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1. Adoption of the agenda 

 

  The Group adopted the agenda set out in telex no 2820 of 25 June 1996, with the addition of the "other 

business" item (item 10). 

 

2. Presentation of the Irish Presidency work programme 

  8605/96 ASIM 96 

 

  (a) Role of Steering Group I 

 

    Before commencing their examination of ASIM 96, the delegations discussed working 

structures under the 3rd pillar and in particular the asylum and immigration sector.  The 

discussion, which is summarized below, was prompted by the fact that the Presidency's 

provisional timetable included only one meeting of Steering Group I – the meeting reported in 

this note. 
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    Several delegations, in particular the German, Italian and Danish delegations and, to a certain 

degree, the French delegation, were uneasy at the more or less total disappearance of Steering 

Group I.  They stressed the constructive role that the Group had regularly played in the 

organization of work and the drafting of instruments in the asylum and immigration sector.  

They regarded Steering Group I's position as a layer of contact between the technical level of the 

working parties and the political level of the K.4 Committee to be exactly what was needed for 

the decision-taking process in the asylum and immigration sector; without it, they felt, the 

process would suffer as it would be difficult to provide the necessary expertise at K.4 

Committee level unless the composition of delegations at that level better reflected the subjects 

discussed. 

 

    Those delegations considered that the reduction of working levels was a political matter, which 

should be discussed in detail, with reference also to the Intergovernmental Conference, as should 

be the consequences of such a reduction for the responsibilities and, possibly, the composition of 

the working parties downstream and the K.4 Committee upstream. 

 

    The Swedish, Austrian and United Kingdom delegations welcomed this choice of the 

Presidency, which would contribute to greater efficiency; on that point, the United Kingdom 

delegation referred to the similarly-motivated working document on the subject that it had 

submitted to the K.4 Committee (10808/95 CK4 50).  Those delegations also emphasized that if 

the removal of a level were to confer any benefits, it should be accompanied by a review of 

remits, working methods and the composition of other levels; in particular, more power and 

political responsibility should be devolved to the working parties.  The Netherlands delegation 

was also in favour of the Irish Presidency's approach, which would coincide happily with the 

Netherlands' own plans for its future Presidency. 
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    The Presidency confirmed that it had acted in response to repeated criticisms concerning the five 

decision-taking levels in the JHA sector, for which it was increasingly difficult to find reasons, 

in the GIC context, that justified maintaining the present working methods.  It considered that 

the role of Steering Group I, like that of the other Steering Groups, was to give direction to 

discussions, so that the working parties could then draft texts that would pass directly to the 

K.4 Committee.  For that reason, it wanted the Steering Groups to meet once only, at the 

beginning of a Presidency.  However, if a highly sensitive issue arose which necessitated a 

meeting, one would be convened. 

 

    The Presidency, for its part, was prepared to structure the K.4 Committee's proceedings in such a 

way that delegations were informed in advance of the day on which asylum and immigration 

issues would be discussed so that they could include the best possible people for the topics being 

discussed.  In that way, the objective of reducing working levels could be attained without 

losing the necessary expertise. 

 

  (b) Work programme 

 

    The results of the discussion are set out in the revised version of the programme (8605/1/96 

ASIM 96 REV 1).  The following points should also be noted: 
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    – CCEEs: 

     At a time when the CCEEs had embarked on an enormous undertaking in the field of 

immigration and asylum law, greater emphasis should be placed on cooperation with them –

 joint meetings in the CIREA and CIREFI frameworks, joint seminars.  For those purposes, 

the "acquis communautaire" would be forwarded to them by the General Secretariat without 

delay. 

 

     The German delegation in particular thought that one meeting every six months with the 

CCEEs was not enough. 

 

    – II.4: Temporary protection: 

     The advantages of having the Commission text on temporary protection rapidly, so that work 

on it could be commenced as soon as possible, were stressed. 

 

     The Swedish delegation drew delegations' attention to the Danish document on the subject 

(8608/96 ASIM 97), which it had greatly appreciated. 

 

     The German delegation said that over-regulation in this field could impair the Member 

States' capacity to react flexibly in the face of massive migratory movements. 

 

    – II.7: Repatriation of displaced persons to former Yugoslavia: 

     Coordination between Member States prior to meetings of international organizations 

responsible for repatriation (HCR, IOM) would in principle take place in the Asylum 

Working Party. 

