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Border Management  
 

Border Management and Asylum Actors in Slovakia 
 
Border management falls under the responsibility of Ministry of Interior of the Slovak 
Republic (hereby referred to as “MoI”), specifically the Bureau of Alien and Border Police of 
Presidium of the Police Force (hereby referred to as “BABP”).  
 
BABP is the unit under the Police Force and consists of several departments: Risk Analysis 
and Coordination Department, Administrative and Internal Department, Department of 
External Relations, Border Police Department, Aliens Police Department and National Unit of 
Combating Illegal Migration. The departments are further divided into sections and 
subsections. The border management in the form of border checks, border surveillance and 
control of passengers is operated by border police unit of the BABP.  
 
BABP operates under the EU and Slovakian law. The main act which codifies the action of 
police is the Act no. 171/1993 Coll. on the Police Force as amended by other acts (hereby 
referred to as “Police Force Act”). Border protection, entry and residence of non-citizens is 



 

 

 

governed by the Act no. 404/2011 Coll. on the Residence of the Foreigners as amended by 
other acts (hereby referred to as “Residence of Foreigners Act”).  
 
BABP is the authority responsible to receive and register asylum applications. The decision-
making process on asylum applications is done by different authority – migration office of 
the Ministry of Interior, which is a civilian body. The asylum procedure is governed by the 
Act no. 480/2002 Coll. on Asylum as amended by other acts (hereby referred to as “Act on 
Asylum”). 
 

Border and entry procedures, asylum and Dublin transfers 
 
Slovakia does not share direct border with any of the Western Balkan States, therefore there 
has been no direct human movement of migrants and refugees between these countries and 
Slovakia. Slovakia shares external border of the EU with Ukraine, thus in general, Slovakia 
would be a first-entry country for asylum seekers coming directly from Ukrainian territory or 
through the international airports.1 In last 10 years, decline in numbers of asylum seekers in 
Slovakia has been observed; coming to the point when in 2016 Slovakia has registered 146 
asylum applications only.2  
 
In respect to the so-called Balkan route, Slovakia has been partially affected by the transiting 
refugees and migrants, who had to pass Slovakia on their way. This would trigger the 
application of the so-called Dublin procedure and the data shows that numbers of asylum 
seekers and migrants who have been subjected to Dublin procedure are much higher than 
the numbers of those who have applied for asylum in Slovakia. According to official data, in 
2015 there were 348 persons handed over from Slovakia to other EU countries based on 
Dublin procedure, which is 7times more than in previous year (2014:45). At the same time, 
the number of persons taken over to Slovakia in 2015 (64) declined comparing to the figure 
from previous year (2014: 98).3 Majority of persons taken over to Slovakia were dublinned 

                                                      
1 Asylum seekers can lodge the asylum application at – (i) border police office at the border crossing point 
(applies to applicants who are able to arrive through official border crossing points) or at the airport; (ii) asylum 
police office at the reception centre (the only reception centre in Slovakia is in town of Humenne, which is the 
only internal police office designated to receive asylum applications at the territory of Slovakia); (iii) police 
office at the immigration detention centre (there are 2 immigration detention centres in Slovakia – Sečovce 
and Medveďov and in both centres, foreigners can apply for asylum); (iv) in the case of persons who are in pre-
trial detention, custody, in medical facility or are placed in foster home for children, the local foreign police 
office; Act on Asylum, no. 480/2002 Coll., art. 3 
2 Ministry of Interior, Asylum, Statistics, available: http://www.minv.sk/?statistiky-20 last accessed 5 November 
2017 
3 Ministry of Interior: Annual Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic 2015, 

available at: 

http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocen
ka_UHCP_EN.pdf , pg. 87 

http://www.minv.sk/?statistiky-20
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf


 

 

 

from Austria (14) and major citizenship of dublinned persons has been Iraqi (13) and 
Ukrainian (10). 
 
When it comes to Dublin procedure in respect of handing persons over to other countries, 
the absolute majority of people were dublinned to Hungary. Their predominant nationalities 
were Kosovar (96), Afghan (82) and Syrian (66).4 As the data shows, the Dublin transfers 
have followed the developments of human movement on the Balkan route.  
 
In 2016, the situation has changed significantly. The number of Dublin transfers from 
Slovakia to other EU MS has declined rapidly, to 83 persons. Majority of these people were 
dublinned to Hungary and Bulgaria (both 31 persons). Their main nationalities were Afghan 
(37) and Iraqi (12).5 
 
In 2016, the number of person taken over by Slovakia from other EU members has 
continued to decrease, with 27 persons being accepted, mostly from Austria (14). The 
predominant nationalities were Afghan and Ukrainian (7).6 
 
The situation with Dublin transfers in 2016 in relation to persons being handed over to other 
countries has been affected by the 2016 decision of Hungary not to accept any more Dublin 
transfers from other EU countries. Thus, Bulgaria emerged as next in line; however these 
transfers could not match the number of previous transfers to Hungary due to the various 
reasons including lack of evidence of being present at the BG territory or reasons for which 
courts suspended transfers due to human rights concerns.  
 
