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INTRODUCTION

1. The problem of the limitation of the personal acope of the 1951 Convention
has acquired increasing importance in recent years and has Becomé‘é matter of
{nternational concern. It was raised by several representatives on the Executive
Committee at its Second Special Session in January 1964 and at its Twelfth Session
in October 1964. At its Twelfth Session the Committee "noted that the High ’
Commissioner was studying ways and means by which the personal scope of the
Refugee Convention of 1951 might be liberalized". (Report on the Session, -
Document A/AC.96/270, paragraph 33). ‘ B

2. The personal scope of the Convention is at present limited by the dateline

in Lrticle 1 4 (2) by virtue of which the Convention is only applicable to persons
who have become refugces as a result of events occurring before 1 January 1951.
This limitation did not give rise to any particular problem when the Conventlon was
first adopted, since at that time the Convention extended in practice to all known
groups of refugees. In various new refugee eituations which arose subsequently,
the Gonvention was applied to the refugees concerned through the recognition by
Governments of a ceusal 1link between the plight of persons who left their country
after 1 January 1951 and events occurring before that date. However, as new
refugee situatlons have continued to arise since 1951, it has become increasingly
difficult if not impossible for Governments to recognize the existence of such a
long-tern historical causal link with events which wer: in the main connected with
the socond World War., This seems to be ospecially true in new refugec situations
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like those which have arisen in ifrica. There may thus be an increasing number of
refugees who, not being covered by the Convention, are unable to benefit from the
minimum standards of treatment for which the Convention provides. The Conference
of Plenipotentiaries which adopted the Convention was already awars of the possible
emcrgence of new refugoee situations in which the refugoes concerned might not be
covered by the Convention's terms. It therefore adopted, as part of its Final Act,
Recommendation E, worded as follows: :
WTHZ CONFERENCE, |
WEXPRESSES the hope that the Convention rslating to

the Status of Refugees will have valuec as an example

oxcceding its contractual scope and that all nations will

be guided by it in granting so far as possible to persons

in their territory as rofugoes and who would not be

covered by the terms of the Convention, the troatment for

which it provides." '
While, on the basis of this Recormendation, some Sta@es frequently accord the treatment
provided for in the Convention to persons not falling within its terms, it has beconme
evident that this Recammendation cannot provide a generally satisfactory solution to
the problem,
3. The Statute of the Office of UNHCR, annexed to General Assembly Resolution 428 (v)
of 1/ December 1950, contains a definition of the term "refugee" which substantially
coincides with the definition in the Convention with the important difference that the
High Cormissioner's mandate also extends to persons who have beccme refugees as a
result of events occurring after 1 January 1951. Under his Statute, therefore, the
High Commissioner is competent for all refugees as therein dsfined, irrespective of
whether they are covered by the Convention. The fact that the Convention, unlike the
Statute, contains a dateline, was not, however, of any great significance when the two
instruments were adopted, since at that time their personal scope was in practice
identical. With the passage of time, however, there is a growing discrepancy between
the effect of these two instruments due to the increasing number of refugees who are
not covered by the Convention but in respect of whom the High Commissioner is
competent under his Statute.
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4. The problem of the present limitation of the personal scope of the Convention
and possible measures uliereby the Conveation might be adapted to new‘refugee
situations were examined, inter alia, by a "Colloquium on Legal Aspects of Refugee
Problems" which met in Bellagio, Italy, from 21 to 28 April 1965. The Colloquium,
organized by the Carnegie Endowment.for International Peace wifh the support of the’
Swiss Goverrment, was composed of préminentlegalexperts from thirteen countries
including countries in Africa and Asia. Its Report, addressed to the High
Commissioner, vas submitted to the Executive Committee at its Thirteenth Session
(Document A/AC.S6/INF.40). The fColloguium considered that it was urgent for
humanitarian reasons that refugees not at present covered by the Convention should
be granted similar bencfits by means of an international instrument. It agreed ‘
that a recommendation or resolution would not be sufficient for this purpose and - _
thsat a legally binding instrument would be necessary. The Colloquium was of the -
cpinion that while it would be possible to proceed by way of the preparation and
adoption of a new Convention, whether by revision of the existing Convention or
otherwise, such a procedure would be too lengthy and cumbersome to meet the need for
urgency.l/ It considcred that the object could best be achieved by a Protocol to - '
the Conventicn removing the existing dateline. (Report paragraphs 3 and 4.

