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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

By the end of @15an estimated 1,008,616 people had reached Europe by sea, more than 84% of them from
refugeeproducing countriesand a quarter werechildren under the age of 18This reportexamine what
happered nextand presents the results of guestionnaireon refugee and migrant receptioamdministeredto
participants in Greece (300Sicily (400), and Malta (5Cpllowed byinterviews with migrants (45and key
informants 60) includinggovernmentrepresentativeshumanitarianagencies, NGOs and actigist

Thefindings illustrate marked variation between tflews to the two main receiving state Greee and ltaly,
as well as Maltaand identifytwo distinct subsystems characterised by significant differences in terms of the
national and demographic composition of migrant groups, gender, @ many social characteristics

The impacton genderwas significantin Greece both men and women are present in more equal numbers
(64% male to 46% femaldfan in SicilyWomen brought with themtheir children and were likely to travel
with family members.In Malta, the presence of womes megligible. Significant differences ar@sovisible in

age, educational levels and occupational statuigh just overof 25%in Greecepossessing a university degree

The majority recorded that theyfled persecution, warfamine,and personal insecurityWar was the liggest
driver (48.®%6 in Greece; 23.6 %n Sicily;and 52.8 % Malta though in Sicily higher numbersreported
persecutionwas the main driver(48%).0nly 18% described their motivation as economi®ften insecurity
was magnified by other pressuresich adnter-ethnic tension and genddrased discrimination and violence.
The survey resultalsorecord shocking instances of abusetransit, especially for those who had travelled via
Libya Over 50% had experienced arrest and or detention in tramgit 17% were in bonded (unpaid) labour
We received further accounts of migranfsllowing their arrivaln Sicilybeing coerced into low paid work.

Although theReception Conditions Directiwets out minimum standardef the treatment of those in need of
international protection and the Common European Asylum Systegeks to ensure comparable living
conditions for applicants for international protectioacrossthe EU YeceptiomQis not well defined It is
generallythought to start once anasylumapplicationhas been filedthoughwe foundmany unable tado so.
Asylumseekers and refugeédn general arenot treated as vulnerable persons; onlyrtan subcategories are
singled out for elidpility for special protection includingiinors, unaccompanied minors, pregnant women,
single parents of minors, victims of torture, rape or other forms of physical, psychological and sexual violence.
There is aendency to privilege protection based on past harm, such as disability, torture, and exploitation, or
those who are more dependent on others, such as single parents with young children, or those who require
additional support, e.g. pregnant women, theletly or the disabledIndividuals with less visible markers such

as victims of torture or wittmental health problems may no&ceive priority processing or access to services.

Approactes to reception differ across the three statésA i K WK2GalLl2idaQ Ay DNBSOS I O
centres,in contrast to\Hotspot<in Sicily where migrants spend little time. Unlikee&e, Italy does not have

camplike structures. Furthedifferences may be pali A I £ f & SELIX I AYSR o6& G(KS 0O2dzyi
management.Yet, even idtaly whichhas long been a receiving and destination statth legisldion in place,

there is no uniform reception system and migrants may be placed in a number of fiestiu

Living conditions in Italyere generallybetter than in Greece where accommodation offeredanged from
insecurecamplike structures to sharedhousingand weremanaged by a plethora aftate and otheractors
Doctors were present ircentres as were psychologists, though magiaimed never to have seen one.
Participants in Greece and Itakeported receivinglegal assistancérom NGOs to supporasylum claims,
though this was far from universain average onl$0%of those surveyed claimed to receive such support.

Asylum applicationsincreasedduring the research periadn Greecethe number of asylum applications in

2016 washree times as high as in 2015 (51,092 compared to 13,18B)stg SNE ad At t y24 WAy 0
asylum seekersdut were allowed to remain temporarily in theountry. In 2016,an estimated 123,370

individuals applied for asylum in Italwhile a further 99,920 were pending by the end of the yéass than

10% enjoyedefugee status In Malta, the majority hadsubsidiary protection and were unlikely to gain full

refugee status.While only afraction of those in Greece said they were not plannimgapplying for asylum;
almost25%of those n Sicily and more than 40 Mala said they had no plans.
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Conclusions

The findings illustratelistinctly different reception systems operating in Greece, Italy and MalteGreece in
particular, reception has been complicated by the multiplicity of actoirsvolved and the challenge of
respondng to external pressuresincluding the closure of borderand relocation initiatives As a result,
migrantsin Greecehavebeen detained andeft in camplike situationsin Italya permissive approactowards
refused asylurseekershas encouragetheir informal integration througtexpoitative labour practices

Yet,migrants in the reception systeim all countriesesponded most positively teegularisation including the
provision ofcommunal living arrangementstability andeducationalopportunities fortheir children Such
conditions are necessafygr further life planning andguccessfuintegration

Attitudes towards asylurmmeflects the composition of migrantén the selectedstatesand a realisation that
thosenot prioritised for relocatioron account of their nationality and vulnerability statiave fever options.
For those in Greeceseparated from familglsewhere in Europat is likelythere will befuture movemens.

Recommendations

1. The governments of Greece, Italy and Malta, working with the European Union and its agencies, as

well as the UNHCR andGi®sshould treat refugees and migrants with dignity, respectingnan
rights and affirmingheir commitments under intemational and European Union law.

2. The governments of Greece, Italy and Malteouldensure that those in the reception system enjoy

the full range of protection serviceand information regarding thasylum and relocation processes.

3. The government of Greecghould discontinue the practice of housing migrants and refugees in

dangerous, inhumane and inappropriate reception centres

4. The government®f Greece and Italghould affirm their responsibilityfor managing the reception
process,recognisingthat uncoorinated efforts have complicated theffective management of the
receptionsystemand have had a knoetn effect onthe relocationprocess

5. The European Commissiamould instruct EASO to develapew guidelinesto standardiseand
improve the quality of receptiomacross the European Unipim consultation withUNHCRto improve
the reception experience anadvancentegration,includingeducation and trainingprovision

6. The European Unicend its partners must continue to work with the UNHCR to build capacity for the

Greek government to manage arrivals, protect those in #eeption procesand asylum system.

7. The govenment of Greeceshould accelerate plans to support successful refugee integratign
working withstate, local and municipal agencias well asNGOs and civic actors.

8. The government of Italghould take stps tocorrect the informal integration of migrantnd prevent
migrants falling into exploitativeituationsby regularigngtheir status, even ibnly temporarily.

