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On 17 September 2012, the European Economic and Social Committee, acting under Rule 29(2) of its 
Rules of Procedure, decided to draw up an own-initiative opinion on 

Irregular immigration by sea in the Euromed region. 

The Section for External Relations, which was responsible for preparing the Committee's work on the 
subject, adopted its opinion on 25 September 2013. 

At its 493rd plenary session, held on 16-17 October 2013 (meeting of 16 October), the European 
Economic and Social Committee adopted the following opinion by 183 votes to 3 with 11 abstentions. 

1. Conclusions and proposals 

1.1 Irregular immigration is a subject that has been 
examined by the EESC on many occasions from a number of 
angles ( 1 ). The phenomenon of irregular immigration is a very 
complex and multifaceted one which requires both short-term 
and long-term measures. The focus of this opinion will be on 
the points listed below: 

1.2 In this context, the Committee is filled with profound 
sadness at the death of at least 311, and probably many more, 
African migrants off the coast of Lampedusa in two recent boat 
sinking incidents. Whilst there is no single cause to this tragedy, 
the Committee believes that these incidents are symptomatic of 
the wider problem of irregular immigration by sea into the EU, 
and that there is a causal link between these two incidents and 
the EU's apparent inability to establish satisfactory and coherent 
policies on irregular immigration based on solidarity, including 
policies on search and rescue and disembarkation. The 
Committee calls on the EU and its Member States to consider 
these incidents as a wake-up call and to act now on the recom­
mendations in this opinion before another tragedy is allowed to 
occur. The tragedies of Lampedusa reinforce the absolute need 
for the EU to deal with irregular immigration and border super­
vision as a European issue. 

1.3 Human rights: the Committee is concerned at rising 
intolerance, racism and xenophobia against immigrants, "the 
Other", in Europe, and fears that the social effects of the 
financial crisis will serve to nourish this. Politicians and others 
with influence in society, together with the media, must act 
with the utmost responsibility and set a clear political and 
social example in order to prevent such behaviour. The 

human rights of irregular immigrants must be upheld at all 
times, when they are saved or detained, when they are 
granted the status of protection, are in an irregular situation 
"undocumented", or are repatriated to their country of origin. 

1.4 Saving lives at sea: anyone in danger at sea, or at risk, 
including irregular immigrants, must be rescued. 

1.5 Disembarkation: the EU must adopt a disembarkation 
policy that does not increase the burden on those Member 
States that are already facing disproportionate influxes. The 
issue of disembarkation needs to be resolved, on the basis of 
the principle of disembarkation in the nearest safe place only so 
long as the country in question fully adheres to all international 
conventions concerning human rights and is monitored by 
human rights organisations. 

1.6 The right to and granting of asylum: the principle of 
non-refoulement at the border must be guaranteed, and all 
persons requiring international protection must be able to 
submit an application in the EU. Such applications must be 
processed by the competent national authorities. In this 
context there is a need to create a more efficient system of 
examination of asylum requests. The EESC supports cooperation 
with third countries in order to strengthen their asylum 
arrangements and increase their compliance with international 
standards. 

1.7 Repatriation of irregular immigrants the Directive on 
Return ( 2 ) provides a European framework of legal and 
procedural guarantees ( 3 ) which the EESC appreciates, such as 
the effective remedy to appeal against decisions related to return

EN C 67/32 Official Journal of the European Union 6.3.2014 

( 1 ) COM(2011) 248, Mr Pariza Castaños, 
COM(2011) 743, Mr Pariza Castaños, Ms King, 
COM(2011) 750,751,752,753 Mr Pariza Castaños, 
COM(2008) 359 Mr Pariza Castaños, Ms Bontea. 

( 2 ) Directive 2008/115/EC. 
( 3 ) e.g. articles 12.1 and 12.2, 13.1 and 13.2, 13.3 and 13.4 and 14.1 

and 14.2 of the Directive.



before a competent judicial or administrative authority or a 
competent independent body, as well as free legal represen­
tation and assistance, certain safeguards pending return and 
conditions of detention. The Committee proposes that 
European return policy should promote a voluntary approach 
and be based on the greatest possible regard for humanitarian 
values. The legitimacy and credibility of European immigration 
policy elsewhere in the world depends on this. Article 19 of the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights expressly prohibits collective 
expulsions and guarantees that no one may be removed, 
expelled or extradited to a State where there is a serious risk 
that he or she would be subjected to the death penalty, torture 
or other inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment – the 
principle of non-refoulement (Articles 4 and 19 of the Charter). 

1.8 A comprehensive European policy on irregular 
immigration based on solidarity: the EESC considers that in 
order to ensure respect for fundamental rights, EU solidarity 
with those Member States that, because of their geographical 
location, have to deal with large numbers of victims of criminal 
trafficking/smuggling networks who arrive by irregular means, 
should be enhanced. The EU's borders, including the sea borders 
of EU Member States in the Mediterranean, are the borders of 
all EU Member States and as such responsibility for guarding 
them properly should be shared among all Member States, in 
accordance with the Treaties. This is not only about showing 
solidarity, but also about Member States taking up their respon­
sibilities by means of mechanisms to share burdens brought 
about by irregular immigration. Therefore, Solidarity and 
support should also be shown with Member States that are 
located on the external borders of the EU by means of 
burden sharing mechanisms enabling intra-EU resettlement of 
asylum seekers. The EESC strongly supports the implementation 
of a European Distribution Key as described in the European 
Parliament's report on Enhanced intra-EU solidarity in the field 
of asylum (2012/2032 INI). 