5. The Colloquium's conclusions regarding the problem of the present limitation

of tha perscnal scope of the 1951 Convention were the subject of a Memorandum by

the High Commissioner dated 23 September 1965. (HCR/RS/31). In this Memorardum

the High Commissioner expressed agreement with the Colloguium's view that the problen

e s ——

1/ The procedurc for revision is laid down in Artic¢le 45 of the Convention which
provides that:

"1, Any Contracting State may request revision of this Convention at
any timc »y a notification addressed to the Secretary-General of the
United Nations.

2. The General Assembly of the United Nations shall recommend the
steps, if any, to be teken in respect of such request.,”
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should be dealt with by an international instrument possessing a legally binding
character. -Morééver, in view of the need for urgency, such an instrument should

be capable of adoption by a simple and rapid procedure and that a Protocol would

secem the most suitable forr this purpose.  Such a Protocol, dealing with a most
pressing immediate need, would not, of course, from a long-term point of view, in ‘
any way prevent States from proceeding to a revision of the Convention, should this

be considered necessary at any tine.

.  The High Cormissioner's Masorandun of 23 Scptember 1965 formed the basis for
~onsulttation of Goveraments. It was scnt to the Governmonts of States Parties to
vz 1951 Convenivion and of States Members of the Executive Committeo under cover
of « letter from the High Commissioner dated 13 October 1965.  In this lotter the

Governments concerned were requested to indicate their views regarding the form and
substance of the proposed measures.

7. The problem of the extension of the personal scope of the 1951 Convention was
arain considered by the Committec at its Fourteenth Session in October 1965. It is
stated in tho Report on the Session (Document A/8C.96/313 paragraph 33) that "nost ol the
reprceentatives who teok part in the debate recognized the need to extend the personal
scope of the Convention so that this basic legal instrument would become fully
applicable to new groups of refugees pursuant to the Colloquium's reconmendations.®

3. it the Fifteenth Session of the Committee in May 1966, the High Commissioner
sutrdtted & document (4/LC.96/INF.59) in which he informed the Committee that he hed
r.ceived nineteen replies from Governments consulted dealing specifically with the
auestions raisad in the letter dated 13 October 1965. L brief summary of these
replacs was annexed to the document. It is stated in the Report on the Sessicn
(Docunent A/AC.96/334, paragraph 25) that "members of the Cormittee noted with
sotisfaction that, as shown in more detail in document L/AC.96/INF.59, Governments had
miven generally a positive response to the proposed Protocol for the extension of the
rerconel scope of ihe 1951 Convention.  They expressed the hope that other favourable
replieos would be received from the Governments consulted.™ (Report of the Session,
docrment 4/LC.96/33L, paragraph 25). |

0.  Since the issue of aoccument A/4LC.96/INF.59 (12 May 1966) thirteen further replies,
similarly positive, have been received. A brief summary of the replies received as

. at 20 Octoter 1266 is contalned in fLnnex I.
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: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROTOCOL - .
10, The Colloquium had agreed on the terms of the Preamble and substantive provisions .
of a Draft Protocol, the text of which was set out in Annex II to its Report. The ,
text annexed to the High Commissioner's Memorandum of 23 September 1965 differed from

the text propared by the Colloquium in that it incorporated changes of a mainly -
technical character and included a provision permitting reservations in respect of

the application of Article 38 of thé Convention. (See paragraph 19 below). A further
reviged text of the Draft Protocol has been prepared in the light of comments by -
Governments and is to be found in Annex II to the present document. It includes
Final Clauses prepared in consultation with the United Nations Secretariat.

