Article 9
Separation from parents
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Text of Article 9

1. States Parties shall ensure that a child shall not be separated from
his or her parents against their will, except when competent
authorities subject to judicial review determine, in accordance with
applicable law and procedures, that such separation is necessary for
the best interests of the child. Such determination may be necessary
in a particular case such as one involving abuse or neglect of the
child by the parents, or one where the parents are living separately
and a decision must be made as to the child’s place of residence.

2. In any proceedings pursuant to paragraph 1 of the present article,
all interested parties shall be given an opportunity to participate in
the proceedings and make their views known.

3. States Parties shall respect the right of the child who is separated
from one or both parents to maintain personal relations and direct
contact with both parents on a regular basis, except if it is contrary
to the child’s best interests.

4. Where such separation results from any action initiated by a State
Party, such as the detention, imprisonment, exile, deportation or
death (including death arising from any cause while the person is in
the custody of the State) of one or both parents or of the child, that
State Party shall, upon request, provide the parents, the child or, if
appropriate, another member of the family with the essential
information concerning the whereabouts of the absent member(s) of
the family unless the provision of the information would be
detrimental to the well-being of the child. States Parties shall further
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ensure that the submission of such a request shall of itself entail no
adverse consequences for the person(s) concerned.
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Article 9 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child enshrines two essential
principles of children’s rights: first, that children should not be separated from
their parents unless it is necessary for their best interests and, second, that all
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procedures to separate children from parents on that ground must be fair. It also
affirms children’s rights to maintain relations and contact with both parents, and
places a duty on the State to inform parent and child of the whereabouts of either
if the State has caused their separation (for example by deportation or
imprisonment).
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The basic principles are enshrined in the 1959 Declaration of the Rights of the
Child: “The child, for the full and harmonious development of his personality,
needs love and understanding. He shall, wherever possible, grow up in the care
and under the responsibility of his parents...” (article 6). These words are echoed
and developed in the Convention’s preamble: “the child... should grow up in a
family environment, in an atmosphere of happiness, love and understanding.”
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The Guidelines for Periodic Reports (Revised 2005) asks States to provide
information on what legal or administrative measures there are for securing that
the best interests and respect for the views of children are addressed when
separation from parents occurs, and for data on the “number of children without
parental care disaggregated by causes (i.e., due to armed conflict, poverty,
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abandonment as a result of discrimination etc.)” (CRC/C/58/Rev.1, pp. 6 and
12).
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The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights provides “The family
is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection
by society and the State” (article 23(1), which is mirrored by article 10 of the
International Covenant on Social, Economic and Cultural Rights) and: “No one
shall be subjected to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, family,
home or correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his honour and reputation.
Everyone has the right to the protection of the law against such interference or
attacks” (article 17(1) and (2)).
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The child’s right “not to be separated from parents against their will, except
when judged necessary for the child’s best interests”
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The words “against their will” refer either to the parents’ will or to the parents’
and child’s will together; the grammar makes clear that it does not mean the
child’s will alone. And, in one sense, the right of children to parental care is
inevitably subject to the “will” of parents. Infants have no power or ability to
choose their caregivers. They are dependent on their family, community and

the State to make that choice for them. Moreover, even if young children were in
a position to “choose” their parents, they could not force them to act as parents
against their will. The State can seek to force parents to financially maintain their
children, but it cannot compel parents to care for them appropriately.
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Although States cannot be responsible if separation from parents is caused by
divorce, the Committee has suggested that research and awareness-campaigns on
the effect of divorce on children should be supported, as well as counselling for
parents:
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“The Committee is concerned at the high rate of divorce — considered among
the highest in the world — in the State Party and its possible negative impact on
children. The Committee is also concerned at the lack of research and studies on
the harmful consequences on children of divorces and early marriages as well as

|5



the insufficient measures to create public awareness on the detrimental effects of
divorce.

“.-« The Committee... recommends that the State Party undertake research and
studies on the negative impact of family disruption on children as well as to
continue with its awareness-raising on this issue. Furthermore, the Committee
recommends to the State Party to improve counselling services for parents.”
(Maldives CRC/C/15/Add.91, paras. 17 and 37)
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The article gives two examples of when it may be necessary to separate children
from one or both parents: first, when the parents have abused or neglected the
child and, second, when parents live apart. A third example was suggested by the
United States of America representative during the drafting of the Convention:
“where there is a disagreement between parent(s) and child as to the child’s place
of residence” (E/1982/12/Add.1, C, pp. 49 to 55; Detrick, p. 168). This suggestion
was dropped on the grounds that an exhaustive list of reasons should not be
attempted. The two examples are simply illustrations of cases when separation
from parents may occur.
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However, the third example given by the United States of America does raise a
profound difficulty for some children — when parents agree between themselves
where the child should live, or how parental access should be organized, but when
the child is unhappy with the arrangement. Few States make provision for the
child in such circumstances, arguing that the State should not interfere in the
private arrangements of parents. But if the State accepts that it has a role as
arbitrator when there are disputes between husband and wife, then it should
accept its role as arbitrator when there is dispute between parent and child — at
least to the extent of establishing judicial machinery for the child to make a case
for arbitration. Children may have good reasons for not wishing to live with
parents. When the Committee raised the “increasing number of street children”
with the Russian Federation, it recommended that the State Party:
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‘.-« Promote and facilitate the reunification of street children with their parents
and other relatives or provide alternative care, taking into account the children’s
own views...” (Russian Federation CRC/C/RUS/CO/3, para. 75)
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On the other hand, children may want to live with parents even when the State
thinks they are inadequate:

“The Committee notes that children are often placed in alternative care without
their views being adequately taken into account, and it is concerned that they
authorities do not always adequately support the maintenance of fundamental
parent-child links...

“The Committee... recommends that the State Party sufficiently take into
account children’s views in any decision regarding their placement in alternative
care. Furthermore, it recommends that the parent-child relationship not be
negatively affected by placement in alternative care.” (Finland CRC/C/15/Add
272, paras. 28 and 30)
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Other aspects of “unnecessary” separation from parents include
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State care. Article 20, on alternatives to family life, provides for those children
who will have to be temporarily or permanently deprived of their family
environment if that is in their best interests. Some States adopt more prescriptive
criteria than others for determining what the best interests of children are. Where
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laws specify grounds for state care, they must be examined carefully for
discriminatory application. For example, homelessness or poverty of the parents
should not be grounds in themselves for removal of the child, nor should a
parent’s failure to send the child to school. If these deficiencies are causing the
child’s development to be impaired, then the State should put its resources into
making good the deficiency while maintaining the child in the family. For
example, the Committee told Nepal that it must abolish its legal provision
allowing the poverty of parents as a legal ground for adoption (Nepal
CRC/C/15/Add.261, para. 54), and has noted with concern that a number of
countries have children in state care because of the family’s poverty, such as
Azerbaijan and Hungary:
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“ The Committee is concerned about the insufficient support for
disadvantaged families and the fact that, as a result, children are often
unnecessarily separated from their parents...

“The Committee recommends that the State Party provide adequate support
to disadvantaged families, including counselling and educational services, and
ensure that separation of children from their parents only takes place if necessary,
in their best interest and on precise legal grounds.” (Azerbaijan
CRC/C/AZE/CO/2, paras. 37 and 38)
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“The Committee is concerned about the high rate of children placed in
alternative care, often for financial reasons, many of them for a long period of
time, including very young children and children with disabilities... The
Committee is also very concerned that not enough efforts are made to return
children to their families as soon as possible.”
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Article 23 of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, adopted
by the General Assembly in December 2006, repeats the provisions at the
beginning of article 9(1) of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, adding:

“In no case shall a child be separated from parents on the basis of a disability
of either the child or one or both of the parents.” And to prevent “concealment,
abandonment, neglect and segregation of children with disabilities” States must

“undertake to provide early and comprehensive information, services and
support to children with disabilities and their families.”
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The Committee was also concerned at the number of Roma children in
European institutions. Disproportionate numbers of children from ethnic
minorities in care may suggest discrimination either in professional attitudes or
family support services. Gender may also be a factor, as was raised with Saint
Kitts and Nevis:

“.-- It is recommended that the State Party undertake a study to assess the
situation of boys within the family environment and their susceptibility to
placement in alternative and/or foster care.” (Saint Kitts and Nevis CRC/C/15/
Add.104, para. 23)
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Failure to keep children in contact with their parents may occur when the State
makes arrangments for them to live away from home, for example in institutions,
specialist schools, street children projects, foster care, “simple adoption”, etc. The
loss of contact may be convenient to the caregiver, particularly when the child’s
parents appear to be hostile, disruptive or irrelevant to the child’s progress;
arguments are sometimes raised that the child needs to “settle in” or that seeing
parents upsets the child. However, evidence strongly suggests that children are
less likely to be reunited with their parents if contact is not maintained with them
during the early months of alternative care. Planning of placements should secure
that contact can be easily maintained by the parents, who may be unable to travel
distances or visit at set times. The Committee raised such concerns with the Czech

| 11



Republic:
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“... the Committee is concerned that... children are often placed at significant
distances from parents, who, in turn, may not be aware of their visiting rights;
punitive measures such as limitation of phone calls or meetings with parents may
also be used... Contacts with parents are sometimes made conditional upon the
behaviour of children in care.” (Czech Republic CRC/C/15/Add.201, para. 44)

It urged Poland to:

“... Upgrade the capacity and skills of social workers so that they are better able
to intervene and assist children in their own environment.” (Poland
CRC/C/15/Add.194, para. 37)
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Abandoned, runaway or unaccompanied children living or working on the
streets. Parents in extreme circumstances of poverty, violence or armed
conflict may abandon their children, or children and parents may simply lose
contact with each other as a result of the pressure of such events; sometimes
children leave home for the streets because of violence or exploitation by their
parents. The result is that most large cities in the world contain populations of
children living independently of their families. State provision for these children
should always give them an opportunity of finding and being reunited with their
parents and family. For some this may not be possible, but others will have their
rights under article 9 breached by assumptions that they are best provided for
away from their original family. The Committee has encouraged state efforts in
tracing these families:
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- concern is expressed, inter alia, at reports regarding difficulties and slow
progress in tracing separated families and children...