1.9 The drafting of agreements with third countries: the 
main aim of the EU Migration and Mobility Dialogues with 
third countries must be to make it easier for migration to 
take place legally and in an orderly manner, guarantee the inter­
national right to asylum, reduce irregular immigration and 
combat the criminal networks engaged in human trafficking. 
Cooperation with third countries is often essential as a precon­
dition for effective implementation of repatriation procedures. 
This cooperation must be stepped up in order to achieve better 
results. At the same time assistance should be given to certain 
transit countries in order to enable them to manage their 
borders better and enable them to build the capacity to grant 
protection to those who need it. 

1.10 The European borders agency - Frontex: Frontex 
should continue to be restructured into a genuine European 
external borders agency, with a broader coordinating role vis 
à vis joint EU action on the external borders of its Member 
States. In this regard more work is needed to implement the 
concept of European Border Guard Teams, as underlined in the 
European Parliament's report on Frontex (A7-0278/2011). Its 
scope for action should also be expanded so that it can put 
more effort into the area of prevention. It is clear that more and 
not fewer resources are needed if this agency is to play a more 

effective role. Joint operations coordinated by the Agency (and 
their repercussions on fundamental rights and administrative 
safeguards laid down in the Borders Code) must, however, be 
subject to democratic scrutiny by Parliament and the European 
Union's Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA). 

1.11 EASO: the European Asylum Support Office began 
operating relatively recently. It is therefore expected to take 
up its duties at full capacity rapidly, with particular regard to 
its role in seeking sustainable solutions and being proactive on 
intra-EU solidarity, in line with its obligations in the EASO 
regulation. The EASO must be able to clearly identify the 
differences in asylum practices between the Member States, as 
well as the differences in their legislation, and to propose the 
necessary changes. 

1.12 Preventing and combating people smuggling: the 
EESC also stresses that every possible effort must be made to 
combat organised crime vigorously. No resources should be 
spared in tracking down and bringing to justice the "facilitators" 
of people smuggling. In this regard it is essential that the 
assistance of third country governments be sought. 

1.13 Funding: the EESC stresses that the issue as a whole of 
stemming and managing immigration flows is one for the 
European Union (EU), and that this fact must also be 
reflected in the distribution of the financial cost of the tools 
that are needed to apply an effective policy. The Committee has 
supported the Commission proposal for the Asylum and 
Migration Fund and the Internal Security Fund to be more 
flexibly managed as of 2014. 

2. Introduction 

2.1 Common immigration policy must have a shared focus 
encompassing a range of aspects including the demographic 
situation and the labour markets; respect for human rights; 
equal treatment and non-discrimination; legislation on the 
admission of new immigrants; the situation of irregular immi­
grants; the reception and protection of asylum-seekers; measures 
against criminal people-trafficking networks; cooperation with 
third countries; European solidarity; and social policy and inte­
gration. 

2.2 Recent years have seen a series of events, declarations 
and political decisions that the Committee is noting with 
mounting concern, as an ancient and familiar disease among 
Europeans is again on the rise across Europe – xenophobia and 
a form of nationalism that excludes others. Minorities and 
immigrants are belittled, insulted and targeted by aggressive, 
discriminatory policies. 

2.3 The subject of irregular immigration is an especially 
serious and complex one, as demonstrated by the tables in 
the appendices at the end of the document. Furthermore, the 
issue as a whole is one for the EU and must be approached as 
such. Irregular immigrants that cross the southern borders 
invariably seek to settle in other countries of the EU.
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2.4 Because there are no internal borders in the Schengen 
area, the issue of irregular immigration has implications for 
Europe as a whole and must be addressed by an effective, 
common European policy. 

2.5 The EESC has studied the subject of irregular immi­
gration thoroughly and has given its viewpoints in a series of 
opinions, adopted by broad majorities. 

2.6 These opinions contain an analysis of the causes of 
irregular immigration to the ΕU, while noting the absence of 
a comprehensive EU policy on irregular immigration - that 
progress towards the EU achieving a common immigration 
and asylum policy and a high level of legislative harmonisation 
is very slow. Extensive reference is also made to the 
consequences of the problem and a series of solutions are 
proposed. 

2.7 Thousands of the irregular immigrants enter the EU by 
sea. This means that the issue of irregular immigration by sea, 
which according to FRONTEX is centred mainly within the 
Euromed region, must be tackled specifically. 

2.8 The main objective of the opinion is to examine the 
phenomenon of irregular immigration by sea, while also 
referring to some of the major issues associated with irregular 
immigration in general, so as to seek comprehensive solutions 
that will secure an immigration policy that is effective, humane 
and affordable. 

