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1386 Budapest 62, P.O. Box 906/93, Hungary



Phone: (36-1) 413-2200; Fax: (36-1) 413-2201

E-mail: office@errc.org
http://errc.org
July 16, 2004

Mr Stavros Dimas

Commissioner for Employment and Social Affairs.

B-1049 Brussels

Belgium

Fax: +32 2 2982 099

Ms Hristina Hristova

Minister of Labour and Social Policy

2, Triaditza Str., 1051 Sofia

Bulgaria

Fax: +359-2-988 44 05

Honourable Commissioner Dimas and Minister Hristova,

The European Roma Rights Center (ERRC) welcomes the opportunity to review and comment on the draft Joint Inclusion Memorandum (JIM) prepared by the Bulgarian Ministry of Labour and Social Policy with the Commission. As part of the public consultation process toward the adoption of the Bulgarian JIM, we have been provided with a copy of the draft Bulgarian JIM, on June 28, 2004. All comments provided herein are to that draft.

In a number of respects, the ERRC believes the draft Bulgarian JIM, if adopted in its presented form, would represent a valuable step forward in terms of government recognition of issues related to Roma in Bulgaria. We note a number of areas in which the current draft Bulgarian JIM might be strengthened, such that any policies designed on the basis of the JIM would be more likely to be effective. Our comments to the draft Bulgarian JIM follow:

General Remarks

Racial Discrimination as a Factor in Roma Exclusion

The ERRC welcomes the recognition in the draft Bulgarian JIM of the difficulties Roma are facing in various fields of life. However, the ERRC is concerned that the draft Bulgarian JIM lacks recognition of the problem of racial discrimination against Roma in a number of sectoral fields dealt with by the JIM, such as education, housing, health care, employment and social assistance.  

We would bring your attention to the fact that the problem of racial discrimination against Roma in Bulgaria has been noted by a number of international bodies. For example, the Concluding Observations of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, commenting on the third periodic report submitted by Bulgaria under the Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, stated: “The Committee deplores the discrimination against the Roma minority in many aspects of life, including education, work, social benefits and access to land. The Committee is especially concerned about the high rate of unemployment among the Roma minority and the poor quality of education afforded to this group.”
 More recently, the European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) stated that “ECRI is concerned about reports that Roma are still very widely discriminated against in all areas of life.”
 

Despite compelling evidence of racial discrimination against Roma and its impact on social inclusion in Bulgaria, it is unclear in the draft Bulgarian JIM what measures the government has adopted or is planning to adopt to combat discrimination against Roma.  The ERRC welcomes the entry into force in January 2004 of the Protection against Discrimination Act, and considers that the Act in principle provides a strong mechanism to challenge discrimination on racial and other grounds. However, mere adoption of legislation is likely insufficient to counteract pervasive and long-lasting patterns of discrimination, particularly affecting Roma in Bulgaria. The ultimate standard to which Bulgaria must be held accountable is whether individuals have access to justice in practice when they have suffered the severe harm of racial discrimination. In this respect, we note that the enforcement body under the Protection against Discrimination Act has not been established as of July 2004, despite the specific deadline stipulated by the Act – within 3 months of the entry into force of the Act. Furthermore, we note that the draft Bulgarian JIM does not provide information about specific policy measures implemented so far or planned for implementation by the government, aimed at combating discrimination against Roma.

Roma Facing Discrimination on Multiple Grounds

There are particularly vulnerable groups within the Romani community facing multiple forms of discrimination – i.e. discrimination based on more than one ground, for example ethnic background and gender. Romani women, children, disabled, and the elderly are exposed to intersectional discrimination and multiple vulnerability factors.  The draft Bulgarian JIM should take account of this fact and address the multiple forms of discrimination that certain Roma face.

