, R@K and Fl are not included, as data for these ci@snare not available on Eurostat.

The largest groups of new asylum applicants in 20@8 nationals of Irag, Somalia, the
Russian Federation, Nigeria and Afghanistan. Coetghdo 2007, new applications from

nationals of Serbia and Pakistan decreased notaklythese were among the five most
frequent nationalities in 2007. Few Member Statesvide statistics on the persecution
grounds of the asylum applications received, baarty the armed conflict and/or political

unrest in Irag, Somalia, Nigeria and Afghanistan2007/2008 influenced the number of
persons from those countries seeking internatipraéection.

Due to the limited coverage in terms of Member &ttatith available disaggregated data, it is
not possible to compare the number of applicams fthe different countries of citizenship
with previous years. However, relative numbers anmis of citizenship are indicative of
tendencies in the composition of applicants foernational protectiof® In the EU as a
whole, in 2007, the five most prominent countridsciizenship were Iraq (38 465), the
Russian Federation (16 865), Pakistan (13 200hi&dl2 525) and Somalia (9 335). This
means that Serbia dropped from being the fourtht mmamon country of citizenship in 2007
to the eighth in 2008. Similarly, Pakistan has mibftem a third place to tenth place, and
China, which was the ninth most common countryittdenship in 2007, is no longer among
the 20 most frequent countries in 2008. On therdthead, Eritrea has moved up the list from
the fifteenth place to the sixth place, and Nigé&oan eleventh to fourth.

In some Member States, certain groups of citizerakemup a large part of the new
applications received. For example, Bstonia, half of the applications were lodged by
nationals of Belarus and the Russian Federatiofp 8% all applicants inGreece were
nationals of Pakistaff: 43% of the asylum applicants fungary were from Kosovo; 26% of
all applications inlreland were from nationals of Nigeria; 47% of the apptisain Malta
were nationals of Somalfd; nationals of Iraq and Somalia comprised 67% of regiv
applicants in theNetherlands (which also experienced a significant increase ppliaants
from China); 92% of the applicants Holand were nationals of the Russian Federation, and
nationals of Turkey and Serbia made up 60% ofglieants inSlovenia

The examples dEstonia, Hungary, Malta, Poland andSloveniaindicate that geographical
proximity and “accessible” migration routes congst an important element with regard to
the influx of asylum applicants to the E&as well as the existence of “migration chains,”
social networks and diaspora. The casedtaly and Malta also confirm this, since the
majority of applicants to these Member States #izeas of African countries.

Although not included in the list of 20 countrigerh which the most new applicants were
nationals, an increase of asylum applicants froror@a is noted, most probably due to the
conflict with the Russian Federation. Nationals @¢orgia were among the three most
common countries of citizenship of persons seekimgrnational protection irGreece
Latvia andLithuania.

% The comparison should be read with caution, howesthe aggregated figures for 2007 and 2008¢tlo n
include the same Member States.

% Figures fromGreeceare from the Hellenic Police, most likely both namd repeated applications.

®7 Figures fromMalta are from Eurostat on the fourth quarter of 20@8hmew and repeated applications.

® In the case oHungary, it is noted that the majority of nationals of Kwe and Serbia applying for
international protection enter the country illegalis opposed to e.g. applicants from China anth¥ie.
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6.1.2 Total asylum applications by country of citizenship

When looking at the_ total number of asylum appiara (including new and repeat
applications) under consideration, it is possildeshow a more complete picture which

encompasses 26 Member States, as presented ire Bgurelow. However, the relative
distribution of nationalities does not differ sifjoantly.

Figure 34: Total asylum Applications at the EU level, top @ countries of citizenship,
2008*
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Source: Eurostat data
*Data from UK are not included, as no breakdowrcbyntry of citizenship is available from Eurostat.

The largest groups of asylum applicants, considetite total number of applications, are

nationals of Iraq, the Russian Federation, Som&8&xpia and Nigeria. The most notable
difference from the overview of the first-time ajgpltions described previously (Figure)33

is that the repeated applications from citizen$safnea, the Russian Federation, Serbia and
Turkey make up more than half of the total numbeaplications from citizens of these

countries. The number of new applications from ¢hesuntries are relatively smaller,
compared to the other groups of citizens.

With regard to the sex of the asylum applicantsuad two thirds of the persons seeking
international protection are men. However, compldéda covering the EU-27 are not
available and the sex distribution varies dependingthe country of citizenship of the

applicants. The share of female applicants is Bagmtly higher among, for example,

nationals of the Russian Federation (49%), thanrgmationals of Afghanistan (17%), Iraq
(23%), Bangladesh (3%) and several African cousitrie

6.1.3 Unaccompanied Minors

In 2008, 11 696 a total of asylum applications wedged by unaccompanied minors. Figure
35 below, based on rounded figures by Eurostat, shbe/breakdown by Member State.

% Share of female applicants among total applicBanf8U countries comes from Eurostat data. Ther®isex
breakdown available for thgnited Kingdom.
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Figure 35 Asylum applicants considered to be unaccompanieahinors, by Member

State, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data

Detailed statistics on the unaccompanied minonsoisprovided by all Member States, but
information from theUnited Kingdom and Sweden who together received half of all the
applications lodged by unaccompanied minors inBbeMember States, shows some trends.
The United Kingdom received more than a third of the applications2&8) from
unaccompanied minors. The top ten countries otasiship together made up 86% of the
applicants lodged, and 88% were male. Of the applis; 42% came from Afghanistan, with
Irag (11%) being the second most frequent countrgitzenship.Swedenreceived 1 510
applications, an increase of 19% compared to 200¥ share of citizens from lIraq,
Afghanistan or Somalia was 77%. While the numbeumdccompanied minors from lIraq
decreased from 2007 to 2008, the number of mimora Afghanistan and Somalia increased
significantly (117% and 83%, respectively).

The number of applicants considered to be unaccomganinors disaggregated by their
country of citizenship, is shown in Figure Bélow. For the EU-27 overall, Afghanistan and
Irag are also the most frequent countries of cishgp of the unaccompanied minors (with
3 235 and 1 735 applicants respectively) followgd@&bmalia with 1 270 applicants.
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Figure 36: Asylum applicants considered to be unaccompanieaiinors, by country of
citizenship, 2008
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Source: Eurostat data

The EMN study on Policies on Reception, Return and Integration Agaments for, and
Numbers of, Unaccompanied Minof8” found that the reasons and motivations of
unaccompanied minors to enter the EU and/or seekniational protection in the Member
State "[...] range from fleeing persecution and segkirotection, to reunification with family
members already residing in the EU, for economspirational reasons, to join the
migrant/diaspora community, in order to transitatmther (predominantly EU-15) Member
State, as victims of trafficking or of smugglinggrfmedical reasons or abandonment,
runaways or drifters.” According to the repdtinland, Greece Netherlands andGermany

in particular experienced a significant increaseagylum applications by unaccompanied
minors compared to 2007.

6.1.4 Asylum applications under consideration

At the end of 2008, a total of 168 558 asylum aggtions were under consideration in the 23
Member States from which data are available. Trigkides all persons who are the subject of
applications for international protection under sideration by the responsible national
authority at the end of 2008, hence also applioatiodged in previous years which have not
yet reached a decision, but not applications, whiere lodged in 2008 but finalised earlier in
the year. The number of applications per MembeteSsashown in Figure 3@elow.

0 European Migration NetworlRolicies on Reception, Return and Integration Agaments for, and Numbers

of, Unaccompanied Minors — an EU Comparative St@@y 0, p. 6. Availabléom http://www.emn.europa.eu
under "EMN Studies."
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Figure 37: Asylum applications under consideration per MembeState, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data

Of the 23 Member State8ustria, Belgium, France andSwedenhad the highest number of
applications being processed, all exceeding 20€23@s. Compared to the number of new
applications received in 2008, the figure farstria is comparably high. This could relate to
the fact that, before 2006, Austria received a c@nably higher number of applications and
is thus still dealing with a “backlog.”