3. Analysis of the problem 

3.1 Human rights 

3.1.1 The human rights of irregular immigrants must be 
upheld at all times, from when they are saved or detained to 
when they are granted protection or repatriated to their country 
of origin. Irregular migration by sea often results in the loss of 
life. In this respect, the EESC stresses the importance of 
upholding fundamental human rights at all times. The EESC 
has proposed that the Fundamental Rights Agency should also 
monitor the border control activities and operations of 
FRONTEX. The Committee supports the activities of the 
FRONTEX Consultative Forum and highlights its interest in 
collaboration 

3.2 Saving lives at sea 

3.2.1 Member States and private vessels are obliged to rescue 
anyone who is in danger at sea. This would include immigrants 
or traffickers/smugglers who have taken deliberate risks. In 
many cases, the criminal networks trafficking/smuggling 
asylum seekers or irregular immigrants expose these people to 

great risks. Agencies and NGOs have pointed out that 
thousands of people die in such circumstances in the Mediter­
ranean every year and that, in some cases, they have not 
received help from or been rescued by vessels passing close by. 

3.3 Disembarkation 

3.3.1 Some legal and political controversies have arisen in 
recent years over rescues taking place in international waters in 
the Mediterranean which have put the lives of many at risk 
unnecessarily. The EESC stresses that the issue of disembar­
kation needs to be resolved on the basis of disembarkation at 
the nearest place of safety on the condition that the country in 
question adheres to all international conventions concerning human 
rights and is monitored by human rights organisations. In the case 
of Frontex missions, the EESC strongly disagrees that migrants 
should always be taken to the Member States hosting the 
missions. Such a policy gives rise to at least two problems: 
(i) it focuses even more migratory pressure on Member States 
that are already facing d heavy burdens, to the extent that it 
would no longer be viable for Member States that need Frontex 
most to host a Frontex mission; (ii) it is harmful to the people 
saved, as they would have to be transported all the way to the 
country hosting the Frontex mission, rather than to the place 
that would be most appropriate in the circumstances (usually 
the nearest place of safety). 

3.4 The right to and granting of asylum 

3.4.1 The EESC urges the EU to continue adopting a 
common asylum system with a high level of legislative harmon­
isation. The Dublin Regulation establishes the responsibility of 
each Member State charged with examining asylum appli­
cations. The Committee has already pointed out that this 
system causes many problems. Each applicant should be 
asked which Member State he or she would like to examine 
their application. In its opinion on the Green Paper ( 4 ), the 
Committee proposed that "asylum seekers should be free to 
choose in which country to submit their asylum applications 
and that, for this reason, Member States should apply forthwith 
the humanitarian clause set out in Article 15(1) of the Regu­
lation". 

3.4.2 In the area of cooperation between Member States, a 
series of activities have begun which are carried out by 
EURASIL, a group of national experts over which the 
Commission presides. A financial solidarity instrument has 
also been set up, with the creation of the European Refugee 
Fund. The Immigration and Asylum Fund will enjoy additional 
funding and greater flexibility for emergencies as of 2014. 

3.4.3 Asylum seekers' requests for protection must be 
examined against European legislation on asylum and granting 
of international protection. Those genuinely in need of 
protection should receive it.
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3.4.4 The EESC notes again that the treatment and guar­
antees given to asylum-seekers at borders must be the same 
as those given to asylum seekers presenting a request on the 
territory of a Member State. 

3.4.5 The Committee calls on the EU to demonstrate greater 
commitment in the fight against criminal networks trafficking 
in human beings, but considers that some policies to "combat 
irregular immigration" are producing a serious asylum crisis in 
Europe. The EESC has said in several opinions ( 5 ) that the fight 
against illegal immigration should not create new problems in 
relation to asylum, and that officials responsible for border 
control should receive appropriate training so as to guarantee 
the right to asylum. 

3.4.6 The EESC supports the proposals made by UNCHR to 
set up teams of asylum experts to help in all border control 
operations in the EU. 

3.4.7 It is especially important to point out that more than 
thousands of those entering the EU do not request asylum 
because they are economic migrants, and their main reason 
for entering the EU is to continue towards other European 
countries, rather than stay in the country where they first arrive. 

3.4.8 The mobility partnerships should not mean that the 
partner countries must bear the full cost of asylum procedures 
for persons passing through their territory. The EU should show 
its support via the Asylum Fund. This fund should contribute to 
the establishment of mechanisms and structures to enable 
asylum applications to be examined and decided upon within 
reasonable timeframes in the framework of international legal 
guarantees. 

3.4.9 The EESC urges the EU to continue adopting a 
common asylum system with a high level of legislative harmon­
isation. Asylum requests should be examined not only in the 
countries of entry, but also by the other Member States. Each 
applicant should be asked which Member State he or she would 

like to examine their application. In its opinion on the Green 
Paper ( 6 ), the Committee proposed that "asylum seekers should 
be free to choose in which country to submit their asylum 
applications and that, for this reason, Member States should 
apply forthwith the humanitarian clause set out in Article 15(1) 
of the Regulation" thus speeding up the examination of claims 
and relieving bureaucratic congestion in the countries of entry. 
The EESC is in favour of the EU working together with third 
countries to improve their asylum systems and bring them into 
line with international standards. In the external dimension of 
asylum, progress has been made in fields such as supporting 
third countries which have large numbers of refugees (the 
Regional Protection Programmes are particularly important) or 
resettling refugees in the EU. 

3.5 Repatriation of irregular immigrants 

3.5.1 The return of migrants that have entered the EU in an 
irregular manner must be handled very carefully. In this regard 
return agreements with third countries are crucial in ensuring 
that the rights of returning migrants are fully respected. 