“The Committee urges the State Party to make every effort to strengthen family
tracing programmes...” (Colombia CRC/C/15/Add.137, paras. 40 and 42)
For further discussion of children on the streets, see articles 2 and 20 (pages 30
and 286), and of tracing programmes, see article 8 (pages 114 et seq.).
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Children in hospitals.

Parents may not be allowed to visit or, where appropriate, remain with their
children in hospital. Again, this form of separation, more common in
industrialized than developing countries, is maintained primarily for the
convenience of the staff, although the medical needs of the child patient may be
cited. In fact, it is now generally recognized that children’s recovery is greatly
aided by having parents with them in hospital. Though hospital practice is usually
controlled by medical staff and hospital managers, the State has a role in
encouraging child-friendly hospitals. The Committee raised this matter with
Croatia:
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“The Committee is ... concerned about the information that mothers are not
allowed to stay with their hospitalized children free of charge unless the child is
less than 6 months of age...

“The Committee... recommends that children not be separated from their
parents when they are hospitalized.” (Croatia CRC/C/15/Add.243, paras. 51 and
52)
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[ZRERZX T ELLBBABR LR, ZOHEOEHES W & 28T 5]
(7 a7 F7 CRC/C/15/Add.243, 51 J 1\ 52 E%)

Parents in prisons. The imprisonment of parents, particularly of mothers of
dependent young children, is deeply problematic, because the child is being
punished along with the parent. While it is argued that the punishment of
offenders always has repercussions for innocent relatives, where children are
concerned the effects can be particularly catastrophic to them and costly to the
State, both immediately, in terms of providing for the children’s care, and long
term, in terms of the social problems arising from early separation. One
solution is to accommodate young infants together with their mothers in prison;
the other is to find more constructive, non-Custodial sanctions. Where possible,
the latter course should be adopted. It is arguable that article 3(1) of the
Convention requires courts when sentencing parents to consider the best
interests of affected children as “a primary consideration”.

FIFEFRIZL S8

EVDLIHELTWS/NEDORETH DBONEIR. £DFELBIE Tl
FIZND T LITRDDT, EALMETY, LIRS OBENIE ITEIE D BRI
LB ZRET LM CONTVETH, FELLEBEPPDLDELETATIR. £D
WXL VDI THELLEBITHAIR LD TH Y . HHITE - T, HBiimis
DE#E 2T 572012, £ LTRSS B O 57D 549 5 th M
DB B BHBPEAET . —DDOMPRIZ/NS 0L 2 BERL & —F6 I8
FHCANTEBL T ET, b5 —DDfIIRIE. X VR TR 2 VRVl
2RI ETY, S0 3(D)FIZ. HHFNT, BUTH URZRH 54, R
NS FREHOREDOFIRZERT LI L2 B —-FIRBIEB] &35 K9 EK
LTWVEd,

Although babies tend to be unconcerned about where they live so long as they are
with their mothers, difficulties may arise about when and if to separate mother
and child as the child grows older. The Committee has voiced concerns both about
accommodating children together with their parents in prison and failures to
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keep imprisoned parents and children in contact with each other, as, for example,
shown its comments to Nepal:

HhHeAlX, BEBE FITWBRY ., EZIfELIPITOVTELE LRV VE
MA3H D ETH, FELREE L BITONT, BFLDEHEZTRED, NOTRE
PIZOVWTOMEPEZ > TLBATLE Y. ZARX. FELEHBEZOBE—
FEIZHIBFHIZINA L THBLZ LI, Bl2IELEZE &L EMAEIRRRE
RNV EIZH, RNR=AANDARA Y MZALNB LS IT, BEERALTEZ
L.

“The Committee is concerned about the significant number of children who are
living in adult prisons with their parents, often in poor conditions that fall short
of international standards...

“The Committee recommends to the State Party that it review the current
practice of children living with their parents in prison, with a view to limiting the
stay to instances in which it is in his/her best interest, and to ensuring that the
living conditions are suitable for his/her needs for the harmonious development
of his/her personality. The Committee also recommends that children of parents
in prison should be provided with adequate alternative care, for instance, within
the extended family and be allowed regular contact with their parents.” (Nepal
CRC/C/15/Add.261, paras. 51 and 52)

[REXIF. HEEOTFELLELPMBEHIZZEDORE —HIZNEINTED,
FE R KHE I T2 2 W R ERRIICH B Z L 28T 5

[REZRIFFIEIC. FELEBAB BT TENGT DLWV I BEDRD
ZRIETZEZEET S, ThUE. TOWELZ - £ bDREDFIRITHIR S GE
IZIRET D, Z L TFDARPFMANTIEGET B HEIZSE D LNIRIE TONE
BN HRET S, EWVS HI» 5D LD THD. ZEARITE . HIBHIZNS
BOTELNB, HlzIE. KFED D & THY RABNEEL S . HEEmi
Bz Lot 52 &2t d 5] (%/8—) CRC/C/15/Add.261,51 KN
52 Bti%)

It recommends a systematic approach:
“The Committee recommends that the State Party develop and implement clear
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guidelines on the placement of children with their parent in prison (e.g. the age
of the children, the length of stay, contact with the outside world and movement
in and outside the prison) in instances where this is considered to be in the best
interests of the child, and ensure that the living conditions, including health care,
in prisons are adequate for the child’s development, as required by article 27 of
the Convention. It further recommends that the State Party develop and
implement adequate alternative care for children who are removed from prison,
and such care is regularly supervised and allows the child to maintain personal
relations and direct contact with its parent remaining in prison.” (Mexico
CRC/C/MEX/CO/3, para. 40)

FAXZ, KRNET Fo—F2@ELTHET !

[ZEXZ. MEENZ. FIEFPNICEE —RIc e fiE T 5 2 LB RED RS
DRIRITHPIR D EHRBRENDIEEIT. THIZOWTOBIER T A K4 ¥ (.
W DAER . WEBIBOE &, AR 0B, FBHTNGE &R0 BE) 2o <
DIELEITTBI L. 5827 B RODTWB WHEDIREIZEY 2 K 5 M B
ZETHBEMNOAETG N2 AT D L 85T 5. 51T, RIED,
HBHPOEEES N ELEBADEY RN EEEAED L THEITL, £
DEHEPENTE B 2321, 7LD, FIBHICE > THWa B E D NIBFR &
HEOEMPTED L S5IZTHZ Le2#hiET51(AF T2 CRC/C/MEX/CO/3,
40 B:i%)

Article 2(2) protects children against “all forms of discrimination or punishment
on the basis of the status, activities... of the child’s parents, legal guardians or
family members” (see page 30). Although mothers have been singled out as being
particularly crucial to the development of young children, States should recognize
that the imprisonment of fathers can also be very detrimental, depriving children
of important role models and often causing the family to become impoverished.

F2Q2)%1E,. FEL L THRENL. WESZDORRE HE S UIF K
DR B QAL 7512 K 5D DWW DIBRO AN UG 2 HFE> TWET

(30 HZH). REBANRIZE o TE D DOFRENRLDE LTEXMEEINT
SELLEA, HEZ, RBOWEL T, FELLELPOHERBHIE SND AN
2N, T L THEBEZENICTDRERNERDETAPDL, EDOTHELRD S
5T LRI NETY,
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Child offenders. Removal of offending children from their families may be
necessary in the best interests of the child, for example where judicial authorities
are satisfied that the parents have contributed to their child’s criminality.
However, care orders removing parental rights should not be a part of the
sentencing tariff for juvenile offending and should only occur when this is in the
child’s best interests. Rule 18(2) of the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules
for the Administration of Juvenile Justice, the “Beijing Rules”, states: “No
juvenile shall be removed from parental supervision, whether partly or entirely,
unless the circumstances of his or her case make this necessary.” As regards the
imprisonment of children for offending, and their consequent separation from
families, this should only occur as a last resort and in their best interests, as
discussed under article 37 (see page 556).

FELDILREE

BP L EL b 2REP LY D EET Z L1E. PR RREYSRB. BBZ
D1 ELDLRIREIZEBR L TV B Z & 215 L TWAEAITIX. WEORED
FIEP L LTHERZEPLLNERA, LELRYEDL, BEEEES LS &
malE. LD HIRDOBNFE DB PITEENDEIRE TR ZUBR LD
DIRFEDFIETH A GBAITDARREINDIRETT, MEREES IZBE T 5 [
AKSEHERIR ALl 1k, TFZOFEPLEE LEVRED ., PEITHO
EEPS R THNERITTHN SN TRARLRN]EEHLTVET,
BERLEFELELOIEIZBLTIE. 8 37 DL T ATiHmd DL 91T,
BBEDOFEE L TOAREINENETT (556 HBH),

Parents working abroad Across the world fathers, and increasingly mothers
too, are forced to leave their children behind when they seek employment abroad.
On Sri Lanka’s Initial Report the Committee expressed concern about

S E TEEH

HRPT, RBHB. ZLTETEITLLDORBEOAHEITIEFEZRDZ L E, 20D
FTELEBZEL TV ZLZRERIEINTVET, RY T HDHIRIDHR
HHFHIZOWT, ZERIF. ROMICEEEZRHLELE !
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“.-- the situation of children whose mothers are working abroad, especially in
Gulf countries, leaving their children behind. Those children (between 200,000
and 300,000) often live in difficult circumstances and may be subjected to
different types of abuse or exploitation.”