6.1.5 Withdrawn asylum applications

A total of 14 554 asylum applications were withdnaiw the Member States in 2008. Figure
38 below shows the number of withdrawn applicatioesiember State.

Figure 38 Withdrawn Asylum Applications per Member State, 2008
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Austria recorded almost one third of all withdrawn asylcases in the EU-27. Of these, 44%
were withdrawn by applicants from Serbia (13%), Russian Federation (9%), Nigeria (9%),
Turkey (7%) and Afghanistan (6%). In tthénited Kingdom, which recorded the second

highest number of withdrawals, one third of thehdrawn applications were from nationals
of Afghanistan, China and India. Poland, which shows relatively many withdrawn cases
compared to the total number of applications beingcessed, the majority of the third-

country nationals withdrawing their application ¥y were nationals of the Russian

Federation (also comprising the majority of appiisa.

6.2 Decisions on International Protection

In accordance with the data collection requiremeémtthe Migratory Statistics Regulation
862/2007both data on first instance decisions and finaiglens is presented in this section.
In order to present a comprehensive overview, enbihisis of the data provided, the first
instance decisions and final decisions are predes@parately and distinguished when
possible. It is important to note that the datasenéed is calendar-based, i.e. a particular year
represents all decisions taken during the yeagspective of the year an application was
lodged. A cohort-based analysis, which follows a@ylam applicant in time through the
asylum decision process, is not possible on this lodighe Eurostat data. Also, because some
asylum procedures take a long time, it is not abvagssible to give definitive data on
positive decisions this way.

The total number of decisions on asylum applicaionthe Member States in 2008 reached
298 329. This is an increase from 2007 (267 059t glightly above the level of 2006
(290 688) and below the level of 2005 (376 587).

The share of positive/negative decisions of firgtance and final decisions varied between
the Member States. The extent to which internatipnatection is granted may depend on
several factors, such as:

» The countries of origin of applicants, as some Mentktates receive high number of
applications from third-country nationals who cofn@n countries of transit or of
origin which are considered safe, whilst other Mem®Btates receive large numbers of
applications from countries of origin which are sohsidered to be safe.

» Changes to the conditions in the countries of eitghip and new Country of Origin
Information received - including decisions on certgroups of applicants which are
suspended due to, for example, uncertainty abautctmditions in the countries of
citizenship.

» National decrees, procedures and practice, inajuglimicial practice, with some
Member States tending to put more emphasis on tabtascomplete first instance
procedure (‘frontloading’) and others showing adimcy to ‘spread’ the decision-
making process over multiple stages.

6.2.1 First instance decisions

This section presents an overview of the numbefirsf instance decisions (positive and
negative) considering applications for internatiopeotection, as well as the grants of
authorisations to stay for humanitarian reasonsluding decisions under priority and
accelerated procedures taken by administrativeudicipl bodies in Member States. First
instance decisions include decisions granted tsoosr who are subject of the Dublin
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Convention (Council Regulation (EC) No 343/2003gciBions to transfer a person to another
Member State under the Dublin Regulation provisiomsnt as a (negative) decision.

Figure 39below shows the distribution of first instance idems* in terms of the status
granted. A total of 215 740 asylum applicationschesl a first instance decision in the
Member738tates in 200& Of these, 58 020 (27%) were positive, while 150 {TB%) were
rejected.

Figure 39: First Instance Decisions on Asylum Applicationshy type/status, EU level*,

2008
B Geneva Convention status
21805
10% / Subsidiary protection status
8865
e Temporary protection status
157700

73% Humanitarian status

Rejected

Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables, Etabdata

* Figures are rounded. Data for LU (632 decisiam)tains both first instance and final decisionatalfor CY missing. Figures from LV (5
decisions) are not included as the data was nagdiegated by type of decision.

Note: no Member State has reported having grahtetemporary protection status. Data does not pdthia to rounding.

Of the positive first instance decisions, 27 34@spes were granted Geneva Convention
status, 21805 were granted subsidiary protectitatus while 8 865 were granted

humanitarian status. The granting of Geneva Comnwerstatus, subsidiary protection status
and humanitarian status varies between the MenthézsS as shown in Figure #@low.

" First decisions (positive and negative) considerpplications for international protection as wesdl the
grants of authorisations to stay for humanitarieaasons, including decisions under priority and kecated
procedures taken by administrative or judicial lesdin Member States. First instance decisions dieclu
decisions granted to persons who are a subjechedfDublin Convention (Council Regulation (EC) No
343/2003).

2 Cyprus is not included, as there are no datarsnifistance decisions in Cyprus.

"% The positive/negative figures do not add up totthal because some of the national data are ralfigeres
from Eurostat. Data fdruxembourg (632 decisions) contains both first instance anal fdecisions.
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Figure 40: Positive First Instance Decisions on Asylum Apptations, by (a) Member
State and (b) status granted, ordered by number adecisions, 2008
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Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Etab data. ** Data for LU includes both first anidal decisions (breakdown not
available). Eurostat data for CY not available. is\éxcluded as data was not disaggregated by fygectsion.

Italy had the highest number of positive first instamsisions (9 735), followed by
Germany (7 875) andSweden(7 845). While the Geneva Convention status isitgadh in
Romania,Estonia, Ireland, Germany, France andBelgium in more than three quarters of
the positive first instance decisions, it is granie less than one quarter of positive decisions
in Bulgaria, Finland, Greece lItaly, Lithuania, Malta, Netherlands Poland, Portugal,
Slovak Republic and Sweden These differences can be attributed either toviduging
nationalities of the applicants, and thus varyim@sons for applying for international

" Data on humanitarian status is provided by somebée States to Eurostat under art. 6 of Reg. 862/2iCe.
residence permits.
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protection, or to varying national procedures aratfices of migration authorities (including
differing interpretations of the EU QualificationirBctive 2004/83/EC and its provisions
concerning the granting of refugee status and digvgi protection, respectively). lbatvia
there were no decisions granting an alternativaeption status, temporary protection or
humanitarian protection statukatvia is not present in_Figure 4@s the five positive
decisions granted in 2008 are not disaggregateydsyof decision.

Belgium, Czech Republi¢ Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Malta, Netherlands, Poland,
Portugal, Slovak Republig Slovenia and Spain adopted or prepared new legislation or
introduced amendments to existing legislation eglato international protection, among
others linked to the transposition of Council Diree 2004/83/EC (Qualification Directive),
which stipulates minimum standards for the quadiiien and status of third-country nationals
or stateless persons as refugees (according t&Gémeva Convention) or as persons who
otherwise need international protection (subsidiamgtection). However, the statistics still
point at varying decision-making practices in theriber States. In the caseGdérmany, for
example, 98.8% of the applicants from Iraq, whoerezd a positive decision in the first
instance, were granted refugee status. InNierlands, only 8% of nationals of Iraq who
were granted international protection in the firgtance were granted Geneva Convention
status. The granting of Geneva Convention statssilosidiary protection in thdetherlands
may be influenced by the Member State’s speciffr@gch, defining groups of third-country
nationals as "risk groups" (e.g. ethnic and religiominorities from Afghanistan and
homosexuals from Afghanistan and Iraq) who quatifgre “easily” as Geneva Convention
refugees or as "vulnerable minority groups” wholifydor subsidiary protection. Amongst
the latter were Christians, Palestinians, Yezidis llandaeans from Iraqg.

6.2.2 Final decisions

Final decisions refer to what is effectively adfimlecision’ in the vast majority of all cases in
the given Member State, i.e. appeals of casestegjen the first instance where all normal
routes of appeal have been exhausted. Final amgj@eaions concerning the transfer of a
person to another Member State under the Dublinlaggn provisions are also included
here.

