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Annex

TURKISH REPUBLIC OF NORTHERN CYPRUS
DEPUTY PRIME MINISTRY AND MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS
(LEFKOSA, VIA MERSIN - 10, TURKEY)

12 April 2007
Your Excellency,

| have the honour to refer to the report on the “Question of human rights in Cyprus”
dated 9 March 2007 (A/HRC/4/59) whitas been submitted to th® gession of the
UN Human Rights Council heldt Geneva, pursuant to decision 2/102 taken at ffsxSeting
on 6 October2006 regarding the “Reports and ssudfienechanisms and mdates” and to bring
the following considerations to your kind attention:

At the outset, | wish to note with appreciation that compared to last year’s report the
present one is more balanced since the humatsnightrictions faced by the Turkish Cypriots
are addressed at greater léndievertheless, this positive déygment is more than counter-
balanced by the following shorteongs and omissions in the report.

First, | wish to underline the fact thaktheferences in the report to the so-called
“Republic of Cyprus”, “Republiof Cyprus law”, “Republic oCyprus Council of Ministers”,
“President Papadopoulos”, dgreme Court”, “Presidentsffice” and “Permanent
Representative in New York” reflect neither tiealities nor the legal position in Cyprus. Ever
since the forcible expulsion of the Turki€lypriot co-founder partner from the legitimate
bi-national Government of é11960 partnership Republic, thdras been no constitutional
Government representing both peoples of the island. The Turkish Cypriots did not accept the
forceful takeover of the partnership Statetty Greek Cypriot side and, through its decisive
resistance, prevented the Greek Cypriot sidmfextending its authority over the Turkish
Cypriot people. Hence, since December 1963, thesebibeen a joint central administration in
the island, capable of representing the whole of @ypeither legally or factually. Each side has
since ruled itself, while the Greek Cypriot side has continued to claim that it is the “Government
of Cyprus”.

H.E. Mr. Ban Ki-moon
Secretary-General of

the United Nations Organization
New York
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It is seen in the prologue to the repdibie by the Secretary-General) that reference is
made to last year’s report followed by the specification that “the information in the report
remains relevant”. Indeed, tarms of methodology, the Office of the High Commissioner for
Human Rights (OHCHR) has been able to “economize” in its reporting: In the case of Varosha
(paragraph 10), for instance, there is a mere imeiof VVarosha but through the use of a footnote
one is directed to last year’s report whicliadled observations in this regard. As such, in a
parallel approach we would like to referdd Document A/HRC/2/G/2 of 13 September 2006
containing the Turkish Cypriot perspective witepect to last year’s report, which also remains
relevant. Furthermore, we hataken note of your remarks in the prologue that, “In the
absence of an OHCHR field presence in Cyprus, or any specific monitoring mechanism, the
United Nations is not in a position to provideystematic overview of the situation of human
rights in Cyprus ”.

As regards th&Overview” section of the report, it is observed once again that the
present report does not include a section on gassion of good offices. Hence, the present
report conveniently sidesteps the overall politmature and developments on the island, thus
failing to reflect a full perspective on the question of human rights in Cyprus. Sadly, the Greek
Cypriot rejection of the UN Plan for a comprehensive settlement and the ensuing impasse has al
but been forgotten and the inhuman policy of isolation being employed by the Greek Cypriot
administration against the Turkish Cypriot pepl all fields is not given due emphasis.

As you will recall, after the overwhelming rejection by the Greek Cypriot people of the
“comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem [Annan Plan], which was approved by the
Turkish Cypriot people by 65% of the voteshis report of 28 May 2004 (S/2004/437) your
predecessor addressed the unjust isolation ofuhnid@sh Cypriot people and stated that “in the
aftermath of the vote, the situation of the Turkish Cypriots call for the attention of the
international community as a whole, including 8ecurity Council”. He underlined the fact that
the “Turkish Cypriot vote has undone any ratierfar pressuring and isolating them” and
appealed to the UN Security Council to “giveteong lead to all States to cooperate both
bilaterally and in interational bodies to eliminate unnecessasrietions and barriers that have
the effect of isolating the Turkish Cypts and impeding their development”.

