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MEETING OF EXPEKTS ON PASSPORTS AND FRONTIER FORMALITIES
REVISED MINUTES OF THE NINTH PLENARY MEETING

held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, on Friaay,
18 April, 1947, at 2.15 p.m.

Chairmen: Mr. CAREW-ROBINSON {United Kingdom).

1. FORMALITIES FOR CBTAINING VISAS {item 8.2 §ec) of the
' dreft egendsa)

The CHAIRMAN opened the meeting by suggesting that s the
United States proposal wes the most general in content concerning
the question under discussion, it might be profitable to have the
views of the representetive of the United States.

Mr. WILKINSON (United States of Americe) said that the
Government of the United States had consistently sought to give
effect to the principles contained. in the proposal now before the
meeting, within, however, the limitations of the United States
immigretion laws.

Provision of & borcer crossing identification card and the
recent simplification of the applicetion card for a non-immigrant
vise were developments of this point of view,

Mr. Wilkinson added that the ellocation of adeguate and
convenient fecilities for issuing visas, the simplificetion of
forms ené the elimination of the requirement that the Foreign
Office be consulted in routine caeses were the more important steps

which might be taken to do away with the visa barrier to travel.

It hed been the practice of certain Governments to
discriminete ageinst commercial visitors, However, the
restoretion and expension of internstional trade could be greatly
facilitated by permitting business men of different nationalities
to travel freely. Although the conventions referred to in the
Economic a2nd Socizl Council's preperctory memorandum were silent
on the subject, 2 committee of experts on consular end customs
formelities convened by the United States assocliates of the
International Chamber of Commerce in 1946 to prepare data for
this meetin§, specifled that its recommendations were being made
on behalf of business men and tourists.

In reply to & gquestion by the CHAIRMAN, Mr, "Wilkinson seid
that the form of application for & non-immigrant viss hed been
greatly simplified recently end the new form was now in use,

In reply to a question by the representative of POLAND,
¥Mr, Wilkinson said that immigrants did not come under the same
category for applications for visas.
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After being seconded by the represéntative of the
UNITED KINGDOM the United States proposal was put to & vote.

Decision: The Uni%ed States proposal was adopted.

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) felt that if the United States
Government reserved the right to exclude immigrants then the
Polish Govermment would also like to reserve the right to make
certain discriminations against particular categories of persons
entering the country. :

It might be that for some particular trade or economic
reason the Polish Government would be willing to grant visas
immediately, but, on the other hand, it might not always Dbe
possible to grant the same facility and priority for tourists
because the offices might be cvercrowded. The Polish
represeniative emphasized that his Government would like sometimee
to give priority to persons who will be travelling in the
interests of trade.

The CHAIRMAN said that he thought it was the intention of
the United States proppsal not to diseriminate against any
legitimate cause for a hurried journey. The representative of
the UNITED STATES confirmed that this was the case.

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) made the sugrestion that the word
"normally™ might be included in the United States proposal so
that it would read ".... gshould normally be no discrimination”.

The CHAIRMAN thought that there was confusion. over two
different points, The United States representative had suggested
as he read 1t, that as a practice there should be no discriminatio

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland), although agreeing with the
suggestion made by the Chairman, felt that there existed
a differentiation regarding discerimination and non-discrimination,

In order to allow for the various points of view expressed,
the CHAIRMAN proposed that the Drafting Committee should work out
the exact phraseology, taking into consideration any differing
views expounded,

The Chairman then drew attention to paragraph 1, page 5
of document E/CONF/PASS/PC/4. He thought that this recommendatior
should be considered in conjunction with the proposal on this
subjcct made by the United Kingdom, which itself might provide
the text for discussion.

The United Kingdom recommendation was proposed officially
by Mr., JEFFES (United Kingdom) and seconded by Mr, WILKINSON
(United States of America).

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) was of the opinion that this
question was a matter for decision by the government concerned
and was not one to be decided by the Meeting. It was, he
thought, an internal question &nd as such, the Meeting could only
expreéss a wish that certain steps should be taken.

