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Introduction 
 
1. I was appointed the Independent Monitor of the entry clearance system in October 

2000.  The appointment was for two years and expires in November 2002.  This is, 
therefore, my second and final report. 

 
2. My appointment was made by the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth 

Affairs under section 23 of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 (�the 1999 Act�), 
which, so far as material, provides: 

 
�(1) The Secretary of State must appoint a person to monitor, in such 
manner as the Secretary of State may determine, refusals of entry clearance in 
cases where there is, as a result of section 60(5), no right of appeal. 
 
(2) But the Secretary of State may not appoint a member of his staff. 
 
(3) The monitor must make an annual report on the discharge of his 
functions to the Secretary of State. 
 
(4) The Secretary of State must lay a copy of any report made to him 

under subsection (3) before each House of Parliament.� 
 
 
3. For those who are not familiar with my role, I should explain in what sense I am the 

�Independent� Monitor.  First, as section 23(2) of the 1999 Act requires, I am not a 
member of the Secretary of State�s staff.  I am a barrister in private practice.  
Secondly, while I have been in post, I have not taken any immigration cases in my 
practice as a barrister, whether for or against the Government. 

 
4. In order to understand the effect of section 60(5) of the 1999 Act, it is necessary to 

look at sections 59 and 60 as a whole.  Section 59(2) normally entitles a person who, 
�on an application duly made�, is refused an entry clearance to appeal to an 
immigration adjudicator.  Section 60, so far as material, provides: 

 
�(4) Subsection (5) applies to a person who seeks to enter the United 
Kingdom � 
 
(a) as a visitor; 
(b) in order to follow a course of study of not more than six months� 

duration for which he has been accepted; 
(c) with the intention of studying but without having been accepted for 

any course of study; or 
(d) as a dependant of a person within paragraph (a), (b) or (c). 
 
(5) That person � 
(a) is not entitled to appeal under section 59 against a refusal of an entry 

clearance unless he is a family visitor; and 
(b) is not entitled to appeal against a refusal of leave to enter if he does not 

hold a current entry clearance at the time of the refusal. 



� 
 
(10) �Family visitor� has such meaning as may be prescribed.�1   
 
(Emphasis added) 
 

 
5. In essence, therefore, since the above provisions came into force on 2 October 2000, 

the right of appeal in visitor cases has been restored to family visitors, as defined in 
the regulations, but there is still no right of appeal in the case of other visitors and 
short-term students.  My statutory remit, therefore, is confined to monitoring the non-
family visitor and short-term student cases.  However, in practice, I am pleased to say 
that the Monitor�s role is a wider one: I have found that UKvisas, which is the new 
name for the former Joint Entry Clearance Unit (�JECU�), and overseas posts 
welcome any constructive criticism that can be offered by the Monitor generally as to 
their operations, even in relation to issues such as family visitor cases and settlement 
cases. 

 
My role 
 
6. My remit is to monitor and to report.  I can make recommendations but I cannot make 

binding decisions. 
 
7. In particular, I cannot adjudicate on individual cases where entry clearance has been 

refused but where there is no right of appeal.  As last year, I have found that the most 
common misunderstanding on the part of members of the public, including some 
lawyers, is to think that I can overturn a refusal of entry clearance in an individual 
case.  I receive a lot of correspondence asking me to look at individual cases but, 
because I am unable to do so, I have to refer them to UKvisas or, sometimes, the 
Immigration and Nationality Department of the Home Office, when it is apparent that 
the query is in fact about leave to remain rather than entry clearance. 

 
8. However, I hope that the Monitor can have a positive role.  I have had useful 

discussions not only with officials at UKvisas and at the Home Office but also with 
ministers and Members of Parliament and lawyers working in the field.  As I said last 
year, I hope that I have provided a bridge between the government and the 
communities which are affected by entry clearance decisions.  Again, as I said last 
year, many people, including legal practitioners abroad, have given me their own 
thoughts about possible improvements to the entry clearance system, which I have 
tried to relay to UKvisas, both informally and through this report. 

 
A year of consolidation 
 
9. My first year in post was, as I described it in my first report, a year of transition, 

especially because there were many big changes taking place, including the coming 
into force of the Human Rights Act 1998 (�HRA�) and the Race Relations 
(Amendment) Act 2000 (�the 2000 Act�), which in general extends the scope of the 
Race Relations Act 1976 (�the RRA�) to immigration functions.  Since my first 
report, the post of Monitor under the 2000 Act has been filled.  I have had discussions 
with that Monitor, Mary Coussey, which I hope have been of mutual benefit. 