It is most disappointing that while tiReport of the Secretary-General on the
UN Operation in Cyprus of 1 December 2006 (S/2006/931) diven the unjust isolation of the
Turkish Cypriot people and entailed your predsoe’s call for its lifting (paragraph 10), such an
approach has not been taken in the present hugtas report. The restrictions imposed by the
Greek Cypriot side violating the human rightsTofkish Cypriots in various fields, such as the
right to freely trade and travel, are continuing and efforts to rectify this situation by many parties,
are still impeded by the Greek Cypriot side. It is difficult to comprehend how this most blatant,
systematic and all-encompassiiglation of human rights on ¢hisland has not been addressed
in the report apart from observations concernir@restrictions in the education sphere
(paragraphs 18-19) and the economic rights of the Tutki€ypriots, in the context of which
there is a mere reference to the pending®ifrade Regulation within the European Union
(paragraph 23).



As regards theMuman Rights Concerns’ section of the report which reiterates that
“human rights concerns in Cyprus derivegominantly from the persisting division of the
island” (paragraph 2), one must qualify that the history of human rights violations in Cyprus
goes back a long time. It started in 1963 wtienGreek Cypriots launched a genocidal attack
against the Turkish Cypriots in order to realize their dream of annexing the island to Greece
(ENOSIS). It is noteworthy that the Greek Cypadministration’s present policy of applying an
all-embracing inhuman embargo against the Tarkigpriot people originated at that point. It
should be recalled that as early as 10 Septedf4 in his report to the UN Security Council
the then UN Secretary-General describedrtheman restrictions imposed upon the Turkish
Cypriot people by the Greek Cypriot authoritiesder the usurped title of the “Government of
Cyprus”, as being so severe that it amedrib a “veritable siege” (UN doc. S/5950).

In this respect, while we fully share the conclusioar &gr aph 24) that “the situation
of human rights in Cyprus would theredogreatly benefit from the achievement of a
comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus potil one should not overlook the fact that
bizonality has provided the Turkish Cypriots with security of life, right to a decent life and
economic freedom, and has enabled them torrétulife under humane conditions after having
waged a struggle for survival under geasonditions in enclaves during 1963-74.

It should be pointed out that even beftire emergence of the new found geographical
reality of bizonality and the &blishment of a buffer-zone after 1974, a “Green Line” had been
established in the wake of the bloody onslaumhthe Greek Cypriots in December 1963, with
a view to containing atrocities against the Turkish Cypriot people. However, even the
establishment of this “Green Line” and the arrival of the UN Peace-keeping Force in
March 1964, did not suffice to prevent the Gré&sjpriot attacks against the Turkish Cypriot
people. Indeed, the 1967 massacres of Turkish Cypriots residingaziBoand Gecitkale were
carried out at a time when thiN Peace-keepingorce was stationed on the island. It has been
Turkey’s military intervention of 1974, carried outancordance with her rights and obligations
under the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, and the cortidegerrent effect of Turkish forces against
the repetition of Greek-Greek Cypriot aggresslmat has brought peace and stability to the
island since 1974.

While in paragraph 4 there is a reference to the Green Line Regulation, unlike the
previous report the present one sloet address the issue of edabtween the two sides within
the context of the said Regulation. Hence,réport not only fails to address the difficulties
encountered by the Turkish Cypriots in the areemternational trade but also the difficulties
encountered in the area of intra-island tradlog to the Greek Cypriot side’s obstructionist
policies. Contrary to the Turkish Cypriot ptige of allowing unhindered access to all Greek
Cypriot vehicles and the EU Commission’s viewtthnless restrictions were lifted the Green
Line Regulation would be meaningless, the Greek Cypriot administration is still preventing
Turkish Cypriot commercial vehicles from tsporting goods and people across the Green Line
on the pretext of refusing to recognize driylicenses issued in Northern Cyprus.

