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Background
EuropeAid, in cooperation with the International Centre for Migration Policy Development (ICMPD) organised an expert Roundtable on return and reintegration bringing together policy makers, practitioners and academics. The round table aimed to initiate a thorough discussion on three main points: (i) the clarification of the notions and types of return and return policies; (ii) an exchange of views, lessons learnt and best practices with actors in the field of return and reintegration in terms of implementation and sustainability; and (iii) the examination of how return and reintegration sit within the broader development cooperation agenda with countries of origin. 

Summary
Panel I: Clarifying the notions and factors shaping return
The panellists of this table were Mr. Jean-Pierre Cassarino (European University Institute) and Mr. Andreas Beckmann (EC, DG JLS C1). The moderator was Mr. Lukas Gehrke (Head of Mission, ICMPD Brussels).
Starting with an overview of the different types of return (voluntary, forced, temporary, permanent,  etc.) and  returnees (illegal migrants, trafficked victims, unaccompanied minors, rejected asylum seekers), it was noted that return definitions (i.e. who is a return migrant?) can differ from one country to another. What is more, sometimes even in the same region countries have a different approach in terms of how they count return migrants, e.g. in the Maghreb. This makes it difficult to have a comparative approach at cross-country level, and has a direct impact on statistics. 
It was also highlighted that the  notion of ‘return’ can refer to many situations that go beyond  the traditional dichotomy of ‘forced’ vs. ‘voluntary’, and there are sometimes ‘grey’ areas, such as the case of individuals who are given an order to leave a country within a short period of time  ‘voluntarily’, or under police force. Some participants proposed that this action would be more accurately reflected by a term such as ‘accepted’ return (by nature mandatory) instead of ‘voluntary’, as the migrant does not really have a choice to do otherwise.

Concerning the factors that shape return five elements were seen as playing a key role: 

1. The duration of the migration experience, i.e. the time spent abroad before return. Some participants referred to the concept of ‘optimal migration duration’
, a period which should be neither too short (allowing enough time for the migrant to accumulate sufficient skills, contacts, economic assets, etc. that can be useful upon return), nor too long (otherwise the migrant becomes more established and absorbed by his life in the host country and often alienated by his country of origin). This 'optimal duration' was said to be between 5 to 12 years, although this stirred some debate especially regarding the maximum period of 12 years (said to be too long).  An alternative period of 8 years abroad was mentioned by some as the maximum before a person becomes fully integrated in the host society. 
2. The need for policymakers and practitioners to understand that return is not the end of the migration cycle, but just a stage in it. Therefore, with specific regard to circular migration schemes, it is important to recognise return as a stage and directly relating to the migrants’ success in reintegrating in their home country. 

3. The migrant’s motivation for return. A person would assess the pros and cons of return to identify and decide on the best time to do so. In this regard, participants agreed that although providing incentives to return can help in the reintegration process (for instance, financial assistance), these do not guarantee its success. Return should be seen as a personal matter, and policies should always take into account the close links between the migrant and the above-mentioned conditions in both sending and receiving countries. 

4. The conditions (political and economic) in the destination country and, more importantly, in the country of origin.
 Asylum seekers will be reluctant to return if the circumstances which forced them to flee are still the same. The sustainability of return  is also questioned as the individual will probably try to leave again soon This is a crucial component which needs to be assessed, while maintaining as first priority the need to respect obligations for international protection. An effective tool in programming could be assessment visits to help understand the conditions in home countries. Similarly, cooperating with local partners who have direct links with the government can also be useful. It was also stressed that countries of origin need to be more and better prepared to receive back their nationals and support their socio-economic reintegration. In this regard, the perception that returning illegal migrants and rejected asylum seekers do not contribute to development while returning (legal) diaspora members do is wrong and should be discussed and reconsidered in public and policy debates . Both kinds of returnees can bring about positive, developmental impacts for their countries of origin, if the right policies are in place to support reintegration.
5. The notion of ‘free will’ (defined by participants as the 'subjective power of an individual to decide to return back home') is a central aspect to understand why some migrants succeed in reintegrating whilst others do not.   As an example, assisted voluntary return (AVR) programmes should also include return preparation, allowing enough time and giving the right support for migrants to return.  Participants spoke of three degrees of return preparation: (i) an 'optimal degree', when a migrant has been given the time to collect substantial and tangible resources to secure return back home ; (ii) a 'medium/lower degree' of return preparation, in the case where a migration cycle has been interrupted by adverse circumstances; and (iii) the case where return preparation does not exist, as for example when migrants are expelled from destination countries, usually without sufficient time to prepare themselves (possibly with difficulties in reintegrating as a consequence).. It was nonetheless pointed out that return preparation can, in practice, vary significantly from one type of returnee to the other, e. g. voluntary and forced (being more difficult). 
Concerning the Global Approach, the need to ‘expand' the concept of return in cooperation with third countries was strongly emphasised. In this regard, and in order to have a positive impact on negotiations, all types of return  should be discussed at the same level 
 (including temporary return, circular migration schemes and their linkages to development) so that migration and return migration is seen as an opportunity and not as a burden or cost to the host country . Identifying shared interests between sending and receiving countries is likely to receive more attention than addressing only the return of illegally-staying, third country nationals, or rejected asylum seekers. This approach also helps build confidence among partner countries in order to put programmes in place that will support effective return migration management. 
-----------

