
9332/00 EB/scs 1
DG H I   EN

COUNCIL OF
THE EUROPEAN UNION

Brussels, 8 June 2000

9332/00

LIMITE

FRONT 27
COMIX 472

OUTCOME OF PROCEEDINGS
of : Mixed Committee (Norway and Iceland) on Frontiers matters
dated : 27 April 2000

1. Adoption of the agenda

The agenda set out in Telex No. 1756 of 13 April 2000 was adopted, with the addition of

sub-items (a) to (g) under "Other business".

2. Summary document on control of minors who are nationals of Member States

7727/00 FRONT 18 COMIX 335

The Presidency briefly presented the above-mentioned document which was available only in

Portuguese and English.

Various delegations (B, D, E, GR, A, FIN, UK, N) welcomed the Presidency's proposal but could

not yet give a final position (B, E, F, I, A, FIN, S ) since they had only just received it. The German

and Austrian delegations stated they needed to consult other authorities involved in this issue. The

Greek delegation entered a scrutiny reservation.



9332/00 EB/scs 2
DG H I   EN

The following preliminary comments were made:

- The Belgian delegation pointed out that the age of majority differed in the Member States and

suggested harmonising this in the future. It also suggested listing the border authorities of Member

States dealing with the control of minors in order to ensure an efficient information exchange.

- The German delegation asked the Presidency to describe the practical background of each of the

proposed measures. It also suggested using the existing contact points for the information exchange

between the border authorities.

- The Spanish delegation queried the circumstances of the information exchange and asked whether

point e) applied only to passports.

- The Norwegian delegation recalled that it had suggested at the previous meeting enlarging the

scope of the proposal to minors who are EEA/EFTA nationals.

- The Greek delegation stated that the proposed measures should be more orientated towards

concrete practices.

- The French delegation, supported by the Italian delegation, felt that under point d) the possibility

should be left open for the inclusion of minors in family passports. It also queried the legal basis for

point e).

- The Italian delegation, supported by the Finnish delegation queried the way to implement separate

control procedures for minors in practice as stipulated under point a).

- The Finnish delegation pointed out that in Finland minors under the age of 15 are included in

family passports and preferred a more open formulation of point d) as suggested by the French

delegation. Furthermore, it queried, under point e), the way of establishing the parentage in practice.

- The United Kingdom delegation, supported by the Netherlands delegation, asked the Presidency

the clarify the scope of the proposal and queried the legal basis for points d) and e).



9332/00 EB/scs 3
DG H I   EN

The Presidency stated that, in a first phase, an agreement should be reached on the general concept

of controlling minors who are nationals of Member States. Only in a second phase would discussion

take place on the practical procedures of controlling minors and the measures to set up. In reply to

the Belgian and Spanish delegations comments on the information exchange, the Presidency stated

that a cumbersome system of information exchange should be avoided and welcomed the

suggestion to list the contact points for information exchange.  It underlined that point e) included

only a recommendation, a guideline for Member States for including parentage in passports.

Moreover, it stated that the proposal under point d) was based on practical problems which had

been encountered. Finally, the Presidency asked delegations to send in their comments on these

proposals before 8 May 2000.

Various delegations (D, DK, GR, NL, S) indicated that it would be difficult or even impossible to

answer in time.

3. Draft initiative of the Portuguese Republic relating to the updating of the Common Manual

7724/00 FRONT 15 COMIX 332

The Council Legal Service recalled that according to the nature of the provisions and the

confidentiality a different procedure would apply for amending the Common Manual (11691/99

FRONT 25 COMIX 304).

The Austrian delegation stated that in its opinion it had already been agreed in the Frontiers

Working Party during the second half of 1999 to follow the developments within the Visa Working

Party which had drawn up a draft regulation. The same draft regulation could be used for the

revision of the Common Manual.

Contrary to the Austrian delegation's comment, the Spanish and Netherlands delegations underlined

that the procedure to amend the Common Manual should be discussed within the Frontiers Working

Party.
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The German and Spanish delegations and the Commission representative entered a reservation.

The Greek and French delegations  stated that they could not yet define their position due to the late

transmission of the document.

The Icelandic delegation suggested referring in the preamble to the Council decision of

17 May 1999 on the conclusion of the Agreement with the Republic of Iceland and the Kingdom of

Norway concerning the latters' association with the implementation, application and development of

the Schengen acquis (1999/437/EC).