Moreover, exporters face arbitrary and dis@natory restrictions by the Greek Cypriot
customs and other officials aiossing points even if their products fall within the scope of the
Green Line Regulation. The most recent exampla@iGreek Cypriot administration’s effort to
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further limit the implementation of the Green Line Regulation is the introduction of tougher
measures and stricter controls products crossing from tiNorth. Such decisions clearly
expose the Greek Cypriot administration’s intaheeof every effort that would even minimally
contribute to the economic development of thekigln Cypriot people. It should be noted that
the volume of trade from Nortio the South, within the framework of the Green Line
Regulation, is less than 3 %thie total export of the Turkish Cypriot side for the year 2006.
What constitutes bigger urgency for the Turkish Cypriot people is the adoption of the Direct
Trade Regulation, which would be a positive stepards eliminating the restrictions and the
creation of the necessary conditions for theneenic and social development of the North.

It is observed in the report that there i®ference to the opening of additional crossing
points, including the Lokmaci @dra street) crossing poimaf agraph 4). Since our position
regarding the opening of new crossing points and our constructive attitude aimed at increasing
contacts and building confidence between the tvaples of the island have been demonstrated
through concrete steps, theoet should have clearly indicatéoht the crossing point in
question could not be opened due to the difficalfiat forward by the Greek Cypriot authorities.
As would be recalled, Presidentld@iain his letter of 6 July 20065/2006/533) addressed to your
predecessor informed the UN authorities that the Turkish Cypriot side is ready and willing to
cooperate with the UN Peace-keeping Forceelbas to discuss formulations which would
enable the opening of the crossing point at Lokmaci.

On 28 December 2006, President Talat annoutiedds a gesture of good will, the
Turkish Cypriot side would dismantle the fbatlge it had constructed and did so in the
following days. Recently, in his meeting wigmesident Talat in Brussels on 28 February 2007,
the EU Commissioner for enlargement Mr. Olli Rehn welcomed the initiative of the Turkish
Cypriot side to dismantle the fdwmtdge and told him of his letteddressed to the Greek Cypriot
Foreign Minister Mr. George Lillikas calling onetGreek Cypriot side to reciprocate to the
positive move of the Turkish Cypriot side and consent to the opening of the Lokmaci gate.
Mr. Rehn reiterated the Commissiserpledge of 100,000 euros to the demining of the Lokmaci
area. Against this background of mounting exaéras well as internal pressure, the Greek
Cypriot side has eventually demolished thél whseparation on its de of the street on
9 March 2007, but it has dampened the expextaif a positive contribution since it insists on
putting forward preconditions for the opening of #rossing point. We are of the expectation
that the Greek Cypriot side will withdraw itsggonditions and henceforéimgage in cooperation
for putting the Lokmaci crossing to the service of both peoples, as is the case with other crossing
points.

As regards the freedom of movement on the isl@adagraph 5), one should not lose
sight of the geopolitical reality of bizonality ancetfact that there is a long standing political
dispute on the island which is borne by the that a UN Peace-keeping Force has been present
on the island for the past 43 years. It shouldoaoforgotten that military zone prohibitions are
commonplace even in most democratic societiesebler, the same prohibitions are in force in
South Cyprus so it is curious why prohibitions in regard to the military zones in the Southern
part of the island are not conered restrictions to the freedafmovement on the island. In
paragraph 5 the reference to villages in Northernpgys without indication of their Turkish
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names is unacceptable. The samefitdue for the referencesparagraph 20 to towns and
villages in the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyp(I&NC). In this context, it should also be
reminded that Cyprus is the common home efTharkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots
where a great number of villages enjoyed both Greek and Turkish names.

