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1. Inaugural Session:

The inaugural session opened at 14.30 on 19 November 2013. It was chaired by the co-
Chairs of the EU-Mexico Joint Parliamentary Committee (JPC): Ricardo Cortés Lastra
(S&D, ES) representing the European Parliament (EP) and Rabindranath Salazar Solorio
(PRD), representing the Congress of the Republic of the United States of Mexico.

The European co-Chair welcomed the Mexican delegation and noted that it was the first visit 
to Europe by the new members of the Mexican component of the JPC.

In their opening speeches, both co-Chairs pointed out that the moment was a very important 
one for EU-Mexico bilateral relations, since both partners were embarking on a process to 
modernise the Economic Partnership, Political Coordination and Cooperation Agreement, 
(known as the Global Agreement).  The Mexican co-Chair of the JPC said that in the context 
of the conclusion of negotiations on an EU-Canada Trade Agreement and the ongoing 
negotiations between the EU and the United States on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Treaty (TTIP), it was imperative that Mexico and the EU should at the same time start 
negotiations leading to a review of the Global Agreement, and that said revision should 
include all three of the fields covered by the agreement (trade, political dialogue and 
cooperation). The need to find a better way of incorporating parliamentary dialogue into the 
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Agreement and the Strategic Partnership, so that it could have more impact on the permanent 
dialogue between the executive powers, was also stressed. 

The co-Chairs agreed that, given the major transformations of the last 15 years and the 
challenges posed by the future, updating the Global Agreement should be one of the main 
areas of discussion at the present meeting and the JPC should play a leading role as a natural 
protagonist and interlocutor between citizens and the UE and Mexican government 
institutions. The Mexican co-Cahir announced that a working group would be set up for this 
purpose in the Mexican Congress and would collaborate with the executive on this task. Both 
co-Chairs recalled that Mexico and the EU were staunch allies at multilateral level in the 
various international fora (UN, IMF, WTO, G-20, etc). 

2. Adoption of the agenda for the 16th meeting and approval of the minutes of the 15th 
meeting of the EU-Mexico JPC:

The agenda for the meeting was approved as shown in these minutes and the minutes of the 
15th meeting of the EU-Mexico JPC (Mexico City, 2-4 May 2013) were adopted as shown in 
the meeting file, without change.

3. Assessment of the EU-Mexico Global Agreement, its current functioning, achievements, 
weaknesses and potential Updating and modernisation of the Agreement 

A. Chapter on Political Dialogue

Enrique Guerrero Salom (S&D, ES) spoke for the European side. His presentation focused 
on the main reasons why it was necessary to redefine relations between the EU and Mexico 
and review the Global Agreement, to take into account important changes for the partners 
and in the global economy and geopolitics since the agreement was signed. 
He also pointed out that there had been important fundamental changes in Mexican society 
and politics: there had been two changes of government, the political, democratic and 
institutional system had been strengthened, the country had enjoyed a long period of 
sustained economic development, had taken on a more prominent international role and 
significant progress had been made on human rights, despite the continued existence of a 
number of deficiencies and omissions. In the EU, the number of Member States had almost 
doubled and the European Parliament had become a strong parliament. European political 
union had also developed and made significant steps towards a strengthened economic and 
monetary union, and an External Action Service had been created. He also mentioned the 
adoption of measures at a more intergovernmental level, such as the Fiscal Treaty and 
economic governance.
He noted that as a result of the economic crisis and future trends, the EU was increasingly 
aware of the need to move towards even greater political union among the Member States 
and to redefine and strengthen its relations with the global players, including emerging 
economies. In this context, its relationship with Mexico was of strategic importance for 
meeting global challenges (people trafficking, migration, climate change, illegal financial 
flows, privacy and reform of the international institutions). He proposed that efforts be made 
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to intensify political dialogue and to modernise the Global Agreement. bearing in mind 
Mexico’s central position between North and South America and the EU.
In conclusion, he emphasised that the EP was the most European of the European institutions 
with the most community outlook, focused on political relations, human rights and dialogue 
with civil society, and said that the JPC should play a catalysing role in redefining the Global 
Agreement.