A total of 83 220 final decisions were made in agylcases in 2008, of which 17 430 (21%)
were positive and 65 790 (79%) negativélhe proportion of positive decisions was thus
lower than first instance decisions, but still datigely large proportion of applications
rejected in the first instance are granted intéonat protection, when appealed. The total
number of final decisions amounts to 53% of the benof cases being rejected in the first
instance, meaning that 47% of rejected applicatiorise first instance are not appeafed.

'S Data for LU (632 decisions) contains both firsttance and final decisions.
"8 1t should be noted that some of the final decisioray relate to cases and first instance decigions2007.
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6.2.3 The proportion of positive decisions and rejectionby Member States

The proportion of positive/negative decisions vastween the Member States. Figure 41
below provides an overview of the proportion ofifee and negative decisions, per Member
State, in the first instance and as the resultfofad decision.

Figure 41: Share of positive decisions and rejected Asylumpplications by Member
State, ordered by (a) number of first instance andb) final decisions, 2008
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* Eurostat data used for at least some of the data.

** Data for LU in both charts includes both firsiagfinal decisions (breakdown not available).
Notes: No data available from Cyprus on first ins@decisions.
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Greece had very few positive first instance decisions (85,only 0.002% of total first
instance decisions). Als8lovenia (3%), Spain (5%), Ireland (8%) andSlovak Republic

(9%) have low positive first instance decision sat&t the other end of the scale &eland

(65%), Lithuania (65%), Portugal (64%) andMalta (53%) with significantly higher
acceptance rates.

Little information was provided on the reasons tloe varying shares of positive/negative
decisions. One factor may be the distribution afritdes of citizenships of the applicants and
their overall acceptance/rejection rates, but doies not explain the differences alone. In the
case ofGreece for example, a significant part of the negatiexidions (82% of the total,
both first instance and final decisions) were givtencitizens of Pakistan, Iraq, Georgia,
Bangladesh, Afghanistan and Syria - a distributdmationalities which does not seem to
explain the high rejection rate. Ireland, the majority of negative decisions were given in
cases regarding citizens of Nigeria (31%), whiclerall saw relatively high rejection rates
across the EU. lireland, only 0.5% of the applications from citizens ofgHiiia received a
positive decision, as opposed to, for examplezaits of Iragq, 45% of whose first instance
decisions were positive. Also, citizens of Geordvgldova and Congo experienced high
rejection rates ifreland, and in the EU as a whole. 8tovenia showing an overall decrease
in the rate of negative decisions, a large parthef rejections were for citizens of Serbia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Turkey - countries tifaenship with overall comparably high
rejection rates.

When looking at Member States with a relativelyhhigte of positive first instance decisions,
these also seem to be mainly influenced by the tcpwf citizenship of the applicants. In
Lithuania, the high number of positive decisions may belypattributed to a high number of
decisions regarding citizens of the Russian Feerdtom Chechnya, who were subject to
the non-refoulement principle. This kept the rdt@asitive decisions relatively high, despite
the fact that all applicants from Georgia, India éime Ukraine were rejected. AlsoRoland,

a large part of the applications received and p@sidecisions granted, regarded citizens of
the Russian Federation. Rortugal, almost half of the positive decisions concernédens

of Somalia (20) and Colombia (10) - none of theligppts from these countries were
rejected. The increase in the number of positivasttens inPortugal compared to 2007 is
probably related to the influx of applicants froml@mnbia in 2007 and new applications from
nationals of Somalia.

Looking at the final decisions, no first instanagative decisions were revokedkstonia,
Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania andMalta. Less than 5% of appealed cases were revoked
in the Czech Republi¢ Cyprus, SloveniaandSpain. On the other hand, iRinland, 89% of

the final decisions were positive and in thetherlands, 52% were positive. Ikinland, all
appealed cases of nationals of Afghanistan, Srkaamd Iran were granted protection status,
and all cases appealed by citizens of Angola weastgd humanitarian status (altogether
amounting to 60 of the 80 revoked cases).

There is no obvious correlation between the pramorof positive first instance and final
decisions in the Member Statdsatvia, Lithuania, Malta and Portugal, all showing no
positive final decisions, had relatively high poat first instance rates at 50% or above.
However, other Member States, such asGhech Republic,SloveniaandSpain, which also
show low positive final instance rates (all belo%)5 also have low positive first instance
rates (2%, 5% and 5%, respectively). hetherlands had a relatively high positive rate for
both first instance and final decisions (52% foth)candFinland was the only Member
State, apart fron®reece which had a significantly higher positive ratefiofl decisions than
first instance decisions (84% vs. 39% Fanland, and 0.02% vs. 27% f&reecsd.
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Furthermore, inGreece 1 340 cases were treated in appeal, even thoughaay as 29 525
cases (more than 99% of the total) were rejectatarfirst instance. Likewise, imaly, only

30 cases were treated in appeal (all rejectedpiie f the fact that 10 485 were rejected in
the first instance. Whilst the number of first srste and final decisions are not directly
related, as the final decisions on cases can redasgpeals of first instance decisions from
previous years, data show that, in 2007, the nunolbdirst instance rejections was also
comparably high forGreece and Italy (20 684 and 11 221, respectively). Whereas the
number of new asylum applications had decreasdar@ecefrom 2007 to 2008 (by 21%),
the total number of applications processed in itst instance showed a significant increase,
as a result of the higher number of applicatioggstered in previous years.

6.2.4 The proportion of positive decisions and rejection®y country of citizenship

For the EU as a whole, the largest group of applgéor international protection who were
granted protection in 2008 were nationals of Isaih a total of 16 735, when counting both
first instance and final decisions. The next larggsups were nationals of Somalia (9 660),
the Russian Federation (7 525), Afghanistan (5 2nd)Eritrea (4 740).

In first instance decisions, Irag (15 090), Som&i®35) and the Russian Federation (5 595)
were again the most frequent countries of citizgn&br applicants granted protection status.
Iraq (17 660), Pakistan (14 530) and the Russiaeiation (9 655) were the most frequently
rejected. The outcome of first instance decisionsduntries of citizenship of the applicants

Is shown in Figure 4below.

Figure 42 Top 20 countries of citizenship by (a) positivéirst instance decisions and (b)
rejections, EU level, 2008
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For the EU as a whol€,compared to the number of rejections, protecttatus was granted
to relatively few applicants from Pakistan, Seraral Nigeria in the first instance. Whereas
Serbia was the eighth most frequent country ofzeitship of applicants being granted
protection status (1 260), it was the fourth most@ient country from which nationals were
rejected (8 120). Likewise, citizens of Pakistanrevéhe second most frequent group of
nationals being rejected in the first instance, antl among the 20 most frequent being
granted protection status. Also, citizens of Nigdaced comparably high rejection rates. The
trend for these countries was also seen in thé deesions, as shown in Figure é8low.

Figure 43 Top 20 countries of citizenship by (a) positiveinal decisions and (b)
rejections, EU level, 2008
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Most final decisions were taken on applicationsrfraitizens of the Russian Federation
(6 345), Serbia (6 220) and Iraq (5 670). When iloglsolely at the final decisions, the three
countries from which most citizens were refuse@nmational protection in the EU were all

countries neighbouring the Schengen Area: Serb&tia country from which most citizens

were rejected (5 330), followed by the Russian Fadm (4 385) and Turkey (4 320). The

most frequent countries of citizenship of applisam¢ing granted protection status in the final
instance were again the Russian Federation (1 860)(1 645) and Sri Lanka (1 610).

" Except Cyprus from which there is no data on oguoit citizenship by country of citizenship.
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6.2.5 Resettled persons

Of the 11 Member States which have provided dataesettled persongsinland, Italy,

Netherlands and Portugal resettled persons in 2008, withinland and Netherlands

accepting the highest number of refugees (750 &%l réspectively).ltaly resettled 70
personsPortugal resettled 10 person8ustria, Estonia, Luxembourg, Malta, Poland and
Slovak Republicconfirmed that they had not resettled any pergo2608’®

In Finland, the most frequent countries of citizenship wergamar (275), Iragq (145) and
the Democratic Republic of Congo (125). Half of theettled persons were minors (375), and
a little more than half were female (385). In thetherlands most persons resettled were
from Iraq (170), Myanmar (135) and Ethiopia (70)mAst half of the resettled persons were
minors (320), and a little more than half were f&{&70). The 70 persons resettledtaly
were all nationals of Eritrea, 55 of whom were ¥83y&ars of age, and 50 were women.
Portugal has resettled five nationals of Eritrea and fii/&aq.

