Open-ended informal consultation on UPR and (“the issue of reviewing and, when necessary, improving, and rationalizing all mandates, mechanisms, functions, responsibilities in order to maintain a system of special procedures, expert advice and a complain procedure.”)

Friday 21 July 2006 

10am-1pm

 Room XX Palais des Nations

President on schedule of informal consultation:

· For 21 July and 2 August the consultation will only take place in the morning in order for delegation to participate to ECOSOC session in the afternoon.

· Meeting on 7th and 8th September will be the whole day as scheduled.

· Additional meetings before 2nd session of HRC may be convened. For more information take a look at OHCHR website: http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/
· Review of mandates will be facilitated by the Ambassador of Morocco while UPR by Czech Ambassador, the Swiss ambassador will facilitate the last open-ended informal consultation.

Secretariat: 

· Reminded that 2 extranet site are in place and all documents will be posted on these sites: http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/form.htm
· Documents handed out: summary record of the 19th meeting of HRC (a/HRC/1/SR.19), Annex of CHR December 2000/109, ECOSOC on CHR, “Rationalization of the work of the Commission”, Canada’s listing of issues for UPR, Argentina on UPR in other international and regional organizations, Non-paper on Mechanisms of the CHR/HRC and a list of all persons mandated to carry out the special procedures. All documents are available on the extranet.

Questions on UPR

· Who are the reviewers?

Canada proposed 3-4 working committees to process review.

Mexico proposed three review groups composed of 3 experts, 1 member and observer (if I recall well). They would be appointed by HRC. Finland, on behalf if the EU, mentioned that UPR participation should be inclusive and therefore it is essential that all stakeholders take part in the process of reviewing, including NGOs. Special procedures should be invited to produce and submit reports to HRC in order to get facts from the field and give an idea about the technical assistance needs. Algeria on behalf of the African group preferred the review to take place in the plenary, leaving room for working groups too, while Finland proposed intersessional working groups.

· What are the basic documentations of the review – what is “reliable and objective information”?

Some delegates referred to country concerned report (consultation at national level), OHCHR, and other UN agencies documents only (Singapore, Algeria on behalf of African group, Pakistan on behalf of OIC) while other emphasized the need to involve all stakeholders in the compiling of information on country being reviewed (Finland, Chek., Mexico, Brazil, Switzerland, Philippines, Argentina) Indonesia agreed about the participation of all stakeholders but only wanted information from local NGOs included and not international NGOs.

· At what frequency will country be reviewed?

There almost a consensus on the periodicity and timeframe of UPR:  3-5 years cycle (more proposed 3 years)for each review in order for each country to have 3 hours interactive session, starting with the members who have a 1 year term. 

How are questions and answers going to be organized? 

· What documentation is going to be produced and what characteristics will they have?

Canada was the more detailed on this subject, and proposed:

- Country dossier on basis of documents from UN

- State’s statement prior to dialogue (achievements, problems and challenges)

- 3hrs interactive dialogue-peer review

- Preparation of summary of discussion

- State final written response

- Submit response by UPR committee to next council session

Pakistan stated country report with a prescribed format, which would lead to a consensual summary report focusing on capacity-building and technical assistance gaps and need.

Brazil further proposed that UPR reports could be incorporated in a global report done by OHCHR at the end of each cycle.

Many delegations put forward the need for a questionnaire to be sent out in advance to the country under review that would be answered and submitted to HRC before interactive dialogue.

· What follow-ups?

Recommendations instead of resolutions were preferred for UPR outcome documents. Algeria proposed follow-up to see if country fulfilled recommendations concluding remarks and ad-hoc funding arrangements, technical assistance with OHCHR, HRC and concerned country. Brazil mentioned that follow-up should concentrate on good practices and consistent problems implementing recommendations by HRC.

More statements pertained to formulating proposals on the UPR since the afternoon session was canceled; much less was said on the review of mandates, functions, etc…Finland mentioned that overlaps with mandates were unavoidable due to interrelated nature of human rights. Therefore review of mandates and alt should concentrate on reinforcing them and focus on identifying gaps. Moreover, complaint procedure 1503 methods and functions should be reviewed to allow for greater transparency and would welcome expert paper from OHCHR on this subject. On the other hand, Malaysia believed that confidentiality remains essential to 1503 procedure. Further proposed that mandate holders should be directly elected by HRC on a consensus decision with clear codes of conduct and regular review of performance.

