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When it established the Human Rights Council (the Council) in 2006, the General Assembly decided that the Council should 

The General Assembly did not give much guidance on how the General Assembly or the Council should structure, coordinate, or se
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Photos from cover page, from left to right:

The Human Rights Council's 11. st special session on the situation in the Palestinian and other occupied Arab territories, Assembly Hall,  
 Palais des Nations, Geneva. 

First President of the Human Rights Council, Ambassador Luis Alfonso de Alba (Mexico) at the adoption of the 2. International Convention  
 for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance. 

Ceiling of Room 20, the Council’s Chamber at Palais des Nations. 3. 
Adivasi woman from the Kutia Kondh tribal group in Orissa, India. The Council adopted the UN 4. Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous  

 Peoples.
UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon confers with Doru Costea, President of the Council, Mr Sergei Ordzhonikidze, Director-General of the  5. 

 United Nations O!ce at Geneva, and Ms Louise Arbour, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights before the opening of the 7th session  
 of the Council.

The Madres de Plaza de Mayo, an association of Argentinean mothers seeking information and justice about their disappeared relatives  6. 
 during the military dictatorship between 1976 and 1983. 

Archbishop Desmond Tutu, Head of the high-level fact-"nding mission to the southern Gaza Strip town of Beit Hanoun, addresses the 97. th  
 session of the Council. 

Mr Farah Mustafa, representative of the Sudan to the UN at the Council's 48. th special session on the situation of human rights in Darfur. 
Mr Paulo Sérgio Pinheiro, Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in Myanmar. 9. 
Mr Olivier De Schutter, Special Rapporteur on the right to food. 10. 
Mr Hisham Badr, Permanent Representative of Egypt to the UN addresses the 911. th special session of the Council on the situation in Gaza.
Mr Doru Romulus Costea (Romania), second President of the Council. 12. 
Ms Charlotte Abaka, former Independent Expert on the human rights situation in Liberia. 13. 
Ms Navanethem Pillay, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights and Mr Martin Uhomoibhi, third President the Council. 14. 
Mr Philip Alston, UN Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary, or arbitrary executions. 15. 
Rasmata, 25, with her newborn baby in Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso. Maternal mortality has been a key issue raised by the Council.16. 
Ms Esther Brimmer, US Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization A#airs, addresses the opening session of the high-level  17. 

 segment of the Human Rights Council. In her statement she a!rmed the United States' commitment to the Council. 
Mr Martin Scheinin, Special Rapporteur on the protection and promotion of human rights and fundamental freedoms while countering  18. 

 terrorism. 
Mr Mahinda Samarasinghe, Minister for Disaster Management and Human Rights of Sri Lanka, addresses the Council's special session on   19. 

 the situation of human rights in Sri Lanka. 
Parallel event taking stock of the Council’s performance with Mr Martin Uhomoibhi, Julie de Rivero (Human Rights Watch), and Katrine  20. 

 Thomasen (ISHR) among others. 
Mr Githu Muigai, Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance. 21. 
Mr Richard Goldstone, Head of the fact-"nding mission on the Gaza Con$ict. 22. 
Mr Alex Van Meeuwen (Belgium), fourth President of the Council.23. 
Mr Michel Forst, Independent Expert on the situation of human rights in Haiti, addresses the Council’s special session on the support to  24. 

 the recovery process in Haiti. 
Ms Sima Samar, former Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in the Sudan.25. 
Human Rights Council observes moment of silence for Haiti quake victims. 26. 
Mr Vitit Muntarbhorn, former Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 27. 
Mr Manfred Nowak, Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.28. 
NGOs lining up to sign up to comment on the UPR outcome of Iran.29. 
Mr Sihasak Phuangketkeow (Thailand), elected as the "fth President of the Council presidency.30. 
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HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL REVIEW Continued from cover page.

 on the one hand on General Assembly Resolution 60/251

 on the other on General Assembly Resolution 60/251

GENEVA PROCESS

INFORMAL PREPARATIONS

others,1

2

3

4

5

6

THE REVIEW PROCESS

 
after

8

9

10

1 One grouping is referred to as the ‘Re"ection Group on the Strengthening of the Human Rights Council'. It is made up of Argentina, Brazil, Costa 
Rica, France, Ghana, India, Jordan, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Republic of Korea, Romania, Spain, Switzerland, Ukraine, UK, US, and representatives 
of the O#ce of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and NGOs. 

2 The documents related to the review are available at: http://bit.ly/ctLIpT, and on the OHCHR Extranet: http://bit.ly/bOdE89.  
3 http://bit.ly/bYfRIj. 
4 http://bit.ly/bUWxaO. 
5 http://bit.ly/a1z8Zc.	
�    
6 http://bit.ly/bxZSO3. 
7 Resolution 12/1. The membership of the working group is not restricted.
8 Para. 16 of General Assembly Resolution 60/251.
9 Austria, Azerbaijan, China.
10 The roadmap is available on the OHCHR extranet.



2    H U M A N  R I G H T S  M O N I TO R  Q UA RT E R LY  |  J U LY  2 0 1 0

T H E M AT I C  F O C U S

11 

also demonstrated broader disagreements about how to struc

12 to carry 
out consultations and ensure agreement on the structure and 

13

should be same as those covered when the Council’s insti

14 This 
15

Others, including Switzerland, Norway, and many NGOs,16 have 
suggested that the review should be structured around the 
Council’s mandate as given to it by the General Assembly, and 

Council Resolution 5/1

11 The statements made by States during the informal meeting can be 
accessed on the OHCHR extranet: http://bit.ly/bOdE89. 

12 Ambassador Sihasak Phuangketkeow replaced Mr Van Meeuwen on 
21 June 2010.

13 Non-paper on modalities of the review of the Human Rights Council, 
18 May 2010.

14 The Council’s institutional framework is contained in Resolution 5/1.
15 Pakistan, on behalf of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference 

(OIC), Egypt, on behalf of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM).
16 See NGO proposal on the Structure for the 2011 Review of the Hu-

man Rights Council’s Work and Functioning, http://bit.ly/ctLIpT. 

Reso-

lution 5/1

and shortcomings in relation to its mechanisms. While the road

suggested that the review should be restricted to issues where 

Resolution 5/1 suggests that 

ed in October 2011. On this basis some States, including Alge

is yet to be decided whether the UPR will be included at this 

17 See footnote a) to para. 14.
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Modalities

and the discussions should be conducted.

18

The Russian Federation also suggested that the substantive 

19 

NGO PARTICIPATION

NGOs, national human rights institutions (NHRIs), or others 

20 

18 In an earlier version of its paper, dated 12 May 2010, the Russian Fed-
eration proposed that the facilitators could already be appointed in 
May and begin consultations with States. The later version does not 
make this suggestion.

19 EU, NAM.
20 NAM position paper on the modalities of the HRC Review, 6 June 

NGOs in consultative status with the Economic and Social 

national Coordination Committee, will be able to attend the 

21 

KEY ISSUES

Addressing human rights violations

22 For 

to the Council.23

concern to the Council. There has also been discussion about 

cators that would result in automatic consideration. 

24

mendations, and resources.

2010, para. 6.
21 The practices of the institution-building working groups varied con-

siderably. Some sessions were very interactive with no distinctions 
drawn between State and NGO speakers. At other sessions NGOs 
spoke on each topic after States, or at the end of the 3-hour meeting.

22 See for example, Human Rights Watch, Curing the Selectivity Syn-
drome: The 2011 Review of the Human Rights Council, http://bit.ly/
b0jMDb. 

23 The institution-building text already allows for the holding of pan-
els, seminars, roundtables, and other work formats. These are avail-
able on a case-by-case basis, and their use only quali!ed in that they 
should be used to enhance dialogue and mutual understanding.

24 For more information see, http://bit.ly/ayu9u5. 
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25 

26

 However, there are serious 

28 

UPR

29 The 

al human rights institutions could be given an increased role in 

25 Ten Principles to Guide a successful outcome of the review of the 
Human Rights Council as it relates to the Special Procedures, http://
bit.ly/d036bb. 

26 Council Resolution 5/2, http://bit.ly/ayp03Q.	
�    
27 Retreat of Algiers on the review of the work and functioning of the 

Human Rights Council, p. 25.
28 http://bit.ly/98NL9N. 
29 Resolution 5/1, para. 34.

Human Rights Council Advisory Committee

30 During its 5th session in 

could become a more relevant mechanism.

31 The Council should con

Other issues

30 The Advisory Committee replaced the Sub-Committee on the Pro-
motion and Protection of Human Rights.

31 UN Special Procedures, Facts and Figures 2009, http://bit.ly/
aGqX3y. 
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NEW YORK PROCESS

the 65th

al Assembly in June 2011.32

PROCESS AND KEY ACTORS 

33

34

35 

On 15 June, the General Assembly President36

mately merge in the General Assembly.

However,  

secutive reviews.38

39

40

NGO PARTICIPATION

41 

32 This may require the General Assembly to adopt a new resolution or decision.
33 Ambassador Christian Wenaweser (Liechtenstein) and Ambassador Mohammed Loulichki (Morocco).
34 Letter from the President of the General Assembly to all Permanent Missions in New York introducing the co-facilitators for the review of the Hu-

man Rights Council, 15 March, available at http://bit.ly/acOLgM. 
35 The co-facilitators made these comments at the Swiss mission in New York during a May 2010 meeting to discuss the summary report of the 

open-ended Seminar on the Review of the Human Rights Council held in Montreux, Switzerland on 20 April 2010, available at http://bit.ly/
bxZSO3. The seminar was organised by Switzerland and took place on 20 April 2010 in Montreux.

36 Ambassador Joseph Deiss of Switzerland was elected President of the 65th session of the General Assembly in June. He will begin his term in September 2010.
37 Joint Letter from the President of the General Assembly and the President of the Human Rights Council to all Permanent Missions in New York, 15 

June, available at http://bit.ly/cvSrrI. 
38 Letter from Egypt on behalf of the Geneva chapter of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) to the President of the Council, and copied to NAM 

counterparts in New York. The letter criticises the presidents’ position in their joint letter, and asks the new President of the Council, Mr Phuang-
ketkeow, to convene an urgent meeting with coordinators of regional groups to further discuss the process and modalities of the review.

