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1. General remarks 
 

• The objective of this peer review mission was to evaluate the progress in the area of 
border management and asylum and migration and to formulate recommendations to the 
Turkish authorities as to their further improvement. 

 
• Participants of peer review mission: Three teams focussed on border management and 

examined the situation at the different geographic land and sea borders of Turkey. The 
two other teams focussed on asylum and migration.  

 
• The general programme consisted of a preparatory meeting with the EU delegation and 

a briefing with the Turkish authorities, as well as debriefings with the EU delegation and 
representatives of EU Member States’ embassies and a debriefing with the Turkish 
authorities. 

 
• Programme on Asylum and Migration: 

i) Ankara: meeting with representatives of the Turkish ministries of Interior (Migration 
and Asylum Bureau) and Foreign Affairs and the General Directorate of Security; 
meeting with representatives of civil society; visit to Ankara removal center; meetings 
with UNHCR and IOM;   

ii) Nigde: meetings with deputee-governor, head of foreigners police, NGO Association 
for Solidarity with Asylum seekers and Migrants (ASAM), refugees;  

iii) Hatay: meetings with head of Foreigners police; visit to removal center; meeting with 
UNHCR lawyer; 

iv) Agri: meeting with Governor, visit to removal center, meeting with refugees, meeting 
with head of security;  

 
• Participants of asylum and migration team, to which I participated: Alessandro Budai, 

Karolina Hansson (both EU delegation Ankara), Gert Jan Van Holk (national expert)  
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• Cooperation with Turkish authorities; The mission experienced the full cooperation of 
the Turkish authorities, both at national and at local level. The mission was very well 
organised, for which we would like to express our gratitude to the Turkish authorities – in 
the first place to the EUSG. The Turkish authorities with whom the mission met 
(governors, heads of police, foreigners police) were very cooperative and forth-coming 
and provided the mission with all sorts of information. They accompanied the mission 
during their visits, e.g. to removal centers. 

 
• The mission had several meetings with representatives of NGO’s, UNHCR and IOM as 

well as meetings with individual asylum seekers, refugees and persons in removal 
centers.   

 
• This mission report reflects the findings and opinions of the undersigned national expert.  

 
2. General remarks on the situation in the area of asylum 
 
2.1. Recent developments  
 

• This peer review mission came at a period in which Turkey goes through a lot of changes 
with respect to migration and asylum. These changes have been initiated in 2005 with the 
adoption by the government of the ‘Turkish National Action Plan for the adoption of the 
EU Acquis in the field of asylum and migration” and the development of a Road Map to 
reform the migration and asylum legislation and to increase the government’s capacities 
in the field of migration and asylum.  

 
• A new Government Agency was established in 2008, which is responsible for migration 

and asylum. This is the Bureau on Asylum and Migration, which falls under the 
responsibility of the ministry of the Interior. The main tasks of the Bureau are to prepare 
legislation and to develop the government’s capacity in the field of asylum and migration. 
However, this new reform is still not completely implemented when it comes to transfer 
of responsabilities. At present the foreigners police is for example still in charge at the 
local level. This  complicates the current situation.  

 
• A comprehensive law on Foreigners and on International Protection was prepared and 

finalised recently. Over the past months opinions have been collected on the draft law, 
from the European Commission, UNHCR, the Council of Europe, NGOs and other 
relevant actors. The draft law was recently submitted for comments to other Turkish 
ministries. This legislation should be adopted by the Turkish parliament in 2011. It should 
be noted that until now no single comprehensive law on foreigners exists in Turkey. 
Relevant provisions are embodied in several other laws. Similarly, until now Turkey does 
not have a separate asylum law. Asylum was based on a governmental Regulation of 
1994.  

 
• In 2010 a number of important Circulars have also been adopted by the Turkish 

government in the field of asylum and migration. The following need to be mentioned in 
particular: circular on refugees and asylum seekers (Ikamet) (March 2010), circular on 
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combating irregular migration (incl. conditions in removal centers) (March 2010), circular 
on admission into centers and informing foreigners who will stay in the centers (Sept. 
2010).     

 
• Another key priority is the construction of new removal centers and asylum seekers’ 

reception centers.   
 
2.2 Some statistical data on migration and asylum1 
 

• According to government figures, in 1995 there were 6,7 million foreigners entering 
Turkey. Their number rose to 25,5 million foreigners entering Turkey in 2009.  

• While 84.727 residence permits were issued in 1995, this number rose to 163.326 in 2009. 
• In 1995, 2.024 persons asked for asylum in Turkey; in 2009, 6.648 persons asked for 

asylum.  
• At present, a total of 19.897 asylum applications are being processed. Out of this total, 

7.000 persons are estimated to have left Turkey for an unknown destination.  
• In 1995 the number of apprehended migrants was 11.362; in 2008, 65.737 migrants were 

apprehended, while in 2009, 34.345 migrants were apprehended.  
• According to the Turkish government, “in line with the international and national 

legislation regarding human rights, migration, asylum”, during the last 5 years (2006-
2010), 190.737 foreigners have been removed from the country because of committing a 
crime and/or action/presence contrary to national legislation.  