6.3 Dublin Transfers

In 2008, Member States made a total of 26 711 sdgue other Member States, to either take
back or take charge of an asylum applicant in atmwe with Council Regulation 343/2003

(the Dublin Regulation), also called Dublin-transfeOf these, 69% (18 522) were requests to
take back an applicant and 31% (8 189) to takegelf8rOn average, 77% of the requests
received by the Member States were accepted. Dalzublin transfers were not collected by

Eurostat before 2008, hence it is not (yet) possibl analyse developments over time. In
general, the Member States recording the largasbets of incoming requests also reported
the most accepted requests (taking-charge andgtddok).

The number of requests is indicative of secondasyaments within the EU of applicants of

international protection and can be set againshthmeber of asylum applications received in
the EU. Of the seventeen Member Stitemporting a total of 153 872 new asylum

applications in 2008, a total of 16 899 requeststter Member States to take back or take
charge of an asylum applicant were made - the nurmabeequests thus amounts to 11%
compared to the number of new applications receiVéads implies that about one in ten of

applicants for international protection were asseéds have not applied for protection in the
Member State in which they entered in the firstpf&

8 These data were provided by 11 Member Statesvofuatary basis.

" 'Take back request' refers to requests to a Mei®tae to take back applicants where, for exangsglum
applications have already been lodged but notifiedlin the Member State. 'Take charge requesdés'sr
requests to a Member State to take charge of dicappn if the third country has stayed in the Mmsn State
prior to lodging an application in another Membeat§.

8 These are the 17 Member States included in Fi@&eBelgium, Estonia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Germany, Estonia, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxemboug, Latvia, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Sweden, Slovenia and United Kingdom

8 |t should be noted that 'first entry' is not thelyocriterion for determining which the Member ®tas
responsible for the examination of an asylum apfiim. Provisions related to family reunificatiofry. 6, 7, 8
or 14) determine inter alia that the responsibiiityan unaccompanied minor must be assumed bylémber
State where a family member (having custody) ofapglicant is legally present. However, requedtsed to
first entry' make up the vast majority of cases.
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Table 2contains the total number of incoming and outgaeguests for each Member State,

divided into requests to take back or take chafgesglum applicant&

=y

==

Table 2: Incoming and outgoing requests by type andy Member State, 2008
Incoming requests Outgoing requests
Total number Total number
Total of pending Total of pending
Total number of requests at the Total number of requests at the
number of taking end of number of taking end of
taking back charge reference taking back charge reference
requests reqguests period reguests reqguests period

BE 1250
BG* 101 40 11 28 28 L
Ccz 391 180 31 86 54
DK* 70 19
DE 2 458 604 10 4 461 1396
EE* 1 13 1 1 1 0
IE* 128 32 11 294 181 1
GR 26 21 14
ES* 155 184 3 34 86
FR 1630 580 0 321 835 2(
IT 2561 1886 977 972 44p 14
CY* 32 39 34 5 0 1
LVv* 6 46 18 1 0 0
LT* 36 101 10 27 8 0
LU 100 9 1 73 61 2
HU* 686 259 31 164 57 2
MT 565 122 0 1 1 g
NL 618 167 7 1 858 102D 15
AT 1578 177 37 3073 1204 17
PL 2861 740 0 44 37
PT 23 45 0 26 2
RO* 203 156 6 26 2(
SI* 143 89 8 49 6 0
SK 570 111 24 136 2P
Fl 145 65 0 653 37
SE 1450 115 1851 1432
UK 1065 196 42 1425 90D 15

Source: EMN NCP National Statistical Tables. * Efab data used for the data in italics
Reading note: Data includes requests with Icel&loyway and Switzerland as partner countries. ":ang"Not Available."

o -

Seven Member States each received more than leg@@sts (both taking-back and taking-
charge) in 2008 (in decreasing ordeltaly (4 447), Poland (3 601), Germany (3 062),
France (2 210),Austria (1 755),Sweden(1 565),United Kingdom (1 261). Most of these

8 For more information, please also see the Annejabnt to the Council and the European Parliamerthen

activities

of

the

EURODAC

Central

Unit

in

2008

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM: 2B®4:FIN:EN:PDF

68 of 100

dadie

at:

http://eur-



Synthesis Report on Migration and International Prdection Statistics 2008

Member States can indeed be considered countri&fargifarrival”, either because of their
external borders to third countries (i.e. a geolicg) position in the Mediterranean Sea or
borders to the third countries east of the EU)b@cause of their large international airports
with many connections to third countriésustria received around one third of its incoming
requests fromGermany (31%), whereas the sources of incoming requeste weore
dispersed in the other five of the abovementionednider States.

Sweden(93%), Luxembourg (92%) andAustria (90%) recorded the largest shares of take-
back requests out of the total number of incomeguests, and hence relatively few take-
charge requests. Hence, in the vast majority oé<as these Member States, the requests
related to cases where third country nationalsdiexhdy lodged applications, and relatively
few requests related to cases where the third ppaationals had used those Member States
as transit countries without filing an application.

Eight Member States each made more than 1 000 iogtgequests (taking-charge and
taking-back) in 2008. This group, which is almadntical to the Member States receiving
most requests, consists Germany (5 857),Austria (4 277),France (4 045),Sweden(3
283),Netherlands (2 878),United Kingdom (2 323),ltaly (1 414) andrinland (1 028). It is
noteworthy thatPoland, which received the second largest number of inngmequests, is
not featured here. However, whereas the numbercoining requests to Poland increased by
144% (from 1 475 to 3 601) from 2007, the numbepuatigoing requests declined by 33%
(from 113 to 81) compared to 2007.

By observing the relationship between incoming enidjoing requests in terms of net amount
of requests (number of incoming minus outgoingrtghhack and taking-charge requests), the
Member States can be divided in two other groupspraing to whether they receive a net
surplus of incoming or outgoing requests to takargé or take back. The following eleven
Member States reported a net surplus of incomiggests Poland (+3 520),ltaly (+3 033),
Hungary (+724),Slovak Republic(+523),Czech Republic(+431),Spain (+219),Slovenia
(+177), Lithuania (+102), Latvia (+51), Portugal (+40), Estonia (+12). Nine Member
States recorded a net surplus_of outgoing requ&ssmany (+2 795), Austria (+2 522),
Netherlands (+2 093), France (+1 835), Sweden (+1 718), United Kingdom (+1 062),
Finland (+818),Ireland (+315),Luxembourg (+25).

The above figures again indicate secondary movesneitihin the EU. For exampl&oland
and Italy, which are the Member States that receive mostestq, are among the Member
States often used as transit countries for perapplying for international protection in other
Member States, witlicermany and Austria being among the final destinatiorGermany
and Austria thus submitted far more requests than they redeweéh Italy andPoland as
the most frequent receivers of accepted requests.

The general pattern is that Member States withreateeastern or southern land or sea
borders to the Schengen Area have the largestungius of incoming requests, whereas the
Member States with the largest net surplus of antgoequests only have internal borders
(e.g.Germany, Austria and theNetherlands). The exception in the latter groupHsiland,
which submitted 50% of its outgoing request#iaty, GreeceandMalta.

