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Abstract

Starting the Arab spring in 2010 and going throubh latest and ongoing Syrian conflict and cridgalkans
and Macedonian railways have been and are a plateresmany human destinies cross their paths walking
to the Member States of the European Union. Orother side, Macedonia is struggling with an inflof
refugees, finding itself in a status quo positiemen looking as it does not know how to solve itoatsn.
Migrants were killed on railways every day not lge@ble to use any kind of public transportationeith
smuggling became a normal business for organizadecgroups; Macedonian citizens started to earn eyon
on refugees’ misfortune. The paper using the coatpar method and document analysis, gives an awrvi
of the EU’s legislation in the area, its improvernand current impact on things, all of it concludeih the
Macedonian legal solutions regarding asylum anchats’ recommendations.
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INTRODUCTION: GLOBALIZATION AND MIGRATION
TOWARDS THE EU USING THE BALKAN ROUTE

The definitions of globalization point to the interconnectedness ohtlisteations

in shaping events and consequences, namely, the space-time compssicio
technological innovations and cultural flows. Globalization is sometiseen as a
universalization and homogenization of culture in the American stylsumer society or
instead, taking form through fragmentation and localization as welltheough
marginalization of peripheries by the affluent centers. Aleitg the word “globalization,”
which has become part of everyday usage, there are alsovitints attempt to describe
the complexity and contradictions of globalization by sayingwbdd is going through
“fragmegration” or “glocalization”. (Penttinen 2008, 3). Global mobility is:

an intensely stratified phenomenon. Global corporate travelers @as ‘m

a world of safety that extends across national boundaries’. A ts&gment

of the world population, on the other hand, has to rely on dangerous

clandestine forms of travel. Global mobility is thus often marketh wi

suspicion. In fact, an essential part of our globalizing conditigurasisely

the creation of mechanisms for distinguishing between ‘good’ and ‘bad

mobilities, between what Bauman terms tourists and vagabonds. Thestourist

move because they find the world within their (global) reactsistibly



attractive — the vagabonds move because they find the world within their
(local) reach unbearabiphospitable Freedom of movement is available to

a relatively small number of highly privileged individuals, whilbest are
doomed to various forms of clandestine and imaginary travel. (Franko Aas
2007, 31).

While globalization and losing boundaries are reality for somelizati@n and
closing boundaries are reality for others (most of human population). Suclktstepsated
with political sense and securitization of migration giving Eurdff®\ and Australia name
as “continental fortresses”, with forced borders, which was anseid by criminal groups.
Seen as one of biggest moving forces of human development and progggasion can
be a result of many reasons, such as better economic possikiéteer education for their
children, family reunification, protection, adventure etc. Also, mignais the main reason
for language proliferation, mixing of cultures, cousins and ideas. Tgthal migration is
one of most important products of globalization, but exploitation of ibrggnized crime
groups is its dark side. The term migration (in Latmgrare - moving) is used to explain
different kinds of mobility. In the Dictionary of the Internation@rganization for
Migration (IOM), the term migration is used to determine the mmre of people or group
of people through borders of a country and on its territory, regarthiesdistance passed,
the reasons and circumstances in which it is happening. With suctitidefi every
movement of people is defined, including the one of refugees, displacethpeeconomic
migrants and peoples moving because of family reunification. (ZarlemdcMijalkovic
2012, 15). Today, the EU counts around 507 million of people, from which 20 million are
non - EU citizens. Immigration to the Member States of the thenBstly is because of
work, study and research and family reunification. And those asensdecause of which
someone’s immigration process is seen as a legal one.