Martín de Jesús Vásquez Villanueva (PRI) spoke for the Mexican side. He praised the 
principles of solidarity which predominated in the European integration process and the 
determination to ensure that collective interests prevailed, taking asymmetries into account; 
something which he felt was missing in the Free Trade Agreement with North America, 
which contained too few compensatory mechanisms and avoided addressing the topic of 
migration. He noted that Europe was managing to overcome the economic crisis without 
endangering its model of social cohesion and political stability. He emphasised the 
importance of the political and economic modernisation process in Mexico, particularly the 
fundamental reforms deriving from the Pact for Mexico: reforms in labour, education, 
finance, the telecommunications sector and the tax system and the political-electoral and 
energy reforms. 
The idea was that four main areas would be discussed in depth during the sectoral political 
dialogues: security, justice, human rights and the environment and climate change. In terms 
of security, he said that Mexico had made significant structural reforms (a new security 
policy based on crime prevention and a National Public Safety Plan). There were also 
opportunities for cooperation between the Mexican authorities and Europol, CEPOL and 
Frontex and he felt that second high-level dialogue on security and justice should be held as 
soon as possible. In terms of justice, the Mexican judicial system was in a process of 
transformation towards a model which sought the end of impunity and the delivery of more 
transparent and effective justice. He suggested that it would be beneficial to exchange 
experiences with European countries with a long tradition of using an accusatory adversarial 
system and oral hearings. In terms of human rights, its was noted that Mexico had passed the 
Victims’ Law and the law on human rights defenders, under the Interior Ministry’s Human 
Rights Defenders and Journalists Mechanism and that Mexico had just been elected a 
member of the UN Human Rights Council. In conclusion, the Mexican co-rapporteur 
emphasised that Mexico and the EU are exemplary partners in terms of protecting the 
environment and combating the effects of climate change, since Mexico is one of the 
countries with the most committed legislation in this field; as an example, he mentioned the 
law on climate change which had been approved that year.

Speakers: Santiago Fisas Ayxela (PPE, ES), Teresa Jiménez-Becerril (PPE, ES), Omar 
Fayad Meneses (PRI), Carlos Augusto Morales López (PRD), César Octavio Pedroza (PAN), 
Rabindranath Salazar Solorio (PRD), Tomás Torres (Partido Verde Ecologista), Ricardo 
Cortés Lastra (S&D, ES).
Contributions addressed the following: the importance of parliamentary diplomacy, the 
current state of political reforms in Mexico, particularly the energy reform and progress on 
security and migratory issues.

B. Chapter on Cooperation
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Norbert Glante (S&D, ES) spoke for the European side. He began by giving an evaluation 
of parliamentary diplomacy based on his own experience. He then went on to outline the 
history of UE-Mexico cooperation, supporting the adoption of strategic political measures to 
reduce inequality and encourage competitiveness through developing technological 
cooperation and technical assistance. He stressed the need for civil society to take part in 
establishing the priorities for cooperation. He lamented the fact that despite Parliament’s 
opposition, the Council had decided on overall cutbacks to the Development Cooperation 
Instrument 2014-2020. He suggested that cooperation should focus more strongly on science, 
technology and innovation, within the framework of the Horizon 2020 programme and 
supported increased mobility for scientists. The energy policy reform offered new 
possibilities for investment which could encourage technological development in the sector.
He pointed to the need to also promote cooperation amongst universities and research bodies 
on topics relating to health, renewable energies, combating climate change and creating a 
common area of research and development.
He mentioned the need to review the Global Agreement so that new topics could be included 
in the development chapter, in addition to those already covered, such as industrial policy, 
SMEs, the mining sector, agriculture and energy. He believed that this last topic (energy) 
should be one of the central pillars of our cooperation. He also stressed the importance of 
social cooperation (for example, in the automobile industry, guaranteeing labour rights in 
Mexico). Lastly, he said that it was important to ensure that the current negotiations between 
the EU and the US did not undermine cooperation between the EU and Mexico.