A serious shortcoming of the report in cestion with freedom of movement in the
island has been the failure to mention the repeated cases of maltreatment of the Turkish Cypriot
people at crossing points by the Greek Cygaice and customs officers or in some cases
by ultra-nationalist groups whedehaviour is condoned by the Greek Cypriot police and
customs officers. A glaring case of the coaing Greek Cypriot policy of cruel, inhuman and
degrading treatment of the Turkish Cypriotss baen the maltreatmenit Mr. Osman Sarper.
On 27 June 2006, Mr. Sarper, a Turkish Cypriot architect, was arrested by the Greek Cypriot
police while passing to South Cyprus thrbufje Metehan crossing point on grounds of
possessing architectural plans and documentedeia land, which was @aimed to be formerly
owned by the Greek Cypriots. After eight daysletention, Mr. Sarpawas brought before the
Greek Cypriot Nicosia District Court and despite thedical reports stating that he had a serious
heart condition, he was keptjml for seven more days. Furthermore, the Greek Cypriot
administration refused the medical examinatdMr. Osman Sarper by his Turkish Cypriot
doctor. Deterioration of hisdalth and the intensive protests of his family and the Turkish
Cypriot civil society organizations, forced t@@eek Cypriot administration to release him on
bail on 11 July 2006. Many other Turkish Cypriate still being detained and harassed by the
Greek Cypriot police for the same reason.

It is noteworthy in this regard that the Greek Cypriot administration has drafted a law
which envisages the prosecution of any individughout any exception involved in buying and
selling of “former Greek Qyriot properties” in te TRNC and, within thiframework, the arrest
and even imprisonment up to 7 years of Turkish Cypriot citizens utilizing these properties in the
event that they cross over to the South. The tapibns of the implementation of the said law
for the freedom of movement on the island areddfiorts towards creating an environment of
trust and confidence between thetsides must be self evident.

Meanwhile, a case of maltreatment at the Ledra Palace crossing point, perpetrated by an
ultra-nationalist group and condoned by the Gi@ggriot police and customs officers has been
that of Ms. Sevgul Uludg a well known journalist and remeher. On 15 November 2006, Ms.
Uludag, who has been writing articles for the rapprochement of the Turkish Cypriots and the
Greek Cypriots and also on the issue of mispegons, was physically attacked and verbally
insulted by the members of theeggk Cypriot ultra-nationalist groughrysi Avghi (Golden
Dawn) while crossing the Ledra Palace bomgktte. The same group also damaged the car of
Mr. Aziz Ener, another Turkish Cypriot pro-umifition journalist, with iron bars and verbally
insulted other Turkish Cypriots passing throughtibeder gate. As a result of these attacks, the
crossing through the Ledra Paldmeder gate was neporarily halted.

Concerningparagraph 6 which has to do with #hbi-communal contacts and
cooperation between the two sides, we shareigve that the efforts of the UN Development
Programme (UNDP) need to be tured. | would like to state that the Turkish Cypriot side has
been working in full cooperation with UNDRIso extending the necessary support to the



activities between the two sides. On the contrdrgy Greek Cypriot admistration, particularly
since the referenda, has been trying to hartipeactivities of the UNDRimed at reconciliation
between the two peoples. In this respect, we Welibat the addressee of the call for cooperation
and removal of any obstacles to such activities in the report is the Greek Cypriot side.

As for paragraph 7, which deals with the criminal activities through the buffer zone, it
should be reiterated that we haepeatedly expressed our readis to establish contacts at all
levels and to cooperateith the Greek Cypriot side in the fight against smuggling, drug
trafficking, illegal immigration, human traffickingnd similar illicit activity.It was with this
understanding that, on 26 January 2005 we cédlethe establishment of technical committees
that would take up issues relaito the daily lives of the twpeoples in the island, and criminal
matters was one of the topics. As you are athre, in spite of the agreement reached on
8 July 2006, as a result of the untiring effortsha&f then Undersecretary-General Gambari, our
attempts to establish committees in order to address humanitarian and practical matters and
working groups to facilitate a comprehensive setdlat, have so far not produced any tangible
result due to Greek Cypriot obstructionism. Attempts to enhance information sharing on criminal
matters resulted in failure only because of@neek Cypriot side’s wooperative attitude. We
believe that the report should hawade clear that it is the Greek Cypriot side which rejects such
cooperation and has been using varioads to stall the 8 July process.