The Return Directive and financial instruments for return

The Return Directive was developed in order to harmonise definitions and procedures between EU Member States and to have a speedy and efficient process guaranteeing the full respect of returnees’ human rights.
  It defines return as ‘the process of going back’ (voluntary or forced) and describes three ‘types’ of return: (i) to the migrant’s country of origin; (ii) to a transit country in accordance with Community or bilateral readmission agreements or other arrangements; and (iii) to another third country, if the returnee voluntarily decides to do so and c subject to the agreement of the country involved.

Article 7 proclaims the promotion of ‘voluntary’ return and it states that “Member States shall provide for an appropriate period of voluntary departure ranging between 7 and 30 days”, with a possibility of extension under certain criteria, i.e. length of stay, children attending school and other family and social links. 
 
The Directive contains various procedural safeguards. Participants made specific reference to the return and removal of unaccompanied minors, clarifying that according to the Directive, the ‘best interests of the child’ should be respected and return can only be to a family member, a nominated guardian or to adequate reception facilities. Another added value of the directive resides in the Community control (Member States, EC, EP, ECJ) as it becomes EC law.

The European Return Fund (676 million Euros) was also mentioned. Its scope is wider than the Return Directive, as it not only covers cases of illegally staying third country nationals and rejected asylum seekers, but also asylum seekers whose process is still ongoing, i.e. both voluntary and forced return. It provides resources in proportion to the share of burden, to cover for measures such as assistance in preparing the return, initial expenses after return (accommodation, training and employment assistance, limited start-up support for economic activities etc.) and reintegration measures (training, placement and employment assistance, start-up support etc.).
 
Panel II: Return practices
The panelists of this table were Mr. Laurence Hart (Head of the IOM Office in Libya), Ms. Aye Aye (World Vision UK, Myanmar), Mr. Jens Carlander (Swedish Migration Board) and Ms. Arevik Saribekyan (British Council Armenia). The moderator was Ms. Aspasia Papadopoulou, (EC EuropeAid E3).
Bringing together practitioners from various organisations, this panel aimed to explore current practices from EU MS countries of origin and implementing partners in the area of return. The panel covered topics such as assisted voluntary return (AVR) programmes, the types of pre-departure assistance provided, the return of trafficked victims, and return in the broader context of migration management. 
Very few programmes target assisted voluntary return of stranded migrants.  A return project implemented by IOM in Libya targets, especially, people whose migration project (to Europe) has failed and are now stranded in Libya. For these migrants, returning back home empty-handed can be a very difficult and shameful experience, as their families might have spent a lot of money to finance their trip and rely on them. For this reason, migrants' first reaction to the offer of assistance for returning is often a refusal. However, when return is linked to a prospect of socio-economic reintegration support, migrants are more interested in this opportunity. 
Various participants declared that providing returnees with a cash amount has not proved effective in successful reintegration, as the latter may spend it on consumer goods, thus the funds disappear within a short period of time. On the other hand, in-kind support such as granting assistance to prospective returnees in the design of business plans or capitalising on expertise acquired abroad seems to be more effective support. Starting a micro-business has much potential and a long-term impact for the migrant and his family.  
Finally, a presentation was also made from the side of a country of origin (Armenia) and its implementing partners, in terms of how the country has managed to integrate return programmes of its own nationals within a broader migration management strategy. An EC-funded project provides, amongst others an online portal for prospective Armenian returnees, to reply to their queries and support their return preparation and arrival. The Armenian State Migration Agency is a partner in the project and the portal is hosted on the government website: www.backtoarmenia.com. 

