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Abstract:

This report describes the state of affairs at thec@ Consulate in Lviv in January 2011. Based
on interviews with visa applicants, the qualitatiesearch focuses on different aspects of the
visa process, such as the preparation of requikedindents, access to visa information,
consulting services, expenses, refusals, and athgects.The results of the report reveal the
current difficulties that applicants face and irsdecsome of the problems with the visa system at
the Czech Consulates.

*k%

Introduction

In the last few years there have been various a@samng the processing of visa applications
which are intended to fix the deficiencies of thegess. Ukrainians are the biggest migrant
group in the Czech Republic. In 2007 and 2008,Ghech consulates in Ukraine were dealing
with a large number of applications for work angibess visas. Following the “economic crisis”
the Czech government stopped issuing national fmawork and business purposes (April —
November 2009) and since the renewal, the numbeappfications for long-term work and
business visas that the consulate will acceptlissictly limited.

From 1 June 2009 the Czech Ministry of Foreign #$faintroduced a health certificate
(HIV/AIDS, syphilis, tuberculosis) to the list ofbbgatory documents for national visa
applications. First the HIV/AIDS certificates wecancelled after similar measures from the
Ukrainian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and, startirigpm March 2010, no medical certificate was
requested.

In 2009 the Czech government introduced a new netdrased system called Visapoint
(www.visapoint.eli for long-term national visas. In Ukraine this tgys was introduced on 22

! For more infromation see for example Lucie Trtifah. Calm in front of the Lviv Consulate. Accesibigine
http://www.migrationonline.cz/e-library/?x=2233290




June 2009 as the third trial; the first two trimlere started on 1st and 15th of June. However,
there was information from unofficial sources om tinternet, such as livejournal posts and
forum discussions, where applicants described tagderiences and stated that Visapoint was
blocked by computer hackers and one could onlyyapjith the help of “consultanté” At the
beginning of August 2010 the system was shut downtd technical reasons and it reopened in
September.

Contrary to national visas, the issuance of Schenglort-term) visas is regulated by EU
legislation. In April 2008 the Visa Facilitation Agement (VFA) was signed between the
European Community and Ukraine, according to whiuh visa fee was reduced and certain
groups of applicants (such as students, pensioadrsts, scientists) were exempt from the fee
for processing the visa application. On 5 April Q0the Visa Codewas implemented that
introduced changes to the Schengen visa regulatiocisding the obligation to provide written
explanations in case of rejection. Some parts (s1scthe right to review the rejection) will be
enforced from 5 April 2011. On 1 January a new aingnt of Czech foreign law was enforced,
introducing the right to review the rejection odightion to provide written explanation for long-
term visa permission.

Methodology

The research was conducted in Lviv between 14 dndaBuary 2011. It is important to note
that the interviews took place in winter in the@®at half of January; this is not usually a peak
season for visa applicatiohs

The respondents were approached in the streetleutse consulate. The main selection criterion
was the fact that the person had recent experiehoeking a visa application and came to the
Consulate to collect the passport (with or withawisa). We also tried to maintain a balance in
the number of national and Schengen visa applicahis total number of completed interviews
was 22, however nearly every person who was leaviagonsulate or who was applying for a
second time after recent rejection received anrnim® request, totalling almost 100
respondents. Thus, only every fourth person agesegeak about the visa application.

People who refused to be interviewed can be sutbefivinto the following groups: (1) those that
had been rejected, (2) employed Lviv inhabitant® whme in their working hours, (3) those
who used a “consultant” to help with the visa psscelhe majority of the people in the first
group stayed near the Consulate but were constdmiby talking on mobile phones and
explaining the situation. People from the secomaigrhastened to return to work and those from

2 Employees of consulting agencies or self-emplgyeable who provide various visa related aid
*http://europa.eu/legislation _summaries/justice dose security/free_movement of persons_asylum_inatiay

/jl0028 en.htm

http://www.mzv.cz/jnp/cz/informace_pro_cizince/katlobe_vizum/vizovy_kodex/index.html

* According to the information provided on the wetgp, the applications are accepted in the mormihie the
passports can be collected in the afternoon. Breatity one can also collect a visa in the mornamy for some
reason there are more people in the morning thémeiafternoon. Thus, the interviews were conduoted
workdays from 9am till 1pm and from 2pm to 3.30pm.