3.5.2 The mobility partnerships should provide for return 
procedures based primarily on voluntary return with support 
systems put in place ( 7 ). When forced return procedures are 
implemented, they must be conducted with the utmost 
respect for the human rights of the people being repatriated, 
in the light of the Council of Europe's recommendations ( 8 ). 

3.5.3 The Committee calls for greater transparency 
concerning detention centres within and outside the EU, for 
the UNHCR to be kept informed of the situation of persons 
detained in them, and for such persons to be afforded appro­
priate assistance by NGOs. The EESC believes that pregnant 
women and minors should receive special protection and 
placed in appropriate facilities which should be set up with 
financial support from the EU. 

3.6 A comprehensive European policy on irregular immigration based 
on "solidarity" 

3.6.1 The EESC stresses that the problem is a European one 
and not just that of the Mediterranean countries; not least since 
the existence of the Schengen Agreement means that immi­
gration in the Mediterranean region has to be addressed by a 
common European effort. This is not only about showing 
community solidarity but about all the EU's Member States 
taking up their responsibilities, by means of a common 
European policy that should be proposed by the Commission 
and approved by the Council and the Parliament.
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3.6.2 The borders of the Member States of the European 
Union, and this includes the sea borders of EU Member States 
located on the shores of the Mediterranean, are the borders of 
all the EU's Member States, and all the Member States should 
share responsibility for managing them properly. 

3.6.3 In this regard all Member States should assist with and 
participate in: (i) provision of resources required for effective sea 
rescue and border control, (ii) the examination of asylum appli­
cations, within the framework of their responsibilities, (iii) extra­
ordinary situations, the implementation of repatriation and 
expulsion procedures, (iv) intra-EU relocation of migrants 
from small Mediterranean Member States, and (v) the fight 
against organised crime and trafficking. 

3.6.4 Relocation should be carried out on the basis of a 
permanent, established mechanism. In this context the 
Commission should submit a legislative proposal for a 
permanent and effective intra-EU Relocation Mechanism, on 
the basis of an EU Distribution Key for the relocation of 
asylum seekers, as described in the European Parliament 
report on enhanced intra-EU solidarity in the field of asylum 
(2012/2032 INI). In order to ensure that the mechanism is as 
effective as possible, this legislative proposal should also take 
into account the practical experience gained with the EUREMA 
Pilot Project for Malta ( 9 ). 

3.7 Drawing up agreements with third countries bordering the EU 

3.7.1 The European Union should exercise all its political 
and economic influence, particularly in countries that benefit 
from significant EU funding, to convince them to cooperate 
on immigration issues. The Committee considers that MPs 
should incorporate the four pillars of the Global Approach: 
organising and facilitating legal migration and mobility; 
preventing and reducing irregular migration and trafficking in 
human beings; promoting international protection and 
enhancing the external dimension of asylum policy; and maxi­
mising the development impact of migration and mobility. 

3.7.2 The solution to the problem must look beyond 
policing measures to preventive action to be taken in the 
third countries, placing greater emphasis on the development 
of cooperation programmes to support arable and livestock 
farming, SMEs, etc. The EU must demonstrate that it has the 
political leverage to work together with the countries which it is 
supposed to be cooperating and that receive high levels of 
funding to work together on the issues of security, organised 
crime and irregular immigration. The EESC welcomes the recent 

agreement with the Kingdom of Morocco and the initiative to 
establish Mobility Partnerships between the EU and Tunisia, 
Egypt and Libya. An independent study into the effectiveness 
and impact of existing Mobility Partnerships should, however, 
be carried out. The EESC supports the Commission's initiative to 
ensure that the Mobility Partnerships are equipped with an 
efficient evaluation mechanism. In addition, the Mobility Part­
nerships, which are joint policy declarations that are not legally 
binding upon the partner countries, should be converted into 
international agreements. The Committee believes that the EU 
and the Member States should conclude new agreements with 
other countries of the region. Given the EU's special relationship 
with Turkey, migration matters should be strengthened between 
both parties, particularly in relation to the fight against criminal 
networks. 

3.7.3 To ensure that the administrative and legal procedures 
operate smoothly, it is crucial that the EU request the countries 
of origin of irregular migrants to provide the travel documents 
swiftly. 

3.7.4 This matter should also be addressed within the 
framework of the Euro-Mediterranean conference, as a 
considerable number of the irregular immigrants enter the EU 
via third countries on the Mediterranean coast. 

3.7.5 Assistance should be given to certain transit countries 
in order to enable them to manage their borders better, set up 
asylum structures and also enable them to build the capacity to 
grant protection themselves to those who need it. 

3.8 The European borders agency - Frontex 

3.8.1 Frontex should continue to be restructured into a 
genuine European external borders agency, with a broader 
mandate for coordination and prevention. To this end, it 
must be bolstered with adequate financial resources which 
will allow it to provide the required assistance to the 
southern Member States that are struggling to cope with immi­
gration flows. At the same time, the number of staff (including 
border guards) must be increased and electronic monitoring and 
recording resources stepped up. In this regard more should be 
done to strengthen implementation of the concept of European 
Border Guard Teams as underlined in the European Parliament's 
report on Frontex (A7-0278/2011). Furthermore, serious 
consideration should now be given to Frontex using its new 
capacities (such as that of purchasing equipment). 