9. The governments of Greece, Italy and Madfaould prosecute those who profit from the illegal
exploitation of refugees and migrants in order to disincentive further corrupt and abusive practices.

10. NGOs and servicerqvidersworking within the reception system should receive updated training,
both technical and noi SOKY A OFf FTNBY ! bl /wQa&a LI NIYSNBR | YR

facilitate their interaction with asylurseekers and to advan@ppropriateintegration efforts.

11. The governments of Greece and Italy and the European Union institthongd coordinate more
closely, providing specific informatiaf those selected for relocation tacilitate integration

12. The UNHCR, European Union and their partskeosildprovide data disaggregated by gendss that
service providers may better plan the delivery of support and intégnaservices.
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Introduction

In April 2015, more than 800 people drownedaff the coast of Lampedusa as they tried ¢ooss the
Mediterraneanin one of the deadliest shipwrecks on record. Their deaths occurred during a period of
increasing irregulaboat migration from he Southern Mediterranean and a simultaneous flownufrants
crossing fromTurkey to Greece.By the end of 2015, as we were preparing this projecat, estimated
1,008,616 people had reached Europe by sea, moem tB4% of them from refugegroducing countries
including Syria (49%), Afghanistan (21%) and Iraq ¢@%hom 17% were women and 25% were children
under the age of 18 (MSF 2017)

¢KS NBTdzZaSS IyR YAINI A2y WONAR & AdihQopetahbBalY hunahiiarialNS LJ2 NIi A
agencies including the UNHCR and ICad, well as academics, including teams from the HIRD
aSRAGSNNY ySIy aAdaNlidGA2y wSa&SEFNODK tNRBINFYYSO ¢ KNP dz3 |
YAINI yGaQ (2 A-seékérsizRdotherzhirdcountdy édtiatzs seeking international protection,

which covers multiple statuses, as well as economic migrants. Resmadcpolicystudies have focused on

incentives to curb irregular migration (Betts and Collier 2016; 2017)n#tere of flows, including refugees,

economic migrants, family migration and other forms of migratiGnagvley et al. 20190M 2017;0DI 2016;

RMMS2015 Squire et. al 20, 7JUNHCRO017) and on legal approaches to protect migrants from human rights
abuseqdHRW2016 2017; Peers 20)6This work has provided much insight into the reasons and the risks that

migrants and asylum seekers from different geographical areas and with different characteristics are prepared

to take in order to reach Europe, howeydnese reportsfrequentlydo not tell us what happens next.

To date there has been little independent analysis of the system of migrant and refugee reception, even
though the condition to protect people upon arrival features in the 1951 Refugee Conveasiovell as raft

of EU legislation and policy statements, including the European Agenda on Migration. manthethe

European Commission has committed much funding to assist frontline states. In the past two years Greece, a
country which has received 3SNJ ynnnnn NBFdzZ3S8Sa FyR YAINIyiEas KI a
SYSNBSyOe | 4arailyO0Ss Ay [RRAGA2Y (2 epndpdp YAfttAzZY
Asylum Migration and Integration Fund and Internal Security FEndopein Commission 201).

In order to explore and map the reception context, thesearchteam proposed the followingesearch
guestions:

What are the characteristics of migration flows across the Mediterranean? How are these changing?

What are the dferent profiles, motivations, and experiences of those who migrate to Europe?

How do migrants make their often complex and dangerous journeys?

What is the impact of government policies on migration decisions and experiences along the route?
WhatarettS YA INI yiaQ SELISNASYyOSa 2F INNAGEE Ay GKS a
pathways towards the rest of Europe)?

1 What is the nature of international, national and local nalgiency systems of reception?

=A =4 -4 -4 -

To address the above questions, thesearch team worked with local organisations in Greece (Greek Council
for Refugees), Italy (Borderline Sicily), and Malta (People for Change Foundasibasisted with the field
research. The local teams administered a questionnaire to participar@seaace (300) Sicily (400), and Malta
(50). The survey research was followed bydépth interviews with migrants (45) and key informan&)(
including representatives of government offices, humanitarian and relief agencies, NGOs and activist
organisatiors.

This brief includes the findings of the BXED project and offers an analysis of the systems of reception
currently in use in Greecédtalyand Malta. It provides further recommendations for the European Union and
Member States, especially Italy, @oe and Malta, in addition to international organisations, tbaited
National High Commissioner for RefugedbldCIrand International Organisation for Migratioh@M).



The Research Project

In June 2015 the research team conducted a preliminarytaiditalta (Valletta, HaFar) and to Sicily (Catania,
Caltanissetta, Lampedusa, Palermo, Pozzallo) to observe the state of the search and rescue effort, the pressure
on frontline states, and to gain more knowledge about the reception systems establisbethigountries. At

the time the EMVMED project was conceived, the nature of flows across the Mediterranean was shifting
dramatically and there was a marked rise in spontaneous arrivals across the Eastern Mediterranean. The
project team therefore decide to include Greece in its proposed study but to limit their investigation to the
mainland, not the islands where much research activity was already taking place.

After an inception period in autumn 2015, fieldwork began in March 2016 concentratingratitions facing

migrants in Greece, Sicily and Malta. A survey was designed to gather information on demographic
characteristics, migrant welleing, health and disability; routes taken and last country of residence; the use of

agents, smuggling and mean§ arrival; experiences of the reception process and assistance provided; plans

and expectations for the future. The sample population included third country nationals who had been unable

to mowe on or werecurrently in the process of seeking asylum. provide a more representative study, a

AL YLEAY3 FNIYS 461 a O2yailiNHzOGSR 6FaSR 2y (KS Y2ad NBO
had arrived.

The project also introduced a temporal dimension, with the aim of deepening the comparativesianaly
Recognising the highly dynamic flows, especially before March 2016, and the fact that even after this date the
stock of migrants fluctuated, the survey research was designed to be conducted over two periods during 2016.
The rationale for dividing # research into two periods (wave 1. MareiMay 2016; wave 2: September
October 2017) was further justified on the grounds that it would provide a methodologically more
sophisticated approach to understanding the way geopolitical pressures affectedthmtantry and exit of

third country nationals. As explained below, the composition @& plopulations sampled in wavediffers
noticeably from wave 2. In addition, by including in our study those who had reached Malta before 2016, the
research team waable to provide further contextual information about the ways in which flows changed in
the Central Mediterranean during a longer period.