® In general the largest number of applicationsreceived before Christmas and Easter, at the eAdigdist
(before the school year) and for seasonal worlpiimg-autumn.



the third were met by consultants near the entranae the vicinity of the Consulate. Moreover,
the weather conditions during the monitoring weat the most favourable for interviewing
people outdoors. This may also explain the relwsarf people to speak or to elaborate on their
responses.

During the work the interviewer did not face anyjonabstacles; however, the most challenging
task was to encourage people to speak, espedi@lpries that were rejected. In order to solve
this problem, a number of respondents were quesdiavhile waiting in the line to collect the
passport, in such a way the interviewer could colieost of the information while the decision
regarding their visa application was clarified afiee applicant had received his/her passport.
The “consultants” who came with their clients woaldo intervene in the work of the researcher
by answering the questions on behalf of the applioaby prohibiting him/her to speak at all.

The research may be considered to be reliableiasilieved that most of the applicants were
giving honest answers, in case of uncomfortablestiues people kept silent or refused to
comment.

Research results

The interviews focused on the most important aspefcthe application procedure at the Czech
Consulate. The questionnaire covered the followssges:

1. Profile of the applicants
2. Visa types and application results
a. Schengen visa
b. National visa
c. Refusal
Complexity of the application procedure (documents)
Consulting assistance
Information, its availability and applicant’s lewafl knowledge
Expenses
Work of the Consulate

No ook~

1. Profile of the applicants

As was mentioned earlier, 22 respondents werevieiged in the course of two weeks. Most of
them were men, aged between 30 and 50 years. laralethe visitors at the Consulate
(interviewed or not) were middle-aged; younger alittr people were rather an exception than a
rule. However, this may be explained by the timgeadr and the fact that the consulate does not
issue many work and business visas.

More than the half of the people questioned residde urban area; however, only three came
from Lviv. Most of the applicants lived 200-300 dahetres from the Consulate and, it may be

® As a rule an applicant visits the consulate twioehand in the documents and to collect the passyth or
without a visa.



deduced from the dialects and proximity to the @tate, they come from the South-West of the
country, i.e. from the Trans-Carpathian, Ivano-kresk and Chernivtsi regions.

Most applicants understand and/or speak Czech, hwiscdue to the proximity of the
aforementioned regions to the Slovak border. Mogeothey speak Russian which is typical o
people of their generation.

The majority of respondents have been to the CEgbublic before and had had previous
experience with the Consulate and the visa apphicgirocedure.

2. Visa types and application results

The respondents who were applying for Schengers vigse the most numerous. As can be seen
from the table, the interviewer did not managenienview an equal number of applicants for
national and Schengen visas due to a couple ottgereasons. This is above all due to the fact
that the number of people applying for long-terisagi is several times lower.

Purpose Type Schengen National Residence Total
unifoaton 9 ° 1 15
Employment 1 2 0 3
Business 4 0 0 4
Tourism 0 N/A 0 0

Total 14 7 1 22
Rejected (out of total) 4 2 0 6

Table 1. Visa applications according to type andoose
a. Schengen visas

Among the applicants for Schengen visas, the mmsinoon purpose of stay was a family visit,
with business taking second place. It may be caleduhat these people apply for a visa on a
regular basis, therefore they are familiar with phecedure and the process goes smoothly.

Those applying for business visas were respectable who were either conducting their own
business in the Czech Republic or were partners @zech-Ukrainian joint venture. The
behaviour of some of the applicants as well assti@ter waiting periods that they experienced
in comparison with other similar cases may leatbusssume that some businessmen have close
contacts with the workers of the diplomatic missavrother Czech governmental institution and
that this acquaintance may simplify or speed upptleeedure. (It was noticed that the driver of
one businessman brought two packets of some godtie Consulate).