Lack of Ethnic Data 

The ERRC is further concerned about the overall lack of official public data about the situation of Roma, a general lack reflected also in the draft Bulgarian JIM. Where data is provided, it is for the most part taken from sources other than the Bulgarian government, such as various surveys by the UNDP, the World Bank and others. Lack of clear and accurate data disaggregated by ethnicity, is a serious obstacle to the design and implementation of policies for the integration of Roma. International bodies have on a number of occasions urged the Bulgarian authorities to collect and make public ethnic data. For example, in its third periodic report on Bulgaria, ECRI recommended that Bulgarian authorities improve the quality of its ethnic data: “ECRI strongly encourages the Bulgarian authorities to consider ways of establishing a coherent, comprehensive data collection system in order to assess the situation of the various minority groups living in Bulgaria and the scale of manifestations of racism and racial discrimination. Such a data collection system should comply with national law and European regulations and recommendations on data protection and the protection of privacy, as stated in ECRI General Policy Recommendation No.1 on combating racism, xenophobia, antisemitism and intolerance.”
 The draft Bulgarian JIM would be significantly improved if it were to include descriptions of what concrete steps Bulgarian authorities intend to take in the near future to remedy the current dearth of publicly available statistical data on Roma (and other weak groups) in the fields of relevance for social inclusion. 

Comments to Specific Chapters in the Draft Bulgarian JIM

Demographic features
Under Point 2.1 (“Demographic features”), in “Demographic Indicators”, the draft Bulgarian JIM states:

According to the last population census in 2001, there are 365,000 Bulgarian Gypsies which account for 4.6% of the population.  

With the reference to the above, the ERRC first notes that it is widely recognised that the census data do not provide reliable information about the numbers of Roma. Various other sources have provided estimates which indicate much higher numbers reaching 8-10% of the overall country’s population. For example, a recent report by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) refers to experts’ estimations varying between 600,000 and 750,000, without showing essential changes over the last years.
 Also a recent World Bank report provides information that “Large populations of between 400,000 and 1 million also live in Hungary, Bulgaria, the Slovak Republic, Turkey, and Serbia and Montenegro.”
 Underestimation of the numbers of Roma is bound to have a negative impact on the efficiency of government policies.  
Education

Under Point 3.2 ("Tackling educational disadvantages"), the draft Bulgarian JIM states that “The education and training of Roma ethnic group is one of the main challenges of the inclusion policy.” Also, under Point 2.2 ("Education"), in “Educational level of the population”, the draft Bulgarian JIM states:

The education structure is worst among Roma ethnic group.  The poor education and qualification is poverty factor.  Among Roma the people having higher or secondary education are less – just 7.2 %, with basic education – 44.9 %, with primary – 27.4 %.  7.8 % among Roma aged between 25-64 are without completed educational degree, 12.7 % are illiterated.  The education and training of Romas is one of the main challenges of the educational policy.

According to the 2001 Census only 5 percent of the Roma above the age of 7 have secondary education, and approx. only 65 percent have primary or lower education, hence the low educational level of the Roma community, often accompanied by functional illiteracy and poor Bulgarian language proficiency.  According to sociological data (2002) more than 42% Roma households have children who have not completed their primary education […] Because of the high percentage of school non-enrolment and dropouts amongst Roma children, the share of illiterate Roma adults in the period between the last two Censuses (1992-2001) has grown by 60.6 percent.

The ERRC welcomes the recognition in the draft Bulgarian JIM of the serious disproportionality in the educational levels of Roma and non-Roma, as well as the problems of non-enrolment and high drop-out rates among Roma. The picture of Romani education, however, would be superficial and to a large extent inaccurate in the absence of acknowledgement of the fundamental problem of de facto segregation of Roma in education. The ERRC has more than once voiced concern about the fact that the state of educational arrangements for Roma in Bulgaria today is in many areas plagued by the problem of racial segregation and is therefore afoul of a number of international human rights laws to which Bulgaria is a party. In particular: 

1. It is a well-documented fact that very high numbers of Roma attend schools located in all-Romani neighbourhoods where the composition of the student body is around 100% Romani. According to the Bulgarian Ministry of Education and Science, in Bulgaria there are 106 schools and pre-school facilities in which the student body is 100% Roma. Most of these schools (hereinafter “Romani ghetto schools”) are located in or close to the segregated ghetto-like Romani neighbourhoods. According to experts’ estimates, around 70% of the Romani children of school age are currently educated in the Romani ghetto schools. In addition to that, according to a 2001 research study, there are over 300 schools in which the percentage of Roma in the student body is 50%-100%. Unlike the Romani ghetto schools, which were established especially for Romani children, a number of schools, primarily schools located in villages, have become predominantly Romani or all-Romani due to demographic shifts in the past decade. (See Appendix)

2. The all-Romani schools in the all-Romani neighbourhoods are not just separate but are notably inferior both in material conditions and in the quality of the education offered in them. 