However, although migration process to the EU countries is basedatrcetmmon
legal framework, it is inevitable to mention the benefits of sustep. Seen as a two way
process, by respecting the rules and values of the receivingtysoomemigrants get
opportunity to fully participate and include them in the mentioned sodix the other
side, immigrants are filling gaps in every level of labor fpespecially in areas where the
EU lacks workers. And of course, everything at the end is comhéutéhe changes in
demographic structure of the EU area, where according to therakees undertaken by the
Migration Policy Centre, the EU Member States will lose 3an working people in the
next 20 years, the old - age dependency ratio will increase Z88nto 44%, in contrary
the percentage of young workers will decrease by 25%. But, gtah@nArab spring in
2010 and going through the latest and ongoing Syrian conflict anescimalkans and
Macedonian railways have been and still are a place where meangn destinies cross
their paths walking to the “promised land”, in this case the MerStaes of the European
Union. The everyday increase of the number of refugees entbengnion activated the
legal mechanism resulting with changes in the Asylum Proceddiestive and the
EURODAC Regulation which should now ensure a much more coherent systiera
more efficient and faster actions and decisions. Using suchi@ituarganized criminal
groups opened a free market of illegality, meaning migrants cathbir illegal passage to
the EU. Going through the Balkan Route (going from Turkey to ¢eredacedonia, Serbia
and then to EU Member States), most of migrants’ goals ahe\Western European
countries where they would ask for an asylum. Eurostat numbers shoerease of 138%
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in 2014 in comparison to 2013 in the number of illegal immigrants oumbers 276.113
immigrants entered EU illegally. The irregular migratioowfs and in particular migration
by sea, primarily along the Central and Eastern Mediterraneaies, has increased
exponentially over the past year. Over 220.000 migrants reached tttedtigh this route
in 2014, representing an increase of 310% compared to 2013. (Frontex, 2015). This
unprecedented influx of migrants and the ruthlessness of the smugdilersften expose
migrants to life-threatening risks and violence, require a strong resporssestimated that
around 3000 migrants have lost their lives in the MediterraneannS2@l4 (UNCHR,
2015). As a result of such trends which continued in 2015 with the coiflictany places
which are mostly countries of origin of the migrants, MembeteSta April 2015 (the
Joint Foreign and Home Affairs Council) concluded the following terapoints Action
Plan:

1. Reinforce the Joint Operations in the Mediterranean, namely TmidPaseidon,
by increasing the financial resources and the number of assetsilVdlso extend
their operational area, allowing us to intervene further, withinntla@date of
Frontex;

2. A systematic effort to capture and destroy vessels usedebgmiugglers. The
positive results obtained with the “Atalanta” operation should inspite asnilar
operations against smugglers in the Mediterranean;

3. EUROPOL, FRONTEX, EASO (European Asylum Support Office) and
EUROJUST will meet regularly and work closely to gathafiormation on
smugglersnodus operandio trace their funds and to assist in their investigation;

4. EASO to deploy teams in Italy and Greece for joint processingsglum
applications;

5. Member States to ensure fingerprinting of all migrants;

6. Consider options for an emergency relocation mechanism;

7. A EU wide voluntary pilot project on resettlement, offering a nunabglaces to
persons in need of protection;

8. Establish a new return programme for rapid return of irregotégrants
coordinated by FRONTEX from frontline Member States;

9. Engagement with countries surrounding Libya through a joined effavelkatthe
Commission and the EEAS; initiatives in Niger have to be stepped up.

10. Deploy Immigration Liaison Officers (ILO) in key third counsjeto gather
intelligence on migratory flows and strengthen the role ofBbeDelegations.
(IP/15/4813).

In the next parts of the paper, we will analyze the EU asyystiem, it's
improvement in times of refugees’ influx and of course, an ovenadéwhe new
Macedonian asylum law will be made.

IT IS THE ONLY WAY OUT:
ASYLUM SEEKERS, THE EU'S ASYLUM SYSTEM AND ITS MECHANISMS

The estimated number of asylum seekers in 2014 given by the UNHGKS an
increase of 53% from 2013. Namely in 2013, 1.08 million people applied for an asylum and
in 2014, 1.66 million individual applications have been recorded. In 2014, indusiiali



countries were mostly the seeker destination country, with aid&%ase. (UNHCR 2014,

27). The 44 industrialized countries (28 EU Member States, Albania, @ cami
Herzegovina, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, Norway, Serbia and Kosovo
(S/RES/1244 (1999)), Switzerland, the Republic of Macedonia and Turkeyelass
Australia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand, the Republic of Korea, atthitied States of
America) in 2014 together has 866.000 new asylum applications. Thddlfsbf 2015

does not show decrease in numbers. The 38 countries in Europe received 7Hn3§0 cl
an increase of 47% compared to 2013 (485.000 claims). The 28 Member ditétes
European Union (EU) registered 570.800 new asylum claims in 2014, a 448asec
compared to 2013 (396.700). These 28 States together accounted for 80% a¥ all ne
asylum claims registered in Europe. Germany and Sweden aatdant®0% and 13% of

all asylum claims in the EU, respectively. (UNHCR Asylum Trends 2014, 7).