At this juncture, the Greek Cypriot adminigtom is manipulating the 8 July process with
a view to fending-off the pressure it has bednjected to in Brussels concerning the Direct
Trade Regulation. A stark example of the Gr&€ypriot manipulation efforts regarding the
8 July process is the seemingly contradictoryest@ints made to the Greek Cypriot official news
agency CNA by the Greek Cypriot leadership on 20 March 2007. On the one hand, the Greek
Cypriot leader Mr. Papadopoulos stated the folilauyi‘Problems that arised during the course of
the discussions have been successfully a&déck In particular, a common understanding has
been achieved on the issue of which techrdcahmittees and working groups will be set up.
The precise content of the discussions of ematking group has also been defined”. On the
other hand, the Greek Cypriot Foreign Minister, MHikas, said that “Any expectations and
hopes created over the last few days, espgatkr the submission of our compromise
proposal, have faded with the refusal of the WIrlCypriot side to consent and agree for the
immediate implementation of the Agreement”.

The international community, and the UiNparticular, should impress upon the Greek
Cypriot side that they cannot literally fidddeound with the 8 July process, creating the
impression of reviving it or putting it dead in its tracks according to their political purposes, but
that they should approach the matter with drgency and with the atity and seriousness it
deserves.

Paragraph 9 of the report refers to the abhorremtd premeditated event resulting in the
beating of 5 Turkish Cypriot students by 20 young Greek Cypriots on 22 November 2006 at the
English School in the South. This extremely @esi event is only one of similar other incidents
that have been occurring frequentiithin the last reporting period.
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In this context, | would like to remind your Excellency of President Talat’s letter
addressed to your predecasdated 29 November 2006 (S/2006/929) covering in detail the
attacks perpetrated against the Turkish Cyprilo the South Cyprus. We are saddened to
observe in the report that this has been presested isolated incident. The truth of the matter
is that this incident is only one example a@hanifestation of the rising trend of racism,
chauvinism and ultra-nationalism among the&x Cypriot populace which is being fuelled
by the Greek Cypriot leadership. The proatve and irresponsible statement which
Mr. Papadopoulos had made during the openingneeny of a monument in memory of Greek
Cypriot soldiers, compels us to question his siti@r his condemnation of the incident at the
English School. According to the Greek Cypriot d&lbtitis dated 20 November 2006, during
his speech at the ceremony, Mr. Papadopouids ‘Sehe messages of heroism for those
who lost their lives for their homeland shadit be silenced by the voices of the imams.

[As Mr. Papadopoulos watkelivering his speeclezan (call for prayer) could be heard from a
mosque in the vicinity].” It is a well known and umigble fact in sociasciences that prejudices
against any religion often manifest itself in general negative attitudes, such as violence,
harassment, discrimination and stereotyping in societies.

Another example in this regard is the ohemnt of Mr. Ozan Ceyhun. Mr. Ceyhun, former
member of the European Parliament and a mewiiiie German Social Democratic Party, was
assaulted by eight Greek Cypriot youngsterfsant of the Hilton Hotel, South Nicosia, while
traveling in a taxi carrying Turkish Cypriot number plates. Apart from attacking the taxi, the
perpetrators also spat on the face of the Thr&igpriot driver. In spite of the ongoing appeals
by the victims and the fact that most of the attacks against the Turkish Cypriots by ultra-
nationalist Greek Cypriots occur in the vicinity of the hotel, the Greek Cypriot police still refrain
from taking the necessary measures in that area.

In this context, it is noteworthy thatalEuropean Network Against Racism (ENAR)
shadow report published in 2005, entitled “Racisr@yprus”, has made serious warnings to the
Greek Cypriot administration and stated thatldinophobia has always been present in [South]
Cyprus, to a lesser extent though, due to ther@yproblem. Howeveit, has now taken larger
dimensions as anyone of Muslim religion is not only presumed to be a potential collaborator with
Turkey but also a potential terrorist. This @&/n by the [Greek Cypriot] police’s eagerness to
arrest Muslim students and deport them on suspiof membership to terrorist organizations

without any particular examination of their case....”.