Out of all of people that were interviewed, onlyegrerson stated employment as a reason in the
application. The man works as a bus driver for aawkan tourist company and arrived at the
Consulate to collect his passport. He was not famwith the other steps of the application
procedure as everything is organised by the company

However, some of those who applied for a Schengsea to visit family might also use it to
work in the Czech Republic. This is supposed tdheecase for those respondents who stated
that they had recently worked in the Czech Repuntid who had asked for a Schengen visitor
visa with a three-month duration period. Thus, peaopight be returning to work for another
three months.

Short-term visa applicants were usually not grarstadsa for three months, as the duration of
stay is reduced by the Consulate. A substantialbeurof applicants complained that Consulate
workers shortened the period of authorized staghécountry (usually to 14 or 21 daypy
explaining that the Czech Republic is a small couahd two or three weeks is enough time to
get acquainted with it.

Concerning the number of entries, the multipleyemisas were granted for those who presented
business or work as their purpose of stay. Thues,ntlajority of the Schengen visa applicants
received a single-entry visa to visit family orefnds, despite the fact that they have been to the
Czech Republic in the past and returned to Ukraiitlein the authorised period. An analysis of
the interviews shows that most applicants recettied passports in 10-15 days, yet in a couple
of situations 20-30 days were needed.

b. National visas

Nowadays most people apply for national visas #mify reunification. This tendency was
mockingly explained by a Ukrainian police officéfhose who wanted to work are in the Czech
Republic already, now they bring their family.” Hewer, the amount of family reunification
requests does not necessarily mean that there demand for long-term work visas. During
unofficial talk some people applying for a visa remned, that the Visapoint system registers
only a small amount of long-term visa applicatiovith the stated purpose of work. It is also
believed that these applicants receive more repestiour findings have not proved this, though.

The waiting period for a national visa is not regatl by EU laws but by each member country
separately. For the Czech Republic, the decisiauldhbe taken within 90 days or in a

maximum of 120 days in exceptionally complicatedega Nevertheless, two of the applicants

had been waiting for a decision for between six @ndmnonths.

" See: Visa Code, Article 24: The period of authertistay should correspond to the intended purpistay or

transit, while respecting the general rules inti@hato the length of stay. This very article sgatieat family ties with

citizens of the Union, and members of third-coumagionals legally residing in Member States is ohthe

circumstances under which the multiple-entry viseyioe issuedSee also:

http://www.mzv.cz/lvov/uk/x2004_02_03/x2004_08 342009 07 29/x2010 09 06.html

8General informationhttp://www.mzv.cz/jnp/en/information_for_aliens/prstay_visa/general_information.html
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c. Refusal

Refusal is one of the most painful stages durimgwhole procedure as it is connected not only
with the very fact of denial but with the amountiofie and money that have been invested in the
application.

The monitoring illustrated that, in general amohg fpeople leaving the consulate, quite a
substantial amount received rejection; neverthelessmany of them were eager to participate
in the interview or to discuss the reasons. Frompfes’ answers it appeared that they do not
believe they can influence the results, or thay tten change the situation.

As was mentioned previously, every denial mustydagned in written form. Among the cases
researched the most popular explanations weres “known that the visa will be used with
another purpose” and “The information provided g applicant is false”. All of the applicants
whose applications had been rejected did not fivel éxplanations sufficient and they were
going to ask for further clarification.

In addition, most of these applicants planned folyapgain or were queuing to submit another
application. The only person who “gave up” due it@ificial reasons was a man asking for a
Schengen visa to visit his brother who is curremttyrking in the Czech Republic. Earlier the

man had received three rejections in a row for wask applications.

It must be admitted that the two long-term visaidksnwere justified as, during the interview at
the Consulate, the respondents could not answequbstions about the purpose of their trip and
they were not acquainted with the process of yigdieation perhaps due to their reliance on the
consultants’ help.

Complexity of the application procedure (documents)

The list of supporting documents that is submitteith the Schengen visa application is
regulated by the Visa ColdeHowever, in individual cases, additional docursentay be
required by the member-states of the Schengen MWith.regard to national visas, the list of
supporting documents is decided by each membex-dtar Schengen visas no translations or
legalizations were needed, whereas some documauds lme officially translated for national
visas.

