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Introduction

The Schengen area consists of countries that have abolished passport and immigration
controls at their common borders. As a consequence of the abolition of internal border
controls, external border security of any state affects all of the others. Due to the countries’
differing geographical situations, the responsibilities for border controls vary considerably.

The External Borders Fund (EBF), established in 20072, is the main EU financial instrument
in support of external border management, amounting to 1.9 billion euro for the 2007-2013
period. It includes 28 European countries (Iceland, Norway, Switzerland plus all EU Member
States, with the exception of Ireland, the United Kingdom and Croatia). In 2014, the EBF was
replaced by the instrument for financial support for external borders and visas, as part of the
Internal Security Fund (ISF)2.

The Court’s audit focused on five participating States accounting for more than 55% of the
allocations from the EBF: Spain, Italy, Greece, Poland and Malta.

ECA Conclusions

The EBF has contributed to external border management and fostered financial solidarity.
However its further EU added value was limited, overall results could not be measured due to
weaknesses in the responsible authorities’ monitoring and there were serious deficiencies in
the ex post evaluations by the Commission and the Member States. Crucially, the Court found
serious weaknesses in the management of the fund in key Member States, i.e. in Greece,
Spain, and Italy and, for the early funding years, Malta. These weaknesses carry the risk that
border management is not adequately strengthened where it is most needed.

The EBF helped to spread the Member States’ financial burden arising from the integrated
management of external borders but further EU added value of the fund was limited: (a) in
consular cooperation; (b) in support of Frontex operations; (c) on emergency actions and
specific actions and (d) by funding actions which were or would have been financed
nationally.

Four out of the five Member States, of which the ECA audited their EBF-funded activities,
did not programme the EBF as part of their comprehensive national strategy on border and
visa management. In all Member States in the Court’s sample a common integrated risk
analysis is only under development or is not used at all.

In the three principal recipient Member States (Greece, Spain and Italy) the Court found
recurrent deficiencies in EBF planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation,
impacting on the effectiveness of the EBF.

1 Decision No. 574/2007/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 May 2007 establishing the External
Borders Fund for the period 2007 to 2013 as part of the general programme ‘Solidarity and management of
migration flows’ (OJ L 144, 6.6.2007, p. 22).

2 Regulation (EU) No 515/2014 of the European Parliament of the Council, of 16 April 2014 (OJ L150, 20.5.2014, p.
143)
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In Italy, Spain, Greece and Malta the Court found inadequate procurement procedures which
put the sound financial management of the fund at risk.

ECA Recommendations

In light of the findings of its audit, the ECA recommended that:

1.

The Commission should ensure that all indicators to be used for the 2014-2020
funding period, are relevant, measurable and, where possible, paired with a target
value, that indicators are collected from the start and, where not already in place, that
IT systems are developed. The Commission should provide clear guidelines to
Member States in this respect, and deliver its evaluation report on time and present
stakeholders with an analysis of underlying data;

Member States should have appropriate expertise available in the administration for
the design and application of SMART objectives and measureable indicators; should
set targets for output, outcome and, where possible, impact indicators; collect actual
values of indicators from the start of the programme using appropriate IT systems and
ensure that information is reliable; should apply their experience with similar IT
systems gained in the Structural Funds field;

Member States and the Commission should concentrate more on establishing common
application centres and other forms of consular cooperation rather than the renovation,
adaptation or equipping of consulates;

To support the work of Frontex, the legislator should consider making the entering of
relevant ISF co-financed assets into Frontex’s technical equipment pool obligatory.
The Commission should provide Frontex with relevant, comprehensive and timely
information regarding EBF/ISF implementation in the Member States. Information
should take into account the option of ‘operating support’ introduced with the new
2014-2020 framework and a robust system to avoid double funding needs to be put in
place;

The national EBF programmes should be based on a comprehensive strategy for
border management, with Member States basing their strategy on a risk analysis using
the Common Integrated Risk Analysis Model (CIRAM);

The legislator should consider making compliance with Schengen catalogue
recommendations on strategy and risk analysis an ex ante condition for receiving
future ISF support;

Administrative capacity in Member States needs to be strengthened, for example
through focused training by the Commission or through sharing best practices
between Member States;

Member States should strengthen administrative capacity in public procurement and
carry out the procurement of EBF/ISF assets through the most transparent procedures
available.
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Doporuceni zpravodaje pro pripadné zahrnuti do zpravy Komise k udéleni absolutoria za
rok 2013

Evropsky parlament,

1.