In 2017, the decline in number of persons taken over into Slovakia or handed over from 
Slovakia has continued. In first six months, 8 persons were taken over to Slovakia and 16 
were handed over to other countries.7 
 

                                                      
4
 Ministry of Interior: Annual Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic 2015, 

available at:   

http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocen
ka_UHCP_EN.pdf pg. 89, accessed on 1 November 2017  
5 Ministry of Interior: Annual Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic 2016, 

available 

at:  http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-
statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf pg.83 
6 Ministry of Interior: Annual Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic 2016, 

available 

at:  http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-
statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf pg. 82  
7 Ministry of Interior: Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic  I. half of 2017, 

available at:  

 http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2017/I-half-2017-
statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf pg. 75 

http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf%20pg.%2089
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf%20pg.%2089
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2017/I-half-2017-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2017/I-half-2017-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf


 

 

 

The data shows that the Dublin procedure has been very much affected by the 
developments on the Balkan route as well as in relevant EU MS. While Balkan route has been 
functioning, Slovakia has apprehended relatively large numbers of persons who were later 
subjected to transfer to responsible country. However, once the Balkan route has been 
closed and Hungary has changed its asylum practice and established border zones, the 
numbers of person apprehended declined as well as number of persons effectively handed 
over.  
 
Another factor is that political decisions of countries – such as Hungarian decision not to 
receive back asylum seekers, has affected number of effective Dublin transfers significantly.  
On addition, problematic and disputed Dublin transfers to Bulgaria and ongoing ban on 
transfers in relation to Greece could effectively make it impossible to undertake Dublin 
transfer and Slovakia could become responsible country for those asylum seekers who are 
taking the Balkan route and are apprehended at the Slovak territory.  
 
What is very interesting to mention is that at the same time Dublin returns from other EU 
MS to Slovakia have been very low. The data on asylum applications over last 10 years show, 
that almost every year half of the asylum applications are not decided in the matter but 
discontinued, predominantly for reason of person absconding. However number of persons 
being taken back by Slovakia does not match the number of cases discontinued. This could 
be attributed to notoriously dysfunctional Dublin system. However, to prove or dispute this 
hypothesis would indeed require more in-depth research, which is beyond the scope of this 
analysis.  
 

Transit countries 
 
In general, all concerned countries - V4 and WB countries consider themselves being transit 
countries for asylum seekers and refugees. The leaders of V4 frequently use this argument in 
relation to their opposition to mandatory relocation of refugees from Italy and Greece in 
order to support their denial of this mechanism.  
 
While this might be true in relation to asylum seekers (given the data on numbers of asylum 
seekers absconded from asylum procedure in Slovakia or other V4 countries), certainly is not 
in relation to migration. As data shows, Slovakia has become destination country to 
international migrants, whose numbers are continuously on the rise every year both in 
relation to EU citizens as well as third country nationals. Large parts of these newcomers are 
people from Serbia or Macedonia as well as Ukrainians, who are filling the available 
workplaces and it is expected that their numbers will continue to rise.8 Therefore, when 

                                                      
8 Ministry of Interior: Annual Statistical Overview of Legal and Illegal Migration in the Slovak Republic 2016, 

available 

http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2015/2015_rocenka_UHCP_EN.pdf


 

 

 

designing future immigration and integration policies and strategies, it would be necessary 
to pay attention to immigration from these countries and mutual relations between V4 and 
WB as well as Ukraine as important source countries of new inhabitants in the V4. 
 
When it comes to asylum policies, the situation here requires much more innovative 
approach. While it might be true that currently V4 countries are not being primary 
destination countries for vast majority of refugees and asylum seekers9, being or wishing to 
remain transit country undermines the very functioning of Common EU asylum system. This 
is for the reason that CEAS is based on trust, solidarity and burden sharing among the MS, 
meaning that every MS – if system would be functioning well- shall be a destination country 
for those asylum seekers for whose asylum claims the legal responsibility is established by 
the EU law. Therefore CEAS as it has been designed and shall operate in ideal circumstances, 
does not provide any room for any MS to be a mere transit country for asylum seekers and 
division on transit and destination countries shall not exist among EU MS.  
 
Nor shall any MS wish to keep its position as transit country as it goes contrary to the 
objectives of CEAS, obligations of MS and legitimate interests and trust of other members of 
the club. This is for the reasons that if the country keeps its position as transit, it does not 
create enough meaningful integration prospects for beneficiaries of international protection 
due to the fear of becoming too attractive. Less integration prospects lower the motivation 
of asylum seekers and beneficiaries of international protection to stay in transit country (and 
wait for the outcome of asylum procedure), who then tend to abscond. Dealing with 
absconded asylum applicants creates additional burden on these MS and is contrary to their 
legitimate interests.  
 
Dublin system itself is not a goal but rather one of the tools which shall ensure that CEAS as 
whole is functioning, meaning that every MS takes its fair share of responsibility towards 
people who shall be lawfully treated by that MS.  If countries keep their position as transit it 
means that they are not executing their responsibility in line with their obligations coming 
from the EU law.  
 