[HET, FELZESEVICLEE X, L YDIFBREETEH TV R
ORIz HDRE. ZNHDFELTH(20 5 AN H 30 J5 N)id. REE RN
DIFTEBFLTEYD, WANARPROEFLHRITS HINDIPL LR,

Its proposed solution was not, as might have been expected, to recommend
improvements to Sri Lankan services for these motherless children, but, in
keeping with article 9:

“To avoid the abandonment of children by mothers working abroad, the
Committee suggests that the State Party engage in dialogue with receiving
countries to ensure an international agreement that permits migrant workers to
take their children abroad. Ratification of the International Convention on the
Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families should be
considered.” (Sri Lanka CRC/C/15/Add.40, paras. 16 and 33)

THITHEENTMREZ,. PRENEI SR BEHOVWRNWT-EL b
WZRAVZ VDY —ERREZEETEENI LD TIER .9 FKITHENT B L
DTLE:

[ANE T K REBDFE L b 2BmELRN X 512, ZEAIZ. MHIE 32 A
LRI RV, BRIMBERZO-ELELZAEICHENATHNTZZ L%
AT AEBAREMMT AL 2IRET S, 2TOBRERBE ROZDZEIE
DOMERIDRHEIZEE T B EBEERIOMUEDS, ZIBENIZIRETH D] (RVTF T
CRC/C/15/Add.40, 16 J% T\ 33 Bii%)

When Sri Lanka made its Second Report, the Committee noted a new programme
for children of migrant workers,

“..« yet it is concerned that families of migrant workers receive little or no
assistance with their child-rearing responsibilities while they are working
abroad...
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“The Committee recommends that the State Party develop a comprehensive
policy to support the families and caregivers of children of migrant workers in
their child-rearing responsibilities.” (Sri Lanka CRC/C/15/Add.207, paras. 30
and 31)

2 F VRN 2 MOMGEE2ER L. ZARX. BRIMDEOHDOH
LWwZaZSAzonTlELELE
[ ZixV 2. BRIZPEEOREZ. 15 PHETHTWBRIIZ. ZOFRD
BAEIZOWVWTIEEA LD BN B ZZIT TRV L2 EET S -
[RERZ. FEDB. BRZEEDOERBLIZONWT. BRIZEHEDOFIK L%
R T AU BRBREEV T EE2BHETE] (RYTUH
CRC/C/15/Add.207,30 LT 31 B%).

The Committee was similarly concerned about Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,
where

“the difficult domestic employment situation has obliged many parents, and
sometimes both parents, to migrate, leaving children in the care of grandparents
or under the responsibility of an older child,”

and recommended that:

“... the State Party... make every effort to provide support to children within the
context of the family and consider, inter alia, means of improving employment
prospects within the State Party for parents.” (Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
CRC/C/15/Add.184, paras. 30 and 31)

FERIMERIZ, BV b T4 vV B L FT 4 —=2I2OWVThH, MEEROEE
ZLELE, £2Z T3,

[ ENORERESD> 5 LT, 2808, BRHZIZmEsE LIcBRT5Z L
ZRIERS SN, TELEBZURRDEEP., LV Lo TFELDOHETED
TIZERTNWS .

ZLT. ROXS1IchELELE .

[ RHIEE REOHMAICBN T ELEDIL BRI 2200H 5
DB N &iTv. it BEREONFIZBW T, Bloko RS2SR T
LoD FREEERTLIZL]I(BEV N4V L FTF A=
CRC/C/15/Add.184, 30 K U\ 31 B:¥%).
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Immigration and deportation. Article 10 deals with the limited rights of children
to family reunification when they or their parents are (or wish to be) in different
countries. When articles 9 and 10 were being drafted the chairman of the Working
Group drafting the Convention made a declaration: “It is the understanding of
the Working Group that article 6 [now article 9] of this Convention is intended to
apply to separations that arise in domestic situations, whereas article 6 bis [now
article 10] is intended to apply to separations involving different countries and
relating to cases of family reunification. Article 6 bis [now 10] is not intended to
affect the general right of States to establish and regulate their respective
immigration laws in accordance with their international obligations.” The
Chairman’s declaration caused some concern. Three State representatives in the
Working Group responded by emphasizing that “international obligations”
included principles recognized by the international community, particularly
human rights and children’s rights principles — including, of course, the
principles of article 9. The representative of the Federal Republic of Germany
“reserved the right to declare that silence in the face of the chairman’s declaration
did not mean agreement with it” (E/CN.4/1989/48, pp. 32 to 37; Detrick, pp. 181
and 182).

BRI THEER

10 ki, FELEBRVLUBSAMEIZIT (LTI S¢E93) HBHIEE
5. 7 &bDEKEIMAEDRENBHEFNTOVTHR>TVET, H 9 FRY
10 &I Nz &, FROHLE DL DIEEBEDEEIR. kDX H5ITE
SLELE [ TZOFEMDHE 6 £[BUTH 9 &L, ENORMIZBWTHRET S
SEERZEHALE S L TELDTHY. hhE 6 5D 2[BITH 10 &%, £ib
EHR»hb 5508 ZHEHRESOFHIZHEHML L 5L T2LDTH D, 5 6 4
D 2[BUTH 10 &iE. ERDB. ZOEBENEBICHE > TR REZHE LERT
5N E 252X 5 LT3 LDTIR ARV, TOREESIE. —ED
BAZIEORZ U Lz, A0 3 >oEOFEZ. THERMZER oIz,
FHEAERIZBNTRHOLNTNBEAMEE T ELDHEFIZOVWTORE—LH A
A 59 LOFRBMEAEL—BEENDEELAE L, R YEEMEORE
& EROMmET TORBRIIZNADHZEEZER LBV E2E 5T MM ZH™
%1 (E/CN.4/1989/48,pp.32t037; T bV v 7,181 L1822 )L £ L7,
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Such a declaration is, in any event, no more than a clarification of drafting
intentions: though influential it does not carry legal force. The declaration was
cited by Canada during one of that country’s oral sessions with the Committee. A
Committee member commented in relation to the issues of immigration control
and deportation: “Under article 9, States Parties should ensure that there would
be no separation unless it was in the best interests of the child concerned and
determined by competent authorities subject to judicial review. Concern had been
expressed at how a child’s best interests were taken into consideration when
decisions to deport parents were made. Were family values taken into account by
decision-makers? Article 9 also referred to the need for judicial proceedings to
give all interested parties the right and opportunity to be heard. It was unclear
when and how a child could make his or her views known and with what legal
support. Article 12, paragraph 2, established the right of children to be heard in
any administrative and judicial proceedings.” (Canada CRC/C/SR.216, para. 28)

DL IBREFIE. WThOLEEIZH, HEROEKZHEIZT 5L LD DT
HVEEAL: BENIHHLLTL., HIhZLbERA. ZOESZ.
AFEE. ZFERLOOMHEY a VIZTHHALELE. HEEEIG. BREME
SRHIEEME & OBEIZBWT, 2 XA P LELEITH 94D R T, MFIE.
BRI B ELEDHDOREOHIRLERDDTRVEIRY . £RiEHDH B L4705
RIEBREICHE > TRET BDTRVIRY ., FEHIIRINBNI LR TAE
Thd. BlemilikET2REPRINELEE, TELDOREOHRENPEDL S
CEBIZANONAPIZOVT, BEBLRHINTL, BERERIZL > T, RiE
DMERERIZAN SN0 ? 9 &l BIIFRIZBWT, 3XTHOH
LHDHBREICHER S NI LR 252D BEIZONTHEEALTNS,
RES, WOLEDX ST, WhRLHENZRDO DL L TZEDOHRMBZERENDEDT
HBWE. HHETRWY, #5512 5505 2 BglX. WEPWHIRBITER S NTH]
EFmEICBOTOLHERSNSHEMZHE L TWnd] (174X CRC/C/SR.216,
28 BtYk)o

The Canadian representative argued that: “International law did not provide an
express right to family reunification nor did the Convention recognize family
reunification as an express right... One issue of concern discussed in the United
Nations Working Group on the draft convention in December 1988 had been
whether the provision in article 9 concerning non-separation from parents would

| 22



require States to amend their immigration laws to avoid the separation of
children from their parents. The Working Group had requested that a statement
should be included in the report on its deliberations to indicate that article 10 on
family reunification was the governing matter on that issue. It had been the
Working Group’s understanding that article 10 was not intended to affect the
general right of States to establish and regulate their respective immigration laws
in accordance with their international obligations.” However, he did concede that
international treaties clearly recognized “the vital importance of family
reunification”. (Canada CRC/C/SR.216, paras. 47 and 55)

HFEDOREZ, ROLSIGHEE Lz TEHE®EZX. FEFHESITOVWTH
IR HERI ZHIE L TB BT, FfE. ZRFHE ZHARNMRER & L TRF#L T
WR EREEZEER A T 1988 4F 12 HIZSHIERICE Likam S e —D D&
DEINDEZL. B OO FEEERE LS 9 &T. BHREIZ, +ELEBIH
PONHEINEVWE IBRIEZHUIET I EEZERTIONENPENHI T ET
HD. FEBMRNE 10 ZORBEHMAEP ZOMBEIZETN S NSHHTHD Z
LERTEURUPERREDOPIZEEINEIRETZ L 2RO, #5110 FIXEZ BB
Ri%k% Z OEBERIEBICHE > THIE LEH 3 5 —RHERNITEZ RIFZ 5 &
THELDOTIERNEWS DR, EERROHEMRTH ol LEPLEBL., IS
AL, EHEEESERID [ RIEHRE TR IZr PO EENRH D Z L | 21
BEIZEAER L TWB Z & 2R LT E L= (I F & CRC/C/SR.216,47 K TN55
BEI&)o

Despite this discussion, the Committee member expressed the view that
provisions on family reunification under article 10 should be seen in the light of
article 9 (Canada CRC/C/SR.216, para. 84). The subject was not addressed when
Canada submitted its Second Report.