3. Even where Romani children attend mainstream schools together with non-Romani children, there are many instances of placement of Romani children in separate classes. 

4. There is compelling evidence that Romani children are denied access to predominantly non-Romani schools. The ERRC and Bulgarian non-governmental organisations have documented numerous cases throughout the 1990s in which schools located outside the Romani neighbourhoods and having a majority of non-Romani students refuse to enroll Romani students, and/or undertake measures to keep the percentage of Romani students within the school at a minimum. A number of lawsuits challenging the rejection of Romani children at non-Romani schools are currently pending before Bulgarian courts.

The segregated education of Roma has also been noted in the Progress Reports on Bulgaria by the European Commission. In its 2002 report, for example, the Commission stated: “As reported last year, schools in Roma areas remain in practice segregated and offer low-quality education and poor facilities. Roma make up about 32% of children in special schools and 21% of children in labour education schools. Efforts need to be made to combat segregation and encourage integration. Whilst some initiatives are underway through donors to address segregation, this is not yet in practice a Government policy.”

Under Point 2.2 (“Education), in “Educational level of the population”, the draft Bulgarian JIM also states:

[…] Most of the minority groups in the country (Turks, Jews, Armenians) have preserved their cultural identity and have established possibilities for maintaining it, including through opportunities for opening minority-focused schools. At the same time, because of various social and ethnic reasons, the opportunity to have “Roma schools” has been assessed publicly as segregation and deprivation from the chances for social inclusion.

The ERRC notes that the “Roma schools” referred to in the above paragraph are the schools located in the segregated Romani neighbourhoods. They are called “Roma schools” (or “Gypsy schools”) because the student body in them is 100% Romani and not because they teach Romani language and culture. The schools in the Romani neighbourhoods are public schools which forcibly separate Roma from non-Roma. While international law guarantees the right of minorities, including Roma, to choose to be educated in their minority language and to set up private educational establishments, racial segregation in education -- the establishment and/or maintenance by the government of separate public schools for particular groups is prohibited under international law. Patterns of racial segregation of Roma in Bulgaria continue to exist regardless of and in spite of the choice of Roma -- as a result of residential segregation, as the outcome of the operation of the educational system, which excludes Roma by virtue of their specific language and culture, and finally, as a result of the conscious effort of school and other officials to separate Romani children from non-Romani children.

The draft Bulgarian JIM also does not deal with the problem of the disproportionately high percentage of Roma children attending schools for children with developmental disabilities (помощни училища), despite the mentioning of high percentage of pupils enrolled in special schools in Bulgaria compared to other European countries. Placement of Romani children in schools for children with developmental disabilities is another form of segregation of Romani children in education. According to research by the ERRC and the Sofia-based Bulgarian Helsinki Committee (BHC), in the academic year 2000-2001, in at least 45 out of 74 schools for children with developmental disabilities, the share of Roma was above 50% (See Appendix). Official information about the ethnic composition of the special schools is not available, yet in the course of the ERRC/BHC interviews with principals and teachers in these schools, we received information that the Roma students are 80-90% of their total student body. 

The ERRC welcomes the documents adopted so far by the Bulgarian government providing a normative framework for proactive policy to ensure equal access of Roma to quality education as described in section 4.3.3.3. (“Education”). We note, however, that while the first document of the Ministry of Education and Science on integrated education – the Instruction for Integration of Minority Children and Pupils was issued in September 2002, to date the government has not started practical implementation of the measures envisaged in it. The draft Bulgarian JIM lacks information about concrete action for desegregation of Romani education.

Given the crucial role of education for the social inclusion of Roma, the government should immediately proceed with the implementation of concrete measures for the desegregation of Romani education. Details of these plans should be included in the Bulgarian Joint Inclusion Memorandum.