Having peaked in 1992 (672.000 applications in the EU-15) and again in 2001
(424.000 applications in the EU-27), the number of asylum applications whhigW-27
fell in successive years to just below 200.000 by 2006. Focusing just acafippk from
citizens of non-Member States, there was a gradual increae inumber of asylum
applications within the EU-27 through to 2012, after which the rate of chguigkened
considerably as the number of asylum seekers rose to 431.000 in 2013 and 626.000 in
2014, this was the highest number of asylum applicants within theirted the peak in
1992.

These latest figures for 2014 marked an increase of almost 195.00th@ispin
relation to the previous year, in part due to a considerably higher number of apptmants
Syria, Eritrea, Kosovo (UNSCR 1244/99), Afghanistan and Ukraine andesser extent
from Iraq, Serbia, Nigeria and the Gambia. (see: Figure 1) (Eurostat, 2015).

Asylum applicants from Syria rose to 122 000 in the EU-28 in 2014, whicheeljuat
to 20% of the total from all non-Member States. Afghani citizegsanted for 7% of the
total, while Kosovars and Eritrean citizens accounted for 6% ariilaBe for 5%. Among
the 30 main groups of citizenship of asylum applicants in the Eulr2814, by far the
largest relative increase compared to 2013 was recorded for indg/ittoah Ukraine.
There were also considerable increases in relative tertie inumber of applicants from
several African countries (The Gambia, Eritrea, Senegal,, \Balilan and Nigeria), two
Middle Eastern countries (Syria and Iraq) and Afghanistan, dsasé/Nestern Balkan
countries (Kosovo, Albania, and Bosnia and Herzegovina), and large Bxreds
applicants from unknown origins and Stateless applicants.

The Common European Asylum System (CEAS) exists since 1999, changed i
some aspects in 2013. Using CEAS, at first a person at an EU bppes for an asylum.
The procedure is covered with the Asylum Procedures Directive.

The Asylum Procedures Directive sets out rules on the whole ggra@feclaiming
asylum, including: how to apply, how the application will be examinduatvhelp the
asylum seeker will be given, how to appeal and whether the appleallow the person to
stay on the territory, what can be done if the applicant absconds otohdeal with
repeated applications. (EU 2014, 4). The new Directive entered intodordely 21 2015
and set clearer rules on how to apply for asylum, asking speofditons and
arrangements at the borders, making procedures faster and rfickente{the asylum
procedure should be longer than 6 months), also specific cases and pevgad of help
(as result of their characteristics) will receive adegumeip and time to explain why they
ask for asylum.



Journal of Liberty and International Affairs|Vol. 1, No. 2, 2013 UDC 327 | ISSN 1857-9760
Published online by the Institute for Research Bacopean Studies — Bitola at www.e-jlia.com

During the application each applicant’s fingerprints are taken andsém: EU’s
database EURODAC. The new EURODAC regulation entered inte fmmc20 July 2015
and it improves the effectiveness of the database which now samealused by national
police forces and Europol to compare fingerprints linked to crinimagdstigations with
those contained in EURODAC. This will take place under straahytrolled circumstances
and only for the purpose of the prevention, detection and investigati@riofis crimes
and terrorism.

The fingerprints taken by the applicant are used to help identify the countty ishi
responsible for the asylum application. This area is regulatddtiae@ Dublin regulation
brought in 2003 and amended in 2014. The Dublin regulation establishes which member
state is responsible for the examination of the asylum applicaliba. criteria for
establishing responsibility run, in hierarchical order, from farodgsiderations, to recent
possession of visa or residence permit in a Member State, thexitee applicant has
entered the EU irregularly, or regularly.

Giving the registration after application is undertaken in no monme 3heorking
days, before which it should be checked whether the applicant canlifiedja@es refugee.
When an applicant is identified as a refugee than he or she égaimgible for asylum.
During the procedure every applicant has obligations, but also enjagsnceange of
human rights. Every applicant must report himself/herself to autt®nit a specified time,
they have to hand over documents in their possession which are importdo® process,
must inform authorities for his/her place of residence or changasdveéss. During the
procedure, the applicant is given material for reception conditions (goasid food) if
he/she does not have one. Those benefits are guaranteed with dptidRe€Conditions
Directive.