Omar Fayad Meneses (PRI) spoke for the Mexican component. He stressed that it was 
essential to have measurable variables with which to measure the advantages generated by 
the Global Agreement. He also noted that during the first year of the present Peña Nieto 
government some 170 projects had been rolled out in the fields of environment, core 
sciences, energy, health, mobility, information technologies, nanotechnology, aerospace, 
economic growth, democratic governance, national security, biodiversity and climate change. 
Bilateral cooperation on policing and national security and public safety should be among the 
priorities targeted for increased cooperation by the Global Agreement and the Strategic 
Partnership The issue of security should also be given greater attention in political dialogue 
between the EU and Mexico.
He drew attention to Mexico's reforms in public safety and the criminal justice system. A 
new accusatory criminal justice system was being constructed, with new measures to protect 
victims’ rights. In conclusion, he mentioned the creation of a new security force, known as 
the National Gendarmerie, which was inspired by the examples of France and Spain.

Speakers: Santiago Fisas Ayxela (PPE, ES), Aurora Aguilar Rodríguez (PAN), Gabriel 
Cuevas Barrón (PAN), Tomás Torres (Partido Verde Ecologista), Rabindranath Salazar 
Solorio (PRD).
Topics addressed were: specific parameters for evaluating the activities of the CPM, 
constitutional reform linked to the security and justice reform, labour reform and 
formalization of work in Mexico, cooperation chapter of the Pacific Alliance, social 
cooperation and assessment and monitoring of the future Global Agreement.

C. Chapter on Trade and economic aspects
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José Ignacio Salafranca (PPE, ES) spoke for the European side. He pointed out that the 
world had changed considerably since 2000, when the Global Agreement came into force, 
with the advent of the international economic and financial crisis and the creation of the G-
20, with Mexico’s noteworthy participation. He stressed that the Agreement needed to be 
updated on new foundations. Regardless of the deep crisis affecting Europe, the EU was still 
the biggest importing and exporting bloc in the world when it came to goods and services, 
and was renewing its network of trade agreements. He considered that the Global Agreement 
had been highly beneficial for both sides in terms of trade. Trade exchanges had increased by 
237% and investment had tripled. However, he felt that there was much still to be done, 
particularly in the field of agriculture, where only 73% of agricultural products had been 
liberalised. He also referred to the possibility of strengthening cooperation in the field of 
services and investment. Speaking about the negotiaitons on an EU-US trade and investment 
treaty, he drew attention to its impact on the EU-Mexico Global Agreement and thought it 
possible that that the review process could be finished before the end of the negotiations with 
the United States. 
Lastly, he recommended the adaptation of the Global Agreement to the new global situation 
and the EU’s most recent and advanced agreements and concluded by expressing his support 
for a rapid revision of the Global Agreement.

Carlos Augusto Morales López (PRD) spoke for the Mexican component. He opened by 
emphasising the considerable impact of trade agreements on the social sector, and that the 
mutual benefits of the Global Agrement should be maximised. He lamented that 96% of trade 
exchanges between Mexico and the EU were concentrated in just seven Member States out 
of the 28 and that over 93% of EU investment was in just six of Mexico’s 32 federative 
bodies.
Secondly, he stressed that the structural changes currently taking place in Mexico would 
strengthen the country’s position within Latin America and its relationship with the EU. In 
order to make the most of the opportunities provided by the Global Agreement, greater 
importance needed to be given to developing contacts among businesspeople, promoting 
information networks through which to increase knowledge of the European markets, as well 
as to agricultural, agro--industrial and rural development. He also favoured further 
harmonisation of standards, which would make trade exchanges more efficient.
Lastly, he stressed the need to strengthen technology transfer, particularly in the context of 
the energy reform.

Speakers: George Sabin Cutaş (Ponente de la Comisión INTA del PE, S&D, RO), Gabriel 
Cuevas Barrón (PAN).
Topics addressed were: the oral parliamentary question on the modernisation of the trade 
chapter of the Global Agreement; data protection within the framework of the EU-US 
negotiations; non-tariff barriers to the European market; more flexibility on rules of origin.