Field locations were identified by the local research teams. In Greece, the research took place in Athens
(Ellinikg EleonasPiraeu$ and Thessaloniki regions (Diavata, Eidomedmi)Malta the research was conducted

in HatFar, Marsa, Valletta; and in Sicily, research was conducted in Aftlome Bagheria, Caltanissetta,

[ FGFYAFZ [ F@F RQ! t Xi,PhlerrfoORadrh Arerifiafod, Raglsa, Sidalisd, Vitaizé.

In addition to the survey research, the research team conductatepth interviews with migrantand further
interviews with key informants, in person and by phone, in Brussels, LondonRante to gain more
contextual knowledge about the treatment migrants chaeceived and their experiencexf the reception
system. Ina few instances, the research team oversampled some understudied nationals to gather more
information about how their expéences of reception and their prospects, including asylum, relocation,
resettlement, or eventual returncompared to groups that had been prioritised for international protection by

the host state (above all Syrians). The aim of the stakeholder interviesdo learn more about the way in
which reception operates in each country and feedt® the national asylum systerand related policies,

Ay Of dzRA y 3 iKS 91 Qa NBf 20l GA2Y YR NBuK&/ (i dedl SawdS y G LINJ
implementation of theDublin Regulation which permits family reunification. At the time of intergjetve
European Union was under pressure to reduce secondary movements and to make good on its promise of
relocation.While the pace of relocations was initially criticised being slow, the pace did quicken during the
second part of the projectinterviews were therefore conducted with agencies including Frontex, the UNHCR
and IOM and their partner NGOs and civil society organisations, government agencies responsible lfior searc
and rescue, immigration and asylum, as well as relocation offfoems participating EU Member States

Survey data were entered into a shared online system (QUALTRICS) and were cleaned to remove errors and
address missing variables. This producedataskt of 750 individuals which was analysed using SPSS to
identify frequencies and to explore the impact of age, nationality, gender and health, among other variables,
on the migrant experience before (i.e. in transit) and during the reception procasgrview data were
transcribed and coded to explore key themes, as discussed in the following section.
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Migration trends

Between 2015 and the end of 2016, Europe received over 1 milliorEtbmigrants- third country nationals

originally from Africa, sia and the Middle East who reached Europe by bddte background to these flows

reflects gegpolitical tensions in both the Central and Eastern Mediterraneliie note that Italy and Malta

were previously affected by the Arab Spring (2011) and theps®laf the Libyan state. While the majority of

arrivals transited through Greece and Central Europe before making their way to host states, above all
Germany, by early 2016 large numbers of migrants were blocked after the imposition of national border
conNBfa Ay aS@OSNIf 9! adlrdSa FyR FY2y3d (GKS 9! Qa ySA3IKO
been to drastically reduce numbers entering Greece but with large numbers continuing to cross the central
Mediterranean. Of the 71,933 sea arrivdtem 1 January until 2 June 2017, there wer86B in Greece

compared to 61,165 in Italy.

The decision by Hungary to build a fence along its borders with Serbia and Croatia in June 2015 was followed

by further attempts at border management, often througioercive means. Shortly before the fieldwork

began, Austria, Germany, France, Sweden, Denmark andEbomember Norway introduced passport
O2y(NRfa® tKAa ¢l a FT2ft26SR 08 (KS SNBOlAZ2Y 2F FSyO
Slovg/ Al Q& 02NRSNJ gAGK / NRIFGAIZ |-Matedanigndgrderby EidomedD K H A MC X

The inflow of migrants into Greece was further curtailedMarch 2016&ollowing the EUTurkey deal, a muki

faceted pact which included a readmission agrent with Turkey and the promise of relocating a select

number of asylum seekers across the EU and eventually also resettling a further 22000 people in need of
protection from outsidethe EU to the EU Member Statb#\s a result of the border closures atie EU

Turkey deal, tens of thousands of migrants were contained in frontline states, including the more than 15,000

2y DNBS| -aAL@2tilayt WKNI G f 2y3 GKS 2SaGSNY . Ftl1Fy O2NNAR2N.

During the research period (MarchOctober 2016), the UNHRCestimated that there were, at its peak 62,000
migrants on the Greek mainland, though NGOs estimated there may have been as many as 80,000. Unlike
Greece, however, which was cut off as a result of the closure of the border with Macedonia and the EU Turkey
deal (implemented March 2016), migrants continued to cross the Central Mediterranean. Following their
interception by naval patrols or private search and rescue missions, they were taken to several ports in Sicily
and occasionallpther locations in Calaria where they could begin the process of seeking asylum. Although
secondary movement wasoh uncommon, data on numberisitercepted and asylum applications provides a
rubric to identify those who may have benefitted from the reception systenGreece tie number of asylum
applications in 2016 was three times as high as in 2015 (51,092 compared to 13,1@5Sjindated 123,370
individuals applied for asylum in Itally 2016 while a further 99,920 were pending by the end of the year.

The UNHCR recordsathin 2016 there were 176,000 people in reception centres across the country as of the
end of the yea|3. In the case of Malta, by 2016 there were no further boat arrivals, though some asylum
seekers arrived by air including Libyan and Syrian nationaés.r&8earch therefore focused on those who
were still in the asylum system, having received subsidiary protection or were without status. In 2016 there
were 673 people in reception centres in Malta and 1,733 asylum applications under considération.

! While the European Council had accepted an initial relocation target o0@2@eople from Greece and

Italy, this was revised dun to of 98,255 in order to make room to accommodate some 22,000 people in need
of international protection resettled from outside of the EU to the EU Member States. See: Council Decision
(EVU) 2016/1754 of 29 September 2016 amending Decision (EU) 201%4dlishing provisional measures in

the area of international protection for the benefit of Italy and Greece Available hip://eur -
lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32016D1754&from=EN

% Asylum Information Database (201A)DA- Italy: Statistics
http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports/country/italy/statistics

® UNHCR (2017)Desperate Journeys: Refugees and migrants entering and crossing Europe via the
Mediterranean and Western Balkans rout@sailable at:

https://data2.unhcr.org/en/documents/@wnload/53994

*UNHCR (2017Malta - Asylum TrendsAvailable athttp://www.unhcr.org.mt/charts/
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We should notethat there was a marked improvement the production of official datin the course othe

NBLR2NIAY3I LISNA2RO® 5dz2NAy 3 GKS FANRG ather ofifial so@ces 6 KS LIN

including Eurostat as well as statisticoguced by the national statistical offices of Greece, Italy and Malta.
CNRYGSEQ& RIGlFI (GK2dAK dz&aS¥dzZ = OFYS 6AGK FRRAGAZYI €
three month period and record each and every breach/interception/bordessing which may result in over
O2dzytAy3o alye bbDha Ifa2 LINPRAZOSR dzaSTdzZ RIdGlFasSda:z
detailed and while there were some small differences between the data produced by the UNHCR and I0M,
these narrowed condirably during the project. Yet, these data sources also included many limitations
including the lack of gender disaggregated data, especially in the context of minors.