DFERIZ L PP BT, FRIZ. 10 XD FTOZRKEHKSOMEZ. 9
%@Eﬁ»ﬁfy LHIBIESNEIRETHHALE VO RMMERHLELE(IFX
CRC/C/SR.216, 84 B¥i%). B+ &5 2 EHDMGHEZF L. oM
HbOhEHATLE,

Other aspects of immigration have been raised with other countries:
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“The Committee remains concerned that... the national requirements and
procedures for family reunification for refugee families, as defined under the
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees of 1951, are complex and too long...

“The Committee recommends that the State Party take all necessary measures...
to ease family reunification requirements and procedures.” (Germany
CRC/C/15/Add.226, paras. 54 and 55)

BRIZOWTOMOMES, 1EFPDEIZONWTIRESNTNET

[REZIE. HROMAIZET 5 1951 FEFDOFMINTB N TER S NEHERZ KD
FIEHREDOE & TG TR TELZ L2 S EEET 5

[ RBRIE. RFIEDS, ZFEEREDLE R TFHZ BRIt T 572D T XTO
WERTE -2l b5Z 2815 d 5] (FAY CRC/C/15/Add.226, 54 KT 55
BEI&)o

“The Committee is concerned that the best interests of the child are not
adequately taken into consideration in cases where foreign nationals who have
children in Norway are permanently deported as a consequence of having
committed a serious criminal offence...

“The Committee urges the State Party to ensure that the best interests of the
child are a primary consideration in the decisions taken regarding deportation of
their parents.” (Norway CRC/C/15/Add.263, paras. 21 and 22)

[ZA&Z. IV 2= FELRNINEEOENRERILIEEZITR - -
ELTHAMIZTEEZBRIENDZFRIZBWT, FELOEBEDOREBRTIIT
ZREINTWRNWI L 2EET S

[ZRE &I, REIEIZE L, BloB IEEHIZBED A REITB N T ELDRED
FIZEDHE — R EREI NI L 2R T DI LM RDB] (VT = —
CRC/C/15/Add.263, 21 T\ 22 Bi%)

“The Committee is deeply concerned that the existing quotas for persons
entering the Hong Kong and Macau SARs [Special Administrative Regions] from
the mainland and regulations regarding the right of abode in the SARs contribute
to the separation of children from their parents and hinder family reunification.”
(China CRC/C/CHN/CO/2, para. 50)
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[RERIE. FERTIF SARFETTBRNTA 122 5 AT 5 NBOBEST
HL K HONT. SAR WTORMEMEIZE T 2 A, FELDBI» L D7HEEE
RIBEBHREEHITFE -HER-oTWVWBZ LT, BLLEETS] (hHE
CRC/C/CHN/CO/2, 50 E}¥%)

Japan made a declaration on deportations, about which the Committee expressed
concern: “The Government of Japan declares that paragraph 1 of article 9 of the
Convention on the Rights of the Child be interpreted not to apply to a case where
a child is separated from his or her parents as a result of deportation in
accordance with its immigration law.” (CRC/C/2/Rev.8, p. 26; Japan
CRC/C/15/Add.90, para. 6)

HAR, EABBIZOWTEELTBY., THIZOVWTEHHRFEEZEP LT
W5 L THARBIFIZF &S OHERISGKIS 9 555 1 Btk BIBZOBRIEICE -
THABRSNIZHRE LTHELBHI LTS MDA IEN S gy
LRSI NDEANEZ LEL2HEST 5] (CRC/C/2/Rev8, 26 H; H A
CRC/C/15/Add.90, 6 B%i%)

Armed conflict. The separation of parents and children may arise during armed
conflict (article 38) or when they have become refugees (article 22). The
consequences of civil war or economic breakdown can be devastating to the
family unit.

RAO#&

BrorE. RoOmaom (3845%) b LRHRERTLEE (225) T35
BT DT EHBHY £, NIRRT HEEDRRIE, ZKIRHNIT & > THRZpH
ZHH69HNTY,

Sometimes the state government can do little about the upheavals caused by
armed conflict, but if the reins of power are in its hands, it has clear obligations
towards children, as the Committee informed Myanmar on its Initial Report:
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2 LCHOBORE. ROMHCE > TET B REBITH LIGE A LT H T
RUDS LIERAD, ENOTMEBITH - TV BRHIE. BRRHI v v
< — DR OWEEIC OV TR L & 51, B, T-& b7 bickt LI
FAR#EEL>TOET,

“While welcoming the recent peace agreements between the Government and a
great majority of rebel armed groups in the country, the Committee strongly
recommends the State Party to prevent any occurrence of forced relocation,
displacement and other types of involuntary population movements which deeply
affect families and the rights of children. The Committee also recommends that
the State Party reinforce its central tracing agency to favour family reunification.”
(Myanmar CRC/C/15/Add.69, para. 40)

[ZOEIZBIT B, TAEOBUT & REKELT V— T DRIE5r & Oz 8k
WLODL, ZEKIMOEIZ, ZEE FELEHOMERITKE BT S, M
W, Bz ZOMARZERANOBEOWIRD8EELBIET S X 95k < #)
5T 5, ZEAZ. SHEPEEHES OO O h B 2k 52 & %
#5351 (2 x> ~— CRC/C/15/Add.69, 40 Bi%)

On Myanmar’s Second Report the Committee continued to express deep concern
about impact of war on family life, particularly the “disintegration” of families
from ethnic minorities and the conscription of child soldiers by both sides
(Myanmar CRC/C/15/Add.237, paras. 42 and 66).

2 x ve—D2MHOBWEFIZBWT,. ZEXZS DB REERICE 2 5%
&0 DT P RERIEZ D Tk ] &5 OMIH & DM EIEDBIRIT DN TEEN &
Fan kX RHEL X L. (2 ¥ »~¥— CRC/C/15/Add.237,42 %1\ 66 Bti%).

Similar concerns were raised with Nepal, which was recommended

“.-- to undertake effective measures for the reunification of separated families,
by implementing programmes for the reinforcement of existing structures such
as the extended family...” (Nepal CRC/15/Add.261, para. 50)
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[RIEEDESRIZ. F/X— N HONT LRI N, kRO X S>IZ@EEnNE L

[ BB S NTEZBEDPHMAEINDIZHT>T. REKED X 5 RO E R
LT BN T VT ABEITTEILICEST, R FEE2ELTZE
-] (7%=l CRC/15/Add.261, 50 E47%)

Traditions or customs. The separation of children and parents because of
custom perhaps most commonly occurs when a child is conceived out of wedlock.
In the past, many mothers might abandon such children or would be forced to
give them up for adoption. This cultural pressure still persists in some parts of
the world —for example, the Committee said to Sri Lanka: “... The Committee also
encourages the authorities to give full support to mothers of children born out of
wedlock wishing to keep their child.” (Sri Lanka CRC/C/15/Add.40, para. 34)

EHLEE

BERZ L DB FOmEHE. +ELPBHATEE NG E TR —BIVITEZ
DEF. BEIT. ZLOREBIE. TOLSBRTHEDZEET I, HHWITE
TOEDIZFELEBLZEEHET I LB o NTVWETLLE Y. TN
EHE. FEHROETOEH TR LTWET — fixiE,. ZERZ, RV Z
VHIZRD L HITERTNET :

[ ZEXRX, BRIT. BTOTHZHRFT 2 L 2RZA TV AN TEE
NEFELLHORBIT, 2RNRXEZHEZADX 8T 5.1 (RYTFUH
CRC/C/15/Add.40, 34 Bti%)

Custom may also affect the decisions that have to be made about where children
live and how much contact they have with the non-resident parent following
parental separation. Such decisions ought to be determined solely in accordance
with the child’s best interests but sometimes are subject to tradition or religious
doctrine — for example that adulterous parents forfeit rights of access to children
or that children must live with the paternal family upon the death of the father.
Under articles 18 children have the right to be cared for by both parents, who
share common responsibility for their upbringing, development and best
interests. Decisions which automatically allocate these responsibilities are
contrary to the Convention if they are made without reference to the needs and
interests of the individual child concerned (see below, and article 18, page 235,
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for further discussion)

