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I. INTRODUCTION

1.  The present addendum to the report of the Special Rapporteur on the right to education
contains, on a country-by-country basis, summaries of general and individual letters of
allegations and urgent appeals transmitted to Governments between 1st March 2008 and

15 March 2009, as well as replies received between 15 April 2008 and 30 April 2009.
Observations made by the Special Rapporteur have also been included where applicable. Letter
of allegations and urgent appeals sent after 15 March 2009 as well as Government replies
received after 30 April 2009 will be included in the Special Rapporteur’s next communications
report.

2. The Special Rapporteur receives information alleging violations of the right to education
and related rights from national, regional and international non-governmental organizations, as
well as intergovernmental organizations. The Special Rapporteur responds to information
received and considered to be reliable on alleged violations of the right to education, by writing
to the Government and others actors concerned, either together with other special procedure
mandates or independently, inviting comment on the allegation, seeking clarification, reminding
them of their obligations under international law in relation to the right to education and
requesting information, where relevant, on steps being taken by the authorities to redress the
situation in question. The Special Rapporteur urges all Governments and other actors to respond
promptly to his communications and, in appropriate cases, to take all steps necessary to redress
situations involving the violation of the right to education.

3. The Special Rapporteur recalls that in transmitting allegations and urgent appeals, he does
not make any judgement concerning the merits of the cases, nor does he support the opinion of
the persons on behalf of whom he intervenes. The Special Rapporteur draws attention to the fact
that the issues reflected in this addendum are not representative of the wide range of issues
encompassed by the right to education.

4. Owing to restrictions on the length of documents, the Special Rapporteur has considerably
reduced the details of communications sent and received. To the extent that his limited resources
permit, the Special Rapporteur continues to follow up on communications sent and to monitor
the situation where no reply has been received or where questions remain outstanding.

5. During the period under review, the Special Rapporteur transmitted 16 communications to
the Governments of 15 countries: Brazil, China, France (on behalf of the European Union),
Guinea-Bissau, India, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Italy, Japan, Malaysia, Pakistan, Philippines,
Saudi Arabia, Slovakia, Uganda and Zimbabwe.

6.  Eleven responses to these communications were received and one reply to a
communication transmitted by the Special Rapporteur in the previous year. The Special
Rapporteur regrets that some Governments failed to respond and thanks those which took the
time and made the effort to provide replies, which are reflected in the present report.
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I1. COMMUNICATIONS SENT AND REPLIES FROM GOVERNMENTS
Brazil
Communication sent

7. On7 April 2008, the Special Rapporteur, together with the Special Rapporteur on the
promotion and protection of the right to freedom of opinion and expression sent a
communication regarding legal constraints imposed upon the freedom of expression of teachers
and professors of the state of Sdo Paulo which could be interfering with the full realization of the
right to education. Allegedly, this is a consequence of the Statute of the Civil Servants of the
State of S&o Paulo, 1968 (Estatuto dos Servidores Civis do Estado de S&o Paulo, 1968),

Decree No. 7.510 of 29 January 1976 (Decreto N° 7.510, de 29 de janeiro de 1976), and
Resolution SE No. 170 of 25 July 1990 (Resolucdo SE N° 170, de 25 de julho de 1990).

8.  According to the information received, some parts of the mentioned legislation would be
contrary to international obligations that arise from international treaties that Brazil has
subscribed. Regarding the Statute of the Civil Servants of the State of S&o Paulo, which dates
from 1968, there are two articles that have reportedly prevented civil servants working in the
education sector from freely articulating their opinion on matters related to the education system.

9.  Itwas mentioned that Article 241 of the referred Statute provides for strict confidentiality
of all subjects and decisions of the public division, a provision that would contradict the
principle of transparency and publicity that guides the Public Administration. Moreover,
Avrticle 242 of the Statute prohibits civil servants from publically referring in a disparaging
manner to the authorities and acts of the Administration. It was also reported in the information
received that journalists in Brazil have been denouncing the fact that teachers constantly refuse
to provide information on educational policies to the media for fear of repressive measures. In
addition, Article 131, 11, 1) of the Decree No. 7.510 and Article 1 of the Resolution SE No. 170
proclaim that civil servants need special authorization from the Secretary of Education in order
to give interviews to the media regarding subjects of the division they are allocated to. These
provisions could discourage education professionals from taking initiatives towards the
improvement and adjustment of certain sectors of the educational system to the changing needs
of society and students. Such discouragement could negatively affect the right to quality
education.

10. It was recalled that freedom of expression plays a vital role in all democratic systems,
especially to promote public accountability. In particular, it is of great importance that the
opinions of teachers are taken into consideration in the public debate about the educational
system. Teachers are a trustworthy source of information on education issues because they can
provide a description of the advantages and disadvantages of the educational system based on
their practical experience. It is also important that public authorities jointly with teachers and
members of the civil society engage in a constructive dialogue in order to discuss effective
measures for the improvement of the educational system, which, as a consequence, could lead to
the proper fulfilment of the right to education.
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Communication received

11. On 11 September 2008, the Government responded to the communication sent by the
Special Rapporteurs and provided the following remarks:

12.  The Government mentioned the question of whether there is any legal constraints imposed
upon the freedom of expression of teachers and professors of the State of S&o Paulo as a
consequence of the Statute of the Civil Servants of the State of Sao Paulo, 1968 (Estatuto dos
Servidores Civis do Estado de S&o Paulo, 1968), Decree No. 7.510 of 29 January 1976

(Decreto N° 7.510, de 29 de janeiro de 1976), and Resolution SE No. 170 of 25 July 1990
(Resolucéo SE N° 170, de 25 de julho de 1990). With regard to the Statute of the Civil Servants
of the State of Sao Paulo, it is worth clarifying that its objective has not been interpreted as to
prevent civil servants from freely articulating their opinion when they are not doing so in their
capacity as civil servants, but only when they express their opinion in the performance of their
function or under the justification of carrying out their functions, thus implicating the State itself.
Therefore, this legislation is not aimed at hampering the freedom of expression of civil servants,
who are free to express their personal opinions. Its objective is to ensure uniformity of the public
authority when it is requested in the name of a public agency and with the aim of avoiding
irreparable damages to the public interest. It is worth stressing in this context that the State, as
legal entity, does not possess a will or opinion; its will and action are expressed through its
agents, to the extent that they hold such authority. In this way, what the agent expresses in his
functional quality is intended to be the expression of the State, on the basis of a relationship of
direct imputation of the acts of State agents.

13.  With regard to the Resolution SE No. 170 of 25 July 1990, it should be noted that it was
revoked on 21 August 2008, by means of Resolution SE No. 63 of 20 August 2008, due to “the
need to revoke expressly or tacitly any act either in disuse or already revoked expressly or
tacitly, though never nominated”, among other reasons, in accordance to the exposition of
motives. According to the Secretary of Education, surveys are being carried out on the
reorganization of its structure, attributions and competencies, which indicate the revocation of
the Decree No. 7.510 of 29 January 1976.