4. Official visit by the Mexican Delegation to the European Court of Human Rights

The Mexican Delegation was received by the Spanish judge Luis López Guerra at the 
European court of Human Rights (ECHR), who gave a brief outline of the history, role and 
functioning of the court. The ECHR is Europe’s highest judicial authority for the defence of 
human rights and fundamental freedoms. It is made up of 17 judges. It is an international 
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court to which any person who considers themselves to have been a victim of the violation of 
their recognised rights under the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms or its additional protocols, while legally under the jurisdiction of 
a Member State of the Council of Europe and who has unsuccessfully exhausted all available 
legal recourses in that state, may present a claim against said state for violation of the 
Convention.

An exchange of views followed with the Mexican Delegation, in which similarities and 
differences between the European sytem described by Mr López Guerra and that of the Inter-
American Court of Human Rights were discussed.

5. Joint conference on expanding the Global Agreement and the role of the EU-Mexico 
JPC in future negotiations on updating the Global Agreement

Philipp Oliver Gross (EEAS) spoke for the European component. He recalled that Mexico 
was the first country in Latin America to sign a Global Agreement with the EU and that it 
had had a positive impact on the biregional relationship. Annual EU investment in Mexico 
had triple and in 2012 the EU became the second largest investor in Mexico. Meetings 
between the two parties had also been institutionalised, which had reinforced bilateral 
dialogue. 
Regarding opportunities to update the Agreement, he thought it should be expanded to 
include topics such as investment, public acquisition of goods and services, trade assessment 
and customs. In terms of political dialogue, it was important to develop areas of shared 
interest such as energy, migration or disarmament, while others, such as civil society, needed 
to be institutionalised and strengthened.
He explained that discussions on the modernisation process had resulted in procedural 
agreement on three topics: political dialogue, cooperation and trade. The Working Group 
would review compliance with and effectiveness of the Global Agreement and possible key 
areas for modernisation. The review should consolidate the relationship, particularly dialogue 
to promote common positions on relevant topics and cooperation in areas of mutual interest. 
Meanwhile, with regard to trade, areas of interest to both sides in which cooperation needed 
to be enhanced were already being explored. The joint report would show the way ahead for 
the negotiations. Important discussions on the Strategic Partnership would soon be held. 
Looking at EU-Mexico cooperation within the 2014.2020 financial framework, he stressed 
that the EU’s cooperation with emerging countries would change during that period and that 
with Mexico, in particular, the trend would be towards cooperation through association in
areas of mutual interest. The main instrument for this would be the Partnership Instrument 
(PI), although others such as the Development Cooperation Instrument or the Democracy and 
Human Rights Instrument would also be available. The main opportunities for the PI in terms 
of cooperation with Mexico were improvements in investment and market access, improved 
coordination of global affairs and dialogue on shared challenges such as security and human 
rights and the promotion of common values and interests.