 
2.3 Current asylum system: parallel procedures with Turkish authorities and UNHCR 
 

• At present, Turkey still maintains the geographical limitation to the 1951 Geneva 
Convention on Refugees. The current asylum system in Turkey is marked by parallel 
procedures, whereby as a general practice non-European asylum seekers make an 
asylum request with the Turkish authorities and UNHCR at the same time. UNHCR has 
been enumerated explicitly in the 1994 Regulation as one of the international 
organizations with which the Turkish Ministries and institutions shall cooperate on the 
issues concerning persons of concern in a broad area including reception conditions, 
resettlement and voluntary repatriation. The asylum requests are taken into consideration 
and are processed by both the Turkish authorities and UNHCR. Turkey has created a 
system of granting asylum seekers ‘temporary asylum’ which runs in parallel with 
UNHCR-procedures. Durable solutions can then be sought with the aid of UNHCR. Per 
year some 5.000-6.000 persons are resettled to third countries, mainly the US, Canada and 
Australia. EU Member States resettle only very limited numbers of refugees from Turkey. 
Within the Turkish administration decision making on asylum applications is highly 
centralised: after a first interview, the asylum dossier is sent by the provincial authorities 
to the Directorate General for Security in Ankara for further decision making. The system 

                                                 
1 Data provided during the mission by representatives of the Turkish ministry of Interior and the Bureau on Asylum 
and Migration.  
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provides for mutual information sharing among the Turkish authorities and UNHCR 
during the procedure. 2 

 
• Administrative appeals against decisions in first instance by the Turkish government can 

be lodged with the ministry of Interior. Subsequently, appeals against negative decisions 
by the ministry of Interior can be made with the independent judiciary. In nearly all cases, 
in which an asylum claim has been rejected in first instance, an administrative appeal is 
subsequently filed. We were reported that not many appeals are made with the judiciary 
against a negative decision in second instance, apparently because most persons prefer to 
appeal against the negative decision with UNHCR in those cases, supposedly because that 
gives them a bigger chance of a positive decision in appeals.   

 
3. General assessment situation in the area of asylum 
 

a) Very substantial improvements of the asylum system have been made in Turkey over the 
past years. New legislation and instructions have been prepared (partly adopted, partly 
still to be adopted), measures have been taken to reform the administrative capacities in 
the field of asylum and migration and measures have been taken to build an adequate 
infrastructure for the reception and the removal of asylum seekers, refugees and migrants. 
These measures are part of an on-going process, which needs to be continued in order to 
provide Turkey in the field of asylum and migration with a modern, efficient and fair 
management system in line with core international and European standards. To underpin 
this process, continued political, financial and practical support by the EU is essential.   

    
b) A key element which needs to be mentioned in this respect is the changing mentality 

within the Turkish administration with respect to asylum and migration. During the 
mission we have noticed generally the will and preparedness among Turkish authorities to 
cooperate with key stakeholders (EU, UNHCR, NGOs etc.) and to share information. This 
is a significant development and provides a good basis for further cooperation with the 
EU.  

 
c) These improvements are widely recognised as significant by all stakeholders with whom 

we spoke during the mission, notably UNHCR, IOM and NGOs.  
 

d) There are at the same time a number of aspects which need further improvement. The 
following need to be mentioned particularly:  

 
• uniform and equitable implementation of residence fees in all towns and provinces 

of Turkey 
• uniform practices with respect to access to education, health care and social 

assistance  

                                                 
2 Where we speak in this report about asylum seekers and refugees, we refer to persons coming from non-European 
countries. There are in Turkey also some asylum seekers and refugees of European nationalities, but their number is 
very limited and the procedure with respect to these cases is separate from the procedure applicable to non-
Europeans.   
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• improved infrastructure providing effective counselling and assistance to asylum 
seekers and refugees 

• unhampered access to asylum procedures and strict scrutiny ensuring respect of 
non-refoulement (the Turkish-Iranian border areas are mentioned in this respect as 
particularly sensitive and in need of improvement) 

• access to the asylum procedures by the persons having applied at the borders 
including airport transit zones 

• effective, adequate and humane removal of persons to third countries 
• improved conditions in removal centers 

 
These issues are discussed in more detail hereunder.  
 

Recommendation 
 
• The current resettlement capacity in Turkey is approximately 5.000-6.000 refugees 

per year. The large majority of these cases are resettled to the US, while the rest goes 
to Canada and Australia. At present only a few EU Member States resettle refugees 
from Turkey, and this concerns only a very limited number of persons. Given 
Turkey’s geographic position and the very substantial improvements of the asylum 
system made over the past years in Turkey, EU Member States should resettle much 
higher numbers of refugees from Turkey. The Turkish government, UNHCR and 
the Commission should raise this in their political dialogue with those Member 
States which are resettlement countries. Various ways of increasing resettlement 
from Turkey should be examined with the assistance of EU funding (e.g. ERF-CA, 
with governments and NGOs in EU Member States acting as project initiators). The 
European Asylum Support Office (EASO) could also play an important role in 
promoting, organising and coordinating resettlement to EU Member States from 
Turkey.        