. 

                                                 
1  The relevant regulations are the Immigration Appeals (Family Visitor) (No. 2) Regulations 2000 (SI 2000 No. 
2446). 



10. As I have mentioned above, the 1999 Act restored the right of appeal in family visitor 
cases.  When this restored right first came into effect in October 2000, appellants were 
required to pay either £500 for an oral appeal or £150 for a paper appeal.  Although I 
am told that this was done to give priority service for such appeals, there was concern 
that the fees were high and would deter some potential appellants from exercising 
their right of appeal.  On 12 January 2001, the then Home Secretary (Jack Straw MP) 
announced in the House of Commons that the appeal fees were being reduced to £125 
and £50 respectively.  The Home Secretary also announced that he was 
commissioning a review of family visitor appeals, to be completed by Spring 2002.  
The review team in turn commissioned independent research to seek the views of, 
among others, non-governmental organisations, entry clearance staff, sponsors and 
applicants.  As a result of work on the Immigration, Nationality and Asylum Bill, the 
research team was unable to produce its final report by Spring 2002.  It was expected 
by the end of October 2002 but, at the time of writing, I have not yet seen it.  In the 
meantime, on 24 April 2002, the present Home Secretary (David Blunkett MP) 
announced in the House of Commons that the family visitor appeal fees would be 
abolished altogether with effect from 15 May 2002.  This is a decision which I 
welcome because even the reduced fees may have been high enough to deter exercise 
of the right of appeal.  When I visited overseas posts, anecdotal experience suggested 
that applicants might well prefer to make a fresh application rather than exercise the 
right of appeal. 

 
11. As I reported last year, training on the HRA is now standard for entry clearance 

officers.  When I visited UKvisas in September 2002, I was informed by the Training 
Manager that the training now includes emphasis on the concept of �positive 
obligations� to respect rights under the HRA as well as the obligation not to interfere 
with those rights in a way which is not justified.  I was told about training about the 
RRA, which emphasises the need to treat applicants on their merits and not by 
reference to stereotypes.  I was also told about training on the writing of refusal 
notices by entry clearance officers, which emphasises the need to tailor the notice to 
the circumstances of the individual case.  This is important, especially since refusal 
notices in cases where there is no right of appeal (Form REF1) have this year been 
revised as part of the �streamlining process� to which I return to  in paragraph 42. 

 
The entry clearance system generally 
 
12. JECU was established jointly by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and the 

Home Office to manage the UK�s overseas entry clearance operation2.  JECU began 
work in June 2000 and was this year re-styled �UKvisas�, a title which will perhaps 
make it easier for the public to understand what it does. 

. 
13. As is well-known, not everyone who wishes to visit the United Kingdom needs a visa 

(entry clearance) to do so.  At Annex 1 to this report is a list of countries whose 
nationals require a visa to visit the United Kingdom.  The Annex also lists those 
countries whose nationals require a Direct Airside Transit Visa. 

 
14. One of the most frequent complaints made about the system is that citizens of many 

countries in the world do not need visas for visits but that the countries where they are 
required tend to be those like the Indian sub-continent and Nigeria, where those who 
need visas will tend not to be white, but which have obvious connections with 
communities settled, sometimes for several generations, in the United Kingdom.  This 

                                                 
2  There are 164 entry clearance issuing posts around the world, based in British Embassies, High Commissions 
and Consulates.  Sometimes one post administers visas for the whole of a country: for example, the consulate at 
Düsseldorf  issues visas for all posts in Germany. 



is a policy and legislative matter which is not for me but for the people�s 
representatives.  Nor is it for UKvisas or for individual entry clearance officers who 
have to do their best to apply the immigration rules and not to make policy decisions. 

 
15. At Annex 2 to this report is a set of tables setting out statistics (provided by UKvisas) 

for visa applications, including refusal rates, around the world in 2001-2002.  Unlike 
last year�s statistics, these cover the financial year rather than a calendar year. 