The Mexican Ambassador and Director General for Europe, Alejandro Negrín Muñoz, said 
that during the first months of the Peña Nieto government, the priority accorded by Mexico 
to the EU and European countries had been clearly demonstrated. Mexico sought to expand 
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dialogue, increase trade, encourage direct investment, including by Mexican enterprises, and 
promote educational, cultural and technological projects and tourism. The Mexican 
Government therefore considered it opportune to modernise the Agreement and was already 
ready to start formal talks. The Agreement should address not only the Free Trade 
Agreement, but also political dialogue and cooperation, which were also fundamental 
aspects. A working sub-group had already been set up, which it was hoped would meet again 
in February. Another two working sub-groups (on political dialogue and cooperation) were to 
be set up with the European Commission, which would provide elements for the start of 
formal talks. These would have to wait for the Commission's mandate before they could start, 
as well as the study assessing the functioning of the current Agreement, so it was hoped that 
the JPC could urge the Commission to speed up the mandate. 
EU-Mexico trade relations were currently very significant and had increased over the last 
few years. Mexico’s chronic trade deficit with the EU highlighted the relevance of moving 
ahead with fresh negotiation, although the products Mexico imported from the EU were not 
for direct consumption, as ¾ of the amount consisted of machinery. He felt a number of 
aspects needed to be reviewed, namely agriculture, services, the elimination and reduction of 
non-tariff barriers, SMEs, industrial policy and raw materials; Mexico would try to ensure 
that the investment protection system it had established with some EU countries was 
extended to the EU as a whole. 
He stressed that Mexico would no longer be receiving cooperation funding from the EU, as it 
was an upper middle income country. The EU had collaborated with and funded a number of 
cooperation projects. The study for the new cooperation system was based on the EU’s 2020 
Strategy and Mexico’s National Development Plan and had established Mexico’s 
comparative advantages in areas such as the aeronautical sector. The Mexican Government 
had decided to prioritise its relations with the EU, was fully prepared to start negotiations as 
soon as possible and hoped that a series of new topics could be discussed, with the possible 
inclusion of new players which had emerged within the framework of the bilateral 
relationship. 

Luis Antonio Huacuja Acevedo, head of the EU Studies Programme, outlined the 
implications of modernising the EU-Mexico Global Agreement. He said that the Global 
Agreement, with its three fundamental pillars and key democratic clause, was much more 
than a free trade agreement. He stressed that 96% of trade between Mexico and the EU was 
concentrated in just seven of the 28 EU Member States, while Community investment in 
Mexico was concentrated in six of the 32 federative bodies. 
There was less funding fro cooperation with Mexico, as the country had been classed as an 
upper middle income country, although he suggested that there was perhaps a need to review 
Mexico‘s human development indexes and to consider the existing disparities. The 
partnership instruments had yet to be defined, so cooperation would not disappear. 
With regard to political dialogue, this was conducted through a committee structure and 
parliamentary dialogue, as well as in civil society fora, but was not institutionalised and 
should be included in the Agreement. Other sectoral dialogues belonged to a ‘diffused 
institutionalisation’, as some derived from the Agreement itself, while others were related to 
the Strategic Partnership, which included the areas of security and justice. The association 
with Mexico also created space for multilateral dialogue and was an instrument of 
preferential treatment which he suggested could be included in the new Agreement. He 
considered it important that the negotiations on the EU-US agreements should be carried out 
in parallel. 
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He indicated the following points as needing revising in the Agreement: modernisation of the 
three pillars, the need for the negotiation to be parallel, consideration of the EU’s 
characteristics, attribution of functions between the European Council and Commission and 
the powers and responsibilities of the EU and Member States subsequently ratifying the 
Agreement. He therefore felt it necessary to modernise the institutional framework and 
include parliamentary dialogue and dialogue with civil society, as well as some elements of 
the Strategic Partnership such as cooperation with the EU on issues such as drugs and arms 
trafficking. 