 
4. Residence fees (Ikamet, foreigners identity number)  
 
1) In March 2010 the Turkish government adopted a Circular on residence fees for refugees and 

asylum seekers (Ikamet). The Circular observes that “some persons, who have left their 
countries under difficult conditions and who do not have a regular income, face serious 
problems in paying the residence fees.” The Circular also observes that, with respect to the 
levying of these fees, there is no uniformity of practice among the various provinces of 
Turkey. The Circular provides consequently that no residence fee shall be charged on those 
asylum seekers or refugees, who are in a bad financial situation. The Circular stipulates that 
within 15 days the Foreigners sections of the Provincial Security Directorates shall make the 
necessary assessments and that they will issue residence permits free of charge to those 
persons whose financial situation is not good enough to afford the fee. The Circular also 
provides for a waiver of the fees and fines, which have accrued prior to the date of entry into 
force of the Circular, in those cases in which persons can not afford to pay the financial costs.  
 

2) The adoption of the Circular on Ikamet constitutes in itself, undoubtedly, a very significant 
and positive step towards the establishment of an asylum system which is in line with 
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international and EU standards. The adoption of the Circular is of important political 
significance and demonstrates a willingness on the part of the Turkish authorities to reform 
the asylum system. This sends an important political signal towards the international 
community (EU member states, other countries, UNHCR).  

 
3) Various actors have asked for many years for Turkey to terminate the residence fees for 

refugees and asylum seekers. The possession of an Ikamet and a Foreigners Identity number 
is essential in order for a foreigner to have access in Turkey to basic services, such as health 
care and education. It is also of relevance for the resettlement of refugees from Turkey. The 
governments of resettlement countries, UNHCR and other international organisations, which 
are involved in resettlement, face often difficulties in resettling individual refugees from 
Turkey, because of the requirement to pay (accumulated amounts of) Ikamet fees and fines. It 
is therefore of large importance that the reform with respect to Ikamet residence fees is 
carried out in an effective and uniform manner.  

 
4) The total amount of fees (Ikamet, residence booklet, single entry visa) is substantial and can 

be prohibitive for many persons who have asked for asylum in Turkey. We were told that the 
total costs for a family with two children may be up to 1.800 TR lira per year.  

 
5) According to NGO’s with whom the mission spoke, there is responsiveness at the Bureau for 

Asylum and Migration to discuss problems related to the implementation of the Circular. 
Following visits of the Bureau to the provinces, there has supposedly been an improvement in 
this respect. According to the Turkish government, two inspectors of the Ministry of Interior 
Inspection Board are in charge of supervising the uniform implementation of ikamet fees in 
all towns and provinces. One of the findings of the mission is that there are, however, still 
significant discrepancies between the different provinces and cities with respect to the way 
the Circular on Ikamet is implemented.  

 
6) The implementation of the Circular is different in Nigde, Hatay and Agri. In Nigde 

approximately 20% of the resident asylum seekers and refugees is exempted from the 
obligation to pay residence fees, while in Agri nearly all resident asylum seekers and refugees 
are exempted. As stated above, the Circular stipulates that asylum seekers or refugees should 
be exempted from paying the residence fee, if their financial situation is not good enough. In 
order to establish the financial situation of the persons concerned, visits to the houses of these 
people are paid by the foreigners police. We were told that in some cities, however, the local 
authorities have decided to exempt all asylum seekers and refugees. This is apparently the 
case, for example, in the city of Corum. In other cities, we were told, there are no cases at all 
which are exempted from the residence fees (the city of Karaman was mentioned as an 
example). We were informed that in Nigde nearly 50% of the total resident population of 586 
asylum seekers and refugees is not in possession of an Ikamet. In Hatay there are at present 
89 persons registered as resident asylum seekers and refugees. Out of these 89 persons 52 are 
in possession of an Ikamet; 25 persons of these are exempted from paying the resident fees, 
we were told by the Foreigners police. In Agri the local authorities informed us that, out of 
the resident population of 311 asylum seekers and refugees, 19 persons pay the residence fee; 
the rest is exempted from paying the fee.    
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7) There are also disparities among the different cities in Turkey with respect to the requirement 
of the single entry visa fee to be paid. We were told that this requirement is enforced in the 
cities of Nigde and Eskisehir, but not in several other cities.   

 
8) Several persons with whom we met during the mission recommended that residence fees 

should be regulated in a formal law, rather than through a Circular. 
 
9) It would be desirable to lift the obligation to pay residence fees for all refugees and asylum 

seekers altogether, irrespective of the financial situation of the persons concerned. This would 
constitute a large improvement of the international protection situation in Turkey. It would, 
moreover, end the current situation of divergent practices with respect to the imposition of 
residence fees among the different provinces in Turkey.  