Housing

Sections 2.3 (“Housing”) and 3.3 (“Housing”) of the draft Bulgarian JIM acknowledge some of the problems facing Roma in housing. However, the ERRC is concerned that the draft JIM does not yet address major factors which prevent Roma from enjoying the right to adequate housing, such as residential segregation, lack of security of tenure, and discriminatory denial of access to public services. Although some of these problems are mentioned under section 4 (“Policy Issues”) as targets of government policies, the ERRC considers that the gravity of the housing situation of Roma has not been given adequate attention in the draft JIM. In particular, before being signed by the relevant parties, the JIM should address the following:

· Residential segregation of Roma

The draft Bulgarian JIM does not acknowledge the residential segregation of Roma in housing and does not provide information about ongoing and/or planned actions to improve this under Point 4.3.3.5 (“Roma: Urbanisation and housing conditions”). According to ERRC research, a large number of Roma live segregated from non-Roma in Bulgaria. Romani neighbourhoods are usually found in the outskirts of cities, towns and villages.  In some instances, the segregation of Roma from the rest of the community has been enforced in urban and/or rural settings by the construction of physical barriers, such as metal or concrete fences, around their neighbourhoods.  As an example, two-metre high fences have been constructed at the expense of respective municipalities in Sheker Romani mahala in the central Bulgarian city of Plovdiv, and in Romani neighbourhoods in Kazanlak and Kiustedil.  The residential segregation of Roma also leads to the discrimination in access to services, which will be mentioned below.

· Lack of Legal Security of Tenure

Lack of security of tenure is a problem affecting very large numbers of Roma in Bulgaria. According to information by district and municipal administrative authorities, 70% of the houses in the Romani neighbourhoods in Bulgaria are built “illegally”-- outside residential zoning districts and/or without proper authorisation documents.
 In some Romani neighbourhoods, the proportion reaches much closer to 100 percent of the houses, many of which are seriously substandard. For instance, in Plovdiv’s Stolipinovo Romani neighbourhood, home to approximately forty thousand Roma by local estimations, approximately 95 percent of the residents live without legal security of tenure.
 Only 10 percent of the homes in the Iztok Romani neighbourhood in Pazardzhik are legally registered.
 The Maksuda and Hristo Botev Romani neighbourhoods in Varna lack zoning maps, and hence all buildings are illegally constructed.
 As most of the Romani settlements are not covered by zoning maps, they are wholly or in part excluded from public services such as garbage collection, public transport and electricity. 

· Forced evictions 

The legal limbo caused by the lack of security of tenure exposes many Roma living in illegal settlements to forced evictions, in many instances a serious violation of international law. The cases of forced eviction of Roma of which the ERRC is aware also illustrate failure of the authorities to provide alternative housing. In many cases, Romani families who are forcibly evicted are rendered homeless or provided with substandard alternative housing. 

Most recently, at least two municipal councils have discussed action to demolish Romani houses. On June 24, 2004 the chair of the municipal council of the Sofia municipality addressed the council with an inquiry about the demolition of illegal Romani houses in the area of Konstantin Velichkov Bulevard in Sofia. The houses slated for demolition have been home to several successive generations of Roma. Earlier, on March 30, 2004, the municipal council of Burgas adopted a decision to destroy the illegal constructions in the Meden Rudnik neighbourhood of Burgas. The decision of the municipality targets the illegal construction of Romani makeshift dwellings in the neighbourhood, housing more than 200 Roma. The decision does not deal with provision of alternative housing for those who are threatened with homelessness. In the end of May, 2004 the municipality started presenting the Roma with eviction protocols according to which the Roma were obliged to demolish the illegal construction at their own expense within 14 days. As of July 7, 2004 the ERRC received information that about at least 25 makeshift dwellings, housing about 90 Roma were destroyed. The people moved to live with relatives and friends in neighbouring houses.

Forced evictions are prima facie incompatible with international human rights law. The right to adequate housing, which is widely recognised under international human rights law, includes the right to legal protections from and redress for forced eviction. Bulgarian law does not meet the standards for protection against forced evictions established by international human rights instruments. For example, administrative eviction of private individuals in cases of unwarranted use or occupation of state or municipal property is allowed under the Municipal Property Law and the State Property Law.
 Under these provisions, eviction is carried out on an order by the mayor or the head of the county administration and filing a judicial appeal by the citizen against the eviction procedure does not have an automatic suspensive effect. The eviction order is implemented directly by the bodies of the municipality or the police. Contrary to international law requirements, both laws do not stipulate protections in case the persons affected by the evictions are made homeless.
Illegal housing of Roma potentially falls also into the ambit of several provisions of the Bulgarian Territorial Planning Law. These provisions stipulate the demolition of illegal constructions, prohibition of access to illegal construction, prohibition of supply of electricity, water, gas, etc. to illegal construction. The decisions about the enforcement of these measures are made by an administrative organ – the Directorate for National Constructions Control (DNCC). Filing a judicial appeal against some of these decisions does not automatically suspend their execution. None of the provisions envisage alternative housing in cases of homelessness of the people affected by the demolition.
 In addition, the demolition of illegal constructions has to be made at the expense of the individuals who made the construction and no compensation is envisaged for the demolition costs.