14. The Government hopes to have answered the questions raised by the Rapporteurs. In
addition, it is worth communicating that the Secretary of Education informed that it did not deny
any request of interviews to teachers or directors since it considers this to be their decision, thus
showing that the above mentioned legislation is in disuse. In this sense, it informed that the
current management of the Department did not punish any teacher for having been interviewed
and that it is fully favorable to the freedom of expression of professors and of any other person.

Observations

15. The Special Rapporteur would like to thank the Government for its reply.
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China
Communication sent

16. On 23 July 2008, the Special Rapporteur, together with the Special Rapporteur on the
situation of human rights defenders sent a communication concerning the alleged exclusion of
two children of schooling age, Yang Tiance and Yang Tianjiao, from access to education.

17. The two children are the son and daughter of Guo Feixiong (also known as

Yang Maodong), currently imprisoned. Guo Feixiong has been detained since

14 September 2006. Prior to his detention, Guo Feixiong allegedly published a book on
government corruption in Shenyang City, Liaoning Province. He also provided legal assistance
to peasants from the village of Taishu in Guadong in their campaign against corruption.

18. According to the information received, Yang Tiance was allegedly registered for
enrollment at the appropriate school, Hua Kang primary school, to commence his first year of
elementary school in 2007. However, his registration was refused in 2007 and Yang Tiance has
already missed his first year of school.

19. His sister, Yang Tianjiao, completed her elementary schooling at Hua Kang primary school
and was about to enter the next phase of her schooling at the appropriate school. However

Yang Tianjiao has been restricted from enrolling in the elementary school system. She has been
allegedly told by her affiliated elementary school No. 47 Middle School that she cannot enroll in
the school because it is full. Similarly, it is alleged that Yang Tianjiao was not allowed to enroll
in another middle school further away because it was stated that the school only accepted
students from the local area. It is further reported that there has been no review of these decisions
to block access to the appropriate school or any attempt to find an alternative mode of schooling.

20. Concern has been raised that the current restrictions on registration at school of the
children of Guo Feixiong, were directly related to their father’s human rights related activities in
contravention of international law. It was also mentioned that the restrictions on the right to
education may have lasting cognitive, social and psychological effect on their development as
children as well as preclude these children from making a valuable contribution to society in the
future. All efforts should be made by the authorities to ensure that all individuals have basic
access to education. It was finally recalled that the Compulsory Education Law was adopted in
order to grant access to education for all children in the country, in compliance with the
principles of non-discrimination and equality as mandated by international law.

Communication received

21. By letter dated 30 September 2008, the Government replied to the communication sent by
the Special Rapporteur on 23 July 2008 together with the Special Rapporteur on the situation of
human rights defenders.

22. The Chinese Government considers the situation referred to in this letter to be of great
importance; immediately after its receipt, the letter was transmitted to the Ministry of Education
and the Ministry of Public Security for clarification. Both ministries made numerous inquiries,
but as the letter contained no clear indication of the location of Yang Tiance and Yang Tianjiao,
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and as the names of the schools lacked any element indicating their location, the inquiries made
by the Ministry of Education yielded no results. The Government further mentioned that China’s
population is vast, and there are a great many people who have the same name, and the Ministry
of Public Security has no way of producing useful information solely on the basis of a person’s
family and given names.

23. Finally, the Chinese Government requested that the Special Rapporteurs supply the name
of the province and town where the two children mentioned are located as well as detailed names
of the schools so that further inquiries can be made with a view to a reply.

Observations

24. The Special Rapporteur would like to thank the Government for its reply.
France (on behalf of the European Union)

Communication envoyée

25. Le 16 juillet 2008, le Rapporteur spécial, conjointement avec la Présidente-Rapporteur du
Groupe de travail sur la détention arbitraire, la Rapporteuse spéciale sur la vente d’ enfants, la
prostitution des enfants et la pornographie mettant en scéne des enfants, la Rapporteuse spéciale
sur la liberté de religion ou de conviction, le Rapporteur spécial sur I’Indépendance des juges et
des avocats, le Rapporteur spécial sur la situation des droits de I’hnomme des migrants, le
Rapporteur spécial sur les formes contemporaines de racisme, de discrimination raciale, de
xénophobie et de I’intolérance qui y est associé, I’Expert indépendant charge d’examiner les
effets de la dette extérieure et des obligations financiéres internationales connexes des Etats sur
le plein exercice de tous les Droits de I’Homme, en particulier des droits économiques, sociaux
et culturels, la Rapporteuse spéciale sur la violence contre les femmes, ses causes et ses
conséquences et I’Expert indépendant nomme par le Secrétaire général sur la situation des Droits
de I’Homme en Haiti a envoyé une communication au Gouvernement exercant la Présidence du
Conseil de I’Union européenne au sujet de la Directive 2008/.../EC du Parlement européen et du
Conseil sur les normes et procédures communes applicables dans les Etats membres au retour
des ressortissants de pays tiers en séjour irrégulier (COM (2005) 0391 — C6-0266/2005 —
2005/0167 (COD) (la « Directive de retour »). Cette directive fut adoptée par le Parlement
européen le 18 juin 2008.

26. Il fut mentionné que la Directive de retour pouvait étre considérée comme un effort visant
a mettre en place des normes communes en matiere de retour de ressortissants de pays tiers en
séjour irrégulier; et a renforcer les mécanismes de protection dans certains Etats membres de
I’Union. Le texte et le préambule de la Directive font référence aux normes et standards
internationaux et européens des Droits de I’Homme ainsi que I’obligation de fournir une
assistance légale aux ressortissants d’un pays tiers en situation irréguliére envisagée dans
I’article 13. Néanmoins, les Experts des Droits de I’Homme ont relevé plusieurs sujets de
préoccupation concernant la Directive.
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27. Un des principaux sujets de préoccupation est lié au régime de détention pendant la
procédure de retour ou d’éloignement des ressortissants des pays tiers en situation irréguliére, y
compris des mineurs non-accompagnes et d’autres personnes vulnérables, comme prévu dans les
articles 15 et 17 de la Directive.

28. L’article 15 de la Directive de retour établit qu’en regle générale, la période de détention
ne devrait pas excéder six mois, pourvu gque des mesures suffisantes mais moins coercitives ne
puissent étre appliquées effectivement et qu’il existe un risque de fuite ou que le ressortissant
d’un pays tiers évite ou empéche la préparation du proces de retour ou d’éloignement. Toutefois,
dans les cas particuliers, cette période peut étre prolongée par les Etats membres jusqu’a un
maximum de 12 mois additionnels. L’article 17 de la Directive permet aux Etats membres la
détention de mineurs non-accompagnés se trouvant en situation particuliérement vulnérable.