- 11. According to Article I paragraphs 1 and 2, the States Pafties to the Protocol .
would underteke to apply Articles 2 to 34 inclusive of the 1951 Convention (i.e. the
substantive Articles of the Convention relating to refugee status)¢$§ refugees gs.
defined in Article 1 of the Convention, but. without the dateline.

J"l2. The Draft Protocol thus incorporates the substantive provisions of the 1951

- Convention. In line with the Colloquium's recommendations, however, the Protocol,
although based on the Convention, would be an entirely separate and‘independentrinstruf
| ment, adherence to which would not be limited to States Parties to the Convention bqt
\\would also be open to other States.

13. The Protocol would be applied by the States Parties thersto without any geographic
limitation. (Article I paragraph 3). In its Report the Colloquium expressed the

view that to give States adhering to the Protocol the option of introducing a geo-
graphic limitetion would not be consistent with the purpose of the Protocol which vas
to extend the scope of the Convention as widely as possible. Moreover, as regards
those States which had elready made a declaration under Article 1 B of the Convention
limiting their obligations thereunder to events occurring in Europe, it was felt tha@
it would be desirable, as a general aim, that such declarations should be withdrawn

as soon as possible. On the other hand, it was also felt that if the Protocol excluded
their extension, this might deter some States which had made such a declaration from
accepting the Protocol. The text prepared by the Colloquium therefore contained a
proviso to the effect that existing declarations limiting the application of the

Convention should, unless withdrawn, apply also under the Protocol. (Report.

paragraph (5)). 1In the intcrest of the widest possible edherence, a similar proviso
has also been included in the present text. A geogrephic limitation applying by virtue
of this proviso can, of course, be withdrawn at eny time in accordance with

Article 1 B (2) of the Convention.
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14. Articles II and III reproduce mutatis mutandis Articles 35 and 36 of the

Convention concerning co-operation of the netionel authorities with the United Nations,
end information on national legisletion. 4 provision corresponding to Article 37 of
the Convention, deeling with the relation of the Convention to previous international
instruments, has not been inclu&ed,‘said this firticle would not appear to have any

great practicael significance in relation to the Protocol.

15. The finel clauses of the Protocol, prepared in consultation with the United Nations
Secretariat, are separate from tha final clauses of the Convention which are thus not
applicable under the Protocol. They are contained in irticles IV to XI inclusive

and concern settlement of disputes, accession, federal clause, reservations, entry

into force, denunciation, notificetions by thec Secretary-General of the United Netions
and deposit in the archives of the Secretariat of the United Nations. {E the

_interest of the widest possible adherence, a provision corresponding to irticle 40 of
the Convention (Territorial application Clause) has been omitted.

--m\ "

/16, Article IV concerning the settlemont of disputes reproduces the wording of /
irticle 38 of the Convention. . - : - : - //,,

17. irticle V concerns accossion. While the Convention (irticle 39) provides. for
signature and ratification, it would seem appropriate, in line with the generel eim
of dealing with the problem of the dateline by the simplest end most repid method, ..
for the Protocol to provide for accession. only.

18. hrticle VI, federal clause, reproduces mutatis mutandis the wording of srticle 4l
of the Convention.

19. artiele VII deels with reservations. The first part of paragraph 1 of the
«rticle provides that reservations may be made to articles II and IV of the Protocol.
Article II reproduces hArticle 35 of the convention (Co-operation of the National

juthorities with the United Nations) and nrticle Iv reproduces irticle 38 of the

[N

Convention (Settlement of DiopthS) Whilc the Convention pernlts reservations to
'hrthlG 35, oowfoqcrvations ere permitted to article 38.: Some members of the
Colloquium considered thet irticle 38 providing for the compulsory jurisdiction of
the International Court of Justice might doter some States from adhering to the
Protocol hhe Coclloquium felt that it wes not in a position to evaluate the extent
to which this hrticle would in fact prove an obstacle to adherence and in regerd to
this motter considered that it would be important to cbtain the views of Governments.
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The replies of Governments consulted 1nd1cute thaﬁ in the 1ntercst of tho wldest

possible adherence, it would be de31rable for the Protocol to permit reservatlons to