 

    – III.9: Convention being drawn up by the Commission: 

     The Commission representative said that the Commission's initiative was intended to 

consolidate in a legally binding text the results of past discussions on admission, without  

ruling out the possibility of additional proposals. 
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     The German, Austrian and United Kingdom delegations asked the Commission, when 

drafting the Convention, not to lose sight of the differences of opinion that had emerged 

between Member States on various subjects when Resolutions and Recommendations were 

drawn up, and which had been the subject of statements.  They also wondered whether the 

advantages of any such harmonization were worth the trouble, given the work involved. 

 

    – VI.6: False documents seminar: 

     This question was to be dealt with in conjunction with the proposal for a Council Decision on 

a joint action establishing a training, exchange and cooperation programme in the field of 

identity documents (SHERLOCK programme). 

 

3. Draft Joint Action relating to travel facilitation for third-country nationals residing in a Member 

State for the purpose of entry into another Member State for a short stay or transit 

  8609/96 ASIM 98 

 

  The delegations gave a favourable reception to the Presidency's initiative, which was intended to 

reduce all formalities at borders, thus taking a practical step forward.  The German delegation 

suggested it be forwarded to the Visa Working Party, and the French and Netherlands delegations to 

the Migration Working Party. 

 

  The Commission representative said that the draft posed a problem of principle because of the link 

with the third of the "Monti package" Directives.  He thought that the European Parliament should first 

give its Opinion on that Directive (at its July plenary session), and that Coreper, further to Council 

instructions, should state which body was competent to examine it, before any decision was taken on 

the Presidency draft text.  He suggested that the matter be referred to the K.4 Committee at its July 

meeting and that it be asked to remind Coreper of the urgency of a decision being taken. 
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  The Presidency said that there should be no conflict between the 3rd Monti Directive and this text as 

the latter was not intended to confer a right of migration, but to reduce formalities at borders as a 

whole; it nevertheless decided to refer the matter to the K.4 Committee. 

 

4. Proposal for strengthening controls at external frontiers and for their consistency – policy debate 

 

  The Greek delegation pressed for infrastructure at the external frontiers to be strengthened to 

compensate for the abolition of internal borders.  It said that effective control of the external frontiers 

and the introduction of the necessary measures at national level were particularly difficult for certain 

Member States in comparison with others, which raised the question of the financing of the 

infrastructure concerned. 

 

  It also called for the rapid completion of the discussions on the draft Convention on external borders 

and the introduction of implementing measures.  It suggested that as an immediate step, seminars 

should be organized for officials carrying out border checks, with a view to improving their 

effectiveness.  CIREFI could be used to disseminate information from certain border control services 

with special experience. 

 

  The Chairman, referring to the decision taken ten years ago to improve and harmonize controls, stated 

that he would draft a paper analysing the current difficulties and containing possible suggestions for 

improvements. 

 

5. Evaluation of practical cooperation in asylum and immigration matters: review of work and 

possible improvement of working methods (telex no 2564) 

 

  The delegations noted that so far, neither CIREA nor CIREFI had worked satisfactorily, given their 

potential and the expectations of them at the time they were set up.  A number of areas were identified 

in which improvements could be made. 
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  (a) At present, structures and working methods were too cumbersome because every Member State had 

to participate at all times (even if only by attending meetings), even for subjects on which they 

had little to contribute or which were of only marginal interest to them.  Also, meetings were not 

always adequately prepared and there were often too many items on the agenda. 

 

  (b) The two centres (CIREFI/CIREA) confined themselves to collecting information (other information 

on the basis of questionnaires or reports; statistics) and redistributing it to the delegations 

without conducting any proper analysis or evaluation or, where appropriate, drawing 

conclusions (for example, in the form of a recommendation to the Council working parties or the 

national authorities) from the data collected.  Such processing was carried out, if at all, in the 

individual capitals.  Moreover, individual analyses in the capitals often produce widely 

diverging interpretations of the data.  These centres were therefore not fulfilling their intended 

role of clearing houses and were of limited value to the Member States. 

 

  (c) Regarding statistics in particular, leaving aside the aspect of analysis and any resulting conclusions, 

the criteria used by the Member States in actually collecting such data were not sufficiently 

aligned which led to non-comparable figures and considerably diminished the value of statistical 

work. 

 

  (d) The language arrangements hindered proceedings and led to considerable delays. 

 

  A number of possible improvements were discussed: 
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  (a) First of all, some of the work should be delegated to small groups of countries which were 

particularly affected by a given topic and had the necessary experience, skill, expertise and 

interest to make an effective contribution to the discussions.  Small groups which were not 

formal sub-groups of the two Centres would submit the results of their proceedings to 

CIREFI/CIREA.  These small groups should themselves be able to use working documents 

drawn up by the Presidency and the Secretariat, for the purposes of, for example, drawing up 

questionnaires, analysing replies, evaluating results and suggesting any conclusions to be drawn, 

and any other relevant matters. 