3.8.2 The European Patrols Network providing regional 
border security should be reinforced, enabling the coordination 
of national resources and European measures, and bolstering 
cooperation at national and European levels.
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3.9 EASO 

3.9.1 The -EASO must be able to clearly identify the 
differences in asylum practices between the Member States, as 
well as the differences in their legislation, and to propose the 
necessary changes. It must also have the authority to draw up 
joint guidelines on the interpretation and application of the 
various procedural and substantial facets of the EU asylum 
acquis, as the Commission proposed in its Green Paper. 

3.9.2 The Office could become an important centre for 
exchanging good practice, and for developing training activities 
on asylum, in particular for border officials. It could also be a 
centre for monitoring and analysing the results of the new 
measures that the EU is developing in relation to asylum. 
And it could be a place from where the joint teams of 
asylum experts could be set up and managed. 

3.9.3 The EASO will have to practise networking, collaborate 
with EURASIL and maintain close ties with UNHCR and 
specialised NGOs. 

3.9.4 The European Asylum Support Office began operating 
relatively recently. It is expected to take up its tasks at full 
capacity without further delay, with particular regard to its 
role in seeking sustainable solutions and ensuring that costs 
are distributed between the Member States, as described in the 
EASO regulation. At the same time EASO must also be 
proactive on intra-EU solidarity in line with its obligations in 
the EASO regulation. 

3.10 Preventing and combating people smuggling and organised 
crime 

3.10.1 Irregular immigration by sea is dangerous and puts 
people's lives at risk. Thousands of people have lost their lives 
while crossing the Mediterranean on unseaworthy vessels. These 
dangerous journeys are organised by criminal networks that 
cram hundreds of people (including women and children), 
without the appropriate equipment or supplies (not even life- 
saving equipment), into boats, the vast majority of which are 
not seaworthy. The resolution passed by the Parliamentary 
Assembly of the Council of Europe (Resolution 1872 (2012)) 
entitled "Lives lost in the Mediterranean Sea - Who is respon­
sible?" describes the role played by migrant smugglers in orga­
nising dangerous crossings of the Mediterranean in a very 
detailed manner and should be taken into consideration for 
the purposes of understanding the gravity of the matter. 

3.10.2 Criminal proceedings and sentencing for human traf­
fickers and smugglers established by the Member States should 
be of the toughest kind with penalties including life 
imprisonment. Those exploited by traffickers should always be 
considered as innocent victims. 

3.10.3 People smuggling fuels crime as the criminal 
networks organising the journeys collect fares for each person 
travelling, often through extortion and using inhumane means. 
The EESC underlines that the EU cooperate with the countries 
of departure and transit countries, with the aim of dismantling 
the criminal networks involved. The EESC also stresses that the 
EU must act in the most forceful way possible to stop people 
smugglers from operating and putting lives in danger. 

3.10.4 The EU should also consider securing agreements 
with third countries on the creation of migrant reception 
centres and providing financial support for their establishment 
and running. The centres set up in these countries may operate 
in conjunction with other reception centres for the purposes of 
identification and care. The IOM, the UNHCR, the Fundamental 
Rights Agency and the specialised NGOs should monitor how 
these centres operate. 

3.10.5 Furthermore, the EU must engage in information 
initiatives whereby potential irregular immigrants are 
dissuaded from entering the EU illegally by making them 
aware of the dangers and difficulties inherent in illegal immi­
gration. Potential irregular immigrants must also be made aware 
of the enormous difficulties they will face in finding a job in 
Europe when entering without papers. 

3.10.6 Organisations that work to raise public awareness in 
the countries of departure about the abovementioned issues, so 
as to dissuade potential migrants from attempting dangerous 
journeys, should be given moral and financial support. 

3.10.7 The EESC would also call for attention to be given to 
addressing the deeper causes of the problem, which are related 
to living standards in the countries of departure. Specific 
programmes should be launched to this end. The subject as a 
whole should be on the agenda of the Euro-Mediterranean 
conference. 

3.11 Financing 

3.11.1 Financing is needed to prevent and stem irregular 
immigration flows. Care must be taken when planning 
detention centres to ensure that -irregular migrants are kept 
separate from refugees who are seeking asylum. Separate 
accommodation must also be provided for minors and 
vulnerable people within 15 days. According to an Italian 
study supplied by FRONTEX, the daily cost of an irregular 
immigrant is on average EUR 48. If that figure is multiplied 
by 100 000 for the number of immigrants that arrive every 
year (according to FRONTEX ( 10 ) and by 365 for every day, 
the total cost is over EUR 1.752 billion for every year that 
passes.
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3.11.2 The EESC welcomes the Commission's efforts to 
simplify the financial instruments through the creation of two 
funds – the Asylum and Migration Fund ( 11 ) and the Internal 
Security Fund ( 12 ) – accompanied by a horizontal regulation 
laying down common rules on programming, information, 
financial management, control and evaluation ( 13 ). The EESC 
supports the Commission's proposal to set a basic amount 
and another variable or flexible amount when distributing 
financial resources amongst the Member States. With regard 
to the flexible amount, the EESC considers it crucial for each 
Member State to draw up their annual programme in line with 
the EU's priorities and including cooperation with other 
Member States. The Committee supports the fact that, as of 
2014, the Immigration and Asylum Fund will enjoy additional 
funding and greater flexibility for emergencies. 

3.11.3 The planned changes will overcome the current 
problems because EU migration flow management and 
detention centre establishment programmes are run on an 

annual basis. The same applies to funding and measures. It is 
however almost impossible to complete installations for 
reception and residence on the basis of an annual schedule. 
For this reason such programmes should be organised more 
flexibly. 