Steps towards a successful return programme
1. Extensively disseminate information to potential returnees about current AVR programmes. Addressing embassies or community leaders in the host country may be a good way to reach migrants, especially in cases where the latter do not speak the local language and are therefore unable to understand information distributed through public media. As a follow up, an analysis of the types of incentives that made individuals join return programmes could be carried out.
2. In the case of AVR,  set up a speedy identification process to obtain the necessary travel documents of potential returnees  who often lack passports and identification documents, especially if they are in an irregular situation. In this Consular cooperation is fundamental in this regard.
3. The use of screening processes, i.e. personal interviews, to assess the migrants' interest in returning might also be helpful. It was recommended that AVR programmes target both highly skilled and low-skilled migrants. 
4. A special issue raised is that of return assistance to migrants in detention centres (with the exception of specific humanitarian cases). Most participants agreed that these individuals should also receive assistance.  In any case, and considering that the only real options these migrants have are to either remain in detention or return with the support of an AVR programme, this kind of return assistance could definitely not be called ‘voluntary’. 
5. Moreover, the return of rejected asylum seekers was addressed as a case that needs special attention. The effectiveness of programmes targeting the return of rejected asylum seekers depends on the situation in the country of origin. Above all, the principle of non-refoulement should remain central and return should never put the person at risk In the case of rejected asylum seekers obtaining travel documents can be quite difficult, as authorities in conflict countries, where the asylum seekers are fleeing from, are usually less willing or able to cooperate. Comprehensive legal counselling (by social and aid workers with migration and return and international protection expertise, who can provide case-specific and up-to-date information) is essential 
6. The return of victims of trafficking was also highlighted as a particular case. Trafficked victims often suffer from social ‘stigma’ and discrimination in their countries of origin, which makes reintegrating difficult and in many cases, forces them to migrate again. In addition, they may be reluctant to reveal information about their case, which might create difficulties in addressing their special needs. Specialised programmes need to be developed that grant particular protection to this vulnerable group. 
 
7. Provide both pre-departure and post-arrival assistance. The pre-departure process is fundamental. Vocational training programmes can be very useful, although they may have limited impact in countries where there is no labour market to absorb extra workforce. It was advised that authorities in host countries get in touch with countries of origin to analyse the areas where labour market needs exist, and, as a subsequent step, train potential returnees so as to increase their chance of sustainable return.
 
8. Use long term monitoring to measure the success of a return programme, following up on the outcomes of the return experience of individual migrants. The problem of data collection in this regard was stressed, as there are currently very few actions analysing the number of returnees and the sustainability of their return. Further data collection mechanisms were recommended.
9. Involve various actors and stakeholders and create synergies between them. Each actor can provide a different perspective and added value to the effectiveness of return. For example, involving micro-credit organisations or NGOs can be helpful to support the creation of micro-businesses by migrants upon return. Working with local actors is fundamental in order to enhance ownership. 
10. Ensure coherence with other strategies and policies such as development, labour policy and social policy, to render return programmes sustainable.
Panel III: Reintegration and sustainability: practices and lessons learned
The panellists of this table were Mr. Michael Possmayer (Danish Refugee Council Southern-Caucasus), Mr. Jan Jongbloed (Stichting Int-Ent) and Ms. Eva Jimeno (European Training Foundation). The moderator was Mr. Ralph Genetzke (ICMPD Brussels).

This panel focused on how to address the sustainability of return through actions that support the socio-economic reintegration of migrants in their homelands.
A successful programme should deal with return in a comprehensive manner, focusing on all stages of return and addressing the various challenges faced by returnees.
 In this regard, it was pointed out that return does not start with the arrival of the migrant to his country or origin but earlier, before departure and while still in the host country. One could go as far as to argue that return might be already in the plans even earlier than that, before the migrant has left his country of origin to work abroad. For that reason, return preparation and the question of ‘free will’ are fundamental to successful reintegration. 

Main challenges faced in reintegration programmes
1. Information campaigns targeting prospective returnees were again pointed out as a key component.