Proportionnalité de la détention (article 15)

29. 1l fut mentionné que les migrants en situation irreguliere ne sont pas des délinquants. En
regle générale, les migrants ne devraient pas étre sujets a la détention. Les Etats membres
doivent recourir a la détention uniquement en dernier recours, conformément a I’application
stricte du principe de proportionnalité. Le considérant 16 et I’article 15, paragraphe 1, de la
Directive tiens compte de ce principe. Cependant, I’obligation des Etats membres de considérer
I’application de mesures moins coercitives devrait étre expressément établie, ainsi que
I’obligation de réaliser une évaluation exhaustive de la possibilité d’appliquer ces mesures.
Aussi, I’article 15, paragraphe 1, ne fournit pas une liste exhaustive de motifs concrets de
détention. De ce fait, il est a craindre que les Etats membres aient recours a la détention de
maniére excessive et considerent celle-ci comme une régle et non pas une exception.

30. De plus, les Etats membres ont I’obligation d’assurer que les personnes victimes de trafic
ne soient pas poursuivies pour la violation de lois d’immigration ou pour des activités réalisées
en conséquence directe de leur situation de victime de trafic. Ces personnes ne doivent pas étre
placées dans des centres de détention de migrants ou maintenues sous quelque autre forme de
privation de liberté. Nous suggeérons que la Directive de retour soit révisée afin d’y inclure cette
garantie, ainsi que tout autre dispositions relatives a la protection des personnes victimes de
trafic, conformément aux Principes et Directives concernant les Droits de I’Homme et la traite
des étres humains (E/2002/68/Add.1) élaborée par I’Office du Haut-commissariat des Nations
Unies aux Droits de I’Homme.

Période maximum de détention (article 15)

31. Les Experts ont aussi signalé que la durée de 18 mois de période maximale de détention
leur paraissait excessive. En particulier lorsque les obstacles a la préparation du retour ou a
I’éloignement ne sont pas imputables a la sphére de responsabilité du migrant, par exemple
lorsqu’il est difficile d’obtenir la documentation nécessaire du pays d’origine ou du pays de
destination. La proposition originale de la Commission européenne établissait une période
maximale de détention de six mois (COM/2005/391 final, article 14, paragraphe 4).
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Détention et retour de mineurs non-accompagnés (articles 10, 14 et 17)

32. Les Experts ont aussi demandé si les Etats membres pouvaient indiquer dans quelles
circonstances la détention des mineurs non-accompagnés pouvait étre justifiable. L’article 17,
paragraphe 1, de la Directive de Retour transcrit simplement les termes de I’article 37, lit. (b)
clause 2 de la Convention des Droits de I’Enfant. A leur avis, la Directive n’établit pas de
garanties légales et de procédures suffisantes concernant les mineurs non-accompagnés. lls ont
aussi demandé de recevoir des informations sur les conditions nécessaires pour que la structure
d’accueil pour mineurs non-accompagnés dans I’Etat de retour soit considérée comme

« adequat » (article 10, paragraphe 2).

33. Des préoccupations concernant I’abaissement des normes relatives au droit a I’éducation,
particuliérement les opportunités éducatives pour les mineurs, ont aussi été exprimees. La
proposition originale de la Commission européenne inclue dans I’article 6, paragraphe 4, interdit
aux Etats membres d’expulser des mineurs sans considerer leur droit a I’éducation. Le texte
actuel requiére simplement aux Etats membres de prendre en considération dans la mesure du
possible I’acces des mineurs au systeme d’éducation basique dépendant de I’autorisation de
séjour (article 14, paragraphe 1). Une disposition similaire est contenue dans I’article 17,
paragraphe 3, qui établit que les mineurs en détention auront acces a I’éducation dépendant
uniquement de la durée de leur séjour.

Révision judiciaire de la légalité de la détention administrative (article 15)

34. Les experts ont souhaité voir les garanties légales relative a la révision judiciaire de la
légalité de la détention administrative incluse dans I’article 15 de la Directive développées
davantage afin d’obliger les Etats membres a définir la limite des délais plutdt que d’indiquer
que ces réexamen doivent étre « acceléreés » et a « intervalles raisonnables ».

Situations d’urgence (article 18)

35. De plus, indépendamment du fait que les Etats membres puissent invoquer I’existence de
situations d’urgence permettant la dérogation des limites maximales pour la révision judiciaire,
déja assez imprécises, et adopter des mesures d’urgence conformément a I’article 18 de la
Directive, les circonstances peuvent étre au-dela du contexte du ressortissant d’un pays tiers
passible de retour. Il fut rappelé aux Etats membres que le recours a la révision judiciaire sans
délai de la légalité de la détention n’est pas un privilége mais un droit fondamental. C’est un
droit qui ne peut étre dérogé sauf en cas de danger public exceptionnel conformément a
I’article 4, paragraphe 1, du Pacte international de Droits civils et politiques (voir I’observation
générale n. 29 du Comité des droits de I’hnomme, CCPR/C/21/Rev.1/Add.11). De méme,
I’article 13, paragraphe 2, de la Directive de retour n’établit pas un effet suspensif aux recours
d’appel contre les décisions de retour ou d’éloignement ni contre les décisions d’interdiction
d’entrer, donnant lieu & une préoccupation qui généralise le « fait accompli ».

Interdiction d’entrée (article 11)

36. La possibilité que la décision de retour ou d’éloignement comporte une interdiction
d’entrée d’une durée de cing ans au maximum, telle qu’établie par I’article 11 de la Directive de
retour, pourrait violer le principe de non-refoulement, considérant que la situation dans un pays
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donné peut se détériorer dramatiqguement pendant cette période. Afin d’assurer que le principe de
non-refoulement soit pleinement respecté conformément a I’article 4, paragraphe 4, il fut
demandé que la Directive soit plus précise sur les critéres spécifiques a prendre en compte lors
de sa mise en ceuvre (voir article 5 lit. (c)).

37. L’introduction de cette interdiction d’entrée pourrait créer des conditions dans lesquelles
des migrants chercheraient a revenir irréguliérement dans I’Union européenne, en augmentant le
risque de trafic. En conséquence, la Directive pourrait accroitre la vulnérabilité des migrants a
devenir des victimes de trafics. La garantie établit dans la Directive que les victimes de trafic
ayant obtenu un permis de résidence « ne feront pas I’objet d’une interdiction d’entree » parait
insuffisante. La prompte et adéquate identification des victimes de trafic est un probleme
répandu dans plusieurs pays laissant par conséquent, un groupe substantiel de victimes mal
identifiées sans droits de protection et d’assistance.

Groupes vulnérables (article 14)

38. Les experts ont noté avec satisfaction que I’article 14 de la Directive comprend une clause
reconnaissant la nécessité de prendre en compte les besoins particuliers des personnes
vulnérables et que ces besoins spéciaux seront pris en consideration, ainsi que I’article 3 lit. (i)
de la Directive contienne une définition du terme « personnes vulnérables ». Néanmoins, il fut
mentionné I’importance de la protection et des garanties spécifiques pour ces groupes
vulnérables. Il fut également mentionné I’importance que les victimes de séveres formes de
violence psychologique, physique et sexuelle, incluant les victimes de violation sexuelle, soient
traitées avec une sensibilité particuliére pendant la détermination de leur cas et la période de
retour volontaire ou involontaire.