· Access to services

As mentioned above, since many Roma reside in substandard informal or slum settlements, they often do not have any access or have severely limited access to services such as waste collection, public transport and electricity. According to the World Bank, 32.4 percent of Romani households in Bulgaria do not have access to cold running water, 90.6 percent do not have access to hot running water, 47.7 percent do not have canalisation or sewers, 76.5 percent do not have bathrooms or showers in their homes, 85 percent do not have indoor toilets and 36.7 percent sleep on earthen floors in their homes.
 

In 2002 and 2003, Romani neighbourhoods have been systematically cut off from electricity supply due to unpaid electricity bills. Hundreds of Romani families were thus left without access to electricity including in the winter period. In many places, whole neighbourhoods were deprived the provision of electricity regardless of the fact that not all of the families owed debts to the Electricity Company. Thus, Romani families have been subjected to collective punishment for the failure of some of the consumers to pay their electricity bills. More recently, in January 2004, about 100 Romani families from the Fakulteta neighbourhood in Sofia had their power supply discontinued due to a breakdown in the power grid. The provider refused to repair the network, contending that many of the affected consumers had unpaid debts to the company. Along with the debtors, however, more than 30 Romani households with no outstanding debts have also been denied restoration of their power supply.
 A number of protests of Romani residents of the Stolipinovo ghetto as well as the ghettos in Shumen, Sliven, Silistra were carried out as a result of the electricity cuts.
 

The complex of issues burdening the provision of adequate housing for Roma and ensuring non-discrimination in the provision of housing throws very sharp light first on the need for collective data and research on housing situations for Roma in Bulgaria, and secondly on the need of domestic political actors at the national level to secure the political will on the part of local and regional authorities once and for all to tackle the issue of housing for Roma in Bulgaria. There is furthermore an urgent need to: (i) bring Bulgarian domestic law into harmony with the international acquis in the area of the right to adequate housing and (ii) design and implement policies aimed at remedying the problems of widespread lack of security of tenure among Roma in Bulgaria and widespread substandard housing among Roma in Bulgaria. Finally, assessments of the PHARE projects and other programs related to housing, rather than mere listing of what measures have been implemented, are necessary. The Bulgarian JIM provides an important opportunity for the Bulgarian government to make clear how it intends, in the next period, to tackle these issues.

Health
The ERRC is concerned that the information presented in the draft Bulgarian JIM regarding health does not accurately reflect the obstacles Roma are facing in access to health care services.  First and foremost, there is no specific Roma health or health care data collected officially.  There are no reliable or comprehensive statistics on Roma health, and once again, data formation is needed.   

Secondly, although point 2.6 (“Health”) mentions the specific problems of access to non-contributory health insurance encountered by long-term unemployed, it does not specify that Roma, being disproportionately represented in the long-term unemployed category, in fact are most seriously affected by the lack of access to non-contributory health insurance. Furthermore, the draft Bulgarian JIM does not provide information about ongoing or planned legislative and policy measures which will solve the problem of lack of access to health insurance for the Roma and for the long-term unemployed in general. 

Additionally, with regard to access of Roma to health care services, obstacles grounded in widespread racist attitudes among the medical personnel are not acknowledged in the draft JIM. Romani NGOs and other domestic organisations have reported many cases in which general practitioners refuse to take Roma patients; ambulance operators refuse to enter Romani neighbourhoods, and doctors neglect examining Roma patients. 

Negligent and racially discriminatory treatment has sometimes allegedly resulted in fatal consequences for the Roma patients. For example, according to information provided to the ERRC by the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee (BHC), on May 1, 2004, 22-year old Mr Mihail Tsvetanov, a Romani man from the northeastern Bulgarian town of Isperih, died in his home after suspected negligent treatment in the hospital, from which he was released the day before.  When Mr Tsvetanov’s parents called for an ambulance, it arrived only after one hour and a second the phone call although they live less than one kilometre from the where the ambulance service is located. Once it arrived, the medical team established the death of Mihail Tsvetanov.  When his parents met his doctor, Dr Krastev at the hospital to ask for his son’s medical file, the doctor allegedly stated, “It is not a big thing – one Gypsy less.” In the following days, Mr Todorov went to the hospital several times to obtain the medical file but each time was denied access by Dr Krastev who claimed that the father did not need the document. Similar cases have been reported in a number of Bulgarian localities in recent years.