[T Lee A e et s el

irticle IV which reproducos Lrtlcle 38 of thc Convention.

e oy Ho D W NPV A LA b e i T UK b e in e R

R
20. The second part of parugraoh 1 of irticle VII permits reservations in respect of

the application in accordance with nrtlcle I of the Protocol of any provisions of

the Convention other than irticles 1, Q‘ 3, 4, 16(1) and 33 whlch under the Conventlon,
are not reservable. Following consultation with Governments, a prov1so hes been added,
the aim of which is to make it clear that reservatlons to the Protocol made by a State

e et e e T e e R S e e e e

Party to the Convention shell not extend to persons in respect of whom the Conventlon

Eggfles
1. Par;éraph 2 of hrticle VII is new and hsgs also been added follow1ng consultatlon
with Governments. By virtue of this paragraph ex1st1ng reservations under thu ,
Convention would be decmed to apply pro_tento under the Protocol and to this oxtent
would not require to be repeate@z thus facilitating the constitutional process of
accession in certain countries. On acceding to the Protocol however, States would be
free, in accordance with paragreph 1, to make eny further reservatlons to the Protocol

e e e s e b S T

not 1ncon31stent w1th their existing obllgatlons under thgmponventlon \
220 Paragraph 3 of 4rticle VII reproduces irticle 42, paragraph 2, of the Convention.
23. 4s regards entry into force, dealt with in Article VIII, the requirement of six

accessions is taken over from 4rticle 43 of the Convention. Article VIII does not

however specify a period of ninety days for the entry into force of the Protocol after
the deposit of the sixth instrument of accession znd after the deposit of its instru-
rment of accession by each Statce acceding thereafter. The omission of this requirement
would secem appropriate having regard to the desire for simplicity and speed.

24. Lirticle IX, concerning dooonciation, reproduces literslly paragraphs 1 and 2

of irticle 44 of the Convention. Paragraph 3 of irticle 44 has not been taken over
due to the absence from the Protocol of e "Territorial ipplication” clause.

25. .rticle X, concerning notificetions by the Secretary-Generzl of the United
Netions, which is an adeptation of Article 46 of the Convention, end Lrticle XI
concerning deposit in the archives of the Secrctariat of the United Nations would not

appear to call for any special comment.
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FURTHER LCTION WITH .. VIEW TO SUBMITTING THE DR.LFT PROTOCOL FOR CONSIDERuTION
TO _THE COMPETENT ORGLNS OF THE UNITED NLTIONS

26. In view of the generally positive rosponse of Governments and of the increasing
urgency of the mctter, the High Commissioner considers that it is now‘poésiblc and
desireble to procced to the noxt stage end to tuke appropriate steps to submit the
Draft Protocol for consideration to the competenf bodics of the United Nations.

27. ut the Fiftecnth Scssion of the Committee the High Commissioner suggested that
tho most rapid procedure with a view to tho adoption of the Protocol would be for
the Committec to rucommend that the 3cerstary-Generel be suthorized by the General
Lissembly to open the text of the Protocol for signature by Governments (Roport
Document 4 LC.96/§34 paragraph 26). The High Commissioner believes that this
procedurs can now be initiated by submitting through the Economic and Sociql Council,
the Draft Protocol as part of an .ddendum to his innucl Report to the General issembly.
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ANNEX I

Brief summary c¢f replies from Governments tc the
High Commissioner's letter dated 13 Octobor 1965 *

i

ALGERTIA * . ' .