*kkkkkkkkkkkkk
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Annex 1: Human Development Index 2008
Human Development Index 200%’
High human development Medium human development homan development
1 Iceland 71 Dominica 156 Senegal
2 Norway 72 Saint Lucia 157 Eritrea
3 Australia 73 Kazakhstan 158 Nigeria
4 Canada 74 Venezuela 159 Tanzania
5 Ireland (Bolivarian Republic of ) (United Republic of )
6 Sweden 75 Colombia 160 Guinea
7 Switzerland 76 Ukraine 161 Rwanda
8 Japan 77 Samoa 162 Angola
9 Netherlands 78 Thailand 163 Benin
10 France 79 Dominican Republic 164 Malawi
11 Finland 80 Belize 165 Zambia
12 United States 81 China 166 Cote d’lvoire
13 Spain 82 Grenada 167 Burundi
14 Denmark 83 Armenia 168 Congo (Demaocratic
15 Austria 84 Turkey Republic of the)
16 United Kingdom 85 Suriname 169 Ethiopia
17 Belgium 86 Jordan 170 Chad
18 Luxembourg 87 Peru 171 Central African Republic
19 New Zealand 88 Lebanon 172 Mozambique
20 Italy 89 Ecuador 173 Mali
21 Hong Kong, China (SAR) 90 Philippines 174 Niger
22 Germany 91 Tunisia 175 Guinea-Bissau
23 Israel 92 Fiji 176 Burkina Faso
24 Greece 93 Saint Vincent 177 Sierra Leone
25 Singapore and the Grenadines
26 Korea (Republic of ) 94 Iran (Islamic Republic of )
27 Slovenia 95 Paraguay
28 Cyprus 96 Georgia
29 Portugal 97 Guyana
30 Brunei Darussalam 98 Azerbaijan
31 Barbados 99 Sri Lanka
32 Czech Republic 100 Maldives
33 Kuwait 101 Jamaica
34 Malta 102 Cape Verde
35 Qatar 103 El Salvador
36 Hungary 104 Algeria
37 Poland 105 Viet Nam
38 Argentina 106 Occupied Palestinian
39 United Arab Emirates Territories
40 Chile 107 Indonesia
41 Bahrain 108 Syrian Arab Republic
42 Slovakia 109 Turkmenistan
43 Lithuania 110 Nicaragua
44 Estonia 111 Moldova
45 Latvia 112 Egypt
46 Uruguay 113 Uzbekistan
47 Croatia 114 Mongolia
48 Costa Rica 115 Honduras

8 Since the countries are evolving, each year theyexlassified, based on the new values for titistical
indicators included in the development index (fetads see the UN site dittp://hdr.undp.orj
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Human Development Index 200%’

High human development

Medium human development

homan development

49 Bahamas

50 Seychelles

51 Cuba

52 Mexico

53 Bulgaria

54 Saint Kitts and Nevis
55 Tonga

56 Libyan Arab Jamabhiriya
57 Antigua and Barbuda
58 Oman

59 Trinidad and Tobago
60 Romania

61 Saudi Arabia

62 Panama

63 Malaysia

64 Belarus

65 Mauritius

66 Bosnia and Herzegovina
67 Russian Federation
68 Albania

69 Macedonia (TFYR)
70 Brazil

116 Kyrgyzstan

117 Bolivia

118 Guatemala

119 Gabon

120 Vanuatu

121 South Africa
122 Tajikistan

123 Sao Tome and Principe
124 Botswana

125 Namibia

126 Morocco

127 Equatorial Guinea
128 India

129 Solomon Islands
130 Lao People’s
Democratic Republic
131 Cambodia

132 Myanmar

133 Bhutan

134 Comoros

135 Ghana

136 Pakistan

137 Mauritania

138 Lesotho

139 Congo

140 Bangladesh

141 Swaziland

142 Nepal

143 Madagascar
144 Cameroon

145 Papua New Guinea
146 Haiti

147 Sudan

148 Kenya

149 Djibouti

150 Timor-Leste

151 Zimbabwe

152 Togo

153 Yemen

154 Uganda

155 Gambia

71 of 100




Annex 2:

Table 1:
Table 2:
Table 3:
Table 4:
Table 5:

Table 6:
Table 7:
Table 8:

Table 9:

Table 10:
Table 11:
Table 12:

Table 13:
Table 14:
Table 15:
Table 16:

Table 17:
Table 18:
Table 19:
Table 20:
Table 21:
Table 22:
Table 23:
Table 24:

Table 25:
Table 26:

Table 27:
Table 28:

Synthesis Report on Migration and International Prdection Statistics 2008

Tables

Third-country nationals refused entry, IElkel, Top 20 countries of citizenship, 2008 45
Incoming and outgoing requests by typeanilember State, 2008 68
Overall Immigration by Member State in 262008 73
Immigration by Member State and by maugrof citizenship, 2008 74
Immigration from citizens of countries side the EU-27 into the EU**, top 20 country

of citizenship, 2008 76
Overall Emigration by Member State in20@008 77
Net migration by Member State (2002-2@68&1 and per 1 000 inhabitants) 78
Usual residence by Member State and by graup of citizenship as of 1st January

2009 79
Acquisition of citizenship by Member Stated by main group of citizenship, 2008 81
First residence permits, by reason anchibée State, 2008 83

First residence permits for remuneratéidities, by reason and Member State, 2008 84
Third-country nationals apprehended/fawanioe illegally staying, by Member State,

2008 85
Third-country nationals found to be ilélg staying, top 20 countries of citizenship,

EU level, 2008 86
Third-country nationals ordered to learnd returned following an order to leave, by

Member State, 2008 87
Third-country nationals returned follogian order to leave, by main country of

citizenship, EU level* 2008 88
Third-country nationals ordered to ledyemain country of citizenship, EU level*,

2008 88
Third-country nationals refused entryMsmber State, 2008 89
Third-country nationals refused entryMsmber State and by external border, 2008 90
Third-country nationals refused entryyrdégson, EU level**, 2008 91
Number of applications by Member Statd lantype, 2008 92
New Asylum Applications at EU level*, t8f countries of citizenship, 2008 93
Asylum Applications at the EU level*, t8p countries of citizenship, 2008 94

Asylum applicants considered to be unapamied minors, by Member State, 2008 95
Asylum applicants considered to be unapamied minors, by country of citizenship,

2008 96
Decisions on International Protection 97
Top 20 countries of citizenship by pesitaind negative first instance decisions, EU

level*, 2008 99
Top 20 countries of citizenship by pesitand negative final decisions, EU level, 2008 100
Resettled persons by Member State, 2008 100

72 of 100



LEGAL IMMIGRATION AND INTEGRATION

International Migration Flows
Table 3:  Overall Immigration by Member State in 20@ - 2008

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
BE 113 857 112 06( 117 236 132 8|10 137 699 146|409 50 757
BG* : : : : : 1561 1236
Ccz 44 679 60 015 53 458 60 294 68 183 104 445 77\817
DK* 52 778 49 754 49 860 52 458 56 750 64 656 57357
DE 842 543 768 97¢ 780 175 707 3p2 661 855 680|766582 146
EE 575 967 1 097 143p 2234 3741 3671
IE* 50 500 50 100 70 000 86 900 103 260 88779 63(927
GR* : : : : 86 693 133 185 74724
ES 483 260 672 266 684 561 719 284 840 344 95826626 009
FR* : 135 396 140 123 134 797 182 390 : 216 937
IT 213 202 440 301 414 88D 304 960 : 556 714 54|71
Cy* 14 370 16 779 22 003 24 419 15 545 19 017 14095
LV 1428 1364 1 665 1886 2801 3541 3465
LT 5110 4728 5 553 6 78D 7 745 8 609 9 297
LU 12101 13 158 12 872 14 397 14 352 16 675 17758
HU 19 855 21 327 24 298 27 820 25 732 24 361 37521
MT* : : : 187 1829 6 730 9031
NL 121 250 104 514 94 01P 92 297 101 150 116 819 35146
AT 108 125 111 86¢ 122 547 114 465 98 535 106 659 10 Qr4
PL 6 587 7048 9 49¢ 9 364 10 802 14 995 47 B80
PT 79 300 72 40( 57 92D 49 200 38 800 46 300 32|307
RO* 6 582 3267 2 987 3704 7714 9 575 10 030
Sl 9134 9279 10171 15 041 20 0116 29193 301693
SK 2312 6 551 10 390 9410 12611 16 265 17820
FI 18113 17 838 20 333 21 355 22 451 26 029 291114
SE 64 087 63 794 62 028 65 229 95 750 99 485 10117
UK 386 000 427 000 518 000 496 000 529 000 527 {000538 000
Sub
Total: EU
countries
with all
years
available | 2442546 2595054 2730663 2711910 2873/829111FH85| 2 904 424
Total 2655748 31707501 3285666 3151854 374 3809775 3741065

Source: EMN NCP National Reports.
* Eurostat data used for the years in italics

1. PT has provided data which do not coincide \Eitinostat data. The source is Statistics PortugallUK, figures have been rounded to
nearest 1,000.