The ERRC is concerned that the draft Bulgarian JIM at present does not contain information about government action to combat widespread discrimination against Roma among medical professionals. In addition, it is unclear how or when the Bulgarian government intends to assess, let alone address, issues related to the systemic exclusion of specific groups -- including Roma -- from coverage by health insurance. The Joint Inclusion Memorandum provides a welcome opportunity to specify measures in these areas, and should be amended in this key prior to its adoption.

Poverty and income distribution/Employment and social assistance
Both sections acknowledge the problems facing Roma but do not shed light on the government’s strategy to alleviate poverty among Roma and to combat unemployment. With reference to the latter, the ERRC welcomes the introduction of measures for social and economic integration of unemployed Roma.  However, the ERRC notes that both programmes introduced in the draft Bulgarian JIM -- “From Social Assistance to Employment” and “Beautiful Bulgaria”, are temporary programs and it is not clear what the long term impact of these projects will be, or how Bulgarian policy-makers intend to build upon any successes ultimately arising from the projects.  A focus on long-term measures is also needed for successful inclusion of Roma in the economy.

Thank you in advance for your attention to these matters. The ERRC is prepared to provide further information and/or assistance to policy-makers on issues related to the social exclusion of Roma in Bulgaria and the realisation of social and economic rights on an as-needed basis. We welcome further contact with your offices.







Sincerely,







Dimitrina Petrova






Executive Director

Appendix 

All-Roma schools and schools with prevailing number of Roma

County
Total number of children*
Number of Romani children* 
Number of all-Romani schools and pre-school facilities*
Number of schools with 50-100% Romani children**

1. Blagoevgrad
51,604
2,344 (4.5%)
2
13

2. Burgas
57,581
6,246 (10.8%)
4
24

3. Varna
59,691
7,259 (12%)
4
36

4. Veliko Tarnovo
37,620
3,238 (8.6%)
3
28

5. Vidin
15,154
2,735 (18%)
2
14

6. Vratsa
29,248
4,802 (16.4%)
1
N/A

7. Gabrovo
17,274
1,386 (8%)
3
N/A

8. Dobrich
29,968
1,131 (3.7%)
5
12

9. Kardjali
25,221
1,524 (6%)
4
12

10. Kiustendil
21,505
1,606 (7%)
3
N/A

11. Lovech
21,517
1,003 (4.6%)
0
N/A

12. Montana
23,185
6,231 (27%)
6
13

13. Pazardjik
36,736
6,930 (19%)
10
13

14. Pernik
19,006
1,524 (12.5%)
0
N/A

15. Pleven
40,199
5060 (12.5%)
4
12

16. Plovdiv
77,129
10,315 (13.4%)
5
9

17. Razgrad
21,776
2,068 (9.5%)
0
12

18. Russe
34,147
3,113 (9%)
2
6

19. Silistra
17,076
1,922 (11.3%)
5
3

20. Sliven
29,492
5,645 (19%)
5
13

21. Smolian
22,443
231 (1%)
0
0

22. Sofia (city)
146,526
2,405 (1.7%)
6
4

23. Sofia (area)
31,290
5,192 (16.6%)
6
4

24. Stara Zagora
50,209
7,228 (14.4%)
6
14

25. Targovishte
19,099
3,122 (16%)
6
29

26. Haskovo
23,628
4,871 (21%)
5
5

27. Shumen
29,008
4,063 (14%)
5
30

28. Iambol
20,212
2,972 (15%)
4
26

TOTAL:
1,007,544
106,166
106
332

* Data provided by the Ministry of Education and Science. See Nunev, Yosif. “Analiz na sastoianieto na uchilishtata, v koito se obuchavat romski detsa.” In Strategii na obrazovatelnata politika. Ministerstvo na obrazovanieto I naukata. Sofia, 2001. The data of the ethnic origin of the students is based on identification by school directors and/or teachers.

** Data provided by the Open Society Foundation, Sofia. See Denkov, Dimitar, Elitsa Stanoeva, and Vasil Vidinski. Roma Schools in Bulgaria 2001. Open Society Foundation, Sofia, available at: http://romaschools.osf.bg/en/index.html.

