Public Consultation on the Schengen Facility
for Croatia

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

Introduction

This consultation aims to collect opinions on the functioning of the Schengen Facility in Croatia and more
specifically the successes and the obstacles in the implementation of the measures/actions implemented
under this programme.

The general objectives of the Schengen Facility for Croatia was (a) to assist the country in order to enable
taking of responsibility for controlling the flow of people across what would be the new external borders of
the Schengen Area on behalf of other Schengen countries and (b) to ensure the preparedness of the
country for accession to the Schengen Area.

The 9 operational objectives adopted by Croatia for the implementation of the Schengen Facility are the
following:

1. Acquisition of new technical equipment for border control of the external borders

2. Modernisation and development of radio communication system necessary for surveillance and
control of external borders

3. Development and upgrading of information systems and computer networks related to the
implementation of the Schengen acquis

4. Construction of new and renovation and modernisation of the existing border infrastructure

5. Increase of the qualification of the border police

6. Development of the Croatian Visa Information System and connection to the EU Visa Information
System (VIS)

7. Improvement of Schengen related knowledge and skills of the consular staff

8. Investment in the security equipment at diplomatic missions/consular posts according to the
Schengen standards

9. Support costs for logistic and operations for managing the Schengen Facility for Croatia

The results of the public consultation will be taken into consideration for the preparation of the ex-post
evaluation report on the implementation of the Schengen Facility for Croatia.

The evaluation is an important instrument to inform the European Parliament and the Council, the
Member States, the research community, the general public and other stakeholders about the
achievements of the measures/actions under the Schengen Facility for Croatia. It will also contribute to
the design of the future similar EU-funded interventions.
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Only your type, country of origin and contribution will be published. All other
personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency register
number) will not be published.

Public

Your personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency
register number, country of origin) will be published with your contribution.

*| agree with the personal data protection provisions

QUESTIONS

RELEVANCE
In this part of the questionnaire, we would like to know whether the objectives and activities of the
Schengen Facility for Croatia responded to existing needs.

To what extent have objectives of the Schengen Facility for Croatia
corresponded to actual needs?

To a large extent - please explain
To some extent - please explain
Not at all - please explain

Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

EFFECTIVENESS

In this section, we would like to know your opinion on the extent to which the Schengen Facility for Croatia
has achieved its objectives and delivered results

To what extent has the Schengen Facility for Croatia contributed to the
achievement of assisting the country in order to enable taking of
responsibility for controlling the flow of people across what would be the
new external borders of the Schengen Area on behalf of other Schengen
countries?

To a large extent - please explain

To some extent - please explain

Not at all - please explain

Don't know
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Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

To what extent has the Schengen Facility for Croatia contributed to the
achievement of ensuring the preparedness of the country for accession to
the Schengen Area?

To a large extent - please explain
To some extent - please explain
Not at all - please explain

Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

There were 9 operational objectives adopted by Croatia for the
implementation of the Schengen Facility. On a scale from 1 to 5 please rate
the extent to which each of the following operational objectives were
achieved under the Schengen Facility in Croatia.

(1 = fully achieved; 2 = largely achieved, despite a few shortcomings; 3 = only
partially achieved, shortcomings finely balanced; 4 = very limited achievement,
extensive shortcomings; 5 = not achieved)

Acquisition of new technical equipment for border control of the
external borders

Modernisation and development of radio communication system
necessary for surveillance and control of external borders

Development and upgrading of information systems and computer
networks related to the implementation of the Schengen acquis

Construction of new and renovation and modernisation of the existing
border infrastructure

Increase of the qualification of the border police

Development of the Croatian Visa Information System and connection
to the EU Visa Information System (VIS)



Improvement of Schengen related knowledge and skills of the consular
staff

Investment in the security equipment at diplomatic missions/consular
posts according to the Schengen standards

Support costs for logistic and operations for managing the Schengen
Facility for Croatia

EFFICIENCY
In this section, we would like to know your opinion about the efficiency of the Schengen Facility

To what extent were the results of the Schengen Facility in Croatia achieved
at reasonable cost?

To a large extent - please explain
To some extent - please explain
Not at all - please explain

Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

COHERENCE

In this section, we would like to know your opinion on the extent to which the activities of the Schengen
Facility programme are coherent with other policy and/or programme related interventions

To what extent were funded activities of the Schengen Facility in Croatia
complementary to border control activities financed from national resources?

To a large extent - please explain
To some extent - please explain
Not at all - please explain

Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum



To what extent were funded activities of the Schengen Facility in Croatia
complementary to other EU financial instruments in the field of border
control, the Schengen acquis implementation and related policy areas:

Toa To
large some Not
extent extent at all

Don’
t know

PHARE

External Borders Fund

European Regional Development Fund
Connecting Europe Facility

Activities financed by another EU or National financial
instrument (please specify)

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

ADDED VALUE

In this section, we would like to know your opinion about the EU added value of the activities of the
Schengen Facility programme

Would you say the positive effects achieved in Croatia through the
Schengen Facility could have been achieved without the EU financial
support?

Yes

Generally yes, although with some problems
Generally no

No

Don’t know.

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

Would you say the actions achieved in Croatia through the Schengen
Facility will continue without EU financial support?

Yes
Generally yes, although with some problems
Generally no



No
Don’t know.

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

IMPACT

In this section, we would like to know your opinion about the impact of the activities of the Schengen
Facility programme

To what extent have funded activities of the Schengen Facility in Croatia
positively contributed to the work of national authorities responsible for the
management of borders and visas?

Yes to a great extent
yes to some extent
Generally no, the implementation had poor impact on these authorities

No, it was an obstacle to the implementation of the national policies on
borders and visas

Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

To what extent have funded activities of the Schengen Facility in Croatia
positively contributed to the work of national authorities responsible for the
management of borders and visas?

Yes to a great extent
yes to some extent
Generally no, the implementation had poor impact on these authorities

No, it was an obstacle to the implementation of the national policies on
borders and visas
Don't know

Please describe briefly your reasons.
600 character(s) maximum

Please describe some of the positive effects created by the activities funded
from the Schengen Facility in Croatia?

10



600 character(s) maximum

Have there been any negative effects of the activities funded by the
Schengen Facility in Croatia? Please describe these in the text box below.
600 character(s) maximum

Other Issues

Do you have any other views which have not been covered in this
consultation?
800 character(s) maximum

Please feel free to upload a concise document, such as a position paper. The
maximal file size is 1MB.

Please note that the uploaded document will be published alongside your
response to the questionnaire which is the essential input to this open public
consultation. The document is an optional complement and serves as
additional background reading to better understand your position.
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