Mónica Velasco Pufleau, a consultant on parliamentary diplomacy and EU-Mexico 
relations, spoke about the role of the JPC in the process of updating the Agreement. She said 
some items on the agenda had dominated the discussions, such as the political, economic and 
social situation in the EU and Mexico, security and migration, climate change and renewable 
energy, and social cohesion and human rights. An equitable relationship had been 
established, in which the parties considered each other as partners, something which was not 
the case in other agreements with third parties. The JPC had stuck to its commitment to keep 
the issue of security and migration on the agenda and to hold joint seminars. Although there 
were a number of common issues, others such as human rights had not been addressed from 
2007 to 2012. 
As for the results of the meetings – the Joint Declarations – the topics most often addressed 
were bilateral and multilateral ones. In terms of content, the vast majority were declarations, 
followed by commitments. In the bilateral sphere, the most-discussed topics were 
cooperation (from the sectors dealt with, in agreement with the executive, he felt the interest 
shown was more reactive than proactive) and political dialogue.
The joint commitments showed that the JPC was also particularly interested in bilateral and 
multilateral affairs. He felt it would be possible to add greater emphasis to the declarations 
made in respect of the executive. With respect to meetings with third parties, three-quarters 
of these included government participation, with the highest rate of participation being by the 
executive. 
He suggested a common agreement needed to be reached on the JPC’s practical involvement 
and also raised the possibility of adopting programmes of work designed to cover specific 
time periods. He also reflected that declarations could contain an increased number of 
clearly-stated recommendations, more innovative content and that the JPC could express an 
opinion on the direction which should be taken by the relationship and communicate it to the 
executive for follow-up. He said that recommendations should be followed up and 
compliance with them monitored, and that Members could be appointed to carry out this 
task. It would be useful to have a Joint Consultative Committee to coordinate work between 
the two bodies. Other sectors, such as tourism, which had received less attention in the 
debates could be developed. It would be a good idea to find more effective formulas for 
cooperation with the executive. 
Concerning action which could be taken during the procedure, he suggested that a public 
consultation could be carried out, studies could be commissioned to examine the expansion 
of the Global Agreement, a recommendation could be drafted on the updating of the 
Agreement, the JPC could be informed of the work of the Joint Council and the negotiations 
could be followed through JPC activities. 

José Maria Zufiaur, speaking as a member of the European Economic and Social 
Committee, favoured greater participation by civil society. Neither of the two EU-Mexico 
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instruments – the Association Agreement and the Strategic Partnership – envisaged 
participation by institutionalised civil society. It was true that there were fora open to civil 
society, but he saw them as a non-specific form of participation: a more representative, 
consultative and institutional body was also needed.  
Civil society should take part in the negotiation and in assessing the impact of EU-Mexico 
relations over the last 10 years. Civil society could put forward its demands, legitimise the 
Agreement and channel social demands in a structured manner. Mr Zufiaur felt that it always 
sent a positive message if a country’s major representative organisations were able to meet 
and express their opinions. 
He recalled that there was no equivalent counterpart to the Committee in Mexico, and 
thought an ad hoc representative group should be set up to address the Agreement. Some of 
the most important civil society organisations in Mexico had stated that they had either not 
ratified the mechanism or had not been called on. Despite the willingness on the part of these 
organisations to participate more fully, the parties involved in the mechanism were not open 
to their inclusion. 
Lastly, he felt that both European and Mexican civil society agreed on the creation of a Joint 
Consultative Committee, which should be institutionalised within the Agreement and address 
all the topics covered by it. He was concerned about the Mexican Government’s commitment 
to creating such a committee. 

Speakers: Ricardo Cortés Lastra (S&D, ES), Gesine Meissner (ALDE, DE), Rabindranath 
Salazar Solorio (PRD), Aurora Aguilar Rodríguez (PAN).

6. Debate on current topics relating to EU-Mexico relations, particularly:

(i) COP-19 on Climate Change, in Warsaw from 11 to 22 November 2013 

EP rapporteur: Satu Hassi (Verts/ALE), FI)
Mexican Delegation rapporteur: Aurora Aguilar Rodríguez (PAN)

Satu Hassi (Verts/ALE, FI) said that the roadmap for the negotiations being held in Warsaw 
had been drafted three years ago at the Cancun Summit in Mexico. It was a real achievement, 
as all the decisions taken in Copenhagen the pervious year had been formally accepted. It 
also opened the way to the decision in Durban in 2011 to start negotiations on the next 
International Treaty on Climate Change, covering limits for all emissions. In Durban, it was 
decided that the next agreement would be finalised in 2015, in Paris. 
She said that the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) had warned that even if 
the ceilings were met, climate change would not be halted, and it had not been possible to 
curb emissions. The UN’s international panel of experts had also warned that emissions 
needed to be limited swiftly. She congratulated Mexico for being one of the most progressive 
countries in this respect, as its emissions were half those of the United States, but when GDP 
was taken into account, the EU's emissions were almost half those of Mexico. It should be 
noted that Mexico had traditionally acted as a negotiator between industrialised and 
developing countries and was also one of the few countries with short, medium and long-
term objectives. The EU had very detailed climate legislation and recognised the need for 
intermediate emission reduction goals. The current debate centred on setting objectives for 
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2030. The most vulnerable countries had raised the issue of compensation for climate change 
damage, which had caused controversy in Warsaw. The typhoon in the Philippines and the 
earthquake in Sicily had again focused attention on the issue. Funding was the key topic 
debated at Warsaw, as the industrialised countries had not made their pledged contributions.
The UN had presented an optimistic text, expressing the view that pressure from scientists 
was leading to ever increasing political commitment and that new technologies were rapidly 
spreading. The outcome was that progress could be made with the 2015 Paris Treaty. 