The Govormmcnt fully agrees with the rocommendation -f the Bellagio Colloquium
and with the adoption of tho Draft Protocol extending tho versonal scope of the ,
1951 Convention, it being understood that the adoption of the Protocol; ~ making if
possible tc doal with the most urgent needs, ~ would not preclude a revision of tho
Convention from a long-term point of view. Under the Protocol, States should be given

the possibility of making reservations in respect of article 38 ~f the Convehtion,

ARGENTING *

The Government considers that the proposed Draft Protocol would constitute an
appropriato intornational instrument for granting protection to new refugees. 4
In order to be able to take a final position; howover, the Government wquld
dosiro to bo informod of the observations made by other Governments with regard
to the proposed Draft Protocol, o S

AUSTRI, *
The Government would give its support to an agroocmont cxtending the personal
scope of the 1951 Conventilon.

BELGIUM

The Govormment is favourablc to the extensisn of the nerscncl scope of the
191 Convontion by means of a Protocol posscssing a legally binding choracter. ‘
Since the Protocol would also be open to Staées not Parties to the 1951 Convention,
it might be desirable to consider whether it should not also contain a provision '
that roservations previously made under the Convention should not be affected by

accassion to the Protocol,

* Roplios markcd with an asterisk have boen recoeived sinco the date of Document
A/AC.96/INF.59 (12 May 1966).
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BURUNDI *

At tho 15th Session of the Executivo Committee, the. rpprosontative of Burundi
statod that ho had beon authorized by his Govermmont to. inform the High Commissioner
officially th-t Burundi approves tho proposed draft provisions for oxténding tho
porsonal scopo of tho 1951 Convention. The Government of Burundi ia'prepared'to
slgn tho draft, subject to later ratification on the occasion of which it reserves

the right to make rasorvationa 1n respect of the Protocol to any provisione of ‘the
Convontion othor than 4rticles 1, 3, 4, 16(1), 33 and 37,

CAMEROON

The Govornmont supports the offort to oxtend the perscnal scope of the Gonventnm
by moans of the proposed Protocol and agrocs that the Protocol should permit
rosorvations in respect of .Article 38 of the Convontion.

CANADA .
‘Tho Governmont will not be in & position to commont until the 'White Paper
on Immigration¥’, now in proparation, has been tabled in tho Canadian Parliament .

It 18, howovor, giving careful cohsideration to the proposed Protoccl as part of its
currcnt roviow of immigration policy.

CENTRAL AvRICAN REPUBLIC *

Tho Govornmont fully agrecs with the rocommendations made by the Bellaglo
Colloquium cnd with the Draft Protocol prepared by the High Commissionor for
extonding thc scopo of the 1951 Convontion. |

CHINA

Tho Governmont agrees in princiﬁio to the proposal to romove tho date~line
of 1 Jonuary 1951 by means of a legally bindipg Protoéol sorving as a provisional
solution. It roserves its position rogarding the othor quostions dealt with in .
the High Commissionoer's Memorandum cf 23 September 1965.
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DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC CF CONGO * |
The Govornment agrees with the proposal to extend the scope of the 1951

Convention by means cf a Protocol which would not however. preelude a rev181on
of the’ Convention.

e | H

""" The Govermment states that the compotent Danish suthoritics rocommend an
extension of the scope of the Convention to cover all refugeés irrospectivo of the
dateline and of any geographic limitation, and have no objcction to such an 6xtgpsion
being offected by means of a Protoccl as proposed.

FRANCE |

The Goveornmeont is in agreement with the proposal"to remove tho dateline by
means of a Protocol, leaving open the possibility for thosc States which have
introducod a gcographic limitation under the Convention to docide whether this
limitation shall be maintained undor the Protocol. The possibility of making
reservations with regard to certain Articles, in particular to Article 38, should
be provided for in the interest of the widest possible adherenco. ?he quernmant.
does not consider it appropriate for the Protocol to includc a provision'whqreby
the application »f the Convention could ée suspended,

@ﬂﬂ@NY’(Foderal Republic of)