On the basis of the research it may be concludaithie applicants did not have major problems
with the documents. In most cases the required rpapere prepared by the applicants,

sometimes with the help of relatives, friends osibass partners in the Czech Republic (e.g.,
invitation). In general, there were no remarks esnmg extra documents which were not

mentioned in the list. Usually respondents statiedcollect the documents after they had

registered for an appointment at the consulate esohthose applying for Schengen visas said
that it took nearly ten days to prepare the papgns. consulting agents helped some people to
fill in the application form.

° See: Visa Code, Article 14.



Taking into account the fact that most applican@srevalready acquainted with the visa
application procedure, it can be assumed thatstiaige had a character of routine for them, i.e.
the applicants knew where to ask for documents,twhey should look like and how long it
takes to collect the whole list. However, it seerttet more people made use of the consulting
service than actually admitted to doing so. Thisldde concluded from their uncertainty about
the exact list of documents that was handed iny poderstanding of the visa system or weak
knowledge of the Ukrainian necessary to fill in tdecuments. However, in general, visa
consulting is not approved of, which may explainywkspondents might be too ashamed to
admit to having used the service.

The vast majority of the respondents had all tigeired documents in order. Only in three cases
were people asked to provide a copy of the passjdite person inviting and one man from
Kyiv who was applying for the Trans-Carpathian desice was not informed about the
requirement to have proof of health insurance, wimzist be done in typing not in handwriting.
All of the respondents who were rejected paid amdnndable fee while applying.

3. Consulting assistance

After visiting the Consulate for several days imo&, one begins to notice the same people,
usually men, sitting in cars or walking near thenQdate building. There are more of them in
the morning when the applications are acceptedallystney are just there, sometimes talking to
applicants but without bothering with questionsoffers. They may ask privately if a person

needs help with documents or health insurance.€lpesple are self-employed visa consultants
who help with visa problems.

Yet, it is important to distinguish between thend @hose who work for a company that offers
visa assistance services. Some people prefer #pglication forms to be filled in by the
consultants, however, the consultant is then undabligation to attain a particular outcome for
the applicant.

It is interesting to note that most people statet they were not using a consultant’s help and
added that they had a negative attitude to alssafriconsultants in visa application procedure.
No cases of consultants helping with Visapoint malregistration were recorded. Most people
admit that they see agents near the Consulatehhtthiese consultants either offer their help
politely or wait for people to address them.

Having observed the situation near the consulatéwio weeks, the researcher may agree with
the applicants’ experiences. It is worth noting tt@nsultants at the Czech Consulate in Lviv do
not bother the applicants, as may be the caseeatifflomatic missions of other countries.
Nevertheless, as it was stated already, most ofetsgondents have had previous experience of
making a visa application and they either do eveng themselves, or have reliable consultants
who do it for them for money, or applicants’ relas help them (the latter is often the case with
older people or people from rural areas whose aildtudy in the city and have better access to
the internet).



For more information see the interview with a cdtasu'’.
4. Information, its availability and applicant’s level of knowledge

For this reason, during the interview people wesieed about the official and unofficial sources
they were using to search for visa information.

The two most frequently used official sources dre web pages of the Czech Consulate in
Ukraine and the web page of the Czech Ministry afelgn Affairs (MZV). It should be added
that the Consulate’s web page contains many liefsrencing the MZV’s web page. Some
people rely on several sources; however, in thg tom, the information boards are considered
the least popular. Most respondents stated thay thanaged to find all the necessary
information in the official sources; neverthelessgme applicants complained that the
information was missing or was outdated. For exampéople could collect their passports in
the morning though the Consulate’s web page ssebse it can only be done after 2pm. One
respondent was using Embassy’s web page for intowmbaut applying in Lviv and complained
that due to discrepancies in the information hethdouy more insurance. It was also noted that
it is difficult to find information about Visapoinegistration and that the system is programmed
for certain answers and does not allow applicanthbose an alternative.

Nearly half of the respondents expected the Cotestibaprovide them with updates on the visa

process. Those applying for the first time and aemuainted with the procedure mentioned that
they did not have an explanation from the consutat@loyees about the next stage, once they
had submitted their documents.

