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I - THE SCHENGEN AREA IS THE CORE OF THE FREEDOM, 
SECURITY AND JUSTICE AREA

According to 62% of the EU citizens the free movement is considered 
to be the most positive outcome of the 50 years of European integration 
(Eurobarometer survey).

For the European Parliament the free movement of people across 
European borders is a major achievement, one of the main pillars of the 
EU. It cannot be reversed, but it should, instead, be strengthened! 

A balance must be preserved: the free movement only can be enjoyed if 
the necessary security measures are in place, but an excess of security 
will endanger the freedom of movement in itself!

Even if not all the EU Member States are Members of the Schengen area, 
the large majority of them (22 among 27 Member States) and 4 other 
countries outside of the EU share the same principles and enjoy the 
possibility of moving freely through this common area.



Despite the fact that the control of the external borders still remains 
within the responsibility of the Member States, (and of course in full 
compliance of the Schengen rules), there is no doubt that Schengen is a 
matter of common concern, where the absence of internal borders 
makes 'de facto' the external borders common to all, they are in fact
European borders. That is the reason why all the European 
Institutions should play an active role not only in terms of maintaining 
a vigilance over its functioning, but also in being able to respond to any 
challenges that might occur.

This is the reason why I totally subscribe the words of Commissioner 
Malmström, in May of 2011: "we need leadership that can stand up 
against poor and simplistic solutions. We need clarity, responsibility and 
solidarity. We need more Europe, not 
less."

II - WE SHOULD HAVE 4 PRIORITIES:

How should we proceed? On my view, we have at this moment 4 
priorities:

1 - SIS II

A second generation of the SIS (SIS II) is needed to incorporate: 
- new data (namely the introduction of biometric data), 
- new types of alerts (ex. introduction of the European Arrest Warrant) 
- new functionalities (in order to reinforce security and to make a more 
efficient use of data, for instance through the interlinking of alerts) 
- to extend access to alerts by authorities at national or EU level

The Commission received the mandate to develop the new system, on 6 
December 2001, which was scheduled to begin operating in March 
2007. Due to several delays, new timetables were announced for several 
times. 

Everything indicates that, finally, the SIS II will start operating on the 
9th of April and I sincerely hope that the actual prevision for the entering 
into operations of the system can be respected.



It is clear that we need a Second Generation of the SIS with all the new 
capabilities and functionalities that it will introduce, but we cannot 
accept more delays and costs.

2 - Migration

It is fundamental to have a more structured, comprehensive and rapid-
response approach from the EU to the challenges and opportunities of 
migration, especially taking in to account the developments on the North 
of Africa. The migration management must ensure the opening of 
new possibilities of legal migration in order to help to address the 
demographic problem in Europe and the expected labour shortages in 
many sectors and, in parallel, it should ensure an effective border 
control and the return of irregular migrants. We need a balanced, 
comprehensive and common migration policy.

3 - Asylum package

I hope the Council is, finally, ready to adopt a stronger common 
asylum and migration policy and to contribute actively to the completion 
of the Common European Asylum System, which was expected to 
have happened already by 2012.

4 - Schengen Evaluation Mechanism

We need a strong Evaluation Mechanism more efficient and ensuring 
the transparent, effective and consistent implementation of the 
Schengen acquis. 

The abolition of internal border controls requires full mutual trust
between the Member States in their capacity to fully implement the 
accompanying measures allowing those controls to be lifted. The 
security of the Schengen area depends on the rigour and effectiveness 
of each Member State in carrying out controls at its external borders, as 
well as on the quality and speed which information is exchanged 
through the SIS. 

The fragility or inadequate functioning of any of these elements poses 
a risk to the security of the European Union and to the efficiency of 
the Schengen area.



This new evaluation mechanism should be able to identify and 
address emerging problems immediately, through European solidarity 
and support, but also through the obligation for the Member State 
concerned to remedy problems in the interest of the entire Schengen area. 
In this spirit, the possibility of reintroduction of border control is meant to 
be a deterrent we hopefully never have to use.

We also need a new system that doesn't apply double standards - being 
very severe to candidate countries and very lenient with countries already 
in the Schengen area. I believe that the rules must invariably be the same 
and that the evaluation system must proceed from the premise that they 
will continue to be complied with over time and not just at the moment of 
accession.

Only with the approval of this new evaluation mechanism we will be 
able to reinforce the free movement of persons, citizens' rights and to 
monitor effectively any attempt to introduce illegal border controls at 
internal borders and, in parallel, to reinforce mutual trust between 
Member States, ensuring an effective control of the external borders by 
each Member State of Schengen.

This is not only the European Parliament's opinion, but has been also the 
request of the European Council, of June 2011, to reinforce Schengen and 
to create an EU-based Schengen Evaluation Mechanism.