EEL, BISORICTT-ELEBREZIEDL». ZLTTHELEBE -HEITHEA
TVWRWVWEE EN SV DEMZROYPIZONTHRDRITFNIER O RN &I
B RIFTILrLLNERAL. ZOXSRPER. TELDREDOFIRIZIED
WTOAREENDIRETTR, Bie LTsHdDd D2 WIMMEMB RIS Z &5
HVET — X PMaDHIL. FELEB EDOIARROMERNZINET L,
HENETELEBRRBPHC LELEICT. REDOFKEE —fITEER T
RN FEHAI8FDFTIE, FELEBIE, £ L DREITHT B IED EA{E.
gL RBEONRE AT I G OBICE#E SN MM ZR>TVET, ZD
B2 A D S THRED. BRT IO ELDLELEEALESE
IZLARWTRENDS R BIE, ZRREFKICERK LET (X 5R5mIic OV TId.
DIF. ZLT18%. 235 HZM),
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The child’s right to have any decision that separation from his or
her parents is in his or her best interests to:

* be undertaken by competent authorities;

* be subject to judicial review;

* be in accordance with applicable law and procedures;

» give all interested parties the opportunity to participate and
make their views known

FELDOBRDLODRMIZOVTOVNEHRES, RDESICHEShHIEM,
FELOBRBORRICHEOTNETY:

o HERHILURBICK-THIIhDBIE;

« TERBEEOERZRITHL;

o ERATTRGEREFREBYICGENDIE;

* TRTONEFBEREIC. TOERZHNEIWENEALNDHTL

Removal of children from their parents without justification is one of the gravest
violations of rights the State can perpetrate against children. At the same time,
the State has a responsibility to protect children from parental harm. For this
reason, the Convention requires that such actions be governed by clear and just
procedures, as specified in article 9. The Committee is alert to States having too
casual an approach to parent-child separation, for example, raising concerns with
Lithuania about the large numbers of children removed from parental care,
recommending

ESHRLS FELEBZHP LS EHET Z L1E. EEBTFELEBITH LTI
L9 BibERBENRED —~DOTT., FIFHZ. BREZF-ELEHEROERP
LB EMEZR > TVET, ZOHEIL. FHIX. ZDX5%frAD. # 9
ZTRESNS EBD . WHEPORNIERTRICE > TEMINSZ L ZERL
9., ZARZ. BroEicET 2V ICAHERT 7u—FIZOnTHE
WZEEHELTVWET I RKEDTFELELABOHEIHY VI TNS
URT7=TIZO0NT, 8EERL. ROLSIZHEHELTVET,

“... that the State Party take all possible measures, including establishment of
precise criteria for the limitation of parental rights, in order adequately to protect
parental rights and the parent-child relationship and thereby ensure that a child
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is not separated from his or her parents against their will except when competent
authorities subject to judicial review determined, in accordance with applicable
law and procedures, that such separation is necessary for the best interests of the
child. The Committee also recommends that the State Party take all necessary
measures to ensure that both parents and children are given an opportunity to
participate in the proceedings and make their views known in accordance with
article 9 of the Convention.” (Lithuania CRC/C/LTU/CO/2, para. 40)

(RIS, BIHER O F-OBRZREL. ZNUTE > THEHH, HERD
5 MR RRERAIC X o T, BH e TRERIERE & Tl > T, TD X S oD
T ELDREDOFIRITHPR S LIETHLEZRE. ZTOBIPOHORITIKL
TYVEESNRWE ST, BIHEFIRIZET BRI EZHELHH DS
WRERTFERZ LD L OICTHT L, ZRRIZ. RHIED. &899 FIZH->T, #H
LR ELITENTRRIZSML., ZORMBEZ+FITNOEDZ LN TE A
HZBTEOLEROOLWITEREELEDHIZLELEETS.] (VN T=T
CRC/C/LTU/CO/2, 40 Bti%)

“Competent authorities”

The word “competent” relates to an authorized position rather than to ability;
nonetheless such authorities must have skills to determine, on the basis of the
evidence, what is in the child’s best interests. Such skills could be acquired
through formal training (for example, in psychology, social work or children’s
legal casework) or an equivalent weight of experience (for example, through being
a community or religious arbitrator). The Committee was concerned about the
situation in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, where “only the police and not the
social services have the authority to remove a child from a family situation in
which the child is suffering abuse or neglect” noting that “this may add to the
trauma suffered by the child.” It recommended that social services be given the
necessary legal authority to remove children (Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
CRC/C/15/Add.184, paras. 38 and 39). On the other hand, the Committee has
expressed concern to other countries about the adequacy of social workers’
training and professional conduct, for example to Slovenia:

MERHLILBE
HERR ] &S SHEE, RBH K D e LAKERZ b DM & Bl DI 2 b D TY A5,
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LWz, ZD X 5 MR, GELE L & IZ LT (AT EDDREDFIZETH
BEPRETHHREZF > TV RS TIIRDERA, D0k HRHREZ. EXD
FL—=U7ZBLT WIIE, LD, V=3 x VT =7, HDENIMEE D
F—=29—=7). HBHNE. FEDY A FERFORBR (Bl X, ittt ad 5
WM RERIR M EN) X o TERINBAZENTESLTLLY, ZEAIZ. &
VT4V TV T A=V ORI ONWTEE L E L, ZZ Tl I8
kY —EXTIEZ <  BR2ETH, FELPEMRDOINEIR LY FeRiRL T
WAZEIRIRIMA S T ES 20 D EETHERZR > Tl BY, TTUETELHFE-
EbZu~EHTrL LARV] LML TVET ZEXIF. &Y —E X,
T EL R EHETEODERIMERE G 25 L 2BELTVET (B FY 4
eV b ZLFF 14— CRC/C/15/Add.184 | 38 KUV 39 Btik). M5, &
B&F, oEZ 2T, V= % VT —H—DFlk & HPI5 D F W ASEY)
THEIPESIPIZOWTEEEZRILTHET, #lzIE, Rux=TiZxLT:

“The Committee appreciates the work and the role of Social Work Centres in
providing administrative and other types of assistance to children and families,
but is concerned at the lack of appropriate and effective measures to strengthen
professional capacities of the staff of these centres, as well as the often lengthy
procedures applied.” “The Committee recommends that the State Party take all
necessary steps to provide ongoing training to the staff of Social Work Centres
and provide for efficient administrative, legal and practical measures to ensure
quality and efficiency of all activities of these institutions.” (Slovenia
CRC/C/15/Add.230, paras. 30 and 31)

[REXF. V=YX VT =T Z—=BLELH ERBEITH LIFToTn5,
B D NTZ DD H R L IR H 23508, TV A —DED
HMEEN i b T B =D DOWY TR RMBRTERA/RMLTNWEZ &, ZLTH
HENBEAXLWTERIZOWTERET S 1,

[FHRAX. SRR, VY= x VT —2 1o Z—DRkB Tk U 723k 2 $ it
L. 206 DBEBD T R TOEEIOE LR Z R T B 72O R R TBIY « 1%
)« Z L CERBMFERZIMETEE0DH 6D NEREEEZ LD E2EET
%,] (RuAX=7F CRC/C/15/Add.230. 30 K& T* 31 B%)

The State should be able to demonstrate that the competent authorities are
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genuinely able to give paramount consideration to the child’s best interests,
which presupposes a degree of flexibility in this decision-making. Any inflexible
dogma defining “best interests”, for example stating that children ought to be
with their fathers or mothers, should be regarded as potentially discriminatory
and in breach of the Convention. It is true to say that article 6 of the Declaration
of the Rights of the Child, the precursor of the Convention on the Rights of the
Child, did make a statement in favour of keeping, save in exceptional
circumstances, children of “tender years” with their mothers. However, this bias
towards giving mothers custody young children, though common in many
countries and an important protection in very patriarchal societies, does not find
expression in the Convention. The Committee expressed this view to a number of
Muslim countries who award custody of young children to mothers and older
children to fathers, for example Pakistan:

ERIE. HERDDYRIZIETFESDREDORIRICOVWTHELLEEEZTLHZ
CPEIZARETHAZEEZHRTRETT, ZOZLIF. ZOEEREITBITS
FRMEDIEOFEZFE L TVET, iz, [REOFE] 2OV TONRR
HENEREDPBRNER T2, PIZIETFELEDRZORBIH D WIEREEE —FE
THEIRNETHD LibRB Z Lid, BTERNZEMNT, Z L TEAITEK L TWY
5LAHBRENDBIRETT, T ELOHEFSFROHIHTHS T ELDOHERESH 6
&3, BISNZRRI 2R & 3T, FE DD TONRAER ] I+ ELBRREE L
—GIZNWTEIEZEODPVNEFOERZ LEDIIELPIZHETT., LEALREDL,
RERIZSHWFELEHOE#EEZ 5 25 L 0o A, £ << DEIZBWT k1Y
T, EHIZEZREHROHARITBOTEERREL R L LTHL, FHTZED LS
REBZHVEHA. BEAZ. MNLOBEFHEZRBIZ. Lo ER Vo TF
WUEBDOEBEHEERBUZEZDLEWVWI L DA AT LHEHIZONT, ZD MR
PRALELE, #HlZIX. RFERZATONT

“The Committee is concerned that the State Party’s legislation uses age limits,
instead of the best interests of the child, as criteria in determining custody in
cases of divorce. Such permission, in addition to implying that siblings can be
separated, discriminates between the sexes and fails to acknowledge the child’s
right to express her/his views and have them taken into account.” (Pakistan
CRC/C/15/Add.217, para. 44)
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[ZRKFZ. MREOERE I ORHEDORIRONRD Y IT, Rz, o
FETHEBHEZRET HHIEL LTHOTWEL I L 2HET 5. DX 5%REF
&, WS EHES NS 2ERE O LITMA T, tAENTHY., ZLTT
ELPZOERZEALZNPERICANONDIHENZRAD TRV | ((F
A& CRC/C/15/Add.217, 44 B¥i%)

“Subject to judicial review”

The phrase carries with it expectations about the principles of natural justice and
fair hearings. These principles include that:

« the judges or arbitrators have no personal interest in the case;

« they are as well informed as possible about all the circumstances of the case;

« they provide reasons for their rulings;

« all parties are heard; and

e all parties hear the evidence (if necessary through the provision of
interpretation).