Before taking the decision regarding a claim, every applicaust go to a personal
interview, which takes place without any family member and shgivle a possibility to
the applicant to clarify his/her claims regarding the asylurthénEU. The applicant is
interviewed by a case worker who is trained in EU law, and héYabehe right of an
interpreter. The result of the interview is to be determinée ibr she is a refugee and can
be given such a status or can be given a subsidiary protection. “Refugee” means:

a third-country national who, owing to a well-founded fear of being
persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, political apimir
membership of a particular social group, is outside the country ohadity
and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail himselfeoself

of the protection of that country, or a stateless person, who, beindeoots
the country of former habitual residence for the same reasaneraoned
above, is unable or, owing to such fear, unwilling to return to it, and t
whom Atrticle 12 does not apply. (Qualification Directive 2011, Article 2(d))

“Person eligible for subsidiary protection” means:
a third country national or a stateless person who does not qualdy as
refugee but in respect of whom substantial grounds have been sbown f
believing that the person concerned, if returned to his or her country of
origin, or in the case of a stateless person, to his or her cafnfioymer
habitual residence, would face a real risk of suffering serf@arsn as
defined in Article 15, and to whom Article 17(1) and (2) does not apply, and



is unable, or, owing to such risk, unwilling to avail himself or héisethe
protection of that country. (Qualification Directive 2011, Article 2(f))

The Qualification Directive establishes common grounds to grantnatienal
protection. Its provisions also foresee a series of rights oncpiootefrom refoulement,
residence permits, travel documents, access to employment, &ocedacation, social
welfare, healthcare, access to accommodation, access to iotededailities, as well as
specific provisions for children and vulnerable persons. When an applicgnansed
refugee status or subsidiary protection, that person has cediis such as access to a
residence permit, to the labor market and to healthcare. Whiemmasynot granted, the
applicant has right to appeal at the court with a possibilitp¥erturning the first instance
decision. If the first instance decision is confirmed by thetcthen the applicant may be
returned to the country of origin or the country of transit. In 2014, t¢o$alf (45%) of
EU-28 first instance asylum decisions resulted in positive outcothas is grants of
refugee or subsidiary protection status, or an authorizationytéosthumanitarian reasons;
with note that all EU-28 data on decisions on asylum applications fore@lidde Austria.
This share was considerably lower (18%) for final decisions (based on appmakwr) r

For first instance decisions, some 56% of all positive decisiotiseireU-28 in
2014 resulted in grants of refugee status, while for final decisienshare was somewhat
higher, at 60%.In absolute numbers, a total of almost 104.000 persongramexl refugee
status in the EU-28 in 2014 (first instance and final decisions),yné@r000 subsidiary
protection status, and just over 20.000 authorization to stay for humanitaasons.
Around 160.000 people received positive decisions at first instance inJ28 i 2014
(of which 90.000 were granted refugee status, 55.000 were granted syhbsidtaction
and 16.000 were granted humanitarian status); a further 23.000 peopledeoesitive
final decisions in 2014 (of which nearly 14.000 were granted refutpess 5000
subsidiary protection and 5000 humanitarian status).

The highest number of positive asylum decisions (first instancéraaldlecisions)
in 2014 was recorded in Germany (48.000), followed by Sweden (33.000), Frahitalya
(both 21.000), the United Kingdom (14.000) and the Netherlands (13.000). Altogether,
these six Member States accounted for 81% of the total numpesitive decisions issued
in the EU-28. (see: Figure 2) (Eurostat, 2014).

