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Introduction

INTRODUCTION

WHAT IS THE “INTEGRATION POLICIES:
WHO BENEFITS?” PROJECT?

"Integration Policies: Who Benefits? The development and
use of indicators in integration debates” is a project
co-funded by the European Fund for the Integration of
Third-Country Nationals. The project identifies and
measures integration outcomes, integration policies, and
other contextual factors that can impact policy effectiveness;
describes the real and potential beneficiaries of policies; and
collects and analyses high-quality evaluations of integration
policy effects.

Three are the main aims of the project:

1) LATEST POLICY COMPARISONS (MIPEX 2015): What are the
trends and differences in integration policies in eight areas
across Europe and the developed world?

2) MONITORING STATISTICS: Which integration outcomes
can and do different integration policies affect? Which
immigrants can and do benefit from these policies?

3) ROBUST EVALUATIONS: Which countries have robust
evaluations of their policies’ effects on integration? Which
policies are found to be most effective for improving
integration outcomes?

1. LATEST POLICY COMPARISONS (MIPEX2015)

What is the Migrant Integration Policy Index?

Migrant Integration Policy Index is a unique tool which
measures policies to integrate migrants. 167 policy indica-
tors have been developed to create a rich, multi-dimensional
picture of migrants’ opportunities to participate in society.
The index is a useful tool to evaluate and compare what
governments are doing to promote the integration of
migrants in all the countries analysed.

The new edition (MIPEX2015) includes information on 38
countries: all EU Member States, Australia, Canada, Iceland,
Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland,
Turkey and the USA. It analyses 8 policies areas of integra-
tion: labour market mobility, education of children, political
participation, family reunion, access to nationality, health
(new policy area), permanent residence and anti-discrimina-
tion.

Thanks to the relevance and rigor of its indicators, the MIPEX
has been recognised as a common quick reference guide
across Europe. Policymakers, NGOs, researchers, and
European and international institutions are using its data
not only to understand and compare national integration
policies, but also to improve standards for equal treatment.
MIPEX2015 covers more countries and more policies than
the previous edition. Moreover, the project informs and
engages key policy actors about how to use indicators to
improve integration governance and policy effectiveness.
http://www.mipex.eu/what-is-mipex

Why use MIPEX?

MIPEX promotes transparency by increasing public knowl-
edge and visibility of national policies, changes and interna-
tional trends. Integration actors can struggle to find
up-to-date, comprehensive research data and analysis on
which to base policies, proposals for change and projects to
achieve equality in their country. Instead they may find
anecdotal, out-dated information and piecemeal statistics
that are too disconnected from the real impact on people’s
lives to assist in formulating improvements.

The MIPEX aims to address this by providing a comprehen-
sive tool which can be used to assess, compare and improve
integration policy. The MIPEX includes 38 countries in order
to provide a view of integration policies across a broad range
of differing environments.

The tool allows you to dig deep into the multiple factors that
influence the integration of migrants into society and allows
you to use the full MIPEX results to analyse and assess past
and future changes in policy.

Who produces MIPEX?

MIPEX is a key element of the project “Integration policies:
Who benefits? The development and use of indicators in
integration debates”, leaded by the Barcelona Centre for
International Affairs (CIDOB), and the Migration Policy Group
(MPG). MIPEX2015 rests on the extensive and long-term
collaboration of trusted partners, experts and supporters of
the project. We thank those who gave their valuable input at
the stakeholder and expert consultations on each of the
MIPEX issues as well as at the usability seminar.

We are extremely grateful to our network of partners for
their energy and commitment to the MIPEX. Finally, we
extend our full and heartfelt appreciation to the networks of
experts, peer reviewers, and country profile contributors,
who shared their detailed knowledge to produce the
comparative data on which the MIPEX depends.

The research is designed, coordinated and undertaken by
the Migration Policy Group in cooperation with the research
partners. The publication, including the results and country
profiles, were written by the Migration Policy Group. The
national partners, in coordination with the Barcelona Centre
for International Affairs (CIDOB), held a series of events in
2015 to launch debates across Europe, North America,
Oceania and Asia. For the full and interactive results please
g0 to: www.mipex.eu.

The project “Integration policies: Who benefits?” is co-funded
by the European Fund for the Integration of Third-Country
Nationals. The research for the health strand was co-funded
by the International Organization for Migration IOM), and
the DG SANTE (Directorate-General for Health and Food
Safety) and CHAFEA (Consumers, Health, Agriculture and
Food Executive Agency) of the European Commission.

For the other countries, funding was obtained on a case by
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case basis. http://www.mipex.eu/who-produces-mipex

What are the highest standards used by MIPEX?

For each of the 8 policy areas MIPEX identifies the highest
European and international standards aimed at achieving
equal rights, responsibilities and opportunities for all
residents. The highest standards are drawn from Council of
Europe Conventions, European Union Directives and
international conventions (for more information see:
http://mipex.eu/methodology). Where there are only
minimum standards, European-wide policy recommenda-
tions are used.

How does MIPEX decide the scores?

There are 167 policy indicators on migrant integration in the
MIPEX. These have been designed to benchmark current
laws and policies against the highest standards through
consultations with top scholars and institutions using and
conducting comparative research in their area of expertise.
A policy indicator is a question relating to a specific policy
component of one of the 8 policy areas. For each answer,
there are 3 options. The maximum of 3 points is awarded
when policies meet the highest standards for equal
treatment. Within each of the 8 policy areas, the indicator
scores are averaged together to give one of 4 dimension
scores which examine the same aspect of policy. The 4
dimension scores are then averaged together to give the
policy area score for each of the 8 policy areas per country
which, averaged together one more time, lead to the overall
scores for each country. In order to make rankings and
comparisons, the initial 1, 2, 3 scale is converted into a 0, 50,
100 scale for dimensions and policy areas, where 100 is the
top score.

The MIPEX research process

The scientific partners for each strand reviewed the previous
MIPEX Ill indicators to guarantee that they were clearly
worded, policy-relevant, and sustainable for future updating.
With the final review of the indicators among the scientific
partners, MPG approved the final list of 167 indicators.

The indicators were completed by the national experts and
anonymously double-checked by peer reviewers. The new
health strand was completed by a separate set of migrant
health policy experts and only for 2014. MPG's central
research staff checked both the experts’ and peer reviewers'
responses to guarantee that they properly understood the
questions and answered them in a consistent manner as in
other countries.

In each country there were a handful of questions where
expert and peer reviewer disagreed. The MPG central
research team mediated an anonymous discussion between
the two in order to obtain the correct response based on

Introduction

publically-available data and legal texts.

The finalised data for the 38 countries was inputted and
analysed centrally by the CIDOB and MPG team. The CIDOB
and MPG team were able to write up national country
profiles. They focused on recent policy changes and
investigated the justifications and potential impact of these
changes. The results were also written up for each of the
eight policy strands as well as for the overall score.

2. MONITORING STATISTICS

The project also identifies and measures integration
outcomes, other contextual factors that can impact

policy effectiveness and describes the real and potential
beneficiaries of policies. In order to monitor policy
outcomes, the research team designed a set of international
indicators of immigrant integration. The EU integration
indicators were taken as the starting point for this and
adapted accordingly in order to determine the key outcome
indicators in the 7 policy areas (health is not included), with a
focus on the various specific target groups of the policies
being measure by MIPEX. In the same way, real and potential
beneficiary indicators were designed to quantify the share of
immigrants potentially eligible or affected by a

given policy for the 7 areas of integration.

A discussion meeting was organised with EU-level stakehold-
ers to discuss the use of integration indicators in policy
debates and solicit their views on the MIPEX Outcome and
Beneficiary indicators for their work. The indicators were
calculated using harmonised microdata sets allowing for
cross-country comparisons across all 7 strands.

3. ROBUST EVALUATIONS

Finally, the project collects and analyses high-quality
evaluations of integration policy effects. The evaluation
research consists of an extensive and systematic literature
review on integration policy effectiveness research regarding
different policy areas in the EU as well as some other major
immigration countries such as the United States, Canada
and Australia. In cooperation with evaluation experts in each
country, we accessed impact evaluations that applied high
quality quantitative research methods.

We developed a database giving a thorough summary of the
studies with a focus on labour market mobility as this turned
out to be the policy dimension that received the most
attention in the literature. Based on this database, we
analysed which active labour market policies and programs
benefit migrants the most under what conditions and
concluded with recommendations for future research.



Key findings

Ranking Country Overall Change *
2014 name score 2014 since 2010
1 Sweden SE 78 / 0
2 Portugal PT 75 + 1
3 New Zealand NZ 70 / 0
4 Finland Fl 69 + 2
4 Norway NO 69 -1
6 Canada CA 68 -1
7 Belgium BE 67 + 2
8 Australia AU 66 /0
9 USA us 63 + 1
10 Germany DE 61 + 3
11 Netherlands NL 60 - 8
11 Spain ES 60 /0
13 DK + 10
13 IT + 1
15 LU + 2
15 UK - 6
17 FR + 1
18 KR -1
19 IE + 1
20 AT + 3
21 CH + 1
22 EE + 1
23 cz + 3
23 IS /
23 HU + 1
23 RO + 1
27 GR -2
27 JP + 1
27 SI /0
30 HR /
31 BG + 3
32 PL + 5
33 MT + 2
34 LT + 1
34 SK /0
36 cy / 0
37 LV + 2
38 TU + 1

* Without health

= 80 -100 - Favourable
- Slightly favourable
- Halfway favourable
- Slightly unfavourable
1-20 - Unfavourable
mm 0 - Critically unfavourable
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CONTEXT

CAN INTEGRATION POLICIES RESPOND TO THE NEEDS?