39. Malgré que la majorité des ressortissants des pays tiers affectés par la Directive n’aient pas
demandé I’asile politique ou le refuge dans des pays de I’Union européenne, les normes
existantes relatives a la détermination des cas d’asile peuvent étre utiles, par analogie, pour
I’application de la Directive de retour et en particulier de son article 14. les experts ont suggeré
qu’au moment de décider le retour ou I’éloignement d’un ressortissant d’un pays tiers, que les
Etats membres prennent en considération que la violation ou autre forme de violence sexuelle
(ainsi qu’en cas de trafics ou de violence domestique) pour des motifs de race, religion,
nationalité, opinion politique ou d’appartenance a un groupe social particulier, soit considérée
comme persécution sous la définition de « réfugié » contenus dans la Convention relative au
statut des réfugiés de 1951.

40. La Directive devrait étre révisée afin d’y inclure des garanties spécifiques pour les victimes
de violations des droits de I’nomme, y compris hommes, femmes et enfants ayant fait I’objet de
trafiqués pour leur exploitation sexuelle ou de travail. La Directive devrait garantir I’acces aux
recours pour les victimes de trafic, avant qu’une décision sur leur expulsion soit prise. La
prompte identification des victimes de trafic est essentielle ; les Etats membres doivent
développer des procédures et directives pour les autorités pertinentes chargées de détecter des
migrants irréguliers et permettant I’identification prompte et fiable des victimes de trafic.

41. Les experts ont indiqué que la Directive ne refléte pas de maniére adéquate certaines
dispositions et garanties pour les victimes de trafic contenues dans la Convention du Conseil de
I’Europe sur la lutte contre la traite des étres humains entrée en vigueur en février 2008. La
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Directive devrait également refléter et conformer aux Principes et Directives concernant les
Droits de I’Homme et la traite des étres humains élaborée en 2002 par I’Office du
Haut-commissariat des Nations Unies aux Droits de I’Homme.

42. Les experts ont finalement demandé aux Etats membres a travers le Gouvernement
exercant la Présidence du Conseil de I’Union européenne la révision de la Directive de retour. En
suivant I’accord du Parlement européen du 5 juin et avant I’adoption de I’accord du Conseil de
I’Union européenne prévu pour les 24 et 25 juillet 2008, ils ont considéré qu’il est de la plus
haute importance que cette Directive soient en conformité avec toutes les normes et les standards
internationaux des Droits de I’Homme applicables et prenne pleinement en consideration les
obligations des Etats en tant que pays receveur, transit et origine des migrants.

Communication regue

43. Le 4 septembre 2008, le Gouvernement exercgant la présidence de I’Union européenne
envoya une réponse a la communication envoyée conjointement le 16 juillet 2008 concernant le
texte de la directive

« Relative aux normes et procedures communes applicables dans les Etats membres au retour des
ressortissants de pays tiers en sejour irrégulier ».

44. En qualité de représentant de la présidence en exercice, il fut mentionné les éléments de
réponse suivants :

L'Union européenne est une communauté fondée sur le droit :

45.  Des regles de droit fixent ainsi les conditions d'entrée, de sejour et de résidence des
ressortissants de pays tiers dans les pays de I'Union. L'efficacité de la politique d'admission
suppose également la mise en ceuvre d'une politique d'éloignement a I’encontre des personnes
qui ne respecteraient pas ou plus les réglementations relatives a I'entrée ou au sejour. Nul ne
conteste a cet égard aux Etats la faculté de mettre en ceuvre une politique d'éloignement.

46. Le Conseil européen a invité a définir des normes communes pour la mise en ceuvre de leur
politique d'éloignement par les Etats membres. Tel est précisément I'objet de la directive

« relative aux normes et procédures communes applicables dans les Etats membres au retour des
ressortissants de pays tiers en séjour irrégulier ». Ce texte a fait lI'objet d'un accord politique au
Conseil (JAIS des 5-6 juin 2008), avant d'étre adopté en premiere lecture par le Parlement
européen le 18 juin dernier, mettant ainsi un terme a une négociation engagée en

septembre 2005. L'adoption de ce texte constitue en soi une avancée significative. Comme le
relevait en effet la Commission dans les documents présentés en appui de sa Proposition Initiale,
la situation qui prévaut, dans l'attente de la transposition de la directive, se caractérise par une
tres grande diversité des régimes applicables, qu'il s'agisse de la définition méme des notions en
cause ou des regles et procedures mises en ceuvre. La directive vise ainsi a harmoniser et a
rendre obligatoires des regles communes pour tous les Etats membres, y compris en matiére de
garanties procedurales et juridiques. Le respect de ces normes pourra le cas échéant étre contrélé
par la Commission et par le juge européen, conformément aux procédures pertinentes prévues
par le traite CE.



A/HRC/11/8/Add.1
page 12

47. Naturellement, la directive ne fait pas obstacle a I'adoption ou a I'application de normes
plus favorables (article 4 paragraphe 3). Cette directive est également sans préjudice aux régles
applicables en matiére d'asile.

La directive précise explicitement que les régles qu'elle contient doivent étre mises en ceuvre
dans le respect des droits de I'homme et des libertés fondamentales des personnes concerneées.

48. L'Union européenne s'est toujours fortement engagée en faveur des droits de 'Homme,
qu'elle défend et promeut, en son sein et partout dans le monde. En accord avec les valeurs et les
principes fondamentaux qui sont les siens, I'Union européenne place ainsi au rang de ses
premiéres préoccupations la garantie du respect des droits de I'Homme de tous les immigrants,
ainsi que la lutte contre le racisme, la xénophobie, et la traite des étres humains, tout
particulierement dans le cadre de sa politique migratoire.

49. En tout état de cause, il appartiendra aux Etats membres d'appliquer I'ensemble des
dispositions de la directive dans le respect de I'acquis communautaire en matiere de droits de
I’Homme, d'immigration et d'asile, et des conventions internationales ratifiées par les Etats
membres en la matiere.

50. Il est a noter a cet égard que plusieurs dispositions dans le texte de la directive s'inspirent
des dispositions pertinentes de la Convention Européenne des Droits de I'Homme.

La directive « relative aux normes et procédures communes applicables dans les Etats membres
au retour des ressortissants de pays tiers en séjour irrégulier » ne constitue que I'un des volets de
I'action de I'Union en matiére migratoire.

51. Dans le cadre de la mise en ceuvre des programmes de Tampere (1999) et de
La Haye (2004), I'Union européenne a progressivement développé une politique et des
instruments communs dans le domaine de I'immigration et de l'asile.

52. En décembre 2005, une « Approche globale des migrations » a été définie, qui vise, par
une collaboration accrue entre pays de départ, de transit et de destination, a promouvoir une
gestion intégrée et équilibrée des questions migratoires comprenant des politiques destinées, en
coopération avec les pays tiers, a tirer parti des avantages de la migration légale et a lutter contre
I'immigration illégale. Le champ géographique de cette approche, initialement orienté vers
I'Afrique et a la Méditerranée, a été étendu a I'Europe orientale et du sud-est par le Conseil
européen de juin 2007.