 
16. There were approximately 1.78 million applications for visas in 2001-2002.  The vast 

majority were for non-settlement purposes.  The largest post in the world (in terms of 
numbers of applications) has become Lagos, which has overtaken Delhi and Mumbai 
(Bombay).  The sharp increase in the number of applications at Lagos has led to 
severe problems, as I saw when I visited the two posts in Nigeria in April-May 2002 
and to which I refer below. 

 
17. The global refusal rate has gone up from 6.8% in 2000 to 10% in the year 2001-2002.  

Although this is still relatively low, it is not clear to me why there has been an 
increase of that order and it should be kept under review. 

 
18. In any event, that global refusal rate is the mean average and needs to be seen in the 

context of a range of refusal rates in different parts of the world.  It is noteworthy that, 
as Annex 2 shows, the two regions where the refusal rate is above the global average 
are Equatorial Africa (21%) and South Asia (19%). 

 
19. In the financial year 2001/2002 10 posts offering a full entry clearance service had a 

refusal rate of nil (some other posts offered a more limited service and also had a nil 
refusal rate).  The 11 posts with the next lowest refusal rates (expressed in 
percentages) in the  same financial year were as follows: 

 
Canberra 0.1 
Chicago 0.2 
Mexico City 0.2 
Ashgabat 0.2 
Los Angeles 0.3 
Wellington 0.3 
Madrid  0.3 
Port Moresby 0.4 
Paris  0.5 
Prague  0.5 
New York 0.5 

 
20. The 10 posts with the highest refusal rates (again in percentages) in the financial year 

2001/2002 were as follows: 
 

Accra  45 
Kathmandu 43 
Nuku�alofa 35 
Islamabad 32 
Khartoum 31 
Dhaka  28 
Addis Ababa 28 
Lahore  24 
Karachi 22 
Tallinn  20 



 
 
21. One of these is in Equatorial Africa and four are in the Indian sub-continent.   
 
22. As I mentioned in my first report, some Members of Parliament have expressed 

concern to me that, in their experience from talking to their constituents, it appeared 
that refusal rates are very high in the case of young men who wish to visit the United 
Kingdom from places like the Indian sub-continent.  I was then told by JECU that 
statistics were not available which would allow the refusal rate to be ascertained by 
reference to gender and age group.  I suggested that this should be done in the future, 
if possible, but such statistics are not yet available.  However, I have been informed 
by UKvisas that a new Central Reference System is being devised, which will  enable 
them to compile statistics according to nationality, age and gender.  UKvisas 
envisages that this will come on-stream in 18 months time. This is a welcome 
indication and should be kept under review by Members of Parliament and others 
interested in the subject. 

 
23. UKvisas continues to set itself high standards of performance.  For example, it has a 

target time for decisions on straightforward non-settlement visa applications within 24 
hours.  The target time for less straightforward non-settlement applications is 10 
working days.  Even some very busy posts, like Delhi, offer a �same day� service for 
non-settlement visas.  However, some have fallen badly behind.  In particular, Lagos, 
which has experienced a large increase in applications in the last year, had a waiting 
time of over 70 days when I was there and I am told this has gone up to over 100 
days.  This is the longest queue for Tier 3 interviews at any post in the world.  Queues 
of that length are, as everyone recognises, unacceptable and resources and 
management energies need to be targeted to posts where they build up. 

 
24. The target for interviews for settlement visa applicants is generally 12 weeks.  In the 

case of four posts, which have heavy settlement caseloads, the target time can range 
from 12 weeks to 36 weeks depending on the category of applicant: priority is given 
to those with the right of abode; dependent relatives over 65; spouses; and children 
under 18.  I am informed that these latter target times have been agreed by ministers. 

 
25. An important part of the work of UKvisas is the handling of communications, 

including telephone queries and correspondence from Members of Parliament.  I am 
pleased to see that the backlog in the handling of that correspondence which had been 
cleared by December 2000 has not returned. 

 
26. In my first report I noted the welcome development of �visa forums� at various places 

around the United Kingdom.  I am informed by UKvisas that they operate in a 
different way now.  UKvisas participates in the community outreach events organised 
by the appropriate department of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office: to date this 
has been only the South Asian department.  These are all day events which usually 
include visits to temples and local radio stations; lunch and an open meeting, at which 
questions about the entry clearance system tend to dominate.  In 2002 there have been 
such events in Bristol, Oldham, Southall, Birmingham and Leicester.  There was a 
visa-specific event in Leicester when the Director of Entry Clearance in India took 
part.  I hope that these events will continue and, if possible, be expanded to other 
communities in this country. 

