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Thank you Mr President for the opportunity to contribute to the discussion, and firstly offer our thanks to the co-sponsors of this day on the rights of the child.

Mr President, Madame High Commissioner, Honourable delegates, Ladies & Gentlemen, 

INTRODUCTION

Its my pleasure this morning, representing the NGO Group for the Convention on the Rights of the Child, to contribute a civil society perspective on questions about the representation of the human rights of children in the Universal Periodic Review and to reflect on experiences of this evolving process.

We presents observations that touch on content and recommendations with respect to child rights; reflects upon how we as child rights NGOs could improve our contribution to UPR; encourage the Human Rights Council to ensure strong and specific recommendations that fully reflect child rights issues, and to fully support the follow-up on those recommendations. 

We hope that the observations made will contribute to an lively discussion that aids the Human Rights Council in shaping its role, and fulfilling its obligations, in promoting and protecting the rights of all children.

OBSERVATIONS on CONTENT

We take, as a starting point, the coverage of child rights issues in the stakeholder submissions and summaries, in which we find strong emphasis on various important issues.  Most notably, violence in various settings, the banning of corporal punishment, sexual exploitation & trafficking, juvenile justice, status-based discrimination often with particular reference to education and health, and recruitment of children into armed forces and groups.  Whilst this is not an exhaustive list of child rights issues presented by stakeholders, this list of predominant child rights issues appears to be generally well reflected in recommendations made in Working Group reports.

With respect to CRC general principles we also note that the documentation, dialogue, and recommendations, largely focus on violations of the rights to life, survival and development, and on discrimination-based abuses. These indeed represent grave breaches of child rights that definitely call on the Council for action, whilst, at the same time, they confine children to a role of mere recipients of protection.  Whilst mentioned on occasion broader issues around child participation and representation of children as active social participants, remains a particular a gap requiring additional effort from the Council if space is to be found in the discussions.

Other issues, such as education and health have found a place in the UPR but are, for the most part and again, viewed only through the lens of special protections for vulnerable groups, and discrimination against, for example, children with disabilities, migrant children, children seeking asylum, etc.   We therefore suggest that work remains to be done, by Stakeholders and the Council alike, to ensure questions about certain overlooked clusters of rights, for example, civil rights and freedoms, family environment and alternative care, and, not least of all, the principle of child participation in all spheres of social life, are appropriately represented during the review process.

OBSERVATIONS on RECOMMENDATIONS

The institution building package recognizes UPR as an evolving mechanism and we draw attention to the evolution of a clearer and more explicit “language of recommendations” in the interactive dialogue.   Whilst we can point to the non-specific nature of some recommendations, we also note occasions when important questions and observations on child rights made during earlier dialogues were not finalised in the listed recommendations, simply based on the language used.

This serves is an important reminder that stakeholder submissions and questions in the interactive dialogue, need to be focused on a very clear and straightforward logic of identifying the problem, presenting the evidence, and recommending the solution.    Through this sort of logic, particularly given the time constraints on examining States during the dialogue, the UPR can be made more effective, resulting in specific and time-bound recommendations for follow-up. 

CASTING A CRITICAL EYE

We also have to acknowledge some potential difficulties in the representation of child rights in the UPR.

Firstly, whilst welcoming the fact that child rights have found a space in the UPR we note situations where child rights issues have potentially been mis-used used to deflect and avoid scrutiny of more politically touchy or egregious issues (e.g. political freedoms).  Raising this as risk does not deflect us from the basic principles that all children are rights-holder, that child rights are human rights, and that the UPR is an appropriate forum to raise child rights.  Indeed, with respect to maintaining the commitment to universality and interdependency of all human rights including children we might pose the question “what human rights system, either national or international, could be described as fully-functioning without the full coverage of children’s rights?”.

Secondly, there are occasions when a pressing child rights issue, has dominated child rights discourse in the dialogue to the virtual exclusion other child rights issues.  This begs the question, for civil society stakeholders, and perhaps for us all, as to how we ensure that debate fully reflect the child rights situation in the State under Review, and avoids duplication of effort and repetition in both documentation and dialogue.

Lastly, concerned by the system of support of the recommendations by the State under Review, we note in line with the Institutional Building Package recalling the complimentarity between the UPR and the review by Treaty Bodies, the UPR should not be used as a “quasi form of appeal” for concluding observations adopted by Treaty Bodies in general and the CRC in particular. 

IN CONCLUSION

The first year of UPR has been a learning experience for us all, delegations, OHCHR, and non-governmental organisations alike.   Whilst a critical eye and open questions about content, modalities, and the potential for reform remain a necessary part of this evolution of the UPR we would note, that keeping an analytical eye on the UPR, should not lead us to prejudge the effectiveness of the mechanism.

Clearly the conduct, outcomes, and follow-up on the UPR remain the responsibility of States under Review and the Council as a whole, however civil society stakeholders have a critical role to play.   Our concerns, and the discussion we would welcome this morning remain focused on the following questions,

How the Council, its members and observers, can…

· Work to ensure the fullest reflection all child rights issues during UPR - beyond the limited scope of special protections - fully recognizing all children as active social participants and rights bearers?

· Collaborate with civil society stakeholders to ensure the clarity and specificity of the language of recommendations in the UPR?

· Work to ensure, encourage, and support effective national follow-up on child rights recommendations, with the full participation of children, and other civil society stakeholders? 

We have all learned much about how the UPR works in reality and note today, with particular reference to child rights, some of the possible challenges to the effectiveness of the UPR.   We repeat our welcome of the fact that children’s rights have found a space in the UPR although we also note that important challenges remain to both maintain and develop that space.

Mr President, I thank you.

