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INTRODUCTION

I. Purpose of this Document 
[1] Central America is particularly exposed to a wide variety of natural hazards, including floods, hurricanes, drought, tsunamis, earthquakes, volcanoes and landslides, each of which have the potential to trigger population movements. Governments of States participating in the Regional Conference on Migration (RCM) are regularly confronted with the challenge of having to decide on admission and stay of aliens in the context of disasters caused by a natural hazard on the territory of another country or on their own territory. 

[2] The purpose of this discussion paper is to facilitate the deliberations about possible elements of a guide on effective practices that can assist immigration authorities of participating Countries in the application of relevant domestic laws and policies by highlighting effective practices that are mainly drawn from state practice in the RCM region. This document describes the elements around which a guide on effective practices could be developed to guide the application of the existing set of national laws and policies that are particular to each RCM Member Country (hereinafter: RCM Country). 

[3] A Guide to Effective Practices on Admission and Stay for Persons Moving across Borders in the Context of Disasters (hereinafter: Effective Practices Guide) may be envisaged by workshop participants to facilitate the use of humanitarian protection measures that participating Countries, depending on their domestic laws, may apply on a temporary basis in response to the needs of aliens in three specific challenging situations generated by a disaster caused by a natural hazard: (i) persons forced to flee across international borders in disaster contexts; (ii) migrants already abroad when a disaster strikes their country of origin, and (iii) aliens caught up in a disaster-affected country where they may are present, residing or in transit. 

[4] This discussion paper is intended to support the February 2015 Regional Workshop on Temporary Protection Status and/or Humanitarian Visas in Situations of Disaster, approved by the RCM XIX Vice-Ministerial Meeting on 26-27 June 2014.[footnoteRef:1] The workshop builds on the second Nansen Initiative Regional Consultation on Disasters and Cross-Border Displacement in Central America: Emerging Needs, New Responses on 2-4 December 2013.[footnoteRef:2] It is suggested that an Effective Practices Guide draw upon best practice among RCM Member Countries – and others in the Americas - identified through a study commissioned by the Nansen Initiative.[footnoteRef:3]  [1:  Conferencia Regional sobre Migración, Declaración: Por una Región Libre de Trata de Personas, XIX Reunión Viceministerial de la Conferencia Regional sobre Migración, 26-27 June 2014, decisión 6.]  [2:  ‘Disasters and Cross-Border Displacement in Central America: Emerging Needs, New Responses’, Nansen Initiative Regional Consultation, San José, Costa Rica, 2-4 December 2013, Conclusions <http://www.nanseninitiative.org/sites/default/files/Conclusions%20Central%20American%20Consultation%20in%20English%20%28FINAL%29.pdf>.]  [3:  D.J. Cantor, ‘Law, Policy and Practice Concerning the Humanitarian Protection of Aliens on a Temporary Basis in the Context of Disasters: States of the Regional Conference on Migration and Others in the Americas’, December 2014.] 


II. Background
[5] Over the past twenty years, Countries participating in the RCM – as well as other countries in the Americas – have frequently been faced with challenges of responding to the protection and assistance needs of persons displaced due to rapid-onset disasters. The countries of the RCM are affected by rapid-onset disasters – in the form of earthquakes, tropical storms, volcanic eruptions etc. - that have severe consequences, including damage to infrastructure as well as deaths, injuries and internal displacement among the population. The challenges for rebuilding lives and the future are enormous. 

[6] As a consequence of disasters in these countries, displacement has occurred from and to RCM Member Countries, as well as from other countries in the Americas and beyond. The challenge of responding to such cross-border displacement in the context of disasters and climate change was specifically recognised within the December 2014 Brasilia Declaration and Plan of Action adopted in the context of the Cartagena +30 process. This reflects a widespread concern with this contemporary displacement challenge among a range of countries in the Americas that includes, but also extends far beyond, the membership of the RCM.

[7] Some Governments of RCM Member Countries have provided humanitarian protection on a temporary basis to aliens displaced across a border within the context of disasters. Such displacement commonly takes three different forms: (i) spontaneous or assisted evacuation to avoid the immediate risks posed by natural hazards; (ii) spontaneous flight during the disaster to escape death or injury; (iii) a movement to access protection and assistance, such as medical care and shelter.  

