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Adoption of the agenda

The agenda contained in telex No 4285 of 22 October 1997 was adopted, with the

addition of the items listed under "Other Business” below (item 5).

Dublin Convention

— Transfer form for asylum applicants.
DUBLIN CONV 2411/97

The Working Party agreed that each Member State would establish the laissez-passer

for transfer of applicants for asylum in every official language of the Union so as to
enable officials of any Member State to which the applicant was transferred to
understand it. Each Member State would choose the appropriate way in which to

achieve that result.

Accordingly, the delegations were sent copies of the specimen laissez-passer in every

official language, as established by the Council's Working Party of Legal/Linguistic
Experts (extract from DUBLIN CONV 2403/97). It was agreed that they would also
receive them either on a computer diskette or by e-mail, as they wished. In the case

of the German specimen, the German delegation requested a correction to the

reference to the authority competent to sign the laissez-passer ("Zusténdige Behorde”

instead of "Der Minister des Innern”). The Netherlands delegation made the same

request for the Dutch form ("Voor het Ministerie van Justitie", instead of "Voor het

Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken"). Any other Member States wishing to make

amendments were asked to apprise the General Secretariat of the Council of the fact.
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The Working Party also agreed that each Member State would use forgery proof

paper for the laissez-passer.

The Presidency stated that the K.4 Committee and the Committee set up under

Article 18 of the Dublin Convention would be informed of these conclusions.

3. Draft joint handbook for the Application of the Dublin Convention
DUBLIN CONV 2408/1/97 REV 1

The draft Joint Handbook for the Application of the Dublin Convention as it emerged

from the Drafting Committee's discussions was approved by the Working Party, with

linguistic scrutiny reservations by most of the delegations over its availability at this

stage in French and English only.

The Finnish delegation informed the Working Party of the depositing of the

instruments of accession by Finland and the entry into force of the Dublin Convention

for Finland on 1 January 1998.

Delegations were asked to forward to the General Secretariat of the Council as soon
as possible a summary of national measures taken by the Member States to apply the
Dublin Convention, together with specimens of Member States' administrative
documents needing to be included in the handbook. Following a suggestion from

the Netherlands delegation, which observed that the Schengen States had already

forwarded those specimens to the Schengen Secretariat, it was agreed that in such
cases the Schengen Presidency would request the Schengen Secretariat to forward to
the General Secretariat of the Council any Schengen States' administrative
documents which were in its possession. Non-Schengen States would send their

specimens directly to the Council Secretariat.

With the exception of the Spanish delegation, which still wished to examine whether

it would not be appropriate for the joint handbook to be approved by the Committee

set up under Article 18 of the Dublin Convention, all remaining delegations thought

that the handbook should be forwarded to that Committee for information.

Regarding future discussions on practical and case-law examples which the Member

States would like to see included in the handbook, the delegations were requested

to forward such examples, as and when they occurred, to the Council Secretariat

to form a collection, and the future United Kingdom Presidency would, in the

context of the Drafting Committee, look into how they should be dealt with, on the
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understanding that, as the Netherlands delegation had emphasized, it was up to each

Member State to decide whether a particular judgment was important.

4. Commission proposal for a Joint Action concerning temporary protection of displaced
persons
7042/97 ASIM 64
10410/2/97 ASIM 165 REV 2
11189/97 ASIM 188

The Working Party continued its second reading of the Commission proposal, Article
by Article, in the light of the guidelines which emerged from the informal Ministers'
meeting on 9 and 10 October 1997. Following a suggestion by the German
delegation, backed by the Danish delegation, the second reading resumed with an

examination of Article 10, which was seen as a lead-in to the examination of
Articles 7 to 9. The outcome of the Working Party's discussions is contained in
12019/97 ASIM 214,

The United Kingdom delegation, having served a reminder that the United Kingdom

Minister had voiced scepticism regarding the proposed Commission text, remarked
that it was essential, before resuming detailed Article-by-Article discussion, to find
common ground between the Member States' and thereby clarify what the Working
Party's objectives should be. This delegation therefore entered a reservation on

the procedure followed by the Working Party and on the outcome of discussions.

The French and Netherlands delegations also expressed hesitation over the usefulness

of a detailed discussion at this juncture.

The delegations received unofficial copies in French of the Opinion adopted
by the European Parliament on 23 October 1997 (see 12038/97 ASIM 216). As

simply an initial reaction, the Commission representative confirmed his interest in

amendments 7, 10 and 17. The German delegation observed that the European

Parliament's Opinion should provide food for thought for the Member States, but
considered that the Working Party should not discuss the Opinion amendment by

amendment.

The Working Party also agreed to forward a progress report to the K.4 Committee for
possible further forwarding to Coreper/Council (see 12027/97 ASIM 215).
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b. Other business

Application of the Dublin Convention

This item was added at the request of the Greek delegation, which raised the

following questions:
- Was it necessary for the photograph of the asylum applicant to be affixed to the
standard form for determining the State responsible for examining the application

for asylum?

The Working Party thought that such practice was useful.

— Certain applications had been forwarded to Greece in languages in which the

Greek authorities were unable to work.

This point should be dealt with between Member States on a bilateral basis.

- What action was needed where Member State applications concerned facts

predating the entry into force of the Convention?

The Presidency stated that, at its meeting on 16 and 17 October, the
K.4 Committee had abandoned attempts to find a uniform solution to the

problem of the application ratione temporis of the Convention.

— Certain applications from the Member States were not being forwarded to the
authorities designated in the list sent to the Committee set up under Article 18 of
the Convention: the Greek delegation called on the other delegations to inform the
officials concerned of the existence of that list, so that applications might be sent

to the designated authorities.

— Finally, the Greek delegation said that very many dossiers did not contain the

evidence required for examining the applications.
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— Influx of immigrants from Iraq

As a follow-up to the conclusions of the K.4 Committee's meeting of 29 October

on this matter, the Netherlands delegation urged that the multidisciplinary

meeting be held in advance of the K.4 Committee's meeting on 11 and
12 November 1997.

The Presidency noted this request.
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