 
 
 

 



Files 
 
27. A core part of my work as Independent Monitor is to review files in those cases where 

a visa has been refused but there is no right of appeal.   
 
28. My second review of files has been for the calendar year 2001.  As suggested in my 

last report I have now been permitted to examine a sample of files where visas were 
issued as well as a larger sample of those where visas were refused.  I suggest that this 
practice should continue in future so that my successor can have the same 
opportunity. 

 
29. Since last year the Independent Monitor has been asked to look at about 800 -1,000 

files, whereas my predecessor used to look at about 1, 800.  The files are selected 
randomly by independent statistical experts.  The numbers which are selected are then 
called for from all overseas posts.  Some files were not sent by posts by the due date 
for which they were requested but most were. 

 
30. I am pleased to report that most of the files I have reviewed set out reasons which 

were clear and complied with the immigration rules.  This is consistent with what I 
observed when visiting posts overseas (see below). 

 
31. I am troubled that it is still the case that sometimes reasons for refusal doubted the 

genuineness of documents because there were spelling or grammatical errors in them.  
Yet this is a common enough occurrence, even in British documents.   

 
32. A factor which often counts against an applicant is that they have no previous history 

of travelling (and returning from) abroad.  However, in some files this reason was 
mentioned even though it was accepted that there had been at least one trip abroad.  I 
am doubtful that this reason should be relied upon when there is evidence that an 
applicant has in fact travelled abroad and returned to their home country. 

 
Overseas visits   

 
33. An important part of my role is to familiarise myself with the work of posts by 

visiting them overseas.  In 2002 I was able to fit in four posts, again chosen because 
of their varying sizes and their different sorts of clients: Lagos, Abuja, Paris and Kiev.  
Lagos, Abuja and Kiev have all had problems with the length of their Tier 3 queues in 
the last year or so but Abuja and Kiev have made real inroads into the problem.  In 
Lagos the queue has got worse since I was there because of the large increase in the 
number of applications to which I have already referred.  Paris is a very different kind 
of post.  French citizens do not need a visa but it is one of the top ten busiest posts in 
the world because there are many third country nationals resident in France who often 
wish to visit the UK because of its proximity. 

 
34. As before, I was impressed by the professionalism which I observed at each of the 

posts I visited.  I was able to sit in on any interview that I wanted to.  I was able to see 
files and to discuss local issues with the entry clearance officers and entry clearance 
managers at each post.  I was also able to meet members of the local community to 
receive their views on the entry clearance system, in particular in Lagos and Abuja.   

 
35. The physical conditions for applicants at each post varied.  Abuja has recently 

expanded.  Kiev is in cramped facilities shared with another embassy but, at the time 
of my visit in September 2002, new facilities were being prepared which would 
provide ample space.  In Paris, at the time of my visit in June 2002, the constraints of 



physical space led to a queue outside in the street and to some extent were felt to 
determine how many applicants could be seen in a day.  I understand that, since my 
visit, the physical arrangements have been changed to allow for more people to come 
in.  The biggest problems are clearly at Lagos.  There are large numbers of 
interviewees; there are space constraints; the interview booths are relatively small and 
open at the back; the microphones do not work as well as some of those I have seen 
elsewhere in the world: all of these factors contribute to a tense atmosphere, where 
sometimes interviewers have to raise their voices to be heard above the ambient 
sound. 

 
36. Entry clearance work is an important part of the work of posts overseas.  It is valued 

at the highest levels of the FCO.  Entry clearance officers do not always feel that this 
is true nearer the ground but they need to be given the right environment to work in if 
they are to provide the service to the public which they would like to give and which 
it is UKvisas policy to offer. 

 
�Pre-sifts� 
 
37. In my first report I made reference to what are colloquially called �pre-sifts�, more 

officially �pre-assessment.�  This is the practice by which, at many posts, an 
application is not formally accepted but looked at briefly to see if it is likely to meet 
the criteria for the grant of a visa.   