[8] Other forms of cross border movement in disaster contexts, such as a secondary movement after being internally displaced or as a response to the gradual effects of a slow-onset natural hazard or environmental degradation, are more predominantly voluntary in nature.

[9] Governments of some RCM Member Countries have also identified a second challenging scenario in which protection concerns may arise for aliens in a cross-border context as the result of a disaster caused by a natural hazard. This relates to the situation of migrants from disaster-affected countries that are already on the territory of another country in the RCM region when the disaster strikes. The impact of the disaster may make it unsafe for these aliens to return to their country or otherwise generate other compelling humanitarian challenges for them, for example, in maintaining a regular immigration status.

[10] Finally, a third set of concerns arise for aliens who are affected by a rapid-onset disaster that occurs on the territory of the RCM State where they are present. For instance, such persons may not have access to humanitarian assistance or may fear requesting assistance if they have an irregular status. They may need assistance to access consular services to facilitate return home in the disaster’s aftermath. These needs are often accentuated for persons who do not possess a regular immigration status, especially where they are not living in the country but merely transiting its territory.

[11] The particular challenges posed to RCM Member Countries – and regularly shared among them - turn largely on the absence of an agreed approach for providing a humanitarian response to these challenges. Indeed, there is no international or regional legal framework or set of criteria that specially addresses the cross-border implications of displacement in disaster contexts. The absence of an agreed common response has the potential to lead to tensions between countries in the region due to irregular primary and secondary movements, the risk of their exploitation by criminal networks, and the suffering of vulnerable migrants.

[12] The RCM has looked at the humanitarian protection consequences of disasters and the humanitarian practice of its Member Countries in this field. Its role in this regard is complemented by the positive approach on this topic repeated and affirmed by other regional bodies in the Americas; in some of which RCM Member Countries also participate. These include the Esquipulas Process, Bolivarian Alliance for the Peoples of Our America, Union of South American Nations and Organization of American States.[footnoteRef:4] A future Effective Practices Guide may be built on this positive regional precedent.  [4:  See Cantor, note 2, section 4.] 


[13] Moreover, there is a rich seam of existing national law, policy and positive practice among RCM Member Countries – and also by other countries in the Americas – that could helpfully inform the development of such an approach within the RCM. Indeed, this body of good practices is extensive not only in its presence across the different countries but also in the degree of shared underlying principles and concerns that it expresses. Again, a future Effective Practices Guide may draw upon and develop these approaches, refining their application.

[14] It is not the intention of the suggested Effective Practices Guide to create a new set of obligations, or require that new laws be passed, or to extend State obligations in the field of immigration or international protection based on refugee law and laws of complementary protection. Rather, it should be based largely on the principle of using existing law, policy and practice more effectively and consistently to respond appropriately to the needs of displaced persons and migrants affected by disasters. In this way, the humanitarian response to these most challenging of contemporary crises is improved overall.


SUGGESTED DRAFT ELEMENTS

I. Common Understanding / Core Principles
[15] It is suggested that an Effective Practices Guide be based on the following core principles relating to the humanitarian protection challenges that are posed to aliens by the occurrence of a disaster:
· The humanitarian response to these challenges is non-political in nature,  rooted in the concept of solidarity with the affected State and its population, and grounded in respect for fundamental human rights and the principle of non-discrimination;

· The Effective Practices Guide is based on a shared and cooperative approach among RCM States to these challenges that provides orientation on the practical application of existing provisions of national law in these contexts rather than the creation of new law;

· The principal emphasis rests on facilitating the favourable exercise of discretion in immigration law on humanitarian grounds, based on a framework drawn from existing best practices across the region and circumscribed by certain common obligations;

· The adoption of special measures for the benefit of aliens constitutes only one component of a larger humanitarian response to disasters caused by natural hazards, which must equally support longer-term efforts towards sustainable recovery and reconstruction; and

· The Effective Practices Guide is without prejudice to any possible issues of responsibility under international law for causation of disasters, or to the application of existing international or national law, including refugee law and international disaster response law.


II. Scope
A. Applicability ratione materiae

[16] It is proposed that an Effective Practices Guide cover admission and stay in the context of rapid-onset disasters caused by natural hazards. It is suggested that the term ‘disaster’ refers to a situation in which there is:

A serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society - involving widespread human, material, economic or environmental losses and impacts which exceeds the ability of the affected community or society to cope using its own resources - which is caused in part or in whole by a sudden and serious natural hazard. 