The Presidency requested delegations to send their comments on the draft initiative.

4. Annual report on the situation at external borders

The Presidency recalled that following the conclusions of the Strategic Committee on Immigration,

Frontiers and Asylum, held on 17 March 2000, on the desirability of continuing to complete the

annual report, CIREFI was invited to reflect on the possibility of producing a more concise report

which would be made available more quickly. It indicated that only a few delegations had sent in

their suggestions on a new format to be used for the annual report (see Telex 1531 of

30 March 2000).

The German delegation underlined the great importance of the annual report and favoured its

continued production. It agreed, however, that a new procedure should be found for drafting a more

streamlined report. It suggested integrating the annual report on the situation at the external borders

into the Schengen annual report. It also referred to the situation reports drafted by CIREFI which

could be used for drafting the annual report.

The Belgian delegation recalled its position taken in the Strategic Committee and expressed doubts,

shared by the French delegation, on the need to continue to draw up a report which would reproduce

information already available in other reports.



9332/00 EB/scs 5
DG H I   EN

The Swedish delegation also felt that the reports drafted by other working parties were sufficient.

However, since the Strategic Committee had agreed to continue drafting the Frontiers annual report,

Sweden indicated that these reports should be concise, clear and drafted in due time.

The Greek delegation underlined that Greece favoured the continued production of the annual

report. This report should, however, not only indicate the problems but also contain some concrete

proposals to solve them.

The Spanish delegation pointed out that it would already be impossible to draft the 1999 report in

the first quarter of 2000.

The Commission representative recalled the role of the Commission in controlling the application

of the Treaties.

The Presidency invited delegations to send in their comments on Telex 1531 of 30 March 2000 as

soon as possible.

5. Other business

a) affixing entry stamps to passports

The Greek delegation reported that Greek border control authorities at Athens airport had noticed

that in some cases passports of third country nationals coming from another EU country applying

the Schengen convention, were not stamped although they had entered the territory of this country

when they arrived with a flight from a third country.

The Italian and Portuguese delegations stated that they had encountered similar problems with

Brazilians and Filipinos.

b) Action plan: revision of Schengen border regulations

12479/1/99 FRONT 30 COMIX 377

The Presidency advised delegations that the above-mentioned document would be put on the

agenda of the forthcoming meeting of the Strategic Committee on Immigration, Frontiers and

Asylum.
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c) Upstream documentary checks

6389/00 FAUXDOC 7 FRONT 9 CIREFI 14

The Presidency informed the Working Party of the activities of the experts on false documents on

this matter.

d) ILOs and ALOs

The Presidency drew delegations' attention to 7717/00 CIREFI 17 COMIX 331 which was

approved by CIREFI.

It indicated that a seminar on ILOs and ALOs would be organised by Portugal in close cooperation

with Germany, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the Commission services. This seminar

would take place in the last quarter of 2000 in Portugal. In addition, it stated that two informal

expert meetings had been organised between Member States and the Commission to implement the

measures on ILOs and ALOs described in the Action Plans drawn up by the High Level Working

Group on asylum and migration and adopted by the General Affairs Council in October 1999.

e) Document advisors

The Presidency informed the Working Party that it had drafted a model for reporting on missions of

document advisors. This document will be issued later.

f) Seminar maritime borders

The Presidency advised delegations that a joint Spanish-Portuguese seminar on maritime borders

would be held on 5 and 6 June 2000 in the framework of the Odysseus programme.

g) Border controls during the European Football championship

The Presidency drew delegation's attention to the communication from the Belgian and the

Netherlands delegations at the Strategic Committee of 17 March 2000 that both countries would

apply Article 2(2) of the Schengen Convention during the EURO 2000 football competition.



9332/00 EB/scs 7
DG H I   EN

Both delegations stressed that these controls would not be carried out on a systematic basis. The

Netherlands delegation indicated that during the competition all intra-Schengen flights would still

be dealt with in Schengen terminals at the airports. It was, however, possible that controls would be

carried out upon arrival of some aircraft coming from a country applying the Schengen Convention.

The Luxembourg delegation queried whether the carrier can be forced to take back a person who is

refused during these controls.

_____________