39 The NAM chapter in Geneva has requested the New York Coordinating Bureau of the NAM in New York to intervene with the President of the 
General Assembly to this e$ect and to persuade NAM membership to support the introduction of such a decision. 

40 Letter from the new President of the Human Rights Council to the President of the General Assembly, 29 June 2010. The letter states that the 
‘predominant view’ of Geneva delegations is that the New York review should await the completion of Geneva’s work, and that there is a ‘common 
understanding’ that the previous joint letter of the Presidents should ‘not prejudge the question of the sequencing of the processes.

41 Although no opportunity was provided for NGOs to speak formally at the consultations, over one hundred NGOs from around the world commu-
nicated their concerns and recommendations in writing to the General Assembly President and governments during the negotiations. However 
NGOs were not permitted to observe the proceedings, and had limited access to delegates and documents. The then President of the General 
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ECOSOC Resolution 1996/31 grants accredited NGOs the 

General Assembly on human rights.42 

Resolution 1996/31. 
However, other States could try to obstruct or restrict such 

KEY ISSUES FOR THE REVIEW

In Resolution 60/251, the Council was created as a subsidiary 
organ to the General Assembly.43

status divided the General Assembly during negotiations on 
the Council’s establishment. Some States,44

alongside the General Assembly, Security Council, and ECOSOC. 
Others45

Council as a subsidiary body, with the agreement that the Gen
46

The Council’s status

able obstacle to elevating its status is that it would require an 
 

48 the General Assembly will 

Assembly and the co-Chairs of the negotiations visited Geneva for 
two days to consult with the human rights community there, includ-
ing with NGOs. However this meeting provided little opportunity 
for substantive and sustained dialogue. The letter is available on the 
OHCHR extranet: http://bit.ly/bOdE89. 

42 ECOSOC Resolution 1996/31 (para. 67(f )) does not grant accredited 
NGOs speaking rights at the General Assembly.

43 The Council’s predecessor, the Commission on Human Rights had a 
lower status. It reported to the ECOSOC, which in turn reported to 
the General Assembly.

44 EU, Iceland, Argentina, Chile, Mexico, Turkey, Japan, Norway, Azerbaijan. 
45 African Group, Iran, Egypt, Bangladesh, India, Saudi Arabia, Yemen, 

Cameroon, China, Russian Federation, El Salvador, Malaysia, Cuba, Syria, 
Pakistan, Indonesia, Sudan, Venezuela, Algeria, Belarus, Mongolia.

46 During the establishment of the Council, some States did not ex-
press support for the elevation of the Council to a principal body 
immediately, but supported a compromise solution whereby States 
would make a strong commitment to elevating the body to a prin-
cipal organ in !ve years. These States included Liechtenstein, Swit-
zerland, Republic of Korea, Jordan, Brazil, Vietnam, Israel, Armenia, 
Costa Rica, and Uruguay.  However the General Assembly ultimately 
did not include the proposed amendment ‘with a view to elevate to 
a principal organ’ at the end of the adopted provision: ‘the Assembly 
shall review the status of the Council within !ve years’. 

47 An amendment to the Charter must be adopted by a vote of two 
thirds of the members of the General Assembly, followed by rati!cation 
by two thirds of the member States, including all the permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council. Amendments to the UN Charter can be made 
by a procedure set out in Article 108, Chapter XVIII of the UN Charter.

48 The co-facilitators view the question of status as ‘inextricably linked’ 

cil’s status hostage to other unresolved institutional matters, 
49

the status quo, and ensuring that States bestow the greatest 

Council and Peacebuilding Commission. The General Assembly 

Resolution 60/251 is silent on whether issues relating to mem

50

Assembly

Committee51 52 

to the evaluation of the Council’s work and functioning. Comments 
made at the Swiss mission in New York during a May 2010 meeting 
to discuss the summary report of the open-ended Seminar on the 
Review of the Human Rights Council.

49 Brazil, Egypt, Germany, India, Japan, Nigeria and South Africa are 
among the States seeking permanent seats on the Security Council. 

50 In 2010, for the !rst time since 2006 when the Council was estab-
lished, each of the !ve geographic regions the same number of can-
didates as the number of available seats.

51  This is one of the six Main Committees of the General Assembly. It 
has responsibility for dealing with social, humanitarian a$airs, and 
human rights issues on the General Assembly’s agenda.

52 Resolution 60/251 establishes the Council as a subsidiary body of the 
General Assembly, but it does not articulate what if any relationship the 
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53 may use any such 

54 Since the 

55 Some States56

Resolution 60/251

58

enced this outcome.59

60 
As a result, some Council recommendations have been shelved.61

CONCLUSION

Resolution 60/251

  

Council should have with the General Assembly’s Third Committee.
53 This position is based on the argument that only the UPR process promotes the principles of ‘objectivity, non-selectivity and equal treatment of all states’.
54 Joint letter, June 15, from the President of the General Assembly and the President of the Council to Permanent Missions in New York. In the letter, 

the presidents state that the review process o$ers ‘a unique opportunity to make the reporting line between the Human Rights Council and the 
General Assembly more regular, clear and transparent, in full respect of the role of the General Assembly and the mandate of the Human Rights 
Council’, http://bit.ly/cvSrrI. 

55 In the previous two years, the General Assembly, while stipulating its decisions would not set a precedent, has allocated the Council’s annual 
report to the Third Committee for action on the recommendations, and the General Assembly plenary to consider the report as a whole. More 
detailed reports on these developments at the 64th and 63rd sessions of the General Assembly are available at http://bit.ly/a6hqCi. 

56 The EU, Japan, Lichtenstein, and New Zealand.
57 The African Group, Cuba, Russian Federation, US, and China. One argument of these States is that the Third Committee, rather than the plenary, 

has the human rights expertise to address the relevant issues and recommendations in the Council’s report.
58 The General Assembly’s practice of only ‘taking note’ of the annual report of the Council and ‘acknowledging’ its recommendations, rather than 

‘welcoming’ and ‘endorsing them’ respectively, has been interpreted as an insu#cient level of support to warrant the allocation of funds. General 
Assembly Resolution 64/143 (2009) and Resolution 63/160, available at http://bit.ly/U53GO. 

59 For example, the General Assembly has not approved the funds to implement a 2008 Council decision, which calls for the establishment and resourcing 
of an O#ce of the President of the Human Rights Council. In 2009, at the initiative of Switzerland, the General Assembly (Resolution 64/144) requested 
that the Council ‘address the question of the establishment and the modalities’ of such an o#ce as part of its review of its work and functioning.

60 The Council’s reporting cycle is July-June each year. In the General Assembly, for budgetary purposes, each budgetary biennium operates along 
a January-December basis.

61 The Council’s annual report (adopted at its June session) only reaches the General Assembly plenary in December. Technically, this means that 
Council resolutions adopted at and subsequent to its September session have to wait until the General Assembly session the following year for 
endorsement and related funding. This delay has sometimes resulted in the recommendations of those sessions being considered ‘earlier’ than 
the General Assembly would have considered them. However, where this has not been possible, ‘creative’ interim funding arrangements have had 
to be found, or the recommendations have been shelved.
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P E AC E B U I L D I N G  C O M M I S S I O N

INTRODUCTION

1

2 

What is the PBC?

Established in 2005 by concurrent resolutions of the General Assembly (Resolution 60/180) and the Security Council (Resolution 1645), 
the PBC promised to close the institutional and strategic gap in the UN system on peacebuilding in post-conflict countries. The PBC 
acts as a central coordination hub and a main forum for key actors (including governments, donors, international financial institutions, 
UN operational actors, and civil society) to come together in support of integrated and coherent approaches to peacebuilding. The PBC 
also plays a unique role in lining up resources from donor countries, international financial institutions, and regional bodies, and in 
drawing their attention to post-conflict countries’ specific peacebuilding needs. As part of the UN peacebuilding architecture, the UN 
also established two other supportive, complementary bodies, the Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) in the UN Secretariat, and the 
Peacebuilding Fund (PBF).

The Commission’s Organisational Committee is comprised of 31 States. In addition to the Organisational Committee, the PBC meets in 
country-specific committees and has also set up a Working Group on Lessons Learned to distill lessons from post-conflict engagements. 
So far, the PBC has engaged with Burundi, the Central African Republic, Guinea-Bissau and Sierra Leone, where it has set up strategic 
frameworks for peacebuilding as well as monitoring mechanisms. It looks set to add Liberia to its agenda, following a request from the 
country that is supported by the Security Council.

1 The PBC was established as one of the outcomes of the 2005 Millennium Summit. See General Assembly Resolution 60/1. The !ve-year review was 
decided in two simultaneous resolutions by the Security Council and the General Assembly that set out the mandate and functions of the PBC. 
For more information on the PBC see http://bit.ly/KjP6H and ISHR’s guide to the PBC at, http://bit.ly/aGph1W. For relevant background documents 
and resolutions, see  http://bit.ly/cXkCaX. 

2 For more information on the review and to access relevant documents see http://bit.ly/ai$y5. 
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REVIEW PROCESS AND KEY ISSUES

I

3 At the second meeting, States 

4

1)	
�    
ture. 

bly, and the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), and 

within the Secretariat and across the UN system. 

2)	
�    
g, including how to create smoother transi

Mobilising resources and ensuring mutual accountability. 3)	
�    

governments and the international community abide by 
their mutual commitments. Another related issue is evaluat

Overcoming challenges and 4)	
�     e
This includes ensuring that administrative burdens, as a re

5)	
�     g, including 

6)	
�      such as analysing whether the PBC is 

recommendations’5

C n
e

. 

3 Analytical reports on General Assembly’s three open ended consult-
ative meetings with detailed overviews of States’ positions are avail-
able at www.betterpeace.org. Together for a Better Peace is a joint 
World Federalist Movement and Institute for Global Policy project 
on the Peacebuilding Commission.