53. L'Union européenne s'applique aujourd'hui a mettre en ceuvre les instruments nécessaires a
la réalisation de cette Approche globale, en coopération avec les pays tiers d'origine et de transit,
notamment en matiére d'organisation de la migration réguliére et professionnelle ou de migration
circulaire.

54. De fait, I'Europe largo sensu s'avere aujourd'hui la premiére destination des migrants
internationaux, loin devant I'Asie et I'Amérique du nord. L'Union européenne accueille
aujourd'hui quelque 18,5 millions de ressortissants en provenance de pays tiers.

S'agissant plus précisément des questions soulevées dans la correspondance, concernant la
proportionnalité de la rétention :
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55. Le texte de la directive ne tend pas a privilégier la voie de la rétention, mais bien celle du
départ volontaire.

56. Le considérant (16) rappelle que « le recours a la rétention aux fins d'eloignement devrait
étre limité et subordonné au respect du principe de proportionnalité en ce qui concerne les
moyens utilisés et les objectifs poursuivis. La rétention n'est justifiée que pour préparer le retour
ou procéder a I'éloignement et si I'application de mesures moins coercitives ne suffirait pas ».

57. Précisement, l'article 15 prévoit que la rétention d'un ressortissant de pays tiers en sejour
irrégulier est appliquee a la seule fin de préparer le retour et/ou de procéder a I'éloignement, en
particulier lorsque ce migrant présente un risque de fuite ou lorsqu'il fait obstacle a la procédure
de retour ou d'éloignement.

58. Dans tous les cas, les Etats membres ont I'obligation d'envisager en priorité I'application de
solutions moins coercitives, conformément a I’article 15 paragraphe 1. Cette disposition vise
précisément a inciter au retour volontaire des ressortissants en sejour irrégulier. Le considerant
(10) rappelle aussi que « lorsqu'il n’a pas lieu de craindre que I'effet utile d'une décision de retour
s'en trouve compromis, il convient de privilégier le retour volontaire par rapport au retour forcé
et d'accorder a cet effet un délai de départ ».

59. De facon générale, il convient de noter que le considérant (6) rappelle que « les décisions
prises en vertu de la présente directive devraient I'étre au cas par cas, en tenant compte de
criteres objectifs, ce qui implique que I'on prenne en considération d'autres facteurs que le simple
fait d'étre en séjour irrégulier ». En particulier, le texte de la directive inclut des dispositions
specifiques concernant les personnes vulnérables au sens de son article 3 (i), conformément a
I'article 14 paragraphe 1.

Concernant la période maximum de rétention :

60. Il importe de rappeler que, conformément a l'article 15 paragraphe 5, la durée maximale
de rétention est fixee a six mois. Si le texte de la directive ouvre la faculté d'etendre cette durée
de rétention, cette extension constitue une exception, limitée a douze mois supplémentaires et
strictement conditionnée, conformément aux dispositions du paragraphe 6.

61. Ces dispositions doivent étre appréciées a I'aune des régimes actuellement appliqués a titre
national par les Etats membres (et aussi par des pays hors de I'Union européenne). Aujourd'hui,
dans plusieurs d'entre eux, la durée de rétention s'avere en effet supérieure a six mois ou peut
méme étre illimitée.

62. Le texte de la directive introduit ainsi une innovation significative. En la matiére, le texte
de la directive permet également le maintien d'un dispositif plus favorable dans les Etats
membres qui appliqueraient aujourd’hui une durée de rétention plus courte.

Concernant la rétention et le retour de mineurs non-accompagnes :

63. De facon générale, il importe de rappeler que le texte de la directive ne crée aucune
obligation en matiere de rétention et d'éloignement des mineurs. En revanche, il impose aux
Etats membres qui en décideraient de respecter un ensemble de normes minimales en la matiére.
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64. Le considérant (22) rappelle que « conformément a la Convention des Nations Unies
relatives aux droits de I'enfant (1989), "l'intérét supérieur de I'enfant™ devrait constituer une
considération primordiale pour les Etats membres lorsqu'ils transposent les dispositions de la
présente directive ». L'article 5 fait précisément obligation aux Etats membres, lorsqu'ils
transposent la directive, de tenir ddment compte de I'intérét supérieur de I'enfant (ainsi d'ailleurs
que de la vie familiale).

65. Ce principe d'application générale trouve plusieurs déclinaisons dans le corps de la
directive, notamment au titre de l'article 10 et plus généralement des garanties procédurales
visées notamment aux articles 14 (accés des mineurs au systeme éducatif de base) et 17
(conditions de rétention des mineurs).

66. Ces dispositions s'appliquent sans préjudice des dispositions plus favorables prévues dans
les droits nationaux ou dans des accords bilatéraux ou multilatéraux, telle la convention des
Nations Unies relative aux droits de I'enfant, déja mentionnee.

Concernant la révision judiciaire de la Iégalité de la rétention administrative :

67. 1l convient de noter que le texte de la directive introduit des dispositions importantes
concernant les garanties procédurales, s'agissant en particulier de lI'assistance judiciaire. Le texte
de la directive suit en la matiére les dispositions pertinentes de la CEDH ainsi le principe
directeur n° 8 des vingt principes directeurs sur le retour forcé adoptés par le Conseil des
Ministres du Conseil de I’Europe le 4 mai 2005.

Concernant les situations d’urgence :

68. Les derogations prévues pour les delais de contrdle juridictionnel et les conditions de
rétention sont limitées aux situations d'urgence, lorsqu'une charge lourde et imprévue pése sur la
capacité des centres de rétention d'un Etat membre. Dans le cas ou un Etat membre décide de
recourir a ces mesures exceptionnelles, il a I'obligation d'informer la Commission de sa décision
et de la fin de ces mesures derogatoires, dés que les motifs justifiant leur application ont disparu.

Concernant I’interdiction d'entrée :

69. Il convient de rappeler que, conformément a l'article 11 paragraphe 1, une interdiction
d'entrée n'est de droit que dans deux cas particuliers: si aucun délai n'a été accordé pour le départ
volontaire (notamment dans les cas vises a l'article 7 paragraphe 4) ou si I'obligation de retour n'a
pas été respectée. La possibilité d'assortir une décision de retour d'une interdiction d'entrée
constitue autrement une simple faculté. En tout état de cause, la durée d'une telle interdiction ne
peut dépasser cing ans, sauf cas exceptionnels (menace a I'ordre du public par exemple). Cette
durée maximale doit étre appréciée a I'aune des pratiques aujourd'hui suivies par plusieurs Etats
membres (et aussi par des pays hors de I'Union européenne).