[17] The humanitarian consequences of sudden-onset disasters in terms of cross-border displacement and their impact on aliens may take various forms. These include, but are not limited to, the following:

· The sudden, and sometimes massive, influxes of aliens seeking safety and assistance by crossing the border to a nearby country;[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  This is termed ‘trans-border displacement’ by Cantor, note 2 (see section 2.2.1).] 

· The longer-term flows of aliens towards other, often more distant, countries owing to the disaster’s destruction of livelihoods in their own country;[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  This is termed ‘displacement abroad’ by Cantor, note 2 (see section 2.2.2).] 

· The inability of aliens already living outside the country to return safely to their own country due to the impact of the disaster there;
· The failure of aliens already living outside the country to maintain a regular immigration status due to the impact of the disaster on family, resources etc. in their own country;
· The specific challenges for aliens living in, or transiting through, a country affected by a disaster in accessing emergency assistance, consular services etc., particularly if their status is irregular.

B. Applicability ratione personae

[18] It is suggested that an Effective Practices Guide cover three distinct categories of persons:

[1] Aliens who are seeking to travel to, enter and/or stay in a foreign country during or in the aftermath of a disaster in their country of origin, or in anticipation of such a disaster, and who:
a. Face a real risk to their life or safety in their country of origin due to the effects of the disaster; OR
b. Are otherwise seriously and personally affected by the disaster.

[2] Aliens, whose country of origin is affected by a disaster, and who are seeking non-return and/or stay in a foreign country in which they are already physically present, and who:
a. Face a real risk to their life or safety in their country of origin due to the effects of the disaster; OR
b. Are otherwise seriously and personally affected by the disaster.

[3] Aliens living in, or transiting through, a foreign country and who are affected by a disaster.

[19] The suggested Effective Practices Guide should cover these categories of persons irrespective of their specific humanitarian protection status, or lack thereof, under applicable national law at the time. Discrimination on this or any other ground is expressly prohibited to the extent prescribed by applicable national and international law. 

C. Applicability of existing bodies of law

[20] Alongside disaster response law, three specific areas of existing national law and policy can be used by RCM Member Countries for humanitarian protection on a temporary basis for aliens in the context of disasters. Primary consideration here is given to the use of immigration law. At the national level among RCM Member Countries, this encompasses, where applicable, a range of ‘regular’ and ‘exceptional’ humanitarian protection categories. Each form is separately presented here. This discussion paper then turns to consider how the use of refugee law as a framework parallel to these immigration provisions in the national law of each RCM Member Country could be included in an Effective Practices Guide. 


1. Use of regular migration categories

[21] The legislation of each RCM Member Country – and of other States in the Americas – provides for regular migration categories that are used to facilitate the travel, admission and stay of aliens in the territory for purposes of work, family reunion, tourism etc. It is important for countries to consider how these migration categories can be used to provide a humanitarian response to the humanitarian protection consequences of a disaster overseas. Indeed, many RCM Member Countries - and others in the Americas - already do so. It is suggested to draw and build on this existing regional practice.

[22] The use of regular migration categories to resolve appropriate cases is particularly advantageous since these categories usually provide foreign nationals affected by a disaster with a more stable humanitarian protection status than the often more temporary and precarious ‘exceptional’ migration categories.[footnoteRef:7] The State official using regular categories in this context also has the reassurance that the beneficiary may ultimately have met the relevant general criteria to be admitted, given stay etc. anyway in the regular course of events. [7:  See paragraphs immediately below. ] 


[23] Even so, this approach will not always be sufficient to address the humanitarian needs that present themselves in this context. In addition, making exceptional use of existing regular migration categories in one or more of the following ways (drawn from existing national practice in RCM Member Countries and others in the Americas), facilitates effective responses to the needs of the particular situation. Other special humanitarian protection measures not included here but deemed appropriate in the circumstances could also be considered.