3.11.4 Third countries situated along the migration route 
from the country of initial departure should be given funding 
to establish reception and residence centres. 

Taking the above financial example into account, the EU budget 
should earmark funding for bolstering monitoring and 
prevention measures (patrol boats, coast guard stations, heli­
copters) and should see that Frontex and EASO have adequate 
annual budgets to deliver their tasks to the full. Funding must 
be secured to enable the countries of entry to effectively combat 
the criminal networks involved whilst also providing the right 
conditions for entering migrants. 

Brussels, 16 October 2013. 

The President 
of the European Economic and Social Committee 

Henri MALOSSE
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( 11 ) COM(2011) 751 final. 
( 12 ) COM(2011) 750 final; COM(2011) 753 final. 
( 13 ) COM(2011) 752 final.



Appendix 

YEAR 

Irregular immigrants 
arrested for irregular 

entry and residence by 
police authorities and the 

coastguard 

Deported 
Refoulements 

(across the northern 
borders of our country) 

Smugglers arrested by 
Police authorities and the 

coastguard 

2002 58 230 11 778 37 220 612 

2003 51 031 14 993 31 067 525 

2004 44 987 15 720 25 831 679 

2005 66 351 21 238 40 284 799 

2006 95 239 17 650 42 041 994 

2007 112 364 17 077 51 114 1 421 

2008 146 337 20 555 48 252 2 211 

2009 126 145 20 342 43 977 1 716 

2010 132 524 17 340 35 127 1 150 

2011 99 368 11 357 5 922 848 

2012 76 878 17 358 4 759 726 

4 MONTHS 2013 11 874 6 370 1 858 248 

Source: Ministry of Public Order. Hellenic Police Statistics 

IMMIGRANTS ARRESTED 

2011 
Main Nationalities 

2012 
Main Nationalities 

1. Afghanistan 28 528 1. Afghanistan 16 584 

2. Pakistan 19 975 2. Pakistan 11 136 

3. Albania 11 733 3. Albania 10 602 

4. Bangladesh 5 416 4. Syria 7 927 

5. Algeria 5 398 5. Bangladesh 7 863 

6. Morocco 3 405 6. Algeria 4 606 

7. Iraq 2 863 7. Iraq 2 212 

8. Somalia 2 238 8. Morocco 2 207 

9. Palestine 2 065 9. Somalia 1 765 

10. Congo 1 855 10. Palestine 1 718 

Source: Ministry of Public Order. Hellenic Police Statistics
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DETENTION CENTRES' CAPACITY IN RELATION TO THE NUMBER OF DETAINED IMMIGRANTS 

PRE-REMOVAL CENTRES CAPACITY DETAINED IMMIGRANTS COMPLETENESS 
PERCENTAGE 

AMIGDALEZA 2 000 1 787 89 % 

KOMOTINI 540 422 78 % 

XANTHI 480 428 89 % 

DRAMA (PARANESTI) 557 296 53 % 

KORINTHOS 374 1 016 99 % 

DETENTION CENTRES CAPACITY DETAINED IMMIGRANTS COMPLETENESS 
PERCENTAGE 

ORESTIADA (FILAKIO) 374 273 73 % 

SAMOS 285 100 35 % 

HIOS 108 95 88 % 

TOTAL DETAINED 5 368 4 417 82 % 

Source: Ministry of Public Order. Hellenic Police Statistics 

HELLENIC READMISSION REQUESTS TO TURKEY 

YEAR READMISSION REQUESTS NUMBER OF IRREGULAR 
IMMIGRANTS ACCEPTED DELIVERED 

2006 239 2 251 456 127 

2007 491 7 728 1 452 423 

2008 1 527 26 516 3 020 230 

2009 879 16 123 974 283 

2010 295 10 198 1 457 501 

2011 276 18 758 1 552 730 

2012 292 20 464 823 113 

2013 44 795 84 8 

TOTAL 5 706 122 796 12 332 3 805 

Source: Ministry of Public Order. Hellenic Police Statistics 

Results of 2012 from FRONTEX: 

— In total, during the joint maritime operations 258 suspected facilitators were apprehended. 

— Across all the sea operations in 2012, there were 169 SAR cases and 5 757 migrants in distress were saved. 

— In addition, 382 suspected drug smugglers were apprehended. The amount of drugs seized was over 46 tonnes, worth 
EUR 72,6 million. The predominant part of this was hashish – almost 44 tonnes of drugs worth EUR 68 million.
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— Beside this, 38 cases of smuggled cigarettes/tobacco were detected during sea operations. The 2,4 million packets of 
contraband cigarettes intercepted were worth EUR 5,6 million. 

ALL BELOW source: FRONTEX ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 

Indicator 1A — Detections of illegal border-crossing between border-crossing points: 

The number of third -country nationals detected by Member State authorities when illegally entering or attempting to 
enter the territory between border-crossing points (BCPs) at external borders only. Detections during hot pursuits at 
the immediate vicinity of the border are included. This indicator should not include EU or Schengen Associated Country 
(SAC) nationals. 

