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Introductory Note
Greek Helsinki Monitor (GHM) and Minority Rights Group – Greece (MRG-G) have submitted a parallel report and an addendum to UN CESCR’s Pre-Sessional Working Group (December 2002) when Greece’s initial report was first reviewed. They have also developed a special web page (http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/special_issues/cescr.html) from where GHM/MRG-G reports, as well as Greece’s state report, its replies to the list of issues, the UN CESCR’s list of issues and other related documents can be accessed. 

GHM/MRG-G submit herein comments on Greece’s Replies to the CESCR’s List of Issues. They acknowledge the following contributions on the respective questions in preparation of this document: 

· European Parliament Member Ms Anna Karamanou: Questions 7-9.

· Mr. Petros Angelakis, attorney: Questions 7-9.

· Mr Cemil Kapza, Minority Scientists’ Association Board Member: Questions 11, 37.

· Mr. Nikos Voulgaropoulos, NGO “Disability Now!”: Questions 12, 34.

· Association of Greek Conscientious Objectors: Question 13.

· Support Center for Children and Family: Question 18.

· University of Thessaloniki Psychology Department Professor Emeritus Ms. Mika Haritou: Question 30.

· University of Athens Associate Professor of Pediatrics Mr. Panayote Spiridis: Question 31.

· Ms Martha Floratou, Intercultural Primary School Advisor: Question 35.

· Athens University Law School Professor Emeritus, Mr. George Koumantos: Question 38.

GHM/MRG-G assume nevertheless sole responsibility for the content of this report.

GHM/MRG-G would like to note that, for questions that they do not submit comments, the state’s answers are generally accurate with the following exceptions. First, GHM/MRG-G did not have the necessary resources to gather information on trade union rights and the right to social security. Secondly, as they received no information from an NGO specializing on child abuse and corporal punishment in the family, there were not able to evaluate Greece’s related answers on time for this report.
INTRODUCTION
Comments on Greece’s position on national minorities

The Greek state’s answer
 makes clear why Greece is one of the few Council of Europe members that have not ratified the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, which Greece signed in 1997. Its position, which is apparently expressed in a similar way in the draft state report on the implementation of the ICCPR, drew the criticism of the National Commission for Human Rights (NCHR, see below), in its review of that draft.
 The NCHR first pointed out that, besides the “Muslim” minority, there is de jure recognition of the Jewish minority as well. It then lists other ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities, like Roma, Catholics, Protestants, Armenians, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Turks, Pomaks, (Slavo)Macedonians, Vlachs and Arvanites. It then adds that “some of these groups also seek recognition of their ethnic origins;” it concludes that “this situation does not confirm the categorical statement in the draft report according to which there are no other groups in Greece which could be defined according to international law standards as minorities.” The NCHR stops short of naming the groups that “seek recognition of their ethnic origins,” but it is well known that they are the Macedonians (not recognized at all) and the Turks (recognized only as Muslims). The NCHR asks moreover for updated statistical data on the Muslim minority based on the 2001 census. This reveals the widespread ignorance on this matter, as in no census after 1951 were questions on language and religion included. Hence what the Greek state persists in presenting as 1991 census data are in fact arbitrary estimates of the Greek authorities. During Greece’s review by CERD in 2001, following a similar NGO comment and a related question by an expert, the representative of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Maria Telalian, confirmed that the “census” data are not in fact census data: 

“Mr. Thornberry also asked me whether there are elements and whether there are figures concerning the ethnic origin of the minority. I would like to say that we don’t have such figures on the basis of the census which has been done in the past in Greece. However, I would like to say that the different ethnic origin of the Muslim minority derives from various factors, such as studies which have been done, sociological studies have been done on the composition of different groups in Thrace. They are also registered in the Municipal registry. And it is obvious that they belong to different ethnic groups. On the other hand, they already gave you some indication of the different ethnic character of the groups, distinct language, different language, distinct cultural characteristics that it has.”

Moreover, GHM/MRG-G would like to note that in the state data, two constituent groups of the Muslim minority are presented with their ethnic names (Pomaks and Roma), while the third only with its “origin” (“of Turkish origin” rather than “Turks”). This reflects the persistent denial to allow Turkish associations to be registered in Greece, while Pomak and Roma associations are not only registered but also encouraged and often state-sponsored. 
Likewise, Macedonians associations are not registered. Despite the European Court of Human Rights July 1998 ruling against Greece on the refusal to register the “Home of Macedonian Civilization,” Greek courts once again refused its registration, on 19 December 2003, despite Greece’s 2000 pledge to the Council of Europe to the contrary.
 On this issue, GHM/MRG-G note the related excerpt from the Council of Europe’s ECRI draft 2004 report on Greece, sent to the Greek authorities on December 5, 2003, and later leaked to Greek media:

“In its confidential report submitted to the Greek government on December 5, 2003 … ECRI… encourages Greek authorities to take additional measures in the direction of recognition of the freedom of association and expression of the members of the Macedonian and Turkish communities who live in Greece.”
 

GHM/MRG-G would also like to underline that the issue of the acknowledgement of the existence of a Macedonian minority in Greece is a very sensitive issue that the Greek state lobbies hard internationally to avoid it be mentioned. This had led, inter alia, to a rare vote, followed by an equally rare ending note by three experts, in CERD’s 2001 deliberations on the concluding observations on Greece:

“Paragraph 17


59. Mr. THORNBERRY said that the reference to the Sidiropoulos v. Greece case without further detail was unclear. He also noted that the Macedonian community was not mentioned in any other paragraph of the draft concluding observations. He therefore proposed that the words ‘and its implications fully taken into account in legal and policy developments affecting people of Macedonian origin’ should be added after the words ‘and urges that the decision be widely disseminated within and beyond legal and judicial circles’. 


60. Mr. YUTZIS said he also thought that the Macedonian community should be mentioned in the draft concluding observations.


61. Mr. de GOUTTES said that paragraph 17 was unclear and should be either substantially amended or deleted.


62. The CHAIRMAN, having called for a show of hands to indicate whether the Committee preferred to maintain or delete the paragraph, noted that a majority of Committee members supported its deletion. 


63. Paragraph 17 was deleted.

….

72. Mr. SHAHI said he regretted that, following the deletion of paragraph 17, the draft concluding observations did not state that communities must be free to manage their own associations, including charities.


73. Mr. THORNBERRY said he regretted that, since paragraph 17 had been deleted and his proposal to amend it had not been adopted, the text of the concluding observations contained no reference to the Macedonian community, which did exist after all.


74. Mr. YUTZIS said that he endorsed the point made by Mr. Thornberry.”

Finally, GHM/MRG-G would like to point out that the protection of the “vulnerable” groups the Greek state mentions did not include, through April 2004, the transposition of the EU’s fundamental anti-discrimination directives 2000/43/EC and 2000/78/EC.

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

A. General legal framework within which human rights are protected

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 1

With regard to the Greek state’s answer, it is noted that Greek courts seldom, if ever, take into account international instruments and related jurisprudence. This was one of the alarming conclusions following GHM’s attempt to invigorate the largely dormant Greek anti-racism provisions of Law 927/79. In these cases filed by GHM, all relevant international anti-discrimination instruments to which Greece is a party, including articles 2 and 11 of the ICESCR (and which, according to Art 28 paragraph 1 of the Greek Constitution, are “an integral part of domestic Greek law and shall prevail over any contrary provision of the law”
) were invoked. Nevertheless, none of these cases resulted in a conviction, while the courts failed in their rulings to explain why these international provisions were found by them as non applicable.
 Similarly, expert Nicholas Sitaropoulos
 noted that: 

“Despite the large number of international human rights instruments ratified by Greece only two of them have so far exerted major influence on the application of Greek human rights law: The European Convention on Human Rights (ratified in 1974) and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ratified in 1997). However, even these international instruments have only recently (1990s) started to be effectively applied by Greek courts. What is more important though, in practice, is the effective application of ratified human rights instruments by the executive organs of the Greek state. Greece occasionally has been rightly criticised for not securing the consistent implementation of safeguards contained in international human rights treaties, even in those against torture and ill-treatment. As a consequence, the actual application of most of the treaties mentioned below may not be regarded as successful. The main reason for this failure is the very limited human rights law education in Greek Law Schools, in the Bars and in the School of Judges, as well as the lack or insufficient human rights education in Greek schools and in the curricula of training schools for public servants and law enforcement personnel.”

Nicholas Sitaropoulos has also noted that

“Greek courts have never effectively applied anti-racism Law 927/1979. A series of recent criminal proceedings targeting the publication of anti-Semitic, xenophobic/racist texts in the press, brought before Greek criminal courts by an NGO (Greek Helsinki Monitor), have not had any effect, mainly due to misinterpretation by Greek courts of the above statute. In September 2003 the above NGO and the International Federation for Human Rights launched a special report and publicised a letter to the Greek Justice Minister expressing their grave concern at this practice of Greek courts, which has in effect thwarted any attempts to implement the anti-racism legislation by judicial fora.”

In general, as the Greek Ombudsman, Mr. George Kaminis, has noted:

“There are a lot of sanctioning mechanisms in Greece. There are courts, prosecutors … have you seen them produce any results?… We have a very advanced legislation. Greece has a good constitution. The problem lies in its implementation.”

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 3 (section 1.b)

Although the Greek Ombudsman’s Office sent a strongly worded letter to the Municipality of Nea Kios, drawing their attention to the fact that the latter’s actions were verging on racism, it nevertheless refrained from referring the case to the Misdemeanors Prosecutor’s Office.
 Unlike the referral by the Ombudsman, in 2001, to the Misdemeanors Prosecutor of Athens, of a report concerning the allegedly illegal forced eviction of three Romani families by officials of the Municipality of Aspropyrgos in July 14, 2000.
 A referral by the Ombudsman usually leads to a judicial investigation, as in the case of Aspropyrgos. In the case of Nea Kios, the absence of any such investigation led fifteen representatives of NGO’s, political parties and political movements to file, on June 30, 2000, a criminal complaint report with the Misdemeanors Prosecutor of Nafplio (with jurisdiction on Nea Kios). Additionally, on June 16, 2000, then Greek Minister of Justice (with a NGO background) Michalis Stathopoulos, ordered a judicial preliminary inquiry to be launched into the Nea Kios incidents. Nevertheless, almost four years following the lodging of the complaint report and the issuing of the ministerial order, there has been no development on the case. When GHM contacted the Misdemeanors Prosecutor’s Office on March 16, 2004, they were informed that both files were with the prosecutor in charge of the case, who in the meantime was transferred to the island of Chios and took them with her…

Comments to Greece’s Answers to Question 2 and 4

With respect to the Greek National Commission for Human Rights (NCHR), it is noted that the latter is not, as the Greek state claims, a “totally independent institution” (as for example the Greek Ombudsman’s Office and the Data Protection Authority). According to Law 2667/1998 that founded the Greek National Commission for Human Rights, the Commission is “…subject to the Prime Minister”.
 Furthermore, according to Article 2 paragraph 3 of the same Law, “The members of the Commission and their alternates shall be appointed by a decision of the Prime Minister for a term of office of three (3) years.”, while it is the Prime Minister who authorizes the convening of the Commission in order for it to elect a President.
 Finally, the Greek Prime Minister is also responsible for appointing two persons of “recognized authority with special knowledge of matters of the protection of human rights”.
 It is also to be noted that it was the Greek state that appointed four NGOs
 as members of the Commission. The National Commission decided, on February 6, 2003, to include two additional NGOs in its composition. None of these NGOs include in their mandate the active monitoring and reporting on human rights violations in Greece, especially in the sensitive area of minority rights. While no other NGOs were involved in even advising the government in the selection of the six NGOs, members of the NCHR.

The structure and mandate of Greek NCHR conform to the 1991 Paris Principles
, with the notable exception that the Greek National Commission cannot take up individual cases. The Greek National Commission has published numerous reports on a wide range of issues pertaining to social, economic and cultural rights. However, most of the recommendations therein are not taken up by the relevant state agencies, as for example in the case of the 2001 NCHR’s Report on Roma: hence, the NCHR noted in its Observations on the First Greek National Report under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights that “there is an immediate need to provide social protection to the Gypsies (Roma) in Greece, as they are an particularly vulnerable social group”.
 Similarly, the NCHR’s Advisory Opinion on the draft law incorporating EU Directives 2000/43/EC and 2000/78/EC has been ignored.
 According to the NCHR, the draft law contains many deficiencies which will severely hamstring its application and will afford a level of protection lower than the one anticipated by the Directive.