As incidents similar to the above and the @asi reports and studies, one of which is the
ENAR'’s report, clearly indicate, the Greek Cypriot administrative policies are the main reason
behind the rising trend of racism, xenophohi&ra-nationalism and uaftunately Islamophobia
in South Cyprus. It is the inevitable resulttibé Greek Cypriot administration’s education
policies and the teachings of the Greek Cypriot religious leaders which sustain the decades-old
policy of the Greek Cypriot administration aim&ddominating the island at the expense of the
Turkish Cypriot people.

Regardingparagraphs 10-13, | wish to underline the fact that one of the most
fundamental issues in the Cyprus question igptheerty issue. The Turkish Cypriot side has for
long been proposing to the Greek Cypriot gluet a Joint Property Claims Commission be
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established to look into Turkish Cypriot ande@k Cypriot property claims and to develop the
modalities as to how the property issue can kéedeon the basis of the agreed principle of
bizonality. The Greek Cypriot side, however, instead of seeking to resolve the issue with the
Turkish Cypriot side in accordance with edistied parameters, has over the years encouraged
recourse to the European Court of Human Ri¢gBGIHR) in a bid to carry the issue to the
European platform. As in the caseApostolides v. Orams (paragraph 13), the Greek
Cypriotside’s unilateral accession to the El$ peesented it with the opportunity to further
complicate the issue of property rights by enagurg recourse to courts in the South for the
issuing of EU arrest warrants against those buying or selling property in the North.

In the absence of cooperation from the Gré€gpriot side, since June 2003 the Turkish
Cypriot side has been taking unilateral steps diateproviding internal legal remedies to the
concerned paies. In this connection, taking inte@unt the ECtHR’s admissibility decision of
14 March 2005 and its judgment of B2cember 2005 on the merits of thenides-Arestisv.
Turkey application, the Law entitled “Law for t@ompensation, Exchange and Restitution of
Immovable Properties (Law no. 67/2005)” (“the Laméreafter), was enacted in North Cyprus
in December 2005. This Law envisages compemsatixchange and restitution for movable and
immovable properties lotad within the boundaries of the W& which were possessed by the
Greek Cypriots before 1974 and were abandone#fter. In accordance with this legislation,
the Immovable Property Commission (IPC) veasablished on 22 March 2006, the mechanism
of which is entirely based on the comprehensive guidelines suggested by the ECtHR. The
Commission that comprises seven members, two of which are internationally renowned
personalities of not Turkish decent, has the statascourt and its decisions are binding and
implemented just as the deciss of the judiciary.

A detailed account of the prowsis of the Law and the effectiveness of the IPC has been
provided in the Annex. It must be noted in tbastext that the reaction of the Greek Cypriot
administration to the establishment of the IPC has not been encouraging; it has threatened to tal
legal action against potential applicants. Saittlg,Greek Cypriot authorities are attempting to
undermine an effective legal instrument which confs fully with relevat international norms.

| have to point out that the manner in whpdr agraph 11 has been drafted, notably the
bypassing of Turkish Cypriot authorities and insitns and the portrayal of the IPC as having
been introduced by Turkish authorities, gitles false impression that the issue of property
rights is an issue between Turkey and the Ge&gkiots. This is erroneous and unacceptable.

The report deals with the issue of missing persopsiiagr aphs 14-16, in this
connection referring to Security Councisodution 1728 (2006) of 15 December 2006 which
reiterated its call to the parties “to assess athless the humanitarian issue of missing persons
with due urgency and seriousseand welcomed proggs made since the resumption of the
Committee on Missing Persons (CMP) activities Hredappointment of the Third Member of
the Committee”. As is the case with the issuproperty rights once again Turkey is ultimately
held responsible on the issue of missing peragneference is made to the meeting of the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europeld on 6 December 2006 to consider the
relevant aspect of theyprusv. Turkey judgment of the ECtHR. Té& kind of approach which
attempts to bypass or override Turkish Cypriot authorities and institutions thereby undermining
the political equality of the Turkish Cypriot side, clearly does not augur well either for the
resolution of the issues at hand or for the protspef a comprehensive settlement in the island.
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You will recall that the CMP wsaestablished in 1981 by the UN as a tripartite committee
composed of a Turkish Cypriot, a Greek Cypriot and a Third Member appointed by the
UN Secretary-General, to address the probleth@missing. As such, it must be evident that
Turkey is not a party to the issue of missing passin Cyprus, but fully supports the work of the
CMP as it equally desires the resolution of this humanitarian issue.