|____Within the EU, nearly 20 million residents (or 4%) are
non-EU citizens. The number of non-EU newcomers was
relatively stable from 2008-2013, due to fewer labour
migrants and more recognised beneficiaries of international
protection)

|___Since 2008 and crisis/austerity, non-EU citizens'
employment rates (aged 20-64) dropped 6 points on average
in the EU to 56.5% in 2014, while their risk of poverty or
social exclusion increased 4 points to 49%, twice the level for
EU citizens

|___The low-educated make up 37% of working-age non-EU

immigrants in EU (aged 18-64); a growing share are universi-
ty-educated (around 1/4), compared to 45% of immigrants in
traditional countries

|____Immigration should be a top item on the EU agenda,
according to an increasing number of EU residents (24% in
autumn 2014, up +16% since 2012, esp. BG, DK, DE, IT, MT,
SE, UK), ranked just after the economy (33%), unemployment
(29%) and public financing (25%)

|___This agenda comes at a time of major government
changes and close elections in several major destinations
(e.g. between 2010-2014 in AU, BE, FR, GR, IT, PT, ES, UK,
Nordics)

Key findings

|____Far-right parties have never done better in recent
European history, threatened mainstream parties and even
entered into government/kingmaker positions (unthinkable
in 2000 with EU boycott threat of AT over FPO); e.g. 2014
European Parliament elections saw vote shares of =25% in
DK, FR, UK, 20% in AT, 15% in FI, HU, LV, LT and NL and 10%
in GR and SE

|___Public opinion on immigration is divergent across the
EU and generally uninformed. In 2012, 2/3 thought that
immigrants should have equal rights, from 30-40% in CY, HU,
LV to 80-90% in Nordics, NL, PT and ES. In 2014, non-EU
immigration evoke ‘negative feelings' in 57% EU residents,
especially in Baltic, Central and Southeast Europe.

|___While the public is grossly over-estimates the number of
immigrants and correcting this improves their attitudes, few
think that their public immigration debates are based on
facts

KEY FINDINGS

POLICY INDICATORS

Integration policies in the 38 MIPEX policies are, on average,
ambivalent about equal rights and opportunities for
immigrants. Scoring 52/100, integration policies in these
developed democracies create slightly more obstacles than
obstacles for immigrants to fully participate in economic,
social and democratic life.

Immigrants generally face greater obstacles in emerging
destination countries with small numbers of immigrants and
high levels of anti-immigrant sentiment (the Baltics, JP,
Central and Southeast Europe; EU13 average is 41/100).
Immigrants usually benefit from more equal rights and
opportunities in wealthier, older and larger countries of
immigration, for example in Western Europe (EU15 average
is 60/100) and traditional countries of immigration (67/100
on average for AU, CA, NZ, US). But political will may matter
more than a country’s tradition of immigration, since more
inclusive integration policies may both encourage more

immigrants to settle permanently and the public to trust
immigrants more. For example, integration policies differ
significantly between DE and AT/CH, DK and SE, BE and FR,
PT and ES, JP and KR or between EE, LV and LT.

The greatest areas of strength___ are that migrant workers,
reunited families and permanent residents enjoy basic
security, rights and protection from discrimination. Within
Europe, national policies are more strong and similar in
these areas covered by EU law.

The greatest obstacles___are for foreign citizens to become
citizens or politically active and for mainstream services to
guarantee equal access and opportunities for immigrants
(targeted employment, education and health support). In
Europe, policies are generally weaker and divergent in these
areas of national policy.
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CHANGES

POLICY INDICATORS

| Integration policies continue to improve little-by-little,
sometimes with great effects on specific aspects of people’s
lives

|___+1 point on average on the MIPEX 100-point-scale from
2010-2014 (similar to +1 point trend from 2007-2010)

|___13 countries made these +1 average improvements by
reinforcing current programmes (PT, US), improving
procedures (FR, IE, JP, CH, TU) or implementing EU law (HU,
IT, LT, RO)

|___ 10 countries passed more major reforms (DK's several
reforms catching up with policies in Nordics, DE and
international trends; more targeted support in AT and DE
and dual nationality for 2nd generation in DE; CZ and PL
adopt EU-required anti-discrimination laws and domestic
citizenship reforms; BG implements EU law)

10
Key findings

|___7 countries lost -1 point (or more for GR, NL, UK) due to
restrictions and cuts: GR on citizenship and voting rights (-2);
NO on national consultative body; AU, CA and KR on family
reunion; major drops in only NL (-8) and UK (-6) in nearly all
areas with residence restrictions and targeted support cuts)

|___ 6 countries receive the same score due to small
improvements (SE) or restrictions (NZ, S, ES) or none at all
(CY, SK)

|___Between 2007-2010, major reforms were passed in just
a handful of countries (+11 in LU on all areas, +10 in GR on
citizenship & voting rights, +5 in AT on targeted employment
support, +4 in CZ on anti-discrimination, +3 in LV on access
to education and training)

BENEFICIARIES

WHO COULD BENEFIT FROM INTEGRATION POLICIES?

The need for ambitious integration policies is clear across
European countries, according to the latest comparable data
(mostly from 2013). 5-7% of non-EU citizen adults in the EU
were not living with their spouse or partner in 2011/2 and
thus may be potential sponsors for family reunion. On
average, 1/3 of working-age non-EU citizens were not in
employment, education or training, especially women and
the low-educated. Discrimination was reportedly experi-
enced by 27% of people belonging to ethnic minorities and
13% belonging to religious minorities. While the public often
talks about immigrants as newcomers, on average 3/4 of
non-EU citizens were settled for 5+ years in most European
countries, including Southern and Central Europe. More
than half lived there long enough to apply for citizenship
across the EU.

WHO REALLY BENEFITS?

The links between integration policies and outcomes are not
always clear. Some countries actively improve their policies
to respond to problems on the ground, while others ignore
them. Some policies are reaching many eligible immigrants,
while others are poorly implemented or limited to
small-scale projects and best practices. The MIPEX review of
statistics and evaluations (Bilgili 2015) suggest that
ambitious policies are helping immigrants and their children
in practice to reunite together, get basic training, become
permanent residents, voters and citizens and use their rights
as victims of discrimination. This can benefit everyone in
society.

Researchers using MIPEX around the world find that the
countries with inclusive integration policies also tend to be
more developed, competitive and happier places for
immigrants and everyone to live in. Inclusive policies may
also help us trust immigrants and see the benefits of
immigration to our society, while restrictive policies harden
distrust and xenophobic attitudes among the public. A drop
in a country's MIPEX score usually signals a rise in anti-immi-
grant attitudes and the success of far-right parties. The
MIPEX network hopes to continue monitoring whether
integration policies become more ambitious and effective,
learning from the latest research and improving its indica-
tors. We aim to bring a greater level of maturity and
evidence to the often politicised debates about the success-
es and failures of integration policies around the world.
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BEST CASE

WORST CASE

A COMPOSITE OF NATIONAL POLICIES FOUND IN 2014 IN
AT LEAST ONE OF THE 38 COUNTRIES

best___Almost all non-EU immigrants enjoy a secure status
and equal rights to participate in the country’s economic,
social and democratic life—and should not take this for
granted.

best__ They choose to permanent residents, voters and/or
citizens after a few years and their children automatically
become citizens, all as a normal part of the integration
process.

best  Separated families are able to reunite when their
sponsor has the basic legal income and housing expected of
all families in the country, with clear exemptions and
protections for vulnerable families.

best  Large numbers of newcomers and their children can
and do participate in effective training and support to get
the right professional skills, degree or job.

best___All residents are or have been learning the language
to the best of their abilities through free and flexible courses
and materials.

best__ Nearly all non-EU citizens are guaranteed equal
healthcare coverage in law and in practice, accessible
information and equal quality care.

best_ Most people in the country know their rights as
potential victims of discrimination and more and more are
reporting these incidents, thanks to the strong and well-re-
sourced anti-discrimination laws and equality bodies,
policies and NGOs.

Key findings

worst____Immigrants have almost no prospects for
long-term integration. Non-EU workers are tied to their jobs,
required to leave after a few years and not able to access
social security or any general or targeted support.

worst___People in the country are uninformed about
discrimination and unable to bring forward a case alone,
without a dedicated anti-discrimination law, procedure or
equality body.

worst____Non-EU citizens are discouraged from becoming
politically active because all are seen as potential ‘threats’
and denied even basic political liberties.

worst___The education and health system are excluding
legally and socially vulnerable groups and are non-respon-
sive to immigrants’ specific needs.

worst___Hardly any non-EU citizens are allowed to reunite
with their family or become long-term residents or citizens,
under the country’s policies.

worst___The only exceptions are made for people with ‘high
skills', high incomes or special personal or ethnic ties.

worst___ The few others eligible must prove their ‘integra-
tion’ through discretionary interviews and prove unrealisti-
cally high language proficiency, all without enough free
course and materials to succeed.

worst___Overall, immigration is turning the country into one
of the most exclusive democracies in the world, with a
growing democratic deficit of adults denied the right to vote
and citizenship, even for the 2nd or 3rd generation born and
educated there.
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FINAL
REMARKS

KEY FINDINGS ON INTEGRATION POLICIES
AND THEIR BENEFICIARIES

Most labour market policies focus on helping immigrants to
find jobs - and most do after 10+ years, but often lower
quality jobs below their qualifications or below the poverty
line. Policies tend to provide basic information and access to
most types of jobs, self-employment and trainings.
Traditional countries of immigration and most Western
European countries are increasingly investing in more
effective general and targeted programmes, but many may
be too new or small to reach the many non-EU men and
women in need, who rarely access trainings or unemploy-
ment benefits.

For the small number of transnational families, family
reunion policies are one major factor determining whether
or not they reunite in the country. Non-EU families of all
types are more likely to reunite in countries with inclusive
family reunion policies, like Scandinavia, Spain and Portugal.
However several countries are becoming more restrictive,
given the influence of populist parties, and expecting
transnational families to live up standards that many
national families could not.

As countries become more diverse, schools and health
services are slow to adapt to immigrants’ specific needs. Few
staff are trained, equipped or required to respond.
Immigrants’ basic access to these services depends a lot on
their legal status. Traditional countries of immigration and a
few in Northern Europe are offering more personalised
general and targeted support, which seems to reach larger
number of immigrants in need and may help explain their
progress over time.

