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(A) Context 
The Visa Code is a core element of the common visa policy: it establishes harmonised 
procedures and conditions for processing visa applications and issuing visas. It entered 
into force on 5 April 2010, with the overarching objectives of facilitating legitimate 
travel and tackling irregular immigration as well as reinforcing the coherence of the 
common visa policy, enhancing transparency and legal certainty, strengthening 
procedural guarantees and reinforcing equal treatment of visa applicants. 

The Visa Code (Article 57) stipulates that two years after all the provisions of the 
Regulation have become applicable the Commission will transmit to the European 
Parliament and the Council an evaluation of its application. On the basis of the 
evaluation, the Commission may submit, if necessary, appropriate proposals with a view 
to amending the Visa Code. The present Impact Assessment (hereinafter: LA) is based on 
that evaluation report and examines certain key problem areas and appropriate policy 
options with a view to a proposal amending the Visa Code. 

(B) Overall opinion: POSITIVE 
The report needs to he improved in a number of respects. First, the report should 
briefly recall the overall objective of the Visa policy. It should then further specify 
and substantiate the concrete problems and obstacles for visa applicants to be 
addressed, including those for first-time travellers, and the interests of the EU. 
Second, the report should strengthen its baseline scenario by outlining how security 
and economic growth will develop in case of no further action, including a robust 
outlook of the effects of on-going policy developments such as the Visa Information 
System (VIS), the Entry/Exist System (EES), the Registered Travel Programme 
(RTP), or the forthcoming amendments to the Visa Handbook. On that basis, the 
report should define more precisely what this initiative aims to achieve, linking 
objectives to measurable progress indicators (e.g. the time or costs saved for Visa 
applicants). Third, the report should better justify the reasons for discarding 
potentially feasible policies from the outset (e.g. increasing visa application fees or 
the introduction of a fast-track premium system). Fourth, it should better explain 
the impact of Multiple Entry Visas on security and the methodology underpinning 
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the comparison of options, and the underlying calculations of economic benefits. 
Finally, the report should more clearly indicate the views of Member States and 
stakeholders and explain how their concerns have been taken into account. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Better present the problems and policy context. The report should outline from the 
outset the purpose of the Visa policy, particularly its security element. It should define 
more specifically the problems to be addressed by this initiative (e.g. indirect costs in 
getting a visa rather than the visa fees as such) and present concrete evidence that 
underpins this assessment, including evaluation results and available quantitative 
problem indicators (e.g. indirect costs for applicants, length of processing applications, 
variation in the number and type of documents required across Schengen States, 
estimates of applicants affected by "black spots" in geographical coverage) comparing 
them, where appropriate, against a benchmark of non-Schengen countries (e.g. US, UK). 

(2) Clarify the rationale for further action. The report should strengthen the baseline 
scenario by outlining the consequences of inaction on security and economic growth, 
including a robust outlook of how the impacts of on-going policy developments may 
affect the level of security (e.g. the VIS, EES, RTP), the number of Visa applicants (e.g. 
on-going Visa liberalisation dialogues) or the harmonisation of requirements (e.g. 
forthcoming amendments to the Visa Handbook). On that basis the report should say 
precisely what this initiative aims to achieve by linking objectives to measurable progress 
indicators (e.g. the time or costs saved for Visa applicants, increase in the used of 
procedural facilitations). The report should clarify if "first time" visa applicants are within 
the scope of this initiative and if so reflect it in the objectives, options and impacts. 

(3) Better present the options. The report should provide robust arguments to justify 
discarding potentially feasible policies from the outset. In particular, it should clarify why 
increasing visa application fees or the introduction of a fast-track premium system are not 
considered as feasible alternatives, given the current relatively low level of fees or visa 
applicants' support. The report should clarify why no options relating to the facilitation of 
document requirements are presented. Furthermore, given that the options presented 
consist of distinct packages, the report should clarify if some of the contained measures 
could be added or removed on a building block basis. For instance, could Multiple Entry 
Visas of 5 years plus (as per option D) be combined with a new authorisation to stay 
more than 90 days in any 180-day period applying only to third country nationals (as per 
option В)? Finally, given that some shortcomings stem from the lack of (consistent) 
implementation and enforcement of measures already in place (e.g. harmonisation of 
documents required) the report should clarify how such risk is mitigated by the envisaged 
measures. 

(4) Better assess and compare impacts of options. The report should better explain the 
alleged link between security and the options described, such as Multiple Entry Visas. 
The report should use a consistent set of assessment criteria across all options and better 
explain the methodology used to compare options (by clarifying how the scores of 
individual options are then taken into account, to arrive at an overall rating of each 
option) and by providing robust evidence for its ratings. Finally, the report should better 
explain the underlying calculations of economic benefits, and qualify the uncertainty 
surrounding the quantitative estimates, to avoid spurious accuracy. 
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(5) Better present stakeholders' views and monitoring arrangements. The report 
should clearly indicate the views of different Member States and key stakeholders on the 
specific problems to be addressed, the range of options considered and their expected 
impacts. When their views are divergent or conflicting, it should explain how their 
concerns have been taken into account. Also, given the lack of available data and that 
data collection is already required in the Visa Code the report should specify what 
indicators will be collected, for instance, to monitor the impact on security. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report 

(D) Procedure and presentation. The executive summary sheet should be included in 
the main report after the table of content. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 
Reference number 2013/HOME/002 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting 04/09/2013 
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