It is unfortunate that the wording péragraph 19 is far from portraying the negative
attitude of the Greek Cypriot adnmsitration in connection with ¢hopening of a Turkish primary
school in Limassol in order to meet the eduwai needs of the Turkish Cypriot children living
in Southern Cyprus, whose number is wellrabe Greek Cypriot children living in the
Northern Cyprus. It should be reiterated that the Greek Cypriot administration’s “commitment”
to establish a Turkish Cypriot school is notn&thing new but dates back to 1996 as recorded
in the report (S/1996/411, 7 June 1996) subnhitbethe Security Council by the then
Secretary-General. The M&ar@005 “commitment” came only aftdre numerous calls of the
Turkish Cypriot side for the establishment of such a school.

Notwithstanding the Greek Cypriot side’s negative stance towards establishing a Turkish-
language elementary school in Limassol, which flagrant violation of the educational rights of
the Turkish Cypriot residents in the area, the BiriCypriot side is paying utmost attention to
the educational needs of Greek Cypriot childrerdregiin Northern Cyprus. In evidence of this,

a Greek Cypriot secondary school has been opened in the Karpaz area in September 2004, in
addition to the Greek Cypriot elementary schebich has been functioning there for over three
decades. As a result, students are able to coengbleir education uninteipted, without having

to move away from their families while studying. Moreover, in order to meet rising demand in
this respect, the number of teachers lecturingénGreek Cypriot school has been increased.
Despite all these unilateral positive steps taken by our authorities, our actions have not been
reciprocated by the Greek Cypriot administratidespite repeated “conitments”. Taking these
facts into consideration, it is only natural that @ected the UN to give a strong message to
the Greek Cypriot administration, to propose ceteaction to this end through the report,
rather than referring merely to the detailgha lawsuit filed by the Turkish Cypriot Teachers
Union.

Although the reference to “the gap in the standards of living between the Greek Cypriots
and the Turkish Cypriots’paragraph 23) and to the Europeda@ouncil’s Financial Aid
Regulation of February 2006 and the pendiirgct Trade Regulation constitute a positive
development, it is unfortunate that the Greek Cypriot administration’s initiatives to further
entrench the unjust isolation imposed on the BlrkCypriot people have not been addressed in
the report. It will be recalled & subsequent to the referarahd in response to the positive
stance of the Turkish Cypriot people, the Fagan Commission prepared two draft regulations,
namely the Financial Aid and Direct Trade Regolas, the latter of which would have the effect
of significantly alleviating the embargoes imposedthe Turkish Cypriots. However, because of
the concerted efforts of the Greek Cypriatesithe European Union has decoupled the two
regulations despite the Turkish Cypriot sidetgection and adopted only the Financial Aid
Regulation with amendments in line with thee€k Cypriot demands. The future of the Direct
Trade Regulation is now uncertain. The maipestation of the Turkish Cypriot people, who
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each year receive from the Republic of Turkaych more than the amount earmarked in the
Financial Aid Regulation in questiois, that concrete steps be taker the realization of direct
trade, which would ensure the Turkish Cyppebple’s integration with the world. Countries
attempting to take steps, albeit small, in the direction of easing the isolation of the Turkish
Cypriot people, have also met with Greekp@igt obstruction, sometinsanvolving undignified
threats.

The Greek Cypriot administration insteaidcontributing to the search for a
comprehensive settlement within the UN framework, continues to pursue a policy characterized
by one-sidedait accomplis and the isolation of the Turkish Cypriot people. The following are
only two glaring examples of the Greek Cyppaticy in this regard, which constitute grave
human rights violations.