GHM/MRG-G would also like to note that the excerpt on the NCHR in Greece’s Replies to the List of Issues is essentially a verbatim reproduction of the May 30, 2003 letter of the National Commission to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
 Nevertheless, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs omitted certain critical excerpts from the NCHR letter in its Replies to the List of Issues. Thus, in relation to its recommendations concerning refugees, the NCHR noted in its letter to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that 

“According to the above-mentioned documents the total capacity of all the reception centers in Greece in 2002 amounted to 1,235 while in May 2003, according to UNHCR data, it was 1,440. A new permanent state reception (capacity of 100 persons) was recently established by Presidential Decree 366/2002 (December 2002). However, the annual asylum applications in Greece between 1996 and 2002 were: 1996: 1,572; 1997: 4,376; 1998: 2,953; 1999: 1,528; 2000: 3,083; 2001: 5,499; 2002: 5,664. From these numbers it is obvious that a large number of asylum seekers, in fact thousands, in Greece remain de facto without any reception facilities, in contravention of international and European refugee protection standards. As a consequence, it is submitted that the Ministry of Health and Welfare should intensify its efforts so that more asylum seekers’ reception centres are established in Greece, in accordance with the relevant standards established by UNHCR and the European Union”

The above excerpt does not appear in the Greek state’s Replies to the List of Issues. Similarly, in relation the reports the NCHR has submitted to the Ministry of Education and Religious Cults, the National Commission also noted the following:

“With regard to the Ministry of Education, the relevant reports provided to NCHR show indeed a serious effort on behalf of the above Ministry to promote the education status of alien immigrants, refugees and asylum seekers as well as Roma pupils in Greece, especially since 1996 (Law 2413/1996 on inter-cultural education).”

This appears in the Greece’s Replies to the List of Issues. The following, however, which follows the above excerpt in the NCHR’s letter, does not appear in the Replies: 

“However, the above reports have not been accompanied with any statistical data on the numbers of pupils belonging to the above social groups or with empirical evidence regarding the results of the above efforts, that is, the effects they have had on the actual educational development of members of the above socially vulnerable groups.”

Finally, GHM/MRG-G note that the Greek state in its Replies to the List of Issues also fails to address question 2 of the List of Issues, namely what steps the Greek state has undertaken in order to disseminate the Covenant as well as other treaties to the Greek public. These documents, and especially the UN Treaty Bodies’ recommendations to Greece, are widely unknown in Greece and not even mentioned in most relevant government websites. While the websites of the Research Centre on Equality Issues (http://www.kethi.gr/english/indexen.htm) and the General Secretariat on Equality (http://www.isotita.gr/english.htm) that do have links to UN CEDAW, fail to have links to CEDAW’s 2002 recommendations on Greece. 
Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 5

In its answer, the Greek state mentions that “…NGOs have participated in the elaboration of National Reports, e.g. of the National Report on the implementation of the Beijing Platform for Action (1999)”.
 Implicitly Greece admits that NGOs did not take part in the drafting reports to UN Treaty Bodies, including CESCR and CEDAW. In fact, GHM/MRG-G would like to note that certain Ministries appear to actually want to prevent NGOs from drafting parallel reports to UN bodies, by not providing them with the state reports, as was the case with the process for CESCR. Both in September and November 2002, GHM requested from the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs a copy of the Greek Core Document and of the Greek Initial Report to the CESCR.
 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs did not respond. On February 22, 2003, GHM lodged a complaint with the Ombudsman’s Office over the non reply of the Ministry. In its letter, GHM attempted to pre-empt a potential justification that the documents requested were confidential and hence could not be made public, noting that the Greek NCHR had been provided with copies of the aforementioned two documents.
 Indeed, on March 6, 2003, the Greek Ombudsman’s Office addressed a letter to the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, noting that the deadline for responding to a citizen’s request concerning the provision of official documents had expired.
 It was only following the Ombudsman’s Office intervention that the Ministry of Foreign Affairs responded to GHM on April 14, 2003, that the Greek report to the CESCR could not be provided, citing reasons of confidentiality, since it had not yet been published by the UN as an official UN Document.
 Deeming the answer not satisfactory, GHM addressed a second letter to the Ombudsman’s Office, noting that at least the Core document could have been provided, since from October 7, 2002, the document had been uploaded to the UN’s website. GHM also noted that, following its communication with the Secretariat of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, it transpired that UN is actually encouraging state parties to provide NGOs and other interested parties with copies of, inter alia, national reports to UN bodies. Moreover, GHM argued that the argument of non disclosure of the report due to its confidential nature was not valid, in so far as other state agencies, such as the Ministry of Public Order and the General Secretariat for Equality had promptly provided GHM with the relevant state reports to UN CAT and UN CEDAW, respectively. In fact, in a commendable departure from usual practice, the General Secretariat for Equality had widely disseminated the state report to CEDAW in both languages. Finally, GHM noted that both documents (the Greek Core document and the Initial Report to the CESCR) had already been made available to the Greek National Commission on Human Rights and hence were accessible to its members, four of which were NGOs.
 Unfortunately, the Ombudsman’s Office did not follow up with the case and so far GHM’s concerns have remain unanswered and the Ministry did not provide GHM with the reports even when they became available in the UN websites. 

B. Information and Publicity

Comments on Greece’s Answers to Question 6

In its reply to Question 6, the Greek state is implicitly acknowledging that state reports to UN bodies and other documents (such as Concluding Observations and Recommendations, Lists of Issues etc) are not available in the public domain. The only notable exception here is the Greek state Report to CEDAW which was available in both languages (English and Greek) well in advance of Greece’s review by CEDAW. Turning to the Greek Report to the CESCR, the latter remains unknown not only to the public and the media, but even to competent state agencies GHM had contacted. 

II. ISSUES RELATING TO THE GENERAL PROVISION OF THE COVENANT (arts. 1-5)

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 7

GHM/MRG-G observe that the Greek state mentions no concrete measures taken to address the issue; none is known to have been taken, even after the publication of the study presented in Greece’s Replies to the List of Issues, in June 2003.
 
Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 8

A recurring theme in the Greek state’s reports to UN Bodies, highlighted by the NCHR, is the divergence between the legislative framework and its implementation.
 Thus, while it is true that Law 3103/2003 addresses the issue of equal access of women to police academies (although it should be noted that quotas for women are still applicable in relation to women applying for the Officers Academy of the Fire Brigade), women continue to be victims of indirect discrimination in relation to entry criteria. In April 2003, the Greek Ministry of Public Order announced a competition for the entry of both men and women to police academies. Under the terms of the competition, both eligible men and women should have a height of at least 170cm, while the same standards were set for men and women alike in relation to athletic tests. Many women candidates have already challenged the legality of the criteria set out by the Ministry of Public Order, which appears to be the only ministry to set out such discriminatory criteria vis-à-vis women candidates.
 The Ministry of Merchant Marine for example, with jurisdiction on the Coast Guard, has no such discriminatory criteria in its competitions for Coast Guard personnel. Nevertheless, it should be stated that the Ministry of Merchant Marine has not taken any measures to address the issue of the first women to enter the Coast Guard in the early 1980’s as low ranking personnel. These women do not have the opportunity, due to age restrictions, to apply for entry into the Coast Guards Non-Commissioned Offices Academy, while their repeated calls for their advancing in ranks have not been heard.
 
Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 9

With respect to Greece’s Answer to Question 9, GHM/MRG-G would like to note that it is true that Muslim minority women formally have the option of turning either to the local muftis (if they live in Western Thrace, as there are no Muftis in the rest of Greece) or to the competent Greek courts concerning family and inheritance law cases. In reality, however, Muslim minority women are not aware of this fact. Moreover, it should be noted that the Muslim minority of Western Thrace, whose majority of members claim a Turkish national identity, is an extremely conservative one. Consequently, it is not easy for a Muslim woman to assert her rights before a Greek court, as such an act would be frowned upon by other members of her community. Another problem hampering the access of Muslim women to the Greek court system is the inability of many Muslim women (especially of Pomak women) to speak Greek, as Member for the European Parliament Ms Anna Karamanou noted during her visits in Minority and Pomak villages in Western Thrace.
 Moreover, even if they turned to the civil courts, case law indicates that the latter do not review the merits of the decisions of the muftis but only if the formalities are correct: hence, the muftis’ rulings are in reality final, as experts have stated.

The most serious problem though is that such procedures take place before religious or judicial authorities without the women even been informed. GHM/MRG-G are aware of a case where the application of Shariah deprived a Muslim woman her right to have her case heard before an impartial and independent tribunal. Ms Songiul Hasan, resident of the Kalkantza/Ifaistos settlement
 in Komotini, Western Thrace, informed GHM/MRG-G that, in 1999, she appeared with her husband, Mr Sezgin Durgut, before the Mufti of Komotini in order to agree to a divorce. Although they reached an agreement and the Mufti issued a Divorce Ruling
 in 1999, Ms Hasan and her husband continued living together until 2002, when, unbeknown to Ms Hasan, her husband, filed an application with the local One Member First Instance Court to have the mufti’s ruling confirmed and the marriage annulled. Under Law 1920/1991, cases concerning family and inheritance law issues of members of the Muslim minority are tried under the ex parte jurisdiction, essentially meaning that the other party is not notified as to the trial proceedings. Indeed, on September 5, 1999, the One Member First Instance Court of Rhodope issued its decision No 215/2002, with which it adopted the Mufti’s ruling of 1999 and held that the marriage between Ms Hasan and Mr Durgut was officially dissolved.
 Ms Hasan was informed of her “divorce” on September 17, 2002, when along with a GHM/MRG-G associate, she visited the local Birth Registry Office in order to file an application for a Marriage Registration Certificate. There, she was informed by the clerk that she was not married anymore.
 

GHM/MRG-G has also noted numerous other causes for concern over the way Muslim minority are treated by state authorities. A detailed presentation on the application of sharia, including the acceptance of polygamy among Muslims is available in GHM/MRG-G September 2002 Parallel Report on Greece’s Compliance with the UN Convention on Economic, Cultural and Social Rights (page 18).
 

It should also be noted that evidence would suggest that many Muslim and Romani men and women marry while still underage. Thus, according to preliminary data gathered by medical personnel of the state Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s Hospital,
 the average marriage age for Romani women was 14 while the same average for Romani men was 17.
 

One of the most anachronistic measures in force until 2002 was that of the marriage of Muslims by proxy and polygamy. Thus, until then, Greek citizens of Muslim faith could be married provided a standard power of attorney was sent to the competent Mufti. In fact, the Mufti of Komotini sent to the Greek NCHR nineteen powers of attorney concerning marriage by proxy. It is instructive to note that six out these nineteen powers of attorney concerned underage children.
 Following Deputy Ministry of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralisation’s Circular 21/2002, proxy marriages will not be registered in the relevant municipal registries. Interestingly enough, the underlying reason for this Circular is not related to human rights considerations but rather to concerns that “…foreigners attempting to enter and stay in Greece use as a means to that end proxy marriages with Greek citizens of Muslim faith”.
 As for bigamy between Muslims, Greek case law indicates that it is not considered a crime (as is among non-Muslims) and that the Koranic reference to it in conjunction with law 14/1914 overrides the relevant provisions of Greek civil law and Greek public order.
 
III. ISSUES RELATING TO SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF THE COVENANT 
(arts. 6-15)
Article 6 – The right to work

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 10

GHM/MRG-G would like to note that Greece extensive answer to question 10 does not contain any references to concrete effects from the application of the National Action Plan for Employment but rather to the Action Plan’s aims and objectives. This particular issue (i.e. the non-employment of suitable indicators) has consistently plagued all efforts to carry out impact assessment studies that are necessary in order to identify problematic areas and take appropriate measure. Assessing the Greek National Action Plan for Social Inclusion employment related policies for 2001-2003, an independent body of Greek experts noted that
“evaluation studies on the impact of these measures are scarce and hard to come by. In addition, the lack of hard evidence on the number and situation of the various vulnerable social groups raises serious questions regarding both the effectiveness of policy planning and the ordering of priorities in relation to the needs and the number of beneficiaries. Unless such drawbacks are significantly reduced, there is a real danger that the preventive and active character of most of these policy measures will be practically cancelled out. Of course these drawbacks characterize almost all social policy related areas though at variance.”

Indeed, in the European Council’s Recommendation of July 23, 2003 “On the implementation of Member States’ employment policies, Greece is inter alia urged to “further upgrade statistical monitoring systems”.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 11.a.

In its Report to the Committee on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination,
 Greece essentially outlined the measures it had undertaken or that were already in progress vis-à-vis various aspects of the life of the Roma. The Committee on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination welcomed many of these measures, especially in the field of housing, as they included a time frame. The Greek governments goal in the field of housing for the Roma was to “eliminate all tent-dweller settlements in the country by the end of 2001”, while all Roma were to have acquired a privately owned house within the following three years.
 

Unfortunately however, the objective stated above proved to be no more than wishful thinking on the part of the Greek government, which has recently stated that now its basic objective is to ensure that “…within the next two and a half years, almost all of the tent dwelling Roma will live just like the rest of the population in Greece.”

The issue of lack of suitable indicators in order to assess the impact of the program is also keenly felt in relation to the implementation of the Greek government programs vis-à-vis the Roma. The only assessment study that exists so far is the Greek Government’s own Implementation Review for the years 1996-1999, according to which the only measure that was implemented was the commissioning of a study in the immediate housing needs of the Roma.
 Despite the launching of new government program, entitled Integrated Action Plan for the Social Integration of Greek Gypsies in 2002, no impact assessment study as of yet has been forthcoming. In fact, as the European Commission notes, 

“This measure [the Integration Action Plan] also featured in 2001 NAP/incl. However, no detail on assessment of the impact of this action is given.”