Key findings

Policies largely determine whether immigrants are settling
down permanently, becoming voters and becoming equal
citizens. Restricting permanent residence and citizenship
(e.g. AT, CY, GR) leads to large numbers of ‘permanently
temporary’ foreigners who are legally precarious and socially
excluded. Facilitating permanent residence but restricting
citizenship (e.g. DK, IT, CH, EE, LV) means most immigrants
are secure in their status but treated like ‘second-class
citizens' in national politics and several areas of life. Equal
rights are not guaranteed in practice in countries whose
policies privilege certain national or ethnic groups over
others (e.g. HU, JP, KR and ES). In contrast, confident
countries of immigration like New Zealand, Sweden, Norway,
Belgium and Portugal opened up these opportunities, so
that most immigrants enjoy equal and secure rights that
boost their integration outcomes in many areas of life.
Strong anti-discrimination laws have spread across Europe,
thanks to the EU, but remain relatively new and under-re-
sourced. Potential victims are often uninformed and poorly
supported to access justice because equality policies, bodies
and NGOs have few powers and little reach. The time has
come for enforcement. Most victims are not coming forward
with complaints, so countries still have to take the 1st steps
in the long path to justice.

12
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1A
FRANCE

Rank: 17 out of 38

MIPEX Score: 54
France, 2014

OVERALL SCORE (WITH HEALTH)
100

HEALTH 80 LABOUR MARKET MOBILITY
Labour Market Mobility: 54 &0
40
Family Reunion: 51
ANTI-DISCRIMINATION 20 FAMILY REUNION
Education: 36 0
Health: 50
s .. . ACCESS TO NATIONALITY EDUCATION
Political Participation: 53
Permanent Residence: 48
PERMANENT RESIDENCE POLITICAL PARTICIPATION
Access To Nationality: 61
Anti-discrimination: 77 )
80-100 - Favourable £0-7% - Slightly favourable 41-58 - Halfway favourable
21-40 - Slightly unfavoursble [l 1-20 - Unfavourable M 0 - Criticslly unfavourable

Changes in context

e One of Europe’s oldest countries of immigration, with around 1/4 with immigrant background (large 2nd generation and
average-sized foreign-born population)

e 2/3 of foreign-born from outside EU and 90% of these from low-or-medium-developed countries

e Non-EU-born are mostly low (40%) or medium (31%) educated, though 5% increase in share of university-educated in recent
years

e 2012 presidential and legislative elections see socialist and left-wing government replace right-wing parties, though increasing

13
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share of votes for far-right populist National Front party
e Sizeable minority of public hold anti-immigrant attitudes in FR as in the average European country

Key Common Statistics

0, i -
Country of o Non-EU i % Non-EU of % Non-EU university-  ° from low or medium
net migration iy % Foreign-born R developed (HDI)
.2 citizens foreign-born educated
since: country
<1950s 4.1% 11.5% 72% 29% 90%
UN 2010 data in Eurostat Note: Adults aged 18-64,
2013 2013 Eurostat 2013 Eurostat 2013 Eurostat 2013 Eurostat 2013

Changes in policy

Little has changed in FR's integration policies from the previous conservative government to the current socialist government,
rising +1 on the 100-point MIPEX scale. Before the elections, the previous government politicised FR's traditional path to FR
citizenship, following the so-called Loi Besson/Guéant (2011-334). This was the last of the 5 immigration reforms in 9 years. Since
2012, newcomers should benefit from equal housing rights, better targeted education support for their children, the right to
family reunion for LGBT married couples, clearer requirements for FR citizenship and greater commitments to promote equality
through the public service. The new government has yet to deliver on its promises of greater support for all newcomers to learn
FR and for non-discrimination in schools, local voting rights, a new multiannual permit and clearer path to permanent residence
as well as a less discretionary procedure for naturalisation.

France
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L] ] ] [ ® ® ® ]
g
8 50 [} [} [ ] [ ] ] [ | e g
' 5]
- ® ] ® ®
0
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
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I PERMANENT RESIDEMNCE ACCESS TO NATIOMNALITY H ANTI-DISCRIMINATION Il EDUCATION

HEALTH

Conclusions and recommendations

FR schools and health services are inclusive but slow to adapt targeted measures to guarantee equal access in practice, although
its strong anti-discrimination laws are starting to help victims of discrimination take their 1st step in the long path to access
justice. While pilots are sometimes used to test out new ideas, robust scientific evaluations are often missing to determine just
how effective new policies are to improve integration outcomes in practice.

FR restricts and delays labour market integration more than most countries, with an estimated 5.3 million jobs 'closed' to non-EU
immigrants and few accessing education or training in FR. FR also severely restricts and delays family reunion, with non-EU
citizens less likely to reunite with their family in FR than in most European countries. These delays put newcomers on an unequal
footing in FR, with potentially negative long-term effects on many integration outcomes. Non-EU residents are also often insecure
in their status. Permanent residence is increasingly the exception rather than the rule for immigrants, even after 5 years settled
in FR.

From a democratic perspective, with an estimated 2.2 million non-EU citizen adults disenfranchised in elections, FR can avoid
becoming an exclusive democracy by facilitating naturalisation and/or expanding voting rights, following several international
reform trends. From family reunion to long-term residence and citizenship, FR's new requirements over the past decade demand
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more of its non-EU immigrants than most countries do, while doing less to support them to succeed. This legal approach does
not recognise immigrants' real progress and efforts to participate to the best of their abilities and local circumstances.

Policy recommendations from France terre d'asile

e Guarantee that every newcomer receives the opportunity for a formal recognition of their foreign degree and/or
skills/experience, and receives at least language training adapted to their needs and their career goal

e Secure long-term residence (10-year-card) for all immigrants with 5 years' legal residence

e Increase non-EU immigrants' civic and electoral participation by delivering on the promised local right to vote and by
increasing the naturalisation rate

e Actively inform and encourage immigrants to become citizens when they meet the requirements by making the criteria clear
and legally transparent and by launching large-scale campaigns

You can download the full list of Policy Recomendations by France terre d'asile in andin
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LABOUR MARKET MOBILITY

More so than most developed countries, FR is missing out on its non-EU residents’ full economic potential and risks long-
term exclusion; Labour market restrictions are likely to be major factors keeping almost 1/2 of non-EU citizens out of
employment and training and keeping immigrants more often in jobs below their qualifications or below the poverty
line

How many immigrants could be employed?

The potential needs for labour market integration are much greater in FR than in most European countries. According to 2011/2
estimates, nearly 1/2 of working-age non-EU citizens in FR are not in employment, education or training. These levels are almost
as high in GR and ES and only higher in BE and HR. In FR, the levels are slightly higher for all types of non-EU citizens than in the
average European country. Around 1/3 of working-age non-EU men and high-educated women are not in employment, education
or training, while the numbers rise to more than half of non-EU women, especially low-educated women (2/3).

Third country nationals not in education, employment or training by gender and educational
attainment, 2012
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Do immigrants have equal rights and opportunities to access jobs and improve their skills?

Ranking 23rd out of 38, FR delays and discourages the labour market mobility of non-EU immigrants more than all other Western
European countries (except IE) and all traditional countries of immigration. Modest improvements have been made to targeted
support and workers' rights (+6 since 2007 in this MIPEX area). These improvements do not address the fundamental legal
obstacles for non-EU residents to access jobs, education, training and the recognition of their foreign qualifications. For example,
access to unemployment and social benefits is useful but usually not sufficient to help newcomers use and develop their
professional skills and networks in the country. Similarly, targeted support (e.g. the Assessment of Professional Skills) may end up
orienting newcomers to training that they cannot access, to recognition procedures that are weak or missing and to shortage
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jobs that are low-paid and unrelated to the skills and qualifications. Unlike FR, most other European and non-European countries,
especially those attracting labour migration, give legal immigrants full access to the private sector, self-employment and greater
access to the public sector, recognition procedures and study grants.

Dimension 1: Access to labour market

e Outdated legislation closes off more jobs and training/recognition opportunities to them in FR than in almost any other
developed country, ranking 33rd out of 38 tied with LU and only less restrictive than CY, SK, TU

e Immigrants with non-EU citizenship/degrees are denied legal access to more jobs than in all other countries: Past estimates of
around 5.3m 'closed' jobs (or 21% of all jobs in FR) including most public sector jobs (4.5 million), 50 professions in the private
sector and from starting a business in many regulated professions

e These closed-off sectors for immigrants have their origins in the late 19th century and 1930s and rarely opened up over time
(restrictions removed for 450,000 jobs by RATP/EDF-GDF/Air France from 2001-3)

e FR falls 40 points below the international average on access, as most countries grant equal access to private sector jobs, self-
employment and, to some extent, the public sector (equal access in 15 countries, e.g. CA/NZ/US/UK, DK/NO/SE, PT/ES)

e Reforms open access with the aim to speed up labour market integration and end 'enforced' inactivity and brain waste (e.g.
recent openings in AT, GR, ES)

Dimension 2: Access to general support

e Ranking 19th out of 38, FR only goes halfway to open general support for immigrants to use and develop their skills on the
labour market (see e.g. CA, DE, Benelux, Nordics)

e While non-EU newcomers can access general employment services, training, and skill validations, many cannot access the
procedures and study grants that they need to obtain the relevant FR degree or a formal recognition of their non-EU degree

e All legal residents with >3 years' of domestic or foreign professional experience have the right to Validation of Acquired
Experiences (VAE), but the procedure is long (min 1 year), demanding and sometimes difficult to recognise with family life

e In contrast, the procedure to recognise non-EU qualifications can be long, costly and even impossible in some sectors (instead,
see equal and facilitated procedures in 17 countries, e.g. AU, CA, DE, NL, SE, UK)

e Non-EU citizens can access training and higher education, but most without the study grants that FR citizens can use when in
need (exceptions only for beneficiaries of international protection and certain international students, see instead NO and
several Southern European countries)