2. Use of exceptional migration categories

[24] Many Countries in the RCM – and more widely in the Americas - have adopted legislation that provides explicitly for ‘exceptional’ migration categories, frequently on the basis of humanitarian reasons.[footnoteRef:8] These categories provide an alternative – but not necessarily subsidiary – means of responding to the challenge of providing a temporary humanitarian response to aliens affected by disasters and other exceptional events, and one which has been used in practice by many of these countries.  [8:  Note that exceptional migration categories are sometimes instead provided for in the mass influx provisions of the national refugee law of the pertinent State instead of, or alongside, provision made in its national migration law (for examples, see Cantor, note 2, section 3.4).] 


[25] The use of exceptional migration categories will often be appropriate for migrants who cannot satisfy the criteria for travel, admission or stay in the country under regular migration categories, even if one or other of the requirements were waived, but for whom ‘humanitarian reasons’ still justify a special humanitarian protection response. However, these exceptional categories may also be used as a tool to rapidly provide a temporary status for disaster-affected persons in the context of mass influx.

3. Use of refugee and complementary protection categories

[26] Under international law, the occurrence of a disaster is not usually sufficient in and of itself to turn nationals of that country into refugees once they have left its territory. Specifically, the occurrence of a disaster is not indicative of a breakdown of the relationship between and individual upon which the granting of refugee status is premised. Nonetheless, this is not to say that international protection needs never arise in the context of disasters. Rather remaining open to carefully examining the circumstances of persons hailing from a country affected by a disaster under laws on refugees and/or complementary protection is an effective practice to ensure full respect for refugee law. 

III. Immigration Discretion on Humanitarian Grounds
[27] [bookmark: _GoBack]The power to regulate the travel to, admission and stay in their territories of aliens is an inherent right of every country. The nature of this power is exercised with a broad degree of discretion by government officials. This discretion is not unlimited since there are rules of international law and national law that may serve to circumscribe the nature and scope of this discretion in particular circumstances. Nonetheless, the ability to exercise this discretion positively in exceptional and compelling humanitarian cases forms the well-spring for resolving many of the challenges relating to the temporary humanitarian protection of aliens in the context of a disaster on the territory of that country or overseas.

A. Provision for discretion on humanitarian grounds

[28] RCM Member Countries – and other States in the Americas – share a customary practice of permitting State officials to exercise this positive discretion on the basis of ‘humanitarian reasons’. In many countries, the exercise of positive discretion in the immigration field for ‘humanitarian reasons’ is expressly provided for in law. Elsewhere, it can be evidenced as a specific exercise of the broader legally-recognised power of discretion in the immigration field. In other States, officials have used the inherent power to exercise such discretion even if it is not expressly conferred by law.

[29] An Effective Practices Guide may suggest that in the few States that have not already written this power expressly into law or policy, strong consideration is given to doing so. This is especially the case where broader humanitarian protection reforms are being undertaken or are envisaged at the national level.  The existence of a provision formally confirming to immigration officials that they are indeed able to exercise this power provides them (and thus, in consequence, also disaster-affected migrants) with legal certainty and reduces the risk of delay and ineffectiveness when facing the challenge of providing temporary humanitarian protection to aliens affected by a disaster.

B. Exercising discretion on humanitarian grounds

[30] State officials are ordinarily entitled to exercise their discretion in immigration matters by reference to ‘humanitarian reasons’ regardless of whether the applicant is already in the country or still outside its territory. In either scenario, when dealing with an application based on the consequences of a disaster, the most pressing task is to decide when the humanitarian reasons are sufficiently compelling that the official should exercise this discretion positively. In general, the stronger the humanitarian grounds, the stronger the expectation will be that discretion will be positively exercised.

C. Scope of the concept of ‘humanitarian’ in disaster contexts

1. ‘Humanitarian reasons’ on an individual basis

[31] There are a large number of factors – that may or may not be related to the disaster – which may be considered as ‘humanitarian’. Nonetheless, in the context of attending to the humanitarian protection consequences of disasters, the practice of a number of States in the RCM region suggests that officials usually exercise their discretion positively for ‘humanitarian reasons’ where the relevant person is ‘seriously and personally affected by the disaster’. Building upon this, an Effective Practices Guide could consider including the following six paragraphs as well as other tools or guidance to assist officials in determining when they should exercise this discretion.