Aurora Aguilar Rodríguez (PAN) recalled that climate change was an important issue as it 
affected the socioeconomic development of countries. Policies to promote effective models 
for global development were needed in order to meet the objectives, with the commitment of 
the major emitters and international society. She announced that Mexico considered this 
topic a national priority and would be taking it to Paris in 2015. The issue needed to be 
approached using diplomacy and institutional dialogue, which called for strengthened links 
intergovernmental links. Recent Mexican legislation to combat climate change incorporated 
the stated goals of reducing emissions and creating clean energy, although these targets 
depended on financial and technical support. International support and agreements 
established effective strategies for fulfilling these objectives. She therefore recommended 
that the UN Framework Convention should adopt a legally-binding instrument in this respect. 
It was also important for all countries to ratify the Doha Amendment to the Kyoto Protocol. 
She mentioned that the National Ecological Institute provided technical support to Mexican 
states drafting and implementing the State Action Plans to combat climate change, which 
was an indication of Mexico’s commitment to meeting its obligations in this field. At the 
sixty-eighth session of the UN General Assembly, Mexico’s position had been to continue 
participating in the discussions on conserving natural capital. Mexico had taken on the task 
of creating a permanent dialogue with civil society organisations to generate synergies. 
She explained that both Mexico and the EU envisaged similar mechanisms to combat climate 
change in terms of mitigation and adaptation. In conclusion, it was vital to ensure that the 
negotiations were conducted in a serious, punctual and responsible manner, to ensure that the 
objectives were met. 

Speakers: Ricardo Cortés Lastra (S&D, ES), Gesine Meissner (ALDE, DE), Rabindranath 
Salazar Solorio (PRD), Aurora Aguilar Rodríguez (PAN).

(ii) Border management (migration and safety, rights of migrants)

EP rapporteur: Teresa Jiménez-Becerril (PPE/DE, ES)
Mexican Delegation rapporteur: Gabriela Cuevas Barrón (PAN)

Teresa Jiménez-Becerril, speaking for the European side, recalled the immigration-related 
tragedies which had occurred in Europe involving unseaworthy vessels. She made a 
distinction between regular or legal migration, irregular migration and internal movement 
among European countries, which required the adoption of a common immigration policy. 
Freedom of movement within the EU was no longer a prerogative of workers, but one of the 
rights of European citizens. However, some Member States were having difficulties with 
their social security systems, which led to a degree of protectionism in their migration policy, 
for which they invoked the use of national sovereignty for security purposes. She recalled the 
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expulsion of Roma people from France by governments of different political tendencies. 
There were directives in place which recognised the right to family reunion and the long-
term rights of workers, which showed that substantial progress was being made in integrating 
certain types of workers, although states still maintained a margin of discretion in terms of 
admitting immigrants. She felt this situation was disappointing, as it meant the challenges in 
associated with immigration were not being confronted. The Mediterranean countries 
received the largest number of immigrants and were the ones suffering these tragedies, while 
the northern countries said that they were supporting the burden of immigration; 
nevertheless, it was important to recognise that the Mediterranean countries needed greater 
resources and more solidarity in order to cope with these dramatic events. 
These issues had been extensively addressed in the European Parliament and in Community 
legislation, with the establishment of the Schengen border system, the visa system, European 
action to implement standards, creation of the Frontex agency and a database of visas issued. 
There had been criticism of Community policy after the Lampedusa tragedy, but she did not 
think the solution was to increase Frontex’s budget, as national security was a matter for the 
Member States. On the other hand, she thought there was a need to create reception centres 
for humanitarian reasons.
The most important agreement that had been reached was on the common asylum system, 
which was supported by the major political parties, as asylum seekers were treated 
differently in each country. However, a major debate on migration policy had been reopened 
and had led to new and successful negotiations. One of the EU’s policies, she said, was to 
give large amounts of money to the immigrants’ countries of origin, but this had not been 
correctly managed, as it had not served to improve the quality of life for people living there. 
She felt more needed to be done to build cooperation between countries and ensure that the
human rights of immigrants were respected, to better coordinate sea rescues, improve 
reception centres, promote solidarity between northern and southern countries and develop 
biregional dialogue with Mexico. 