 
38. As I said last year, there are arguments both for and against pre-assessment.  An 

applicant who is likely to be refused a visa for some obvious reason, because they 
clearly do not have the paperwork which would show that they satisfy the 
immigration rules is saved the application fee, which may represent a large amount of 
money in the local currency. Pre-assessment may also help some applicants to 
improve the quality of their applications by obtaining the necessary documentation 
which will enable them to satisfy the immigration rules.  On the other hand, since an 
application is not �duly made�, the right of appeal � even where it exists in law � is 
not triggered if a person withdraws an application they would otherwise have made as 
a result of pre-assessment.  Also, the application does not appear in the statistics 
relating to refusals since there is no formal refusal.  This has contributed to a 
perception on the part of some people who have spoken to me that the statistics are 
unreliable. 

 
39. Last year, I suggested that a formal study should be done into the question of pre-

assessment, preferably by an independent research team such as the one which has 
done the review of family visitor appeals.  I also suggested that there should be a 
central policy as to the use of pre-sifts.   

 
40. Unfortunately, I am informed by UKvisas that it proved impossible to get that 

research done in the time available.  In any event, UKvisas has come to the view, as 
part of the �streamlining� process to which I refer below, that pre-assessment should 
be discouraged.  I have been shown guidance which was sent to posts in August 2002 
which states: 

 
�Experience has shown that pre-assessment is not applied consistently in 
Posts, and that those who have elected not to proceed on one day will often 
return and reapply.  By moving away from the pre-assessment of applications, 
we are discouraging frivolous applicants; ensuring that those who are serious 
about applying for visas are not prevented from doing so; providing a more 
transparent and fair service.  It is essential that information is available to 



potential applicants to ensure that they are adequately prepared so that their 
application receives a fair evaluation.� 

 
41. On balance, I welcome the policy change away from pre-assessment.  However, it 

will be important that the new policy is applied consistently on the ground at all posts.  
In the past there was a variation of practice at different posts and the position should 
be monitored so that informal �advice� or �information� does not again become pre-
assessment. 

 
Streamlining 
 
42. As Annex 2 shows, the number of applications for visas continues to increase around 

the world, despite the apparent downturn in air travel since 11 September 2001.  Yet 
resources, whether in the shape of staff or buildings, are not necessarily going to 
continue to increase, at least not at the rate that would be needed to keep up.  In 
response, UKvisas has piloted a variety of schemes, together known as 
�streamlining�, in the Indian sub-continent and in Africa.  These are now being 
applied everywhere, although what is possible and appropriate will vary with local 
circumstances.  Guidance to posts describes streamlining as follows: 

 
�The core principle of streamlining is not to issue more visas, or refuse more 
applicants, but to provide a seamless, speedy and fair process which is more 
conducive to a same-day service.  This means, in essence, taking decisions 
faster and more efficiently.� 

 
43. Of most direct significance to my remit is the introduction of new refusal notice forms 

for cases where there is no right of appeal (REF1).  Examples of this new form for 
non-family visitors, business visitors and short-term students are at Annex 3.  The 
guidance sent to posts on these standardised forms states that: 

 
�ECOs spend a significant amount of time composing comprehensive refusal 
notices which summarise the application.  This is often unnecessary and old-
style detailed refusals should only be necessary in exceptional cases (e.g. in 
highly complex cases).  �  The phrases on these templates are to be accessed 
from a �drop-down menu� and then personalised to each applicant�s individual 
circumstances.  Tailoring them in this way is a quick process which saves a 
considerable amount of time.  ECMs will continue to review these decisions 
within 24 hours and should closely monitor the use of these forms.� 

 
44. I am grateful to UKvisas for giving me the opportunity to comment on the new REF1 

while it was being drafted and for taking my comments on board.  If used properly 
and consistently, the new form should save time without sacrificing fairness because 
the reasons given will have to be tailored to the individual circumstances of the 
applicant and cannot be simply a recitation of conclusions referring to one or more of 
the criteria in the immigration rules.  However, since these forms are designed to be 
used in those cases where there is no right of appeal, there may be a risk that in 
practice, a busy Entry Clearance Officer will give priority to setting out reasons more 
fully in cases where there is the possibility of an appeal than in these cases.  The only 
independent review of such reasons will be by the Monitor, who can only see a 
sample of the files from around the world and who cannot overturn any particular 
decision.  My successor in this post will wish to make sure that the introduction of the 
new refusal notice has not compromised the standards of good decision-making which 
UKvisas sets itself. 