Dimension 3: Targeted support

e Targeted support is only halfway favourable for labour market integration, behind the Nordics, DE, AU, NZ and generally a
weakness in Europe

e Previous government focused on targeted measures based on some pilots (e.g. framework agreements with specific sectors
to orient newcomers and immigrant women to shortage jobs)

e Since 2007, newcomers who sign an Integration and Welcoming Contract (CAl) get a basic assessment and orientation to
general employment support

e Countries with more comprehensive policies open general access as well as stronger targeted support (e.g. work-specific
language courses, facilitated recognition procedures and bridging programmes also for high-skilled)

Dimension 4: Workers' rights

e Once non-EU immigrants find jobs, they enjoy generally the same rights as workers in the same job in FR, as in 12 other MIPEX
countries

e All legal residents are now also guaranteed equal access to housing after a 2007 restriction was removed by Decree 73 of 15
March 2010 and Decree 36 of 13 February 2013

e Non-EU residents and FR citizens should enjoy the same working conditions and social safety net as FR citizens

e The one exception for non-humanitarian temporary residents is access to the guaranteed minimum income (RSA) within the
1st five years

e France is also the only MIPEX country to deny the equal right of workers' representation since 2004 when non-EU citizens lost
the right to be elected to ‘Prud’homme’ Councils and Chambers of Commerce and Professions



19
MIPEX2015 FRANCE

Strand and dimension scores on Labour market mobility, 2014
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The 2007 Hortefeux Law expanded the ‘Assessment of Professional Skills’ for newcomers, based on evaluations of a previous
programme and indicators showing foreigners’ high unemployment rates. The Integration Office and Employment Office focus
on ‘accessible’ jobs for immigrants, especially sectors with manpower shortages, while government renewed 2 agreements with
the National Agency of Personal Services and Federation in Transport and Logistics. This initial assessment does not amount to
an official recognition of their skills or qualifications (see the procedures under general support).

Are immigrants acquiring new skills?

Very few working-age non-EU men and women are accessing adult education and training in FR, even fewer than on average in
similar European countries. While only 17% were recently enrolled in education or training on averae in the EU, the rate was only
around 10% for men and women in FR. Uptake was negligibly higher among women than men and very low for low-educated
women (5%) and men (2%). The gap was also striking in access for low vs. university-educated men and women (around 21%) in
FR, as in only a few other countries (AT/DE/CH, IT). Non-EU adults' uptake was twice as high in CH and 3 or more times as high in
the Nordics, NL and UK. To find a new job, around half of unemployed working-age non-EU citizens in FR were able to count on
the support of unemployment benefits. Access to unemployment benefits was slightly lower for women (46%) then men (60%).

also finds that immigrants in FR are no more likely to use social, unemployment or family benefits than French
people in similar circumstances.
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TCN uptake of Lifelong Learning by gender and educational attainment, 2012
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Unemployment benefit uptake among TCN by gender and educational attainment, 2012
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CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

What other factors explain whether immigrants find skilled and well-paid jobs?

e Average employment rate for EU but little recent GDP growth over past decade

>2% average GDP growth since 2010 in TU, KR, Baltics, PL/SK, DE/LU/CH, MT, SE, AU/CA/NZ/US, but negative growth in
Southern Europe (HR, CY, CZ, IT, S|, ES, PT)

Some of the most rigid employment protection legislation in Europe (similar to BE)

Large numbers coming with some exposure to FR language before immigration

Large minority of non-EU-born have their degree from FR

Increasing numbers coming with temporary work or study-to-work permits are small compared to FR's large settled non-EU
resident population

20
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Are immigrants employed in qualified and well-paid jobs?

While the labour market needs and delays are clear for certain non-EU citizens, especially newcomers, the results are persisting
inequalities not in terms of immigrants' employment rates, but the quality of their employment for their integration. Immigrants
see improvements in their employment rates over time. In FR as on average in the EU, the long-settled non-EU-born (10+ years'
stay) are only 10% less likely to have a job than non-immigrants with the same level of education (high or low-educated). The
same is true for high-educated men and women. For example, around 50% of the low-educated non-EU and FR-born have a job,
as do the vast majority of the university-educated (75% for non-EU-born and 82.5% for FR-born). Employment rates are nearly the
same for non-EU and FR-born low-educated men (around 60%). The major gap emerges for low-educated non-EU women who
are 20% less likely to have a job than low-educated FR women (40% vs. 50%). In terms of employment quality, the long-settled
with university degrees are around 50% more likely to have jobs below their degree level (25-30% of men and women). Low-
educated non-EU-born workers are nearly 3 times as likely to experience in-work poverty, meaning that their wage and benefits
are not enough to fully escape poverty.

Employment gap between Non-EU-born and native-born by educational attainment, 2012. Over-
qualification gap (high-educated) and in-work poverty gap (low-educated) between Non-EU-
born and native-born population, 2012
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FAMILY REUNION

For the small number of transnational couples, FR's comparatively restrictive conditions are delaying and discouraging
many to apply: non-EU families are less likely to reunite in FR than in most other European countries

21
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POTENTIAL BENEFICIARIES

How many immigrants are potentially living in transnational couples?
The potential number of non-EU residents separated from their spouse/partner is similar in France to many other European

countries (e.g. AT, CZ, GR, IE, IT). According to 2011/2 estimates, 4.7% of non-EU citizen adults were likely to be living in an
internationally separated couple, and thus one type of potential sponsors for family reunion.

Share of separated couples among non-EU citizens, 2012

100
B0

60

Score

40

20

e
0

France

Min=0 I s Max =100

POLICY INDICATORS

How easily can immigrants reunite with family?

FR family reunion policies are sometimes presented as the most ‘liberal’ in Europe, with the government only following the
average conditions. Actually FR ranks 30th out of 38, meaning families have better legal opportunities in most other countries to
live together as the starting point for their integration. Policies are more family-friendly in AU/CA/NZ/US, IT/ES/PT, Nordics, even
DE and the Benelux. 2013's opening to same-sex married couples was a small change in this restrictive and potentially
discretionary system. With the 2nd most restrictive requirements in the developed world, FR law delays and restricts family
reunion more than most countries. A similar approach to family reunion is taken in a few Western European countries, such as
AT, DK, CH, UK, where policies are highly politicised and regularly changed. Delaying family reunion may undermine the long-
term integration outcomes of both children and their parents.

Dimension 1: Eligibility

e Non-EU residents still face slightly restricted definitions of their family under immigration law in FR, also ranked 30th

e Same-sex married couples are now treated the same as opposite-sex couples under FR immigration law (+3 points in 2013),
similar to 25 out of the 38 countries (also recently AT, IE, MT, US)

o Civil partners (Pacs) can only apply if they already lived together >1 year in FR, with a few exceptions (see greater options for
civil partners abroad in 17 other countries, e.g. Benelux, Nordics, PT/ES, CA/NZ, IE/UK)

e FR extended in 2006 from 12-to-18 months and delayed family's reunion and integration more than 24 other countries (after 1
year in 10 or immediately in 14)

e No entitlement for adult children or parents/grandparents, unlike in 25 countries (e.g. LU, NO/SE, IT/PT/ES)

Dimension 2: Conditions

e No other developed country follows FR in imposing so many job, language and integration requirements for family reunion,
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with the one recent exception of UK as part of the new government's migration cap

e Non-EU families face the 2nd most restrictive conditions in the developed world since the 2007 Hortefeux Law added and
restricted the conditions: employment (required in slight minority of 15 other countries), demanding housing rules (5 others),
integration measures both pre- (7 others) and post-departure (9 others)

e FR's free pre-departure courses with exemptions in cases of vulnerability and inaccessibility may slightly help adult family
abroad to learn FR and republican values. Still, CAl integration courses in France may be more successful because those
abroad may not be as cost-effective, professional or relevant (see box)

e Sizeable numbers of family migrants who sign CAl are not entitled to enough free courses to learn FR (only if authorities deem
it necessary), while e-learning and quality public learning materials are also lacking (see DE, Nordics, AU/CA/NZ)

e |n recent years, non-EU citizens have had to pay more to get or renewal their permits (currently 260€, relatively high by
international standards, lower in BE, DE, IT, LU, ES)

Dimension 3: Security of status

e Chances are only slightly good that families will be granted the right to reunite when they meet all the cumbersome criteria
because of the discretion in the procedures in FR as in most countries

e Authorities can reject applications and withdraw permits on vague grounds and suspicions of fraud (e.g. marriages of
convenience and 'grey marriages'), which are sometimes difficult and time-consuming for families to disprove

e In these cases, families may have to appeal decisions at 1st instance to win the right to be treated as a family and reunited in
FR

Dimension 4: Rights associated

e Like 14 other countries, FR promotes gender equality and integration by granting reunited spouses and children the same
rights as their sponsor and clear protections when necessary in their family life

e Reunited families have same socio-economic rights as their sponsor in FR as in 22 other countries

e Spouses and adult children can be independent of their sponsor's residence after 3 years and under certain conditions, with
greater provisions in case of death or violence

e The 2011-672 law clarified the path to 'private life and family' permit for victims of domestic abuse

Strand and four dimensions on family reunion, 2014
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France has organised pre-departure language and civic courses since 2007. Working-age family members without any knowledge
of French and its civic values are required to attend a free language course of maximum two months (180 hours) and/or a half-
day civic orientation course. These courses are organised by local offices of the French Immigration and Integration Office and
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other locally accredited bodies. If these courses are inaccessible for certain family members, exemptions exist in case of physical
insecurity, disability, and financial or professional obstacles. After attendance of the course, participants’ results will determine
whether or not they must take additional language courses in France. Supporters in 2007 justified these requirements citing high
migrant unemployment rates, options in EU law and the NL policy. They presented FR language and republican values as ‘pre-
requisites’ to improve integration outcomes. However, evaluations in other countries found that pre-departure requirements
delay family reunion, but do not improve their language, employment or education outcomes over the long-term. The FR pre-
departure test may be removed based on the government’s current draft proposals for reform.

Are families reuniting?