 
Recommendations 
 

a) Ensure uniform implementation of the Circular on residence fee. 
 

b) Clarify the Circular on Ikamet through, for example, a detailed, clear instruction, 
which provides solutions for practical problems.  

 
c) Monitor actively the implementation through a reporting mechanism by the 

provincial authorities on the numbers of cases and percentage in which persons are 
exempted from the residence fee, as well as on the numbers of asylum seekers and 
refugees who are without an Ikamet and Foreigners identity number.  

 
d) Give trainings to authorities at local level who deal with asylum.  

 
e) Consider whether the Circular should be replaced by a formal law on residence fees. 

 
f) Consider whether residence fees should be lifted altogether for asylum seekers and 

refugees, irrespective of their financial situation.   
 

5. Access to basic services, social assistance and employment 
 

• Effective access to schooling seems to vary according to province. In Agri all children of 
asylum seekers and refugees seem to have access to schooling. However, the families in 
Agri are often so poor that they can not afford to pay the school books and other school 
material for their children. In Hatay nearly all children attend school, while the number of 
children attending school in Nigde is very low (16 out of 105 children go to school). 
Many individuals among the asylum seekers and refugees with whom we spoke in Nigde, 
complained about the fact that their children were not allowed to attend school. This was 
mainly due to the fact that they had no foreigners identity number. Whether children are, 
in spite of lacking a foreigners identity number, allowed to attend school, seems to depend 
on the local authorities. There are, also in this respect, currently divergent practices 
among the different cities and provinces in Turkey. We were told that recently a new 
Circular has been adopted by the ministry of Education. This will make it, allegedly, more 
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difficult to accept children at school, who have no Ikamet and a foreigners identity 
number. 

 
• With respect to access to health care, we were told that in Nigde there is generally good 

access to health care for asylum seekers and refugees. In order to be allowed into hospital, 
a foreigners identity number is in practice not required. Access to medical care did not 
seem to be a problem in Agri either. We were told that the situation in Gaziantep and 
Kayseri was similarly good, but that these were exceptions compared to the general 
situation in Turkey. We were reported that access to health care for asylum seekers and 
refugees is often problematic.  

 
• Social assistance to asylum seekers and refugees; In Nigde 35 out of 89 families receive 

social assistance. This consists of cash aid, food and heating material. For the asylum 
seekers and refugees in Hatay housing, food, job possibilities and affordable medical care 
were reportedly the main problems. The asylum seekers and refugees in Agri also 
reported about their very difficult financial situation. This seems to be exacerbated by the 
economic situation in Agri, which is a geographically remote region of Turkey with 
relatively little (informal) employment possibilities. According to the local authorities, 
refugees in need in Agri are provided for in the same way as poor Turkish inhabitants of 
the city, i.e. 100 lira every 6 months and coal in the winter.  

 
• Employment; Several asylum seekers and refugees with whom we spoke stated that they 

are not allowed to work and mentioned this as one of the main problems which they face 
in Turkey. For their subsistence many of them have to resort to informal jobs. These jobs 
are often scarce and badly paid and a source of exploitation.  

 
Recommendations 
 

a) Among the different towns and provinces in Turkey, there are divergent practices 
with respect to access to basic services. In some towns children are not given access 
to schools because their families do not possess a foreigners identity number, while 
in other towns this requirement is applied in a less strict manner. The same goes for 
access to health care. With the recent adoption of a Circular by the ministry of 
Education and the upcoming introduction of so-called ‘e-system’ in Turkey, it will 
become more difficult to have access to schooling and health care in Turkey for 
persons without a foreigners identity number. We would recommend, therefore, that 
access to basic services is regulated clearly at central level and that other legislation 
is brought in accordance with it, and that its implementation is monitored closely by 
the Bureau for Asylum and Migration.3  

 
b) Turkey grants temporary asylum to UNHCR mandate refugees and asylum seekers. 

Their numbers are substantial, awaiting either the decision in their asylum 
procedure or the approval of their request for resettlement to a third country. In 

                                                 
3 According to the Turkish government “regarding the education, health care and social assistance to refugees and 
asylum seekers, works carried out to improve these services by Bureau on Migration and Asylum and General 
Directorate of Security are underway”.   
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light of this, it would be useful to examine whether the employment possibilities 
could be increased. A liberalisation of the employment situation could be examined 
with respect to specific categories of persons or with respect to certain 
jobs/professions. It would be useful to look in this respect at the experiences of other 
countries. Although we learned that an amendment to the regulation implementing 
the Law on work permits for foreigners adopted in January 2010 softened the 
conditions under which asylum seekers can apply for work permits, our mission 
indicates that employment is still one of the most problematic issues for asylum 
seekers and refugees in Turkey.  