LOST LIVES DOWN THE RAILWAY TRACKS:
MIGRANT INFLUX IN MACEDONIA AND ITS LEGAL RESPONSE

An estimated 9 million Syrians have fled their homes sincetiiereak of civil
war in March 2011, taking refuge in neighboring countries or withmaStgelf. According
to the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCRgr @vmillion have
fled to Syria's immediate neighbors Turkey, Lebanon, Jordan and Iragnilédn are
internally displaced within Syria. Meanwhile, under 150.000 Syrians theaclared asylum
in the European Union, while Member States have pledged to resdiiither 33 000
Syrians. The vast majority of these resettlement spots — 28.500 o &&opledged by
Germany (Syrian Refugees, 2015). As a result to such situatiagddaia at one moment
was struggling with an influx of refugees, finding itself in atg$ quo position, even
looking as it does not know how to solve the situation. Migrants weriengicin railways
every day not being able to use any kind of public transportation;stineiggling became a
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normal business for organized crime groups; Macedonian citizetexdséa@arning money on
refugees’ misfortune (in one case, a migrant from Iraq, kloaof tomatoes, two bananas,
5 liters of water, two boxes of biscuits and two chocolates, wiechought in a shop in
Demir Kapija, paid 30 Euros; because bicycles are mostly useddrgnts, they can be
bought in prices between 100 to 300 Euros).

Table 1: Number of discovered illegal immigrants inthe Republic of Macedonia (2001 - 2013) (Source:
Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Republic of Mac edonia)

Total lllegal immigrants di§covered on the lllegal immigrants discovered in the territory of the
border line country
2001 | 12660 3033 9627
2002 1192 684 508
2003 | 1185 477 708
2004 1608 732 876
2005 2358 1632 726
2006 | 4234 1866 2368
2007 2402 1919 483
2008 | 1.448 1080 368
2009 1415 1111 304
2010 | 1103 766 337
2011 | 469 209 260
2012 682 251 431
2013 | 1132 586 546

Table 1 gives an overview of illegal border crossings of Maceddraesters in 13
years period of time, showing that measures (maybe) have givetivgpassults in
suppression of illegal migration. Another problem mentioned above, wRiste@ long
before the migrant’s influx was and still is the smuggling ofremts. The increased
number of migrants just made this territory a fertile soil for this crime.



Table 2: Volume and dynamics of smuggling of migrats and number of its perpetrators in the
Republic of Macedonia (2004 - 2013) (Source: Minigt of Internal Affairs of the Republic of
Macedonia)

Year Smuggling of migrants Perpetrators
(418 - b)
2004 21 28
2005 35 61
2006 23 54
2007 32 64
2008 36 96
2009 26 53
2010 27 58
2011 27 44
2012 40 70
2013 52 98
2014 92 166

In 2007, 85 Macedonian citizens have been reported, 2 were Swedish and Albanian,
and 1 Moldavian and Turkish citizens. They were smuggling migtaritee Macedonian -
Greek border. The 2 Swedish smugglers were smuggling migrants fosovéto Greece
through the territory of Macedonia.

In 2008 smugglers organized smuggling of 173 migrants from Seh@agtjion of
Kumanovo) and Albania (Ohrid Lake or Struga region), to EU destinations @oeether
European countries). Migrants for those services had to pay from 600 to 1500 Euros.

In 2009 through the KANIS action of the SECI Center, a smuggling gnago
reported. 12 Macedonian citizens (1 police officer) and 1 Serbiaercitor a longer period
have smuggled migrants from China, through Serbia, Macedonia and Greece to the Wester
European countries. Also, in December 2009, Afghanistan migrants ewerd in special
compartment of truck on the border crossing (Bogorodica). They wkea faom the
Greek port Patra.

In 2010, organized crime groups were transporting migrants fromk Gaed
Albanian border to the Western EU countries. Also, in this yeah#first time migrants
were originating from countries affected by the Arab Spring.

In 2011 and 2012, Macedonia is still a transit country for illegaranig coming
from countries of the Middle East and North Africa.

2013 and 2014 are years when migrants are originating mostly fram Sgd in
many cases, especially in 2014, migrants were victims efagibccidents (in cases when
they were not using the smugglers’ services).

The ongoing problem which every day ended up either with death craitvay
tracks either with shootings between police and smugglers, dskeal fast action and
solution. The temporary solution was found in legal response and actiomirghahne
Macedonian Asylum Law (Law for Asylum and Temporary Protection).

The Macedonian Asylum Law is structured in IX parts. The bre¢ defines the
terms connected to asylum, such as to whom the right to asylgoaranteed, who can be
an asylum applicant, to whom a refugee status can be recognizeti@imsla person under
subsidiary protection.