Around 37,158 family members reunited with a non-EU sponsor. 43% of newly arrived immigrants in FR came for family reasons,
meaning that the slight majority of newly arrived immigrants came for work, study or other reasons. The percentage of newly
arrived immigrants coming to reunite with a non-EU sponsor is even smaller, only 17.5%. The numbers of newly arrived non-EU
families have remained rather stable in FR and the EU. The numbers in FR decreased from 32,000 in 2008 to between
26,000-30,000 during the period of 2010-2012. Fewer non-EU families reunite in FR than 5 other EU countries: IT, UK, ES, DE, SE.
Non-EU families are very diverse, coming from all over the globe. For example, the major countries of origin for FR only account
for 50% of families reuniting with non-EU citizens in 2013 (15% MO, 14% DZ, 7% TN, 7% TU, 6% CN).

What other factors explain whether immigrants reunite with family?

Many from low-to-medium developed countries and thus more likely to reunite
Humanitarian migrants likely to stay and need family reunion

Most with the eligible or permanent permits to sponsor

Restricted and rigid labour market and lower incomes/wages for non-EU citizens

How often do immigrants reunite with family?

For years, non-EU families have been less likely to reunite in FR than in most other European countries. FR has one of the lowest
non-EU family reunion rates in Western Europe, alongside only AT and DE, with IE far below. On average, only 1.4 family
members arrives every year for every 100 non-EU residents in FR. Non-EU family reunion rates have remained very low in FR in
recent years, down to 1.0-1.2 between 2009 and 2012 and only up to 1.3in 2008 or 1.4 in 2013. FR's restrictive requirements are
perhaps the major factor keeping these families apart, as family reunion is much more common in countries with inclusive
policies and less common in countries such as AT, CY, DE, GR, IE, MT. While a family's choice to reunite is also driven by other
individual and contextual factors, making policies more restrictive, selective or discretionary can significantly delay or deter both
family's reunion and integration, with disproportionate effects on the most vulnerable groups.
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Non-EU family reunion rate, 2013
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EDUCATION

Inequalities within FR education system for immigrant and other socially disadvantaged pupils

How many pupils have immigrant parents?

According to 2012 PISA data, foreign-born children (i.e. first generation) made up around 5% of all 15-year-old pupils in FR
between 5-7% in most other Western European countries. This share of foreign-born pupils is much higher in traditional
countries of immigration such as AU/CA/NZ. A sizeable share of pupils are 2nd generation in FR (10%), other Northwest European
countries and the traditional countries of immigration.
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Share of 1st and 2nd generation pupils, 2012
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POLICY INDICATORS

Is the education system responsive to the needs of the children of immigrants?

FR schools have been slow to respond to the needs and opportunities brought by its sizeable number of 1st and 2nd generation
pupils, with the appreciation of diversity missing from citizenship education. FR's relatively weak targeted support has slightly
improved (+4 since 2012) but ranks only 21st, alongside new destinations just starting out (GR,IE,IT,ES) and other older
destinations just catching up (e.g. AT, DE, CH).

Dimension 1: Access

o All pupils, whatever their legal status, have an equal right to an education at all levels and to whatever general support exists
for pupils from disadvantaged areas (e.g. ZEPs)

e Rare among countries, FR little-known but well-trained CASNAVs assess and inform newcomer pupils

o Little else to target newcomers' access pre-primary, vocational and higher education (see Nordics and traditional countries of
immigration)

Dimension 2: Targeting needs

e Since 2010, 3 new government circulars have slightly improved France's comparatively few and weak targeted support

measures

Circulars 2012-141, 142, and 143 reinforce the role of CASNAVs and the requirements for schools

Every pupil now clearly has the right to individualised needs-based support until they obtain academic fluency in French

A national evaluation tool will also help monitor these pupils’ progress

Schools still have wide discretion about the quality of their language courses for newcomers (CLINs). Moreover, this additional

support often ends when the pupil enters the mainstream classroom

e Most other established countries of immigration require the use of specially trained teachers, learning standards, and ongoing
support (see instead DE, NL, PT, SE and US)

e |n other school systems, mainstreaming (e.g. AU, BE, CA, PT, SE) helps classroom teachers target specific needs while teaching
all pupils to live and learn together in a diverse society

Dimension 3: New opportunities

® FR misses out on most of the opportunities that immigrant pupils bring to the classroom
e Some bilateral agreements still support the teaching of immigrant languages (LCOs) but mostly only to immigrant pupils
e |nitiative to 'open the school to parents', focused on newcomer parents learning FR and about the school system and
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republican values

Dimension 4: Intercultural education

e Understanding diversity is not yet part of the curriculum, which largely dropped intercultural education in the 1980s (unlike in
34 of the 38 countries, only as weak in DK, HU, PL)

e Instead, appreciation of diversity is, to some extent, a general priority for integration policy at national level
e Local authorities are left the discretion on whether and how to adapt the school day and life to local diversity

Strand and four dimensions on Education, 2014
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Are pupils with limited literacy getting remedial courses?

One potential indicator of immigrant pupils' access to targeted saupport is their uptake of extra out-of-school literacy courses,
which comes from the OECD's 2012 PISA survey. Around half of low-literacy 1st and 2nd generation pupils in FR are benefiting
from these extra courses. This share is slightly larger than for low-literacy non-immigrant pupils, possibly due to definitions of
ZEPs, although this pattern is observed in most countries (e.g. BE, LU, NL, CH). The uptake of extra out-of-school literacy courses
are higher for immigrant and non-immigrant pupils in most Nordic countries, English-speaking countries, and Southern Europe.
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Share of 1st and 2nd generation low achievers in literacy enrolled in out of school remedial
courses, 2012
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What other factors explain whether the children of immigrants excel at school?

e >50% of immigrant pupils with low-educated mothers are concentrated in disadvantaged schools in most Western European
countries, with widest gaps in concentration of immigrant vs. non-immigrnat pupils with low-educated mothers in FR, BE, LU
and several others

e Above-average numbers of 1st/2nd generation speak FR at home (OECD average is 47%)

e >25% of foreign-born pupils arrive after age 12 in FR, BE and several English-speaking countries

e Relatively high % of GDP spent on education and long duration of compulsory education

How well are the children of immigrants achieving at school?

Although many more pupils with low-educated mothers end up achieving poorly in school in the FR compared to most countries,
the gap between immigrant and non-immigrant pupils tend to disappear from one generation to the next in the US and the other
English-speaking countries. Around 40% of non-immigrant 15-year-olds end up as math low-achievers, according to the 2012 PISA
study. Foreign-born pupils are 70% more likely to be low-achievers. By the 2nd generation, pupils with low-educated immigrant
mothers are only 20% more likely to be low-achievers than pupils with low-educated non-immigrant mothers. No systematic link
emerges between targeted education policies and outcomes. The general policies and inequalities within the FR education
system probably have a greater impact on the outcomes of migrant and other disadvantaged pupils than does FR's weak
targeted support for immigrant pupils.
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Gaps in mathematics low-achievers between native and immigrant students, 2012
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HEALTH

KEY FINDINGS

FR does the most to make health services inclusive and accessible but very little to address migrant patients' specific
needs

POLICY INDICATORS

Is the health system responsive to immigrants' needs?

Scoring 50/100 and ranking 17th, the FR health system is inclusive to migrant patients but non-responsive to their specific health
needs. Only FR, IS and JP adopt such an approach. These countries' health services are some of the most inclusive and accessible
to migrant residents, but some of the least targeted to guarantee equal quality services in practice. Many countries are slightly
weaker on migrants' entitlements and access but slightly further on adapting their health services and policies (see instead
inclusive and responsive services in CH, AT, IT, Nordics, most English-speaking countries).

Dimension 1: Entitlements

e FR, NL, SE and CH come closest to granting equal healthcare entitlements for all migrant residents and citizens

e Same principles apply to FR citizens and legal residents

e Asylum-seekers are also covered by universal sickness coverage (CMU) and can apply for complementary CMU

e |ow-income undocumented adults are covered by state medical aid (AME) with certain conditions, restrictions in coverage, but
also some exceptions for vulnerable 'at risk' groups (pregnant women and people with infectious diseases)

e Those falling outside the system can access emergency services and care in life-threatening situations as well as PASS services
in certain locations (PASS since 1998 to avoid inappropriate emergency-room visits from uninsured low-income patients)
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Dimension 2: Access policies

e Most migrant patients can be well-informed and oriented to the proper health services in FR (see also JP, CH and IS)

e Service-providers are informed of migrants' healthcare coverage and required to protect their privacy

e Newcomers receive a 1st orientation to the health system as well as targeted websites (see ) and
leaflets in 23 languages

e The level of information differs for legal migrants, asylum-seekers and undocumented migrants

e Interpreters/mediators are available on an ad hoc basis (e.g. in Paris and 'Migrations Santé Alsace')

Dimension 3: Responsive services

e Asin most countries, the FR health system has only started to train practitioners to guarantee equal quality services for
migrant patients

e Interpreters and training for staff are only available for practitioners on an ad hoc basis
o Afew specialised techniques are being developed to deal with sensitive issues (e.g. FGM, specific problems of asylum-seekers)

Dimension 4: Mechanisms for change
e National policy plays no role in making services more responsive; Health is missing from national integration policy while

migrant patients and stakeholders are missing from national health policies
e Limited national data, research and evaluations on migrants' unmet health needs and experience of health services

Strand and four dimensions on health, 2014

100
-]
=
g 50
(']
0
HEALTH ENTITLEMENT POLICIES RESPONSIVE MEASURES
TO HEALTH TO FACILITATE HEALTH TO ACHIEVE
SERVICES ACCESS SERVICES CHANGE
80-100 - Favourable 60-79 - Slightly favourable 41-59 - Halfway favourable
21-40 - Slightly unfavourable B 1-20 - Unfavourable B C - Critically unfavourable

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

FR is promoting democratic participation over time, especially when immigrants can become FR citizens; Still, 2.2 million
non-EU adults (or 4.2% of all adults) are disenfranchised in FR, one of a handful of major destination countries without
local voting rights
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POTENTIAL BENEFICIARIES

Who are disenfranchised from voting?

2.2 million non-EU adults (estimate based on aged 15+) are not FR citizens and thus were disenfranchised in FR's 2014 local
elections. That's 4.2% of the population, one of the highest levels of disenfranchisement among developed democracies, similar
to AT, CA, DE, GR, IT and US.