2. Housing can be a problem for many returnees (who probably do not have a house upon return) which can be addressed, for instance, by providing information as well by assisting migrants in finding permanent affordable accommodation, supporting housing reconstruction schemes or subsidised social housing for those who do not own a property or land. 
3. Health or psychological problems were also emphasised as a key issue that needs attention. Moreover, many migrants, including children, may have suffered from trauma or post traumatic stress and would need special psychological counselling and support. 
4. Language barriers and the language issue at school should also be touched upon, with the aim to bring returning children to the same levels as their peers, especially children born abroad or who have spent a lot of time away and do not speak the language of their country of origin. This may sometimes be a reason for re-migrating. In addition, children of parents who migrate seasonally may face school problems, as they may have to take classes in two or sometimes three different countries and their degrees or exams might not be recognised in certain countries. Working with schools and ministries of education to overcome these barriers is fundamental. 
5. Economic reintegration, in particular access to jobs, is one of the biggest challenges faced by returnees. The development of entrepreneurial skills for returnees was mentioned as a good case for effective economic reintegration.
 On the other hand, it was also questioned whether all individuals can be entrepreneurs. While it may  be difficult to start a business in conflict countries or countries who  lack effective governance or a good economic environment,  start-up micro-business efforts also contribute from  their side to building economies from bottom-up. Nonetheless, the challenges of starting businesses in poor countries are still there ,such as lack of electricity. 
· The development of strategies and programmes to allow the matching of skills between sending and receiving countries was also pointed out as a possible alternative. It is worth noting that in a survey carried out by the European Training Foundation a group of returnees stated that the skills they learned at work abroad were among the most valuable elements in their migration experience.To facilitate the matching of skills, cooperation between labour ministries in home and host countries is necessary in order to address the offer and demand of workforce on both sides through ‘permanent’ return and circular migration programmes. North African countries are keen on knowing what will be Europe’s labour needs in the coming years.  Participants mentioned that dialogue in this area remains weak. More studies need to be carried out to evaluate what will be the labour needs in the coming years, in order to foresee and integrate these needs in education and training programmes for migrants both in countries of origin and destination.

· High-skilled migrants who worked below their level of qualification in the host country (usually due to the lack of recognition of their qualifications obtained in developing countries) may have lost their skills after migration. Returnees need to be supported to refresh or regain and update their skills in the context of reintegration programmes.
· Many migrants often try to replicate in their countries of origin the jobs they had in the destination countries. Depending on the types of jobs, this is not, however, always possible or feasible due to the different conditions in both countries 
· In addition, it is important to assist governments and develop policies for the reintegration of both legal and illegal migrants and rejected asylum seekers. Some of the above mentioned measures, e.g. the project by Stichting Int-Ent, target the return and reintegration of legal migrants, which, of course, are usually well-established and have the possibility to travel back and forth between countries. Things can be more difficult in the case of irregular migrants returned home.
6. Addressing the impact of return on families left behind was also highlighted. Facilitating partnerships between civil society organisations in the host country and local civil society organisations working at community and family levels in the countries of origin can be a good way to reach these needs.

7. Social reintegration can be a challenge for many returnees who for various reasons may feel isolated in their own country. It is important to work with local communities and prepare them in creating an enabling environment for effective reintegration. Promoting social networking at community level can be a good means of tackling this matter. In addition, many returnees might be discriminated against by the local community who has not migrated and who would feel that returnees receiving assistance are treated better.. What is more, in some cases return packages may act as an incentive to emigrate in order to benefit from this assistance upon return.  Participants recommended for the need to replace financial incentives with in-kind support, such as training, micro-credits or other accompanying measures, like providing support to the design of a business plan or information on job opportunities upon return.
Sending countries must realise the positive impact that return migration can bring for their development. Reintegration programmes should form an integral part of their national development agendas. The case of the Philippines was mentioned as good example. Considering the scale of temporary labour migration and return, the newly established National Return Centre for Overseas Filipino workers aims at supporting the reintegration of migrants at three levels, personal reintegration, economic reintegration, and community reintegration.  

Support needs to be provided for the building of the capacities of state authorities in this area. Finally, measuring of the success of reintegration processes is important, but work needs to be done to develop benchmarks and indicators for such an evaluation 
Round table Discussion: The return and development nexus; synergies with other development sectors
The panellists of this table were Mr. Jean-Pierre Cassarino (European University Institute) and Ms. Daniela Morari (Mission of the Republic of Moldova to the European Communities). The moderator was Ms. Helene Bourgade (Head of Unit, EC EuropeAid E3).

The main conclusion was that in order to contribute to development, return needs to be part of a comprehensive approach at policy level. 
Policy recommendations to enhance the developmental impact of return include:
1. Strengthening institutions in overall migration management and especially strengthening the capacities of national authorities to deal with returnees, in order to achieve sustainable return and wider development objectives.

2. Promoting inter-ministerial cooperation in countries of origin, a major challenge and key in addressing the return-development nexus. 

3. Mobility/Circular migration schemes
 and visa facilitation arrangements
 as part of migration dialogues, such as the Mobility Partnerships give the opportunity to address developmental objectives
4. Strengthening links with diaspora communities abroad (especially highly skilled) is a fundamental step to motivating them to come back.