The second part regulates the procedure in giving asylum statosafgpbcant. In
Macedonia, a person can claim its asylum application at the bordke aorarest police
station. With the changes from 18 June 2015, an applicant can cldwarhight to asylum
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beside the already mentioned places, also in the premises oéplagtident for asylum of
the Center for reception of asylum applicants.

Also, the 2015 changes provide an opportunity for stating an intention for
submitting an asylum claim. These changes give a migrant an opippidt the border or
at the territory of Macedonia to state his/her intention I@ocasylum) to a police officer.
After such statement is given (verbally or in writing) the @mlofficer issues a sample of
the confirmation for the statement and directs the migrantt®@#partment for asylum to
claim asylum. He/she has 72 hours to make such application.

In case of family reunification the claim can be submitted w embassy of the
Republic of Macedonia. The asylum claim is given verbally or itirvg; the applicant is
photographed and his/her fingerprints are taken. In 3 days fromimtpiasylum, to the
applicant a confirmation for his/her claim will be given. Then #pplicant has an
obligation as soon as possible to submit every documentation he/stegaasng his/her
claim.

The asylum procedure in Macedonia must end in six months countingteoday
when the applicant gave his/her asylum claim.

The third chapter contains provisions regarding the ending of theafigigylum,
explaining the reasons why a person cannot enjoy the right of asylum anymore.

Chapter IV regulates the kinds of documentation which can be givan asylum
applicant.

Also, the legal situation of applicants is object of this Law (part V). In thigipere
are provisions regarding applicants’ rights and obligations.

Parts VI and VII are about the right of temporary protecdod processing and
protection of personal data of foreigners.

The eighth and ninth chapters contain provisions regarding which sancaiorse
imposed in cases of violation of this law, and of course transitional and final provisions.

Since changes of the Asylum Law were used in practi€eof2uly) until 31 July
2015, 22.291 documents were given to migrants who claimed their intentagpply for
asylum in Macedonia, although no one actually did. With such documentnisigen use
public transport and they can buy tickets to Kumanovo or Tabanovce dbtaae Serbia
border).

CONCLUSION

The trends of every day increase of migrants numbers moving toverdaJ is
an inevitable phenomenon knowing the level of Member States’ demo&aiceven with
such democracy, the EU has shown its political face, especiallyuhanw Arab countries’
refugees are seeking salvation up there. Not being able to sedeal regarding the
relocation of 40.000 migrants which are temporarily in Italy andeGreand 20.000 that
will be resettled from countries outside the EU, once again shotiegnany different
opinions for crucial and essential questions. On the other side, a prideaund 135.000
migrants in 2015 who have entered the EU is a 1.7 million migmaotdem for Turkey
which is much poorer country than EU-28. Also, the situation in CalacEr where
migrants on daily basis are trying to enter the tunnel under aache, also known as
Eurotunnel, openly shows the EU’s inability to find solution for the WK Brance every
day’s quarrels on which side migrants should stay. And if the Ehbtisshowing any