[BLEDEEICHS L
ZOME. BRMNIEROFEE & A IEREROFEANZOWToORREZH LD
T9, TNHDFEIE, ROLDEHATHNET !
o FHHE DD NI ADBPERITMANIMREZFH > T iRnZ & ;
o FHHEDDVIIMEND, HEDTRTORMITOWTHRERIR D BJn L T
Wwaszée;
o HHEDDNIIMMEAD., BEDHKZRMATEZL
o ITRTOYHENHEHEZZIFSLZ L, ZLT
o ITRTOYHED (b LAERGHEROMEGZHMLT) FFLEZH Z &,

While this part of article 9 was being drafted, country representatives repeatedly
emphasized the need to expedite the judicial process so that the “separation
period should be made as short as possible under national legislation”
(E/1982/12/ Add.1, C, pp. 49 to 55; Detrick, p. 168). Although the need for speed
is not explicitly mentioned in the article, it should be assumed to be a necessary
component of any judicial review in order to secure compliance with article 8(2)
(duty to “speedily” re-establish child’s identity, including family ties). The
Committee noted “the very long duration of custodial disputes in Finland, which
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may have a negative impact on children” (Finland CRC/C/15/Add.272, para. 26).

09 EDZDWIOHEMEO N L X, HEOREITHEVEL., FAETHE
ZTEXBRYED, THRDOEDFT. mHEESN TV A% alREZRRR Y 46 < |
T30 EZRP L % L7=(E/1982/12/ Add.1, C, 49 25 55 E; T kY v 7,168
H)o BEDOEFEIINIRMIZELTEAINTHERAN, ZThu. 8% (2)
(RO EED, THPPT] FELDYITLEHIMEN T D7H5) DT =M
THED, VPRI AEREICBOTOLERERERLE EZAONERETT,
FAXZ. [HHEBICEZEEZ5 2500 Ly, ERIZEVWIIRICHhES
747V RTOE#EKEMPOMM] THELELE (74 VTV F
CRC/C/15/Add.272, 26 Bi%),

The article makes no mention of privacy of the proceedings. However article 14(1)
of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights provides that the
public may be excluded from judicial hearings “when the interest of the private
lives of the parties so requires” and that judgements of hearings should generally
be made public “except where the interest of juvenile persons otherwise requires
or the proceedings concern matrimonial disputes or the guardianship of children”.
Article 3 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, relating to the best interests
of the child and article 16 (right to privacy) suggest an assumption that judicial
hearings under article 9 should be held in private.

ZDE&LE. AEFHRICBIFAE T FTANT —IZON TS A LTHERA, LRL
RS, TR L CBEARIMERNIZB T 2 EEERION 14 5 (1) 1%, T4HED
AR DORIZED Te O LFERGA 11T, ARITEEOTEH D HHRTE 5 Z & &8
E L. Z LU THEHOMHIIZ., TMEORIIED T=DITHER D 556 XL Y% T
DRIFEIDOF N L IZRBOBRIZHT LD THILAZRIEHI ] A
T5, EHELTVET, FELORBEORMIRITHEME L T-E S OHERISAIH
3%, ZLTH 16 %K (FFANT—DER) X, 9 %D FIZBIF 5 ulikoll
HBNBRIZIT DN BERETH B LEDRHRERBLTVET,

In addition rule 3(2) of the United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the
Administration of Juvenile Justice, the “Beijing Rules”, extends the Rules’ scope
to care and welfare proceedings: “Efforts shall be made to extend the principles
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embodied in the Rules to all juveniles who are dealt with in welfare and care
proceedings.” The “Beijing Rules” calls for fair hearings with sufficient flexibility
to respond to the varying special needs of the children concerned, conducted “in
an atmosphere of understanding”. The Rules stresses the need for privacy, speed,
the child’s rights to representation and to the presence of parents, appeal
procedures, powers to discontinue proceedings, good record keeping and
research based policy.

THUTNA T, AAERIEEE I B9 B [ RARSEE S AL RN D8 3(2) %
. ZORAO@PAZ, =5 & EIEDOTHICHIERLTHWES | kB LT
TT7DFiE TR FEON TS TRTOPEITH LT, TORBATREKEILS N
TWDFEBZIRT DX 5B N LRTNER 6], TORMANK, +578Fik
P b o TRIERRERHZ [BfE LA WHFIHXO T TIT5 22 ROTHET,
ZORANZ, TF7A N —, S, FESDORKIT L7 5 TITH D HE OHEF],
FiRFReE . SRaaFiez il g oM. BRI, £ U TGRAIRIE D W
BORDOLEZ B L THE T,

Some countries entered reservations to article 9 on the grounds that their social
work authorities had powers to take children into care without a court hearing or
judicial review. This is not compatible with the rights of the child. For example,
the inclusion of care and welfare proceedings in the “Beijing Rules” stresses the
point that removing children from their parents is as serious a step as depriving
them of their liberty, and merits a fair hearing conducted under the rules of
natural justice. The Committee has systematically encouraged the withdrawal of
all such reservations. Not only should such hearings operate under due process,
the courts should be specialized and well-funded, as the Committee
recommended to Nicaragua:

WL OPDEIZ, ZOED Y — % LT — 7 BRH, HEEH B 5 W Idnlk R A
RLTTHELEDB RNV ALMENZRETHLEVSEMT, & 9 FKigon
THRLELE, ZNETFELOHERMEMN.THLDTIEH Y /A Hil 21,
FAEs IR ) Io2%i L Wt TRl a s Tnb Z &, Hitb 2208, 55l
EHBPTZLEFTFELEBLLZOAMEES LRI CERRHEETHH->T. H
SRIVIEFRD KO R TAIERBERIZE TS L 0o Hemild b0 T, £H
2. ZOXH5RRHEEZITRTHRBITA XS, sHHMIZELTEELE 2D
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X 9 IRUERHD, WIEFHD D ETRINDIRNETHLILET TR ZRARXMK=A
FZITTIZOWTRDO XS & LB Y. FHFZEMIT, £ LTHORE
BOEMNTFZHDORETY !

“... that the State Party... establish specialized family courts with trained judges
and other professionals involved, and ensure that family law practice is accessible
to everybody and that family law procedures are conducted without undue delay.”
(Nicaragua CRC/C/15/Add.265, para. 37)

[RERIE-- 1%, B S 2 & 2 DA D E MR ASEE 59 5 H M 2 R B
ik U ZPERERBICENLBT 78R TEB X 91z L, FHEETFHIL.
AU BRBENRLfTRDNSZ L2 RET 5] (=HF 77 CRC/C/15/Add.265.
37 BK) .

And, expressing its deep concern to Lebanon

“... at the large number of children placed in institutions... without judicial
procedure”

it recommended that the State Party “... take effective measures to implement
fully the legislation relating to alternative care of children to ensure that a child
is not separated from his or her parents against its will, except when competent
authorities subject to judicial review and procedures determine that such
separation is necessary for the best interests of the child.” (Lebanon
CRC/C/15/Add.169, paras. 36 and 37)

ZLT, LA VI LERBRIE. T80t bis-- B alikThis LT i
BB EN T VWABAIZOVWTEWEREERZH LD,

ZRXAIFFIENT R U THERRD B 5 LR ds ikt & Thelc L > T, TOorHE
BT ELDRBEDFRPOMLETH S ERETEEEEHRVT, TELBZD
BRIZRLTZOEPLNEHEENRNT L2 HET S+ 8L b ORB 5 H#
TRV EZTRI ORI REKEZ®RT DL (LA v
CRC/C/15/Add.169. 36 KRN 37 Byvk) Ttz L £ L,

“In accordance with applicable law and procedures”
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These words again stress the need for legislation governing any procedure where
the child is separated from parents against their will, whether it is the State
intervening to remove the child or one of the parents seeking custody of the child.

NERADOHSERR P FHEIHEL

CORER, B, HRPFELZI I ZHETOMATIH, WHHD 5> HO—AH
T ELDBEEFHEZRODDZIPNTNIDOHEEIC. FELPBORERITK L TH»
LS NAGEDVRRDTHICOEH I NAVEOLERZEHFHL T E
ER

If, however, laws leave criteria for separation open to judicial discretion so that it
is entirely up to the judge to decide what is in the best interests of the child, then
the State must be satisfied that judges exercise this discretion objectively.

L L7 6 b LIRS, MBI ORBZEDOFIRICH ISP ikDD T L 5%e
CEHHBERETH D X 5 ITH oo EZ2 AEER ITHP NI L ZITL TR
72613, HEZ, BHELEBNICZOHEEZIATL TS L2/ L T
BINERY £EA.