Disenfranchised TCN, 2012
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POLICY INDICATORS

Do immigrants have comparable rights and opportunities to participate in political life?

While immigrant associations are supported and sometimes consulted by local authorities, FR is one of the few major
destinations without the political will to extend local voting rights (similar movements and opposition in DE, IT, CA, US, see
instead AU/NZ, ES, UK)

These halfway policies rank 17th behind AU, NZ and many Northern European countries (Nordics, IE, BE, CH). Most other
established destination countries like FR tend to facilitate both access to nationality and political rights for foreign residents.

Dimension 1: Electoral rights

e Local voting rights, which exist in 21 MIPEX countries, remain an unfulfilled promise for the past 30 years in FR (see box)

e Non-EU citizens can vote locally in 21, stand as candidates 14 and vote regionally in 9, with the most common criteria being 5
years' stay (Nordics, Benelux), permanent residence (Central Europe, AU, KR, NZ, CH) or reciprocity for FR citizens in their
country of origin (e.g. ES, PT, UK)

e Voting rights were often long faught, hard won, but long-lasting (e.g. recently in BE and LU)

e Once granted, voting rights in practice have little costs and none of the potentially negative side-effects often raised in debates
(e.g. change of status quo politics, ethnic parties, greater foreign influence). Instead, voting rights boosts the democratic
engagement of immigrants and the responsiveness of politicians to local needs

Dimension 2: Political liberties

e Non-EU citizens enjoy basic political liberties in FR as in all other Western European countries
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Dimension 3: Consultative bodies

e Consultative councils of foreign residents in major French cities (e.g. Paris, Grenoble, Nantes, Strasbourg, Toulouse) are
favourable to inform and improve policy (see also immigrant-elected and led bodies e.g. BE VL, DK/FI, DE)

e FR one of the few European countries (e.g. AT, GR, IE, IT, UK) with local but no national consultative council (see stronger
examples in DE, LU, PT, ES, CH), although local FR councils have federated together (CofraCiR) to call for local voting rights

Dimension 4: Implementation policies

e Immigrants are supported to form civil society associations through some types of financial support for civic participation

e 6-hour civic training required of all newomers (under CAl) to learn about FR institutions and republican values

e No active policy to inform and encourage immigrants to take up specific opportunities for civic/political participation (see
policies in Nordics, IE, PT, US)

Strand and four dimensions on political participation, 2014
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Local voting rights were promised by former president Mitterrand among his 110 proposals in the 1981 elections. This proposal
was not taken up by subsequent FR presidents on the right. Former president Sarkozy endorsed voting rights as a ‘factor of
integration’ in 2005, dropped it while President in 2008, and vehemently attacked it as a ‘communitarian risk’ during the 2012
elections. Current president Francois Hollande recommitted to this promise as number 50 of his proposals in the 2012 elections.
after the 2014 local elections. However, he may not have the 3/5 of the Parliament or the majority of referendum voters needed
for a constitutional amendment. The government has promised action before the end of this 5-year-period, probably in 2016.
Immigrant associations are still actively campaigning for voting rights (

and 'sans voix' movement).

’

How many non-EU immigrants are eligible to vote?

FR only reaches halfway towards inclusive democracy, as practiced in the Benelux and Nordic countries, NZ and PT. 1.8 million
voters would be enfranchised under current FR proposals for passive local voting rights for non-EU citizens with 5+ years'
residence, according to previous estimates. Since currently 0% of non-EU citizens are enfranchised in FR elections, naturalisation
has been essential to keep FR from becoming an exclusive democracy: an estimated 60% of non-EU-born had naturalised as FR
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citizens by 2012.

Share of non-EU born who are enfranchised through naturalisation and share of non-EU citizens
who are enfranchised by meeting national requirements, 2012
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What other factors explain whether immigrants become politically active?

Around half are university-educated in IE, UK, LU, BG, PL, EE

Rather high levels of civic engagement in FR

Large numbers coming with some exposure to FR language before immigration
Most long-settled in FR as long-established country of immigration

Large minority of non-EU-born have their degree from FR

Humanitarian migrants more likely to become civically active in the long-term

Are immigrants participating in political life?

While non-EU citizens and newcomers have limited opportunities to participate democratically, FR is generally promoting political
participation over time. The long-settled non-EU-born (10+ years' residence) are only 10% less likely to participate politically than
FR-born people. Data collected throughout the 2000s suggests that 45% of the long-settled non-EU born have recently taken part
in some civic act (through a political party, association, petition, demonstration or contacting a politician), compared to 49% of FR-
born people. The levels of political participation are similar for the university-educated (63%) but slight gaps emerge comparing
low-educated (29% vs. 35%). These results are likely explained in part by immigrants' naturalisation, which boosts their electoral
and broader political participation.

The link between political participation policies and rates is probably not direct. Adding the right to vote to the above list of civic
activities for non-EU citizens may also boost these levels, of political participation for certain non-EU citizens. It is clear that no
trade-off exists between promoting political participation among foreigners and promoting naturalisation. Actually, countries
with inclusive political participation policies tend to also have inclusive citizenship policies and higher naturalisation rates.
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Political participation by immigrant background and educational attainment, 2010
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PERMANENT RESIDENCE

When the rule becomes the exception: Large numbers of newcomers may be unable to become permanent residents
under some of the developed world's most restrictive eligibility rules and conditions, while many permanent residents
may be unable to progress to become FR citizens

Who can become long-term residents?

An estimated 85% of male and female non-EU citizens have lived in FR for the required 5+ years to normally qualify for
permanent residence (resident's card or 10-year-card), according to 2011/2 estimates. This is one of the highest levels of long-
settled non-EU citizens in Europe (alongside AT, GR, IT, NL, ES, Baltics).
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TCN with 5+ years' residence by gender, 2012
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How easily can immigrants become long-term residents?

To obtain more equal and secure rights to fully invest in their integration and participate in society, non-EU immigrants' path to
become permanent residents is the most restrictive in Western Europe and the 3rd most internationally, with policies only
weaker in CY & TU. After a decade of restrictions, settled newcomers and vulnerable groups may be ineligible and unable to meet
some of the most restrictive eligibility rules and conditions in the developed world. The current government proposes an
intermediate multiannual permit before newcomers can become permanent residents (see box). While this proposal may not
improve the eligibility and conditions for permanent residence, it aims to eliminate unnecessary paperwork for renewals and
provide legal residents with greater security and perspective for their life in FR.

Dimension 1: Eligibility

e Compared to FR policies, non-EU immigrants benefit from more flexible and clear eligibility rules to become permanent
residents in all other developed countries except IE, where no common permanent residence status exists

e (Created 30 years ago in 1984 after lobbying by trade unions and NGOs, permanent residence was the rule rather than the
exception for all non-EU immigrants after 3 years

e Few non-EU immigrants automatically become long-term residents upon arrival: refugees upon recognition, French citizens'
dependent parents and children, victims of work-related accidents and members of the French foreign legion, while stateless
persons must wait an additional three years

e Other non-EU residents must complete additional requirements and wait from 3 years (beneficiaries of family reunification,
spouses of French citizens, parents of French children) to 5 years (all other legal residents)

e The waiting periods and lists of excluded categories grew since 1986, including the 1993, 2003 and 2006 reforms, with several
often new types of temporary permits given different sets of rights, leading for example to limitations for temporary workers
and international students

e All beneficiaries of international protection can now apply for EC long-term residence, thanks to Law 2013-1005 based on EU
directive 2011/51/CE

Dimension 2: Conditions

e After 3-5 years, eligible temporary residents face rather demanding requirements to become permanent residents, as in few
other Western European countries (e.g. AT, DE, CH)

e Citing perceptions that France has too many foreigners and integration problems, the 2006 Sarkozy Il Law introduced an
integration requirement, for which the 2011 law widened the conditions and sanctions

e Not all applicants are entitled to enough free courses to pass the basic language and integration assessment, with only the
elderly over 65 exempt
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e Applicants need a stable minimum amount of resources, though this amount should take their individual circumstances into
account (Council of State 26 December 2013 request 366722)
e Plus applicants must pay a 260€ fee, which is relatively high by international standards

Dimension 3: Security of status

e FR's long-established permanent residence permit and protections guarantee that permanent residents can invest in their
integration with a secure future in FR, ranked 2nd after BE

e Besides a few discretionary grounds for rejections and withdrawals, the procedure should be short, proportionate and subject
to judicial review

e They can easily renew their status every 10-years (permanent in 27 others) and favourably live/work abroad for long periods
at a time

® |n 2003, so-called 'double punishment was reformed but was not completely removed

e Long-settled immigrants are better protected against expulsion, reflecting that FR has become their home: minors, residents
since age 13, residents for 20+ years

Dimension 4: Rights Associated

e Permanent residents can study and live in FR with the same social rights as FR citizens, but private and public job sectors
remain closed to them (see recent reform in IT)

Strand and four dimensions on permanent residence, 2014
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The intermediate multiannual permit is expected to benefit 700,000 foreign residents. Until newcomers become eligible for a 10-
year-card, they must renew their temporary permit every year. This system creates excessive burdens for state prefectures (5
million visits annually by FR's 3.7m foreigners, only 1% of renewals refused) as well as excessive obstacles for newcomers to
obtain jobs and housing. The government is proposing that newcomers with 1-year-permits will receive upon their 1st renewal a
permit that lasts until their application for the 10-year-card (i.e. 2 years for parents/spouses of FR citizens, 4 years for other family
reunion cases, 4-year 'talent passport' for 'high-potential' immigrants and student permits covering their entire programme). The
integration requirements may also be revised during the 1st year and up to the 5th year, with a higher level demanded for FR
fluency. These higher requirements are intended to match the government's greater offer of FR courses to A2 level, according to
its 2014 integration strategy. For more information, see the proposal ( ), the
2013 Fekl Report to the Prime Minister ( ) and the current NGO
campaign ( ).
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How many immigrants are long-term residents?