Roma in the special schools for children with developmental disabilities (помощни училища)*

Special school (SS)
Total number of children
Number of children with developmental disability
Number of children who had finished 8 grade/academic

Year
Percentage of Romani children







2 SS Sofia
138
92 
11 (2000/01)
40 %

3 SS Sofia
160
127 
15 (2000/01)
30 %

SS Pernik
138
116   
8 (2000/01)
No data 

SS Ahmatovo
87
77  
8 (2000/01)
35 %

SS Byala Slatina
271
75 %
no data
80 %

SS Chokmanovo 
96
no data
no data
60 %

SS Dimitrovgrad
103
89 
13 (2000/01)
80 %

SS Nova Zagora
160
no data
16 (2000/01)
70 %

SS Rakitovo
100
89 
8 (2000/01)
50 %

SS Shumen
268
 over 50 %
no data
43 %

SS Stan
45
45 
11 (4 grade) (2000/01)
93 %

SS Assenovgrad
63
60 
11 (2000/01)
19 %

SS Karnobat
88
79 
6 (2001/02)
84 %

SS Kazanlak
132
132 
16 (2001/02)
30%

SS Stara Zagora
198
198 
15 (2001/02)
60%

SS Godech
85
70 
9 (2001/02)
50-60 %

4 SS Sofia
161
over 50 % 
11 (2000/01)
over 50%

5 SS Sofia
125
125 
8 (2001/02)
60 %

SS Sredets
130
127 
6 (2001/02)
40 %

SS Brestovica
120 
32 % 
9 (2001/02)
70 %

SS Burgas
153 
122 
12 (2001/02)
15%

SS Svishtov
52
80 % 
8 (2001/02)
6-7 in each grade

SS Novi Pazar
158
91 
8 (2001/02)
51 %

SS Ruse
97 
45
15 (2000/01)
11 %

SS Ruse
208


168 
17 (2001/02)
5 % 

SS Velingrad
107
77 
no data
16 %

SS Pazardzhik 
200
most of the children
16 (2001/02)
50 %

SS Haskovo
130
no data
8 (10 grade)
50 %

SS Petrich
109
90 
11 (2001/02)
77 %

SS Kranevo 
158 
over 50 %
10 (2001/02)
no data 

SS Kavarna
140
70 %
17 (2001/02)
49 %

SS Dolno Draglishte
115
over 50%
15 (2001/02)
55 %

SS Blagoevgrad
168
160 
9 (2001/02)
80 %

SS Goce Delchev
194
below 50 % 
16 (2001/02)
80 %

SS Yambol
90
over 50 %
no data 
8 %

SS Elhovo
146
over 50 %
19 (2001/02)
70 %

SS Stob
115
over 50 %
18 (2001/02)
74 %

SS Lozno
120
106 
14 (2001/02)
over 50%

SS Kurdzhali
108
77 
8 (2001/02)
34 %

SS Vratsa
246
221 
23 (2001/02)
85 %

SS Veliko Turnovo
106
86 
8 (2001/02)
25 %

SS Novo selo
108
104 
5 (2001/02)
0

SS Mindia
84
80 
7 (2001/02)
no data 

SS Lom
230
220 
no data
80 %

SS Davidovo
102
70 
9 (2001/02)
over 50%

SS Targovishte
84
69 
8 (2001/02)
over 50%

SS Popovo
89
87 
5 (2001/02)
over 70%

SS Gabrovo 
84
74 
7 (2001/02)
50 %

SS Careva Livada
71
66 
10 (2001/02)
over 50 %

SS Roman
119
109 
15 (2001/02)
82 %

SS Parvomaici
64
59 
6 (2001/02)
below 50 %

SS Samokov
102
88 
12 (2001/02)
46 %

SS Dolni Dubnik
166
144 
14 (2001/02)
64 %

SS Pleven
143
112 
11 (2001/02)
33 %

SS Lovech
61
30 
no children 
10%

SS Berkovica
103
no data
12 (2001/02)
over 50 %

SS Ajtos
98
88 
7 (2001/02)
82 %

SS Vetren
123
Almost all the children
8(2001/02)
90 %

SS Sliven
192
no data
    no data
40 %

SS Harmanli
313
299 
23 (2001/02)
41 %

SS Svilengrad
162
137 
9 (2001/02)
60 %

SS Topolovgrad
124
119 
8 (2001/02)
86 %

SS Vidin
80
72 
8 (2001/02)
70 %

SS Muglizh
48
48
4 (2001/02)
80 %

SS Chirpan
68
Almost all children
3 (2001/02)
80 %

SS Silistra
121
114  
16 (2001/02)
50 %

SS Radotina
99
91 
8 (2001/02)
63 %

6 SS Sofia
109
81
9 (2001/02)
1 %

SS Slavyanovo
88
79 
9 (2001/02)
70 %

SS Osenec
105
98
8 (2001/02)
42 %

SS Krivnya
75
69 
8 (2001/02)
79 %

SS Varna
102
77 
19 (2001/02)
12 %

SS Pernik, Carkva
107
74 
7 (2001/02)
77 %

SS Kubrat
187
150 
13 (2001/02)
48 %

TOTAL: 
9,399