Considering that CERD published its Concluding Observation on April 27, 2001, it is instructive to examine Greece’s record in relation to the Roma since. Perhaps the most striking example of the failure of the Greek state to fulfill its promises vis-à-vis the Roma is the following. According to an article in the Athens based Eleftherotypia daily newspaper of January 2, 2004, two-and-a-half years after the launching of the Greek Government’s Integrated Action Plan for the Greek Roma, the General Secretary of the Peloponnese Region Antonis Matsigos visited on New Year’s Day the Roma living a number of localities. According to Mr Matsigos, those Roma “…live under difficult conditions…[and their] quality of life is unacceptable”. GHM/MRG-G would only like to note that one of the communities Mr Matsigos visited, the Romani community of Messini, was to have been relocated from June 1996, under the 1996 National Program on the Roma.
 Moreover, a recent document by the Greek Ministry of Health and Welfare provides a snapshot of the living conditions prevailing in the seventy nine settlements the mobile units of the Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s hospital have visited from March 18, 2003, until February 24, 2004. According to that document
, the living conditions in twenty four out of the seventy nine settlements are “squalid.”

On the “Muslim minority,” its representatives have told GHM/MRG-G that only approximately two hundred minority members are employed as civil servants. Nevertheless, none of them are employed on a permanent basis but almost all of them work under limited term employment contracts, for which they is no guarantee that they will be renewed.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 11.b.
With regard to the transposition to the Greek legal order of Directive No. 2000/78/EC on the “Formation of a general framework for the equal treatment in employment and labour”, GHM/MRG-G would like to note the following. The Greek government decided to transpose both 2000/78/EC and 2000/43/EC directives with one law. Its draft was prepared and submitted to Parliament but was not voted before the Greek Parliament’s dissolution ahead of the parliamentary elections of March 7, 2004. 

The Greek government eventually prepared two different versions of the draft law, both of which however were essentially identical, despite the fact that the Greek National Commission had pointed out many shortcomings in the first version of the draft law.
 Thus for example, Article 6 of the draft law provides for positive discrimination measures only in relation to Greek expatriates that have returned to Greece or people of ethnic Greek origin, thus leaving outside its ambit religious minorities such as the Greek Catholics or the Muslims, as well as homosexuals/transsexuals. Similarly, Article 16 of the draft law concerning penal sanctions was limited only to cases of racial discrimination and not of cases of religious discrimination and discrimination based on a person’s sexual orientation. GHM had sent similar comments on the first draft law to the Minister of Justice in December 2003.

Turning to the EQUAL Project, GHM/MRG-G note that there are no studies on the impact that initiatives under the EQUAL project have had on combating discrimination in the field of employment. In fact, in relation to employment, the only persons, whose number cannot be ascertained, that gained employment under the EQUAL project have been those working in the various bodies and agencies implementing EQUAL-related project and only for its duration. GHM is a partner in one such initiative.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 12

GHM/MRG-G would like to note that once again, in relation to the issue of employment of persons with special needs, the Greek state merely sets out its objectives without providing any assessment or concrete figures concerning its successes in the relevant field. 

According to a 2002 survey by the Greek National Statistics Survey on the access to employment of persons with health problems or disabilities,
 the percentage of people with disabilities who are unemployed was low (8,9% as opposed to 9,6% for the general population).
 Nevertheless, according to the same survey, 84% of the people facing disabilities or other health problems were inactive in 2002, as opposed to 58% of the general population. Another issue that the survey brought to light is that only 3,5% of those persons with special needs that do work do so in a so-called “protected employment post”, i.e. employment posts where persons with special needs work under special arrangements.
 

It is illustrative to note that 42,5% of the people with special needs questioned stated that they face social exclusion problems.
 When asked as to the causes of their social exclusion, 50,4% stated that this was because they were stigmatized by the rest of society, 53,6% because they could not find employment, 62,1% because of inadequate social security benefits for persons with disabilities and 51,8% due to inadequate social welfare services. Oddly enough, only 19,4% stated that their main reason for their being socially excluded was the lack of proper infrastructure in public buildings.

The inference from the survey is that people with special needs in Greece feel, due to the lack of appropriate structures, marginalized and make no effort to integrate into the employment market. They seem to limit themselves to various disability benefits, and do not fight for employment opportunities, largely discouraged by access problems.

Article 7 – The rights to just and favorable conditions of work

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 13

GHM/MRG-G note that, according to the 1999 Greek Ombudsman’s Report on Alternative Service, both Law 2510/97 on alternative non-military/social service and the way in which the law has been implemented are 

“…intrinsically connected to a latent but widespread belief that provision for a system of alternative service is not sanctioned by the Constitution but rather constitutes a concession on the part of the lawmaker for which the interested parties or those who have already benefit from the relevant provisisons should be grateful. The ease of comparing the present situation [concerning alternative non-military / social service] with the “difficulties of the past”, as well as the usually abusive invocation of increased dangers [that Greece faces] and of the geopolitical particularity, form the underlying ground as well as the basis of legitimisation of such beliefs. These beliefs result in the relativization and impoverishment of constitutional rights, as they render their exercise contingent upon the favour of the ever changing fortuity and on the degree of tolerance of those who make decisions.”

GHM/MRG-G note that the measures the Greek state has adopted in the field of alternative service are essentially punitive in character, especially if compared with the relevant measures applicable to conscripts. 

Thus, conscientious objectors report that the length of the alternative service cinitnues to be an additional eighteen months to the term of military service in force (i.e. at present, military service is twelve months long so conscientious objectors will have to serve for twelve plus eighteen months, for a total of thirty months). In addition, conscientious objectors aged 35 and above cannot buy off part of their alternative service, as persons aged 35 and above with children performing their military service, can. The only “concession” that has been made to conscientious objectors aged 35 and above who are fathers is the reduction by two months per child of the total term they have to serve. Thus, whereas a conscientious objector aged below 35 would have to perform twelve plus eighteen months of alternative service, a conscientious objector aged 35 and above and who is the father to a child will have to serve twelve plus sixteen months.

GHM/MRG-G would also like to note that the European Committee of Social Rights has found that the length of the alternative service in Greece was in violation of Article 1, paragraph 2 of the European Social Charter. More specifically, in its Decision on the Merits in relation to Collective Complaint No 8/2000 lodged by the Quaker Council for European Affair against Greece, the European Committee of Social Rights ruled that the duration of alternative service in Greece is excessive and hence amounts to a disproportionate restriction on “the right of the worker to earn his living in an occupation freely entered upon”, as laid down in Article 1 paragraph 2 of the European Social Charter.

According to information that GHM/MRG-G have received from those concerned, conscientious objectors had in the past to work seventy to eighty hours per week, Saturdays and Sundays inclusive. Although things have improved in terms of working hours, the Greek Ministry of National Defence has not as of this date issued to its services any decision stating unequivocally that conscientious objectors are to be employed only during weekdays, for eight hours per day, as civil servants are. In fact, according to a document from the Recruitment Directorate of the Greek General Staff,
 the services rendered by conscientious objectors are not considered to be of a nature similar to that of ordinary working relations and consequently, conscientious objectors can be made to work for more hours if there is a real need. It is also noted that most of the time during conscript’s military service will not be spent on military training or other military duties but rather in cleaning installations, putting out fires etc.
 Consequently, the Greek state’s assertion to the effect that military service is more onerous (and hence the increased length of alternative service is justified) as conscripts have to spend more than ten hours daily on military related duties, is false. 

Another issue concerns the placement of conscientious objectors. While conscripts do have an opportunity to serve close to major urban centres (large military units are stationed and military installations are operative close to almost all major Greek urban centres)
, conscientious objectors are precluded from carrying out their service in or close to the six major cities of Greece (Athens, Thessaloniki, Patras, Larissa, Volos and Herakleion). According to the Greek National Commission for Human Rights, 

“Unless someone considers that all those areas that cover much more than the half of the populated country do not have social problems or needs that could have been helped through alternative civilian service, it would not be unfair to emphasize that the above wide exclusion rather tends to render the everyday life of an objector as difficult as possible (without access to many facilities), whereas big military units are still around several big cities of Greece.”

In fact, there are reports that the Greek General Staff is following a policy of assigning conscientious objectors to public services located in to areas more than four hundred kilometers away from the place of residence.

Perhaps however the most onerous measure concerning conscientious objectors is provided in Article 21, paragraph 5 of Law 2515/1997. Under this provision, recruiting officers have the discretionary power to deprive a conscientious objector of his right to perform alternative service, as a form of punishment for a variety of reasons, such as for a commitment of any disciplinary offence inside his working area or even for any irregular absence from his duties, even for one day or one hour according to the judgment of his supervisor.
 It is also noted that all applications for alternative services put forward by conscientious objectors are examined by a special committee of the Ministry of National Defence that makes non-binding recommendations to the Minister of Defence, who will then decide as to whether a person should accorder the status of conscientious objector and is consequently entitled to perform alternative service.
 Both the Greek Ombudsman’s Office and the Greek National Commission for Human Rights have repeatedly suggested that this Ministry of Defense committee be replaced by an independent civilian authority.
 

Article 10 – protection of family, mothers and children

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 17

GHM/MRG-G note that in its answer, the Greek state makes no reference to same-sex partnerships. This is because Greece does not recognize such partnerships and more generally considers homosexuality as deviant behavior. GHM/MRG-G refer to section 7.5 of their report to CESCR (page 28).

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 18

GHM/MRG-G find rather puzzling the Greek state’s assertion that “[the problem of street children] in any case is decreasing according to latest estimates”. In fact, there appear to be no accurate statistics as to number of street children in Greece. The Greek state also admitted that “The exact number of street children to whom the Minister of Health and Welfare provides protection and social care is not known. There are two schemes for children begging in the streets. The children are sheltered, fed, clothed and psychologically supported”.
 In any case, the number of street children receiving proper care is low. As the Greek state admits in its reply to Question 18 of the List of Issues, only thirty seven children are currently in proper childcare institutions. Another problem that has been noted is that of the virtual disappearance of street children from the state institutions where they were sheltered. According to data form the Aghia Varvara Center for the Protection of the Child that was located in Athens, the Center provided shelter to 644 children for the period from 1998 to 2001, 487 of which escaped from the center’s premises, 90 were delivered to their parents, 45 were relocated to Children’s Cities (state institutions for children) and the remaining 22 were delivered to the police (this number probably refers to children from Albania who were delivered to the police in order for the latter to transfer them back to Albania).
 A number of reasons have been put forward for the extremely high number of disappearances, ranging from repatriation to Albania to their falling prey to criminal gangs who transfer them to Western Europe and force them to prostitution of other criminal activities.
 The disappearance of street children from the Aghia Varvara center where they were hosted was also brought to the attention of the Greek Ombudsman’s Office, which launched an investigation into the incident. According to the investigation’s findings, the center was not properly staffed, while the measures implemented to promote the education and the psychological well-being of the children were inadequate. Moreover, in many cases it had been impossible to ascertain the real identity of the children, in relation to whom the institution of foster families had not been implemented. Additionally, there was no effective cooperation with the Albanian authorities to locate the children’s families and repatriate the children. Finally, the center was not properly guarded by the police. The above contributed to the children’s disappearance.

The Greek state’s claim to the effect that the issue of street children is actually decreasing is severely undermined by the fact that, to GHM/MRG-G’s knowledge, the only statistics concerning street children in Greece are the following that were provided by the Greek state the Committee for the Rights of the Child.
 According to these statistics, there were 1,162 recorded cases of children, aged seven to seventeen, begging in the streets from 1998 to 2000. The fact that this number constitutes a severe underestimation of the real extent of the problem of street children in Greece can be ascertained if a 2000 survey by UNICEF is taken into account. The survey that was limited both in scope (it concerned only the wider are of Attica) and duration (it took place from November 17 to November 29, 2000), recorded 955 children aged 2-15 years old begging in the streets. Approximately one quarter of them (23,6%) were Greek Roma, while approximately another quarter (28,1%) were of Albanian national origin.
 About 530 of the children were male, while about 100 of the children were aged 2-5 years old.
 In its Recommendations to the Greek state, the Committee on the Rights of the Child expressed its concern over the number of Roma street children and recommended to Greece that it should study the scope and causes of the issue of street children as well as that it should take steps to “…prevent children from falling into a situation of street life and to assist children in leaving street life, with a particular focus on Roma children.”

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 19

GHM/MRG-G would like to mention that specific measures were introduced to combat and punish trafficking of women and children: a law in 2002 and an implementation presidential decree 2003. Yet effective comprehensive protection of victims and adequate fair –including prompt- trials of perpetrators are still lacking. This is why Greece is among the countries with the lowest (“tier three”) rating in the US Department of State reports of 2002 and 2003. While Hellenic Police appears to be efficiently trained in the new legislation and has an impressive record of arrests, of the ca.250 women in rings of illegal, usually forced, prostitution dismantled by police, only four were known to be hosted in the two shelters by April 2004: according to the NGOs hosting them, Doctors of the World and the Greek Orthodox Church’s KESO, none of them had managed to obtain the special resident permit provided by the law for such cases; nor had Olga B. (see Appendix).

