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Background and context

 2015: 1,000,573 people had reached Europe across 
the Mediterranean

 Mainly to Greece and Italy

 Of these 3,735 were missing, believed drowned

 84 % from the world’s top 10 refugee producing 
countries

 Commission adopted an Agenda for Migration + 
HotSpot Approach

 => 2 Provisional Emergency Relocation Measures



Current Relocation Measures

Council Decision 2015/1523
Council Decision 2015/1601

LB: art. 78 (3) TFEU

To relocate 160,000 applicants 
by 26 Sept. 2017

"the transfer of an applicant
from the territory of the
Member State is indicated as
responsible for examining his
or her application to the
territory of the Member State
of relocation"



Part I 

How has relocation evolved?



Evolution of Relocation Models

EMBRYONIC TRANSITORY PERMANENT
2010-2013 2015-2017 ?

EUREMA Provisional Relocation Schemes

Dublin IV

corrective fairness 

mechanism

MAIN FEATURES 

Double voluntarism
NO applicants’ choice

NO MS choice but IT and GR

NO applicants’ choice

NO MS choice 

Applied to beneficiaries of 

protection
Apply to ‘selected’ protection seekersApply to protection seekers

Exceptional suspension of up to 30% 

to be notified by 26 Dec. 15 (AU-S)

Pay not to Play system for MS 

that will be unavailable

Financial contribution 

500 €p/t IT and GR

6000€p/t for MS of relocation

Financial contribution 

500 €p/t for Benefitting MS



Relocation procedure

Every 3 months 
MS indicate the 
number of 
people they can 
receive 

IT & GR 
identify 
applicants and 
inform other 
MS for 
approval

Transfer 

2 months



Part II

What are the main problematic issues?



The numbers of relocation 

Report 

I

Report 

II

Report  

III

Report 

IV

Report 

V

Report 

VI

Report 

VII

Report 

VIII

Report 

IX

TOTAL

937 208 355 780 776 2595 1212 1237 3813 11966

7.5 %1145 1500 2280 3056 5651 6863+62 8162 11975-9

1,406 relocations in Nov & 
1, 926 in Dec. (record)

BUT
19,487 new arrivals in IT+GR

Since Dec.2016

Expected by 9/2017: 
44606*100/160000=28%

DEC JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP TOTAL

9924 1682 3000 3000 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 4500 44606 (28 %)

According to current trends

9924 1682 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 27606  (17 %)



Number of applications in 1/2017

In 2016
1.24 million applications

Only in 3W Janaury 2017

39,315

3,379  7,286

total relocations
8,766 3,200



MS support to relocation as of 7/2/17



Far from meeting 



Major problematic issues

structural

operational 

political

• Lenghty procedure
• Selective application
• Honerous for IT & GR
• No applicants’ choice
• Proportional

measures?

• Lack of cooperation
(limited pledges)

• Fragmented
particpation

• Lack of political trust
• Unilateral conditions
• Lack of vertical

solidarity

• Delays in setting up 
HotSpots

• Late answers to relocation
applications

• Schemes are not attractive
• Dispersion of applicants

(eg IT)
• Married minors?
• Lack of reception capacity



Synoptic View of Problematic Issues

Limited places
Limited places 

compared to number of arrivals

MS reluctance to comply with 

obligation 

=> Fragmented participation and lack 

of political will

The Pay not to Play system can 

be abused by MS

The proposal does not limit the 

number of times a MS can 

declare itself unavailable

Many conditions Unilateral conditions imposed by MS

Delays in seeking agreement 

between MS

Delays in setting up HotSpots

Delays in relocation

Delays in the relocation procedure

Beneficiary MS have to perform 

part of the Dublin check

Extensive gatekeeper 

responsibilities 

Several security checks

Applicants’ unwillingness to 

relocate

Lack of attractiveness for applicants 

and lack of trust and information

EUREMA
PROVISIONAL RELOCATION 

SCHEMES

DUBLIN IV

CORRECTIVE FAIRNESS 

MECHANISM



Part III 

Are there any solutions?



Improvements

 Constantly pledge and relocate

 Speed up the response time to relocation requests (10days)

 Rejections must comply with Relocation Decisions

 Address vulnerability issues (e.g. married minors)

 Better consider integration potential

 Reduce bureaucratic burden on frontline/arrival MS

 Suspend Dublin obligations for benefitting MS

 Infringement procedures?



Alternatives?

ÁSeek partnership and cooperation with third countries

ÁExtend relocation plans while amending Dublin

ÁForesee temporary protection frameworks



Take home messages 

1. Given the number of arrivals, relocation plans are
an unsatisfactory solution

2. Relocation models show recurrent problematic
issues

3. Alternatives should be found beyond the existing
Dublin logic



Thank you very much!

«The Relocation Plan will not put an 

end to the problem, but it hopefully will 

be the beginning of a solution»

ANTONIO GUTERRES 