“... all interested parties shall be given an opportunity to participate in the
proceedings and make their views known”

This aspect of a proper judicial review — the need to hear from all relevant parties
— is given special emphasis within the Convention for good reasons. It reminds
States that both parents must be heard, even when one parent has not had
primary care of the child (for example in a case of child neglect by the child’s
mother, even a non-resident father of the child should be given an opportunity to
show he is able and willing to look after the child) or when one parent is out of
the country. It also enables other “interested parties” to participate in the
proceedings — for example members of the child’s extended family, or
professionals with specialist knowledge of the child. “Interested parties” is
undefined within the Convention, so that interpretation is left to domestic law or
the judge of the case; however, it should be assumed that the widest possible
interpretation is needed, since a sound decision on best interests of the child is
dependent on having the fullest possible information.
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WY RFERED ZOMH — T_NTOEY)RBGRE» ST 2658 —1%.
ZRIDP T, A BBZLITEINCEFASIE T, &0 BRIC. 8o
I ABEE L TREZEBL TP BIAIETFELDORERB R L
J FLEFEZETE. FELTOWRWTELORBIN, THtoMEEE2d 52 &80
BET. ZLTZENZVLEDRVI LEZRTHEEEZ5ZONERETT) »» —A
DOHBEMZNZ ELTH, WBORFTBER S NRTNUIR ORI L2 R
WEZT ML TVET, &, FUL, o TRIERFRE ] BTheicsm
T5— PlIZIEFEDLDRERE. HDINIETEBIZOWTHERBI D2 R - 721
FEAN— ZTELABRIZLTWET, THFIERRE | Z5EH0hTIIERESI TV
FADT., ZOMNRIE. HNEDZVIRFROFHFIZZRONET, L LA
Do, FELOREDOFREIZDOWNWTO LA LEEREE. rlRERR YD 527
WEROZEIHERIEFELETH S, wRERIR Y I LIEWRERALE T,

The child, in particular, should not be forgotten. He or she is clearly the most
“interested party” involved in the case. Article 12(2) provides that children
specifically be given opportunities to be heard directly or through a representative
“in any judicial and administrative proceedings affecting the child”. Proceedings
under article 9 clearly affect the child. Article 12(2) does not specify when the
child should be heard directly and when through a representative, but given the
general right under 12(1) for children to “express those views freely in all matters
affecting the child”, it should be assumed that wherever children wish to speak
directly to the adjudicators, this should be arranged, but that, in addition, where
children are not able to represent their views adequately (through incapacity or
because they need an advocate in an adversarial system), appropriate
arrangements should be made. However States must recognize that appointing a
person to represent the child’s best interests is not the same as children being
given “an opportunity to ... make their views known” (article 9(2)) or “to be heard”
(article 12(2)). Professional opinion as to the child’s best interests may sometimes
conflict with the child’s own view of what is best. In such circumstances, States
are obliged under the Convention to ensure that the child’s views are also heard.

FRHZ, FELRIENONDIRNETRDHY EH-A. FEBLIE HIHHMIT, FRITH
53 5RRO TRIERGRE | E»5TY, 12(2) &%, FELBE VDI, HEE
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Tild. HOPIZHHIZEEE G 2FET . 12(2) &iX. WO E LA EEEREH
SINRIFNIR LRV, ZLTOORBAZECTOLZRELTHEREAR,
12 V)5 O—RIHERIDO T T [ ZDRBITHELE RITTIRXRTOHIHEIZOWT
HHICHCOERZEZHT S ] 20121%. & LBFHEITE MR L2 Wik
&, ZOWMY G 0B INRIFIR LRV EFHREINENETT, LI L,
ZHNIEZMAT, FELEBAATORREZHEYICEKITEIEHATERY (Z0D
B0, BEEBPPDBE Y RAT LBV TH#ELBPLETH S)54H.
ZOWEYBRTHZITANETT, ZEL. HRIE. TFELDOREOFIEEZNRKT S
HrEmTHZ LI, FELEBIZ THEOBRRZER S 9Q)5%)EkIX
[FEREND] (12Q5%) 2 & LRILTIRARLZ L 23 LT ER D 28] A,
T ELDHREDFIRIZONWTOHMEDE R, FRTAPREPMIZONTDT
DR LA T DEEERH Y £9, 2D X 5 RRMIZB T, ERIZ. &80
TT, FELOERLHVWTWAZ L 2RI I2ERELD D £7

The Committee congratulated Sweden on its “remarkable efforts” to ensure
children’s views are heard, but nonetheless remained concerned that “some
children and young persons do not feel they have any real influence in matters
concerning their life in society”. It recommended that Sweden

FARAXZI, ATz —F VR, ZOLELEHOERZHL Z L 2EHET BITBN
T IHEREN] Z L TERZLERMLELED, TR THRB. HEATH
COEFBIZEDZFHIZOVTOEDEEN M LA L THRVEKLETNS
T ELBLUOEEPNS] ZEIZHOVT. HEDLTEELTVET, ZEARZ
ATz —F N, L FOX S5 Ic@sLELE .

“... Ensure that administrative or other decisions relevant to children contain
information on how the views of the children were solicited, on the degree to
which the views of children were adopted and why... [and] ... consider providing
children in very conflicting custody and visitation disputes with appropriate
assistance.” (Sweden CRC/C/15/ Add.248, paras. 23 and 24)

[cor FEQITBEET BT EZDMMDIEIZ. TFELDERBPED X S I1TH[E
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The Committee also expressed concern to Haiti

“... at the high number of children who are separated from their parents... [and]
... at the fact that the views of the child are not taken into consideration when
such decision is taken.” It recommended that “... child is given an opportunity to
participate in the proceedings and that he or she can make his or her views
known.” (Haiti CRC/C/15/ Add.202, paras. 38 and 39)

ZEARTEE M FITH LT, ROK S BRRITEEEZRHLE L,

[ BELDTELELPEPOHEENTNEZ L, [ZLTIZED L I RIE
DBRINBIFTTELDREBERBIZANONIRNT & ],

e 3=E N

[ FELPBENFERIZBIML., FELBRZORMENOEDIENTESL X
YT D] ZEEHELELRE (M F CRC/C/15/Add.202, 38. 39 Ei%).

States sometimes specify an age at which children themselves can determine
decisions about custody and access (that is, residence and contact), usually with
a caveat that the child’s decision can be overridden in exceptional circumstances
if the child’s welfare might actively be harmed by his or her choice. The age
appears to range from 7 to 16. Such provisions are not contrary to the Convention.
However, provisions that specify an age at which the child’s views should be taken
into account are questionable, since the expressed views of children of all ages
should be considered under article 12 (see page 149).

T ELEHHSPEBHEPCHIARRMEIZOWTORE(DEY . L. Hil)ic
ONTOREBERET DI LB TEIERMERHELTVBIEEDL, FFELTH
DFEF, @lEINZIE. FELOEBIEIR. TE DAL T E D DERIT X
> TRBNIZHZR DS &0 9 BIARZIRBIZB O TIEILTE 5 & 5 HE
BHESTVE T, ZOERIE. 7 225 16 DREPHIZHD LS5 IcBbhEd., 2o
X OBEIR. FHNTERTELOTIEDD EHA. LEALRDEL, FELDE
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The child’s right “to maintain personal relations and direct contact
with both parents on a regular basis” unless contrary to best interests

REOBEOFRICRT DIREZRED, [RBO—FREIRAEHS5 M
ShTLARENERMVICRBOVThEL ANTERRUVEROREME
#HIFIHIERNERET D,

This right reflects the principle of article 18 that “both parents have common
responsibilities for the upbringing and development of the child” (see page 235).
States vary as to the care they take in protecting this right of children. The
Republic of Korea entered a reservation to article 9(3), but told the Committee
that it was considering withdrawing the reservation (CRC/C/2/Rev.8, p. 36;
Republic of Korea CRC/C/SR.276, para. 14). The Committee nonetheless
informed the Republic of Korea that this reservation raised questions about its
“...compatibility with the principles and provisions of the Convention, including
the principles of the best interests of the child and respect for the views of the
child.” (Republic of Korea CRC/C/15/Add.51, para. 8)

ZOHEFIE. 5 18 D REDHEE R OFEIZ OV TR AP KFEDOELEHAT
5] LW FEAIZRMLTWET (235 HBH), ZOFELOMHENZE#ET S
TTORY PEF. HRIZEVRRY E9, @EIX. 9Q@)FKICHHKELTVET
B, FEXT., ZOWHEOMHNIZEZERE L TnD Lilk_E L 7= (CRC/C/2/Rev.8,
36 H;#i[E CRC/C/SR.27614 H), IZH b b ITHEAIZ. WMEIZKL. Z0
D, [FELOREOFRBR LRI FELDRMEEET I EAIZ &L, &
FKIDFHI EBUE & DHWEDHNLATREN: | IZOWTRMEZIERZI LTS &
WAL E Lz Ok RIE CRC/C/15/Add.51, 8 Bt %)

On its Second Report, the Republic of Korea was encouraged “... to expedite the
process of reforming the Civil Act so that both children and parents are
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guaranteed the right to maintain contact with each other...” (Republic of Korea
CRC/C/15/ Add.197, para. 10)

ZFOWOMEBIZBNT, @mEX, [ REQIEREEZRO T, +ELE80
W BB & OEMEHER T 2HEMZRET S I 2RI nE L (K
PFE CRC/C/15/Add.197, 10 E¥i%).