    
6. Infrastructure to give asylum seekers counselling and assistance 
 

• One of our observations at the local level is that individual asylum seekers and refugees 
seem badly informed about the state of their procedure in Turkey. It should be recognised 
that providing asylum seekers and refugees, awaiting resettlement, with sufficient 
information is a problematic issue in many refugee situations, not only in Turkey. Asylum 
seekers and refugees are located in towns and provinces spread out all over Turkey. To 
provide individuals with adequate information is therefore extra complicated. The main 
responsibility with respect to counselling and assistance of individual asylum seekers and 
refugees lies with the local authorities – in the first place the foreigners police - as well as 
with UNHCR and local NGOs. At the same time, decision making in the asylum 
procedure is highly centralised, namely with the ministry of Interior and UNHCR in 
Ankara. This makes it difficult for local authorities to inform individual asylum seekers 
and refugees properly. As a consequence local authorities seemed to demonstrate a lack of 
ownership of the refugee status determination process. Particularly, since the current 
asylum procedure in Turkey is quite long – according to UNHCR it takes on average 
approximately 3 years between an asylum application and their resettlement to a third 
country4 - there is a large need on the part of asylum seekers and refugees to be informed 
about the decision making in their procedure. Since UNHCR is responsible for submitting 
cases for resettlement to third countries, UNHCR would need to be in the center of any 
reform that seeks to improve communication to the refugees / asylum seekers on their 
cases.  

 
• The Turkish authorities have stated in this respect that it is essential to emphasize that the 

Bureau on Asylum and Migration does not have an operational duty and that the General 
Directorate of National Security is responsible for the process of determining the status of 
refugees and relevant services. UNHCR has stated in this respect that asylum applicants 
can get their results through UNHCR website anytime and anywhere they wish. UNHCR 
has underlined also that, in addition to this service, UNHCR assures that applicants in the 
satellite cities receive legal and social counselling in person through UNHCR’s 
Implementing Partners operational in 23 cities as well as during regular missions 
undertaken to the cities.  

                                                 
4 According to UNHCR it takes currently on average 8 months before a decision is made on the asylum application 
(we understood that this used to be longer). If an application is accepted, it takes on average subsequently 
approximately 2 years before the person concerned is resettled to a third country. However, compared to the situation 
in many other countries the length of this procedure does not seem to be excessive. 
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• As stated above, local authorities (foreigners police and the offices of the governors) 

seemed generally willing to give assistance to asylum seekers and refugees. In many 
respects, however, they have very limited means at their disposal to provide adequate 
assistance. There is for example very limited capacity available to identify vulnerable 
cases and to give adequate assistance to them. In Agri we were informed about the cases 
of single women with children, whose socio-economic situation in the local traditional 
society was quite precarious. In spite of this there was no specific assistance for these 
cases. In this respect we would also like to point to the vulnerability of LGBT cases.5 The 
capacity to provide this sort of assistance through NGOs is limited. In Hatay and Agri 
there seemed to be very limited NGO presence. The local authorities reported this as a 
serious limitation. In Hatay there is a women rights association active, but this is a very 
small organisation.  

 
Recommendations 
 

a) An important improvement could be made in ensuring that individual asylum 
seekers and refugees are provided with adequate information about the state of their 
procedure and the decision making in their case. There seems to be a large need 
among individual asylum seekers and refugees for counselling in general. This task 
could be attributed to the Bureau for Asylum and Migration, with UNHCR playing 
also a key role in this respect, given their specific responsibilities on refugee status 
determination and resettlement. IOM, NGOs and the EU could possibly provide 
assistance.  

 
b) Another important improvement which could be made concerns the assistance to 

specific categories of asylum seekers and refugees. There is currently very little 
infrastructure to provide specific assistance, such as assistance to vulnerable 
persons. We would recommend that the authorities examine together with key 
actors, such as UNHCR and NGOs, how this infrastructure could be improved, 
possibly with the assistance of the EU (Commission and Member States).   

 
c) In attributing concrete tasks – also at local level - to the Bureau for Asylum and 

Migration (counselling, coordinating assistance), the ownership of the refugee status 
determination process would be enhanced among the Turkish authorities, which is 
much needed. 

 
d) As described above, we have noticed a changing mentality and increased openness 

among Turkish authorities with respect to asylum and migration in general, as well 
as a general willingness and preparedness to cooperate with other stakeholders (EU, 
UNHCR, NGOs) on these issues. This is a significant positive development, which 
needs to be encouraged strongly. Increasing awareness among a broad group of 
officials is a key objective. Training programmes targeting local government officials 
(within different government offices, municipalities, governorates, police, army etc.) 

                                                 
5 LGBT: Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender. See on this issue the report ‘Unsafe Haven’ by the Helsinki 
Citizens‘ Assembly – Turkey.  
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are an important tool to reach this objective (e.g. participation in EU courses, 
trainings or exchange programmes, as those organised by EU SG).    

 
7. Removal centers /  apprehension of illegals / return  

 
See Annex 1 for detailed information on the various removal centers visited.  
 
General observations 

 
• The impression which we got from visiting the removal centers in Ankara, Hatay and 

Agri, is that these centers differ a lot from each other. While the removal center in Ankara 
gave the impression to be a ‘real’ removal center, where persons are detained against their 
will, with the objective to be removed to their country of origin, the removal center in 
Hatay gave the impression of not being primarily a detention center, but rather a 
temporary reception center for apprehended illegals.  