[32] The direct and serious impact of the disaster on the individual is a key consideration. This impact may be adduced by looking either backwards or forwards in time. The former includes the situation of ‘victims’ where, as a direct result of the disaster, the person has lost family members, property and/or his/her (means of) livelihood. The latter includes the situation where as a direct result of the disaster the person faces ‘extreme hardship’ in his/her country. The appropriate level of severity should be self-evident in both of these situations.

[33] It is to be expected that the severe impact on an individual arises as a result of the confluence of both immediate and background factors. For instance, a person might have lost family members as a direct result of a disaster, though the fact that these individuals died rather than survived reflected their age, socio-economic condition etc. Similarly, a person might face extreme hardship as a direct result of a disaster, even though s/he had scarce resources and experienced some level of hardship beforehand. The crucial point in each scenario is the sudden and severe change for the worse in the person’s circumstances, which must be as a direct result of the disaster.

[34] Whilst this practical test is objective in that positive discretion should be exercised where an individual is personally and seriously affected by the disaster, a subjective element is also present. Indeed, it is obvious that identical objective events or situations may affect different individuals more or less ‘seriously’. For instance, the special vulnerability of children may means that they are more seriously affected by a disaster or its consequences than adults. The profile of the individual must thus be taken into account in analysing how ‘seriously’ s/he is affected. 

[35] In these situations, then, such compelling humanitarian grounds mean that State officials would ordinarily exercise their discretion positively. The main exception is where strong contrary factors, such as national security risks posed by the individual or his/her serious criminal character, suggest the discretion should not be positively exercised. Such scenarios require a careful weighing up of the positive humanitarian reasons in the individual case – which may be more compelling in some than others – against that of the particular negative factors in order to decide which prevails.

[36] Of course, in any individual case, officials are entitled to have regard to a wider range of factors beyond those directly linked to the disaster when deciding whether there are ‘humanitarian reasons’ overall that point towards a positive exercise of discretion. Thus, even if the impact of a disaster on an individual is not in itself sufficiently serious to automatically suggest that discretion be exercised positively, the added combination of other humanitarian factors (elderly relatives in country etc.) may sometimes serve to push the decision in this direction.

[37] The fact that an individual has been seriously and personally affected by a disaster should usually be sufficient for State officials to exercise their discretion positively, whatever the humanitarian protection situation involved (e.g. travel, admission, non-removal or stay). However, this does not obviate the possibility that in other humanitarian protection situations (e.g. non-compliance with procedural requirements etc.), a lesser set of ‘humanitarian reasons’ might be sufficient for a positive exercise of discretion. Inherently, States have wide latitude to establish a lower threshold where this is appropriate.

2. ‘Humanitarian reasons’ on a group basis

[38] There are certain scenarios in which States may find it desirable to deal with affected persons on a prima facie ‘class’ or group basis rather than examining each individual application in detail. For instance, this may be the case where a mass influx of persons takes place or where there are already a large number of potentially-affected migrants living on the territory of the relevant State. In such scenarios, RCM States are free to exercise their discretion to adopt such generalised policy where appropriate, especially as a basis for temporary suspension of removals or admission under an exceptional migration category.

D. Obligations as the limit of discretion

[39] There are a set of defined circumstances where officials must - rather than just should - exercise any such humanitarian discretion positively, particularly vis-à-vis the scenarios of admission or non-removal. In these situations, the power being exercised may be inherently discretionary in origin but the scope of its exercise in practice is circumscribed by restrictions with an obligatory character. These usually derive from applicable rules of international law, which may be transposed directly or implicitly into national law,[footnoteRef:9] as well as from applicable rules of national law in each country. [9:  For example, this may be through the concept of the constitutional bloc in civil law countries.] 


1. Human rights considerations

[40] Circumstances in which State officials must exercise their discretion positively for migrants affected by a disaster relate principally to situations of admission and non-removal in which the failure to do so would result in a violation of the person’s fundamental human rights. In particular, the effects of a negative exercise of humanitarian protection discretion would constitute degrading treatment and hence be contrary to human rights duties in any of the following set of temporary circumstances.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  See, mutatis mutandis, the rules of international human rights law cited in Cantor, note 2, section 3.6.] 


· Where the effect would be to expose an alien to an imminent and foreseeable disaster overseas that would pose a real risk to his/her life or safety; or

· Where the effect would be to expose an alien to living conditions that would pose a real risk to his/her life or safety as the result of a disaster overseas; or.