Lately, the Greek Cypriot administration has intensified its efforts to sign bilateral
agreements to delimit maritime jurisdiction areas in the Eastern Mediterranean with a view to the
exploration of oil and natural gaaround the island of Cyprus. It must be understood that the
TRNC also has rights and authority oveg tharitime areas around tistand of Cyprus. The
Greek Cypriot administration is not entitled to negotiate and conclude international agreements
on behalf of the whole island. Therefore, by agtimilaterally in this regard, the Greek Cypriot
side is violating the rights of the Turkish Ciygirpeople, since the natural resources on the island
of Cyprus and its offshore must be jointly exfg#d by the two sides. Furthermore, it must also
be kept in mind that Turkey has legitimateldegal rights and interests in the Eastern
Mediterranean. Parts of the maritime areas that are subject of the said bilateral agreements also
concern Turkey’s rights and interests.

The machinations of the Greek Cypriot adistiration concerning maritime jurisdiction
areas, which includes the conclusiof the said bilateral agreemts, enactment of legislation
identifying oil exploration fields around the islantiCyprus and its ¢ifor an international
tender, will adversely affect the stability in twbole Eastern Mediterraan region, in the event
that they insist on this course of action. Westrithat those countries and companies that might
consider conducting research for oil and ggdaration, based on invalitcenses Greek Cypriot
authorities may contemplate ®&sue for maritime areas around island of Cyprus, take into
account the sensitivity of the situation as welthaswill of the Turkish Cypriots, the other
constituent people of the islanahcarefrain from any endeavour that might negatively affect the
settlement process of the Cyprus issue.

A case in point demonstrating the idaaist policies of the Greek Cypriot
administration has been the letter campaign launched in an attempt to prevent scholars and
researchers from participating at the intéioraal conference entitled “Environment: Survival
and Sustainability” which took place betwekEhand 24 February 2007 at the Near East
University in the TRNC. The letters which wedaessed to the participants by a Greek Cypriot
official from the so-called “Cyprus Embassf’'the participant’'s country of residence
paradoxically claimed that their participationwig only serve to perpetuate the division of the
island. However the record is clear: It is thee@¢ Cypriot side which rejected the reunification
plan in 2004 and has been shunning negotiatioessrce. Evidently, the organization of a
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major international conference in the TRNGigthema to the Greek Cypriot administration
regardless of the fact that the sole aim of the conference was to contribute to the worldwide
debate and efforts in meeting environmental threats and challenges. Despite the Greek Cypriot
campaign, however, the conference was attebglestholars and researchers from 108 countries
who submitted a total of 1413 papergler 21 different sub-headings.

As the party which has demonstrated its firm commitment to the resolution of the Cyprus
issue on the basis of political equality, we have noted with pleasure the observation in the
“Conclusion” section of the report that “the situatiohhuman rights in Cyprus would therefore
greatly benefit from the achievement of a coemgnsive settlement of the Cyprus issue”.
However, for reasons that must be evideninfiaur foregoing observations, in our opinion there
is a disparity between the content and conclusighefeport in the sense that such reporting
which does not uphold the principle of the politiegluality of the two sideand fails to hold the
Greek Cypriot side responsible for the emtrimpasse and its application of inhuman
restrictions, will not contribute to the search for a comprehensive settlement.

We hope and trust that theews expressed above will be githken into consideration
and that sensitivity will be shown towards the rights and interests of the Turkish Cypriot people
in the future reports; if indeed the currendbgass of reporting on the human rights situation on
the island is to continue in spite of its exploitation by the Greek Cypriot administration at the
Human Rights Council.

In conclusion, | would like toeiterate that, as the Turki§typriot side, we remain fully
committed to the comprehensisettiement of the Cyprussue under Your Excellency’s
mission of good offices and on the basis of the Chinprehensive Settlemekan. Taking this
opportunity, 1 would like to express my hope angtithat under your able guidance, efforts to
find a comprehensive settlement would caméuition without further delay.

Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

(Sgned) Assoc. Prof. Turgay Avcli
Deputy Prime Minister
and Minister of Foreign Affairs