GHM knows from the experience of the most publicized case of trafficking victim, dating from 1998, Olga B. (see Appendix), and an additional couple of related trials, that Greek courts do not seem committed to help protect victims and punish perpetrators. Most notably, in 2003, courts let two multi-defendant trafficking cases fully or partly exceed the five-year statute of limitation for misdemeanors (under the old law trafficking crimes were misdemeanors) before serving summons to trials (which would have suspended the statute of limitation for three years), which led to the dropping of charges for the alleged traffickers. On 9 October, an Appeals Judicial Council of Athens dropped all charges against a key defendant who had been previously indicted by a First Instance Judicial Council of Athens for many trafficking offenses after his arrest in September 1998. On 7 November, nine defendants in a related trial saw their charges dropped as they had not been properly summoned within five years from the period they were indicted for having committed trafficking crimes, between 1997-September 1998. In both cases, the investigation was –conveniently for the alleged perpetrators- very slow if it did not remain idle for extended periods of time, thus making prescription unavoidable. It is interesting that, for the first case, GHM alerted the Minister of Justice in July 2003, who in turn gave public assurances that the Athens Prosecutor’s Office reported to him that they had taken all necessary steps to avoid prescription: they were both belied by the judicial council’s ruling. Then, in October and November, GHM asked the Minister to see to it that all those in the judicial system responsible for these prescriptions are duly punished: it even provided information about an appeals judge who was dismissed in 2001 for having let other –non-trafficking related- cases exceed the statute of limitation. Even though such administrative sanctions are mandatory, GHM is not aware of even any investigation into these cases: it appears that Greek courts and the Greek Ministry of Justice tolerate impunity in these cases. 

GHM/MRG-G note that the Greek state provides no data as to the number of working children. This is because, as the Greek state admitted before the Committee on the Rights of the Child, “There is no officially documented number of working children under 15 years of age [under which any work undertaken is totally prohibited]”.
 In fact, the Committee to the Convention on the Rights of the Child noted in 2002 that the information supplied by Greece concerning child labour was outdated (as it only covered the 1992-1995 period) and recommended that up to date data be collected and measures taken to reduce the number of working children.

The issue of street children is also connected to that of sexual exploitation of children, as it is more than certain that at least some of those children ended up offering “sexual services”. According to the Professor of Sociology of the Panteion University of Athens, Mr. Gregory Lazos, there are about twenty thousand women working as prostitutes of Greece. Approximately ten percent of them are girls below eighteen years old, while 75% of these underage girls are from Albania.
 In addition, the NGO Terre des Hommes has gathered information suggesting that criminal networks are engaged into trafficking of children from Greece to other countries in Europe,
 as well as that many children are sexually exploited in Greece. According to Mr. Lazos, there were 1,600 underage children offering “sexual services” in Greece. Approximately 90% of those children aged 17-19 were girls. The 1,600 figure includes approximately 400 children engaged into the “paedophilic market”. 75% of these children came from Albania, while 60% of them were male. The vast majority of these children were aged 14 and below, as older children are not considered “suitable” for the particular “market”.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 20

GHM/MRG-G would like to note that, as the Greek state admits, the draft law on domestic violence has not yet been finalised. So, among other things, marital rape continues not being a crime. Nevertheless, women continue to be victimised. Although there is no adequate, comprehensive data on the extent of domestic violence suffered by Greek women, surveys indicate that 83% of Greek women have suffered from some form of domestic abuse, either psychological or physical; 16% of these women have experienced psychological, physical and sexual violence together.

The Reception Center for Abused Women of the General Secretariat of Equality in Athens, has received more than 3000 cases since it begun functioning in 1989, and in 2001 alone, 5278 women have called the Center asking for help. Most of the women accessing the Center have experienced long-term domestic abuse that ranges from 15 to 45 years and belong to an age group of 30 to 70 years old. Younger women, aged 25 to 35, access the Center after 5 to 15 years of domestic abuse.

Additionally, GHM/MRG-G would like to note that under Greek law, there is no specific legislation addressing sexual harassment, which is punishable only under general provisions of Civil and Criminal Law. Nevertheless, these provisions are largely inadequate to address the problem of sexual harassment. Judicial proceedings are not gender-sensitive, making sexual harassment very difficult to prove as an “insult to personality”(civil law violation), or an “insult to sexual dignity”, or “abusive behaviour” (criminal law violations). The crime of “indecent abuse of power”, which is probably closer to the notion of sexual harassment, is punishable only for employees in the public sector. Employees in the private sector do not have the protection of this provision. Meanwhile, it is noted that the handful of surveys (based on low samples) available suggest that sexual harassment affects more than 70% of women, is generally perpetrated by superiors in the hierarchy, is not perceived as such by the harassers and is rarely denounced for fear of dismissal.

Article 11 – the right to an adequate standard of living

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 22

A particular category of Greek citizens that faces an acute problem of adequate access to food is that of the tent dwelling Roma. According to a 2002 survey, the majority of the tent dwelling Roma are not properly fed. Thus, only 109 out of the 698 families appear to be eating vegetables on a daily basis, while only 186 out of the 689 families eat fruits on the same basis. 376 interviewees also stated that they eat meat once or twice a week while 457 interviewees stated that they eat fish once or twice per week. The staple of the Roma’s diet appear to be bread (600 interviewees stated that their families eat bread on a daily basis).
 Similarly, according to a survey conducted by the doctors of the two mobile units of the Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s Hospital, 2,954 out of the 3,464 Romani children questioned stated that they do not have their daily meals at specific times every day.
 Finally, many times various state agencies as well as NGOs gather and distribute foodstuffs to Roma, especially during Christmas or Easter.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 23
GHM/MRG-G disagree with the Greek Government’s assertion that “Greece has never had laws discriminating against Roma”. The very issue of discriminatory legislation against the Roma is at the core of the European Roma Rights Center (ERRC) Collective Complaint No 15/2003, lodged on April 4, 2003 with the European Social Charter’s Committee on Social Rights. In the complaint, ERRC maintained that Roma in Greece face discrimination in the filed of housing both in law and in practice. On May 16, 2003, the European Committee on Social Rights declared the complaint admissible.

In fact, Greece had until recently an explicitly racist piece of legislation into effect in the form of a 1983 Sanitary Provision.
 According to the 1983 Sanitary Provisions’ Preamble, there was a need to safeguard public safety from the “…uncontrolled settlement of nomads (athinganoi
 or other itinerant persons with tents etc)”. Similarly, the very first Article provided that “The unauthorized settlement of itinerant nomads (athinganoi etc) … is prohibited”. Moreover, under the provisions of the Sanitary Provision, the plots of land where encampments for the Roma would be built should be “outside the inhabited areas and in a good distance from the approved urban plan or the last contiguous houses”. Finally, such encampments could not also be set up in areas that were visible from main highway points. 

By means of a joint presidential decision, the 1983 Sanitary Provisions was amended in 2003.
 Although the directly discriminatory aspects of the 1983 Sanitary Provision have been removed, the indirectly discriminatory ones have remained. Under Article 6(3) of the 2003 Joint Ministerial Decision, the Greek government has exempted from regulation by the provisions of the Joint Ministerial Decision a range of persons and situations including “organized camping sites supervised by the EOT [Greek Organization for Tourism]”, “popular resorts and summer camps”, “settlements of farmers in agricultural areas or of cattle-breeders in summer or winter grasslands” and “travellers in general”. This list is suitably broad as to beg the question of who, apart from Roma, would remain within the ambit of the regulation at issue. In fact, GHM/MRG-G believe that the application of the 1983 Joint Ministerial Decision and of its successor, the 2003 amendment, in relation to Romani communities that have become sedentary many years, if not decades, ago, is ultra vires. It is remembered that the 1983 Joint Ministerial Decision concerned “itinerant nomads” while the 2003 amendment refers only to “itinerant persons”. Yet, according to a survey by DEPOS,

“…once again, the increasing tendency of the Gypsy population towards sedentarization is observed. … [it appears that] there is no purely nomadic population or that if such a population does indeed exist, its size is highly limited”.

Consequently, it is difficult to see why Roma have been indicted and convicted in the past for violating the 1983 Joint Ministerial Decision which refers to “itinerant nomads”, in so far as most of the Roma in Greece have become sedentary. A recent case has set an important precedent to this respect. Twenty seven Roma from the Roma community of “Glykeia” in Nea Tiryntha (a municipality close to Nafplio, in the Peloponnese) were acquitted from charges concerning violation of the 1983 Joint Ministerial Decision. Their cases were heard before the One Member Misdemeanors Court of Nafplio, on December 1, 2003. The argument of the defense was that they were not itinerant and hence they fell outside the 1983 Decision’s scope of application. The court accepted the argument and rendered a verdict of not guilty, thus setting a precedent concerning the stereotypical treatment of Roma as nomads. 
Turning to the outline of the Greek government’s Integrated Action Plan for the Social Integration of Greek Roma
, GHM/MRG-G note that it contains many positive aspects. If fully implemented, then the situation of the Roma will be highly improved. Unfortunately, the Greek state has not so far demonstrated its resolution in tackling the issue of housing of the Roma. It is instructive in this respect to note the response of the Greek state the September 1999 earthquake. It is noted that the Greek state has included its response to the devastating September 1999 Athens earthquake as an example of “best practice” in Greece’s first EU National Action Plan to combat social exclusion. According to the Greek government, 

“[...]103 settlements were formed with transferable pre-fab houses. In less than 4 months, 6,854 such houses were set up. Three months after the earthquake, no victim of the earthquake lived under a tent.”
 

The Greek government’s achievement in housing all earth quake victims is rendered all the more impressive if the scarcity of available land in Athens is taken into account. By way of comparison, only 1,489 prefabricated houses were provided to Roma from 1997 to 2002.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 24

Within the framework of the Rom Network survey (one of the few surveys on the various aspects of life of the Roma), the researchers examined 698 Romani households.
 Out of the 698 households, 154 were in “genuine” settlements (i.e. settlements in which all living quarters are makeshift), 171 in mixed settlements, (containing both makeshift dwellings and permanent homes), 217 in neighbourhoods (i.e. groupings of houses inhabited by Roma which are essentially part of a city or a village). The remaining 156 were dispersed within the urban tissue. 402 of these households were in houses, 255 in sheds, 11 in tents and 18 in prefabricated houses. 

The term houses is rather a misnomer, as half of those living in houses stated that they built them themselves while only a quarter of them stated that their house had been built by a civil engineer. The average surface area of the houses is 63m2 while the average surface area per person was 2.1.
 The average surface area for sheds was found to be 43,2m2, with a ratio of 6,2m2 per person. It is interesting to note that in terms of available surface area, prefabricated houses were no different than sheds. Prefabricated houses had a surface area of 25m2 and the ratio of surface area per person was 6,5m2.

Moreover, no toilet facilities were found in 5,7% of the houses and 67%; in the remainder of the cases, the toilet facilities were only rudimentary. Similarly, 20% of the houses and 90% of the sheds had no bathroom facilities. 4% of those living in houses have no sewage facilities, the same percentage for those questioned living in settlements being 50% (in an additional 25% of the cases of those living in settlements, the only sewage facility consisted of a pit). It is also interesting to note that only 8,5% of those living in houses benefits from central heating. A full 84% of those living in houses and 97% of those living in settlements have to use either petrol or wood stoves. 

Another interesting aspect of this survey was that the Roma have limited access to the housing market. 458 out of the 698 families that took part in the survey stated that they did not try to rent or buy a house. Of those 458, 219 lived in houses (most of them in houses whose main features have been outlined above) while the remainder in sheds or tents. At least one in four families that tried to rent or buy a house was unsuccessful due to racial prejudice on the part of the prospective landlords. More specifically, 23% of those who sought to rent/buy a house were turned down because they were gypsies, while another 2,8% was turned down without any explanation being offered, thereby suggesting that racist motives where at play as well. Finally, 33,8% of those who failed to rent/buy a house stated that the prices were too high. It is, however known that often landlords demand exorbitant amounts of money in order to dissuade prospective lessors or buyers. As a result, the percentage of those who were denied a house due to racial prejudice might be more that a quarter.

Finally, a potential indicator of the housing condition of the Roma Greece-wide is the following: the 1991 National Census recorded 5,744 inappropriate dwellings. According to the National Statistics Service of Greece, a dwelling is considered to be appropriate if it has at least one room larger that 4 square meters, has an opening for air and lighting and is not intended by construction for other uses (e.g. industrial).
 According to the 2001 census, the number of “inappropriate dwellings” was raised to 10,995.
 It is highly arguable that most of these dwellings serve as houses for Roma families, as the Greek state noted over the 1991 data on inappropriate dwellings.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 25

GHM/MRG-G would like to stress that immigrants have a difficult time in finding adequate housing because of widespread prejudice against them, which is evidenced even in discriminatory small ads which have been evaluated as legitimate and non-discriminatory by the courts, with arguments that indicate prejudice among judges as well. If most discriminatory ads have stopped, it was the result of a campaign of two NGOs. 

Indeed, most major Greek newspapers regularly published want-ads for homes for rent and sometimes for jobs that ended with the phrase “no foreigners,” “foreigners excluded.” In early 2002, GHM sent extra-judicial warning letters to the newspapers, Eleftherotypia, Kathimerini, the want-ads newspaper Chryssi Efkairia, and the newspaper Ta Nea with its real estate supplement, Akinita stin Ellada. All but Ta Nea (and Akinita stin Ellada) stopped publishing the discriminatory phrases. Since Ta Nea continued, GHM filed two complaints: a first one on 1 August 2002, and as the newspaper continued publishing them, a second one on 8 January 2003. Soon after the second complaint, Ta Nea too stopped publishing the discriminatory phrase. The Foreign Refugee Association of Greece (SAPE) was also a part of the complaints and its President constituted himself civil claimant. 