This is the reason why the European Parliament was quite surprised with 
the decision taken on the JHA Council of June 2012, of changing the 
legal basis for the creation of an evaluation mechanism from article 77(2) 
to article 70 TFEU and has reacted firmly against this Council decision.

When the Council rejects the participation of the European Parliament, 
opting by a legal basis where the European Parliament is completely not 
involved and reserving to itself the power to decide unilaterally, is 
denying the actual reality: Schengen is not anymore an 
intergovernmental area, where a first step was already given by its 
integration into the Treaties (Amsterdam) and further consolidated within 
the Lisbon Treaty.

However, the European Parliament doesn't want to be accused of being 
inflexible and as long as we are convinced that some improvements could 
be introduce within the Schengen evaluation, we were in conditions to 
propose a compromise which will include the adoption of the Schengen 



Evaluation Mechanism under article 70 (as proposed by the Council) and 
to accept the inclusion of the provisions on measures at the external 
borders and Frontex support (ex-Articles 14 and 15) in the Schengen 
Borders Code (as proposed by the Council - new article 19A), if the 
Council is ready to accept a bridging clause outlining the basic elements 
of the evaluation mechanism in the Borders Code. We move a long way 
up from our initial position; however our proposal is clear we don't want 
a linking clause, making only cross references between legislation, but a 
bridging clause. We hope that the Council can show the same kind of 
flexibility and accept our proposal.

III - NEW INSTRUMENTS TO IMPROVE BORDER 
MANAGEMENT

I believe in the need to facilitate border crossing for bona fide travellers 
and to be able to fight efficiently against security threats and irregular 
migration, but we have to be realistic and not rush in to new decisions 
and instruments, before we conclude or even optimise the ones 
already in place.

We should also take into account that every Member State, even if in 
different proportions, is suffering the effects of the economic and 
financial crisis. It's our obligation to think very careful before we start 
with any other expensive attempts (at taxpayers expenses) to create any 
new large-scale systems. The SIS II project illustrates quite well how a 
project which was supposed to cost 23 million, of which 5 million was 
for the Commission's own staff managing the task, scheduled from 2002 
to 2007, had by November 2012 budgetary commitments on the central 
SIS II project amounted to 165 million euro and payments 121 million 
euro. This figure does not include the cost of the Commission's own team 
managing the project. Besides that, the full cost of developing SIS II also 
includes the cost of developing national systems, it's difficult to know the 
costs incurred by national administrations, but the Commission's own 
contribution for developing national systems through the External 
Borders Fund amounted to 95 million euro at the end of 2012. 



In my opinion, a realistic implementation of the proposals of the smart 
borders package (Registered Traveller Programme, Entry/Exit System) 
should also wait until these four previous steps are taken. How can we 
create an entry/exit system that should be incorporated in the same 
technical platform as the SIS II, if this system is still not operating? It 
is also important that the SIS II is already operating in order to evaluate 
the need for the creation of an entry/exit system or even to avoid a 
duplication of functions. Also the VIS is still not being used at its full 
extent.

Regarding the biometric passports, the use of this type of passport is not 
per se a synonym of security, because passport security is not confined 
to the passport itself: the whole process, beginning with the presentation 
of the document needed for a passport to be issued, followed by the 
collection of biometric data and ending with checking and "matching" at 
border control posts is relevant. It doesn't make very much sense to 
increase the level of technology and passport security if we continue 
to allow "weak points" in other parts of the chain. Examples of this 
include the recent news story that around 10% of the biometric passports 
in circulation in France are fake, having been obtained on the basis of 
falsified documents (the so-called "breeder documents"), or the case of a 
study submitted during a hearing before the Netherlands Parliament 
revealing that a test undertaken by a local government proves that more 
than 20% of the fingerprints collected were non-verifiable and therefore 
useless. Taking into account the revision clause provided for in the 
amendment made to the Regulation in 2008, the Commission was 
suppose to produce a comparative study on the reliability of children' 
fingerprints and of  error rates in the "matching process". The Council 
was supposed to prepare a questionnaire for the Member States in order 
to be able to compare the procedures and which documents are required 
in each Member State in order to issue a passport or travel document. 
This analysis should assess the possible need for the creation of common 
principles in this area ("breeder documents"). I believe we will have 
tomorrow a preliminary presentation of the study requested to the 
European Commission and I hope that we can have access to the results 
provided by this study, as soon as possible. 



FINAL REMARKS:

I would like to finish hoping that this important hearing, organised by the 
LIBE Committee, might help all of us to realise what is happening within 
Schengen and I would like to wish you a good work on today's and 
tomorrow sessions.

To defend the right of our citizens to move freely within the Area of 
Freedom, Security and Justice and to ensure that it will be done 
within a high level of security should be our common goal putting all 
the European Institutions and National Authorities together at the 
same side.

That is what we are fighting for!
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