70.  Entout état de cause, des dérogations sont prévues par le texte de la directive : les Etats
membres ne peuvent appliquer l'interdiction d'entrée aux personnes victimes de la traite des étres
humains (article 11 paragraphe 3) ; ils peuvent s'abstenir d'imposer, lever ou suspendre une
interdiction d'entrée, pour des raisons humanitaires (ibidem) ou, pour certaines catégories de cas,
pour d'autres raisons (ibidem).
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71.  Lesdispositions concernant une éventuelle interdiction d'entrée doivent étre comprises
également comme une incitation au départ volontaire.

72.  De fagon plus générale, les décisions d'interdiction d'entrée sont assorties de garanties
procédurales, conformément aux dispositions des articles 12 et 13 (décisions rendues par écrit,
motivation en fait et en droit, informations relatives aux voies de recours disponibles.).

73.  Au-dela, le texte de la directive ménage la possibilité pour les Etats membres de moduler
la durée d'interdiction d'entrée, voire, au cas par cas la possibilité de lever une telle interdiction
(article 11 paragraphe 3).

Concernant les groupes vulnérables :

74. Le texte de la directive vise a prendre diment en compte les besoins particuliers des
personnes vulnérables notamment en ce qui concerne les garanties assurees dans l'attente du
retour (article 14), conditions de rétention et I'accés aux soins médicaux (article 16,
paragraphe 3). A noter que la définition des « populations vulnérables » s'avére relativement
large, aux termes de l'article 3 (i).

75. De facon plus générale, I'encadrement des mesures concernant ces groupes vulnérables a
été significativement renforcé a la faveur de la négociation du projet de directive.

Observations

76. Le Rapporteur special tient a remercier le Gouvernement de la France exercant la
présidence de I’Union Européenne, pour sa reponse détaillée aux questions soulevées dans la
communication conjointe des experts indépendants du Conseil des droits de I’homme.

Guinea-Bissau
Communication sent

77. On 24 December 2008, the Special Rapporteur sent a communication concerning the
delaying of the 2008-2009 schoolyear, initially set to resume in October 2008, but which had not
started yet.

78. According to the information received, it is alleged that students and pupils in
Guinea-Bissau are being denied their right to education, as a general teacher strike over salary
arrears prevented the school year to resume on time in October 2008, resulting in schools not
having reopened. It is also alleged that poor material conditions have been affecting schools and
universities throughout the country in the past.

79. Itis reported that the teachers launched a strike on 5 December 2008 over salary arrears,
which allegedly amounted to four months of wages. According to the President of the Teachers
Union of Guinea-Bissau, the union has stated the teachers will continue to strike until they
receive full payment of their back wages. It is also alleged that the transitional Government in
place recognized it is unable to pay their salaries.
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80. Itis further reported that Guinea-Bissauan teachers earn US$ 73 per month, making them
some of the lowest-paid teachers in West Africa. It is finally alleged that many of the teachers in
the country are untrained, some having even never completed primary school.

Observations

81. The Special Rapporteur regrets not having received a reply from the Government regarding
the above-mentioned communication.

India
Communication sent

82. On 27 November 2008, the Special Rapporteur sent a communication concerning the
conflict in India’s Chhattisgarh state between the Maoist rebels (Naxalites), anti-Maoist vigilante
groups (known as Salwa Judum), and government security forces.

83. According to information received, it is alleged that the conflict in India’s Chhattisgarh
state between the Maoist rebels (Naxalites), allegedly state-supported anti-Maoist vigilante
groups (known as Salwa Judum), and government security forces have recruited children in
different capacities that expose them to the risk of injury and death. The dramatic escalation of
the conflict since mid-2005 has also caused massive displacement, resulted in the destruction of
dozens of schools, and severely impacted children’s access to education.

84. Itis reported that neither the Naxalites nor the authorities have taken effective steps to end
the use of children in armed hostilities. The armed movement by Maoist groups, often called
Naxalites, allegedly recruit children between ages six and twelve into children’s associations
called bal sangams, where children are trained in Maoist ideology, used as informers, and taught
to fight with non-lethal weapons (sticks). It is also alleged that recruitment and use of children
from age 16 is part of the Maoist rebels’ policy and acknowledged practice.

85. Although Chhattisgarh police officials allegedly claim that underage Special Police
Officers (SPOs) have been removed from SPO ranks, it is reported that villagers and members of
the SPOs have confirmed that children continue to function as SPOs. Neither the Indian central
government nor the Chhattisgarh state government is said to have a plan for the rehabilitation of
such children, whether from the ranks of the SPOs, or from the Naxalites. It is also alleged that
the Chhattisgarh police arbitrarily detain and torture suspected child Naxalites.

86. It is further alleged that this conflict has severely impacted children’s access to education,
as it has prevented many of them in affected areas from continuing their education. The chaos
generated by the conflict coupled with the violence has forced some parents to stop sending their
children to school. Government security forces have allegedly used many school buildings for
military purposes, leading Naxalites to destroy many of them in the area.

87. The Chhattisgarh government has reportedly merged or relocated many residential schools
to locations in or around government-run Salwa Judum camps. The shift of residential schools
from interior locations to camps has, in some cases, forced children to break or limit contact with
their families living in interior areas. Despite the consolidation of schools in the camps, an
estimated 40 per cent of children residing in the camps still do not attend school.
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88. Children of families that fled to Andhra Pradesh state are said to face a language barrier to
education. These children were educated in Hindi in Chhattisgarh and now face an alien medium
of education (Telugu) in the government schools of Andhra Pradesh. As a result, local NGOs
report high dropout rates among displaced children of school-going age. Despite being aware of
this problem, the Andhra Pradesh authorities have yet to address it.

89. Finally, it is reported that the Indian National Commission for Protection of Children’s
Rights (NCPCR), recognizing schools as a critical element in ensuring the protection of
children’s rights, has recommended to all parties that schools should be recognized as “zones of
peace”. This would include non-use of schools for any other than educational purposes,
separation of schools from the camps, and introduction of programmes addressing the
psychosocial needs of the children delivered within the school environment with appropriate
training of teachers.

Observations

90. The Special Rapporteur regrets not having received a reply from the Government regarding
the above-mentioned communication.

Italy
Communication sent

91. On 22 December 2008, the Special Rapporteur sent a communication concerning the
Conversion Law No. 169 adopted by the Chamber of Deputies on 30 October 2008 (also known
as “Legge Gelmini”) which contains urgent provisions allegedly undermining the right to
education, as well as Law No. 133 adopted on 6 August 2008.

92. According to the information received, on 30 October 2008, the Chamber of Deputies of
the Italian Parliament voted to adopt Law No. 169 entitled “Conversion into law, with
amendments, of Decree Law No. 137 of 1 September 2008, containing urgent provisions relating
to education and universities” (the Law). This Law was published in the Official Gazette,

No. 256 of 31 October 2008, and came into effect the day after its publication. It is alleged that
the Law will seriously undermine the right to education, with significant decreases in resources
at the primary level, and will also allegedly in particular affect children and adolescents with
disabilities, foreign children and Roma children.