In December 2002, the prosecutor introduced before two Misdemeanors Judicial Councils (one for the GHM complaint and one for the SAPE complaint), a motion to quash charges because: 

“There was no intent, not even possible intent, by the defendants to commit the crime they are accused of, and more specifically their actions are not aimed at racial discrimination and specifically by the press. It was not determined that the defendants had the intent, through the two publications, to disseminate racist views or to aim at racial discrimination against citizens of the world from a different country or with a different religion or color [sic]; hence, the publication of want ads by owners in order to rent their real estate to interested tenants except foreigners is not a violation of articles 1-3 of Law 927/79, the Greek Constitution in force and the relevant European conventions signed by Greece. It was simply established, on the basis of everyday experience, common and usual perception and practice, that they were aiming to safeguard the legitimate interests and rights to rent their own property. It cannot possibly be that the tens of anonymous home-owners who put up an ad actually aim to incite racist feelings or goals, such as the claimants presume wrongly, and maybe with some intention as well. The antiracist and humanitarian feelings of the Greek people are well known through History [sic]. And this is the case for the three accused – employees at the same company (LAMBRAKIS NEWSPAPER GROUP S.A.) – who are well known for their democratic sociopolitical beliefs and goals [sic]. These racist views and racial discrimination should be searched for elsewhere, in other areas, other powers and countries.” 

The first Council with its ruling 287/21-1-03 accepted the grounds of the prosecutor’s motion and quashed the charges following the GHM complaint. The second Council with its ruling 1196/13-3-03 also quashed the charges following the SAPE complaint but on different grounds. Namely it argued that they were legitimate in the framework of the freedom to contract, which is a form of economic freedom. The limitation set “could not be considered as offensive to others or the rights of others or to be against the constitution and the legal standards to which Greece is a party, as the choice of the tenant depends on the free will of the owner.” Moreover, it added that there was absence of intent. 

GHM and SAPE appealed these rulings. They stressed that Art. 2 of Law 927/79 on the basis of which charges were pressed did not require intent. Additionally they argued that these ads were examples of direct discrimination and gave its definition in the EU’s Race Directive, as well as the latter’s interpretation by the Greek National Commission for Human Rights (NCHR), which gave discriminatory want ads as a typical example of direct discrimination that must be prohibited with the legislation that will transpose the Directive into Greek Law. Moreover, the cited the UN CERD’s concurring jurisprudence on an identical case (F.A. v. Norway, Communication No. 18/2000: Norway, 17 April 2001, UN Doc. CERD/C/58/D/18/2000 (2000). They also listed, inter alia, the relevant standards from ICERD (Art. 1, 4, 5) , ICCPR (Art.26), ICESCR (Art. 2,11), ESC (Art. 19). They also refuted the argument about the Greek people’s “anti-racist feelings,” by citing NCHR’s statement that xenophobia is higher in Greece than in the EU; and about the Lambrakis Group anti-racism principles, by citing an anti-Semitic letter (see above) and an Albanophobic letter published in Ta Nea, as well as the free hosting by a Lambrakis web company (Pathfinder) of Neo-nazi and other extreme right sites, even after an alert to this fact by GHM to the company. In addition, they pointed out that the Civil Code does not protect freedom to contract without limits, as it prohibits or considers null all those which are against the law or the prevailing customs (like those creating bondage): hence, contracts that are violating the anti-racist law and/or offend the personality of foreigners should be considered null. With rulings 648/13-3-03 and [ref. no. missing, May 2003], the Appeals Judicial Council rejected the appeals, on technical grounds for GHM and by repeating the substance of the previous ruling for SAPE. Additional arguments and jurisprudence were totally ignored in the rulings. GHM filed to the Supreme Court a motion for cassation against the technical grounds, that was heard on 1 July 2003. The Supreme Courts ruling had not been served to GHM by April 2004.

These rulings raise substantive issues. First, they ignore CERD jurisprudence in a matter pertaining to a Greek Law that was introduced to fulfill an ICERD obligation. They also ignore internationally accepted standards that bound Greece (EU Race Directive etc.). Secondly, in what is a frequent practice of Greek courts, they rule and create jurisprudence on matters such as the “well known through History, antiracist and humanitarian feelings of the Greek people,” which implicitly exclude that racist convictions can ever been made (except perhaps against extremist) and exonerate Greeks of racism charges. Procedurally moreover, they show a tendency in Greek courts not to answer specific arguments pleaded by a litigant. 

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 26

GHM/MRG-G would like to note that the joint ERRC/GHM Country Report
 mentions a high number of forced evictions of Romani communities in Greece. The cases mentioned therein suggest a specific pattern under which forced evictions take place. In general, it can be said that in most of the cases, forced evictions are extrajudicial, are conducted by municipalities, at times with the tolerance if not active participation of the local police. In an effort to prevent bad publicity, such evictions are often termed “cleaning operations”.

The Council of Europe’s European Commission on Racism and Intolerance has also noted the ill-will municipal authorities appear to harbour towards Romani communities:

“In recent years, including 1999, some municipal authorities have expelled communities of Roma/Gypsies from the camps in which they have lived for many years, in certain cases without providing alternative accommodation. This has sometimes resulted in Roma/Gypsies being repeatedly expelled from each new place they attempted to settle. These expulsions were sometimes accompanied, apparently unhindered by the police, by the destruction and arson of houses, and by threats and humiliating treatment by local authorities and municipal employees.”

The Greek state is aware of the hostile attitudes of local societies towards Roma yet it seems to refrain from taking steps that would bring it into conflict with them. According to deputy Minister of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralisation, Mr. Nikos Bistis, 

“It is not at all easy in a real democracy to force local authorities to do things when they have a local population behind them. We have been attempting to find public land to build permanent settlements, not camps, for the Roma, and get them out of their tents. But this is proving very time consuming and difficult and there is no magic solution.”

Meanwhile, this widespread climate of impunity and unaccountability has led local officials to make blatantly racist comments about the Roma. Thus, the Mayor of Nea Alikarnassos, Crete stated in an Athens based daily that

“You cannot have a Gypsy settlement next to a basketball court, part of the Olympics 2004 facilities, because Gypsies blemish one’s sense of good taste and, in addition, they deal in drugs… I do not deny that I do not want the Gypsies in our area. Let them rent houses in Heraklion or Nea Alikarnassos. I cannot understand with they should be treated in a privileged way. If they want to be integrated into society then they should not be allowed to choose where they should be resettled… All Greeks serve their military service but only Gypsies have a right to break the law”

Other mayors have echoed similar feelings. According to the Mayor of Gastouni (Western Peloponesse), Mr. Costas Lourbas, 

“…the race of the gypsies is inadaptable and the social problems they create are numerous. Moreover, there is no reason to be optimistic about the prospects of those people integrating into society in the future. Consequently, we should all confront this grave problem and we should understand that the only solution is for people to stop renting their properties to the gypsies, as this creates problems to the local residents and degrades the area”.

Interestingly enough, GHM/MRG-G are aware of only on instance where a municipality sought to legally evict a Romani community, by serving the required by law protocol of administrative eviction. In 1997, the municipal council of Nea Alikarnassos, (near the city of Heraklion in Crete) unanimously decided that the Roma community living on a municipal plot of land there, be evicted. To this end, the Mayor drafted a Protocol of Administrative Eviction and served it to the Roma. The Roma challenged their eviction before the local Magistrates’ Court that, by its Decision no. 975/1999 of November 12, 1999, held that the Eviction Protocol could not be enforced. According to the court, the attitude of the municipality and of other public authorities had reasonably led the Roma to believe that they were allowed to stay there temporarily, until a permanent solution was found to their housing problem. For these reasons, the Court found that the eviction order was contrary to Article 281 of the Greek Civil Code, which provides that the exercise of a right is not allowed if its exercise would run counter to bona fides, public morals and/or the social or financial purpose that right serves. A similar effort on the part of the Mayor to evict the Roma by serving them a second Protocol of Administrative eviction in 2000. The Roma challenged it again on the same grounds. This time however, works were in progress on the new settlement where the Roma were to be relocated. Consequently, the Magistrates’ Court held that since the Greek state had committed itself to that as the Greek state had providing the Roma with an alternative site for relocation, where infrastructure work was in progress, the Protocol of Administrative Eviction could not be enforced was until the new settlement would be ready to accommodate them.
 

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 27

Many Romani communities around Greece do not have adequate access to water. According to the 1999 DEPOS survey, there was access to water supply in seven of the 46 “genuine” settlements (i.e. settlements consisting exclusively of makeshift dwellings), while in the remainder, the study’s authors concluded, there was inadequate access to running water (e.g. one water tap per settlement). In 8 out of the 26 mixed settlements there was no or inadequate access to running water, while one out of 26 neighbourhoods faced the same problem.

According to the Rom Network Survey, 178 of the 255 Roma families living in settlements that were questioned stated that they had no access to running water.
 

The relocation of Romani communities into organised settlements is not always accompanied by the necessary infrastructure works. Thus, in October 2000, the Romani community of Spata was relocated in prefabricated houses, a locality five kilometres away from the town of Spata. The settlement is not connected to the water supply network. The water supply consists of two plastic containers, filled with water transported to the settlement by means of water carriers. The water supply is not adequate for the twenty two families living in the settlement while recently the Mayor of Spata has threatened to stop paying for the transport of water to the settlement. When the settlement was snowed in from February 12 to February 15, 2004, the Roma called the Mayor’s office and asked for the supply of foodstuffs and water. As to the latter, they received the answer that they could melt snow and then drink it.

Article 12 – The right to physical and mental health

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 28

GHM/MRG-G note that a mere visit to most public places, ranging from courthouses to ministries, will amply attest to the fact that the relevant anti-smoking provisions are not being implemented at all:

“When some two years ago –May 2002- then Minister of Health Alekos Papadopoulos announced the first measures against smoking, he could not have imagined that some day not only his measures will not be implemented but that they will also be forgotten even by the competent authorities. In the public sector, employees continue to smoke undisturbed behind counters, cahiers’ desks, and offices, and the only hope to resurrect them is the Olympic Games… President of the Anti-Smoking Society … Professor Nikos Choilis states that ‘unfortunately we are an undisciplined people. IN all Euroepan countries measures are implemented; this is why we will some day conform to them. In the public sector, people are smoking as usual, and only in hospitals the measures are observed in a satisfactory way, that is people smoke only in certain corridors. As for restaurants and stores in general, only few have separate sections and implement the ban.”
 

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 29

With respect to Greek state’s answer concerning the measures it has undertaken against HIV/AIDS, GHM/MRG-G note that preventive campaigns are practically non-existent for the last five years. Most importantly however, sexual education is not part of the school curriculum, as the Church of Greece is absolutely opposed to the introduction.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 31

Concerning the Greek state’s programme “Protection and Promotion of Health and Social Integration of Greek Roma”, GHM/MRG-G would like to clarify certain errors in the Greek state’s answer. 

The vaccination program of Romani children was undertaken initially by the Hellenic Centre for Infectious Diseases Control (KEEL). Nevertheless, as of March 2003, the program is administered by the Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s Hospital. According to University Professor Panayote Spiridis (who is the supervisor of the program), in January 2003, he was asked by the Ministry of Health and Welfare to draft a vaccination program concerning Romani children. Mr Spiridis was informed from Ministry officials that KEEL had not carried out any vaccinations but had only performed certain clinical examinations on the Roma of Riganokampos, in Patras (north western Peloponesse).

The number of Romani children being vaccinated (2,350) that is mentioned in the Greek state’s answer refers almost certainly to children vaccinated in the framework of the program being implemented since March 2003 by the Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s Hospital and not by KEEL, since the latter had not carried out any vaccinations in the years 2002-2003. Similarly, these vaccinations could not have taken place in the years 1996-1997, as there are no such references in the Government’s Implementation Review for the Years 1996 – 1999.
 Despite the significant success of the program (more than 8,000 Romani have been vaccinated), the program is currently facing funding problems and its supervisor, Mr. Spiridis, has been forced to turn to private donors to cover the expenses incurred.

Articles 13 and 14 – The right to education

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 32

GHM/MRG-G would like to note the lack of accurate statistics in relation to the number of Romani children in primary/secondary education, as showed by the contradicting and at times unrealistic figures contained in the attached table, covering the last ten years. In them, are included figures mentioned in the Greek state report to CESCR, 5,060 pupils in primary schools (six years) in 1996-1997 as opposed to 6,304 in 2001-2002. Yet, in February 2004, the Prime Minister’s Office informed GHM/MRG-G that the figure for 2003-2004 was 5,105, i.e. as low as in 1996-1997 before the multi-million euros special programs were launched. Let alone that Greece had claimed 8,500 pupils in its reply to a CRC query. The data also indicate that a steady ca. 1,500 pupils (i.e. about 30% of the total population) drop out each year; while very few attend mandatory secondary education (three years) let alone reach optional secondary education (three years). 
The problem of reliability of the existing data is compounded by the three following factors. Firstly, there is no estimate of the total number of Romani schoolchildren of primary school age, with which the number of Romani children attending school can be compared. Secondly, the University of Ioannina Program has not been implemented into all schools with a Romani presence. It is known, for example, that primary schools in the vicinity of large settlements such as the one at Aspropyrgos had not been included in the Program’s framework for the year 2002-2003.
 As a result, the numbers given in the table may not include Romani children living in settlements not covered by the program. Thirdly, although the National Statistical Service of Greece records on an annual basis the number of repatriated ethnic Greek children and of migrants’ children, their dropout rates etc, it is not in their mandate to collect similar data for Romani schoolchildren: whatever data are provided by state agencies are therefore unreliable if not arbitrary estimates. Additionally, recent data suggest that the drop out rate might in fact be higher. Following the processing of the available information in relation to 3,464 out of the more than 8,000 children vaccinated by the mobile units of the Aglaia Kiriakou Children’s hospital, it was noted that 2,184 out of these 3,464 Romani children were aged 6 to 16. 63% of these children (i.e. 1,366 out of 2,184) had not attended school for two consecutive years and did not attend school at the time they were vaccinated.

Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 34

GHM/MRG-G would like to highlight that the provisions described by Greece for children with disabilities and disabled in general seem to be irrelevant to Roma disabled. During one of there visits to the Romani settlement in Argostoli, in the island of Cephalonia, GHM/MRG-G noted a high number of disabled Roma –nine persons of which four children none going to school, in a community of ca. 40 persons. They alerted the local state Centre for Support of Disabled Persons (KEKYK AMEA) in Argostoli which duly carried out a visit to the settlement and informed GHM/MRG-G of its findings on July 17, 2003. In its letter to GHM/MRG-G, the local Centre stated that at its current phase of operation it could not deal with the serious problems of disabled Roma; it also added that a Romani family had reportedly been advised to take their children to a “closed” institution, but had not agreed. On July 27, 2003, GHM/MRG-G addressed a letter to the Deputy Minister for Health and Welfare, asking what other state agencies may do to provide care to these Roma which faced multiple social exclusion. As no answer was forthcoming, GHM/MRG-G lodged a complaint with the Ombudsman’s Office over the Ministry’s delay on September 19, 2003. The Ministry of Health and Welfare finally answered on February 2, 2004
. In its letter, the Ministry admitted that the local Centre was not in a position to provide care to these Roma individuals, and merely listed “closed” institutions in other islands where the Roma may turn to, on their own. Neither these Roma, not many other disabled Roma GHM/MRG-G have met in other Roma communities have ever received the thorough specialists’ advice described in Greece’s Replies, or any other care except for disability benefits, which sometimes may be the only regular income for their families, which are thus reluctant to let them go to “closed” institutions or to special schools (for the children) that may be in a distant community from where they live. 
Comments on Greece’s Answer to Question 35

With respect to the Greek state’s claim to the effect that “the student’s native language is partially used in every day teaching even in regular schools”, GHM/MRG-G would like to note that this is not the case. No cooperative teaching with the presence of a second bilingual instructor in the classroom takes place, nor has bilingual educational material been distributed on a scale other than purely experimental. When GHM/MRG-G contacted the Institute for the Education of ethnic Greeks and for Intercultural Education in order to inquire about the instruction of migrants and foreign children in their mother tongue, it was informed that no such provisions existed, even in relation to the intercultural schools.
 GHM/MRG-G were told however to contact the Ministry of Education and Religions Special Secretariat for Education for ethnic Greeks and for Intercultural Education. GHM/MRG-G contacted a Ministry of Education official who confirmed that migrants or foreign schoolchildren are not taught their mother tongue or instructed in their mother tongue. He noted however that when the list of new teachers for the intercultural schools are drawn, priority is given to those teachers who know the mother tongue of a significant part of the student body of the particular intercultural school.
 In fact, it even appears that no preparatory classes are being held this year for foreign students, for budgetary reasons.
 GHM/MRG-G also find puzzling the Greek state’s assertion that, although “Instruction takes place with special care for the enhancement of the student’s cultural identity”, the instruction of the mother tongue “…is not viewed as a priority, since it will not support their social inclusion.” It is submitted that there can be no respect for a schoolchild’s cultural identity if its mother tongue is not taught or at the very least use partially at school. Moreover, the schoolchild will never be able to master the official language of the state he/she lives in, unless he/she masters his/her own mother tongue.

In fact, GHM/MRG-G would like to recall section 10.2.a of its September 2002 report to CERD (pages 42-43), on the very poor education given to pupils from in the Turkish minority schools. It was noted there that the Greek government never provided data on minority members who graduated from the Greek universities which they had entered through the welcome quota system. GHM/MRG-G had reported then that minority community representatives were not aware of amny such graduates. Soon after his first ever election in March 2004, the minority’s only MP, Ilhan Ahmet said: 
“Many kids get into the university [with the quota system]. But 95% of them cannot graduate from the university because of language deficiency… There must be Greek language support classes before and in the university.”

APPENDIX: 

THE CASE OF OLGA B., VICTIM OF TRAFFICKING AND RAPE 

The case of Olga B. is indicative of the problems trafficking victims face when seeking protection and effective redress. On 23 May 2003, a Mixed Jury Felony Court of Patras acquitted a police officer who was accused of raping a 19-year old Ukrainian trafficking victim, Olga B., in February 1998. Olga B. was however never summoned to be present at the proceedings. There were two summons issued to an address in Amaliada where the victim never lived. The current residents of that address have since signed sworn statements that the victim never resided at the address and that they never saw any bailiffs appear to give nor to post such summons. According to the court record, the bailiffs claim to have gone to the address in Amaliada on 29 January 2003 and posted the summons as the victim according to the bailiffs was living there but was not present when they went to that address. One bailiff also claims that he was told on 14 April 2003 that the victim had moved to an “unknown address,” but does not mention by whom he was told this; this bailiff then returned the summons to the court with the indication that Olga B. is “of unknown address.” This irrelevant address was nowhere mentioned in the court file. Olga B. asserts that, in 2001, she gave her current address to the prosecutor’s office, and was furthermore known to the police as she had done some interpreting work for them. The prosecutor’s office claims that they did not have the current address on file, but admits -in a letter to the Ministry of Justice providing answers to the related claims- that Olga B. had given in 1998 an address in Amaliada –where she lived at the time- which was very different from the one in the summons. The court does not explain why that old but correct Amaliada address was not written on the summons. If that address was mentioned on the summons, or if the bailiff had asked the police, he would have located Olga B.. Worse, despite all this evidence, neither the local Amaliada court nor the Supreme Court did order ex officio any investigation into what appeared as a deliberate act of the bailiff to present Olga B. as “of unknown address,” despite all that evidence. Nor did the Minister of Justice request one. In view of this indifference, Olga B. filed charges against the bailiffs on 8 September 2003. According to articles 31 and 43 of the newly amended Code of Criminal Procedure, a preliminary examination should have been ordered and completed within four months. Yet, only after GHM’s protests a judicial examination finally started in April 2004: the Greek courts give the clear message that they do not want to investigate the criminal responsibility of the bailiffs… 


In the absence of the victim at the trial, the court concluded that she had consented to sexual intercourse with the police officer, ignoring Olga B.’s multiple sworn testimonies to the contrary during the judicial investigation. In fact the court gave as concurring argument for the acquittal that “a real rape victim denounces her rape immediately and not ten months later” (Olga B. had waited that long because only then had she managed to escape from the traffickers) and that “after that incident she continued her work at the ‘Aladdin’ bar.” Amazingly enough, the court considered bondage under trafficking as regular “work” and ignored the possibility that such persons may not feel confident enough to denounce anything while in bondage conditions. This, even though in the same verdict the court had convicted four persons for the trafficking of Olga and of 13 other foreigners! The other two witnesses, friends of Olga B., who had testified on behalf of the victim at the preliminary hearings, also were not summoned and were not present at the trial. 

Additionally, there had previously been a lack of due diligence in investigating the victim’s claim of rape and the relating trafficking charges. The preliminary inquiry was carried out smoothly, promptly and comprehensively by the police in November-December 1998 (the victim filed charges on 5 November 1998, after she had managed to escape the bondage of the bar owner). The main judicial investigation started in December 1998, by an investigating judge, but “froze” for two-and-a-half years and was resumed, by another investigative judge, in June 2001. This resulted in the setting a court date after the end of the 5-year statute of limitation (prescription) of the misdemeanor charges (all but the rape one), a statute which is suspended for up to three years once defendant and witnesses are summoned for the trial. This delay is a clear violation of article 6 para 1 ECHR on fair trial.


At the trial, the police officer was given a 2-year suspended sentence for breach of duty as a police officer since he knew that trafficking victims were being held in a bar, did not report the crime, and engaged in intercourse with one of the victims. The bar owner was sentenced to 3 years in prison and a 9,000 euros fine for trafficking and three other defendants were also sentenced to two years in prison and a 3,000 euros fine each for procuring women or assisting in the trafficking of women. However, the sentences of these 4 co-defendants were converted into fines (1,600 Euros per year) as the court concluded that “a pecuniary fine is sufficient to deter them all from repeating the crime, after evaluating their characters and surrounding circumstances.” So the bar owner could pay 13,800 euros and the other 3 co-defendants 6,200 euros and never serve a day in prison. According to the trial transcript, the court established that the bar owner was earning between 800 and 5,300 euros daily from the services of the 14 trafficked women supplied to him by two of his co-defendants who were receiving from the bar owner 1,000 euros daily in return (the third co-defendant was the bar owner’s accessory). A week’s earnings were thus sufficient for the traffickers to “buy off” their sentences. GHM is aware that this ring’s two leaders were involved at least in one of the other two trafficking cases that reached the courts in 2003 and led to the dropping of charges for extending beyond statutes of limitation for one of them and to a similar convertible sentence for the other. 


Following the trial, the Prosecutor of the Supreme Court at first rejected several requests to issue a motion of cassation, filed with him by GHM, the Athens Feminist Center, PASOK Member of the European Parliament Anna Karamanou and, finally, Olga B. herself. After much media pressure, a GHM letter to the Minister of Justice, and a parliamentary question by Coalition MP Maria Damanaki, the Minister asked the Prosecutor of the Supreme Court to take all necessary actions for the cassation of the acquittal of the police. Only then did the Prosecutor file a motion for cassation on 20 June 2003, but only for the acquittal of the police officer on the grounds that the verdict “lacked specific and detailed explanation,” rather than asking for the cassation of the whole verdict on grounds of inappropriate summons of the victim. 

On 7 October 2003, Olga B. was again not summoned to court for a hearing concerning her case. She discovered that the Supreme Court held such a hearing through a local newspaper. Nonetheless, the accused was represented at the hearing. The Supreme Court followed the Prosecutor’s motion and, on 13 November 2003, issued its ruling that nullifies the first instance judgment only as concerns the rape charges. Interestingly enough, both when the Prosecutor filed his motion and when the Supreme Court issued the ruling, the Supreme Court gave full copies of the two documents to journalists who then covered the stories with full reference to the victim’s name… 

One consequence of this ruling was that Olga B. had to face two criminal trials: at first instance a retrial on the rape charges (on 19 March 2004) and at the appeals level a trial on the trafficking charges (on 21 June 2004). Moreover, there was the civil court trial for the compensation she was seeking (on 4 November 2004). All these trials are very expensive and the state was not providing her (or any other trafficking victims) with any means to pay for her lawyers. Through April 2004, funding for NGOs working on trafficking was given only to those which operate shelters or run a sensitivization campaign. NGOs that applied for a grant to support such litigation or handle residence permits and other legal protection rights, in general or in the case of Olga B. in particular, had not received state support. Another consequence is that Olga B. cannot constitute herself civil claimant in the trafficking trial, since such possibility exists only through the beginning of the first instance court trial: since she was not present there, she has lost that right. 

The trial on rape charges took place on 29 March 2004 (postponed from 19 March because of the absence of the defendant). After a fifteen hour hearing, which included an excruciating three and one half hour interrogation of Olga B., as well as a prosecutor’s motion to find the defendant guilty, the Mixed Jury Felony Court of Patras, in a split decision, acquitted the defendant giving him the benefit of the doubt: so voted the four lay jurors, while the three judges found the defendant guilty. As is the tradition in the Greek courts, the justification of the ruling will become known only when the court transcript is released. On 5 April 2004, the Appeals Prosecutor of Patras appealed against the acquittal, and hence the trial on the rape charges will be repeated at a Mixed Jury Felony Appeals Court. GHM would like to note that, as is the procedure in Greece, the names of the jurors became known at the first trial date of 19 March 2004, and jurors were not secluded for the intervening period… 

Through April 2004, Olga B. –like all other trafficking victims- remained without the proper residence provided by law. First, her deportation was finally suspended by the Patras Prosecutor’s Office as late as 16 January 2004, but only for the period until there is an irrevocable verdict on the trafficking case. It does not cover the rape case, as the anti-trafficking law does not include among the offenses for which protection (and suspension of deportation) is offered the crime of rape in the context of trafficking. So, a collateral result of the separation of the two cases by the Supreme Court is that Olga B. cannot be protected for the most serious of the crimes related to her trafficking ordeal. Then, Olga B. applied on 12 February 2004 for the special residence permit of article 44.7 of migration Law 2910/2001. The Secretary General of Western Greece informed GHM that the request was approved –the first ever such decision- but that the permit could not be issued as the state had forgotten to print the necessary stickers for such residence permits (So did the Secretary General of Central Macedonia where GHM applied for the residence permit of two other trafficking victims). So trafficking victims had to wait for an indefinite period of time for such stickers to be introduced, and face possible humiliating police street controls as potential undocumented immigrants whose legal presence in Greece need be confirmed at the police station… 
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� See Replies by the Government of Greece to the list of issues (E/C.12/Q/GRE/1) to be taken up in connection with the consideration of the initial report of Greece concerning the rights referred to in articles 1-15 of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (E/1990/5/Add .56), HR/CESCR/NONE/2003/7 (hereinafter Greece’s Replies to List of Issues)
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� Greek constitution in English at � HYPERLINK "http://confinder.richmond.edu/greek_2001.html" ��http://confinder.richmond.edu/greek_2001.html� 


� See GHM’s Memorandum on Litigating Anti-Racist Legislation in Greece, August 2003, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ihf-ghm_anti-racist.doc" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ihf-ghm_anti-racist.doc�


� Nicholas Sitaropoulos is the Legal Research Officer for the Greek National Commission for Human Rights and Independent Expert for Greece in the context of a relevant program of the European Union and the Migration Policy Group, Brussels


� See article by Nicholas Sitaropoulos, “Transposition in Greece of the European Union Directive 2000/43 implementing the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin”, Athens, October 2002 (forthcoming in 2004 in International Journal of Human Rights), p 6.