1,845,608 were living in FR as permanent residents, according to 2013 data provided to Eurostat. This number should include EU
long-term reisdents and national permanent or long-term residents (for DZ and other citizens). National administrative statistics
shows that the number of national permanent or long-term residents has generally remained stable from 2008-2013. Historical
statistics suggest that permanent residence was once the 'rule' and now the exception, with permanent residence accounting for
42.7% of 1st grants for immigrants in 1994 as opposed to 9.2% in 2013. Nearly half of FR's permanent residents are very long-
settled. The initial reasons for migration of other permanent residents can be identified based on their last temporary permit.
The vast majority are former family migrants, with hardly any former international students or labour migrants.

Number of permanent residents, 2013
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What other factors explain whether immigrants become long-term residents?

e Restricted and rigid labour market and lower incomes/wages for non-EU citizens
e Students and small numbers of temporary workers may be potentially ineligible for permanent residence

e Mostly humanitarian or family migrants likely to settle long-term

e One option to secure residence for long-settled residents unable or uninterested to naturalise as dual FR nationals

How often do immigrants become long-term residents?

An estimated 71% of non-EU citizens were living in FR as permanent residents in 2013. Most immigrants are also permanently
settled in Europe's other major destination countries (FR, IT, ES, SE, UK). The number of permanent residents strongly reflects
countries' path to permanent residence and citizenship. A large number of the permanent residents in FR likely acquired their
status long ago, before the new restrictions in the mid-to-late 2000s. Immigrants are more likely to become permanent residents
under inclusive residence policies and over time, but also more likely to move on and become citizens under inclusive citizenship
policies. The numbers are comparatively high in FR and DE, two longstanding destinations where certain policies and practices
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may discourage naturalisation.

Share of TCN with permanent residence, 2013
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ACCESS TO NATIONALITY

Discretionary procedure without the support to succeed undermines naturalisation and other integration outcomes

Who can become a citizen?

An estimated 85% of non-EU citizens have lived in FR for the 5 years required for naturalisation, which is one of the highest
shares of potential citizens in Europe.
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Share of TCN eligible for naturalisation by generational status, 2012
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How easily can immigrants become citizens?

Immigrants undertake a similar path to citizenship in FR as in the US and most Western European countries: naturalisation after
five years (13 MIPEX countries), citizenship entitlements for children (18) and dual nationality (25). But over the past decade,
access to nationality has been increasingly politicised in FR and undermined as a tool for integration. Compared to other
countries, FR's discretionary procedure does not treat all applicants the same or encourage them to apply, while its
comparatively demanding requirements do not provide all with enough support to succeed.

Dimension 1: Eligibility

e FR's well-established eligibility rules are favourable and similar to other major countries of immigration in Europe and abroad
e 5years is the most common international standard for naturalisation
e Children born or raised in FR are entitled to become citizens, as in an increasing number of EU countries

Dimension 2: Conditions

e Immigrants in FR face some of the most demanding naturalisation conditions in Western Europe, alongside AT, CH, IT, BE and
UK

e Becoming a FR citizen is conditional upon a person’s employment situation (unlike in half the MIPEX countries, including the
traditional countries of immigration)

e The language and integration requirements remain relatively unfavourable. Immigrants must demonstrate the highest
standard for fluency in Europe (B1) and pass a discretionary 'assimilation interview', all without enough free language and
citizenship courses and practice tests to succeed (see box)

e The government has tried to clarify how prefects should interpret these requirements in light of people's capacities,
circumstances and integration/labour market realities

Dimension 3: Security of status

e Applicants experience more discretionary procedures in FR than in most other countries in Northwest Europe (see instead BE,
DE, NL and Nordics). There, immigrants have a subjective right to citizenship if they meet all of the legal requirements

e Since 1 July 2010, prefects in FR have even greater discretion under a decentralised procedure

e Favourably, applicants benefit from judicial oversight and protection against statelessness
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Dimension 4: Dual nationality

e Immigrants enjoy the right to dual nationality in FR, traditional countries of immigration and an increasing majority of
European countries, either as a rule (25 MIPEX countries total, most recently DK) or as an exception (most recently DE)

Strand and four dimensions on access to nationality, 2014
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The FR political discourse on integration has attached significant importance to the symbolic act of foreigners choosing to
become FR citizens.In recent years, the state more actively promoted this through free procedures and citizenship ceremonies.
Then in 2011 and 2012, prefectures were instructed to use their discretion to restrict naturalisation. After 2011, applicants also
had to prove high FR fluency (B1-level), either through a paid test or course (Decree 2011-1265). A new citizenship test involved
written multiple-choice questions on FR history, culture and society, based on the level expected in FR primary schools (decree
2012-126). Under the new government, Decree 2013-794 abolished the citizenship test and returned to the earlier interview
process, now to be based on a new citizen’s booklet (livret citoyen, approved and online since April 2015). A 21 June 2013 circular
asked prefects to be more flexible in the professional integration and good character requirements. Language skills will be
assessed through the interview (not a test) for the disabled, chronically ill, elderly (60+) and Francophone-educated. Decree
2013-795 experiments in 11 FR departments with the interview structure, now done by a specific commission rather than one
agent and with the decision taken at inter-departmental level rather than by one prefect.

How many immigrants are becoming citizens?

The total number of naturalisations in FR was rather stable over the past decade, at approximately 140,000 from 2003-2010.
These numbers plummeted to 114,569 in 2011 and then 95-96,000 in 2012 and 2013. For example, in 2012, only 74,276 non-EU
citizens became French citizens.
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What other factors explain why non-EU immigrants become citizens?

e Most are long-settled in FR
e Most from medium developed countries and likely to naturalise
e Mostly humanitarian or family migrants likely to settle

How often do immigrants become citizens?

Overall, an estimated 60% of non-EU-born adults had FR citizenship in 2011/2. In 2012, the naturalisation rate for non-EU men
and women (2.9 out of 100) was lower than on average in the EU (3.4) and much lower than in other Western European
countries. The rate was also much lower on average for the elderly over 65 in FR than in other countries. Between 2010 and 2012,
prefects use of their discretion in the procedure hit many applicants hard, leading to an unprecedented drop in naturalisations
(45%) and rise in rejections and delays (50% of applications). France's citizenship policies are the strongest factor determining the
naturalisation outcomes for immigrant men and women from developing countries. Naturalisation also seems to lead to better
employment outcomes and higher levels of political participation for certain naturalising immigrants.

TCN naturalisation rate by gender, 2012
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ANTI-DISCRIMINATION

FR's strong anti-discrimination laws and increasing commitments to equality are starting to help victims to take the 1st
steps towards justice
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Who said they experienced racial/ethnic or religious discrimination last year?

In FR as in most European countries, a small but important share of the population state in surveys that they recently
experienced ethnic/racial (4.1%) and/or religious discrimination (2.5%). This level of perceived discrimination is similar in
countries such as AT, DE, IT, NL and in Central Europe. The specific levels of discrimination reported as experienced by
immigrants and ethnic minorities are much higher in FR as in other European countries (see EU-MIDIS 2008).

Share experiencing ethnic and/or religious discrimination, Share experiencing ethnic
discrimination and Share experiencing religious discrimination, 2012
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Is everyone effectively protected from racial/ethnic, religious, and nationality discrimination in all areas of life?

FR's laws on policies to promote equality remain the country’s greatest strength for integration policy, ranking 11th alongside
other Western European countries. This approach slightly improved in 2013 (+1 point on MIPEX) with the government's 2013/4
commitments on promoting equality. FR's rather strong anti-discrimination law and body (Defenseur des Droits) are helping the
general public to learn about their rights and potential victims to seek justice.

Dimension 1: Definitions

e |In FR and a dozen other countries, discrimination is slightly well defined and prohibited on the grounds of race, ethnicity,
religion, and nationality (see stronger definitions in CA/US/NZ, PT, Nordics)

e When transposing EU law, Law 2008-496 provided this for race, origin and sex discrimination in all matters. As a result, victims
benefit from weaker protection against nationality discrimination, although this is still prohibited in the penal code and, under
general principles of public law, it cannot be used to refuse access to rights (social security, education, health) to legal foreign
residents

e No explicit rules to deal with cases of multiple discrimination (see CA, UK, US)

e Victims have legal basis to fight against racial profiling (Obligation of Non-Discrimination in the National Police Code of
Conduct)

Dimension 2: Fields of application

e Everyone is generally protected against ethnic, racial, religious and nationality discrimination in all areas of life in FR and 15
MIPEX countries
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Dimension 3: Enforcement mechanisms

e The mechanisms to enforce the law are generally favourable for potential victims to access justice

e The major weakness are the absence of class actions and actio popularis (See 21 other countries, e.g. AU/CA/NZ/US, PT/ES,
LU/NL, Nordics)

e Bill 811 proposes general procedure of class actions for discrimination cases, following up on 2006 bill

Dimension 4: Equality policies

e FR society benefits from stronger state commitments to promote equality (+5, see box) and an equality body (Defender of
Human Rights) with slightly strong powers to help victims

e Under Law 2011-333, FR's effective equality body (la HALDE) was merged with 3 other institutions into the new Defender of
Rights with the same powers as before (similar process in Fl, IE, SE, UK)

e No equality body with quasi-judicial powers or legal standing in support / on behalf of victims (see instead English-speaking
countries, Nordics)

Strand and four dimensions on anti-discrimination, 2014

100
a
s
8 50
1]
0
ANTI-DISCR DEFINITIONS FIELDS ENFORCEMENT EQUALITY POLICIES
IMINATION AND OF MECHANISMS
CONCEPTS APPLICATION
£0-100 - Favourable £0-7% - Slightly favourable 41-5% - Halfway favourable
21-40 - Slightly unfaveurable B 1-20 - Unfavourable B 0 - Critically unfavourable

In recent years, the FR government has reinforced its leadership role on promoting equality through Inter-ministerial delegate on
racism and anti-Semitism since 2011 and, at some point soon, a delegate on republican equality and integration. Since 2013,
government has signed a binding Charter for the promotion of equality and to fight against discrimination in the public service
(state/regional administration and hospitals). The Charter provides binding tools to better implement and reinforce equality
policies so that the public sector becomes an exemplary service representative of all FR people. The Charter also draws on the
experience since 2008 with 'Diversity Labels' among 200+ companies (see equality duties on public services and contracts in
countries such as CA, US, Fl, SE, UK).