Tho Government is basically in agrecmont with the extensivon of the scope of
the 1951 Convention by removing tho dateline and tho geographic limitation. It
also considers that it would be dcsirable to examine the quocstion of providing for
the possibility of suspending the Convention in exceptional circumstances. 0)8 thg
other hand, it has cortain reservations zs to the creaticn of an indepgndgnt instrument
which would oover largely the same ground as the 1951 Convention and cpngidérskthat
it would be morc appropriate to remove the dateline ard the goographic limitation
in tho Convention by a revision of the Convention or by moans of a purely additional
Protocol, | R

GHANA *
The Govermment has no objection in principle to tho raioval of the limitation
of tho porscnal scope of the 1951 Convention because of tho dateline.
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GREECE

The Government'aérees that the personal scope of the Convention should be
extended by removal of the present dateline and that the right to make reservations
should extend to Article 38 of the Convention. It should be made clear that
reservations made bty States on becoming Parties to the Convention should remain
valid vis-a-vis States adhering to the Protocol, Entry into force of the Protocol
. should be dependent upon the deposit of at least fifteen instruments of ratification
or accession,

FOLY .

The Holy See is in agreement with the proposal to extend the personal scope
of the 1951 Convention and with the Draft Protocol,

ARELAND
The Government agrees in principle with the conclusions reached by the

Colloqnium and with the preparstion of a Protocol on the general lines propoaod in
the High Commissioner's Memorandum of 23 September 1965,

ISRARL *

The Government has no objection in principle to the extension of the
1951 Convention by means of a Protocol as suggested. Reservations made by a State
under the Convention should not be affected by accession to the Protocol, States
being free at the same time to make such further reservations to the Protocol as

may be permissible thereunder. The Protocol should also permit reservations in
ragpect of Article 38 of the Convention,

ITALY

The Government agrees in principle with the proposed Protocol. The geographic
limitation adopted by Italy - as well as by various other States — on becoming
Parties to the Convention would, however, be maintained., '

KENYA

The Government egrees to the proposed Protoocol, while leaving open the .j
possibility of making reservations at a later stage.
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IEBANDN . , : . L . ‘ .
Subject to the position previoualy edopted by the Government with regard to .
the Convention, the Govermment supports the extension of the personal scope cf
the Convention by a Protocol. Coe
IIECHTENSTEIN *
The Governmant agrees that .the personal scope of: the 1951 Convention shoubﬁ

be extended, by removing the.datelins by means of a Frotocol as proposed, It
-would not raise any objections to g provislon permitiing reservations in respect
of Article 38 of the Convention if this would facilitate accession to the Protocol
by certain States. The Government would ralse no obJection to the Protocol being
supplemented by a provision enabling States to suspend some of their obligations N

| : o D -

thereunder in exceptional circumstances.

NAIAGASY REPUBLIC

The Government considers that the 1951 Conwention ahould remain the universal

_instrument relating to the status of refugees. Accession to the proposed ProtoéoI"“:
cannot however, be considered in the immediate future pending ‘the results of .
present efforts within the Organization of Arrican Unity to prepare an 1nstrument
relating to African refugees,

NETHERLANDS |

The Government agrees to a modification of the Convention ag Tar” as the f“”‘“””
dateline 1s concerned by means of a Protocol. It also conaidere that the coming
into force of such a Protocol should be made conditional upon ratification ar

accession by a& minimum number of States,

NORWAY

The Government is *n agreement with the proposal to extend tho scope of the
1951 Convention by remcving the dateline and making it applicable to new categories
of refugees, without any geographic limitation.

SENEGAL

The Government ralses no objoction to the proposed Protocol,
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SWEDEN

The Government supports- the proposed Protocol. It would not avail itself of
the possibility to make & re_ervation in respect of Article 38 of the Convention.:

SWITZERTAND

The Governmont agrees that the personsl scope of the 1951 Convention ahould be
extendsd by removing the dateline by means of a Protocol as proposed, It would not
raise any objections to a provision permitting reservations in respect of Article- 38
of the Convention if this would facilitate accession to the Protocol by esrtain States.
While egreeing to the proposed Pfofocol, the Govermment ﬁould raise no objection to it
being supplemented by a provision enabling States to suspend some of their obligations
thereunder in exceptional circumstances.