Mr. CONTEMPRE (Belgium) added his support to the United
Kingdom proposal, mentioning that Belgium was, he thought, in
the forefront of countries facilitating the simplification of
visa procedure.
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Mr. VILLA MICHEL (Mexico) regretted that he was unsble to
support the United Kingdom proposal and felt that he would have
to reserve his attitude on this question. He was Inclined to
agree with the repregsentative of Poland that it was an internsal
matter and he did not think that the conference could determine
: the‘p:gcedure by which a Government should issue visas,

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) asked the representative of the
United States whether visas for immigrants were included in the
present proposal under discussion. In reply Mr., WILKINSON
(United States of America) .8aid that ell recommendations made by
his Government to this Meeting were within its terms of reference
and therefore did not desl with immigrents, but solely with non-
1mm1grant travellers. ,

“In clarifying this point the CHAIRMAN read out  the final
paragraph on page five of the preparatory memorandum
(document E/CONF/PASS/PC/2) adding that he did not wish to have to
rule any questions out of order but if the question of immigranta
was raised again he felt he would have to do this.

Mr. PERIER (France) saild that, apart from the question of
immigretion, most countries enforced certain regulations regarding
the duration of stay of féreigners. The regulations and the
duration of stay varied between countries. ©Persons who wished
t9o reside in the country for more than three months should not
neoessarily be considered as immigrants, but countries accepting
travellers for a stay of more then three months would expect to
receive more complete guarantees.,

France had for some time authorized her consular agents :
abroad to issue non-immigrant visas valid for three months without
preliminary consultaetion with the central authorities; however,
she atill reserved the right to extend the duration of validity
under identical conditions by means of bi-lateral agreements.

The representative of France therefore did not think he would be
able to vote in favour of the United Kingdom proposal as it was
drafted at present, but if the proposal were emended to mention
such qualifications regarding bi-laterel agreements as he had .
indicated, 1t might be possible for him to agree to the proposal,

In reply to a guestion by the CHAIRMAN, the representative
of Frence explained thet bPlldateral agreements on this question
would be those whereby visas might be given to particulsar
categories of travellers without consulting the Foreign 0ffice.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in hls view the important
principle was, that liverty of action should be given to consuler -
and other reprssentatives so that they could take prompt action, -

- Mr. BOER (Nctherlands) thought that sufficient protection
against allowing all agents abroad to grent vises without
disoriminetion was given in the words "unless particular
eircumstences make it undesirable.

. In certein oases 1t was advantageous for prior consultetion
to be made with the home Govermnment end such cases were, he
thought, chvered in the clause ‘he hed mentioned.

Mr., KIRKWOOD (Canada)‘supportsd the United Stetes proposal
end said thaet he held similar views to the representative of the
Netherlands on the suggestions he had Just made. He thought that
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the provigos in the proposel were sufficient to cover any
difficulties arising. The purpose of the measure was to
alleviate difficulties of travel and one of the chief difficulties
encountered in the issue of visas was the question of reference
back to the home government which caused the greatest inconvenience,
Telays of weeks sometimes occurred and, in addition, cable charges
were sometimes made., All these fectors added to the cost of the
visa, end the representative of Canada thought that this was most
unfortunate for the purposes of free travel. However, should
there be occaslon . when these regulations were reglly necessary,
they could be covered by the clause he had referred to previously.

Mr, PRZEZWANSKI (P¢lend) wished to clarify his position:
regarding the proposal under discussion. As he considered it an
internal matter he thought it best that the subject should not be
discussed or voted on but should be left to the respective
Governments. He was not neccessarily opposed to the proposal.-

The CHAIRMAN emphasized that the Meeting diad not have the
power to bind Governments to & certain course of action. It
could only meke suggestions and recommendations. He felt that
the representative of Poland need have no fear that any attempt ,
was being made to instruct his Government, or any other Government,

Mr. EMBIRICOS-CONMOUNDOUROS (Greece) added his support to
the United Kingdom proposzl. It wag, he said, well known that
one of the chief diffieculties in obtaining visas was thig queation
of reference back to the home government, sometimes involving -
delays of weeks and even months.,

The CHAIRMAN put the United Kingdom proposal as outlined
in paragraph 15 of document E/CONF/PASS/PC/9 to a vote.

Decision° The United Kingdom proposal wes adopted by
sixteen votes to two.

The meeting pessed to a consideration of paragreph 2,
pege 5, of the consolidated statement (E/CONF/PASS/PC/4), which

read:

"Diplomatic and Consular authorities should be empowered to
grant visas to persons not domiciled in their area, a2nd should no$
es & rule require the applicant to appeer .in person or to prove
the necessity of the Jjourney."