Detections of illegal border-crossing between BCPs 

Routes 2010 2011 2012 Share of 
total 

% change on 
prev. year 

Eastern Mediterranean route 
(Greece, Bulgaria and Cyprus) 

55 688 57 025 37 224 51 – 35 

Land 49 513 55 558 32 854 – 41 

Afghanistan 21 389 19 308 7 973 – 59 

Syria 495 1 216 6 216 411 

Bangladesh 1 496 3 541 4 598 30 

Sea 6 175 1 467 4 370 198 

Afghanistan 1 373 310 1 593 414 

Syria 139 76 906 1 092 

Palestine 1 500 128 408 219 

Central Mediterranean route 
(Italy and Malta) 

1 662 59 002 10 379 14 – 82 

Somalia 82 1 400 3 394 142 

Tunisia 650 27 964 2 244 – 92 

Eritrea 55 641 1 889 195 

Western Mediterranean route 5 003 8 448 6 397 8,8 – 24 

Sea 3 436 5 103 3 558 – 30 

Algeria 1 242 1 037 1 048 1,1 

Morocco 300 775 364 – 53 

Chad 46 230 262 14 

Land 1 567 3 345 2 839 – 15 

Not specified 1 108 2 610 1 410 – 46 

Algeria 459 735 967 32 

Morocco 0 0 144 n.a. 

Western Balkan route 2 371 4 658 6 391 8,8 37 

Afghanistan 469 983 1 665 69 

Kosovo (*) 372 498 942 89 

Pakistan 39 604 861 43 

Circular route frora Albania to Greece 35 297 5 269 5 502 7,6 4,4 

Albania 32 451 5 022 5 398 7,5
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Routes 2010 2011 2012 Share of 
total 

% change on 
prev. year 

fYROM 49 23 36 57 

Kosovo (*) 21 37 34 – 8,1 

Apulia and Calabria (Italy) 2 788 5 259 4 772 6,6 – 9,3 

Afghanistan 1 664 2 274 1 705 – 25 

Pakistan 52 992 1 156 17 

Bangladesh 12 209 497 138 

Eastern borders route 1 052 1 049 1 597 2,2 52 

Georgia 144 209 328 57 

Somalia 48 120 263 119 

Afghanistan 132 105 200 90 

Western African route 196 340 174 0,2 – 49 

Morocco 179 321 104 – 68 

Gambia 1 2 39 1 850 

Senegal 2 4 15 275 

Other 3 1 1 0 0 

Iran 0 0 1 n.a 

Russian Federation 2 0 0 n.a 

Somalia 0 1 0 – 100 

Total 104 060 141 051 72 437 – 49 

(*) This designation is without prejudice to positions on status, and is in line with UNSCR1244 and the ICJ Opinion on the Kosovo 
declaration of independence. 

Illegal border-crossing between BCPs 

Detections by border type and top ten nationalities at the external borders 

2009 2010 2012 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

All Borders 

Afghanistan 14 539 25 918 22 994 13 169 18 – 43 

Syria 613 861 1 616 7 903 11 389 

Albania 38 905 33 260 5 138 5 651 7,8 10 

Algeria 4 487 8 763 6 157 5 479 7,6 – 11 

Bangladesh 551 1 647 4 923 5 417 7,5 10 

Somalia 9 115 4 619 3 011 5 038 7,0 67 

Pakistan 1 592 3 878 15 375 4 877 6,7 – 68 

Tunisia 1 701 1 498 28 829 2 717 3,8 – 91 

Eritrea 2 228 1 439 1 572 2 604 3,6 66

EN C 67/42 Official Journal of the European Union 6.3.2014



2009 2010 2012 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Morocco 1 710 1 959 3 780 2 122 2,9 – 44 

Others 29 158 20 218 47 656 17 460 24 – 63 

Total all borders 104 599 104 060 141 051 72 437 – 49 

Land Border 

Afghanistan 2 410 22 844 20 396 9 838 20 – 52 

Syria 389 530 1 254 6 416 13 412 

Albania 38 088 32 592 5 076 5 460 11 7,6 

Bangladesh 305 1 506 3 575 4 751 9,7 33 

Algeria 676 6 961 4 671 4 081 8,3 – 13 

Pakistan 1 328 3 675 13 781 3 344 6,8 – 76 

Not specified 565 1 304 2 747 1 817 3,7 – 34 

Somalia 259 4 102 1 498 1 558 3,2 4,0 

Morocco 737 1 319 2 236 1 422 2,9 – 36 

Palestine 2 791 2 661 652 1 195 2,4 83 

Others 9 892 12 306 13 993 9 301 19 – 34 

Total land borders 57 440 89 800 69 879 49 183 – 30 

Sea Border 

Somalia 8 856 517 1 513 3 480 15 130 

Afghanistan 12 129 3 074 2 598 3 331 14 28 

Tunisia 1 643 711 28 013 2 283 9,8 – 92 

Eritrea 2 195 507 680 1 942 8,4 186 

Pakistan 264 203 1 594 1 533 6,6 – 3,8 

Syria 224 331 362 1 487 6,4 311 

Algeria 3 811 1 802 1 486 1 398 6,0 – 5,9 

Egypt 545 713 1 948 1 283 5,5 – 34 

Morocco 973 640 1 544 700 3,0 – 55 

Bangladesh 246 141 1 348 666 2,9 – 51 

Others 16 273 5 621 30 086 5 151 22 – 83 

Total sea borders 47 159 14 260 71 172 23 254 100 – 67 

Indicator 1B — Detections of illegal border-crossing at border-crossing points: 