� See “Executive Summary on race equality directive, state of play in Greece, 12 October 2003”, section 5, document available at


 � HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/fundamental_rights/pdf/legisln/msracequality/greece.pdf" ��http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/fundamental_rights/pdf/legisln/msracequality/greece.pdf�


� Interview in the Athens based daily newspaper Ethnos, Sunday issue, April 13, 2003.


� Under Article 4, paragraph 10 of Law 2477/1997, if the Greek Ombudsman notes during its gathering of information that civil servants have allegedly acted illegally, he can refer the case to the Misdemeanors Prosecutor. 


� Greek Ombudsman’s Report No 11128/2000. On February 12, 2001, the Greek Ombudsman’s Office forwarded its report to the Misdemeanors Prosecutor’s Office which promptly launched a judicial summary investigation that was concluded in 2003 with a referral of the Mayor of Aspropyrgos to a trail schedule for May 21, 2004. 
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� Article 2.1, paragraph j of Law 2667/1998. ibid. 


� Article 9 of Law 2667/1998. ibid.


� See Greek Ombudsman’s Letter, Ref. No. 15971/03/2.1, dated September 26, 2003. GHM sent a letter to the Prime Minister’s Office on January 11, 2003, stating its availability and willingness to take up one of the positions reserved for NGOs in the National Human Rights Commission, in the framework of what also the UN CRC recommended to Greece: “The Committee recommends that the State party make every effort to further improve co-operation and co-ordination on a regular basis with NGOs and involve them in the context of the Convention’s implementation, giving particular attention to NGOs working on behalf of the rights of children from distinct ethnic, religious, linguistic and cultural groups, such as the Roma.” (paragraph 26, Consideration of the Reports Submitted by States Parties under Article 44 of the Convention, Concluding Observations of the Committee on the Rights of the Child: Greece, UN CRC/C/15/Add.170, document available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/CRC.C.15.Add.170.En?OpenDocument" ��http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/CRC.C.15.Add.170.En?OpenDocument�. The Prime Minister’s Office never replied to this letter.
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� See Greek National Commission’s for Human Rights Advisory Opinion, available in Greek at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=217" �http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=217�


� The National Commission’s letter to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs containing its answer to Question 4 of the List of Issues is available in English at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=127" ��http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=127� 


� Ibid, paragraph 2.1. Emphasis added. 


� Ibid, paragraph 5.


� Ibid, paragraph 5. Emphasis added.


� Greece’s Replies to the List of Issues, op. cit, p 18.


� GHM Letter to Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs, dated November 4, 2002, Ministry’s Ref. No. 209A/6/2002.


� GHM Letter to Greek Ombudsman’s Office, February 22, 2003.


� Ombudsman’s Letter to Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ref. No. 3421/03/2.1, dated March 6, 2003. Under Article 4 of Law 2690/1999 on the Code of Administrative Procedure, competent state authorities should provide an answer to interested parties within sixty days from receipt of a request. 


� Ministry of Foreign Affairs to GHM, Ref. No. 1246, dated April 14, 2003.


� See GHM letter to Ombudsman’s Office, dated May 11, 2003. 


� See Women in Macroeconomic centers of decision-making in the European Union, available on the General Secretariat for Equality’s website � HYPERLINK "http://www.isotita.gr/pdfs/euro_study_final.pdf" ��http://www.isotita.gr/pdfs/euro_study_final.pdf�. 


� According to the National Commission’s Observation to the draft of the Greek Report to ICCPR, “…in quite a few cases, the National Commission has highlighted with its previous rulings instances where a great divergence is noted between the legal and social reality. The presentation [in the report] exclusively of the legal reality, leads to the forming of an embellished picture of the situation in Greece, a picture that does not always correspond to reality”. “’”See National Commission’s Observations on the Draft of the First Report of the Hellenic Republic under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, available in Greek at, p 2 (in Greek). 


� Information provided from the office of Ms Anna Karamanou, Member of the European Parliament, letter dated March 19, 2004, on file with GHM/MRG-G.


� Ibid.


� See Memorandum by Ms Anna Karamanou to the Minister of Education and Religious Cults and Minister of Macedonia-Thrace, dated July 11, 2003, available in Greek at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.karamanou.gr/dir/politics/pol_el/03/ypomn03_1107.htm" ��http://www.karamanou.gr/dir/politics/pol_el/03/ypomn03_1107.htm� . See also article in Komotini based daily newspaper Xronos, of February 24, 2004, available in Greek at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.karamanou.gr/dir/press/iw/04/iw04_2402.htm" ��http://www.karamanou.gr/dir/press/iw/04/iw04_2402.htm� 


� Constantinos Tsitselikis, “The place of the mufti in the Greek legal order” in D. Christopoulos ed “Legal Issues of Religious Otherness in Greece”, KEMO/Kritiki, 1999, pp. 273-330 (in Greek). 


� Although the Greek state considers the inhabitants of the settlement as Muslim Roma, the majority of the inhabitants claim a national Turkish identity. 


� Muftiship of Komotini, Muslim Religious Court, Divorce Ruling No 60/1999, dated August 16, 1999. The document is on file with GHM/MRG-G. 


� Document on file with GHM/MRG-G.


� Marriage Registration Act, dated April 19, 1994, on file with GHM/MRG-G.


� See p 18 of GHM/MRG-G’s Parallel report, available at 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ghm_mrgg_cescr_greece.rtf" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ghm_mrgg_cescr_greece.rtf� 


� Since March 2003, the Aglaia Kiriakou pediatric clinic is implementing a Greece-wide Romani children’s vaccination program. 


� Document entitled Statistic Data of the Program for the protection and promotion of health and of the social integration of Greek Gypsies, undated, circa February 2003, at p 2.The document is on file with GHM/MRG-G and was supplied by Prof. Panayote Spiridis, who is also the supervisor of the program. As of the time of submission of the present report, data was still being processed and hence there is no information on absolute numbers of Romani parents etc. 


� See National Commission’s text in Greek entitled Decision-Expert’s Opinion on Muslim marriages by Proxy in Greece, dated May 7, 2003, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=167" ��http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=167�


� Ibid. GHM/MRG-G translation. 


� Constantinos Tsitselikis, “The place of the mufti in the Greek legal order” in D. Christopoulos ed “Legal Issues of Religious Otherness in Greece”, KEMO/Kritiki, 1999, pp. 273-330 (in Greek). 


� See Group of non-governmental experts in the against poverty and social exclusion, FIRST REPORT, Assessment of the Greek National Action Plan for Inclusion 2001-2003, by the experts team Ziomas D, Bouzas N, Spiropoulou N, Institute of Social Policy / National Centre for Social Research (EKKE), Athens: June 2003, at p 12. The report is available at � HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-prot/studies/el_1st_report_final_en.pdf" ��http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-prot/studies/el_1st_report_final_en.pdf�


� Council Recommendation 2003/579/EC, published in OJ L197/22, August 5, 2003. The guidelines for Greece are to be found at pp 24-25.


� See Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD), “Reports submitted by States Parties under Article 9 of the Convention, Fifteenth periodic reports of States Parties due in 1999, Addendum, Greece, (21 February 2001)”, CERD/C/363/Add.4/Rev.1, 16 May 2000, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/898586b1dc7b4043c1256a450044f331/a7b2deaf3d68adcdc1256be400548e93/$FILE/G0142274.doc" ��http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/898586b1dc7b4043c1256a450044f331/a7b2deaf3d68adcdc1256be400548e93/$FILE/G0142274.doc�. The information pertaining to the Roma is to be found in paragraphs 46 to 79.


� See Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD), “Reports submitted by States Parties under Article 9 of the Convention, Fifteenth periodic reports of States Parties due in 1999, Addendum, Greece, (21 February 2001)”, CERD/C/363/Add.4/Rev.1, 16 May 2000, paragraphs 50 and 49. 


� Letter to GHM/MRG-G from the Director of the Prime Minister’s Office for Quality of Life, dated February 19, 2004, p 2


� The Greek Government’s Implementation Review for the years 1996-1999 is contained in an appendix to document Ref. No. 6325 dated February 24, 2000, issued by Deputy Minister of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralization, Mr George Floridis.


� Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, Joint Report on Social Inclusion, summarising the results of the examination of the National Action Plans for Social Inclusion (2003-2005), Commission of the European Communities, Brussels, 12.12.2003, COM(2003)773 final, available at


� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-prot/soc-incl/joint_rep_en.htm" ��http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/soc-prot/soc-incl/joint_rep_en.htm� , at p 99.


� The first Greek Government Program for the Roma was launched in June 1996 and was entitled “National Policy Framework in Favour of the Greek Gypsies”. Under Measure 2.1, 1996 Program: “During the program’s first year, 5 areas of residence will be set up in places belonging administratively to the Municipalities of Menemeni in Thessaloniki, Messini, Thebes, Karditsa and Rhodes”. It is interesting to note that out of these five localities, in two cases there have been no measures taken whatsoever (Messini and Rhodes) while in the remaining three cases local Roma have reported a series of problems (Theba, Menemeni and Karditsa).


� Document entitled Ministry of Health and Welfare, General Secretary for Welfare Office, Briefing Note, Athens, (no reference number), dated February 24, 2004. 


� «άθλιες» in Greek. These Romani settlements are the following: Karidia, Aghia Triada and banks of the Pamissos river in the Messinia Prefecture, Aspropyrgos settlement in the Prefecture of Attika, settlements in Rhododafni, Kato Achagia, Sageika in the Achaia Prefecture, the settlements of Vouprasia, Andravida, Gastouni, Amaliada and Pyrgos in the Prefecture of Ilias, the settlement of Karakonero in the Prefecture of Dodecannese, the settlement of Nea Alikarnassos in the Prefecture of Herakleion, Crete, the settlement of Alan Koyu in the Rhodope Prefecture, the settlement of Nea Tiryntha in the Prefecture of Argolida, the settlements of Orhomenos and of Lamia in the Prefecture of Voeotia, the settlement of Karditsa in the Prefecture of Karditsa, the settlement of Examilia in the Prefecture of Corinth, the settlements of Aghia Maria, Evosmos and Chalastra in the Prefecture of Thessaloniki and the settlement of Geras in the Prefecture of Lesvos. This should not be taken to mean that the living conditions in the remaining of the settlements are significantly better. The list above refers only to those settlements which the drafter of the document considers explicitly as wretched. 


� The National Commission’s Opinion on the Greek Draft Law transposing the two EC Directives is available (in Greek) at � HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=217" ��http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=217�


� The survey was conducted by the NSSG in the second quarter of 2002 and is available in English at Annex 2 to the Greek National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 2003-2005, at 


� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/news/2001/jun/napincl_2003_greece_annex2_en.pdf" ��http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/news/2001/jun/napincl_2003_greece_annex2_en.pdf�


� Ibid, p 5.


� This information is set out in more detail in the booklet form the survey was published. See Ministry of Finance and Economics, National Statistics Service of Greece, Survey on Persons with Health problems or disabilities, Athens, 2003, at p 9.


� Ibid, p 8.


� Ibid. Multiple answers were available to the interviewees, hence the percentages. 


� Greek Ombudsman’s Office, Special Report on the Institution of Alternative non-military or social service – reform proposals, Athens, July 1999, at p 4. 


� Information provided from the Association of Greek Conscientious Objectors, March 28, 2004.


� The Decision was transmitted to the interested parties and the Council of Europe’s Committee of Ministers on July 13, 2000. The Committee’s Decision is available in English at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/T/E/Human_Rights/Esc/5_Collective_complaints/List_of_collective_complaints/RC8_on_merits.asp#TopOfPage" ��http://www.coe.int/T/E/Human_Rights/Esc/5_Collective_complaints/List_of_collective_complaints/RC8_on_merits.asp#TopOfPage� 


� Document Ref. No Φ 429.39/102/342189, dated November 23, 1998


� Information provided from the Association of Greek Conscientious Objectors, March 28, 2004.


� A conscript can be transferred to a military unit close to a major urban center either immediately following completion of his basic military training or following completion of part of his military service (usually 6-8 months) in military units stationed in the borders. 