5. Enhancing remittance management and addressing the challenges posed by the return of migrants in countries highly dependent on these financial flows (which may experience a big decrease in remittances and which might have a negative impact on development). 
6. Assessing the impact of the economic crisis on return. There have been cases of migrants, particularly those working in certain sectors such as construction, who are returning back home due to the lack of job opportunities.  
7. In terms of political dialogue, readmission agreements with countries of origin play an important role in the management of irregular migration. However, return needs to be discussed more generally and in the broader context of external cooperation including other political and economic issues. In this regard, it is necessary to take into consideration the different perceptions of return that partner countries may have, which can also impact on their cooperation in the area of readmission. Building trust and confidence and linking return to migration and development policies may also create an overall positive environment and support discussions on readmission agreements or the return of rejected asylum seekers. 
8. Development is a long long-term process and this often poses a challenge, as it is not always compatible with the EU’s political agenda and the efforts to achieve high impact in short periods of time.
 Benchmarks could be established in this regard.  Return policies should have development as an ultimate objective and actions in this area should be seen as an investment.
Several steps have been taken so far to link return and development, especially since the Global Approach to Migration in 2005 and the EU instruments of external cooperation. There is however a number of issues that still need to be addressed, like ‘free will’, return preparation, policy coherence, labour prospects in poor countries, and alternatives to financial incentives for return. Above all, there is a need to build the perception that returning migrants are an asset that can contribute to the development of their homelands through their contacts, networks and skills acquired abroad.
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� The content of this report does not necessarily represent the views of EuropeAid, the European Commission or ICMPD, and is a general summary of the discussions that took place in this round table. 


� As is the case of the Return Directive, which states the possibility to grant a period for ‘voluntary’ departure (of 7 to 30 days) after a return decision has been issued. 


� Concept by Christian Dustmann. Professor of Economics, University College London. Director of CReAM - Centre for Research and Analysis on Migration.


� That is why a recent Swedish programme for return of rejected asylum seekers from Somalia failed, since the current conditions in Somalia do not encourage return, even if the asylum seekers are given financial incentives to return.  


� In order to effectively discuss the return of irregular migrants, legal migration and migration and development should also be addressed, avoiding the focus only on the ‘repressive’ side of return. 


� The scope of the Return Directive is only the return of illegally staying third country nationals 


� DG JLS mentioned at the Expert Roundtable the launching of a study to collect and analyse good practices by EU MS in return procedures. 


� E.g. following the death of a detainee after 36 months of being in the Busmantsi Detention Centre in Sofia (considerably more than the maximum legal period of 18 months, as stated in the Return Directive), it was mentioned that the Administrative Court of this city has requested a preliminary ruling from the European Court of Justice on whether the maximum detention periods should be applied to people detained prior to the adoption [transposition] of the directive. 


� The Refugee Fund also provides a similar kind of financial assistance, though it was not addressed at this meeting. 


� The case of the return of trafficked victims from China and Thailand to Myanmar was presented. 


� The EC support to ANAPEC in Morocco was pointed out as a case which could be replicated.


� At this point, the representative from the Danish Refugee Council mentioned a report produced by his organisation containing lessons learned from a return project (financed by the EC) implemented in Kosovo and entitled ‘Recommendations for the Return and Reintegration of Rejected Asylum Seekers. Lessons learned from returns to Kosovo’ May 2008.


�  Like the Swiss return and reintegration model or the above mentioned project in Armenia.


� The case of Stichting Int-Ent, a Dutch foundation working in this area, was presented, especially the ‘Friends and family funds’ project financed by the EC AENEAS budget line which provides loans through Int-Ent (guaranteed by friends and family members in the same amount)for the start-up of businesses in various developing countries.  Most businesses are said to still exist after 2 years, a fact which proves the success of the programme. 


� It was pointed out that the Stockholm Programme, envisages a study on the minimum EU long-term needs for skills and competences. Nonetheless, there is not yet a strategy on how to transform this information into practice. 


� Against this backdrop, the cases of Spain and the Netherlands were pointed out as good examples where there is active inter-ministerial cooperation through monthly meetings. 


� The case of the Mobility Partnership with Moldova was discussed, as well as the EC-funded project ‘Back home’ in this country. Concerning the Mobility Partnership, the Moldovan government was initially sceptical about the usefulness of circular migration schemes, but later on saw it as one of the few available tools to benefit from skills of highly qualified migrants abroad and motivating them to come back.


� See also the survey carried out by the Batori Foundation on visa facilitation with Moldova: � HYPERLINK "http://www.batory.org.pl/doc/Visa_Report_2009.pdf" �http://www.batory.org.pl/doc/Visa_Report_2009.pdf�


� As opposed to other agendas like, for example, good governance which are more concrete and can achieve tangible results in shorter periods. 
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