Variation and Differentiation

The research findings illustrate marked variationvieeén theflows of the two main receiving states, Greece
and ltaly, as well as Malta. We note two distinct sylstems characterised by significant differences in terms
of the national and demographic composition of migrant groups, gender, age, and maaly@wracteristics.
These are explained below.

The differentiation occws during a period of marked gpolitical developments which aimed to curb both

inflows and outflows of migrants and refugees. Before the restrictions on entry to the EasteiteiVetkean

and before the closure of the Western Balkans corridor, the volume of sea arrivals was increasing in both the
Central Mediterranean and along the Aegean route, reaching 200,000 arrivals in September 2015 alone. The
main nationalites who arriie | YR Yl & 0658 O2dzyiSR &a wai201Q RdzNAyYy3
UNHCRwere in the case of Italy, principally from West Africa and Eritrea; in the case of Greece, they included
nationals from refugee producing states above all Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq; in addition to Pakistan.

This profile contrasts with the small presence of migrants in Malta who were overwhelmingly from the Horn of
Africa including Somalia and Sudan.

FIGURE - Sea Arrivals in Greece and in Italy
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Source: UNCR National Authorities in Italy and Greece



TABLE 1Sea arrivals in Greece and in Italy in 204.6ountries of origin

Italy Greece

Nigeria 21% (36k)  Syria 47% (80k)
Eritrea 12% (20k)  Afghanistan 24% (42K)
Guinea 7% (12K) Irag 15% (26Kk)
CdiS RQI 7% (12k) Pakistan 5% (9Kk)
Gambia 7% (11k)  Other 9%(15,000)
Senegal 6% (10k)  Total 171,785
Mali 5% (9K)

Other 35% (63k)

Total 173,008

Source: UNHCRNational Authorities in Italy and Greece

The data show that the top fourationalities in Greece comprise 91 per cent of arrivals in 2016 while in Italy
the top 7 nationalities compromised 65 per cent. This reflects the nature of mixed flows to Italy, heavily from
SubSaharan Africa, above all West Africa in addition to Exitre

Migrants disembark in Catanidune 2015

As a result of the EU Turkey deal, there waggaificantreduction in arrivals in the Eastern Mediterranean and
an increase in the number of routes being used to reach Europe including a reopening w¥astern
Mediterranean route from Morocco as well as departures from Tunisia, Algeria, and Egypt.

There was also a marked shift in the recognition rates for asgeekers during the research period. In
2015, an estimated 97.2 % of Syrians and 8@ 8%ritreans received asylum. Some countries also prioritised
particular nationalities for asylum; for example Italy recognised a greater percentage of Eritrean claims than
other Member States. As recorded in TaBldelow, recognition rates, changed &ember States became
increasingly more selectiveith the introduction of both European policies and tighter restrictions on entry



FIGURR - First instance decisions on applications by citizenship, age and;Séearly data (rounded)
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FIGURB - First instance decisions in the E28 by outcome, selected citizenships, 4th quarter 2016

Syria (108 860 decisions) Afghaniztan (55 380 decisions)
1% g

Iraq (41 465 decisions)

. l 1%“

Pakiztan (12 550 decizions) Eritrea (10100 decisions)

W Refugee status M Subsidiary protection ™ Humanitarian reasons

Source Eurostat May 2017

3%
I |5%
5% l .
2% 2%

Iran (9165 decisions)

N Rejections

As a result of these gewolitical developments, and national preferences, the project captured a diverse

collech 2y 2F YAINIyGaod 99Sy (K2dAaK

GKS NBaSIHNOK

i8Iy d

there were notable differences in terms of counting migrant and refugee arrivals and stock in the context of

reception. The survey gave the following breakdmfnationalities.
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The EMVMAMED data

The flow of migrants is highly differentiated acrdke selected countries. One defining characteristic of flows

is the spread of nationalities, with Afghans, Iragis, Iranians and Syrians almost exclusively présesece

and absent from Sicily and Malta. Nationals from Nigeria, Gambia, Mali and Eritrea are heavily present in Sicily
and are conversely absent from Greece. Only Pakistanis are present in large numbers in both Greece and Sicily.

TABLR - Participarts by survey country and country of birth
main countrie§ (with over 5% within at least one country)

Country of birth Survey Country Total
Greece Sicily Malta

Syria 33.8% 1.0% X  14.0%
Nigeria 1.7% 232% 3.7% 13.2%
Gambia X 155% 74% 8.7%
Pakistan 116% 6.7% 19% 8.3%
Afghanistan 142% 1.2% X 6.3%
Iran 13.6% X X 5.4%
Somalia 03% 15% 574% 5.0%
Mali X 7.2% 7.4% 4.4%
Eritrea %  62% T74% 4.1%
Iraq 8.6% X X 3.4%
Others 15.5% 375 148% 27.2%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

TABLE - Participants by survey country, wave and country of birth

Country of birth Greece Italy

Wave 1 2 Total 1 2 Total
Syria 30.6% 34.6% 32.6% | .5% 1.5% 1.0%
Nigeria 19% 1.3% 1.6% | 21.8% 24.5% 23.1%
Gambia X X X 17.8% 13.0% 15.4%
Pakistan 11.3% 11.1% 11.2% | 104% 3.0% 6.7%
Afghanistan 13.1% 14.4% 13.7% | 2.5% 1.2%
Iran 14.4% 11.8% 13.1% X X X
Somalia 7% 3% 5% 2.5% 1.5%
Mali X X X 6.9% 7.5% 7.2%
Eritrea 1.3% .6% 1.5% 11.0% 6.2%
Iraq 8.8% 7.8% 8.3% X X X
Other 18.8% 18.3% 18.5% | 38.1% 37.0% 37.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%| 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

The project team also noted variation among the nationalities of migrants and refugees in reception during the
research period which affirmed the ongoing complexities of the-geldical and humanitariasituation in the
Mediterranean and in source countries. We note in particular the increase in Eritreans and Guineans further
to increasingly levels of instability of those countries while the number of Nigerians and Syrians also rose.

