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EUROPEAN UNION Brussels, 30 July 1996 (06.08) 
 THE COUNCIL (OR.  f) 
 
                              9448/96 
 
   
  LIMITE 
 
  ASIM 112 
 
 
 
OUTCOME OF PROCEEDINGS 
 

of   :  Visa Working Party 
 
meeting on: Wednesday 24 July 1996 
 

 
 
 

1. Adoption of the agenda 

 

 The Working Party adopted the agenda in telex No 3000 of 8 July 1996, as amended by telex No 3071 

of 11 July 1996 (cancelling the item on harmonization of residence (and work) permits in the Member 

States of the European Union (8608/96 ASIM 97) and adding an item on limiting the number of 

identity, residence and travel documents and improving security features). 

 

2. Presentation of the Irish Presidency work programme 

 8605/96 ASIM 96 

 

 There was a general presentation of the Presidency programme at the meeting of Steering Group I in 

Dublin on 8 and 9 July 1996, the outcome of which is detailed in 9202/96 ASIM 110. 

 

 The Italian delegation having stressed the importance it attached to the consular handbook, the Irish 

Presidency announced that the dossier, which formed part of its work programme, would be on the 

agenda for the Working Party's next meeting. 
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 Questions by the Visa Working Party bore on the referral back by Steering Group I to the Migration 

Working Party of the Swedish proposal for harmonizing residence (and work) permits in the Member 

States of the European Union and on the overlap between that proposal and item 5 on the agenda.  The 

Presidency said that the Migration Working Party would consider the political side of the Swedish 

proposal at its meeting on 2 September, so that the Visa Working Party would be able to consider the 

matter in depth at its next meeting on 17 September 1996.  The Presidency asked delegations to state 

their views on linkage of that proposal with the document-limitation scheme during discussion of item 

5. 

 

3. Monitoring of implementation by the Member States of Council Decision 94/795/JHA of 

30 November 1994 on a joint action concerning travel facilities for school pupils from third 

countries resident in a Member State 

 

 (a) Implementation 

 

  The Presidency reminded delegations of the situation as described in telex No 1874 sent by the 

General Secretariat to all delegations on 29 April 1996 which stated that: 

 

  – at its meeting on 12 January 1996 the Visa Working Party had unanimously agreed that the 

text in question was now applicable, even though formal application would not take effect 

until two months after the last notification of legislative amendments to the General 

Secretariat as provided for in Article 7 of the Joint Action; 

 

  – as required by Article 5 of the Joint Action, all Member States with the exception of 

Portugal, had given notice of their intentions and, where appropriate, of the amendments 

made to their legislation further to the adoption of the joint action;   

 

  – Ireland, the United Kingdom and Sweden had indicated that they recognized the duly 

authenticated lists presented by school groups from other Member States, but that, for school 

pupils from third countries legally resident in their own territories, although the list annexed 

to the Joint Action brought exemption from the visa requirement, they did not, for the time 

being, wish those lists to bring exemption from a travel document.   
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  The Portuguese delegation said that the procedure was still under way in Portugal and that it 

hoped that it would be concluded before the end of the year.  The delegation's attention was 

drawn to its obligations under Article 5. 

 

  Regarding implementation of the Joint Action in the Member States, delegations agreed that the 

Irish Presidency would send all of them a questionnaire with a view to comparing practices 

followed (1). 

 

 (b) Travel of school pupils who are nationals of a Member State 

 

  The French delegation raised the question of travel by school pupils who were nationals of a 

Member State of the European Union and who, although appearing on the list, were not exempt 

from presenting a travel document.  It deplored the fact that nationals of third countries were 

receiving more favourable treatment than nationals of Member States and urged that 

consideration be given to extending the scope of the Joint Action's provisions to include the 

latter. 

 

  The Presidency said that Title VI of the TEU did not cover such an extension.  However, as 

emphasized by the Italian and Spanish delegations, a Council of Europe Agreement of 

16 December 1961 contained specific provisions on the issuing and recognition by signatory 

states of a collective passport for young persons under 21 years of age travelling together with a 

leader in charge of them.  The Presidency suggested examining the provisions of that Agreement 

to ascertain whether it would be sufficient to resolve the French delegation's problem. 

 

 (c) Validity of the list 

 

  The French delegation also queried the fact that the list was valid for one trip only, considering 

it of little practical value to persons living near a border who regularly crossed it to make use of 

sports facilities, for example.  The Presidency emphasized that the list was intended for one trip 

only and that, even though one list could serve for several trips, this would cause practical 

problems because the composition of the party was likely to change each time. 