* ERRC in cooperation with the Bulgarian Helsinki Committee (BHC) visited 46 special schools for children with developmental disabilities (marked in bold). The rest of the schools were visited by the BHC. 
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� See Concluding Observations of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights :                                      Bulgaria. 08/12/99.E/C.12/1/Add.37. (Concluding Observations/Comments), at: http://www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/12c1a8954612da6480256842005679d6?Opendocument.





� See Council of Europe, European Commission against Racism and Intolerance. Third Report on Bulgaria, para. 91, at: http://www.coe.int/T/E/human_rights/Ecri/1-ECRI/2-Country-by-country_approach/Bulgaria/Bulgaria_CBC_3.asp#P379_38790.


� ECRI, Third Periodic Report on Bulgaria, paragraph 73.





� UNDP Regional Report. Avoiding the Dependency Trap. Chapter 2, at: http://roma.undp.sk/.





� See Ringold,. D., M. Orenstein, and E. Wilkins. “Roma in Expanding Europe. Breaking the Poverty Cycle.”, p. 1, at:   http://lnweb18.worldbank.org/eca/ecshd.nsf/ECADocByUnid/EDF5EC59184222F8C1256D4F0053DA41/$FILE/Full%20Report%20in%20English.pdf.


� See European Commission. Regular Report on Bulgaria’s Progress towards Accession 2002, pp. 32-33, at: http://europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report2002/bu_en.pdf


� Bulgarian Helsinki Committee. “Human Rights in Bulgaria in 2000”. In Objektiv. March 2001. Available at: http://www.bghelsinki.org.





� ERRC interview with Mr Anton Karagyozov, Head of the Roma foundation. September 2003, Plovdiv.





� ERRC interviews with Mr Minko Minkov and Mr Mitko Assenov of the Napredak and Badeshte foundations, respectively. September 2003, Pazardzhik.





� ERRC interview with Mr Rivdan Sali, Head of the Romani Obnovlenie foundation. September 2003, Varna.





� ERRC interview with Rumen Cholakov, July 5, 2004, Meden Rudnik, Burgas.





� Article 65, Law on Municipal Property, available in Bulgarian at: http://www.bcnl.org/doc.php?DID=69 and Article 80, Law on State Property, available in Bulgarian at: http://www.bcnl.org/doc.php?DID=15.





� Such for example are Article 195 stipulating the demolition of housing which poses threats from hygienic point of view; Article 222 allowing the DNCC to order the demolition of illegal construction, to prohibit access to construction which does not meet construction standards, to prohibit the supply of electricity, water gas to illegal construction, etc. Territorial Planning Law, last amended in 2003.





 


� Revenga, A., Ringold D., and Tracy W.M. “Poverty and Ethnicity: A Cross-Country Study of Roma Poverty in Central Europe”. In Ringold, D., Orenstein, Mitchell A., and Wilkens, E. “Roma in an Expanding Europe: Breaking the Poverty Cycle”. The World Bank: Washington D.C. 2003, p.34.





� For more information see, Landmark Lawsuit Filed with a Bulgarian Court Alleges Racial Discrimination in the Provision of Electricity to a Romani Neighborhood in Sofia, at: http://www.errc.org/publications/letters/2004/bulgaria_feb_18_2004.shtml.





� See for example, Roma Rights publications at: http://errc.org/rr_nr3_2003/snap10.shtml; http://errc.org/rr_nr1_2002/snap23.shtml.
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