® Other nationalities with sizeable presence in the Italian sample include: Guinea (5%); Ghana (4%l); Senega
(3.7%); Egypt (3.5%); Ivory Coast (2.7%).

11



SocieDemographicCharacteristics

More telling was the impact shiiih gender.In Greece over summer 2015, the percentage of women and
accompanying children began to increase which is reflected indifference between the two sets of

LI NI AOALI yiGa o6 Wserice dhed inSBicilg dteatNButniinkbérs idN&, the situation in Greece
is remarkably dissimilar and reflea pattern of family migration recorded elsewhere in the surveys. Where in

in Sicily the presence of predominanflingleyoung men between theges of 1830 accounts for the majority

of arrivals, we note that in Greece both men and women are present in more equal humbers (64% male to
46% female), and that the age range is greatémvas not just that there are more women in Greece but that
they brought with them their children and were likely to travel with family membelrs.Malta, the presence

of women snegligible.

Survey participants by country, gender and age

The largest presence of migrants by nationality and gender is in Greece alngwst 70 per cent of Afghans

were male. Syrians by gender appear almost in equal humbers (51% male; 49% female). In Sicily, while over
all the population concerned is largely male, there is a sizeable percentage of Nigerian females (almost 40%).

FIGURE 4- Participants by country of arrival, gendeageand wave
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TABLE 4 Participants by survey country, country of birth, and gender

Survey ountry Male Female
Greece Afghanistan 69.8% 30.2%
Syria 51.0% 49.0%
Total 63.9% 36.1%
Sicily Gambia 96.8% 3.2%
Nigeria 60.2% 39.8%
Total 84.6% 15.4%
Malta Total 98.1% 1.9%

Significant differences are also visible in educational levels and occupational status and sector. In Greece the
survey sample is much more highly educated than in Sicily oraMegith just over a quarter possessing a
university degree. In Greece a higher percentageor either employed fultime or housewives. While a

third are employed in management, professions or service occupations, a fifth are in unskilled occupations. |
Italy a much larger percentage are students reflecting the youthful age of the sample.

TABLE 5Participants by survey country, and highest level of qualification

Level of qualification Greece Sicily Malta Total
None 8.6% 18.7% 7.5% 13.9%
Primary 22.8% 33.7% 24.5% 28.7%
Lower Secondary 13.2% 23.4% 20.8% 19.2%
Upper Secondary 27.1% 20.4% 41.5% 24.6%
Undergraduate degree 25.7% 2.5% 3.8% 11.9%
Postgraduate degree 1.3% 1.2% 1.2%
PhD 0.3% 0.1%
Other (please specify) 1.0% 1.9% 0.5%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%

TABLE 6Patrticipants by survey country, and occupational status

Occupational status Greece Sicily Malta Total
Student part time 2.3% 1.8% 3.8% 2.1%
Student full time 5.6% 15.6% 30.2% 12.6%
Selfemployed 11.6% 11.0% 7.5% 11.0%
Employed part time 6.3% 9.2% 7.5% 7.9%
Employed full time 44.9% 39.6% 32.1% 41.2%
Unemployed 9.2% 13.6% 15.1% 11.9%
Housewife 17.8% 7.2% 11.0%
Not looking for job / 20%  18%  1.9%  1.9%
Inactive
Other (please specify) 0.3% 0.3% 1.9% 0.4%
Total 100.00  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
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TABLE 7 Participants by survey country, and occupation sector

Occupational sector Greece  Sicily Malta Total
Management, business, and financial occupatior 5.7% 0.4% 2.8%
Professional, scientific, and intellectual occuipats 23.7% 7.3% 14.4%
Service occupations (software, IT, etc.) 5.2% 3.0% 4.8% 4.1%
Office and administrative support occupations 2.8% 3.4% 4.8% 3.2%
Sales and related occupations 9.0% 18.5%  28.6% 14.6%
Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations 5.7% 23.2% 14.3% 14.8%
Construction and extraction occupations 5.7% 7.7% 4.8% 6.7%
Production occupations 3.3% 3.9% 9.5% 3.9%
Installation, maintenance, and repair occupation 7.1% 15.0%  19.0% 11.6%
Transportation and material moving occupations 7.1% 6.9% 9.5% 7.1%
Unskilled occupations 20.9% 2.1% 4.8% 10.8%
Armed Forces 3.8% 8.6% 6.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

The accounts of participants interviewedetail the occupations held by the participants and the main
breadwinners in their familieshe range is considerably broader than can be captured in the above table and
presents some insights into the diverse economies of the sending states from which participants originated.

One Syrian participant described how he had worked as a lawyer fee tbompanies, while the wife of
another interviewee had been a judge in Syria, her husband working for an oil company. Other professionals
interviewed includedspecialist doctors, such as paediatricians, as webadB male and femaleursesand
hospitalstaff, many working near the front line in Alepp® Kurdish participant, originally from Iran, worked as

a civil engineer in Iraq until Islamic State destabilised the area where he had been living. His experience was
mirrored by another Kurd who worked @onstruction in Shengal province, Iraq.

One young Guineatiescribed how as studenthe enjoyed a more casual unpaid job assisting his family.

| used to go to the mask. | used to live with my uncle. He used to have shops thergvas selling

clothe¢ a2 L dza8§ (2 32 o6& KAad aARS (2 KSfLI KAY &a2yYS§8

used to help voluntarily. It was free because it was my uncle, he was funding my.Stglitdged
together so sometimes during the holidays | used to go thétte him to help him in the shop with

GKS OtASyGa (KIG KS NBOSAGSR® LG sLayQid | 2206
because | wanted to learn commerce with t{{Buinean man, aged 18).

Another Pakistani reported thaworking in the family business meant travelling abroad in ordeririorease
economic opportunities.

As the tabler records, many worked in manual but skilled jaehas mechanics or in car production. Several
worked in construction and continugd do so in Turkeyin transit, as described in the section below.