 
 
The future 
 
45. Finally I would like to repeat a point made by my predecessor as Independent Monitor 

and by me last year.  I suggest that the position of elderly relatives should be looked at 
again with sympathy.  In practice, if an elderly relative comes to the United Kingdom 
on a visit visa and stays on, whether to help with looking after grandchildren or for 
other reasons, they are very unlikely to be deported.  Yet visit visas are supposed to be 
refused to a person who does not satisfy the entry clearance officer of an intention to 
leave the UK after the visit.  Many people doubt whether this needs to continue. 
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Annex 1 
 
 
 
           List of countries whose nationals require a visa to enter the UK 

 
Afghanistan 
Albania 
Algeria 
Angola 
Armenia 
Azerbaijan 
Bahrain 
Bangladesh 
Belarus 
Benin 
Bhutan 
Bosnia - Herzegovina 
Bulgaria 
Burkina Faso 
Burundi 
Cambodia 
Cameroon 
Cape Verde 
Central African Rep. 
Chad 
China (People's Republic of) 
Colombia 
Comoros 
Congo, Democratic Republic  of 
Congo, Republic of 
Croatia 
Cuba 
Djibouti 
Dominican Republic 
Ecuador 
Egypt 
Equatorial Guinea 
Eritrea 
Ethiopia 
Fiji 
Gabon 
Gambia  

 
Georgia 
Ghana 
Guinea 
Guinea Bissau 
Guyana 
Haiti 
India 
Indonesia 
Iran 
Iraq 
Ivory Coast 
Jordan 
Kazakhstan 
Kenya 
Korea (Dem. People's Rep) 
Kuwait 
Kyrgyzstan 
Laos 
Lebanon 
Liberia 
Libya 
Macedonia 
Madagascar 
Maldives 
Mali 
Mauritania 
Mauritius 
Moldova 
Mongolia 
Morocco 
Mozambique 
Myanmar 
Nepal 
Niger 
Nigeria 
Oman 
Pakistan 
Palestinian Authority 

 
Papua New Guinea 
Peru 
Philippines 
Qatar 
Romania 
Russia 
Rwanda 
Sao Tome & Principe 
Saudi Arabia 
Senegal 
Sierra Leone 
Slovak Republic 
Somalia 
Sri Lanka 
Sudan 
Surinam 
Syria 
Taiwan 
Tajikistan 
Tanzania 
Thailand 
Togo 
Tunisia 
Turkey 
'Turkish Republic of 
Northern Cyprus' 
Turkmenistan 
Uganda 
Ukraine 
United Arab Emirates 
Uzbekistan 
Vietnam 
Yemen 
Federal Republic of  
Yugoslavia (including  
Documents issued by the Former 
Socialist Republic of  
Yugoslavia 
Zambia 
Zimbabwe 
 

  
Direct Airside Transit Visa (DATV) Nationals      
 
In addition to needing a visa to enter the United Kingdom, nationals of the following countries also require a  
visa to transit through the UK, known as Direct Airside Transit. 
 

(DATV).   
Afghanistan 
People's Republic of China 
Colombia 
Croatia 
Democratic Republic of Congo 
Ecuador 
Eritrea 
Ethiopia 
Ghana 
Iran 
Iraq 
Libya 

 
Nigeria 
Slovak Republic 
Somalia 
Sri Lanka 
Turkey 
'Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus' 
Uganda 
Yugoslavia (documents issued by the former Socialist 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, by present Yugoslav 
authorities, or by the United Nations Mission in Kosovo). 
Zimbabwe   
 

 



Annex 2 
 
 
GLOBAL STATISTICS FOR THE FINANCIAL YEAR 2001/2 
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WESTERN EUROPE 
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WEST INDIES AND ATLANTIC 
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SOUTHERN EUROPE 
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SOUTHERN AFRICA 
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SOUTH EAST ASIA 
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SOUTH ASIA 
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NEAR EAST AND NORTH AFRICA 
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NORTH AMERICA 
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MIDDLE EAST 
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LATIN AMERICA 
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FAR EAST 
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EQUATORIAL AFRICA 
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CENTRAL EUROPE AND FORMER SOVIET UNION 
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AUSTRAILA AND SOUTH PACIFIC 

 



 
Reference:                                                                                                             Annex 3                  

                                                                                                                                                                                  REF 1 / GV 51 
   
IMMIGRATION ACT 1971 AND IMMIGRATION & ASYLUM ACT 1999 

REFUSAL OF AN ENTRY CLEARANCE (NO RIGHT OF APPEAL) 
 

To:  
 
You have applied for an entry clearance to the United Kingdom as  a visitor for 6 months 

 

 
I am not satisfied that you are genuinely seeking entry for the purpose and for the period as stated by you.  I 
therefore refuse your application. 