It was agreed that the oaragraph should he dealt with in
gseparate parts, and the CHAIRMAN put for discussion the first
proposition, that the meeting recommend that diplometiec and
consuler suthorities be empowersed to grant visae to persons not
domiciled in their area.

Mr. CONTEMERE (Belgium) felt the text was too concise. It
was not always desirable thet diplometic and consular agents
gshould issue visas to persons who did not reside in their aresa.
He suggested that the clause should be &ltered to read that in
special circumstances such authorization could be granted. If
gsuch authority were the general practice, it might become
dangerous: certein dishonest persons, refused a2 visa in a place
where they were known, might epply to .2 consul who did not know
them. Therefore the Bilgian delegation felt that the clause
should be modified.
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Mr. PERIER (France) said he was 1n entire agreement with
the representative of Belgium.

Mi. STURM (Luxembourg) also supported this view.

Mr., WU Nan-uu (CHINA) suggested that the clause should be
amended to read: ,

"Diplomatic end consular authorities should be empowered
to. grant visas to persons not domiciled in their aree, provided
that there is no diplomatic or consular authority of the same
country in the aree in which those persons ere domiciled."

Mr. CONTEMPRE (Belgium) explained that the point he
himself had raised applied to a case where there was & consular.
authority with Jjurisdiction, and yet & person chose to go before
another agent. He, therefore, wished to meintain his point

about apecial ceases.

: .The CHAIRMAN felt that the c¢lause was not intended in eny
way to encourage a traveller to apply outside the &ree where hs
normally lived; 1t was intended to deel with the case of
a traveller who had perhaps started & Journey through France and
who arrived in the United States and found there that he wanted
to go on to some other country. The clause was intended to
make 1t unnecessary for him to go back to the place where he
resided in a foreign country, but to eneble him to apply to
another representative of that foreign country in the place where
the traveller happened to be.

Mr. CONTEMPRE (Belglum) seld that was precisely the special
case that he wanted spec¢ified in the text,.

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) said Polish consuls had power to
grant visas to traevellers not domieiled in thelr erea; he felt,
however, that they should consider the point so that the
representatives of Belgium, Frence and Luxembourg might find it
possible to accept the paragraph, because it was their task at
the present meeting to find e way in which they might collaborate
a8s closely es poassible.

Mr. JEFFES (United Kingdom) felt thet the Drafting Committee
would probably find & perfectly happy solution which they could
all. agree to later.

Mr. SODERBLOM (Sweden) faevoured the inelusion in the
document of a sentence of the kind proposed. He himself had had
the experience of being refused & vise by an agent because it wes
outside -his competence to give one, He felt it necessary to
have & formula that would meke it possible for & competent egent
always to be found, but he was sure that the Drefting Committes
would find the appropriate formulsa. -

The CHAIRMAN put it that the proposition be approved in
prineiple, subject to the Drafting Committee's incorporating
such words as might give effect to the sense of the proposals made,

Decision: The proposal was adopted.
The meeting then considered the second part of the clause:

thaet diplomatic and consular suthorities should not as a rule
require the applicant to appegr in person. v
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The CHAIRMAN said that this clause corresponded almost
verbally to paragraph 16 in the proposals of the United Kingdom
delegation: "That personal attendance should not normally be
required of an applicant in order to obtain a visa.”

Mr. JEFFES (United Kingdom) said that experience had shown
them in the United Kingdom that a great deal of trouble could be
saved to an applicant if he could, under rather speciel circum-
stances, make application in writing rather than apply in person.
For a good many years that practice had been followed in the
United Kingdom with not bad results, and he would like the meeting
to consider recommending that it should be possible..

Mr. PERIER (France) said his delegation had no objection to
that proposal, but the question was linked with that .of finger
prints. It was quite obvious that if finger prints .were required
the applicant must present himself in person,

Mr. BOER (Netherlands) felt ‘that no country would require
its oonsul to obtain finger prints in such cases: 'he believed the
police authorities would give sufficient guarantees and that 1t
would not be necessary for the applicant to appear before the
consul, the more so as such personal appearance might in some .
countries, such as Caneda, entail a lengthy Journey of perhaps
more than a day, ‘

'The CHAIRMAN zsked whether any representative wished to pus
ag a point of order that they depart from the subjJect under
.dlscussion and discuss finger prints.