To conclude, if MS wish to keep CEAS alive and functioning, it would require a major 
overhaul not only in terms of reform of existing laws but as well in their minds and how they 
position themselves as part of this system.  
 

                                                      
at:  http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-
statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf last accessed on 5 November 2017 
9 The reasons for that might include anything from V4 not being particularly well-known in source countries of 
refugees including not being the major donors of humanitarian and development aid, to current negative PR of 
V4 regarding refugees impacted hugely by the vocal stance of V4 leaders against refugees from Muslim 
countries.     

http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf
http://www.minv.sk/swift_data/source/policia/hranicna_a_cudzinecka_policia/rocenky/rok_2016/2016-statistical-overview-UHCP-EN.pdf


 

 

 

Safe third country 
 
One major issue, which would influence the relationship between V4 and WB countries, is the 
proposed re-design of safe third country concept. As proposed by the Commission and 
discussed in the Council, safe third country concept shall be applied mandatory if the recasted 
Asylum Procedure Directive10 would be reformed. This would mean that if the asylum seeker 
would enter the EU territory from third country, which can be assessed as safe, EU countries 
would be required to terminate the asylum procedure and return the person to such 
country.11 Naturally, for V4 countries such safe third countries could be WB countries, which 
are currently major entry point for the asylum seekers coming to their territories.  
 
Now, expanding the concept of safe third countries would definitely serve the interests of V4 
who are positioning themselves as transit countries and do not want to deal with large 
numbers of asylum seekers at their territories. The question which arises however is how the 
new legislation (if approved) would serve the interests of WB who as well does not position 
itself as destination for asylum seekers. They could find themselves in the position of being 
forced to accept return of non-citizens in large numbers as exchange to preserve interests of 
their own populations working in the V4 countries. This would open many new issues with 
which WB countries are not confronted yet as they maintain their position as transit countries 
for asylum seekers whose main aim is to reach EU.   

Humanitarian Cooperation 
 

Plea for Humanity  
 
In relation to humanitarian aspects of WB-Slovakian cooperation, one best practice example 
has to be mentioned.  
 
In September 2015, 71 persons have been found death by suffocation in Slovak truck at 
Austrian highway close to Slovak-Austrian border. This tragic incident inspired the foundation 
of “Plea for Humanity” – the public call of popular influencers to show humanity towards 
refugees. Shortly, the Plea gained more than 12.000 signatures and its leaders have been 
invited to the meeting with Prime Minister Rober Fico. Mr. Fico promised to dedicate special 
funding to Plea for Humanity, which would support the projects of Slovak NGOs on the Balkan 
route. The promise has been fulfilled immediately and the fund received 500.000€ from the 
national lottery. Majority of this bulk of money have been spent of project financing addressed 

                                                      
10 DIRECTIVE 2013/32/EU OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 26 June 2013 on common 
procedures for granting and withdrawing international protection (recast) 
11 European Council on Refugees and Exiles: Debunking the „safe third country“ myth. Policy note 08. Published 
October 2017, available:  https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Policy-Note-08.pdf , last 
accessed on 5 November 2017 

https://www.ecre.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/Policy-Note-08.pdf


 

 

 

aid (material, medical aid, food, etc.) in Western Balkan States directly affected by the 2015 
refugee crisis. Another 500.000€ were transferred to Ministry of Foreign Affairs and have been 
distributed to the NGOs working on humanitarian and development projects in Syria, Iraq and 
Lebanon.12 
 
Apart of police and army personnel which has been provided by Slovak republic to WB 
countries in order to support the efforts to secure borders, example of Plea for humanity 
stands as unique regional movement as well as unique example of civilian and government 
cooperation and support in the region. 
 

Recommendations  
 

1. V4 countries shall put their legislation and practice in full line with EU asylum law and 
1951 Geneva refugee convention, especially with regard to practice at the external 
borders and in transit zones.  

2. V4 countries shall actively support functioning, effective and human-rights based 
Common European asylum system 

3. V4 countries shall support reform of Common European asylum system, which would 
lead to better integration of national EU asylum system, better coordination and 
cooperation in asylum and which would be based on mutual solidarity and fair share.  

4. V4 countries shall abandon the idea of transit countries which undermines 
functioning of CEAS. Instead, they should focus on improving reception conditions for 
asylum seekers and integration prospects for beneficiaries of international 
protection, in order to increase their motivation to settle down in the region 
according to the law.  

5. V4 countries shall actively plan their immigration and integration policies in relation 
to major source countries, which include many of WB countries, including flexible 
entry/exit rules.  

6. WB countries shall advocate for better protection of rights of their citizens who are 
workers in V4 countries, especially in relation to work conditions, equal pay and 
protection from labour exploitation. Joint V4-WB information campaigns on labour 
rights and immigration rules in V4 shall be explored. 

7. WB countries shall actively cooperate with V4 and EU in relation to the reform of 
CEAS, with the aim to incorporate their legitimate interests.  

                                                      
12 Výzva k ľudskosti, available at: http://osf.sk/vyzva-k-ludskosti/  

http://osf.sk/vyzva-k-ludskosti/