se znepokojenim konstatuje, ze strategické cile Fondu pro vnéjsi hranice (EBF) jsou
nejasné a ze piredevsim existuje napeti mezi obecnou povahou EBF coby mechanismu
solidarity a jeho zamétenim na konkrétni cile, mezi néZ patii lepsi spoluprace v oblasti
hrani¢nich kontrol a viz;

podotyka, ze z Gspésného spusténi systému SIS II, VIS a Eurosur ve vSech Clenskych
statech mtize Komise vyvodit ptispéni EBF; je vSak toho nézoru, ze takovéto obecné
prohlaseni nelze v zadném piipadé pouzit jako uspokojivou reakci na konkrétni kritiku
Evropského ucetniho dvora, co se ty¢e nedostatku vykonnostnich ukazateli;

ptipomina, Ze k podobnym problémim muze dochazet v souvislosti s cili nstroje
pro finan¢ni podporu v oblasti vnéjSich hranic a viz jako soucasti Fondu pro vnitini
bezpecnost (ISF), jelikoz i tento nastroj slouzi jak solidarité mezi ¢lenskymi staty,
Co se tyCe spravy hrani¢nich kontrol, tak realizaci jednotné kontroly vnéjSich hranic
na vysoké urovni i efektivniho zpracovani schengenskych viz, a sice v souladu se
zavazkem Unie v oblasti zékladnich svobod a lidskych prav;

zduraziuje, ze 1 kdyz €lenské staty uznavaji vyznam efektivnich hrani¢nich kontrol
na spole¢nych vnéjsich hranicich jako soucéast schengenského acquis, povazuji dosud
spravu hrani¢nich kontrol a v mensim rozsahu i zpracovani viz za v podstaté
vnitrostatni pravomoci;

vyjadiuje znepokojeni ohledné toho, ze pokud se Komise a ¢lenské staty neshodnou
na zékladni charakteristice této ¢asti ISF, at’ uz se jedna o mechanismus solidarity ¢i
nastroj podpory provadéni schengenského acquis, ¢lenské staty mohou stale inklinovat
K vyuzivani finan¢nich prosttedkti na projekty, které povazuji za dilezité

z vnitrostatniho hlediska, spiSe nez aby usilovaly o konzularni spolupréci v ptipadé
operaci agentury Frontex ¢i mimofadnych udalosti a zvlastnich ¢innosti, jez maji
vyznam pro schengensky prostor jako celek;

zada Komisi, aby provéfila, zda by bylo k uZitku rozdélit hraniéni kontroly a viza
v ramci ISF do nékolika vyhrazenych segmentl: jeden pro solidaritu, dalsi pro
realizaci konzularni spoluprace, operace agentury Frontex plus mimotfadné udalosti
a zvlastni ¢innosti a jeden pro ¢innosti, které jsou relevantni zejména z vnitrostatni
perspektivy;

ocekava, Ze vyc€lenénim €asti dostupnych finanénich prostredkli bude pro ¢lenské staty
snaz§i rozvinout a vyuzit relevantni a méfitelné ukazatele pro vystupy, vysledky

a dopad pfislusnych Cinnosti; v této souvislosti poznamenava, ze jak ¢innosti v rdmci
segmentu vyhrazeného solidarit¢, tak ¢innosti relevantni zejména z vnitrostatni
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perspektivy by mély byt financovany pouze v ptipadé, Ize-li ex ante prokazat,
ze slouzi konkrétnim a méfitelnym ciltim;

8. souhlasi s Uéetnim dvorem, Ze ISF by mél pfim&j§im zptisobem podporovat praci
agentury Frontex, a sice povinnym zaclenénim alespon ¢asti polozek majetku
financovanych z ISF do soboru technického vybaveni agentury Frontex;

9. je znepokojen nesrovnalostmi, které Uetni dviir zjistil v rliznych vnitrostatnich
politikach zadavani vefejnych zakazek, a konstatuje, ze ustanoveni o vyjimce pro
zadavani zakazek v oblasti obrany a bezpec¢nosti nelze vyuzit v ptipadech, kdy by bylo
mozné vyuzit méné omezujici postupy, aniz by doslo k ohrozeni bezpecnosti;

10. vyjadiuje své uznani Komisi za to, ze ucinila napravna finan¢ni opatreni v piipadé
projektu, u néhoz bylo zjisténo poruseni zakladnich svobod a lidskych prav, avSak
vyzyva Komisi, aby v nejvyssi mozné mife zjistila v tomto ohledu ex ante veskera
mozna rizika, pfedevsim co se tyce zpusobu provadéni hrani¢nich kontrol v souvislosti
s pravem zadat o azyl.
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