93. According to the information received, the Law will seriously undermine the right to
education at the primary level, with significant cuts being made in personnel as 87,000 teaching
staff and 47,000 auxiliary personnel are reportedly to lose their posts. This would result in a
single teacher per class, not being able to deal with and resolve alone the complexity of
appropriate education, and difficult situations that arise in the class.

94. Concern has also been expressed about the conditions of school buildings, because it is
reported that the Law will undermine the provisions of the extraordinary plan for ensuring the
safety of school buildings, contained in Law No. 289/2002 and subsequent amendments, which
set aside an amount of no less than 5 per cent of the resources allocated for the programme for
strategic infrastructures, as this clause stating that such funding would be guaranteed until the
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full completion of the extraordinary plan has been eliminated in the Law. This provision
allocated resources for the immediate repairs for safety reasons of at least a hundred buildings in
particularly critical conditions, especially in earthquake areas.

95. Furthermore, concerns have been expressed concerning the right to education for children
and adolescents with disabilities who allegedly numbered 161,686 in the school year 2007/2008,
as the Law has reportedly provided for the stabilization of only 70 per cent of the present number
of support teachers for the next three years. It is alleged that the right for each child with a
disability to receive adequate support and have access to all of the necessary facilities and
opportunities will be undermined and that the Law goes against the objective of inclusive
education.

96. Itis also reported that the Law will affect the right to education of foreign children, who
represented 6.4 per cent of the total number of children in the school year 2007-2008, as the
Government has announced its intention to review the system of access to education of foreign
students at every level and to establish separate “integration classes” which may contradict the
principle of non-discrimination and the right of access to quality education for everyone. In order
to ensure appropriate integration of foreign children into the school system it would be allegedly
better to have them attend regular classes and provide intensive learning of Italian with specialist
teachers and/or with the support of cultural mediators, without placing them in these separate
“integration classes”.

97. Furthermore, it is also alleged that the Law will affect the right to education of Roma
children and adolescents, whether Italian or foreign, as this group of students is particularly
vulnerable and presents a high rate of drop-out in the primary and secondary levels and a very
low enrolment in universities and institutes of higher education.

98. Concerns have been raised that the Education Bill, as adopted, could be inconsistent with
Italy’s international obligations, which require State authorities to enforce the right to education
rather than impose considerable cuts in budget and resources.

99. Finally, its is also reported that article 16 of Law No. 133 adopted by the Chamber of
Deputies on 6 August 2008, allegedly allows public universities through their respective
Academic Senates to transform themselves into foundations governed by private laws, which
would then become solely responsible for their own respective budget and finances. Concerns
have been raised that this article may result in a significant increase in tuition and other related
fees for students at universities governed as private foundations and constitute a barrier for
access to superior education and thus undermine the right to education.

Communication received

100. By letter dated 2 January 2009, the Government replied to the communication sent

on 22 December 2008. From a general point of view, Italy strongly challenges the facts and the
conclusions outlined in the letter, as the Italian Government is actively committed to
streamlining and improving the overall educational system, considering the increasingly poor
learning performances of Italian students, as shown by statistics. Moreover, it is worth recalling
that Italy has a longstanding tradition in upholding and promoting the principles of culture and
education, as recognized worldwide.
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Identification of the correct legal framework and of its content

101. Decree Law N0.137/08, converted by Law 169 of 2008, provides for a number of measures
aimed at improving the quality of the educational system. In particular, article 4 of the Decree
provides for the institution of a “single or main teacher” in the primary school. This teaching
pattern - which will apply only to first class from 1 September 2009 - will offer an option to
households between a 24 and a 27 hours weekly schedule, and even a 30 hours should staff
resources so allow. If the “single or main teacher” is not skilled in all subjects, he will be
supported by other teachers qualified in foreign languages and in religion. This is a choice
widely used in Europe (Great Britain, France and Finland) and it was also successfully adopted
by Italy in the past.

102. Moreover, the new legislation confirms the option for families for a full time

schedule (40 hours a week) for their children, at least to the extent it is currently provided.
Therefore, the additional resources possibly freed by the abolition of “coexistence” (of more
teachers), are therefore available for upgrading the educational offer.

103. With reference to the planned measures of staff reduction, this issue is regulated by

Law 133/2008 and not by Decree Law No. 137/08, which demands an active containment of
expenditure in all sectors of the Public Administration, due to budgetary constraints made more
stringent by the current international crisis. However these measures will not affect the quality of
education, as they streamline the use of available human resources which would be employed,
for instance, to increase the offer of full time (in primary school) and extended time (in
secondary school) schedules.

Possible privatization of Public Universities

104. Law 133/2008 stipulates that Public Universities may decide to transform themselves into
foundations governed by private law. It is a free choice that Universities can make as part of
their autonomy. The option is therefore a mere legal tool allowing Universities that so decide, to
gather external financial resources more easily (including from the private sector), while
enhancing networking at local and international level and with the business sector.

105. However, this provision does not impinge on the institutional tasks which legally bind all
Universities or on the engagement of the State to provide financial resources to these
Universities which do not opt to change their (current) legal status. It is worth mentioning that,
according to the new legislation and in order to warrant the implementation of article 33 of the
Italian Constitution, the State retains the power of supervision and control also on the possible
new academic foundations.

106. Moreover, it must be pointed out that, based on the new “Guidelines for University” -
which have been approved by the Government and will be translated into law in the next
months - an increase in the academic fees can be ruled out; on the contrary, a “strong system of
financial support through scholarships and other means” will be guaranteed and further
developed. It can be useful to underline that other European countries (Portugal, Great Britain)
have a far more detailed set of rules in this regard.



A/HRC/11/8/Add.1
page 20

Access to the right to education and universal access to education

107. Based on the above and on the underlying principles of the Italian system, the adopted
legislation confirms the universal access of all children to a quality education provided by a
qualified and adequate teaching staff. As a matter of fact, in spite of the expected cutbacks,
which however will be largely re-absorbed by retirements, the average student/class ratio will
remain at 21 students per class (currently 20.6), well below the European average. Moreover,
also the student/teacher ratio is much lower in Italy than in other countries: at the primary and
secondary school level, this ratio is respectively 10.6 and 10.7 pupils per teacher, against an
average of 16.7 and 13.4 in the OECD area (source: OECD - “Education at a Glance”

report - 2007).

Adequate measures for school buildings

108. According to the Italian legal framework, competence in terms of school building
(including supply of equipment, ordinary and extraordinary maintenance and repairs of over
42 thousand public school buildings, as well as their adaptation and renovation to comply with
the rules and the safety standards), and jurisdiction, is shared between various institutional
levels, with an important and prevailing role played by local authorities.