Gabriela Cuevas Barrón, speaking for the Mexican delegation, recalled that human rights 
were the core and common denominator, but also the most neglected aspect when 
governments came to regulate their national borders. Current data provided by the 
International Organisation for Migration (OIM) showed that 4.3 million persons originating 
from the American continent were resident in the EU. She admitted that she disliked the 
association between migration and economic development as the main consideration should 
be respect for human rights not how much migrants contributed to development, although it 
was true that they did contribute to it. It was necessary to draw up common objectives and 
see immigration not as a threat but as a solution; this made it a key agenda item for bilateral 
relations. There was also already talk of xenophobia in some European countries and this 
could not be tolerated. She regretted that, in addition to people trafficking, immigrants were 
detained and deported without regard for their human rights. 
She proposed a different model, as the models which criminalised immigrants, violated their 
human rights and were poorly planned had failed to work, She did not agree with labelling 
immigration as ‘legal’ or ‘illegal’, or ‘safe and organised’, as these were adjectives used by 
states which felt threatened by the presence of immigrants. No frontier should be a place 
where life was in danger. 
While recognising the progress made by the EU in managing its borders, she believed there 
should still be a balance between freedom and public safety to avoid criminalising irregular 
immigrants in the process of developing best practices. Mexico was a country of emigration, 
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immigration and transit, which was why it was seeking to be more sensitive to the issue and 
revise its legal framework. One of the most significant aspects of this reform process was 
that immigration was no longer criminalised in Mexico, although a number of issues had still 
to be addressed, such as treatment of migrants or the custody of minors to prevent them being 
held in detention centres. 
In terms of EU-Mexico relations, she proposed that the principles and actions included in the 
Return Directive should be reviewed, as they included areas of concern such as prolonged 
detention of migrants and children being denied their freedom. She welcomed the fact that 
the Committee of the Regions had stressed the importance of migrants’ human rights and 
solidarity towards their countries of origin, which should not be primarily required to stem 
migratory flows. 
Borders should not be managed simply on the basis of economic and security criteria; it was 
important to adopt a new focus based on integration and put an end to persecution and 
punishment, which had failed to solve the problem of migration. It needed to be treated as a 
human rights issue. She pointed to two specific problems: that of unaccompanied minors (on 
which the law needed to be reviewed, perhaps including coordination within EuroLat on the 
topic) and the importance of civil society and human rights defenders and the need to include 
them, as these were the organisations trying to provide assistance to immigrants. 

Speakers: César Octavio Pedroza (PAN), Rabindranath Salazar Solorio (PRD), Santiago 
Fisas Ayxela (PPE, ES), Consuelo Argüelles (PAN).

7. Final considerations and adoption of the Joint Declaration.

The JPC members made their final comments and changes to the Joint Declaration, which 
was unanimously approved. Both sides agreed that the JPC’s rules of Procedure should be 
amended to formalise the practice of holding two meetings a year. 

8. Date and place of the 17th Meeting of the EU-Mexico Joint Parliamentary Committee

It was proposed that the 17th EU-Mexico JPC meeting be again held in the EU, during the 
first half of 2014.

The meeting closed and the 16th meeting of the EU-Mexico JPC was concluded at 11.35 on 21 
November 2013.