As for unofficial information sources, only one rthiof people had asked their relatives and
friends, who had experience with the visa applacatprocess, for information. As a rule,
unofficial sources are used to clarify details aldoaw to fill in the application or supplementary
documents.

The respondents were asked general questions inroteeall knowledge of the visa procedure -

different visa types, the VFA and the Visa Codee Thajority of the respondents knew the

difference between Schengen and national visasebewless than half had heard about the
VFA and the groups that are exempted from the fésaeven fewer people knew about the Visa
Code.

5. Expenses

According to the Visa Facilitation Agreement, Ukrian citizens who apply for a Schengen visa
are asked to pay a 35 Euro fee instead of the ae@@il Euros. The fee for the national visa
depends on the purpose: 20 Euros for family recadifon, 100 Euros for a long-term national
visa and 41 Euros for the “green card”.

10 hitp://www.migrationonline.cz/e-library/?x=2281263




During the monitoring there were no cases of imprdpe payment. Moreover, the people who
were exempted from the visa fee according to thé Y&-g., students, pensioners, close family
members) received Schengen visas for free.

Whilst respondents were eager to speak about ge&efees, they were not so open about other
visa expenses. The answers to the question abeutoimmuting costs ranged from 5 hryvnia
(0,50 Euro cents) to 1200 hryvnia (120 Euro) botysv It is quite clear that travel expenses
depend on the remoteness from the Consulate asaw@h the means of transport. In general
people spend between 100 and 400 hryvnia both vilays; the sum is doubled for the standard
procedure (two visits to the Consulate) and trigdeduadrupled if there are some complications.
Some respondents admitted that they had paid 4@ykGia (4-7 Euro) to have the application
form filled out by a consultant. There is no infaton about payments for Visapoint
registration. Other expenses differ in each indigidcase and may include the price of insurance
(from 10 to 100 Euros), the cost of obtaining alkbatatement (5 Euros), translation and
legalization of the documents (between 50 and 150%).

It is worth mentioning that most long-term visa kgants consider it expensive to apply for a
visa, whereas most Schengen visa applicants daewtthe financial side as an obstacle.

6. Work of the Consulate

Concerning the Consulate’s work, one must not fotgemention the situation outside the
consulate. Foreign diplomatic missions usually axplthat everything happening outside the
Embassy’s walls is the responsibility of the logathority, but that is not always the case.

Two main problems mentioned in the interviews wi@ lines and the infrastructure near the
Consulate. The people register in advance for theumhent submission day by telephone
(Schengen visa) or via the Visapoint system (largatvisa). Upon their arrival at the Consulate,
people join the queue in three lines on differedés of the Consulate building. In the first line
visa applicants wait to receive a ticket with a twem which allows them to proceed to another
line and wait for the number to appear on a scieefnont of the consulate. If the applicant
misses his number, he has to wait in the first ilmget another number which will later appear
on the screen The third line is for those who cameollect their passports. In addition, people
gueue again inside the Consulate to pay the féelldivs from the respondents’ answers that the
average waiting time in the first two lines lagtsni 30 minutes to 2 hours. The first and third
external lines are “live”, meaning that placesha tine cannot be booked in advance, there is no
exact list of people queuing and, after leavingna,lthe person has to stand at the end. The
second one may also be called “live” since if aspermisses his/her number, he/she has to go
back to the first line.

Another problem is the lack of shelter from raims¥sun, as well as access to toilets, and some
shops to buy water or a coffee vending machine.

Most applicants did not have an interview in then€ldate but were asked a couple of questions.

Apart from some remarks from those applicants thate rejected, there were no negative

comments about the behaviour of the Consulate warlkéost respondents mentioned that they
9



were strict and official. Some of the respondent® were rejected noted that the workers were
shouting, and had behaved in a hostile mannerdahdot provide a proper explanation of the
rejection. In general, respondents expressed difsaton with the high number of detailed
questions they were asked and the fact that someuBie officials do not speak Ukrainidn.

Conclusion

The paper shows current changes in the work oCinesulate but there is still need for further
improvement.