4 Review of Peacebuilding Architecture Emerging Issues, available at 
http://bit.ly/boa7FB.  

5 Some Emerging Recommendations, available at http://bit.ly/9R0Ir9.  

NGO PARTICIPATION

6 monitored 

8 Many 

engagement with civil society.9 This includes the PBC enhancing 

and constructive contributions.10

What is the Peacebuilding Fund?

The Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) is a multi-donor trust fund funded 
by voluntary contributions. It aims to address immediate chal-
lenges to peacebuilding in the aftermath of conflict, and catalyse 
sustained support and engagement of bilateral and multilateral 
donors. Countries that are not on the PBC agenda may also receive 
funding, following a declaration of eligibility by the Secretary-
General. Among other activities, the PBF supports dialogue proc-
esses, capacity-building, and employment generation. The PBSO is 
responsible for the overall management of the PBF; the UN Devel-
opment Programme (UNDP) administers the Fund. All proposals 
for funding from the PBF must be submitted through the office 
of the Senior UN Representative in-country, and all PBF funding 
is disbursed to recipient UN organisations, including the Office 
of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR). NGOs can-
not access the PBF directly, however they may implement projects 
through partnership arrangements with eligible UN agencies and 
organisations. In addition to an advisory board at the international 
level, the PBF also has a national steering committee for each coun-
try, where civil society has a place.  

6 For example, the co-facilitators have held and participated in many 
informal meetings, including in New York, Burundi, and Geneva and 
have met with various stakeholders, including civil society actors.

7 PBC/1/OC/12.
8 NGOs, including human rights defenders, have contributed to the 

development of priorities, the integrated peace-building strategies, 
and the monitoring process at the country level. However, genuine 
engagement by civil society with the PBC has been inconsistent 
across di$erent countries for various reasons. 

9 For example, some NGOs are focused on ensuring that the PBC en-
gages civil society at the beginning of PBC engagement and places 
greater emphasis on peacebuilding as a ‘process’ of restoring the so-
cial compact.

10 The Peacebuilding Commission Five Year Review: The Civil Society 
Perspective, June 2010. This joint policy paper (developed by the 
Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Con"ict (GPPAC) 
and the Institute for Global Policy) outlines the main conclusions 
and re"ections resulting from GPPAC’s consultations with civil so-
ciety organisations in Burundi and Sierra Leone, and meetings with 
NGOs in New York on the review of the PBC in spring 2010. Available 
at http://bit.ly/caQlUz. 0
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11

some States12

11 The main changes for the terms of reference were a broadening of 
the scope of the PBF to include ‘e$orts to revitalise the economy and 
generate immediate peace dividends to the population at large’ and 
a restructuring of the PBF’s funding facilities. 

12 Non-Aligned Movement, African Group.

LOOKING FORWARD 

2010.13 They concluded that the PBC is 

14 

  

13 The report is available at http://bit.ly/9uQ2hk  
14 Executive summary of the report of the review of the PBC, available 

at http://bit.ly/9JoxaK 

Desired outcomes

Following their review of the PBC, the co-facilitators outlined the changes they would like to see emerge: 

A more relevant PBC, with genuine national ownership ensured through capacity-building and greater civil society involvement; sim-
plification of procedures; more effective resource mobilisation; deeper coordination with the international financial institutions; and a 
stronger regional dimension.

A more flexible PBC, with a possibility of multi-tiered engagement.

A better performing PBC, with an Organisational Committee that has improved status and focus; Country-Specific Configurations that 
are better resourced, more innovative, and have a stronger field identity.

A more empowered PBC, with a considerably strengthened relationship with the Security Council as well as with the General Assem-
bly and ECOSOC.

A better supported PBC, with a strongly performing PBSO that carries greater weight within the Secretariat; and a PBF that is fully 
attuned to the purposes for which it was created.

A more ambitious PBC, with a more diverse range of countries on its agenda.

A better understood PBC, with an effective communications strategy that spells out what it has to offer and creates a more positive 
branding.
 



1 2    H U M A N  R I G H T S  M O N I TO R  Q UA RT E R LY  |  J U LY  2 0 1 0

I N T E R N AT I O N A L  D E V E L O P M E N T S

The 14th

Council’s 4th

th session, as his 

1

INTERACTION WITH THE HIGH COMMISSIONER

th

2 

Rights (OHCHR),3
4

5  

6

1 See the article on the Council review process in this edition for more information.
2 See ISHR 'Opening of Council's 14th session marked by Gaza "otilla incident', 6 June 2010: http://bit.ly/9cZRex. 
3 Lithuania, Morocco, New Zealand, Spain.
4 See Human Rights Monitor Quarterly, 'Human Rights Council', April 2010, Issue 1, p.2: http://bit.ly/aBbany. 
5 For a summary of the General Assembly's most recent discussion (2008) on Programme 19 and a more detailed explanation of what Programme 

19 is and how it is developed, see ISHR's New York Monitor, 63rd session, Human Rights Council report and the O#ce of the High Commissioner 
for Human Rights and annex on p. 17: http://www.ishr.ch/new-york-monitor/general-assembly. 

6 The institution-building package is the basis for the Council's work, Resolution 5/1: http://bit.ly/dwlLzz. 
 For more information on the institution-building process at the Council see: www.ishr.ch/institution-building. 

HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL

th session

Nuns in Kerala, South India. The resolution on freedom of religion or belief was adopted without a vote at the Human Rights Council's 14th session in 
June 2010.
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APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL PROCEDURES

8

Resolution 5/1) 
requires due consideration be given to gender balance. Overall, they also resulted in a reduc

New mandate holders

Working Group on enforced disappearances: Mr Ariel Dulitzky (Argentina/US)
Working Group on mercenaries: Mr Faiza Patel (Pakistan)
Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief: Mr Heiner Bielefeldt (Germany)
Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial executions: Mr Christof Heyns (South Africa)
Special Rapporteur on the right to education: Mr Kishore Singh (India)
Independent Expert on Burundi: Mr Fatsah Ouguergouz (Algeria)
Special Rapporteur on toxic waste: Mr Calin Georgescu (Romania)
Special Rapporteur on the DPRK: Mr Marzuki Darusman (Indonesia)

THEMATIC DEVELOPMENTS

9  

10

11 

 

7 The Consultative Group is made up of a representative (in practice an Ambassador) from each of the !ve 
regional groups, acting in their personal capacity. The Consultative Group proposes a list of candidates that 
possess the highest quali!cations for the mandates to be !lled.

8 The President had nominated Mr Alain Didier Olinga (Cameroon) as the Independent Expert on Burundi 
and Ms Ambiga Sreenevasan (Malaysia) as the Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief. 

9 For brief summaries of key interactive dialogues see www.ishr.ch/council. For a list of special procedures re-
ports considered, see ISHR's Council Alert for the 14th session: http://bit.ly/abBoET. The Council held panel 
discussions on tra#cking, the protection of journalists in armed con"ict, maternal mortality, toxic waste, 
and a full day panel on women's human rights and education.

10 A/HRC/14/19: http://bit.ly/be3rVN. 
11 Oscar Kamau Kingara, a Kenyan human rights defender, and his assistant, Mr John Paul Oulu, of the Oscar 

Foundation Free Legal Aid Clinic, were killed in March 2009. Mr Kingara had provided information to the 
UN Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial executions, Mr Philip Alston, during his recent o#cial visit to the 
country. This case was discussed at the 11th session of the Council, see p.8: http://bit.ly/d6RQeB. 

The High Commissioner for 
Human Rights addressed 
the Security Council on 7 
July 2010 when it held an 
open debate on the protec-
tion of civilians in armed con-
flict. This was the first time 
the High Commissioner has 
addressed the Council since 
Ms Louise Arbour, the previ-
ous High Commissioner, did 
so in May 2007 (see ISHR’s 
Human Rights Monitor 2007, 
p. 79, at http://bit.ly/dqZ8Gn). 
The High Commissioner was 
invited to address the Securi-
ty Council on the same topic 
in November 2009, but was 
unable to attend.

Although the High Commis-
sioner was invited under a 
thematic topic, this did not 
prevent her from speaking 
directly about several coun-
try situations and suggest-
ing responses to the Security 
Council. In her most recent 
remarks she:

detailed her concerns about 
the situation in Afghanistan, 
the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo (DRC), Guinea, 
Haiti, Kyrgyzstan, Gaza, Sri 
Lanka and the Sudan (Darfur)
welcome d the Se cur i t y 
Council’s action to establish 
commissions of inquiry to 
hold perpetrators of human 
rights abuses accountable, 
but noted that ‘more use 
can be made of such mecha-
nisms,’ and stressed the need 
for national processes to be 
‘credible, independent and 
impartial’
encouraged the Security 
Council to make greater use 
of information gathered by 
her Office and the special 
procedures of the Human 
Rights Council ,  pointing 
out that their monitoring of 
human rights situations can 
‘sound an alarm when situa-
tions are at risk of degenerat-
ing into violence’.