109. The Italian Government considers school building and its adaptation to safety rules a
priority, above all because of large earthquake zones existing in various regions of the country.
To this end, here is an outline of the most recent measures undertaken:

¢ Implementation of the triennial plan 2007-2009, aimed at upgrading school buildings
safety

¢ Inclusion, in the Framework Program for Strategic Infrastructures worked out by the
Ministry for Infrastructures and Transports, of an “Extraordinary plan for the upgrading
of school buildings safety, in particular of those located in potential earthquake areas”

e Law 169/2008 (which converted Decree Law 7:37/2008), has made the funding of such
measures more structural and stable in the years, providing for the setting aside of an
amount of no less than 5 per cent of the resources allocated for the Framework Program
for Strategic Infrastructures

e The same Law has also provided for urgent interventions to ensure the safety of some
100 schools located in potential earthquake areas

e Allocation of 480 million Euros, drawn from underutilized funds available from
different sectors, to implement infrastructural projects in the school setter, including
school building

Protection of children with disabilities

110. The legislation in force on the right to education for children with disabilities has not been
modified, thus confirming the right to integration, which has always been a distinctive feature of
the Italian school policy.
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111. Previous provisions regulating this subject (Law No. 244 of 24 December 2007, article 1,
paragraph 414) have been confirmed. They provided for the intake of support teachers at a rate
equal to 70 per cent of the overall support positions made available for the school year
2006/2007, thus passing from the previous figure of 48,400 to 63,000 regular teachers. The
remaining 30 per cent of the available positions has been covered with teachers on temporary
staff. The average ratio of one teacher for every two children with disabilities has also been
confirmed - the same as in the past - as well as the maximum of 20 pupils-per class, as a rule, in
classes with a child carrying disabilities.

Access to education for foreign children

112. A distinctive feature of the Italian school is to be open to all and welcoming. The right to
education is thoroughly protected. Everyone can enroll in a school, even without a regular
residence permit. The National Observatory for the integration of foreign pupils and for
intercultural education, established in December 2006, has elaborated a document which
constitutes a reference for school integration policies.

113. This document draws its inspiration from four general principles: universalism, common
school, centrality of the person and inter-cultural dialogue. In particular, with reference to the
principle of “common school”, it stages that “the Italian school has tended to include non-Italian
pupils in normal school classes from the very first stages of education, thus avoiding putting up
separate learning places”.

114. As indicated also in several parliamentary motions, the Government and the Parliament are
firmly committed to keeping free access to school, while offering children without a sufficient
knowledge of the Italian language the opportunity to acquire a minimum skill that is needed to
make headway in their studies. This, however, will not occur through the establishment of ad hoc
classes, but through specific teaching modules, in addition to regular school subjects.

115. Therefore, the parliamentary decisions referred to in the document above-mentioned do not
undermine the principle of integration, but rather favor its more effective implementation,
through the adoption of organizational measures, limited in time and aimed at eliminating the
linguistic difficulties that foreign pupils experience at first, when joining the Italian school.

116. In conclusion, the above mentioned provisions aim at favoring foreign children, as an
adequate knowledge of the Italian language is a prerequisite for their integration and learning
process.

Access to education for Roma children

117. About 36,000 Roma children and adolescents in the age-group of compulsory schooling
are estimated to live in Italy, only a third of which are enrolled in school. All principles of
inclusion in ordinary classes apply to Roma children, as to any foreign child.

118. The real challenge is to have Roma children, both Italian and foreign, who do not follow
the compulsory schooling, joining school. The Ministry for Education is actively engaged in the
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implementation of a plan, coordinated by the Home Ministry, addressing the situation of nomads
from all standpoints (logistic, sanitary, educational, social, etc). The top priority remains the full
integration of Roma children and adolescents into ordinary school.

119. Moreover, to address cases where full integration faces overwhelming obstacles due to
logistic problems and to Roma culture, not always inclined to schooling, the Government is
working out a plan based on the possibility of establishing “open classes” within Roma
communities, with the participation of linguistic mediators offered by local institutions. The plan
would allow to start a process aimed at progressively overcoming the cultural resistance and, at
the same time it would enable teachers and social operators to have a real picture of the situation
in terms of numbers and educational needs. This solution should only be a “bridge” towards the
progressive inclusion of Roma children and adolescents into common classes, thus avoiding
cases of permanent confinement to a ghetto that do not belong to the Italian culture of
integration.

Observations

120. The Special Rapporteur thanks the Government for its extensive and informative reply.
Iran (Islamic Republic of)

Communication sent

121. On 23 September 2008, the Special Rapporteur, together with the Chairperson-Rapporteur
of the Working Group on Arbitrary Detention, the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and
protection of the right to freedom of opinion and expression, the Special Rapporteur on the
independence of judges and lawyers, the Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman
or degrading treatment or punishment, and the Special Rapporteur on the human rights of
migrants sent a communication concerning Dr. Mehdi Zakerian, a scholar of international
relations and international law, chair of the International Studies Association of Iran (ISAI), also
known by its French name and acronym Association iranienne des études internationales (AIEI),
an independent body aimed at promoting teaching, research and debate on international relations.

122. According to the information received, Dr. Zakerian, was arrested on or

around 15 August 2008. The exact circumstances of his arrest and the place of detention where
he is being held are not known. His family has been permitted to meet him only once, on 6 or

7 September, at Branch 12 of the Revolutionary Court in Tehran under the supervision of court
officials. Since then Dr. Zakerian has not been in contact with them. It is unclear whether this
meeting was meant as an official courtroom appearance, since Dr. Zakerian has been accused of
offences relating to national security including espionage, but has not formally been charged.
During the meeting Dr. Zakerian appeared to be weak.

123. ltis believed that Dr. Zakerian’s detention might be an attempt to prevent him from
travelling to the United States of America to take up a new post at the University of
Pennsylvania as he was awaiting his visa when he was detained. Dr. Zakerian used to be an
assistant professor at the Islamic Azad University in Tehran until September 2007, when he was
dismissed from the post without explanation. He had taught for more than 10 years, holding
posts at a number of important Iranian universities, and has written numerous articles.
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124. Inview of Dr. Zakerian’s reported incommunicado detention at an undisclosed place of
detention, grave concern is expressed as regards his physical and mental integrity. Further
concerns are expressed that his detention might be solely connected to his reportedly peaceful
exercise of his right to freedom of opinion and expression, which includes the right to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds, regardless of frontiers, and of his right to
freely leave any country, including his own.

Observations

125. The Special Rapporteur regrets not having received a reply from the Government regarding
the above-mentioned communication.

Japan
Communication sent

126. On 19 February 2009, the Special Rapporteur, together with the Special Rapporteur on
the human rights of migrants sent a communication regarding Noriko Calderon, a 13 year-old
girl child born and raised in Japan, whose rights are alleged to be under serious threat, given an
alleged risk of deportation of her parents, Ms. Sarah Calderon and Mr. Alan Calderon, irregular
migrants of Filipino origin.

127. According to information received, Noriko Calderon is a 13 year-old girl, born on

July 4, 1995 in Kawaguchi, Japan. She currently pursues studies at Warabi Dai-ichi Middle
School, in the city of Warabi, Saitama Prefecture, Japan. She has been raised in Japan as an
ordinary child would and has developed the social relationships inherent to that in Japan from
her birth 13 years ago. She has always lived in Japan, never visited