 
• The general conditions in the removal centers which we visited are an issue of concern.  

Under the current situation the removal centers which we visited do not seem suitable for 
a detention of persons for longer than 2 - 4 weeks. In none of these three centers there are 
separate facilities for families, nor are there specific facilities for children or vulnerable 
individuals. The necessity to improve the situation in the removal centers has been 
recognised by the Turkish government. In March 2010 the government has published a 
circular on ‘combating irregular migration’, which announces that new removal centers 
will be constructed. The circular also provides for norms with respect to the physical 
conditions of removal centers and the practices in the centers.  
 

• Persons staying in the removal centers, who wish to lodge an asylum request, seem to 
have generally access to asylum procedures and are released from the center upon their 
asylum request. The authorities provide persons in the removal centers with basic 
information concerning the asylum procedure (leaflets, brochures). Individuals in the 
removal centers were reported to have access to telephones, from which they may contact 
family members, UNHCR or lawyers. 

 
• Generally, UNHCR appears to have access to persons residing in the removal centers. The 

Turkish authorities were criticised in this respect over the past years, but the situation has 
improved considerably. At present UNHCR has generally no access to persons staying in 
the ‘transit areas’ in the airports in Turkey. UNHCR has stated in this respect that it 
acknowledges the improvement of access to asylum applicants in the removal centers and 
that the draft Foreigners and International Protection Law contains provision ensuring 
UNHCR access to the asylum applicants at the border gates. 

 
• We had the impression that the decision making with respect to the detention and release 

of foreigners is highly centralised. In many cases the local provincial authorities refer 
cases to the Ministry in Ankara for decision making.   
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• On the basis of this mission, we are not able to assess the effectiveness of return policies. 
We did not receive sufficient statistical data and other information on returns to make 
such an assessment. However, on the basis of the information which we received in Agri 
and Hatay, we conclude that the effectiveness of removals depends to a large extent on 
initiatives taken at the local level and takes place ad-hoc (vis-à-vis embassies and 
consulates of third countries, IOM etc.). 

 
Recommendations: 
 

a. Ensure – in line with the Government Circular of March 2010 on ´combating 
irregular migration´ - minimum conditions in the removal centers. Ensure 
particularly that these are suitable for families, children and vulnerable persons.  

 
b. The provision of general information with respect to the asylum procedure to 

persons staying in the removal centers, seems to occur largely on an ad-hoc basis 
and differs per removal center. We recommend to professionalise this aspect, in 
terms of contents and the form in which the information is provided. We also 
recommend to examine aspects like access to telephones, lawyers and other 
visitors – taking into account also the right of privacy of the persons in the 
removal center in their communication with other persons. 

   
c. Ensure UNHCR access to asylum seekers in removal centers, as well as asylum 

seekers in transit zones of airports / harbours.  
 
d. In many individual cases decisions with respect to detention/release/removal 

seem currently to be taken at central level (ministry in Ankara). It would be 
useful to examine whether more competencies can be decentralised in order to 
increase responsibilities and ownership at local level.  

 
e. It would be desirable to receive more statistical data and other information with 

respect to return. On the basis of information acquired in Hatay and Agri, we 
tend to conclude that the effectiveness of return depends very much on initiatives 
taken locally and on ad-hoc basis. Effectiveness of return could be increased 
through professionalising return procedures: coordination at central level with 
IOM and other actors, providing more assistance to local authorities on return 
etc.  

 
Written reply of Turkish government to the above observations: 

 
• The “Removal Centers / apprehension of illegals / return” issues are regulated in the 

draft Foreigners and International Protection Law in details. After the law enters into 
force, a system that will be in line with European Court of Human Rights decisions shall 
be established.  

 
• As a challenge of various developments taking place at the regional and global level, 

Turkey due to its geographical situation, faces an ever-growing illegal migratory 
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pressure. These migratory movements are closely related to Turkey’s geographical 
location and also to the recent history of these geographies. Economics, political and 
security questions arising in neighboring countries are among the main reasons that drive 
people living in those countries to migrate to Turkey. 

 
• As a result of Turkey-migration correlation, certainly, Turkey has for a long time set up 

and established a “Removal & Return Policy”, as a part of the overall migration control 
efforts. Therefore, once an illegal migrant is apprehended and is subject for 
return/removal, TNP Department of Foreigners, Borders and Asylum coordinated 
return/removal process takes place. This action, depending on the individual case, may 
include contact and cooperation with MFA, diplomatic representations and missions in 
Turkey or in the subjected country (in order to provide travel document or passport), 
police/migration liaison officers in Turkey or the Turkish ones abroad. These efforts are 
regularized by circulars, by-laws already in force and conducted by mainly local 
authorities, but central authorities are informed and/or involved at any stage of the 
procedure. Hence, so far, within the last 5 years (2006-2010), 196.586 illegal migrants 
have been removed back to their home countries. 