*  S e e  m e e t i n g  r e c o r d 
(SPV.6354) available at: http://
bit.ly/aeUc3z

Defrosting of relations 
between Security Council 
and High Commissioner
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12

Killing of prominent human rights defender in the DRC

The Council’s debate on reprisals coincided with the killing of a prominent human rights defender in 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). Floribert Chebeya was the Executive Director of the NGO 
Voix des sans Voix. NGOs called for a credible, impartial, and independent inquiry to investigate the 
circumstances of his death and the disappearance of his driver Fidèle Bazana Edadi. On the initiative 
of the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions, Mr Philip Alston, the 
Council held a minute of silence in memory of Mr Chebeya, which went some way towards increasing 
the visibility given to attacks of this nature. The killing of Mr Chebeya drew widespread condemnation 
and concern during the Council’s debate on situations requiring its attention (Item 4). A large number 
of States called for additional information surrounding his death, and an independent, impartial and 
transparent investigation. In exercising its right of reply, the DRC noted that the director of the police 
has been suspended, and that four forensic experts from the Netherlands would be joining the chief 
prosecutor in conducting an autopsy.’

sion.13

14

15 

Mr Muigai.16

Joint study on secret detention
th th ses

18

12 Norway, Spain on behalf of the EU, Sweden, and Switzerland.
13 See http://bit.ly/9I02Pa. 
14 Algeria, Botswana, Egypt, Iran, Nigeria (on behalf of the African Group), Pakistan (on behalf of the OIC).
15 Code of Conduct for Special Procedures: http://bit.ly/ayp03Q. 
16 A/HRC/14/43: http://bit.ly/9LaFm1. 
17 A/HRC/14/43: p.7: http://bit.ly/9LaFm1. 
18 A/HRC/13/42: http://bit.ly/dsVmeu. The study was undertaken by the Special Rapporteur on the promo-

On 28 May 2010 the Security 
Council unanimously adopted 
Resolution 1925, under which 
the UN peacekeeping mission 
in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo (DRC), MONUC, will be 
reduced by ‘up to 2,000 UN 
military personnel’ by 30 June 
2010. MONUC will also be 
replaced by a new UN stabili-
sation mission called MONUS-
CO, which will commence its 
one year mandate on 1 July 
2010. The protection of civil-
ians remains the top priority 
of the UN mission, and spe-
cific language regarding the 
need to protect civilians from 
‘all forms of sexual and gen-
der-based violence’ remains. 

Further withdrawal of troops 
will depend on ‘the evolution 
of the situation on the ground’ 
as well as the achievement of 
three objectives: 

the completion of ongoing 
military operations in North 
and South Kivu as well as Ori-
entale provinces
i m p r o v e d  G o v e r n m e n t 
capacity to protect the popu-
lation effectively, and 
the consolidation of State 
authority throughout the 
territory

The resolution represents a 
compromise between the 
DRC’s call for a complete 
withdrawal of troops by mid-
2011, and the concerns of all 
15 members of the Security 
Council that this timeline was 
‘premature’. 

In a concession to the DRC 
and in recognition that much 
of the western part of the 
countr y is now relatively 
stable, MONUSCO's 20,000 
military personnel will be con-
centrated in the east where 
the human rights situation 
remains highly volatile. How-
ever, given the unpredictable 
nature of events in the coun-
try and general instability in 
the region, MONUSCO 

DRC: Security Council 
begins controversial troop 
withdrawal
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19  

20

21

22

23

tion of human rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism, the Special Rapporteur on 
torture, the Working Group on Arbitrary Detention and the Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary 
Disappearances.

19 For more information on the debate see ISHR’s Council Alert for the 14th session: http://bit.ly/bfWQrS. 
20 Canada, Ethiopia, the EU, Nepal, Nigeria on behalf of the African Group, Pakistan, Romania, Sri Lanka, Syria, 

the UK and the USA. 
21 Code of Conduct for Special Procedures, Section 8c: http://bit.ly/ayp03Q. 
22 Code of Conduct for Special Procedures, Section 8b: http://bit.ly/ayp03Q. 
23 A/HRC/14/24: http://bit.ly/aXNXnn. Mr Alston also presented thematic reports on targeted killings, elec-

tion-related violence and killings and police oversight mechanisms. Of these the report on targeted killings 
received the most attention from the Council. 

will also 'keep a reserve force 
capable of redeploying rapid-
ly elsewhere in the country.'

A concerning omission from 
MONUSCO’s mandate is any 
explicit requirement that 
its support to the Congo-
lese military forces (FARDC) 
be ‘strictly conditioned on 
FARDC’s compliance with 
international humanitarian,  
human rights and refugee law 
and on an effective joint plan-
ning of these operations.’ This 
had been a critical safeguard 
in MONUC’s 2009 mandate 
(Resolution 1906,  para.22). 
The Special Rapporteur on 
extrajudicial executions, Mr 
Phillip Alston, has repeatedly 
alerted the Security Council 
to the obvious risk to its own 
reputation and that of the UN 
as a whole if it allows UN mili-
tary forces to cooperate with 
senior Congolese military 
commanders who are known 
to have committed war crimes 
and other serious abuses 
against civilians.* 

Prior to MONUSCO’s creation, 
the Special Rapporteur rec-
ommended that MONUC’s 
conditionality policy be made 
public, strictly adhered to, and 
its implementation monitored 
by a mechanism independent 
of the UN.

*Report of the Special Rap-
porteur’s mission to the DRC, 
(A/HRC/14/24/Add.3), 1 June 
2010, available at  http://bit.
ly/9CGglq. 

Security Council Resolution 
1923, adopted on 25 May 
2010, sets out a timetable for 
the rapid, but phased with-
drawal of both military and 
civilian personnel working 
with the UN Mission in the 
Central African Republic and 
Chad (MINURCAT). 

Chad: Security Council 
caves into demands to 
leave by 31 December
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24

25

International Covenant on Civil 

and Political Rights

26

th session included a resolution to renew the mandate 

 

28 the Council requests the Human Rights 

24 The !rst report, discussed at the 11th session of the Council in June 2009, had generated heated contro-
versy due to the perception of some that Mr La Rue had not ful!lled his mandate, speci!cally allegations 
that he had ignored the amendment to his mandate introduced by Pakistan, on behalf of the OIC, in March 
2008 calling on the Special Rapporteur to report on instances in which the abuse of the right of freedom of 
expression constitutes an act of racial or religious discrimination. During this year's dialogue however, this 
issue was only directly raised by Egypt. For more information see ISHR news piece, 'Heavy criticism against 
Special Rapporteur on freedom of expression, http://bit.ly/9BxEQ9. 

25 A/HRC/14/23: http://bit.ly/aS0Dbp. 
26 This follows the reduction in support for Pakistan's traditional resolution on 'defamation of religion' at the 

March 2010 session of the Council: http://bit.ly/aEiG4V. 
27 A/HRC/RES/14/12: http://bit.ly/bCgL08. 
28 A/HRC/RES/14/3: http://bit.ly/bwUuBg. 

B y 15 July,  MINURC AT ’s 
military component will be 
reduced from 3,300 to 2,200 
troops, with the final with-
drawal commencing on 15 
October 2010. By 31 Decem-
ber, MINURCAT will cease 
to exist and in its wake, full 
responsibility to protect civil-
ians and assist refugees and 
internally displaced persons 
(IDPs) in eastern Chad will 
revert to the Government of 
Chad.

In an effort to minimise the 
impacts on civilians, the Secu-
rity Council requested that 
the Chadian Government and 
the Secretary-General estab-
lish a joint high-level work-
ing group to make monthly 
assessments of the situation 
on the ground with respect 
to the protection of civilians. 
This working group will con-
tinue to operate beyond the 
lifespan of MINURCAT, with 
an oversight responsibility 
in respect of Chad’s achieve-
ment of three benchmarks 
that were developed by the 
Secretary-General (para.3 of 
Resolution 1923).

The resolution was adopted 
unanimously in face of the 
Government of Chad’s intrac-
table position and despite 
concern from members of 
the Security Council and civil 
society more broadly that the 
authorities lack the capac-
ity to fill the security vacuum 
that MINURCAT’s departure 
will leave. The future remains 
particularly uncertain for 
humanitarian organisations 
operating in eastern Chad, 
which fear that a reduced UN 
troop presence will heighten 
their exposure to attack, and 
may force them to suspend 
operations altogether.

For more background on 
recent Security Council dis-
cussions on the DRC and 
Chad, see ISHR Human Rights 
Monitor Quarterly, April 2010, 
at: www.ishr.ch/quarterly.
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29 

tecting human rights.30

31 

mortality, at the March 2009 session. 

No debate on the situations in Burundi and the Sudan

32

33 Under these circumstances, it seemed most 

th session, 

34

29 The resolution was adopted 31 in favour, 13 against, three abstentions
30 A/HRC/RES/14/5: http://bit.ly/c3YuJ5. 
31 For a list of all resolutions adopted at the 14th session of the Council see: http://bit.ly/bD7sSg. 
32 See A/HRC/RES/9/19 for the mandate of the Independent Expert. The Independent Expert has undertaken 

missions to Burundi in January and December 2009 and in May 2010. 
33 See the UN press release on the visit at: http://bit.ly/bix5t3. 
34 A/HRC/DEC/14/117: http://bit.ly/bRPKJT. As a country mandate, the mandate on the Sudan needs to be 

renewed every year.

In contrast to the Council’s 
timely response to the deaths 
and humanitarian crisis in Kyr-
gyzstan, the Security Council 
was unable to formally take 
up the matter. At the request 
of some members, the Secu-
rit y Council  was briefed 
about the situation by the UN 
Secretariat in closed meet-
ings on 14 and 24 June. Both 
meetings were held under an 
existing agenda item to avoid 
Kyrgyzstan being added to 
the Council’s formal agenda. 
This approach was due to the 
Russian Federation’s insis-
tence that the outbreak of 
violence in Kyrgyzstan was an 
internal matter that did not 
threaten international peace 
and security. This view was 
shared by China and several 
other Council members, even 
after 100,000 people f led 
Kyrgyzstan to seek refuge in 
Uzbekistan.  

Although no official state-
ment was issued, the June 
President of the Security 
Council, Ambassador Claude 
Heller of Mexico, commented 
to the media on 14 June that 
he and others had ‘expressed 
concern about the risk of the 
internationalisation of the cri-
sis’. However, they supported 
the efforts of the Secretary-
General and the Organisation 
for Security and Cooperation 
in Europe (OSCE), and believed 
any follow up on the situation 
was best handled by them. 

The situation is yet to sta-
bilise, and there is concern 
that tensions may flare again 
with elections scheduled in 
October. The Government of 
Kyrgyzstan may well seek the 
UN’s assistance to hold the 
elections, which would pro-
vide the Security Council an 
opportunity to consider the 
situation anew.