2. Figures for BE for 2008 are provisional.
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Table 5:

Immigration from citizens of countries ouside the EU-27 into the EU**, top

20 country of citizenship, 2008

Country of | Number of
citizenship | immigrants | Share
Morocco 136 770 0.1(
Ukraine 72 844 0.06
China

(including

Hong Kong) 68 604 0.05
Brazil 50 282 0.04
Colombia 47 020 0.04
Ecuador 45 55(C 0.08
Russia 43 53C 0.08
India 41 529 0.03
Turkey 41 359 0.03
Peru 40 099 0.03
Albania 37711 0.03
United

States 37 420 0.03
Moldova 29 976 0.02
Serbia 29 688 0.02
Bosnia and

Herzegovina 26 067 0.02
Philippines 24 954 0.02
Pakistan 24 554 0.02
Iraq 23963 0.02
Dominican

Republic 21788 0.02
Vietnam 21 500 0.02
Total Top

20 865 208 0.65
Total

Citizens of

countries

outside the

EU-27 1 324 260 1.0

Source: Eurostat data

Immigrants to BE, GR, FR, MT, RO, PT and UK are inctuded as no breakdown by country of citizensbipthese countries is available on

Eurostat
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Table 6:  Overall Emigration by Member State in 20@ — 2008*

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
BE 75 960 79 399 83 895 86 899 88 1§63 91 052 98(667
BG* : : : : : 2958 2112
cz 32389 34 226 34 818 24 065 33 463 20 500 6(027
DK* 43 481 43 466 45 01y 45 869 46 786 41 566 38356
DE 623 255 626 33( 697 632 628 3P9 639 064 636|854737 889
EE 2038 3073 2927 4610 5527 4384 4 406
IE* 20 700 18 500 16 600 17 000 38 866 42 538 60(189
GR* : : : : : : 51 489
ES 36 605 64 29¢ 55 092 68 011 142 296 227065 4866
FR* : : : : : : 140 937
IT 41 756 48 706 49 910 53931 65 213 80 947
Cy* 7 485 4 437 6 27¢ 10 003 6 874 11 389 10 500
LV 3262 2210 2 744 2 450 52582 4183 6 Q07
LT 7 086 11 032 15 16¢ 15571 12 602 13 853 17 p15
LU 9452 7 746 8 48C 8 28f7 9 001 10 6/74 10 058
HU 3126 3122 3 82( 3 658 4314 4 500 4821
MT* 96 : : : 1908 5029 6 597
NL 66 728 68 885 75 049 83399 91 0P8 91 287 901067
AT 74 831 71996 71721 70133 74 4B2 71928 751638
PL 24 532 20 813 18 877 22 242 46 936 35 480 74(338
PT 9 300 8900 10 680 10 800 12 700 26 800 20|357
RO* 8 154 10673 13 082 10938 14 1p7 8 830 8739
Sl 7 269 5 867 8 269 8 605 13749 14 943 12 109
SK 1411 4777, 6 521 2784 3084 3570 4 857
FI 12 891 12 083 13 656 12 369 12 107 12 443 13|657
SE 33009 35 023 36 586 38118 44 908 45418 45294
UK 305 000 314 00C 310 00D 328 000 369 000 318{000409 000
Sub
Total: EU
countries
with all
years
available 1407964 1450856 1536914 1502107141349 1737257 20144531
Total 1449816 1499562 1586824 1556141 1286 1810457 2 296533

Source: EMN NCP National Reports.
* Eurostat data used for the figures in italics

1. PT have provided data which do not coincide \lithostat data. The source is Statistics Portugal UK figures are rounded to nearest
1,000.

2. Figures for BE for 2008 are provisional.
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Table 7:  Net migration by Member State (2002-2008ptal population and per 1 000
inhabitants in 2008)*
Population Net
as of 1 migration
January per 1 000

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 inhabitants
BE 37 897 32 661 33341 450911 49 536 55357 52090 10 666 866 4.9
BG* : : : : -1397 - 876 7 640 238 -0.1
Ccz 12 290 25 789 18 635 36 229 34720 83045 71790| 10381130 6.9
DK* 9 297 6 288 4 84 6 589 9 964 23090 190015 475791 3.5
DE 219 288 142 645% 82543 78 953 22 791 23191 - 55743| 82217 837 -0.7
EE -1463 - 2106 -1830 -3174 -32093 - 643 735 1 340 935 -0.5
IE* 29 800 31 600 53 40D 69 900 64 394 46241 738 4 401 335 0.8
GR* : : : : : 23235 11 213 785 2.1
ES 446 655 607 963 629 469 651 273 698548 1203 459 549 45 283 259 10.1
FR* 76 000 64 004 333 1.2
IT 171 446 391 595 364 970 251 0p9 491 501453 765| 59 619 290 7.6
CY* 6 885 12 342 15724 14 416 8671 7 628 593 789 269 4.6
LV -1834 - 846 -107¢ - 564 -2451 - 642 542 2270894 -1.1
LT -1976 -6 304 -9612 -8782 - 4 857 -5244 -7718 3 366 357 -2.3
LU 2649 5412 4392 6 110 5351 6 001 7700 483799 15.9
HU 16 729 18 205 20478 24 162 21 418 19861 32700| 10045401 3.3
MT* - 79 1701 2434 410 290 5.9
NL 54 522 35629 18 97D 8 898 10 122 25532 53449| 16405 399 3.3
AT 33294 39 873 50 826 44 332 24 1j03 3431 34436 8 318 592 41
PL - 17 945 - 13 7685 -938p -12 878 -36 134 4206 - 26458 38115641 -0.7
PT 70 000 63 50( 47 240 38 400 26 100 19/500 11950 10617 575 11
RO* -1572 -7 406 - 10 095 -7234 - 64833 145 912 21528627 0.1
SI 1865 3412 1902 6 436 6 2567 14 250 885 2010269 9.2
SK 901 1774 3865 6 626 9 527 12 695 1296 5400998 2.4
Fl 5222 5755 6677 8 986 10 344 13 586 435 5 300 484 2.9
SE 31078 28772 25 442 27 111 50 842 54067 55 877 9182 927 6.1
UK 81 000 113 000 208 000 168 0D0 160 IOO [0:4112] 129 000 61 191 951 2.1
Sub
Total: EU
countries
with all
years
available | 1034582 1144198 1193749 1209700 1 1594803741328 889 974 N/A N/A
Total 1205932 1671182 1698842 1595713 14828 1999318 1444532497 683 272 2.9

* Eurostat data used for the figures in italics
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Residence permits and residence of third-country rteonals
Table 10: First residence permits, by reason and Meber State, 2008

Remunerated
Family | Education activities Other
reasons reasons reasons reasons | TOTAL