 
• Besides, “a voluntary return program” in cooperation with various actors have also been 

realized (still ongoing) in recent years. This program has been/is being implemented as a 
result of fruitful cooperation between Turkish authorities, UK Embassy to Ankara and 
IOM Mission to Turkey. Since from the beginning, 766 illegal migrants from various 
nationalities have been voluntarily returned back to countries of origin.  

 
• In addition to the Circular on Illegal Migration dated March 2010, another Circular has 

been prepared related to the functioning of the removal centers, physical conditions and 
operational procedures in the removal centers. Besides, work is underway in this subject 
for further developments. 

 
• Moreover, it is recommended in the report some arrangements should be made about the 

physical conditions required to be possessed by the removal centers. The Project titled 
Establishing Removal Centers for Irregular Migrants carried out by Ministry of Interior 
within the framework of the EU harmonization which aims to establish and furnish two 
removal centers with the capacity of 750 people in the provinces of Ankara and Erzurum. 
The budget of the project is 19.5 Million Euro. Project’s twinning activities has started in 
December 2009. It is envisaged that the investment program will be launched in the 
second quarter of 2011.  

 
• In addition, works have started to establish four removal centers in the provinces of 

Edirne, Aydın, Van and Bitlis with a capacity of approximately 600 people in 2010 funded 
from the national budget. Only in 2010, 688.000 Turkish Lira (approximately 450.000 
USD) was spent on maintenance and repairment of the removal centers. 

 
• Further works are underway/upgrade all centers to the same level. Also, the Circular on 

Illegal Migration dated March 2010 aims to provide inhabitants of these centers with 
better health conditions, to satisfy humanitarian, religious and legal needs of the 
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inhabitants, to provide the personnel working in these centers with better and 
professional working conditions so that they can serve in a healthier manner. 

 
• Critical decisions such as detention/release/return are generally taken at the central level 

and it was recommended to give more competences to local authorities in this regard. 
There is already a possibility to take decisions at local level but for the sensitive and 
challenging cases which are difficult to deal with by the local authorities, intervention at 
the central level is possible.  

 
• It is mentioned that the efficiency of the return procedures might be increased through the 

professionalization; in this context, improving collaboration with IOM and other actors at 
central level and providing with more support to the local authorities are also 
recommended.  

 
• A Project entitled “The Program to support the voluntary return of irregular migrants” 

was carried out by Ministry of Interior (Directorate of Security General) in coordination 
with UK Ministry of Interior and IOM for the voluntary return of the illegal migrants. The 
pilot implementation within the project started in October 2009 and finished in March 
2011. The return procedures are carried out in cooperation with IOM at central level 
within this project. 

 
• With regard to the insufficient data at the local level regarding the return procedures, 

relevant and adequate data can be provided from the central level at the TNP. 
 
9. Iranian asylum seekers 
 

• A substantial part of the asylum seekers and refugees in Turkey originates from Iran 
(next-largest source country). In Nigde and Agri the mission met several of them. 
According to UNHCR the acceptance rate among Iranians is currently 63%.  

 
• One of the issues relevant to Iranian asylum seekers and refugees in Turkey is security. 

Among the Iranians with whom we spoke several persons reported that they felt insecure 
in Turkey because of alleged activity in Turkey on the part of the Iranian regime. 
Reference was made to a number of security incidents. The local authorities and UNHCR 
are aware of this issue.  

 
• Another issue particularly relevant to Iranian asylum seekers and refugees in Turkey is 

access to the asylum procedure and strict application of rules to avoid refoulement. This is 
a concern which has been underlined systematically in reports by UNHCR and NGOs, 
such as Amnesty International. As mentioned above (see paragraph on removal centers / 
return), the relationship between the local Turkish authorities and the local Iranian 
authorities across the Turkish-Iranian border is very good. At the same time large 
numbers of Iranians visit Turkey each year, profiting from a visa-free regime. However, it 
is important to note that UNHCR Turkey has observed a drastic increase in access to 
procedure while only one refoulement case was recorded for 2010. 
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Recommendations: 
 

• Continue to ensure access to asylum procedures and strict monitoring of practices in 
border areas (in a wide sense) to ensure respect of non-refoulement. Particularly 
under the current situation, which is marked by very good relations between the 
Turkish and Iranian authorities (also at local level), as well as large scale visits of 
Iranian citizens to Turkey, it is important to ensure that those Iranians, who want to 
make an asylum claim, have effective access to asylum procedures and that their 
claims are not discarded as unfounded without careful examination. It is essential 
that the different Turkish authorities which are involved (police, army, 
Governorates) are well trained and sensitized in this respect.  
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ANNEX1:  
 
Situation in removal centers visited 
 
Situation removal center in Ankara; 

 
 The removal center in Ankara is a detention facility within a building of the Turkish 

govrnment. The accommodation is very basic and there is no day light. There are two 
separate rooms for men and women. There are no accommodation facilities for 
families or specific facilities for children. The authorities told us that the people in the 
center are not systematically allowed to go outdoors, but that this depends on the 
weather conditions.   
 