Security Council inaction 
on Kyrgyzstan
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During the general debate on situations requiring the Council’s attention, several States nev

violations.35 

New initiative on Somalia

dialogue’ on Somalia at the 15th 36

New country resolutions

38

39 The resolution also decides to dis

35 Spain, France, Norway, UK, Slovakia, Austria, Sweden, Ireland, Czech Republic.
36 HRC/DEC/14/119: http://bit.ly/cC4Xzu. 
37 A/HRC/RES/14/14: http://bit.ly/bHWhwp. The resolution was adopted without a vote.
38 See for example, Human Rights Watch, UN: Rights Council Condemns Violations in Kyrgyzstan, at 
 http://bit.ly/b11I0J. 
39 A/HRC/RES/14/1: http://bit.ly/9968Lq.The resolution was adopted by 32 votes in favour, three against, and 

nine abstentions. France, Burkina Faso, Belgium, Hungary, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Slovakia, Ukraine 
and the UK abstained.

An emergency meeting of 
the Security Council, held on 
1 June 2010 at the request of 
Lebanon and Turkey, resulted 
in a presidential statement 
(PRST)* that condemned the 
loss of life and injuries during 
the Israeli military operation 
onboard the Turkish convoy 
sailing to Gaza. 

In contrast to the resolution 
adopted in the Human Rights 
Council, the Security Council 
used more neutral language. 
It backed the Secretary-Gen-
eral’s call for a ‘full investiga-
tion into the matter’ and itself 
called for a ‘prompt, impar-
tial, credible and transparent 
investigation conforming to 
international standards’. Sig-
nificantly, the requirement 
that the investigation be 
‘independent’ did not make 
it into the statement, despite 
this being the topic of lengthy 
closed-door discussions. The 
statement also renewed the 
Security Council’s repeated 
calls for the free flow of goods, 
people and humanitarian aid 
into Gaza. 

Israel’s subsequent appoint-
ment of a five-member Com-
mit tee of Inquir y, which 
included two international 
observers, was endorsed by 
the US as a ‘serious and cred-
ible investigation’. However 
the UN Secretary-General  
argued the contrary, and 
instead proposed an inde-
pendent panel of a similar 
size, with one representative 
each from Israel and Turkey, 
to be led by former New Zea-
land Prime Minister Geof-
frey Palmer. Whilst Turkey 
has welcomed this proposal, 
the Secretary-General is yet 
to convince Israel to cooper-
ate with an investigation that 
would meet the terms set by 
the Security Council. 

Security Council condemns 
deaths on Turkish flotilla 
and calls for credible 
investigation
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Members appointed to the Committee of Independent Experts to monitor 
investigations into violations in the Gaza conflict

The High Commissioner announced the appointment of the members of the Committee of Independent 
Experts to monitor investigations into violations in the Gaza conflict established at the 13th session in 
follow-up to the Goldstone report’s recommendations. The Independent Experts are Mr Christian 
Tomuschat (Chair), Mr Param Cumaraswamy, and Justice Mary McGowan Davis. They are tasked to 
'monitor and assess any domestic, legal or other proceedings undertaken by both the Government of 
Israel and the Palestinian side' in implementing the recommendations of the Goldstone report.’

Debate on country situations requiring Council attention

41

the situation in Iran was among those receiving most attention,42

ing the 2009 elections. However, these concerns are still not translating into any Council action 
to address the situation. 

Many States43

44

45 46

 Venezuela, Vietnam, and Zimbabwe.  

40 A/HRC/12/48: http://bit.ly/ZnAwh. 
41 For more information, see http://bit.ly/bcbV3p. 
42 Spain, France, Norway, Japan, UK, Slovenia, Slovakia, USA, Netherlands, New Zealand, Denmark, Austria, 

Australia, Sweden, Ireland, Israel, Canada, Czech Republic, Luxembourg http://bit.ly/cg6GfN. 
43 Spain, Norway, Japan, Slovenia, Slovakia, Switzerland, Sweden, Ireland, Czech Republic.
44 For more information, see http://bit.ly/b8FWCN. 
45 Pakistan.
46 China.
47 China, Iran.

Rather, after being accused of 
war crimes and possible 

crimes against humanity in 
the Goldstone Report, the 
Human Rights Council’s inves-
tigation into the Gaza military 
operations in late 2008, Israel 
appears resistant to any UN-
sponsored investigation.  

*A PRST reflects the consensus 
of the Council’s 15 members, 
but is not legally binding.

In June 2010, in response to 
the Government’s failure to 
undertake their own account-
ability processes, the UN Sec-
retary-General appointed a 
three member panel to advise 
on ‘accountability issues’ in 
post conflict Sri Lanka. The 
panel will not investigate indi-
vidual allegations of miscon-
duct during the conflict, but 
advise the Secretary-General 
on best practices to imple-
ment the commitment on 
accountability made in a joint 
statement with the Prime Min-
ister of Sri Lanka in May 2009. 
The panel has met with oppo-
sition from the Government 
of Sri Lanka. 

The Minister for housing led 
a group of hundreds of pro-
government protesters that 
surrounded the UN’s Colom-
bo office, harassed staff and 
forced its closure. The Secre-
tary-General described the 
Sri Lankan authorities’ tacit 
support for the protesters 
and failure to ensure the UN 
could continue its work in 
the country as ‘unacceptable’ 
and recalled the UN’s most 
senior official in the country. 
He also shows no signs of 
caving into pressure from the 
powerful 118-member Non-
Aligned Movement, which 
has condemned the advisory 
panel as an infringement on 
Sri Lanka’s sovereignty and 
beyond the legal mandate of 
the Secretary-General.

Sri Lankan Government 
attempts to evade 
accountability
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The 8th

1

2

ENGAGEMENT BY STATES UNDER REVIEW

3, or Attorney General.4

1 Documents on the Council's special session on Haiti can be found at: http://bit.ly/9Xi42M  
 (www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/specialsession/13/index.htm). See also ISHR’s report at: http://bit.ly/cXIu8V. 
2 Belarus. 
3 Kenya, Guinea.
4 Kiribati.

UNIVERSAL PERIODIC REVIEW

Traditional umbrellas from Laos, one of the 15 countries reviewed by the UPR Working Group in May 2010. 
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STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE REVIEW

2045 recommendations were made.5

6 

 As has traditionally been the case, 

tion. The States who made the most recommendations over 

interventions in every review at this session. Also, only a small 

to submit advance questions to most States under Review.8 

International Convention on the Protection of 

Migrant Workers and their Families); Argentina and Tunisia (gen

technical assistance).

5 The total number of actual recommendations listed in Working 
Group reports is 1860, however due to clustering of recommenda-
tions in certain reports, the total number of individual recommenda-
tions made by States is higher.

6 While the mean number of recommendations made by States 
was roughly 18, the median was about 11, indicating that a small 
number of States participated disproportionately more often than 
others. Ten States made only a single recommendation, !ve States 
made two recommendations, and another six States made just three 
recommendations.

7 However, !ve Council members did not participate in a single re-
view (Cameroon, Gabon, Madagascar, Mauritius, and Zambia) and 
India participated on only once, presenting a single recommenda-
tion to Sweden.

8 For example, Argentina, Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Ire-
land, Latvia, Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, 
and the United Kingdom submitted advance questions to a number 
of States under Review. This same group of States also followed the 
same practice at the 7th session of the UPR.

Bangladesh, or Cuba), or an issue the State has chosen to 

9

treaty body recommendations was used by several States. For 

and Laos (Hungary) while CRC recommendations were high

Notably, three States under Review at the 8th session (Guinea, 

th

10 It seems a lost 

do not recognise the Government.

OUTCOMES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

11 However the 

the recommendation,12

tered similar recommendations by several States into a single 
item,13

9 For example, Cote d'Ivoire (Guinea), Mozambique (Guinea-Bissau), 
Ethiopia (Lesotho), Cambodia and Myanmar (Laos), Jamaica (Gre-
nada).

10 Madagascar and Guinea are both currently under the rule of transi-
tional governments not recognised as legitimate by all members of 
the African Union. No African State took part in the review of Mada-
gascar.

11 States under Review that received more than the average number of 
recommendations were: Kyrgyzstan (168), Spain (166), Kuwait (159), 
Turkey (152), Kenya (150), and Sweden (149). States under Review 
that received fewer than the average number of recommendations 
were: Lesotho (122), Guinea (114), Guyana (112), Guinea-Bissau 
(108), Laos (107), Belarus (93), Grenada (92), Armenia (85), and Kiri-
bati (83).

12 For example Kenya and Kiribati.
13 For example Laos and Belarus.
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and included recommendations has changed several times over 

recommendations.

mendations). These were also the only two States to leave all 
14 The States which received the 

Kyrgyzstan revolved around recent civil unrest, as States called 

and Sweden 12.15

tions being similar to recommendations made by other States 
16 

14 At the 7th session, !ve States left all recommendations pending.
15 Other EU States that have broken with this practice in the past in-

clude the Czech Republic and Germany.
16 The recommendation by Cyprus for Turkey to 'swiftly accede to 

the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court' was rejected, 
while similar recommendations by Brazil and Chile were accepted.

17 However, such explanations were not all necessarily in line with in-
ternational commitments. Kenya's rejection of the recommendation 
by the Netherlands to 'take concrete steps to provide for the protec-
tion and equal treatment of lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 
persons' was rejected on the grounds that 'same-sex unions were 
culturally unacceptable in Kenya.'

The 8th

and ICESCR,18

mendations on eliminating discrimination against women and 

19

NGO ENGAGEMENT

14.20

Lesotho, Sweden, and Belarus.21

institutions (NHRI).22

Only two NGO side events were held during the 8th session, in 
regard to Guinea, Kenya and Belarus. The side event on Kenya 

Human Rights (the NHRI), and several domestic NGOs. A 

the UPR23

18 These included recommendations to criminalise violence against 
women (by Israel), to review and amend laws to ensure gender 
equality and equal access for women to their social and economic 
rights (by the Netherlands), to take measures to promote women's 
participation in the judiciary, and the public administration (by 
Greece and the Netherlands), and to end discriminatory provisions 
in the housing programme (Norway). It was not surprising that Ku- programme (Norway). It was not surprising that Ku- (Norway). It was not surprising that Ku-
wait rejected recommendations on reforming the nationality law to 
allow women to pass nationality to their children as it has entered a 
reservation to CEDAW in this regard. 