                                                 
(1) The questionnaire will be found in telex No 3240 of 25 July 1996. 
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 (d) Extension of the Joint Action to third countries 

 

  Lastly, the Italian delegation reminded the meeting that Switzerland wanted the Union to 

consider whether third-country school pupils legally resident in Switzerland could benefit from 

the Joint Action.  Discussion revealed only one possibility, viz. the framing of a standard 

bilateral or multilateral agreement for use between one or more Member States of the European 

Union and a non-EU country (such as Switzerland).  However, as emphasized by the 

Commission representative, such an agreement could not derogate from the list annexed to 

Council Regulation (EC) No 2317/95 of 25 September 1995 determining the third countries 

whose nationals must be in possession of visas when crossing the external borders of the 

Member States (OJ No L 234 of 3 October 1995).  Thus, nationals of countries on that list who 

were legally resident in Switzerland would in any event need a visa when crossing an external 

border of the European Union.  Exemptions from that obligation under Article 4 appeared to be 

limited, as stated in a recital, to "special cases justifying an exemption where visa requirements 

would in principle exist" in the case of "certain categories of person in keeping with 

international law or custom".  The only way of ensuring full application of that text would be to 

include, in a version of the Regulation amended on a proposal from the Commission, an express 

reference to school pupils as a category of person qualifying for exemption. 

 

4. Examination of the situation of third countries appearing (or not appearing) on the common list 

of third countries whose nationals are required to have visas to enter the territory of a Member 

State of the European Union 

  

 (a) Countries appearing on the common list 

 

  Regarding Bulgaria and Romania, the Commission representative said that the two missions of 

national experts to these countries had just ended and that he expected to be able to make an oral 

report to the Working Party at the next meeting, provided he was given a translation of the 

information gathered during those missions.  He went on to say that the two countries in 

question would receive special aid to tighten border controls under the PHARE programme. 
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  Various delegations (including Germany, France and the United Kingdom) wanted it made clear 

to Bulgaria and Romania that the granting of aid did not automatically imply a lifting of the visa 

obligation.  Indeed, that obligation could be lifted only when Member States were satisfied that 

the circumstances which had led to the countries being included on the list had ceased to exist. 

 

 (b) Countries not appearing on the common list 

 

  Regarding countries not appearing on the list, the French delegation said that it was having 

problems with Colombia, Bolivia and Jamaica. 

 

  The Presidency reminded delegations that in both CIREA and CIREFI Member States took part 

in exchanges of information on countries not appearing on the list (and also on countries 

appearing on it); these exchanges were useful for keeping track of changes (or the absence of 

changes) in the situation, with a view to a possible further Commission proposal. 

 

  Lastly, the Italian delegation announced that Italy was now requiring visas of nationals of Serbia 

and Montenegro and of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.  For its part, the Irish 

delegation said that it had lifted the visa requirement for nationals of the Baltic States (Estonia, 

Latvia and Lithuania). 

   

5. Limiting the number of identity, residence and travel documents and improving security features 

 6990/96 ASIM 71 
 6491/2/96 ASIM 58 REV 2 

 

 The Presidency reminded delegations that the draft Recommendation, emanating from the False 

Documents Working Party, incorporated a proposal made under the Belgian Presidency (11843/95 

ASIM 320) and taken up by the Italian Presidency.  At its April meeting in Rome, Steering Group I 

had decided to refer the text to the Visa Working Party.  It had subsequently emphasized that this 

proposal had a much wider bearing than the Swedish proposal for harmonizing residence (and work) 

permits in the Member States of the European Union. 
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 Some delegations commented that they wished to confine themselves, for the time being, to 

harmonizing the format of the residence permit because of the complexity of the other aspects of the 

draft Recommendation. 

 

 In conclusion, the Presidency proposed that delegations consult their national false document experts 

in their capitals, and begin collecting information on the number and types of residence and travel 

documents existing in the Member States with a view to holding a more detailed discussion at a 

forthcoming meeting. 

 

 The Belgian delegation also drew delegations' attention to Annex 4 to the Schengen Common 

Handbook, listing the documents currently used by the Schengen countries. 

 

6. Other business 

 

 The Irish delegation asked delegations to provide it with any information they had on the new 

Palestinian passport. 

 

 

                                                