progress in solving this migrant crisis, Macedonia is not even ¢tbse Macedonian
politicians are saying that “it is still good because migramé just transiting our country,
but it will be bad it they start staying”. The two articles changed in adrava step forward
in helping these people, but it is not the end of it. Macedonia shoalek roetter
connections with neighboring countries and the EU countries, espethiabe on the
Balkan migrant route; public opinion must be changed through informaticgramis
should not be seen as a threat, but as an object that needs oursh&pcaridor for their
passage must be made, because still they are victims @scfgtarting to property crimes,
ending with trafficking in human beings). At the end, we will jumaude that migration
has many faces, some are good, and some aren’t. But what'smpastant for it is the
side from which it's perceived. Perceiving it from the right sidlé help you see the good
things it brings.
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Total (number) Share in total (%) Change 2013 to 2014 Ranking
2013 2014 2013 2014 Absolute Relative 2013 2014 Change
{number) (%)
Hon-EU-28 total 431 090 525 820 100.0 100.0 194 830 452 - - -
Syria 49 980 122115 116 19.5 72135 144.3 1 1 0
Afghanistan 26 215 41 370 6.1 6.6 15155 57.8 3 2 1
Kosovo (UNSCR 1244/399) 20225 37885 4.7 6.1 17 670 874 3 3 3
Eritrea 14 485 36925 34 59 22 440 1549 8 4 4
Serbia 22 360 30 840 52 49 8480 379 4 5 -1
Pakistan 20 850 22125 4.8 35 1275 6.1 5 g -1
Irag 10 740 21310 25 34 10 570 98.4 13 7 6
Higeria 11670 19 970 27 3.2 8300 711 10 g 2
Russia 41 470 19815 96 3.2 -21 655 -52.2 2 9 -7
Albania 11 065 16 825 28 27 5760 521 11 10 1
Somalia 16 510 16 470 38 26 -40 -0.2 7 11 -4
Stateless 9670 15 605 22 25 5935 614 14 12 2
Ukraine 1055 14 050 0.2 22 12995 12318 47 13 34
Mali 6630 12 945 15 21 6315 952 20 14 6
Bangladesh 9140 11 680 2.1 19 2540 27.8 15 15 0
Gambia, The 3545 11515 08 18 7970 2248 29 16 13
Iran 12 G680 10 880 29 17 -1820 -14.4 g 17 -8
Bosnia and Herzegovina 7 065 10705 16 17 3640 515 19 18 1
FYR of Macedonia 11035 10 330 28 17 -705 -6.4 12 19 -7
Unknown 4025 9600 08 15 5575 138.5 28 20 ]
Georgia 9090 8 560 21 14 -530 -5.8 16 21 -5
Dem. Rep. of Congo g 390 7 340 189 12 -1050 -12.5 17 22 -5
Algeria 7080 6700 16 1.1 -380 -5.4 18 23 -5
Senegal 2 965 G435 07 1.0 3470 117.0 32 24 g
Guinea 64890 6375 15 1.0 -115 -1.8 22 25 -3
Sudan 3235 6230 0.8 1.0 21995 926 )| 26 5
Armenia 5235 5700 1.2 09 465 89 26 27 -1
Sri Lanka 6 550 5480 15 09 -1070 -16.3 21 28 -7
China (including Hong Kong) 5280 5170 1.2 0.8 -110 -2.1 25 29 -4
Turkey 5635 5160 1.3 0.8 -475 -5.4 23 30 -7
Other non-EU-28 60725 59 820 141 1.2 9095 15.0 - - -

Source: Eurostat (online data code: migr_asyappctza)

Figure 1: Countries of origin of migrants enteringin EU - 28 (Source: Eurostat, 201¢
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Total number

Positive decisions

of decisions Total Refugee status  Subsidiary protection Humanitarian reasons Rejected
EU-28 (1) 132 405 23 205 13 885 1620 4700 100 110
Belgium 7950 470 440 30 : 7 480
Bulgaria 20 20 5 15 : 5
Czech Republic 565 35 5 10 15 531
Denmark 1785 290 160 130 0 1495
Germany 44335 6 995 4330 935 1730 37 340
Estonia 5 0 0 0 0 5
Ireland 210 05 90 5 : 115
Greece 7 665 1880 805 295 775 5 785
spain 920 15 0 0 10 905
France 37 085 5 825 4 245 1580 : 31 260
Croatia 110 0 0 0 0 110
Italy 55 45 10 35 5 10
Cyprus 495 225 10 205 5 575
Latvia 35 0 0 0 : 35
Lithuania 15 5 0 5 0 10
Luxembourg 740 10 5 5 : 725
Hungary 840 40 20 15 5 800
Malta 260 35 10 25 0 295
Netherlands 1445 700 260 340 100 745
Austria (?) 6 860 1425 1180 240 : 5 435
Poland 1380 20 5 15 0 1360
Portugal 05 0 0 0 : 05
Romania 170 35 5 30 0 135
Slovenia 70 0 0 0 . 65
Slovakia 50 5 0 0 0 55
Finland 210 165 75 60 30 45
Sweden 13130 2375 750 800 830 10 755
United Kingdom 12 750 4015 2 645 85 1285 8 735
Iceland 55 5 0 0 0 55
Liechtenstein 0 0 0 0 0 0
Norway 8 430 960 240 110 610 7 470
switzerland 2 460 165 45 15 100 2 205

(") Excluding decisions in Austria.

(%) 2013

Source: Eurostat (online data code: migr_asydcfina)

Figure 2: Final decisions on (non-EU) asylum appletions for 2014 (Source: Eurostat, 2015)
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