19 Commitments by Kuwait and Lesotho were relatively speci!c, while 
commitments by Laos were vague and general.

20 The number of organizations submitting stakeholder information 
varied as follows: 0-5 (Lesotho, Guinea-Bissau, Grenada), 6-10 (Kiri-
bati, Guinea, Guyana, Kuwait), 11-15 (Kyrgyzstan, Laos, Spain, Arme-
nia, Sweden), 16-20 (Kenya), 21 or more (Turkey, Belarus).

21 Submissions by international organizations as a rounded percent-
age of total stakeholder submissions, in descending order: Grena-
da (100%), Guyana (88%), Guinea (86%), Kyrgyzstan (80%), Kuwait 
(80%), Armenia (77%), Turkey (76%), Kiribati (75%), Guinea-Bissau 
(75%), Kenya (68%), Laos (64%), Lesotho (50%), Belarus (48%), Spain 
(46%), Sweden (43%).

22 Spain, Kenya, Sweden.
23 A group of 97 NGOs in Kenya facilitated by the Kenya National Com-

mission on Human Rights.
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24 The 

THE SPEAKERS’ LIST

25 As with the review 
th

at the Council’s Bureau meeting in February 2010 the President 

th

26

ACTIONS ON UPR REPORTS AT 
THE COUNCIL’S 14TH SESSION

At the 14th

th

th 

human rights’. Around 20 States were wished to comment on 

24 Hungary raised issues surrounding constitutional reform, and Nor-
way raised its concerns over protection of human rights defenders.

25 Number of States unable to participate in descending order by State 
under Review: Kuwait (22), Turkey (21), Belarus (20), Kenya (15), Laos 
(9), Spain (6), Sweden (6), Kyrgyzstan (3).

26 During the review of Laos, due to an apparent misunderstanding 
with the Council President, it was made clear that Iran and China 
had traded their spots on the list. The issue of trading spots was also 
referred to during the Council's debate on item 6 at its 14th session, 
for more information, see http://bit.ly/afdIlB. 

during the Council’s 14th

encouraged States to better attend UPR sessions and send 

cally.

own reviews.28

  

27 An issue that was raised by ISHR during an intervention at the Coun-
cil's 13th session, see http://bit.ly/9RInFm. 

28 France, Netherlands, Morocco, Switzerland, Finland, Canada, Colum-
bia, Bahrain.
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STATE SUPPORT FOR THE DECLARATION ON INDIGENOUS RIGHTS GROWS

The 9th 1

Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples 2

3 

SHOULD NOT BE QUALIFIED 

4 

1 Created in 2000, the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues is an advisory body to the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) and is com-
posed of 16 independent experts. Eight are nominated by governments and eight by indigenous peoples. It addresses indigenous issues in the 
areas of economic and social development, environment, health, human rights, culture, and education. In 2008, the Forum expanded its mandate 
to include responsibility to ‘promote respect for and full application of the Declaration and to follow up the e$ectiveness of the Declaration’. Ac-
cording to its mandate, the Permanent Forum provides expert advice to ECOSOC and to UN programmes, funds, and agencies; raises awareness 
about indigenous issues; and promotes the integration and coordination of activities relating to indigenous issues within the UN system. More 
information is available from the Forum’s website: http://bit.ly/asBp7q.

2 The New Zealand Government’s statement included a number of reservations to its support of the Declaration. More information is available at 
http://bit.ly/aE76sp.  

3 Australia, Canada, New Zealand, US voted against the Declaration. Eleven States abstained, but of these, Colombia and Samoa have since come 
out in support of the Declaration. Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Burundi, Georgia, Kenya, Nigeria, Russian Federation, Ukraine have not revised 
their positions.

4 Para.92 of the report of the Forum’s 9th session, available at available at http://bit.ly/9YPyBe.  

PERMANENT FORUM ON INDIGENOUS ISSUES
th

Ri
ch

ar
d 

Si
ha

m
au

Maori group from New Zealand.
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5 that 

teur holding an interactive dialogue with the Forum each ses

on the Forum’s website, he advised that he would be availa

to them. 

EMBARKS ON COUNTRY VISITS

was the Forum’s country visits to Bolivia and Paraguay to inves

ties in the Chaco region.6

as well as recommendations regarding the technical assist

5 The caucus is an informal group of indigenous youth from around 
the world who are registered participants at the Forum. Although 
its membership di$ers each year, they usually meet daily to discuss 
issues, draft statements and make recommendations that are sub-
mitted to the Forum. Their voice carries considerable weight with 
Forum members and participants alike.

6 The Forum members who visited both Bolivia and Paraguay were: 
then Forum Chairperson, Ms Victoria Tauli-Corpuz, and members Mr 
Lars Anders-Baer, Mr Bartolomé Clavero and Mr Carlos Mamani. They 
were assisted by two o#cials of the UN Department of Economic 
and Social A$airs (DESA) and accompanied by a range of representa-
tives from UN agencies working in Bolivia, Paraguay and Peru.

the 9th session.

8 It also demon
strated how the Forum can act as an intermediary to bring 

tions issued by the Forum were addressed to the States, indig

goal that it has committed to.9 This is not only a challenge in 

7 All documentation for Forum’s the 9th session is available at: 
 http://bit.ly/9YPyBe 
8 The reports of the country visits con!rmed violations of interna-

tional human rights law including forced labour and servitude; child 
labour; systematic violence against indigenous peoples; restrictions 
on freedom of association and movement; deprivation of territory, 
lands and resources; food insecurity; and lack of access to justice 
and healthcare. See E/C.19/2010/6 and E/C.19/2010/5 available at 
http://bit.ly/9YPyBe 

9 Paras. 70 and 90 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session.
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very limited budget. 

review) are alerted to the Forum’s recommendations, there is 

It remains to be seen how eager States will be to invite the 

10 Howev

It was also encouraging that over 20 States (the largest number 

9th

Declaration on the Rights 

of Indigenous Peoples.11

12

THE ROLE OF TREATY BODIES 

and concrete recommendations to the UN treaty bodies.13 
These are intended to draw States’ attention to their treaty 

10 For an overview of visits undertaken and requested, see 
 http://bit.ly/98NL9N. 
11 The theme was particularly relevant to the upcoming High-level 

summit at the General Assembly on the Millennium Development 
Goals. Recommendations related to the MDGs are in paras. 14, 15, 
39, 46, 49, 62, 123, 124, 162 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session. 
The special theme also prompted the Forum to recommend to the 
UN Development Programme (UNDP) that all of its Human Develop-
ment Reports 'should re"ect indigenous peoples' views of develop-
ment’ and be written 'with the participation of indigenous peoples 
themselves' (para. 36 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session).

12 Switzerland was frustrated that the dialogue segments require 
all speakers (States, indigenous peoples, UN agencies) to join the 
speakers’ list, and all interventions are prepared statements. Aus-
tralia, Brazil, Thailand shared this frustration. 

13 The Forum has made recommendations to treaty bodies previously, 
but they have been quite general in scope.

in binding international human rights obligations. 

14 Further, 

the Declaration,15

A MORE CONCRETED RESPONSE NEEDED

16  
18

14 Paras. 42, 49 and 50 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session.
15 The treaty bodies dealing with: civil and political rights; economic, 

social and cultural rights; children’s rights, and racial discrimination. 
Para. 49 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session. 

16 Both experts drew attention to their cooperation with the African 
Commission on Human and Peoples Rights and its Working Group 
on indigenous populations/communities in Africa.

17 Ms Liliane advised that although awareness of the adoption Decla-
ration was growing in Africa, States were taking their time to incor-
porate it into domestic law and policy, even though atrocities still 
occurred and most indigenous peoples su$ered extreme poverty 
and marginalisation. She spoke of Africa being ‘taken over’ by corpo-
rations that neither respected indigenous land and resource rights, 
nor their right to free prior informed consent for development on 
their land. 

18 The caucus is an informal group of African indigenous peoples who 
are registered participants at the Forum. During the session they 
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indigenous cultures and communities. Namibia19 encouraged 

alone cannot do it all’.

20

HORIZON

21

th session.22 

23 

meet to discuss issues, prepare statements and make recommenda-
tions to the Forum.

19 Namibia included an indigenous chief in its o#cial delegation to the 
Forum, and submitted a report to the both the eighth and 9th ses-
sions. 

20 Paras. 49, 73, 110 and 132 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session. 
21 This doctrine, also known as the ‘Doctrine of Christian Discovery’ 

has its roots in a ‘papal bull’, a legal decree issued by the Pope in 
1455. The Holy See !rmly rejected this suggestion when the report 
was presented at the 9th session. The doctrine allowed the Christian 
states and monarchies of Europe that ‘discovered’ land, territory, and 
resources to assume sovereignty over them, providing the inhabit-
ants were ‘heathens’ or ‘pagans’. The doctrine resulted in the domi-
nance of indigenous peoples in Africa, Asia, and North and South 
America, as well as centuries of virtually unlimited resource extrac-
tion from their traditional territories. This in turn resulted in their dis-
possession, impoverishment, and the myriad of problems they face 
today. See E/C.19/2010/13 available at http://bit.ly/ccR6oa. 

22 Paras. 18, 139-144 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session. The stud-
ies will cover: indigenous peoples’ model of development; impact of 
land management practices and climate change on reindeer herd-
ing; forced labour; forests; international criminal law and the judicial 
defence of indigenous peoples’ rights; and the Chittagong Hill Tracts 
Accord.

23 Paras. 153-161 of the Forum’s report of the 9th session. This theme 
was the focus of a half-day discussion during the 9th session of the 
Forum. The expert meeting will bring together the Forum’s work on 
a range of related issues, including extractive industries on indig-
enous lands, climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies, 
carbon o$set schemes in forests, biodiversity conservation and in-

The 10th

24 

 
th session in 2012 will be 

  

digenous traditional knowledge.
24 At the 6th session of the Forum (2007), it decided that each even 

numbered year would hold a thematic dialogue, and each odd year 
would review a number of recommendations from previous ses-
sions. 
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The Committee against Torture (the Committee) held its 44th

Convention against Torture, and other cruel, inhuman or degrading 

treatment or punishment

rd session 

1

more than one hour (on France) and around 15 minutes (on Cameroon). The Committee at this session decided that in the 

rd

1 The Committee was disappointed that no NGOs from Austria and Liechtenstein presented information.

COMMITTEE AGAINST TORTURE
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th session. The Commit

is inclusive. 

