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Summary 

Pardon? 
Evaluation of the regulation to settle the legacy of the old Immigration Law 
 
 
Cause and goal of the study 
 
During the second half of the Nineties, the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(IND) and the immigrant chambers of The Hague court had started to fall behind in 
settling asylum procedures. At that time, many asylum seekers were staying in the 
Netherlands without a (permanent) residence permit. They ‘congested’ the asylum 
chain. After heated political and social debates, the decision was made to set up a 
pardon regulation to settle the legacy of the old immigration law. This regulation, 
which took effect on 15 June 2007, meant that residence permits would be officially 
granted to a clearly delimited group of asylum seekers. It was coupled to basic 
principles and agreements laid down in an Administrative Agreement between the 
central government and municipalities. These related to, among other things, the 
housing, civic integration and guidance toward the labour market of people who had 
been pardoned, the departure of those who had been refused a permit, improve-
ments of the asylum procedure, the prevention of future arrears in deciding on 
asylum requests, as well as the financial compensation of municipalities by the 
state. While the Administrative Agreement was being brought about, the parties 
agreed on an evaluation of the Pardon Regulation. The goal of the present study is 
to determine whether the execution of the Pardon Regulation has been consistent 
with the principles and preconditions formulated beforehand, and whether the re-
sults correspond to what was intended in advance. 
 
 
Central research questions and methods 
 
The report provides an answer to the following eight central questions: 
1 What were the principles and preconditions of the Pardon Regulation and what 

were the assumptions of the actors involved in the execution of this Regulation 
and the Administrative Agreement to which it was connected? 

2 Which tasks arose from the Pardon Regulation and the Administrative Agreement 
for the different organizations and how did they organize their execution? 

3 In the context of the Pardon Regulation, how did the process of granting permits 
work out? 

4 How did the process of housing pardoned people pass off and to what extent were 
the agreements laid down in the Administrative Agreements kept? 

5 How did the civic integration process of pardoned people work out? 
6 How did the guidance of pardoned people toward the labour market work out? 
7 How did the process of returning illegal migrants who were not eligible for 

pardoning work out and what were the results of this process? 
8 How many asylum seekers who had exhausted all legal procedures were housed 

in temporary reception centres on 25 May 2007 (the day the Administrative 
Agreement was signed); has the municipal funding of temporary reception for 
those asylum seekers been stopped and have these reception centres themselves 
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indeed been closed on 1 January 2010 at the latest, as was agreed in the 
Administrative Agreement? 

 
To find the answers to these questions concerning process- and goal attainment, we 
have examined (policy) files and research reports and have made use of ex post 
measurements from several sources: 
• interviews conducted with 59 respondents employed by municipalities, ministries, 

executing agencies and other agencies involved in the preparation and/or the 
execution of the Pardon Regulation; 

• a survey among municipalities; 
• an analysis of an (anonymized) data base on candidates for pardoning. 
 
 
Quantitative results 
 
Number of permits 
In the context of the Pardon Regulation, a residence permit was to be granted to 
between 25,000 and 30,000 asylum seekers. In total, the number of candidates for 
pardoning amounted to 35,874, of who 29,288 were known to the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service and/or the Return & Departure Service, while 6,586 candi-
dates had been put forward through a mayor’s statement. Until 21 February 2011 
(the reference date), a ‘pardoning offer’ was made to 29,524 people, of who 28,304 
people were actually granted permanent residence. Those remaining dropped out of 
the procedure because they did not meet the requirements, could not be reached or 
refused the offer. 
 
Housing 
In total, approximately 27,500 pardoned people needed to be housed, of who 
12,500 were staying on a COA location (COA is the Central Agency for the Recep- 
tion of Asylum Seekers), the so-called ‘inside-COA-group’. An additional 15,000 par-
doned asylum seekers were living elsewhere: the ‘outside-COA-group’. On 1 January 
2010, housing had been realized for 96% of these two groups. This realization of 
the goal of housing people who had been granted asylum, which was not to suffer 
from the housing of those just pardoned, slacked during the second half of 2008. 
From that moment on, however, the absolute number of people who had been 
granted asylum and who were then housed steeply increased from 2,560 to 5,040 
during the second half of 2010. 
A total of 55 million euro was promised for the execution of the Pardon Regulation. 
Municipalities could lay claim to € 3,400 for each housed household. This compen-
sation did not always cover the cost. A little less than 30% of particularly the large 
municipalities indicated this. 
 
Integration: civic integration and guidance toward the labour market 
Of the pardoned people from the inside-COA-group with a civic integration require-
ment more than 6,500 individuals took part voluntarily in a programme called ‘pre-
paration for civic integration’. In 2008, only 747 of these pardoned people applied 
for a Person-Following Budget (PVB) for civic integration while in the reception 
centre, of which approximately 95% was granted. In the period from 2007 until  
the end of 2010 (reference date 18 January 2011), in total 12,417 pardoned people 
started their civic integration trajectory, of which slightly more than half was dual in 
nature, focused on both language acquisition and landing a job. During this period, 
7,129 of these people have taken part in the civic integration exam; of this group, 
5,731 people passed the exam while 529 people successfully took the state exam. 
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For each pardoned person with a civic integration requirement municipalities re-
ceived € 4.480. For most municipalities this compensation was (more than) enough. 
Most pardoned people applied for benefit at the local social services. They were 
subsequently referred to a reintegration agency that provided guidance toward the 
labour market. In 2009, about half of the adult pardoned people turned out to have 
found either a full-time or a part-time job, or to be studying. 
 