It should be noted that occupational data are especially important because they inform the relocation process.
All of those interviewed who had been selected for relocatioranother EU Member Statexpained that

their occupatimal status was considered alonds cultural and linguistic factors during the process of
matching them to participating countries. As one Syrian former hospital employee explained

We were informed that none of countries we hatbsenoffered us the chance for an interview. So,
Slovenia was our only alternative. We had the interview with the Embassy under a very tensed
environment. The officials asked us about the Syrian history, about our professions and occupations,
about theway we left Syria, about the time we stood in Turkey, about our mentality regarding our
childrenQ & nagSlige and attitude, about our religious convictiogtc. (Syrian man aged 47, Greece).
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Journeys: Departures, Transit and Arrival

The data further recat that the overwhelming majority of participants were in fact forced migrants fleeing
persecution, warfamine,and personal insecurityOne Syrian interviewed in Greece put it simp¥/L dza SR (i 2
live with my wife in Idlib. We had a normal life there ithie outbreak of war. Our house was bombed and we

f2aid SOSNROKAYy3Id ! FGSNI GKIG 6S KFERYyQG lye 2LIA2Yy 0 dzi
NBEFdzaASSa FfESSAy3a {&NRIFXI LN} FyR ! F3KIvoird aMélil Selra & SJS NI
Leone drove them out in search of security.

Some participants in Greece spoke about how they fled Islamic militants including the Taliban in Afghanistan
and Daesh/IS in Irag. Often insecurity was magnified by other pressures, incinténethnic tension and
genderbased discrimination and violence. As one Afghan woman from small village reported:

Yh June 2015 my father was pressed by the Taliban to offer me or my sister to them. He asked them

for a couple of days in order to begpared and decide which of us had to go. In the meantime |

Syl 6AGK Y& aArxaidsSNI G2 Yeée dzyOot SQa FFYAt& Ay YI odz
father was killed. Immediately after this incident my mother joined us and after a few daleftwe

GKS O2dzy GNE (2 al @S 2dzNJ t A@Sad 2S5 02dzZ RyQil UGKAY]
without a male, which means that we have no protector. We cannot work, we cannot go out alone,

6S Olyy2i ad2NOAGBS 6AGK2dzie,aged6).f SQ 0! FAKLY H2YI Yy |

Fear and insecurity drove our participants to Europe in large measure, though a minority reported that they

had come for purely economic reasons and even fewer for personal ornpatsrialist reasons like travel or

study. Even in Sicily, vhNBE G KS LINBGFAfAy3d RA&AO02dz2NARS &adza3sSada GKI
migrants, participants described their reasons for leaving involuntarilplyOl8 per cent described their

motivation as economic. This finding affirms other researchciwitlaims that most of those who reached

9dzNR LIS RdAzNAYy3I GKS NBaSFENOK LISNA2ZR 6SNB RNIgy o0& WL
predominantly asylusseeking population.

TABLE 8Why did you leave your last country of residence? (% withiordoy)
n.b. respondents could select up to 3 options, so totals do not add to 100%

Greece Sicily Malta
War 48.7% 23.6% 52.8%
Persecution or targeted violence 37.4% 48.9% 24.5%
Concerns regarding family 45.4% 42.9% 17.0%
security
Environmental disast/famine 0.7% 5.3% 0.0%
Health care needs 3.0% 5.3% 1.9%
Work related 10.3% 10.3% 3.8%
Economic reasons 16.6% 18.3% 5.7%
Education 2.0% 2.8% 3.8%
Family reunification 7.6% 1.5% 0.0%
Exploring Europe 1.0% 1.5% 1.9%
Other 5.0% 2.8% 35.8%

How andwhy people reached Italy, Greece and Malta is a more complicated story and many oftimesged
reported they hadho control over their eventual destinatioifhis was especially the case for those who took
the Central Mediterranean route and journeyeth\Libya. Some West Africans had hoped to work in Libya
which was relatively stable at the time when they began their journey. As one Senegalese migrant reported,
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w2Stf L FY KSNBE O{AOAft &8 odzi Al o6la 262 YRARRIIXE
found myself stuck in Libya, | could not go home. | can guarantee you that amongst us, whether it be
a refugee or an economic migrant, 95% of us are stick against our own will. Once you arrived in Libya
AGQa o0SGGSNI T2N @adedn Jea tha® MPUINdyouil Hadk toas&vB JolirSitd) He
SELX FAYSR GKIG 2FGSy 1LIS2L)X S 6SNB 23fhegaRald & T2 NI
aged 18).
{2YS LI NIAOALIYGA 6SNB &aAYLX e OF dzZ3KG deckxdmple, €S WONI
female from Morocco who married to a Syrian in Turkey in 2016 arrived in Greece with her husband where she
gave birth. While he was entitled to be relocated and travelled on to France, she was left behind in Greece on
account of her nation f A G & ® Py 20KSNI t I Sarétaryed unger tide2DWblinyConwvention W5 dzo A
- from Norway to Malta where she too was due to give birth whi¢e husband remained in Norway.

In the case ofhe African migrants in Maltdew actively sought tde there but arrived accidentally by boat
following inception at sealheir situation contrasts with Libyans who reached Malta by plane. Yet, for many
others, their port of entry was largely determined by ease of accdb®se who reached th&reekislands and

were eventually moved onto the mainland considered it toeb&ransit point Amost 63% of respondentsf

our respondents recorded that they never intended to remain in Greece but had hoped to move on

TABLE 9Why did you choose [country of ar@]?
N.B. Respondents could select up to 3 options

Explanations for country of arrival Greece Sicily Malta

Economic reasons (cheapest option) 5.7% 2.8% 5.7%

Most convenient /easy to reach 43.3% 17.1% 1.9%

Close to my country 4.3% 7.2% 0.0%

Transit stéion for somewhere else 62.7% 7.8% 0.0%

I know someone who can help me 10.7% 4.4% 1.9%

OFNASYR&XD

I have family members here 5.3% 3.9% 0.0%

I did not choose/l had no alternative 7.0% 63.6% 75.5%
Other (please specify) 6.7% .8% 15.1%

Experiences in @nsit

The survey results also record shocking instances of abuse, especially for those who had taken the Central
Mediterranean route and travelled via Libya and across the Sahara before boarding vessels for Sicily. Over

50% had experienced arrest andd®tention in transit and 17% were in bonded (unpaid) lab@me Guinean
NBOIffSR K2g [Aoely NBoSta (2NB dzJ KAia R20dzySyidldiazy
had no clue that in Libya people were being imprisoned, brutalisedd lalhel tortured. For example, people

who tried to escape from prison were shot dead right away in the most inhuman[e] ways. They were
slaughtered. | witnessed peoplebe/ 3 06 S (0 Sy  debintsoRkidiySpindi &Qs® and imprisonment

were notuncommo. AmarF N2Y /2GS RQLOG2ANB alLISyid 2yS &SIENIFYR YAy

Over half of the participants who transited through Sicily (52%) reported that they experienced mistreatment
during their journey, in contrast to 16.4 % in Gree¢@ne WestAfrican migrant even recounted how he was
stabbed by a policeman in Liby&xplaining to the team interviewers how he received a noticeable scar, he
provided the following account:

I had in while | was in prispit was a policeman that stabbed me thete.S | &1 SR YSXOKF 4 ¢
Thursday morning, on a Thursday morning, there was a 6 square metre room, we were 138 in this

room, 138 in a 6 square metre room, 6 square metre | am telling you, we were 138 confined in this
NE2YXgKFEG S RARX (ybwaisd ngefl tdgo tdllesdzdhBcially KErGuNdEmidday,

if you needed to go toilet, you would need to wait up to 7 PM or even the next m@8enggalese

man aged 18).
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Others were detained upon arrivarhis was most pronounced among migrants from therHof Africa in
particular said they experienced arrest or detention in transit in Sicily and Malta. It should be noted that Malta
has now outlawed the use of immigration detention and overwhelmingly migrants are now housed in open
centres. This statistitherefore looks backwards to a different period.