� See National Commission’s document entitled Answer to the UNHCR Questionnaire on Conscientious Objectors to Military Service, October 1, 2003, available in English at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=177" ��http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=177� , paragraph 7.


� Information provided from the Association of Greek Conscientious Objectors, March 28, 2004.


� See National Commission’s document entitled Answer to the UNHCR Questionnaire on Conscientious Objectors to Military Service, October 1, 2003, available in English at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=177" ��http://www.nchr.gr/category.php?category_id=177� , paragraph 7.


� Ibid, paragraphs 1-2.


� Ibid, paragraph 10. 


� See p 28 of GHM/MRG-G’s Parallel report, available at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ghm_mrgg_cescr_greece.rtf" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm/ghm_mrgg_cescr_greece.rtf� 


� See Greek Government’s Reply to Observations of the UN Committee for the Rights of the Child, in Implementation of the CRC, Additional and Updated Information Submitted by Greece in Connection with the Consideration of its Initial Report CRC/C/28/Add 17, available at:


 � HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc�, at p 58.


� Document from Ministry of Health and Welfare, National Organisation for Socail Care, Directorate of Children’s Protection, Directorate A, dated October 10, 2001. 


� See Report (in Greek) by Terre des homes foundation, Child Trafficking from Albania to Greece, OAK Foundation/Terre des Hommes/UNICEF, January 2003, at p 12.


� See Greek Ombudsman’s Annual Report for 2003, National Print house, Athens, 2004, at p 189.


� See Greek Government’s Reply to Observations of the UN Committee for the Rights of the Child, in Implementation of the CRC, Additional and Updated Information Submitted by Greece in Connection with the Consideration of its Initial Report CRC/C/28/Add 17, available at:


 � HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc� , at p 57. 


� Again, it is highly likely that most of the Albanian national origin children were also of Romani ethnicity. 


� The UNICEF Survey is available (in Greek) at � HYPERLINK "http://www.unicef.gr/reports/alko/street.htm#2" ��http://www.unicef.gr/reports/alko/street.htm#2� 


� See Concluding Observations of the Committee on the rights of the Child: Greece, UN Doc CRC/C/15/Add.170, 753-754 Session, January 16th, 2002, paragraph 73, available at 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/7ad07bede689f193c1256bd70037dce9?Opendocument" ��http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/7ad07bede689f193c1256bd70037dce9?Opendocument�.


� See Greek Government’s Reply to Observations of the UN Committee for the Rights of the Child, in Implementation of the CRC, Additional and Updated Information Submitted by Greece in Connection with the Consideration of its Initial Report CRC/C/28/Add 17, available at: 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/crc_grreplies.doc� , p 57, section 9 (a)


� See Concluding Observations of the Committee on the rights of the Child: Greece, UN Doc CRC/C/15/Add.170, 753-754 Session, January 16th, 2002, paragraph 71, available at 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/7ad07bede689f193c1256bd70037dce9?Opendocument" ��http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/7ad07bede689f193c1256bd70037dce9?Opendocument�.


� See Report (in Greek) by Terre des Homes Foundation, Child Trafficking from Albania to Greece, OAK Foundation/Terre des Hommes/UNICEF, January 2003, at p 12.


� Ibid, p 12.


� Ibid, p 23.


� Information from GHM/OMCT Joint Report entitled Violence against Women in Greece, Report prepared for the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, July 2002, pp 11, 18 and p 23. The Report is available in English at � HYPERLINK "http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm_omct_cedaw.doc" ��http://www.greekhelsinki.gr/bhr/english/organizations/ghm_omct_cedaw.doc�


� See Greek Ministry of Labour and Social Security / Pan-Hellenic Intermunicipal Network for the support of Greek gypsies (“Rom Network”) survey entitled Pan-Hellenic Research Study of the social and housing conditions and needs of the Greek Gypsy citizens December 2002, p 82 and related table.


� See document in Greek by Spiridis P, Attilakos Ach, Dogani Dim, Lariou Maria, Chadarean Michael, Alesta K, Sotiropoulou Eleni, Pepelasi Dim, Konstantopoulo A, entitled Program for the Protection of the Gypsy children’s health, undated, c March 2004, at page 8. The authors of the text were doctors or administrative personnel that were engaged into a Ministry of Health and Welfare’s Program to vaccinate Romani children. 


� E.g. see Letter from the Director of the Prime Minister’s Office for Quality of Life to GHM/MRG-G, dated February 19, 2004, at p 3.


� The European Committee on Social Rights admissibility decision in available at


� HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/T/E/Human%5FRights/Esc/5%5FCollective%5Fcomplaints/List_of_collective_complaints/RC15_admiss.asp#TopOfPage" ��http://www.coe.int/T/E/Human%5FRights/Esc/5%5FCollective%5Fcomplaints/List_of_collective_complaints/RC15_admiss.asp#TopOfPage� 


� The now amended joint ministerial decision of the Ministers for the Interior and of Health, entitled “Sanitary Provision for the organized relocation of wandering nomads” (Ref. No. A5/696/25.4-11.5.83)


� “Athinganoi” is an administrative term, with pejorative connotations, used to refer to Roma in Greece


� See Joint ministerial decision of Ministers for the Interior, Environment and of Health, Amendment of the A5/696/25.4.83 Sanitary Provision respecting the organised settlement of itinerant persons, Official Gazette 973/B/15-07-2003 


� See DEPOS study entitled Draft study of a program on confronting the immediate housing problems of the Greek Gypsies, Athens, July 1999, Annex 1, p 3 (hereinafter the DEPOS study). DEPOS stands in Greek for Public Enterprise for Town Planning and Housing. Under the 1996 Government Program on the Roma (the first to be implemented in Greece), DEPOS was tasked with producing a report on the housing situation of the Roma in Greece and of the methods of addressing the acute housing problem they faced. According to the DEPOS survey, the Roma living in Greece were estimated to be 71,800, with 63,000 being sedentary and 8,800 being itinerant (DEPOS study, Annex 1, Table I.1).


� GHM/MRG-G would like to note that the term used in the Program’s title in Greek is Τσιγγάνοι that should be translated as Gypsies, and not Roma. 


� Ministry of Labour and Social Security, Ministry of Health and Welfare, Ministry of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralization, Ministry of Education and Religious Affairs, Ministry of National Economy and Finance, National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 2001-2003, June 2001, p.48, available at:


� HYPERLINK "http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/news/2001/jun/napincl2001el_en.pdf" �http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment_social/news/2001/jun/napincl2001el_en.pdf�.


� Ministry of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralisation Document Ref. No. 26477, dated July 10, 2003.


� The following information can be found in the Greek Ministry of Labour and Social Security / Pan-Hellenic Intermunicipal Network for the support of Greek gypsies (“Rom Network”) survey entitled Pan-Hellenic Research Study of the social and housing conditions and needs of the Greek Gypsy citizens December 2002, p 87-99 and related table.


� By way of comparison, according to 1994 data, the average dwelling in the country as a whole had 3.66 rooms covering 82.7 square metres. The average household consisted of 2.94 members, with the average ratio of rooms per person being 1.24 and the average housing floor space area per person being 28.1 square metres. See Implementation of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, Initial reports submitted by States parties under articles 16-17 of the Covenant, Addendum: Greece [17 September 2002], UN Doc � FILLIN "Symbol" \* MERGEFORMAT �E/1990/5/Add.56�, � FILLIN "Date" \* MERGEFORMAT �23 October 2002�, (hereinafter the Greek ICESCR Report), paragraph 305, at


 � HYPERLINK "http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/fc0f67050f79d862c1256d5f00565ee6?Opendocument" ��http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/fc0f67050f79d862c1256d5f00565ee6?Opendocument� 


� See Greek Initial Report to CESCR, op cit, paragraph 309.


� See relevant table at NSSG website (in Greek), at � HYPERLINK "http://www.statistics.gr/gr_tables/S1100_SAP_1_pin1.htm" ��http://www.statistics.gr/gr_tables/S1100_SAP_1_pin1.htm� 


� “By this definition, in 1991, 5,744 households or less than 0.2 per cent of all households lived in “inappropriate” dwellings. Most of these cases were probably Roma families in tent camps.” See Greek Initial Report to CESCR, op cit, paragraph 309


� ERRC/GHM Country Report No 12 on Greece Cleaning Operations: Excluding the Roma in Greece, April 2003. 


� See European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI), Second Report on Greece, CRI (2000) 32, Adopted on 10 December 1999, para. 32, at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int/T/E/human_rights/Ecri/1-ECRI/2-Country-by-country_approach/Greece/default.asp#TopOfPage" ��http://www.coe.int/T/E/human_rights/Ecri/1-ECRI/2-Country-by-country_approach/Greece/default.asp#TopOfPage� 


� Statement in BBC World TV, January 29, 2004, available at 


� HYPERLINK "http://news.bbc.co.uk/media/video/39795000/rm/_39795749_roma03_brabant29_vi.ram" ��http://news.bbc.co.uk/media/video/39795000/rm/_39795749_roma03_brabant29_vi.ram� 


� Statement (available in Greek) in Athens based daily newspaper Eleftherotypia, January 27, 2003, at


 � HYPERLINK "http://www.enet.gr/online/online_p1_text.jsp?dt=27/01/2003&c=112&id=16178080" ��http://www.enet.gr/online/online_p1_text.jsp?dt=27/01/2003&c=112&id=16178080�


� Statement in Pyrgos (North-western Peloponesse) based daily newspaper Proti, September 11, 2003.


� Magistrate Court of Heraklion Decision 47/2001, dated January 29, 2001


� See DEPOS survey, op.cit., p 8.


� See Rom Network survey, op. cit, p 92.


� GHM/MRG-G interview with Mr. Spyros Parrianos, February 15, 2004. 


� Dimitra Efthimiadou, “Smoking ban is just hot air” Eleftherotypia March 21, 2004 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.enet.gr/online/online_p1_text.jsp?dt=21/03/2004&c=112&id=68815764" ��http://www.enet.gr/online/online_p1_text.jsp?dt=21/03/2004&c=112&id=68815764� 


� GHM/MRG-G interview with Professor Panayote Spiridis, March 31, 2004. 


� The Greek Government’s Implementation Review for the years 1996-1999 is contained in an appendix to document Ref. No. 6325 dated February 24, 2000, issued by Deputy Minister of Interior, Public Administration and Decentralization, Mr Florides the only information as to the program of vaccinations is contained in page 6 of the implementation Review, where it is noted that “the implementation of an intervention program on issues of public health and vaccinations has begun.”


� GHM/MRG-G interview with Professor Panayote Spiridis, March 31, 2004.


� During a presentation of the “Educational Program for Gypsy children”, held in Athens on February 20, 2004, it was stated that the Program was being implemented the current year (2003-2004) in Aspropyrgos (a municipality in the outskirts of Athens with a substantial tent dwelling Roma presence).GHM’s notes.


� See document in Greek by Spiridis P, Attilakos Ach, Dogani Dim, Lariou Maria, Chadarean Michael, Alesta K, Sotiropoulou Eleni, Pepelasi Dim, Konstantopoulo A, entitled Program for the Protection of the Gypsy children’s health, undated, c March 2004, at page 8.


� Ministry of Health and Welfare document, Ref. No. Π3α/Φ.29, ΚΕΚ/Γ.Π. 17892(04, dated February 2, 2004.


� GHM/MRG-G Telephone Interview with Ms I Papalexiou, Institute for the Education of ethnic Greeks and for Intercultural Education, March 18, 2004


� GHM/MRG-G Telephone Interview with Mr. Linardos, Greek Ministry of Education and Religious Cults, March 23, 2004. 


� GHM/MRG-G interview with Ms Martha Floratou, School Advisor of the 20th Educational District of Athens. 


� Yanna Bali “Interview with [ND minority MP] Ahmet Ilhan” Ethnos April 3, 2004 





E-mail: office@greekhelsinki.gr
Internet Addresses: Balkan Human Rights Web Pages: http://www.greekhelsinki.gr
The Balkan Human Rights List:  http://groups.yahoo.com/group/balkanhr
The Greek Human Rights List: http://groups.yahoo.com/group/greekhr
Center of Documentation and Information on Minorities in Europe – Southeast Europe: http://www.cedime.net
GHM Board: Kevin Boyle, Panayote Dimitras, Orestis Georgiadis, Dimitrina Petrova, Gregory Vallianatos. 

MRG-G Spokesperson: Nafsika Papanikolatos.

International Advisory Committee: Savvas Agouridis, Teuta Arifi, Ivo Banac, Vladimir Bilandzic, Marcel Courthiade, Loring Danforth, Fernand de Varennes, Victor-Yves Ghebali, Henri Giordan, Krassimir Kanev, Will Kymlicka, Magda Opalski, Theodore S. Orlin, Dimitrina Petrova, Alan Phillips, Aaron Rhodes, Vladimir Solonari, Patrick Thornberry, Stefan Troebst, Boris Tsilevich, Tibor Varady, Marc Weller. 

Affiliation to International Organizations: Consortium of Minority Resources (COMIR), Euro-Mediterranean Human Rights Network (EMHRN), European Roma Rights Center (ERRC), International Freedom of Expression Exchange (IFEX), International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights (IHF), Minority Rights Group International (MRGI), One World Net, South East Europe Media Organisation (SEEMO), World Organization Against Torture (OMCT). 
37