TUNISIA

The Government agrees that the porsonal scope of tha 1951 Convention should be
extended along the lines of the proposed Protocol.

The Government is in agreement with the proposed extension of the personal scope
of the 1951 Convention by means of a Protocol. It would however like to maintain
the goographic limitation adopted upon ratification as well as the reservation made
by Turkey at that tims, -

UNITCD REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA *

The Government is in agreement with the extension of the personal scope Of the
1951 Convention by a Protocol in the form prOposed. It should permit regservations
in respect of Article as of the Convention.

YUGOSIAVIA *

The Government is in sgreement with the proposal for extending the personal
scope of the 1951 Convention.
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‘The States accedlng to the present Protocol, L :

Considering ‘that’the Convention relating to uhe Statue of Refugees done at Geneve.
on 28 July 1951 (hereinafter referred to as "the Convention") covers only those persons’
who have become refugses as a result of events occurring before l January 1951, /

Ceonsldering that new refugee eituations have ‘arisen since the Convention was
adopted and that’ the refugees concerned may therefore not fall within the scope of the
Convention; :

Cansldering that it is desira‘ole that equal atatus ehould be enjoyed by all
refugees covered by the definition in the Convention irrespective of the dateline 1
January 1951; o

" Have dgreed ah follows:
frbicle 1
GENERAL' PROVISION

1. The Stetee Pe.rtiee to the present Protocol undertake to apply Articlee 2
to 34 ‘{nclusive of the Convention to ’lefugeee“es hereinai‘ter defined.

2. For the purpoee of the present Protocol, “the term “rex“ugee“ shall, except
as rega.rde ‘the application ‘of the following paregraph, mean any pergon within the
definition of Article 1 of the Conventlon &s i'f’%he words "As a result of events
occurring before 1 January 1951 and ..." and 'the words “... as a reeult of such events“,
in Article 1 A (2) were oiitted.

3. The present ?rotocol shall be apolied by the States Parties hereto without .
any geographic 1imitation , save that where a declaration under Article 1B (1) (a) of
the Convention has previously been made by a State Party to the preeent Protocol and o
has not been extended under Article 1 B (2) of the Convention, the obligations of . _
that State under the present Protocol shall be limited to persons who are refugees in.
accordence with pa.ragraph 2 above as & result of events in Europe.

) ' ;  Article II
CO-OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL AUTHORITIES WITH THE UNITED NATIONS

1. ‘The Contracting States undertake to co-—operate with the Office of the United \
Nations H: gh Commissionor for Refugees, or any other ogency of the United Nations
which may succesd it in the exercise of ite functions, end ehall in particular
facilitate its duty of ﬂxn)ervising. the o.pplication of the provisione of the preeent

Protocol.
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2. In order to enable the Office of'the High Commiasioner or any other Agency
of the United Nationa uhich*ﬂh? Suoceed 113 to maR‘ reports ﬁb the competent organe e

form uith information and etetisticel data requested concerning
" (a) the condition of refugees,
(b) the Aimplementation of the present Protocol, and

(¢) 1laws, regulations and decreee which are, or may hereafter be, in force

relating to refugses. ' t -

Artdcle FI .
IHFORMATION ON NATIOHAL LEGISLATION
The Contracting States shall communicate to the Secretary—Genoral of the United

Nations the laws and regulations which they may adopt to engure the application of the
present Protocol.

e e
SETTLEMENT OF DLSPUT“S
Any dispute between Parties to the present Protocol relating to its interpretation
or application, which camnot be settled by other meane, shnll ba referred to the’
International Court of Juetice at the requeet of any one of tho partiee to the dispute
ACCESSION e
The present Protocol shall be'open for;ecceesion.on'bebaifhof"ell Sf&fés Parties
to the Convention relating to the Status of Refugees of 28 July 1951 end of any other
State Member of ths United Natione or'hember of any of the speciali.ed agencies or to

whick an invitation to accede will have ‘been addreeoed by the Genoxal Aeeembly Of | o
the United Hationn.