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENTS

2

the 44th

to be made. 

Activities that the Committee has not been able to engage in 

3 In order to 
resolve the latter concern, the Committee decided to review 

4

2 Mr Grossman often referred to the ‘dictatorship of time’ as being the 
only dictatorship a$ecting the work of the Committee. 

3 Currently, the Committee spends !ve hours to examine one State 
report. This time did generally not allow for su#cient dialogue and 
for adequate responses to be provided by the State. Meetings also 
often ran over into time scheduled for other activities, such as meet-
ings with NGOs or NHRIs. The Chairperson invited delegations to 
submit additional information in writing within 24 hours after con-
cluding their replies. 

4 According to the new procedure, the Committee will submit a list of 

The 11th

5 

During the 44th

bodies in general.

Membership: latest member is no stranger to 
the Committee

The 44th session of the Committee saw the induction of one new 
member, Mr Alessio Bruni, who has previously served as Secretary 
of the Committee for thirteen years. Mr Bruni participated actively 
in the session, drawing on his previous experience with the 
Committee’s work. 

Mr Claudio Grossman was re-elected as Chairperson for another 
four-year period. Mr Grossman plays an active leadership role within 
the Committee, and his re-election marks a vote of confidence. 

The 44th

6

issues to each State party one year prior to the expected submission 
of its periodic report. The State party’s response to these questions 
will replace its periodic report.

5 See the article on the ICM in this edition of the Human Rights Monitor 
Quarterly. 

6 Articles 19 and 22. 
7 The report will be available in the annual report of the Committee. 

See also http://bit.ly/c3BN6z. 
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non-refoulement)8

9

domestic legislation, the Aliens Act, which recognises the deci

At the 43rd

2009.10

11 At 

cluding observations and invited the State to submit written 

44th

12 During its 

engage in dialogue with the delegation. 

8 Non-refoulement refers to the principle that no individual can be ex-
pelled to a country where he or she is at risk of torture.

9 The report will be available in the annual report of the Committee. 
See also http://bit.ly/c3BN6z.

10 See ISHR’s Human Rights Monitor 2009 at p.54. 
 Available at www.ishr.ch/hrm. 
11 The review took place in accordance with rule 66 of paragraph (2) (b) 

of its rules of procedure.
12 The Committee had only reviewed one other State in the absence of 

a delegation before (Cambodia during the 30th session in 2003).

Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture

The Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture (SPT), presented its 
third annual report to the Committee. The SPT is an expert body 
with a mandate to visit any place of detention in States that have 
ratified the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture 
and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 
(OPCAT). Its work is carried out in strict confidentiality. A major 
development in the SPT is its upcoming expansion from 10 to 
25 members due to increased ratification of OPCAT. The SPT is 
interested in seeing a more diverse representation of professional 
expertise among its members, including doctors, psychologists, 
police, lawyers and experts in detention centres. It will be up to 
State parties when electing the new members to ensure that 
this is considered. The SPT also expressed its hope for continued 
increased ratification of OPCAT, particularly by States in Asia and 
Africa.

The SPT conducted visits to Paraguay, Honduras and Cambodia 
during the period covered by its third report. Of the seven visit 
reports issued, three have been made public in accordance with 
OPCAT Article 16. The SPT’s programme of work for 2010 includes 
visits to Lebanon, Liberia and Bolivia.

Other topics discussed were the working relationship of the 
Committee and the SPT. Both bodies are considering how better 
coordination of the timing of visits and preparatory processes 
could enhance their respective work. Committee members 
inquired as to how the SPT could share information with it from 
its country visits. The SPT was reserved in its response, arguing 
that confidentiality should not be seen as destructive and is 
essential for building the relationships that are critical to the 
SPT’s preventative work. The SPT sees its added value in the fight 
against torture as identifying causes and high-risk environments 
in order to strengthen prevention.

THEMES

Convention and other torture related domestic law to all 

not systematic such as France, Liechtenstein and Switzerland.13 

13 Austria was the only State at the 44th session incorporating a de!ni-
tion of torture into its criminal code.
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14

15 For instance, the 

to a doctor and lawyer throughout their detention. Finally, the 

mechanisms, including international ones.

tional circumstances when access to a lawyer is denied (Aus
tria, France, Liechtenstein). The Committee was also concerned 

non-refoulement

tria, France, Liechtenstein and Switzerland. Particular attention 

14 For instance, safeguards such as the right to access a doctor may 
serve to prevent torture and function as an accountability mecha-
nism where torture has occurred.

15 Yemen, Jordan, Syria.

international obligations (Switzerland, Liechtenstein, France). 
Finally, the Committee was interested to learn about investi

record in this regard. Regrettably, this issue was only scarcely 
addressed by the delegation. 

Detention

16 

18 

mation about both the circumstances surrounding deaths and 

centres in France’s territories overseas.

ture and cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment committed 

  

16 Cameroon, Jordan, Syria and Yemen.
17 Prisoners are often chained and pre-trial detention is known to ex-

ceed a detainee’s longest possible sentence.
18 Austria, France, Liechtenstein and Switzerland.
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The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (the Committee) held its 44th

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (the 

the right to health.

NGO PARTICIPATION

1 2

was given to drug issues, the Committee highlighted these issues in all the countries but Algeria. 

1 The NGOs were: International Harm Reduction Association, Colombian Coalition for Human Rights, Colombian Commission of Jurists, FIAN In-
ternational, Coordinacion Regional del Paci!co Colombiano, Wayuu de Wepiapaa Indigenous Community, Seeds Group, Tamazgha, Collectif Ur-
gence Toxida, Global Health Research Centre, International Disability Alliance and Afghan Council for Reconstruction and Development.

2 Also the number of NGO reports submitted to the Committee was highest for Colombia (eight reports), with six reports for Kazakhstan, four for 
Algeria and two for both Afghanistan and Mauritius.

COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND 
CULTURAL RIGHTS

C
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Girls participate in classes being held at an all-girls school in Afghanistan, one of the !ve States examined by the Committee in May 2010.
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THEMES

including economic, social and cultural rights in its Constitu

the Covenant.

Women’s human rights 
Issues relating to women’s human rights and discrimina

gender equality (e.g. a new law criminalising violence against 

highlighted laws which discriminate against women such as in 

reliable labour statistics. With regard to Colombia, the high 
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seriously concerned about housing shortage and the State’s 

The right to health 
The Committee was generally concerned about women’s 

Mauritius,3

4

Other thematic issues

3 The Committee was disappointed with the lack of information pro-
vided by Mauritius on this subject, as well as on strategies to combat 
chronic diseases.

4 Kazakhstan did not supply the Committee with enough information 
and was requested to provide more information in its next report.

Committee members

While most of the Committee members were active in the dia-
logue, particularly Mr Sa’di, Mr Kedzia, Mr Pillay, and Ms Bonoan-
Dandan, others were less involved, and some could even be seen 
taking short naps during sessions. Some Committee members 
showed strong interest in particular themes. For example, Ms 
Barahona Riera focused on a wide range of women’s issues while 
Ms Bras Gomes tackled social security. Mr Riedel was among the 
very active Committee members seeking information on concrete 
results of laws, policies, and programmes. Some Committee mem-
bers seemed very deferential to States, while others only made 
infrequent interventions, which were cursory and added little to 
the dialogue.

OTHER DEVELOPMENTS

Mr Yuri Kolosov (also Russian Federation), who resigned in 

subsequent sessions.  
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T th session 
th th session, it also 

th

meet in one chamber once again.

During the 44th

1 In the end, it decided 

attend the session.

1 The !rst examination of implementation of the Optional Protocols is particularly important because only then does the Committee do an in-
depth and detailed review.

COMMITTEE ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD

Mother and child in Japan. The Committee on the Rights of the Child reviewed 18 State reports during its 54th session in May-June 2010, including Japan. 
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and Nigeria noted their reliance on NGOs or the UN Chil

session, where they are the Committee’s main interlocutors 

the 55th 2

How to participate in the CRC reporting process

The NGO Group for the CRC facilitates the effective participation 
of national and international NGOs in the reporting process of the 
CRC and its Optional Protocols. If you would like to find out more 
about the process, please contact the NGO Group secretariat at:
secretariat@childrightsnet.org. 

We are currently looking for information on Cuba and Lao PDR for 
the October pre-session. If your organisation works in either of 
these countries and is willing to prepare an alternative report on 
the CRC, please write to myers@childrightsnet.org.

COMPOSITION AND PERFORMANCE OF 
STATE DELEGATIONS

egation, States sent large, senior and varied delegations (e.g. 

the Children’s Parliament (Nigeria). The Colombian delegation 
manoeuvred though questions on child soldiers with consider

vided general answers to the more sensitive issues.

THEMES

To cover the issues in the three treaties, the Committee uses 

which were discussed.3 

2 The NGO reports which have been made public can be found on 
the NGO Group and CRIN alternative report database, see www.crin.
org/NGOGroupforCRC/search.asp.

3 For more detailed information, and reports on each country exam-

discussed at length. In some cases, the CRC was considered 

in relation to Argentina, Belgium and Nigeria, as the delegations 

the CRC was coordination. Belgium had a coordinating body, 

ties. Meanwhile, in most other States, children’s issues were 

versal birth registration in certain countries. For instance, in 
Grenada birth registration was related to religious rituals such 

treated as adults.

ined, see www.childrightsnet.org.
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torture. Meanwhile, the Committee was concerned by allega

OTHER DEVELOPMENTS

General Comments and guidelines

Protocols. 

th ses

under the Convention. In addition, the Committee together 

55th session.

February 2011.

www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/crc/elections13th.htm.  