One of the flaws in the Consulates work is conreeeigh the accessibility of information. The
structure of the web pages, ways of presentingnfioemation and of updating it are not always
user-friendly. The research revealed that manyieguks did not find all the necessary
information in official sources and some were usunpfficial sources to compensate. The
applicants without internet access cannot findtlad relevant answers by telephone and the
information boards serve rather as “leisure reddimgthose waiting in the line.

The services offered by the visa consultants alaively popular among visa applicants in
general. There are several reasons for this: lddkme to deal with the paperwork, lack of
confidence in the information one acquires, the faat the process of collecting the necessary
documents is time-consuming (or it is believed ¢odioie to the Soviet legacy). Influenced by a
natural desire to save time and energy, peopleptefpay more but to benefit from faster and
better results. The monitoring showed that peoptel tto address consultants for help, even
though most respondents have a negative attitutl@sservice. We think that legal consulting
agencies have the right to exist, on condition thay provide proper help to those who require
it (e.g., answering questions, filling in applicatiforms, etc.).

As a rule the document procedure was not perceagedomplicated as long as the applicants
know about the requirements for each document drahwhe whole list is required.

According to Article 23 of the Visa Code the deaisiabout the Schengen visa should be taken
as soon as possible and the waiting time shouléxa#ed 15 calendar days, except in individual

cases when further scrutiny is required. The deciabout national visas is to be taken within 90

days or a maximum of 120 days in exceptionally ciicafed cases. The results show that in

most cases the legally determined time frames wieserved.

With regard to the financial side of the procesds iestimated that the application procedure
costs nearly 75 Euros for a Schengen applicant2@ddEuros for a national visa applicant. To
put this into context, the average monthly salarykraine in 2010 was 224 Euros; however it is
generally lower in Western regions, for examplenodeil — 166 Euros, Ivano-Frankivsk, Trans-
Carpathian, and Lviv — nearly 190 EurdsThe first group did not find it expensive to apfiy

a visa, whereas the second category would haveerpedf to pay less. Yet many people

* Mentioned by an 18-year old boy from the Carpathigion who does not speak Russian
12 Derzhkomstat Ukrayiny. Dynamika seredniomisiachizayobitnioyi platy po rehionakh u 1995-2010 rr.
rhttp://www.ukrstat.gov.ua/operativ/operativ2006iatc_rik/prc_rik_u/dszpR_u2005.html
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expressed the idea that visa policies should beiatiytbinding and preferred to have the visa
fee waived.

Generally, the work of the consulate was satisfgctexcept a couple of remarks on the
behaviour of the workers and the infrastructurer tlea consulate. Applicants may wait for up to
two hours in a line without leaving the place asythmust wait for their number. It is
recommended that the consulate install benchekeshagainst rain/snow/sun as well as toilets
and vending machines. As for the workers, it isirdete that they speak Ukrainian and were
more patient with the applicants. In order to redulbe number of lines and simplify the
procedure, it is advised that applicants be giverxact time to arrive at the consulate during
the telephone pre-registration.

Due to the limited time period of the research #redlack of national visa applicants, the topic
of Visapoint registration is not fully considerdd.addition the issue of corruption is not covered
in the report as it was neither observed by thearher nor mentioned by the respondents.

To summarize the outcomes of the research we noksibwledge that the work of the Czech
Consulate in Lviv has improved in comparison witleypous years. The consulate works at a
normal pace, there are no problems with lines amtfrof the building and the atmosphere is
peaceful. Yet, this is reached by restrictive mears a strictly limited number of applications
per day and a very low number of national visasisseed. In the course of the research it was
observed that on average the Consulate in Lvivasc#0 applications per day, most of which
are for different types of Schengen visas. It idarstandable that these measures are connected
with the unemployment rate in the Czech Republicwedi as with migration legislation.
Nevertheless, the approach to Schengen visas iguitet comprehensible, especially regarding
the period of stay and multiple-entry visas.

The Czech Republic is one of the most popular dastins for tourists, businessmen and labour
migrants from Ukraine. In order to implement propgsa policy and develop peaceful and
friendly connections between the two countries,dbesulates should ensure high standards of
visa processing and regularly address any probleraspects.

This article was written as part of the project $dwatch”, carried out by the Multicultural

Center Prague with support from CEE Trust.
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