Situation removal center in Hatay;  
 

 When we visited the removal center in Hatay, there were 26 persons accommodated in 
this center. The center is located in an old traditional house in the center of Hatay. The 
accommodation facilities are very basic. The house has a large courtyard, which can 
be used freely. There are no separate rooms for the accommodation of families. Nor 
are there specific facilities for children. There were guards, but the center did not give 
the impression of being a detention center. People seemed to be able to leave the 
building without many problems. Persons who are transferred to the center are 
informed about the possibility to ask for asylum through a small brochure/leaflet. The 
local authorities told that there are plans to build a new removal center near the airport 
of Hatay. Reference is also made to the Circular of March 2010 on ‘combating 
irregular migration’, which provides for the construction of new removal centers in a 
number of provinces, among which Hatay. This new center will have a minimum 
capacity of 50 persons. The new center should also have sports and training facilities. 
The construction of this new center has not started yet. According to the authorities, 
the budget still has to be approved. The local authorities stated that the current 
removal center does not meet the minimum requirements as stipulated in the annex to 
the Circular of March 2010 on ‘combating irregular migration’ (“Fundamental 
principles concerning the physical conditions of removal centers and the practices in 
these centers”).  
 

 According to the local authorities, foreigners who are apprehended as illegals at the 
border by the land forces and who are subsequently transferred to the Jandarma or the 
Polis, are transferred to the removal center. Also illegals apprehended within the 
territory of the province, particularly illegals who cause problems or who are involved 
in crime, may be transferred to the removal center. Also ex-asylum seekers whose 
asylum request has been rejected and who are expected to leave the country within 2 - 
4 weeks, but who have not left Turkey and who are subsequently apprehended, can be 
transferred to this center. Syrian citizens are allowed to enter Turkey for a day visit 
without a passport requirement. Since 2001 Turkey has a readmission procedure with 
Syria. According to the local authorities, in 2009 776 persons were apprehended as 
illegals at the border or within the territory of Hatay. All of these were transferred to 
the removal center, upon which they were released or kept detained in order to be 



 17

removed. The authorities did not provide us with detailed information on the number 
of persons who were effectively removed, but stated that an estimated 50% of these 
persons were sent back to their country of origin. If a person is released from the 
removal center, he gets a permit which is valid for two months. During this period the 
person can ask for asylum, return to the country of origin or travel to a third country.  
    

 When we visited the center, the large majority of the people staying there, were 
Somalis. The others were Palestinian, Sudanese, Burmese, Sri Lankan and Indian. We 
had the impression that, out of these persons, the person with Indian citizenship was 
the only ‘real’ removal case. This man had stayed in the center for five months and 
was, reportedly, still awaiting travel documents from the Indian authorities.  

 
 According to the local authorities in Hatay, between 2007 and 2010 a total of 327 

persons have asked for asylum within the province of Hatay. Out of these, 172 
persons have departed without further trace (‘escaped’), 8 persons have returned to 
their country of origin, 10 persons were relocated to other cities in Turkey, 27 persons 
were resettled to third countries and 86 persons are currently still residing in Hatay.  

 
Situation removal center in Agri;  
 

 There were no persons kept in the removal center in Agri during our visit. The 
accommodation facilities were very basic. There seemed to be no separate facilities 
for families or children. According to the authorities, persons who are detained in this 
center, are allowed to make telephone calls to contact family members or a lawyer. 
The local authorities with whom we spoke in Agri, stated that persons are not kept for 
longer than one week in this center. According to the authorities, persons could in 
principle be kept for a maximum period of 90 days in this center; the detention period 
can be extended with another period of 90 days. This is in line with the Circular of 
September 2010 on ‘admission into centers and informing foreigners who will stay in 
the centers’. 
 

 Persons who request asylum are released from the center. Those persons who do not 
request asylum, are – according to the authorities - effectively removed. There are, 
according to them, frequent contacts with different diplomatic representations in 
Ankara to get travel documents. Most persons who are detained in the center in Agri 
and who are subsequently removed, are Pakistani, Afghan and Bangladeshi nationals. 
According to the authorities certain nationalities are released, because it is impossible 
to get travel documents for them (e.g. Burmese nationals). According to the local 
authorities, 192 illegal migrants were apprehended in the province of Agri since the 
beginning of 2010. Out of those, 49 persons applied for asylum. These numbers do not 
include Iranian citizens. We were told that, in general, Iranians who have illegally 
crossed the Iranian-Turkish border and who are apprehended, are sent back 
immediately to Iran. It was not exactly clear whether this applied only to the border 
zone or also the rest of the province of Agri. The relationship between the local 
Turkish authorities and the local Iranian authorities is very good. The Turkish 
governor in Agri told us he meets the Iranian counterparts regularly. There are 
frequent contacts between them. Removal of Iranians is therefore no problem. 
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However, Iran does, reportedly, not take back any third country nationals. It should be 
recalled that the province of Agri borders Iran and that the town of Agri is only 130 
km. from the Iranian border. 

 