Temporary shelter in a reception centre 
One of the starting points of the Pardon Regulation was that municipalities would 
stop providing temporary shelter to people who had lost the right to reception by 
the state. In May 2007, 67% of the municipalities no longer provided temporary 
shelter, and this percentage had risen to 87% by the beginning of 2011. In addi- 
tion, the average number of people who had been provided with temporary shelter 
at those moments had dropped from 4.6 to 0.5. The people concerned were mainly 
asylum seekers who had exhausted all legal procedures, but whose stay in the 
Netherlands was legitimate. 
 
Return 
The Return & Departure Service (DT&V) had an obligation to perform to the best of 
its ability with respect to the return of people who had dropped out of the Pardon 
Regulation. On 21 February 2011, 3,589 persons had been registered as ‘departed’. 
Of these people, 225 persons had been forced to leave, while 207 had left of their 
own accord with the assistance of the IOM (International Organization for Migration) 
and 3,157 had left ‘independently and without supervision’ [formerly called ‘for an 
unknown destination’]. These latter illegal migrants are no longer visible to official 
authorities; it is therefore uncertain how, when and whether they have left the 
Netherlands. 
 
 
Conclusions regarding the execution of the Pardon Regulation (the process) 
 
Granting permits 
In general, the proceedings regarding the granting of residence permits by the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service have passed off according to plan. The Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service operated in keeping with the phasing announced 
beforehand, and in the middle of 2008 a decision had been made regarding 95% of 
the pardoning candidates known at that time. Ultimately, for several reasons (an 
extension of the time period in which to submit mayor’s statements; unforeseen 
objection- and appeal procedures; an extra workload in connection to fraud with 
photo cards) the Service did not succeed in finishing all the work involved in grant-
ing residence permits, as intended. 
The issuing of mayor’s statements also went off well, although not within the time 
limit that was originally planned. Municipalities tried to reach as many pardoning 
candidates as possible in various ways. For the most part, the drawing up and 
checking of files was put out completely or partially to local interest groups. Espe-
cially the four largest Dutch cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht) 
did not succeed in submitting all the mayor’s statements before the end of 2007, 
because a large number of pardoning candidates presented themselves when the 
deadline was already near.  
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Housing and intake in municipalities 
In the Administrative Agreement, the parties had agreed with one another that 
those pardoned would have to be adequately housed at the latest two years after 
they had been granted a residence permit. Housing the ‘inside-COA-group’ largely 
worked out in correspondence with the way in which the housing of those granted 
asylum takes place. A majority of the ‘inside-COA-group’ found a house in the mu-
nicipality or region in which they were already staying. With those pardoned from 
the ‘outside-COA-group’, a meeting took place at the municipal intake counter to 
discuss their housing, among other things. Most of them, too, were housed in the 
municipality in which they were staying, sometimes in the house in which they had 
already been living. 
The registration of pardoned people in the Basic Municipal Register (GBA) generated 
a few bottlenecks. It proved difficult, for instance, to change incorrect personal data 
or to restore a faulty identity. For children of pardoned parents who had never reg-
istered their births, birth-certificates had to be drawn up in retroaction. In the 
meantime, the family to which these children belonged was not eligible for housing 
or benefit. 
It was also unclear how to handle the date of registration with a health insurer and 
the issuing date of benefit. Solutions to all of these problems were found by mutual 
agreement. 
 
Integration 
The organization of guidance for pardoned people with a civic integration require-
ment toward civic integration trajectories has been immediately dealt with. Pardon-
ed people staying in COA reception centres could already start their civic integration 
trajectory by making use of their Person-Following Budget (PVB). After an intake 
interview, the municipalities offered an – often dual - civic integration trajectory to 
pardoned people. Generally, this did not give rise to (longer) waiting lists for civic 
integration courses. Some pardoned people could, however, only start with their 
civic integration course after a time-consuming process, especially in the big cities. 
 
Return of those who are ‘out’ 
The Return & Departure Service had an obligation to facilitate and realize the return 
of people who had dropped out of the Pardon Regulation as much as possible within 
the existing organizational structure. Yet, it turned out that differentiations such as 
specialized case managers and periodic consultation with senior case managers 
were necessary. In the main, the Return & Departure Service has informed munici-
palities about the departure process of individual drop-outs. Most municipalities ap-
preciated this. 
Not all of the removable drop-outs have left the Netherlands by now. Obstructions 
for departure are, for instance, article 3 ECHR impediments with regard to asylum 
seekers suspected of war crimes, medical problems or criminal antecedents. Despite 
the efforts of all those involved, the Return & Departure Service in particular, it 
proves to be difficult to carry through the return of people who have dropped out of 
the Pardon Regulation. 
 
Ending temporary reception 
The number of municipalities providing temporary reception and the average num-
ber of asylum seekers they sheltered has decreased, but there still are municipal-
ities that feel the need to provide temporary reception to asylum seekers who have 
exhausted all legal procedures. This often involves asylum seekers who are staying 
in the Netherlands legitimately. To end the municipal temporary reception is difficult 
for different reasons: the fact that people engaged in regular follow-up procedures 
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can stay legitimately but do not have a right to being sheltered by the state; the 
municipalities’ duty to maintain vulnerable groups; and the impossibility of a sound 
return policy. Because of this, the need for ‘temporary reception’ continues to exist 
for some individual cases. 
 
 
In conclusion 
 
The execution of the Pardon Regulation has been a complex process for which many 
parties have made a great effort, in mutual agreement and close cooperation. This 
is an important reason why this process was manageable. Thanks to the Pardon 
Regulation, a considerable part of the ‘congestion’ of the asylum chain has been 
cleared. 
 