· Where the effect would be to put the life or safety of an alien at a real risk by denying him/her access to urgent medical treatment for injuries or illness and for which adequate medical attention in the country of origin is not available due to a disaster.

2. Child rights considerations

[41] Specifically in relation to children, State officials must ensure that any humanitarian protection decisions taken are consistent also with the best interests of the child principle.[footnoteRef:11] In considering applications for travel, entry, stay or non-removal that involve children, State officials should therefore consider all relevant factors impacting on the situation of the child in that country and in the country affected by a disaster.[footnoteRef:12] In particular, a child cannot be returned to country if it is not in the child’s best interest; and it is prohibited to send a child to a country where this involves a real risk of violating the fundamental rights of the child as set out in international law.[footnoteRef:13] In this regard, particular care must be exercised in the case of separated or unaccompanied children.[footnoteRef:14] [11:  This is certainly the case where the State is a party to the 1989 Convention on the Rights of the Child. Where the State is not party, then immigration decisions should be consistent with this principle still to the extent possible in the circumstances.]  [12:  See, for example, the judgment of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, Advisory Opinion on Rights and Guarantees of Children in the Context of Migration and/or in Need of International Protection (2014) Series A, No 21, para 222.]  [13:  Ibid, para 231.]  [14:  Ibid, para 241.] 


3. Considerations relating to victims of people-trafficking and -smuggling

[42] The vulnerability of persons affected by disasters may leave them exposed to exploitation by organised criminal groups that participate in people-trafficking and –smuggling. Persons affected by disasters still benefit from any relevant protective provisions of international or national laws relating to victims of these crimes.[footnoteRef:15] These laws do not establish far-reaching obligations relating to non-removal and stay. However, the fact of being a victim of such crimes may provide an additional ‘humanitarian reason’ to be taken into account when considering the positive exercise of discretion in any particular case. [15:  See, for example, the 2000 Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children and 2000 Protocol against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air.] 


4. Considerations relating to refugee status and complementary protection

[43] For any person who is a refugee or entitled to complementary protection under applicable law, State officials cannot exercise such discretion in a way that would go contrary to the non-refoulement protection afforded to such persons as a matter of legal obligation.[footnoteRef:16] Ordinarily, such a person should be granted refugee status or complementary protection and also given stay on this basis for the period provided for by relevant national law. An Effective Practices Guide could consider including further guidance on when to grant refugee status in the context of disasters. [16:  The relevant rule in relation to refugees is Article 33 of the Refugee Convention. Complementary protection provisions concerning refoulement are derived usually from the provisions of international human rights law treaties (see Cantor, note 2, section 3.6).] 


[44] However, where a putative refugee or beneficiary of complementary protection also meets the requirements for a regular migration category that provides a more favourable period of stay or other benefits, then the official should consider granting stay on this basis instead. In such cases, the views of the putative refugee should be sought before any such decision is taken. Moreover, a note should be entered on the individual’s file to the effect that they are also a refugee (unless the ensuing form of immigration status activates the relevant cessation clauses).[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The cessation clauses are defined exhaustively in Article 1C of the Refugee Convention.] 


E. Review of a negative exercise of discretion

[45] In general, State officials have a wide degree of discretion in deciding whether or not a person’s circumstances are sufficiently compelling to justify special attention on the basis of humanitarian reasons. Nonetheless, where such discretion is exercised irrationally or otherwise in violation of due process standards,[footnoteRef:18] then the possibility of review by the same authority, and even by national courts, should be envisaged. Of course, the scope of discretion is much more circumscribed for claims that have an obligatory aspect to them and review of these cases may proceed more readily. [18:  See, for example, the criteria identified by the Inter-American Court of Human Rights in its judgment on the case of Pacheco Tineo Family v Bolivia (2013) Series C, No 272.] 


V. Conclusion
[46] This discussion paper has presented a set of draft elements to be considered at the Regional Workshop on Temporary Protection Status and/or Humanitarian Visas in Situations of Disaster.  They draw upon existing practices as presented in the background study, “Law, Policy and Practice Concerning the Humanitarian Protection of Aliens on a Temporary Basis in the Context of Disasters.”  Thus it is suggested that these practices be used as a basis for developing a Guide to Effective Practices on Admission and Stay for Persons Moving across Borders in the Context of Disasters.
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