 

  (b) Regarding improvement of statistics, there should be organization and clarification of the basic 

criteria for data collection upstream, and downstream, these data should be properly processed 

before any valid conclusions were drawn by small groups and then by the CIREFI/CIREA. 

 

  With regard to how these improvements should be introduced, two schools of thought emerged among 

the delegations: 

 

  Several delegations, including Austria, Portugal and, to a certain degree, the United Kingdom, 

considered that work best carried out centrally should be performed, as far as possible, within the 

Secretariat, which should be strengthened for that purpose, in accordance with arrangements to be 

agreed, by asylum, migration and statistics experts.  In the case of statistics, the extent to which 

EUROSTAT might be used should be explored. 

 

  Other delegations, in particular the Italian and Danish delegations, considered that the necessary 

improvements should be made by efforts at the level of the Member States and the Presidencies.  This 

would involve developing an improved form of cooperation enabling national expertise to be better 

utilized – through CIREFI/CIREA – for the benefit of all the Member States.  To that end, guidelines 

should be drawn up to ensure 
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  improved preparation of meetings at national level, particularly in respect of statistics, which, for 

example, could be accompanied by explanatory notes.  Also, more frequent use could be made of 

reports drafted by one or more Member States giving background information on the main countries of 

origin. 

 

  Several delegations emphasized the need to reduce the number of working languages to one or two. 

 

  The following suggestions were also made: 

 

  – Most delegations were in favour of reducing the number of agenda items for meetings – for instance 

a single country of origin should be dealt with at a meeting – in order to enable issues to be 

discussed in depth.  At the same time, Presidencies should ensure that these discussions were better 

prepared, by leaving more time for preparation, inter alia. 

 

  – The Greek delegation suggested organizing seminars for officials of those Member States which 

compiled information for CIREFI/CIREA at national level, in order to improve and harmonize the 

quality of such information. 

 

  – The Swedish delegation drew attention to the multiplicity of work being done in a whole range of 

other international bodies, thus posing increasing problems for Member States which had only a 

very small number of persons with asylum and immigration expertise.  Better coordination in this 

respect was called for. 

 

  – Lastly, several delegations wanted the document classification system to be reviewed; perhaps too 

frequently, documents were classified as "confidential" or "secret" and thus could not be produced 

before courts, for example. 

 

  The Presidency said it would be producing a working document on the problems discussed above once 

they had been further discussed in CIREFI/CIREA. 
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6. State of ratification of the Dublin Convention and need for implementation measures 

 

  The Presidency informed the delegations that ratification of the Convention by the Netherlands and 

Ireland was awaited towards the end of October. 

 

7. Proposal from Sweden for a uniform format for residence permits 

 

  The Swedish delegation presented this initiative, which was favourably received by all the delegations. 

 

  The Migration Working Party was to take the matter in hand but could in due course draw on the 

technical expertise of the Visa Working Party. 

 

8. Proposal to monitor Council Decisions relating to expulsion 

 

  The Presidency announced a draft Decision along the lines of the Council Decision of 

22 December 1985 on the implementation of measures adopted in the field of migration (admission).  

In that context, the Greek delegation drew attention to the fact that application of the uniform 

expulsion document varied from one country to the next and to the problem of expulsion to countries 

under embargo; these matters should be examined by the Migration Working Party. 

 

9. Traffic in persons 

 

  The Commission informed the delegations of the results of the Conference on traffic in women for the 

purposes of sexual exploitation which it had organized, together with the IOM, in Vienna on 10 and 

11 July 1996, and which had been attended by certain CCEEs, the United States and Canada as well as 

the Member States of the European Union.  The Commission representative confirmed that the 

Commission would be submitting a 
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  communication on the subject to the Council and the European Parliament, probably in November.  

The main thrust of the communication could be described by the Commission at the informal meeting 

of Ministers for Justice and Home Affairs scheduled for the end of September in Dublin.  The 

Commission representative emphasized the complexity of the problem, which involved the fields of 

immigration, police and judicial cooperation and social issues.  A conference on the traffic in children 

would be held in Stockholm in the autumn.  The Commission representative confirmed that towards 

the end of the year the Commission would be submitting a communication on the subject to the 

Council and the European Parliament.  The matter would also be raised at the informal meeting in 

Dublin at the end of September. 

 

10. Other business 

 

  The Presidency informed the delegations of the organization of two seminars which were to be held in 

Europe (probably in Ireland) and in the United States in the framework of the transatlantic dialogue, on 

the subject of the situation at the southern borders of the United States and of the European Union. 

 

                                           

 

 