BE 20 320 6 743 7 09 12 041 46 201
BG* 1546 1168 77€ 443 3933
Cz 10 699 4 22C 43 28P 3149 61 350
DK* 4231 19 279 7 42( 726 31 655
DE 49 642 29 98¢ 20 297 14 365 114 289
EE 1402 339 967 1176 3884
IE* 3409 12 538 5 80¢ 7171 28 926
GR* 21 855 1449 15 609 1498 40 411
ES 150 101 21 665 96 319 131 742 399 827
FR 85 475 52 22¢ 21784 29 238 188 123
IT 76 764 12512 142 889 9393 241 558
CY* 335 8 751 32 704 12 020 53810
LV 2 464 346 1 823 3073 7 706
LT 640 445 4 145 50 5280
LU 2808 143 2074 545 5571
HU 2434 5755 10 343 2 007 20 539
MT 954 202 950 2883 4989
NL 23882 9177 9 285 31425 73 769
AT 14 400 2 853 3096 1434 21783
PL 8 921 6 145 18 664 7177 40 907
PT 27 270 4 344 25 286 6 815 63 115
RO* 6 109 2 969 9 039 1237 19 3b4
SI 3962 246 24 954 53 29 215
SK 1224 449 3984 2 368 8 025
Fl 7170 4 441 5722 4 540 21 8f3
SE 36 626 11 69% 14 259 21 5p4 84 144
UK 117 055 222 78( 139 735 153 685 633 260
EU 681 698 442 865 668 311 461 818 2 254 692

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datadu

1. LU has provided data from the Directorate of iigmation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
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Table 11: First residence permits for remunerated etivities, by reason and Member

State, 2008
Remunerated | Remunerated
activities activities Remunerated
reasons: reasons: Remunerated | activities
Remunerated Highly Other activities reasons:
activities skilled remunerated reasons: Seasonal
reasons workers activities Researchers | workers
BE 7 097 3577 3424 96
BG* 776
cz 43 282 43 237 45
DK* 7 420 7 420
DE 20 297 96 20 162 39
EE 967 : 960 1
IE* 5808 1925 3714 16P
GR* 15 609 2 248 16 13 341
ES 96 319 2 884 74 680 501 18 254
FR 21784 1681 14 318 1925 3 860
IT 272 791 264 333 35 8 423
Cy* 14 663 674 12 40¢ 1583
LV 1823 1820 3
LT 4 140 4139 1
LU : :
HU 17 759 16 84z 38 884
MT 950 153 797
NL 9 285 6411 2 49¢ 378
AT 3096 827 2 118 151
PL 18 664 18 642 11
PT 25 286 288 24 998
RO* 9 039 : :
SI 24 954 18 824 5 6 121
SK 3984 3974 1
Fl 5722
SE 14 259 10 042 478 3789
UK 139 733 5 900 133 8383
EU** 785 507 24 416 685 42|/ 3903 56 213

Source: Eurostat data

**No data for LU. RO, BG, Fl only total figures aawailable. The rest of the data is not complete.
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ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION AND RETURN

Apprehensions

Table 12: Third-country nationals apprehended/foundto be illegally present, by
Member State, 2008

BE 13 800
BG* 1415
cz 3335
DK* 610

DE 53 695
EE* 1 050
IE* 3185

GR* 106 715
ES 92 730
FR 111 690
IT 68175
CY* 7 000

LV 310

LT 910

LU 162

HU 6 164
MT 3015
NL 7 505
AT 14 500
PL 5 430
PT 28 605
RO* 3790
Sl 1310
SK 2320
FI 5373
SE 440
UK 69 840
EU 613 074

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datadu
1. LU has provided data from the Directorate-Genafr®olice of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg.
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Table 13: Third-country nationals found to be illeglly staying, top 20 countries of
citizenship, EU level, 2008

Albania 72735
Afghanistan 49 86(
Morocco 39775
Iraq 37 440
Brazil 32940
Eritrea 21 055
India 20 295
Bolivia 17 460
China (including Hong

Kong) 17 020
Nigeria 16 565
Algeria 15785
Serbia 14 355
Ukraine 14 150
Turkey 14 105
Tunisia 14 080
Pakistan 13 425
Somalia 11125
Senegal 10 70(
Russian Federation 10 225
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 9 565

Source: Eurostat data
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Returns

Table 14: Third-country nationals ordered to leaveand returned following an order to
leave, by Member State, 2008

Third
country
Third nationals
country | returned
nationals | following
ordered | an order
to leave | to leave
BE 32680 3 965
BG* 1405 275
Cz 3770 585
DK* : 825
DE 11 985 14 295
EE* 185 95
IE* 1285 690
GR* 146 335 68 565
ES 82940 2978%
FR 97 515 19 47(
IT 68 175 7 140
Cy* 3355 3480
LV 265 270
LT* 910 855
LU : 233
HU* 4 205 1190
MT 3015 305
NL 31700 9 350
AT 8 870 5 855
PL 8 145 8 595
PT 8 185 1 345
RO* 3695 3820
Sl 1310 1995
SK 1 655 1 297
Fl 1774 912
SE 12 555 9 014
UK 69 840 47 455
EU* 605 754 | 241 662

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datdu™ Missing data for Third country nationals ered to leave, for DK and LU
1. LU has provided data from the Directorate of iigmation, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

2. For HU , the data provided by the NCP has beplaced by Eurostat data because of uncertairtimst ¢he definitions used by the Office
of Immigration and Nationality (OIN) and the Police
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Table 15: Third-country nationals returned following an order to leave, by main
country of citizenship, EU level* 2008

Albania 69 300
Morocco 16 000
Ukraine 9920
Brazil 9740
Turkey 8 415
Serbia 7 930
India 7 020
Algeria 6 735
Iraq 6 040
Nigeria 5800
China (including Hong

Kong) 4 995
Russian Federation 4790
Pakistan 4 430
Moldova, Republic of 3 80(
Bolivia 3105
Vietnam 3030
United States 2935
Tunisia 2 800
Bangladesh 2625
Senegal 2 164

Source: Eurostat data
* Data for LU not available

Table 16: Third-country nationals ordered to leave by main country of citizenship, EU

level*, 2008

Albania 78 920
Morocco 45 645
Afghanistan 40 105
Iraq 34 075
Algeria 21325
Brazil 19 060
India 18 770
China (including Hong

Kong) 18 535
Pakistan 16 93(
Nigeria 15 755
Turkey 15 635
Ukraine 14 605
Tunisia 14 580
Bolivia 14 505
Serbia 12 900
Somalia 11 605
Senegal 10 29(¢
Bangladesh 8 740
Egypt 8 675
Palestinian territory 8 605

Source: Eurostat data * Data for LU not available
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BORDER CONTROL

Refusals
Table 17: Third-country nationals refused entry, byMember State, 2008

BE 1170
BG* 4 060

(o¥4 255
DK* 70

DE 7215
EE* 2325
IE* 5260

GR* 2 055
ES 510 010
FR 16 695
IT 6 405
Cy* 895

Lv 875

LT 2210
LU 4

HU 5541
MT 120

NL 3 160
AT 2715
PL 16 850
PT 3 600
RO* 8 920
SI 7 561
SK 1540
Fl 1777
SE 55
UK 23 640
EU 634 983

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datadu
1. LU has provided data from the Directorate-Gelnafr®olice of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg.
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Table 18: Third-country nationals refused entry, byMember State and by external

border, 2008

Refused

Persons at the Refused Refused

refused land at the sea| at the air

entry border | border border
BE 1170 0 105 1 06b
BG* 4 060 3215 170 680D
Ccz 255 0 0 25¢
DK* 70 : 70
DE 7 215 4 080 4 3095
EE* 2325 425 1 88( 20
IE* 5260 860 430 3970
GR* 2 055 1315 21( 530
ES 510 010 493 705 2785 13 520
FR 16 695 3 135 755 12 805
IT 6 405 1820 144% 3135
CY* 895 20 875
LV 875 630 30 22(
LT 2210 2 040 65 105
LU 4 0 0 4
HU 5541 5 396 C 145
MT 120 0 5 115
NL 3160 0 95 306
AT 2715 2425 C 290
PL 16 850 16 275 35 540
PT 3 600 0 35 3 56p
RO* 8 920 7 315 20( 1405
Sl 7 561 7 458 17 86
SK 1540 1 505 C 30
Fl 1777 1456 24 291
SE 55 0 5 5(
UK 23 640 1560 3265 18 815
EU 634 983 554 61% 11 616 68 747