Facts about the Committee

Number of 
members:

18

Treaties it 
covers: 

Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), 
Optional Protocol on the Sale of Children, Child 
Prostitution and Child Pornography (OPSC) 
and Optional Protocol on the Involvement of 
Children in Armed Conflict (OPAC)

Total number 
of ratifications:

462: CRC 193, OPAC 132, OPSC 137

NGO 
participation: 

With a three-hour pre-session per country, 
the Committee has one of the best models 
for NGO involvement in the reporting 
process

General 
Comments: 

12 adopted and 3 under development

 

The NGO Group for the CRC is a global network of 77 
national and international NGOs that works through its 
Secretariat and thematic working groups to promote the 
monitoring and implementation of the UN Convention 
on the Rights of the Child and its two Optional Protocols. 
The NGO Group provides a coordinated platform for NGO 
action in relation to the Committee on the Rights of the 
Child and plays a central role in key child rights develop-
ments at the international level. 

For more information about the NGO Group for the CRC 
and its activities: www.childrightsnet.org.
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The 11th

2010.1
2

AREAS OF DISCUSSION

by the Committee against Torture (CAT) and the Human Rights Committee (HRC).3
4

after

th 5 The ICM also agreed to encourage all treaty 

6

1 For a list of participants see: http://bit.ly/c3cdZ0. 
2 For more information on the ICM see www.ishr.ch/inter-committee-meetings.  
3 CAT adopted the list of issues prior to reporting in 2007 and implemented it on a trial basis in 2008. Of the eleven States parties whose periodic 

reports were due in 2009, nine opted to use the new procedure. Of these six have already submitted their reports, and four will be reviewed in 
November 2010 (Bosnia Herzegovina, Cambodia, Ecuador and Turkey).

4 For more information on the process see ‘Treaty bodies’ list of issues prior to reporting’, HRI/ICM/2010/3: http://bit.ly/aueq45. 
5 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(e): http://bit.ly/c3C8G8. 
6 At the 99th meeting of the HRC, the written replies of Colombia were not translated by the UN, and the State party provided its own translations.

C
re

at
iv

e 
C

om
m
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s
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at its 5th meeting the ICM had agreed harmonised guide

lines.8

9 

Other issues

within the individual treaty bodies. 

10

CESCR’s General Comment 2011

12  

DIALOGUE WITH STATE PARTIES

7 Compilation of Reporting Guidelines including the guidelines on 
common core document and treaty speci!c reports, HRI/GEN.2/
Rev.6, paragraph 19: http://bit.ly/aBbACN . 

8 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(m): 
http://bit.ly/c3C8G8.

9 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(n): 
http://bit.ly/c3C8G8.  

10 General Assembly resolution A/RES/64/152 adopted on 18 December 2009.
11 CESCR General Comment 20 on non-discrimination in economic 

social and cultural rights http://bit.ly/9W4Sbq. 
12 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(k): 

http://bit.ly/c3C8G8.

13 cou

also encouraged to engage more with the UPR (Chile) and 

NGO INVOLVEMENT

deadlines should be made available to NGOs, Ms Lee noted 
that this was the third year that this issue had been raised. The 

14

15

Al Tarawneh CRPD).16

13 Brazil, Egypt, Finland, Switzerland. The point was made in reference 
to the joint general comment being drafted by CRC and CEDAW. 

14 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(k): 
http://bit.ly/c3C8G8.

15 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(f ): 
http://bit.ly/c3C8G8 

16 ‘Points of Agreement of the 11th Inter-Committee Meeting’, 1(r): 
http://bit.ly/c3C8G8.
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REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENTS

AFRICAN COMMISSION ON HUMAN AND PEOPLES’ RIGHTS 41
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T
th

1

NGO PARTICIPATION

African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.2

3 This would also be in line with the ACHPR  regarding observers 

1 For analytical reports on the sessions of the African Commission and further information on the NGO Forum see: http://bit.ly/cIBMsU. Information 
on the ACHPR is available in French at www.ishr.ch/section-francophone.

2 Resolution on the criteria for granting and enjoying observer status to non-governmental organisations working in the !eld of human rights with 
the African Commission on Human and Peoples' Rights, available at http://bit.ly/9VausB.

3 Resolution on the cooperation between the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights and NGOs having observer status with the Com-
mission. Chapter III includes ‘Organisations enjoying observer status shall undertake to establish close relations of co-operation with the African 
Commission and to engage in regular consultations with it on all matters of common interest’.

AFRICAN COMMISSION ON HUMAN 
AND PEOPLES’ RIGHTS

th

Commissioner Soyata Maiga, ACHPR Special Rapporteur on Women’s Rights in Africa. 
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naming is not to shame but a call to action in order to address 
4  

Ongoing challenges for NGOs

Sustaining NGO presence throughout the ACHPR sessions is a 
challenge, particularly for those with limited financial or human 
resources. After the third day of the ACHPR session, for example, 
only a few NGOs were still present to take part in the examination 
of State reports and intervene during the presentation of special 
procedures’ thematic reports. Given the key role played by civil 
society actors in ACHPR deliberations, as acknowledged by Com-
missioners, maximising NGO participation is critical. 

The NGO Forum has urged the ACHPR to ensure that it is ‘disability 
friendly’ including through the provision of Braille version docu-
mentation, the use of sign language, and the improved physical 
accessibility of ACHPR meeting rooms. The NGO recommendation 
further urges the ACHPR to consult and involve people with disabil-
ities in its work, particularly in addressing disability rights.

KEY OUTCOMES AND DISCUSSIONS

session.5 

States, NHRIs, NGOs, and other interested individuals and 
institutions by 31 August 2010.6 

AU Member States 

4 http://bit.ly/8YFgro.
5 For full texts of all ACHPR resolutions, see http://bit.ly/duxUEG. 
6 http://bit.ly/9lmuCD. 

Somalia, Tunisia, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. It calls on States 

some shared concerns with the NGO Forum, which also 
 Both the ACHPR 

African Charter on Democracy, Elections and Governance 

8

most 

7 For full texts of all the resolutions adopted by the NGO Forum, see 
http://bit.ly/bI82Ep.

8 A/HRC/13/2, available at http://bit.ly/cJaEqy. 
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continue to be high.

Women’s human rights

Security Council Resolution 1325, and the Convention on the Elim-

ination of all form of Discrimination against Women

9 An NGO Forum recommendation 

Resolution 1325.10 Additionally, the Protocol to the African 

Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights on the Rights of Women in Afri-

ca 11

NGO Forum in its statement to the ACHPR. Aimed at targeting 

to eradicate systemic and systematic discrimination, the Proto

Protocol to the African Charter on Human 

and Peoples’ Rights on the Rights of Women in Africa

9 UN Security Council Resolution 1325 was adopted in 2000; CEDAW 
was adopted 30 years ago.

10 TREC/005/05/2010. For all NGO Forum recommendations and reso-
lutions, see http://bit.ly/9OLOhB. 

11 http://bit.ly/drI0N0.

Regional meeting on women human rights 
defenders in Africa

The need to highlight and address the particular challenges faced 
by women human rights defenders to ensure their protection was 
the spur for the international campaign on women human rights 
defenders launched in 2005. The campaign brought together activ-
ists from human rights organisations, women’s groups, and those 
working with a particular focus on the human rights of lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, and intersex persons. The centerpiece of the 
campaign was a consultation with women human rights defend-
ers from across the world. This was preceded by regional consulta-
tions, including one held in Dakar, to support the engagement of 
African women human rights defenders in the campaign. A further 
regional consultation, organised by ISHR, will be held from 3 to 5 
November 2010. With the presence of the UN Special Rapporteur 
on human rights defenders and other international and region-
al mechanisms, this consultation will provide the opportunity for 
women human rights defenders from across the continent to share 
experiences and analyses and to draw up joint advocacy and cam-
paign strategies. For more information about the campaign, see:
www.defendingwomen-defendingrights.org. 

TO SHOW UP

or without its attendance. This recalls the ACHPR’s own State 

12 The NGOs 

ACHPR’s statement on the session’s outcomes made no men

recommendations. 

  

12 Information about the ACHPR State reporting procedure is available 
at http://bit.ly/aXaTZT.
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Meetings

UPCOMING EVENTS | 48
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O P P O RT U N I T I E S  F O R  N G O  E N G AG E M E N T

COUNTRY EXAMINATION AND REVIEWS

s. 

COMMITTEE AGAINST TORTURE

At its 45th 1 to 19 November 2010

rd

by 15 October 2010 g and g. NGOs who 

dialogue.

COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND CULTURAL RIGHTS

The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights will hold its 45th 1 to 19 November 2010 in Geneva. It 

22 to 26 November 2010

th session 
, to Ms Susan Matthews at 

g Monday 1 November

18 October 2010 Monday 22 November to give 

COMMITTEE ON THE ELIMINATION OF DISCRIMINATION AGAINST WOMEN

th 4 to 22 October 
2010

th

25 to 29 October 2010. 

g.  The Committee will meet with NGOs on Monday 4 October and 

g by 11 October 2010. A 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR NGO ENGAGEMENT
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U P C O M I N G  O P P O RT U N I T I E S

I
g or m. 

COMMITTEE ON THE RIGHTS OF THE CHILD

From th session in Geneva. 

www.childrightsnet.org
3.  

HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE

The Human Rights Committee’s 100th 11 to 29 October 2010 in Geneva. It will review Belgium, 

Guatemala, Iran, Jamaica and Kuwait (to be reviewed in 2011). 

h 31 August 2010 .

s. 

on g. 

UNIVERSAL PERIODIC REVIEW

th 2 to 13 May 2011

s. 
1 November 2010 

8 November 2010

g.
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MEETINGS

HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL, 15th Session

The Council will hold its 15th 13 to 1 October 2010

Monday 23 August 2010. 

s. 

WORKING GROUP ON HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL REVIEW

25 to 29 October 2010. NGOs with ECOSOC status will be able to attend and 

SPECIAL PROCEDURES’ VISITS

e . 

ELECTIONS AND APPOINTMENTS

APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL PROCEDURES MANDATE HOLDERS

At the 15th

t. 

g.