How many racial/ethnic and religious discrimination complaints were made to equality bodies?

No statistics are collected or published on the number or results of civil and administrative complaints against discrimination.
MIPEX provides the best harmonised data on the number of ethnic/racial and religious discrimination complaints received or
handled by equality bodies, both promotional and quasi-judicial. These numbers are only one indication of discrimination
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reporting. In 2013, the FR Defender of Rights received and followed-up on 21591 complaints of racial/ethnic discrimination
(19,734) and religious discrimination (1,857).

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS

What other factors explain whether potential victims report discrimination cases

e Around 40% of FR public said they knew their rights as discrimination victims in 2013, with similar or higher levels of rights
awareness among surveyed immigrants and ethnic minorities (EU-MIDIS 2008)

o Relatively low levels of trust in police but higher trust in justice system

e Long-settled and naturalisation are more likely to submit complaints when they experience discrimination

OUTCOME INDICATORS

How many complaints were made last year for every person who said they experienced racial/ethnic and religious
discrimination?

The Defenseur des Droits receives approximately 1 complaint for every 150 potential victims of racial, ethnic or religious
discrimination, according to EU-wide surveys. This level is large but lower than in most European countries. Non-reporting is the
norm in across Europe. FR's strong laws and support is starting to help victims in FR to take the 1st steps towards justice (as also
in [E, NL, SE). People in countries like FR with strong anti-discrimination laws are more likely to be aware of discrimination in
society and know their rights, which may over time increase reporting rates.

Access to justice by groups of discrimination, 2012
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ANNEX:

Annex

LIST OF INDICATORS

| B

1. LABOUR MARKET MOBILITY

1.1 ACCESS

1. Immediate access to labour market; 2. Access to private
sector; 3. Access to public sector; 4. Immediate access to self
employment; 5. Access to self employment

1.2 ACCESS TO GENERAL SUPPORT

6. Public employment services; 7. Education and vocational
training; 8. Study grants; 9. Recognition of academic
qualifications; 10. Recognition of professional qualifications;
11. Validation of skills

1.3 TARGETED SUPPORT

12. State facilitation of recognition of qualifications;

13. Economic integration measures of TCNs; 14. Economic
integration measures of youth and women; 15. Support to
access public employment services; 16. Active information

policy

1.4 WORKERS' RIGHTS
17. Membership in trade unions; 18. Access to social
security; 19. Access to housing; 20. Working conditions

\®

2. FAMILY REUNION FOR FOREIGN CITIZENS

2.1 ELIGIBILITY

21. Residence period; 22. Permit duration required;

23. Permits considered; 24. Eligibility for spouses and
partners; 25. Minor children; 26. Dependent parents/grand-
parents; 27. Dependent adult children

2.2 CONDITIONS FOR ACQUISITION OF STATUS

28. Pre-entry integration requirement; 29. Post-entry
integration requirement; 30. Accommodation; 31. Economic
resources; 32. Cost of application

2.3 SECURITY OF STATUS
33. Maximum duration of procedure; 34. Duration of validity
of permit; 35. Grounds for rejection, withdrawal, refusal;

36. Personal circumstances considered; 37. Legal protection

2.4 RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH STATUS

38. Right to autonomous residence permit for partners and
children; 39. Right to autonomous residence permit in case
of widowhood, divorce, separation, death or violence;

40. Access to education and training; 41. Access to employ-
ment and self-employment; 42. Access to social benefits;
43. Access to housing

'Q ”
3. EDUCATION

3.1 ACCESS

44. Access to pre-primary education and compulsory
education; 45. Compulsory education as a legal right;

46. Assessment of prior learning; 47. Access to non-compul-
sory education; 48. Access to vocational training; 49. Access
to higher education

3.2 TARGETING NEEDS

50. Educational guidance at all levels; 51. Provision of
support to learn language of instruction; 52. Migrant pupil
monitoring; 53. Measures to address educational situation
of migrant groups; 54. Teacher training to reflect migrants’
learning needs

3.3 NEW OPPORTUNITIES

55. Support for teaching immigrant languages; 56. Support
for teaching immigrant cultures; 57. Measures to counter
segregation of migrant pupils and promote integration;

58. Measures to support migrant parents and communities;
59. Measures to bring migrants into the teacher workforce

3.4 INTERCULTURAL EDUCATION FOR ALL

60. School curriculum to reflect diversity; 61. State support-
ed information initiatives; 62. Adapting curriculum to reflect
diversity; 63. Adapting daily school life to reflect diversity;
64. Teacher training to reflect diversity
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4. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

4.1 ELECTORAL RIGHTS

65. Right to vote in national elections; 66. Right to vote
in regional elections; 67. Right to vote in local elections;
68. Right to stand in local elections

4.2 POLITICAL LIBERTIES
69. Right to association; 70. Membership in political parties

4.3 CONSULTATIVE BODIES

71. Strength of national consultative body; 72. Strength of
regional consultative body; 73. Strength of capital consulta-
tive body; 74. Strength of other local consultative body
(average)

4.4 IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

75. Active information policy; 76. Public funding/support for
national immigrant bodies; 77. Public funding/support for
regional immigrant bodies; 78. Public funding/support for
immigrant bodies at local level in capital city; 79. Public
funding/support for immigrant bodies in other city with
largest migrant population

AN

5. PERMANENT RESIDENCE

5.1 ELIGIBILITY

80. Residence period; 81. Permits considered; 82. Time
counted as pupil/student; 83. Periodsof prior-absence
allowed

5.2 CONDITIONS FOR ACQUISITION OF STATUS
84. LTR Language requirement; 85. Economic resources;
86. Costs of application

5.3 SECURITY OF STATUS

87. Maximum duration of procedure; 88. Duration of validity
of permit; 89. Renewable permit; 90. Periods of absence
allowed; 91. Grounds for rejection, withdrawal, refusal;

92. Personal circumstances considered before expulsion;
93. Expulsion precluded; 94. Legal protection

Annex

5.4 RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH STATUS

95. Access to employment; 96. Access to social security and
assistance; 97. Access to housing

B
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6. ACCESS TO NATIONALITY

6.1 ELIGIBILITY

98. Residence period; 99. Permits considered; 100. Periods
of prior-absence allowed; 101. Requirements for spouses
and partners; 102. Birth-right citizenship for second
generation; 103. Birth-right citizenship for third generation

6.2 CONDITIONS FOR ACQUISITION

104. Naturalisation language requirement; 105. Naturalisa-
tion integration requirement; 106. Economic resources;
107. Criminal record; 108. Good character; 109. Costs of
application

6.3 SECURITY OF STATUS

110. Maximum duration of procedure; 111. Additional
grounds for refusal; 112. Discretionary powers in refusal;
113. Legal protection; 114. Protection against withdrawal of
citizenship

6.4 DUAL NATIONALITY
115. Dual nationality for first generation; 116. Dual nationali-
ty for second/third generation

ﬂl

7. ANTI-DISCRIMINATION

7.1 DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS

117. Law covers direct/indirect discrimination, harassment,
instruction; 118. Law covers discrimination by association &
on the basis of assumed characteristics; 119. Law applies to
natural& legal persons; 120. Law applies to public sector;
121. Prohibitions in law; 122. Law covers multiple discrimi-
nation

7.2 FIELDS OF APPLICATION

123. Employment & vocational training; 124. Education;
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125. Social protection; 126. Access to and supply of public
goods and services, including housing; 127. Access to and
supply of public goods and services, including health

7.3 ENFORCEMENT MECHANISMS

Note: For discrimination on grounds of race/ethnicity,
religion/belief and/or nationality 28. Procedures available
for victims; 129. Shift in burden of proof in procedures;

130. Law accepts situation testing& statistical data; 131.
Protection against victimisation; 132. State assistance for
victims; 133. Role of legal entities in proceedings; 134. Range
of legal actions; 35. Range of sanctions

7.4 EQUALITY POLICIES

Note: For discrimination on grounds of race/ethnicity,
religion/belief and/or nationality 136. Mandate of specialised
equality body; 137. Powers to assists victims; 138. Powers as
quasi-judicial body; 139. Legal standing in procedures;

140. Powers to instigate proceedings and enforce findings;
141. Active information policy and dialogue; 142. Ensuring
compliance of mainstream legislation; 143. Public bodies
obliged to promote equality; 144. Law covers positive action
measures

8. HEALTH

8.1 ENTITLEMENT TO HEALTH SERVICES

145. Health entitlements for legal migrants; 146. Health
entitlements for asylum-seekers; 147. Health entitlements
for undocumented migrants; 148. Administrative discretion
and documentation for legal migrants; 149. Administrative
discretion and documentation for asylum-seekers;

150. Administrative discretion and documentation for
undocumented migrants

8.2 POLICIES TO FACILITATE ACCESS

151. Information for service providers about migrants'
entitlements; 152. Information for migrants concerning
entitlements and use of health services; 153. Information for
migrants concerning health education and promotion;

154. Provision of ‘cultural mediators’ or ‘patient navigators’
to facilitate access for migrants; 155. Obligation and
sanctions for assisting undocumented migrants

8.3 RESPONSIVE HEALTH SERVICES

156. Availability of qualified interpretation services;

157. Requirement for 'culturally competent' or 'diversity-sen-
sitive' services; 158. Training and education of health service

Annex

staff; 159. Involvement of migrants in information provision,
service design and delivery; 160. Encouraging diversity in the
health service workforce; 161. Development of capacity and

methods

8.4 MEASURES TO ACHIEVE CHANGE

162. Collection of data on migrant health; 163. Support for
research on migrant health; 164. Health in all policies"
approach; 165. Whole organisation approach; 166. Leader-
ship by government; 167. Involvement of migrants and
stakeholders
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