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datadu

1. LU has provided data from the Directorate-Genafr®olice of the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg.
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Table 19: Third-country nationals refused entry, byreason, EU levet, 2008

Share
Refusals - EU level** | (%)

No valid travel document(s) 16 975 12
False travel document 5430 4

No valid visa or residence permit 52 905 37
False visa or residence permit 4 575 3
Purpose and conditions of stay not justified 28 86 20
Person already stayed 3 months in a 6-months pefiod 4 095 3

No sufficient means of subsistence 18 §80 13
An alert has been issued 6 485 5
Person considered to be a public threat 4530 3

Source: Eurostat data

** Incomplete data: Missing data for 96% of theusdls in ES.
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ASYLUM: INTERNATIONAL PROTECTION

Applications for International Protection
Table 20: Number of applications by Member State adh by type, 2008

Asylum
Applications
New under Withdrawn
Asylum All asylum Consideration, Asylum

Applications | Applications* end 2008 Applications
BE 11 395 15940 21320 885
BG* : 745 1260 50
Ccz 1050 1650 430 85
DK* : 2 375 620 0
DE 21 365 26 945 18 280 1565
EE 14 15 7 2
IE* 3805 3865 6 90( 920
GR* : 19 885 : 75
ES : 4515 4 270 160
FR* : 41 845 32 345 215
I 30145 30 145 7 195 40
Cy* 3 465 3 465 : 0
LVv* 50 55 35 5
LT : 520 165 30
LU 463 455 : 25
HU 2 862 3175 749 123
MT* 2 605 2 605 495 25
NL 13 380 15 255 12 440 665
AT : 12 750 30 355 4165
PL 7 193 8 515 3492 1820
PT 160 160 5 0
RO* : 1180 40 5
SI* 240 260 260 164
SK* : 905 25 40
FI : 3770 3770 235
SE 24 365 24 875 24100 265
UK 31315 : : 2990
EU** 153 872 225 870 168 558 14 554

Source: EMN NCP National Reports.

* Eurostat data used for the data in italics

** Data not complete

1. LU has provided data sourced from the Dirececdtimmigration, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

2. Regarding Asylum Applications under Consideratior IT, LV, MT and SK, the data provided by tNEP has been replaced by Eurostat
data to ensure consistency.
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Table 21: New Asylum Applications at EU level*, to®20 countries of citizenship, 2008

Iraq 21 880
Somalia 15 200Q
Russian Federation 10 640
Nigeria 8 940
Afghanistan 8 200
Eritrea 6 920
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 5 265
Serbia 5235
Zimbabwe 4725
Pakistan 4 230
Sri Lanka 3 350
China (including Hong

Kong) 3010
Turkey 3000
Syrian Arab Republic 2835
Ghana 2500
Bangladesh 2 45%
Ivory Coast 2 300
India 1920
Algeria 1710
Guinea 1 650

Source: Eurostat data

* Data for BG, DK, GR, ES, FR, LT, LU, HU, AT, RGK and FI are not included, as no breakdown by tgwf citizenship for these
countries is available on Eurostat.
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Table 22: Asylum Applications at the EU level*, top20 countries of citizenship, 2008

Iraq 27 580
Russian Federation 21 005
Somalia 16 080
Serbia 13540
Nigeria 10 850
Pakistan 10 390
Afghanistan 10 145
Turkey 7 100
Bangladesh 6 150
Sri Lanka 5190
Georgia 5 005
Eritrea 4910
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 4 865
Armenia 4 560
Syrian Arab Republic 4 200
Congo, the Democratic Republic of the 4 180
Mali 4035
Guinea 3 605
Ivory Coast 3560
Algeria 2 955

Source: Eurostat data
* Data for UK are not included as no figures warppied to Eurostat for total asylum application2008.
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Table 23: Asylum applicants considered to be unacagpanied minors, by Member

State, 2008

BE 485
BG* 15
cz 35
DK* 300
DE 765
EE 0
IE* 100
GR* 295
ES 15
FR 410
IT 575
cy* 70
LV

LT

LU

HU 176
MT 20
NL 725
AT 695
PL 373
PT 5
RO* 55
Sl 18
SK 71
Fl 705
SE 1510
UK 4 285
EU 11714

Source: EMN NCP National Reports. * Eurostat datadu
1. LU has provided data from the Luxembourg Reoepind Integration Agency (OLAI), Ministry of Fapiand Integration.
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Table 24: Asylum applicants considered to be unacagpanied minors, by country of
citizenship, 2008

Afghanistan 3235
Iraq 1735
Somalia 1270
Russian Federation 510
Eritrea 510
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 47
Pakistan 295
Nigeria 275
China (including Hong Kong) 270
Guinea 240
Congo, the Democratic Republic of the 230
Serbia 175
India 150
Turkey 130
Sri Lanka 130
Vietnam 125
Bangladesh 115
Moldova, Republic of 110
Algeria 110
Angola 100

Source: Eurostat data
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Synthesis Report on Migration and International Prdection Statistics 2008

Table 26: Top 20 countries of citizenship by posie and negative first instance
decisions, EU level*, 2008

Total
positive

Country of citizenship decisions Country of citizenship Rejected
Iraq 15090 Iraq 17 660
Somalia 9 095 Pakistan 14 530
Russia 5595 Russia 9 655
Eritrea 4 225 Serbia 8 120
Afghanistan 3980 Nigeria 8 015
Iran 1585 Afghanistan 6 820
Sri Lanka 1320 Bangladesh 5595
Serbia 1260 Turkey 5425
Mali 1015 Iran 4510
Zimbabwe 975 Sri Lanka 4 320
Guinea 920 Georgia 3530
Democratic Republic of the Condo 880 Somalia 3 400
Stateless 780 Armenia 3360
Céte d'lvoire 760 Democratic Republic of the Corjgo 993
Turkey 670 Zimbabwe 2985
Sudan 620 Syria 2700
Ethiopia 510 China (including Hong Kong) 2630
China (including Hong Kong) 510 Céte d'lvoire 2335
Nigeria 505 Algeria 2325
Syria 465 Stateless 2 285

Source: Eurostat data *Missing data for Cyprus
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Table 27: Top 20 countries of citizenship by posie and negative final decisions, EU

level, 2008
Total
positive

Country of citizenship decisions Country of citizenship Rejected
Russian Federation 1960 Serbia 5330
Iraq 1645 Russian Federation 4 385
Sri Lanka 1610 Turkey 4 320
Afghanistan 1240 Iraq 4025
Turkey 1175 Nigeria 3110
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 1085 Congo, the Democr&epublic of the| 2 915
Zimbabwe 1010 Iran (Islamic Republic of) 2 355
Serbia 890 Afghanistan 2 295
Congo, the Democratic Republic of the 655 Pakistan 26@
Armenia 630 Armenia 2150
Somalia 565 Syrian Arab Republic 2095
Eritrea 515 Sri Lanka 2095
Azerbaijan 410 Bangladesh 1960
Pakistan 370 China (including Hong Kong) 1565
Guinea 340 Zimbabwe 1225
Bangladesh 320 Georgia 1070
Sudan 260 Algeria 1040
Nigeria 250 Guinea 990
Syrian Arab Republic 215 Haiti 960
Rwanda 195 Mongolia 940

Source: Eurostat data *Missing data for Cyprus

Table 28: Resettled persons by Member State, 2008

Resettled
persons

Fl 750

NL 695

IT 70

PT 10

AT 0

DE 0

EE 0

LU 0

MT 0

PL 0

SK 0

Source: EMN NCP National Reports
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