While some participants were working as they made the journey across Africa, ettesnedthat they were
coerced to pay smugglefsr their onward travel

TABLE Q- Were you in employment in angf the transit countries?

In employment (yes/no) Greece Sicily

Yes- Paid employment 13.0% 31.7%
Yes- Unpaid employment 0.7% 17.6%
No 86.3% 50.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

hyS YIFy FNBY /20S RQL@2ANB NBLIRZ2 NI SsRvorkirglonia cangtiction S S | &
yard until he was seized by immigratipolice and imprisoned.

For others,especially those who had initiated their journeys earl@mwever, work wassimply a means of
paying for their onwardravel. As one Moroccan gradwatin English literature who had left her country in
search of a better life, explained:

We arrived in Turkey in January 2016. In Turkey | had the chance to work for about 2 months
as a street seller. The amount of 6, 000 euros my father had to pay trggtemsjwasnot

enough for me to continue the trip to Europe. So, | had no way but work for a while and find
the way to leavéMoroccan woman, aged 26).

TABLE 1- Did you pay for your journey?

Pay for journey (yes/no) Greece Sicily
Yes- Money 94.0% 65.5%
Yes- In Kind (e.g. through work) 1.0% 16.8%
No 5.0% 17.8%
Total 100.0% 100.0%

This above table supports the interview findings which record that many more migrants principally from Africa
worked inkind, often under exploitative conditions, feay for their journey across the Mediterranean. The
prevalence of smuggling and in some reported cases trafficking along the Central Mediterranean route in Libya
and elsewhere in SuBaharan Africa is furth@videncedn the interviews.
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Reception- legal foundations and practice

CKS LINAYOALNFEt 20fA3IFrdA2ya 2y 9! aSYOoSNI {dlFadSa Gz
policy on asylum, immigration, visa and external border controls based on Title V (Area of Freedom, Security
and Justicepf the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) (European Union 1997) and in the
recast asylum acquis, including but not limited to the Asylum Procedures Directive 2013/32/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council ofJ2@e 2013 onammon procedures for granting and withdrawing
international protection. Of particular relevance is the Reception Conditions Directive which sets out
minimum standards for the treatment of those in need of international protecﬁd’ﬂne idea of receptioitself

is notawell-defined concept though it has been interpreted in European human rights case law.

Within the European Union, we note that the Charter of Fundamental Rights sets out rights and freedoms
including the right to asylum under Article 1&s far as reception systems are concerned, the CEAS seeks to
ensure comparable living conditions for applicants for international protection throughout the EU. Although
the European Agenda on Migration pays little attention to reception explicitly,némessity for reception is
covered under the third pillar which seeks to strengthen the common European asylum policy and stresses the
YySSR F2NJ LRtAOASa G2 0S WoladSR 2y az2tARIFINARGE (261
the EU Membe States, whose full application of the common rules must be ensured through systematic
Y2 YAl éENLW\I@Nidhswers that one enters the reception system from point of application; and one exits
the reception system once a decision has been made. Howeuerown research records that this paradigm is

too simplistic. Recognising that some people may be denied the right to apply for asylum, especially in Italy,
and that others may remain in the reception system even after receiving the grant of asylismrdfect takes

a pragmatic view of reception. We suggest that the Reception Conditions Directive permits the enjoyment of
rights to: freedom of movement; shelter; education for children under 18; the protection of particularly
vulnerable asylum seekerand a limited right to work. We further suggest that reception begins not from the
point that protection is formally provided by the host state, but from the point of an individual in need of
protection being admitted to the protection system.

The Recejion Conditions Diretive has also come to specifyhich groups are particularly vulnerable and in
need of addition protectionln Case30696/09,M.S.S v Belgium and Greg@910), the European Court of
Human Rightbroadened the concept of vulnerability tasylum seekers. #scertained that the applicant had

been homeless for months and had not been provided with food or a chance to wash. It noted that at no time
had the applicant been duly informed of the methods of finding accommodation that wereableatio him.
According to the Court, Greece had therefore failed to provide for his basic needs and had thus failed to take
Rdz8 | 002dzyi 2F (GKS | LI AOFIyYy(iQa @dAaseSBABIRTakkhal v | &
Switzerland (2014), the Cour reiterated that applicants for international protection are considered a
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WLI NI A Odzf NI @ dzy RSNLINAGAf STISR FyR @dzZf ySNIof SQ LJ2 LIz |

NBljdZANAY 3 WALISOALFE LINRGSOGAZ2YQ nidyirRaS Rights.NRckpiidn Sacilities 2 F
and reception conditions have to be adapted to the age of the children and in compliance with the principle
that a family should be kept together whenever possible has to be ensured.

Effectively, it has not been asyluseekers and refugees in general who are treated as vulnerable persons; only
certain subcategories are singled out for eligibility for special protection. In[Birective 2013/33/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 laying stawdards for the reception of applicants

for international protection,vulnerable persons ardisted as minors, unaccompanied minors, pregnant
women, single parents of minors, and victims of torture, rape or other forms of physical, psychological and
sexual violence. Subsequently vulnerable status was extended to victims of human trafficking and FGM.
Member states are required to identify those who fall into a vulnerable category so as to respond to their
needs(Shreeves 2016). Vulnerable groups are Igirtyi defined in the Greek legal framework, but which has

® Directive 2013/33/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council &6 2013 laying down standards
for the reception of applicants for international protection Availabletditp://eur -
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=0J:L:2013:180:0096:0116:EN:PDF

! European Agenda on Migratienhttps://ec.europa.eu/homeaffairs/whatwe-do/policies/europearagenda

migration_en
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also specified persons suffering from postumatic stress disorder (PTSD), such as shipwreck survivors or
relatives of victims, and victims of trafficking.