Mr. KIRKWOOD (Canada) wondered if they could avoid such
a reversal of order by making the clause read that as a rule
diplomatic and consular suthorities should not require applicants
to appear in person unless finger prints were required.
Subsequently, if the meeting errived at the conclusion that finger
prints were not required, they might eliminate the qualification.

Mr. PETERS (Australia) felt that if a reference to finger
prints were left in the clause, i1t might convey the suggestion that
they might be obtained, whereas i1f the meeting could dispose of
item 3 (f) (E/CONF/PASS/PC/4 page 5) at once, the question of
finger prints covld be ruled right out of the document. He wished
to propose accordingly.

Mr, SODERBLOM (Sweden) supported the suggestion, expréssing
the hope that the element of finger prints would not enter into
the discussion.

It was agreed that the point be dealt with forthwith end
the CHAIRMAN put the propocsition: Theat in applying for & vise.
the requirement of taking finger prints should be abolished,

Decigsion: The proposal was adopted.

The meeting returned to consideration of the proposal that
personal attendance. should not normelly be required of an
gpplicant in order to obtain a vise, The CHAIRMAN thought the
proposition had elreedy been proposed &nd supported.

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) suggested that they teke the text
in the positive form in which it appeared in the document
E/CONF/PASS/PC/4, to the effect that diplomatic 2nd consular
authorities should be empowered to grant visas without asking
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for personal attendance of the applicant.

The CHAIRMAN said he would be perfectly agreeable, if the
Meeting agreed, to adopt some modified form of proposal such es
the Polish representative had suggested, provided they wers not
binding that representative's Government. .

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) enquired Whether the CHAIRMAN
would agree to a2 note being made of his last sentence.

The CHAIRVAN signified his essent.

Mr. STURM (Luxembourg) had great pleasure in seconding
the proposal made- by the representative of Poland; he felt it
wag quite unnecessary to ask an applicant to come personelly
before a consul to obtein his visa. The practice was already
in foree in his own country end in many others. He personally,
however, preferred the text of the United Kingdom proposal st
paragraph 16 (E/CONF/PLSS/PC/9). He felt that the text of
E/CONF/PASS/4, on this particular point went somewhat too far.

It was gsald on page 5, parafraph 2, of that paper that no reguest
should be made to the traveller to prove the necessity of his
Journey. He thought that was going too far and that the consul
would be right in asking ¢ person why he was undertaking

e Journey and if the Journcy was in the interests of his country.

The CHAIRMAN explained thet he hed intended to deal later
with the point of proving the necessity of the journey and that
meantime it was not under consideration.

The CHAIRMAN put the proposel that, subject to some
ad Justment of the wording by the Drefting Committee, they accept
the proposition that 1t should be possible to grant visas
without requiring the personsl attendance of the applicent.

Decislon: The proposal was adopted.

, The CHAIRMAN Invited the meeting to econsider the last part
of the clause under discussion, which he sald was, in effeot,
that eonsular suthorities should be empowered to grant a visa to
an applicant without requiring him to prove the necessity for the
Journey. o

Mr, CONTEMPRE (Belgium) wes in agreement with the prineipls
+80 long &8 1t was worded in such & wey that 1t would not be
a8 genereal rule. .

Mr, BOER (Netherlands) was in favour of the proposal in so
fer es it wes expressed in paregreph 17 of E/CONF/PASS/PC/9:
Thet the documents required in support of an application for
a visa ghould be kept to the irreducible minimum. The proposal
before them, however, was that an epplicent should not be
required to prove the necessity of the Journey. "Necesgsity",
he felt, was & very strict word: people travelling simply as
tourists were not exactly under the necessity of making the
Journey. ‘ '

Mr. PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) supported the representative of
the Netherlands. '
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Mr., STURM (Luxembourg) also supported the proposal that
the United Kingdom text be adopted.

“Mr., WILKINSON (United States of America) saié his '
delegation also wished to support the United Kingdom text.

The CHAIRMAN csaid he thought the representative of Belgium
wasg in favour of retaining the proposed text, subject to some
slight amendment. He asked whether the representative of Belgium
was willing to withdraw his proposal.

Mr., CONTEMPRE (Belgium) felt that paragraph 17 of
E/CONF/PASS/PC/9 d1d not cover the same point.