Too often, children lose the chance to maintain contact with the non-residential
parent because of the needs of the residential parent (for example to live at a
distance from the other parent) or because of the parents’ acrimonious
relationship. The Committee raised its concerns in this respect with Antigua and
Barbuda and with Liechtenstein:

EDOHTELLDLGHIZ. TE LB, FEBOLELHBIOEHRBERD D
2. JENMEBL (B 2, D ED» b ITEDL R E) & EM AR T A Z R
STWET, ZEARR. TVTATT « N=T=KhbNcVeTrrakA
VIT, TOETREZHELE LE:

“The Committee is concerned that currently, no legal provisions exist to protect
the right of a separated parent and/or child to remain in contact with each other.
“The Committee recommends that the State Party review existing legislation to
ensure adequate protection of the right of a separated parent and/or child, with
due consideration given to the best interests of the child.” (Antigua and Barbuda
CRC/C/15/Add.247, paras. 39 and 40)

[ZRESF, DS NZHE, ROV LT ED EBEVICHE 23 MR 2
RS DEA LOREDPBIEMAELBRWZ L2 88T 5,

[ZRERX. FEELEBE. R0 LIETFEL ORI DY) R R#E LR T 57D
T, RIS, DR DRIEZZ B L CHEOBERZ R4 Z & 28157 5
" (T T4 T + R—T7—X& CRC/C/15/Add.247, 39, 40 E:¥%).

“The Committee is concerned that the father of a child born out of wedlock has
no standing to claim custody and that custody is automatically given to the
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mother... “The Committee recommends that the State Party amend its legislation
to provide fathers the opportunity to request custody of their children born out of
wedlock, where possible as a joint custody with the mother.” (Liechtenstein
CRC/C/LIE/CO/2, paras. 18 and 19)

[REZZ. BN TORBIM. BEMHEZTET 2ERMERR . BEES AN
TREFIZAI L IT8 BT 5.

[ZREAE. SEC. BEERZUOE L, RBUTEN T-OBBEMEZ R L. wHER
GEICERB L IROBEFH L THazRMETs 2 L 2@ET5l. (VT v
2 a2 XA CRC/C/LIE/CO/2,18,19 E:¥%).

Courts may correctly refuse to enforce access if this is likely to have adverse
consequences for the child. But while legislation often decrees that the child’s best
interests shall be paramount in such decisions, the law does not always make
clear that these best interests are generally interpreted as meaning regular
contact with both parents. Moreover, States could often put more resources into
providing practical assistance to children whose parents are in conflict, for
example by providing neutral meeting places or the supervision of access.

HHE. b LB FOEMB - ELDLOARRHRZ b b I etk H 5
Lalcid, B IERIZHEATSITLE S, UL, BlroEmolezadic
BTV FELDREOFAEPHEBE L TS LRI LRI LIEa S L THE 345,
BB ORIk & X OB L EHIRITHEMT DT L2 BT D, & RITHR S
NDZLZWITWHHEIZLTWEDITTRDHY FEA. SHIT. BRI Hl2iZ,
L RR RO R R LMD EE 2t 75 Lo fe, MftLHoTnD
HOFELTHBNDEBREERMLITI VL S DOERZESI L LTEDIR
$TY.

The right of family members, and specifically parents and children, to
be given on request the essential information concerning the
whereabouts of a parent or child who has been separated because of
an action initiated by the State (for example, detention, imprisonment,
exile or death from any cause in custody), unless the provision of
information would be detrimental to the well-being of the child
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REMAA. LYDITRETFA BHEA L TH(RBO—FELIEN
ARIEREOHE. mE. BR. BERG. EOENGFHEMRSATINDS
MICFISADBHIZIYVELEET)FOVT M DOERICEIE. BFA
SBShTLIRAIC. SBRWHHEICEEL. KB, REXXESTBAIC
IREOODMERIZHL. REDSIEFELLE>TVSEDMEICET S
EEGNBRORMUZSZTHER, =L, TOMBORUNAEDOEUZE
THREE. CORYTELY,

A failure to ensure that parents are told where their children have been detained,
or that children are told of the whereabouts of their parents, seems to be an
obvious abuse of human rights and reflects international rules regarding the
treatment of prisoners (see article 40, page 601). Circumstances in which
provision of information would be detrimental to the child are likely to be rare
and exceptional. The presumption should be that children will be more damaged
by ignorance of their parents’ whereabouts (and equally, that imprisoned
children will be more damaged by their parents not being told where they are)
than by the discovery of the absent family member’s fate, however shocking.
Oman has entered a reservation to this paragraph stating that “or to public safety”
should be added to the words “unless the provision of information would be
detrimental to the well-being of the child” (CRC/C/2/ Rev.8, p. 34). But even
when States are troubled by extreme forms of terrorism, it is difficult to imagine
how telling a child the whereabouts of his or her parent, or vice versa, could
jeopardize public safety. The United Nations Rules for the Protection of Juveniles
Deprived of their Liberty states that parents and relatives must be informed
without delay of the fact of the child’s detention, reasons for it and other details.

BBRZDFELEBIZEZITHEENTVERHZONEZ L, 2V LI, F&
LR ZOHOFAEICHET 2 BEREREZHZ O S T L 2HHELRVDIZ,
MNEDWIHZRFLHTH 5 L Bbh. ZIE DOPIZBE$ 2 FEFSHAN40 4. 601
HBR)ZRBLTOWET, HHROBEAT2ET S L5 2RMEHTHY., B
FHBMITLE S, FEGEBBZDHDOFIEILOVTHILRNT &(Zh
ERIBEIZ, I ENTVWEFEL B, ZOBITHBE ZILWBrH 2 bR
NI L)DIE S B MEDZFRERE DOEMBOPITEH B TH o THLZhHBb
MBEZEEN L, FELEBIRIVAERZ XD LHEETRETT, F~v— i,
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ZDEHD [ Z DDA R EOFuL 2 HE T DLE1E. TORD TRV T,
[FRRBAEDORE | ZBMTRETHEEFRLT. ZOBRFEITHRELTVLE
3 (CRC/C/2/Rev.8. 34 H), LA L. HEI BGRILEDOT o THREINT
WAL TH FELEBIREBEZIIWED, ERIEZZONEE 2D LM,
ADOREZBRIZEHTEEZDZZ LIEFEEILVWOTY, AhzEDbNED
WEDRHED D DOEBEESHANX, ZOFELD AR FHE, ZoHEb, Z
DIDFEL WHE LR, BlEBRITERR AL EINBRTNERL RN L 2ib
RTWVET,

The wording refers only to “essential information concerning the whereabouts”,
which might be insufficient information in some cases — certainly in the case of
death. States should also ensure that family members are given essential
information as to cause — why the person has been imprisoned, deported, died in
custody and so forth — and other relevant details (for example when they can see
the family member or what their legal rights are). The qualification that the
information need only be provided “upon request” was specifically sought by
some of the State representatives in the drafting group, although it is hard to see
how the qualification enhances children’s rights (E/ CN.4/1983/62, pp. 4 to 8;
Detrick, p. 175). Children and parents should clearly be informed about each
other’s whereabouts (unless such information is detrimental to the child’s well-
being) whether or not they have made a request for the information. The
Committee made these points to the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea:

ZOXEE THEICBET A2 EEREH] OALSELTHET, Zhud. 5
LA A IRERP DN E R A—FHOLEITIE. b HAATYT . HFEI.
FIERER B D, JRIN—72EZ D NI « 5851658 « Ik F T - ZDfh—
LEDOPIZOWTEHEREHREZ G2 5NE Z & LR T RETY, W I
I Ut SN D BRERH BITT ERNE T BRED. WL O»rDRFET L —
TOEHRBIZE>TEVETTERSINELEL, ZOREREDL S ITT
EL bR Zb 3500, HWNIH#HETT, (E/CN.4/1983/62,4 > 5 8
H. Ty 7. 1715 H). THEBUIIASIT. ZOWHEREER L B2
DoT HODFGFHTOWTHIL SNRITNIR Y /A (ZD X S @A
FELDHEHEIZE o THETRWRLIE)., ZAXIZ. To4A%, iR 1%
HfmEICAR LIERLE L
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“The Committee is concerned at the information that the whereabouts of parents
may not be provided to children if the parents have been sentence to reform
through labour or have been punished by death for a crime. “The Committee
recommends that the State Party take all necessary measures in line with article
9, paragraph 3, of the Convention to keep children informed about the
whereabouts of their parents, and to fully implement their right to maintain
personal relations and direct contact with both parents on a regular basis.”
(People’s Democratic Republic of Korea, CRC/C/15/Add.239, paras. 42 and 43)

[ZE2E. FEGE DS U IR TR Z2Z T B Rmd» 1+ E b b
RSN TOLRVLPL LA EW I FEHIZEE L TWS,

[ZREXX. SIED. 9% 3BEIZZE ST, 7ELIT. mBORBAIZONTO
e b 2. @B & AR X OCBEEOEMZHER T2 & v 5 HE
MOFTRT2RITTHILe2HETEH] (PIRREFENRILME,
CRC/C/15/Add.239. 42,43 Bt¥K).

The right for requests for such information not to entail “adverse
consequences for the person(s) concerned”

WHREREHOEMATEREICBEEIZRIFIGIL,

This requirement must protect both the person seeking the information and the
person to whom the information refers. Again, these are matters of human rights,
only needing to be confirmed because of documented cases of abuse. One
example where requests for information by the State might unwittingly entail
adverse consequences is when inquiries are made about the relatives of children
seeking asylum, causing unintended repercussions for those relatives.

T DOEGEEE, FHMZERDOTVD NG, ZOHROZRIELRH>THD NBRRHEL
BINERY ERA. TNLELAHEORETH D BHINTND Z &5k
SNTZRFRIZE>OTHERINDIARNELDTY . HERIT X DGOSR
DIBILHLELL S DIAHERHRO—DDOHE LT, CazRDDHFELD
BBIZ OV THWEDERLRIND L ET, TORRICER LW ER LS
LT £d,
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