The number of third-country nationals detected by Member State authorities when entering clandestinely or attempting to 
enter illegally (such as hiding in transport means or in another physical way to avoid border checks at BCPs) the territory 
at border-crossing points (BCPs) at external borders only, whether they result in a refusal of entry or not. This indicator 
should not include EU or Schengen Associated Country (SAC) nationals.
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Clandestine entries at BCPs 

Detections reported by Member State and top ten nationalities at the external borders 

2009 2010 2011 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Border Type 

Land 137 168 159 486 81 208 

Sea 159 74 123 115 19 – 6,5 

Top Ten Nationalities 

Afghanistan 18 8 58 190 31 228 

Algeria 30 35 55 61 10 11 

Turkey 73 93 24 41 6,8 71 

Syria 2 3 6 36 6,0 500 

Albania 3 7 9 35 5,8 289 

Morocco 20 14 15 24 4,0 60 

Pakistan 2 12 10 24 4,0 140 

Palestine 14 4 17 24 4,0 41 

Serbia 4 2 4 23 3,8 475 

Philippines 0 8 1 17 2,8 1 600 

Others 130 56 83 126 21 62 

Total 296 242 282 601 115 

FRONTEX · ANNUAL RISK ANALYSIS 2013 

Indicator 2 — Detections of facilitators: 

The number of facilitators intercepted by Member State authorities who have intentionally assisted third-country nationals 
in the illegal entry to, or exit from, the territory across external borders. The indicator concerns detections of facilitators at 
the following locations: (1) at the external border (both at and between BCPs, for land air and sea) and (2) inside the 
territory and at internal borders between two Schengen Member States provided that the activities concerned the 
facilitation of third-country nationals for illegal entry or exit at external borders. This indicator should include third- 
country nationals as well as EU and/or Schengen Associated Country (SAC) nationals. 

Facilitators 

Detections reported by Member State, place of detection and top ten nationalities ( ® ) 

2009 2010 2011 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Border Type 

Inland 5 901 5 918 5 146 5 186 67 0,8 

Land 1 160 1 171 625 887 11 42 

Land Intra EU 618 616 365 498 6,5 36 

Sea 997 503 324 471 6,1 45 

Air 277 300 367 358 4,6 – 2,5 

Not specified 218 121 130 320 4,1 146

EN C 67/44 Official Journal of the European Union 6.3.2014



2009 2010 2011 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Top Ten Nationalities 

Italy 875 1 367 568 543 7,0 – 4,4 

Spain 286 285 320 498 6,5 56 

Not specified 322 261 255 479 6,2 88 

Morocco 475 413 390 461 6,0 18 

Romania 292 398 268 364 4,7 36 

France 230 365 404 352 4,6 – 13 

China 731 554 375 316 4,1 – 16 

Pakistan 245 245 237 286 3,7 21 

Albania 670 430 221 243 3,1 10 

Turkey 405 305 204 238 3,1 17 

Others 4 640 4 006 3 715 3 940 51 6,1 

Total 9 171 8 629 6 957 7 720 11 

® Italy does not distinguish between facilitators of illegal border-crossing and facilitators of illegal stay. 

Indicator 3 — Detections of illegal stay: 

The number of third-country nationals detected by Member State authorities while not fulfilling, or no longer fulfilling, 
the conditions for stay or residence in the Member State during the reference month, irrespective of whether they were 
detected inland or while trying to exit the territory. The category should include third-country nationals who are not in 
the possession of a valid visa, residence permit, travel document, etc or in breach of a decision to leave the country. It 
also includes third-country nationals who initially entered legally but then overstayed their permission to stay. This 
indicator should not include EU or Schengen Associated Country (SAC) nationals. 

Illegal stay 

Detections reported by Member State, place of detection and top ten nationalities 

2009 2010 2011 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Place of Detection 

Inland 340 180 295 274 283 308 278 438 81 – 1,7 

Air 28 624 29 322 33 126 35 410 10 6,9 

Land 6 351 7 011 17 640 19 883 5,8 13 

Land Intra EU 17 594 12 996 9 230 5 832 1,7 – 37 

Sea 19 156 7 232 6 593 4 585 1,3 – 30 

Between BCPs 198 1 233 1 049 724 0,2 – 31 

Not specified 22 9 2 56 2 700 

Top Ten Nationalities 

Afghanistan 38 637 21 104 25 296 24 395 7,1 – 3,6 

Morocco 25 816 22 183 21 887 21 268 6,2 – 2,8 

Pakistan 9 058 10 508 12 621 18 334 5,3 45 

Algeria 12 286 14 261 15 398 15 776 4,6 2,5
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2009 2010 2011 2012 Share of total % change on 
prev. year 

Tunisia 10 569 8 350 22 864 15 211 4,4 – 33 

Albania 28 810 20 862 10 207 13 264 3,8 30 

Ukraine 10 021 8 835 12 847 13 081 3,8 1,8 

Syria 3 838 3 160 3 746 11 967 3,5 219 

Serbia 7 028 12 477 10 397 11 503 3,3 11 

Russian Federation 9 526 9 471 10 314 11 486 3,3 11 

Others 256 536 221 866 205 371 188 643 55 – 8,1 

Total 412 125 353 077 350 948 344 928 – 1,7
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