As we can see from the pregistration data collected in Greece from June to the end of July, and which is
probably the most comprehensive recording available, unaccompanied minorslylangée, form the largest
groupfollowed by single parents with minor children and pregnant women.

TABLHE2 - Vulnerabilities by type and gender in Greece

Vulnerability Male % oftotal Female % oftotal Total no.
Unaccompanied minors 1009 29 209 6 1218
Single parents with minor children 104 3 627 18 731
Pregnant women/recently given birtl 0 - 522 15 522
Incurable or serious diseases 174 5 174 5 348
Disability 209 104 3 213
Elderly 104 3 139 4 243
Post traumatic disorder 39 1 39 1 78
Torture 39 1 10 0.3 49
Rape or serious exploitation 10 0.3 17 0.5 27
Total 1688 1841 3481

SourceHellenic Repblic, Ministry of Interior and UNHCR pegistration data analysis 9 Jun80 July 2016

Among the vulnerable categories listed, thésa tendency to privilege protection based on past harm, such as
disability, torture,and exploitation, or those whare more dependent on othersuch as single parents with
young children, or those who require additional support, for example, pregnant women, the elderly or the
disabled. These categories are the most visible and easily identifiable. Because oltegdaiflentify those
designated as vulnerable early on, it is likely that individuals with less visible markers such as victims of torture
or with mental health problems do not receive priority processing or access to services that they reguire.
men, who are expected to be independent subjects, fitting into a vulnerable category is parlycdifficult
although gendemeutral categories such as the disabled, the elderly and those with serious and incurable
illnesses are populated by botenders

In addition, the UNHCR grades reception conditions based on the following criteria and provisions.

TABLE 3 - Reception conditions criteria

Protection including: safe spaces for children; restgy family link services; legg
counselling/information provision; mediation to prevent tensions with host community or betw:
communities on site.

WASHincluding: the provision of toilets; separate toilet areas for women; showers, inclu
showers withhot water and facilities separated for women; water taps on site; hygiene promot
regular cleaning of wash facilities; garbage disposal waste management

Food provisionas ranked by: frequency of meals; types of food provided (hot, sandwiches
food); nutritional screening; separate facilities for breastfeeding.

Health provisionas ranked by: distance to nearest health facility; the availability of psychos
programmes and health referral service

Communicationdgncludingaccess tanternet, charging plugs; two way communications system

Information - includinginformation regarding: health services; relocation; asylum procedures; f
distribution; shelter allocation; restoring family links; UNHCR services and local NGO services
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Modalities of reception

We note that approaches to reception differ acroke three states and that these differences may be partially

SELX FAYSR o0& (KS O2dzyiNARS&AQ SELISNARSYyOS 27F | &hich dzy YI y I
has long been a receiving and destination state has had ldgisia place for oven decade that provides for

the creation of the reception institutions where ydam seekers are housed. Yet, pnactice there is no

uniform reception system in Itagnd migrants may be placed in a number of institutibns.

In Italy, migrants are firstintercepted and then brought to either closed hspots (Lampedusa, Pozzallo,
Trapani) ordisembarkation centresvhich are predominantly based in Sicily and on mainland Italy in Calabria,
though search and rescue ships have docked elsewhere Dawing tle journey migrants are effectively
profiled by age, nationality, and their health assessglile on board the shipTHs initial profiling bears on
their opportunities for reception.

The formal reception system is muléiyered and includes centres thatovide first aid and assistance near

sites of disembarkation (CPSA); collective centres or institutions set up under a specific Ministerial Decrees for
asylumseekers (CARA); and a second reception phase where individuals who have already filed atioapplic

for asylum are housed in reception centres managed by local authorities (SPRAR). In addition, the government
set upExtraordinary Reception CentréSenti di accoglienza straordina)igCAS) to address the shortage of
places in first and second regtion centreshut these have become the main form of receptidinere are an
estimated 600 SPRARssting 23000 peoplewhile the (CAS) are more than 3000 ahdst 137000 (February

2017). Whereas the Italian Red CrofSroce Rossa ltalianagreens newarrivals, as migrants enter the
reception system, they may come under the operational responsibility of a host of actorsoatiacted to

provide services on behalf of national and local authorities.

croce Rossa [talianad
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Medical screening following the disembarkatiomafjrants in Pozzallo, 19 June 2015.

8As;ylum in Europe Country Reports Available at:
http://www.asylumineurope.org/reports/country/italy/receptiorconditions/shortoverviewitalian-reception

system
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A reception centréor asylum seekers (CARACaltanisetta, CentralSicily, June 2015.

In Greece migrants first enter the reception system on the islands, many of which have become hotspots
(Chios, Kos Lesbos, asr Samos) since the Hurkey deal. While some are transferred to the mainlan883

from 1 June 2016 to April 2017), others find themselves trapped in overcrowded accommodiifugee

centres on the mainland, though formerly under governmental contesk operationally managed by a
diverse range of actors including both humanitarian agencies (UNHCR, International Rescue Committee), and
other state institutions including the army and air force. Reception centres are spread across the country and
resicents of these camps tend to be separated by nationalitye mapbelow showsthe spread of reception
centres during the peak of the crisis. Many of those listed refer to eliltapsettings.

FIGURE 5Reception centres in Greecgpril 2016
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The managment of refugees and migrants proved to be especially challenging in the camp like structures
where people were housed. The UNHCR recorded marked diffesdrateveen these structures too, with
migrants housed in these structures suffering from overcrogdilack of access to separate facilities for
washing, in addition to limited access to lawyers and education. Though some of these structures are no
longer in operation, major problems remain with remote accommodation in the north of Greece and
substandad accommodatiorand ad hoc sitesuch as Elliniko, the olithensairport, due to be closed

W1 NNJa@dmp sellement at the former airport, one of three camps in Ellinko, Athens 7 Jaly 201

Migrants campedy the port of Piraeus; many moredio shelterin tentsunder the flyover, 7 July 2016.

dnce summer 2016, asyluseekers are increasingly being placed in shared accommodation, both state
controlled andprivate. UNHCR has financed afan accommodation scheme on the mainland primarily fo
those waiting to be relocated and/aelassified as vulnerahle Since its inception, 27,742 individuals have
benefited from the schemeith 17,081 being houseith April 2017 (UNHCR Greece Factsheet April 2017).
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