The CHAIRMAN said he had been wondering himself exactly
what was the point of proving ‘the necessity of the ‘journey; he
thought it was an echo from 1926, and he saw that on page 45 of
E/CONF/PASS/PC/2, 1t was said "that the necessity of the journey
need not be proved by the applicant for a visa in any but
exceptional cases", and the passage went on to refer to security
&nd ‘public health or internal difficulties. He thought that
probably all that waes meant in the clause under consideration was
that the applicant need not establish some reason of national
importance for his journey, but that any reasonsble purpose should
be acceptable: for instance, if he wished to travel for pleasures,
that should be quite sufficient.

Mr. KIRKWOOD (Canads) suggested the abandonment of the
phrese "necessity of the Jjourney", He pointed out that in the
cagse of tourists & journey could better be described as optional
or voluntary. The use of the words "necessity of the Journey®
would be appropriate, he felt, only in the case of & person
epplying for a priority visa, In such & case it would be
necessary to emphasise the neocessity.

Mr, BOER (Netherlands) suggested that paragraph 17 of the
United Kingdom paper did not correspond exactly with the point in
the clause under discussion. He interpreted paragreph 17 to mean
thet the number of documents which were required to be presented:
should be reduced to the strlctest minimum,-

The CHATRMAN said he would be very glad to adopt, 1f the
meeting was in egreement, the suggestion of the representative of
Canade that they necd not pursue the question of proving necessity,
He thought that it had Been originally raised only because there
was a suggestion that in certain circumstances vises should not
be granted except on proof of a real necd to treavel. Such was
not the situetion they were visualising now &and he proposed that
they need not spend time discussing it.

Mr. BOER (Netherlands) agreed that they should not continue
with the debate on the point but wished to know if the United
Kingdom delegation was, then, withdrawing paragraph 17 of his
paper,, ’

Mr, JEFFES (Usnited Kingdom) ssid it wes not his
delegation's wish to withdraw item no,l7,

The CHAIRMAN thought they might perheps enlerge the

discussion without getting into too much detail as to what they
meant, by simply edopting formally the first two lines of
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E/CONF/PASS/PC/4, page 5, paragraph '3: "the formalities to be
undergone when &pplying for a visea should be simplifiedr, It
they could agree that formalities should be simplified, then

they might have made some progress, Whether 1t was necessary to
detail what formalities were standing in the way of simplification
'he was not sure; perhaps something of that kind might be

included in their report, 1if that would commend itself to
representatives and if someone would propose it.

Mr, PRZEZWANSKI (Poland) felt that the United Kingdom
proposal wasg quite clear end simple and that they should accept
it.

The CHAIRMAN suggested wording the clause: "That the
formalities to be undergone when epplying for a visa should bve
simplified, particularly, by keeping to & minimum the documents
required in support of the application”. '

Mr. JEFFES (United Kingdom) salé that es the proposer of
the recommendatlion in paragraph 17, he wished to support that
suggestion.

Mr. PETERS (Australia) seconded the proposal.,

The CHAIRMA4N put the proposal, as re-worded, to the
meeting.

Decision: The proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN said he propoged to regard that decision as
disposing of the whole of the detaziled examples under paragraph 3
(E/CONF/PASS/PC/4, page B), unless any delegate wished
specifically to mention others. Tney would in the draft report
instaence some of the examples, 1f that was the representative's
wish, and perhaps they could leave it to the Drafting Committese
to settle the lay-out for that purpose.

Mr, PERIER (France) pointed out that sub-paregreph I of
paragraph 3 had already been voted on.,

The meeting proceeded to the consideration of paragreph 4:
"4 transit visa should be issued automatically 1f the country of
destination hes granted &n entrance visa",

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the proposition had bheen in
the 1926 recommendations; he did not think it was spscifiezlly
reproduced in any of the recommendations thet had been submitted
by delegations,

Mr. BOER (Netherlands) felt he must meke some reservation
on the point. Under present circumstances, with trensport
services not yet fully restored, it often happened that persons
wishing to make a pfourney had not available the necegsary means
of transport and might have to walt days, weeks or perheps months,

He felt it would not be in conformity with the 1lntention of the
meeting to deliver a transit visa to & person who had not the
means of transport to give effect to his intention to travel,

Mr, JEFFES (United Kingdom) seld paragraph 10 of the
United Kingdom proposals covered a2lmost exactly the seme fround
and he felt thet its wording would satisfy the reprcsentative of
the Netherlands.

The meeting rose at 4.46 p.m.