 

You do not have a right of appeal against this decision (by virtue of Section 60 of the Immigration & Asylum Act 
1999). This decision will not prejudice any application you make in the future.  
 
 
Entry Clearance Officer: 
 

 
Date: 16 December 
2002 

 
A notice (of which this is a copy) was handed to me at: 
 

 

 
The contents have been translated to me in: 

 

 
Applicant�s signature: 
 

 
Date: 

 
Reviewed by Entry Clearance Manager 

 
Date: 

 

BUT:  
• The financial outlay on your proposed visit, for the reasons you have given, is not commensurate with your current 

social and economic circumstances. 
 
• I am not satisfied that you are in business/employment as you claim, which leads me to doubt that you intend to leave 

the United Kingdom. 
 
• The reasons you have given and the preparations you have made with regard to your proposed visit, when balanced 

against your personal and economic circumstances, lead me to doubt that you are a genuine visitor for a limited period.  
 
• You have not shown that you have, on the balance of probabilities, sufficiently strong family, social or economic ties 

to satisfy me that you intend to leave the United Kingdom on completion of your visit. 
 
• I am not satisfied that all the documents you have presented are genuine which leads me to doubt that you are a 

genuine visitor for the period stated. Your arrangements for conducting business in the UK are at best vague. 
 
• The cost of the trip is not commensurate with the benefits to be gained. 
 
• I am not satisfied that documents submitted with your application are genuine. This seriously undermines the overall 

credibility of your application 
  
• Other 

If you wish to make any comments on the reasons for refusal, I will note them here: 

 



                                                                                                                                                                        Annex 3 
Reference:  REF 1 / GV 51 

   
IMMIGRATION ACT 1971 AND IMMIGRATION & ASYLUM ACT 1999 

REFUSAL OF AN ENTRY CLEARANCE (NO RIGHT OF APPEAL) 
 

To:  
 
You have applied for an entry clearance to the United Kingdom as  a student for less than 

6 months 

 
I am not satisfied that you are genuinely seeking entry for the purpose and for the period as stated by you.  I 
therefore refuse your application. 
 

You do not have a right of appeal against this decision (by virtue of Section 60 of the Immigration & Asylum Act 
1999). This decision will not prejudice any application you make in the future.  
 
Entry Clearance Officer: 
 

 
Date: 16 December 
2002 

 
A notice (of which this is a copy) was handed to me at: 
 

 

 
The contents have been translated to me in: 

 

 
Applicant�s signature: 

 
Date: 

 
Reviewed by Entry Clearance Manager 

 
Date: 

 
 

I am not satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that you meet the requirements of paragraph 57 of HC395, and in 
particular that: 
 
• You have been accepted on a course of full time course of study 
• You are able and intend to follow such a course 
• You intend to leave the United Kingdom at the end of your studies 
• You are able to meet the costs of the course and maintain and accommodate yourself without recourse to employment 

or public funds 
 
BECAUSE 

• You have no letter giving you unconditional acceptance for your proposed course 
• You are unable to tell me the basic content of  your proposed course or the future benefits you might accrue from the 

course 
• The financial outlay on tuition, accommodation and maintenance is not commensurate with your current financial 

circumstances or the benefits you might gain from this course 
• The course of study you propose is unrealistic because it is inconsistent with your previous pattern of study and you 

have been unable to give me a satisfactory explanation for this 
• You have taken no preparatory steps for your proposed course to ensure that these studies are appropriate and the cost 

is disproportionate to your present economic circumstances or the advantages you might acquire. 
• Your account of your personal, economic and social circumstances and how these studies will be used does not satisfy 

me, on the balance of probabilities, that you intend to leave the United Kingdom on the completion of your course 
• Other 

If you wish to make any comments on the reasons for refusal, I will note them here: 
 
 
 

 