.o : ‘
FEDERAL CLAUSE
In the case of a Federar or non-unitery State, the following provieions shall
apply:
~ (a) With respect to those erticlee of the Convention to bo epplied in accordance
with Article 1 paragraph 1 of the preaent Protoool that come within the legislative
jurisdiction of the federal legielative authority, tho obligatione of the Federal

Ly
Government shall to thie oxtent be tho 5are ae thoee of Parties which are not Federal
States;
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(b) With respect to those articlesAqf_yhe anvention'to be applied in accordanée-
with Article I parsgraph 1 of the present Protocol that come within the legislative -
jurisdiction of congtituent States, provineces or cantons which are.not, under the |
constitutional sysvem of the federation, bound;toﬁtgke legislative action,'théxFederal-
Government shall bring such articles with a. favpurable recommendation to the notice of
the appropriate authorities of States, provinces or cantons at the earliest pgssible
mexant. ' B o v~=.

(c) A Federal State Party to the presggy;f:ptocol shall, at the reéuest of any |
other Contracting State transmitted through the -Secretary-General of the United Nations,
supply a statement of the law and practice of the Federation.and its constituent units
in regard to any particular provision of the Convention to be applied in accordance '
" with Article I paragraph 1 of the present Protocol showing the extent.to which effect
has been given to that provision b) legislative or other action.

Article VII :
, . RESERVATIONS | -

1. At the t{me of accession, any State may make reservations in respect of .
Articles IT and IV of the present Protocol and in respect.of the:gpplieation in:
accordance with Article I of the -present Protocol of any-proviaions of ‘the .Conventdon "
other than those contained in Articles 1, @} 3, 4, 16(1) and 33; provided that im the:
case of & State Party to the Convention reservations made:under this Article shall no%-
extend to refugees in respect of whom the Convention applies. ‘

2. Reservations made by States Partiss to the Convention in accordance with
article /2 thereof shall, unless withdrawn, be deemed to apply under the present -
Protocol to the same extent as under the Convention. 4

3. Any State making a reservation in accordance with paragraph 1 above may at
any time withdraw the reservation by & communicgtion to that effect addressed to the’
Secretary General of the United Nations.

Article VIIL
o Ca ENTRY INTO FORQQ ‘
1. The present Protocol ahall come into force on the day of depoeit of the

sixth instrument of accession.
2. For each State acceding to the Protocol after the deposit of the sixth

instrument of accession, the Protocol shall came into force on the date of deposit by

such State of its instrument of accession,



A/AC.96/346
Annex II

page 4

A “ le IX
DENUNCIATION: -
1. Any Contrdcting State may demcunce .the presept Protocol at any time by a
notification addressed to the Secretary-Gensrail.of the:United Nations. - N
© 2.  Such denunciation shall.teke effect for the:Contracting State- concerned -

one year from the date upon which it is received by the Secretary-General of the
United Nations. '

Article X
NOTIFICATIONS BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE UNITED RATIONS
The Secretary~General shall inform the States referred to in Article v above of

the date of entry into force, accession, reservations and uithdra\al of reaervat:lona
to and ‘denunciation of the present Protocol.

DEPOSIT IN THE ARCHIVES OF THE SECRETARIAT OF THE UNITED NATIONS

A copy of the present Protocol, of which the.Chinese, English, French, Russian
and Spanish texts are equally authentic, .signed by -the, President of the General Assembly
and by the Secretary-General of the United Netions, shall be -dsposited -in the archives
of the Secrstariat of ths United Nations. The Secretary-Cenoral will transmit ..

certified copies -thereof to all States Members of the United Nations a.ml'to‘.thaj pther .
States referrsd to in Article V above. '

1

(The date of the Protocol will be that of its adoption by the General Assembly)





