My intention is to outline some preliminary research undertaken by the Working Group to consider the extent to which children’s rights were addressed during the first two sessions of the UPR , which amounted to 32 countries in total. 
There are various entry points whereby children's rights NGOs can have an effect on the process, including:
·  national consultation with NGOs in preparation of the National Report

· preparation of a Stakeholder Submission 

· lobbying examining delegations for the Interactive Dialogue of the Working Group,

· making Statements in the Plenary discussion,

· follow-up on recommendations at the national level.


It was  not possible to consider all of these stages, but we were able to research: 

· NGO submissions

· The State submissions

· OHCHR summaries (of stakeholders’ submissions and of UN information)
· Review by the working group/interactive dialogue

· Final report of the working group, including the recommendations

· Plenary

I’ll begin by going though some key findings that we identified during our work, followed by some overall conclusions we were able to draw, and finally some recommendations.

NGO Submissions


In terms of the child rights issues addressed, As Alan, of the NGO Group, said in his statement to the plenary yesterday, there was particular emphasis on violence against children, corporal punishment, sexual exploitation, trafficking, juvenile justice, status-based discrimination and children affected by armed conflict.

It was interesting that the breadth of issues tackled included some of the more controversial issues such as LGBT children, and the reproductive rights of girls. 

It was, however, noticeable that child participation was completely absent from the process – both as an issue, and in respect of children’s active engagement in the process.
It was also apparent that the focus on issues such as health and education mainly took the form of concerns about children’s protection. As such, as the NGO Group argued yesterday, considerable work remains to be done, for all parties involved in the process, to address certain clusters of rights so far inadequately represented, such as civil rights and freedoms, family environment and alternative care, and, as mentioned a moment ago, child participation
Overall, there is clear evidence that NGO submissions have had an influence during the process although, it was difficult to firmly define the impact on the following phases of the process, particularly on the final recommendations.
It seems that general statements on children's welfare in the submissions, which did not address specific rights violations, had little impact. It not only makes it more difficult for the editing process at OHCHR,  it also likely that States will find it difficult to tackle issues when the nature of those issues is fudged or ambiguous. As such, submissions with concrete recommendations about specific child rights violations and shortcomings in law or policy, ideally with reference to articles of the CRC, would likely have more impact. (reference to the presentation by Joel Mermet from OHCHR)
Most of the submissions that were purely child rights focused were, for the most part, international organisations. And where child-specific submissions came from national organisations, these were often from national branches of international organisations, such as Save the Children, SOS-Kinderdorf, DCI, WVI, Plan…
Lobbying

Lobbying States to ask questions during the interactive dialogue is clearly an excellent way to influence recommendations.  As such, we concluded that NGOs should therefore make sure that clear and concise information is readily available to relevant States. 

It is also worth mentioning that many States have been extremely open to being approached, and have even been appreciative to NGOs who have done so. They have suggested that, given the massive amount of information made available to them, they would benefit from short bullet points outlining specific concerns to be raised during the dialogue. 

In addition, having a look at the list of countries that formulated recommendations on child rights, it is clearly worth targeting States that have demonstrated an interest (which might be child-friendliness). Among the main countries that formulated recommendations on child rights in a we might mention Italy, Canada and Mexico. Our analysis contains a list of those states we found to be most interested in children’s rights, and we certainly hope that these states will continue to engage constructively with NGOs during the process.
Working Group and Plenary

We found from our analyses that the issues most raised during the dialogue were the right to education and violations based on discrimination (minority, indigenous, etc.). This, however, was not the issue most raised in the NGO submissions. This suggests that the preparation of NGO submissions needs to be supplemented with lobbying activities. 
State recommendations

Recommendations were often vague, and not formulated in a way which could enable domestic enforcement. There was little indication of what the next steps may be, indicating time-bound follow-up or measurable progress. 

The acceptance or rejection of recommendations obviously varied from country to country, with governments most willing to accept vague recommendations with few specific goals.
It was overall difficult to establish a direct link between NGO submissions and recommendations. For example, there were cases where one issue dominated discussions and recommendations, and other issues raised in stakeholder submissions were not raised at all. Once again, this emphasises the need, where possible, for synthesising all activities during the process so that the messages and recommendations from NGOs are consistent.
It was also notable that the same or similar recommendations were often repeated by different countries. Perhaps this might help to drive home the message – but on the other hand, with so many issues to consider, it may also narrow the field. 

Furthermore, it is relevant to mention that language used by States  in the dialogues may have been decisive in the nature of the recommendations. When some states merely made observations, rather than recommendations, it was more likely these would be left out of the final list of recommendations. These recommendations were also formulated in exactly the same way States had made them, which can also make them unclear in terms of follow-up or concrete measures. 

As the NGO Group statement said yesterday, the quality of the recommendations serves as 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. 
Clearly, the rejection of some recommendations on child rights by States was a concern, particularly when those rejected recommendations were similar to recommendations previously formulated by the CRC or other  treaty bodies
Conclusions and recommendations

The first point to note is that, although the process is far from perfect– the UPR is still important in providing a forum in which child rights concerns can be discussed and potentially addressed. International and national child rights may use UPR as a further advocacy tool strengthening lobbying at national level. Overall, we developed five core recommendations for NGOs:
· First, With regard to NGO submissions, NGOs should focus on specific child rights issues, preferably in line with articles of the CRC, and come up with more concrete and clear recommendations, for example including shortcomings in law and policy
· Second, It would clearly make sense that NGOs submitting information on a particular country network with each other to identify and prioritise goals and so better target their information. We would obviously encourage greater participation of child rights NGOs in the process as a whole.

· Third, Regarding lobbying, the lobbying should where possible supplement and also be in line with, the submissions, and be clear and concise in terms of objectives and priorities. NGOs should also consider explaining why certain rights issues are more of a timely priority than others. We should of course also encourage child rights NGOs involvement in preparation of state reports.
· Fourth, With regard to the follow-up of the recommendations, we would recommend encouraging NGOs to develop follow-up advocacy strategies, as one of the main benefits to the process may be in offering advocates the opportunity to lobby around specific recommendations.
· And finally fifth, we would recommend better sharing of information about the participation of children in the process.


It is important that NGOs, particular grassroots NGOs with scant resources, have realistic expectations about the process. If we are encouraging them to devote time and energy to this process, for example in writing submissions, it is important to share information and support them and to raise their awareness on the uncertainty of the results, at least in the short term. 
I should add that this analysis was by no means comprehensive. There were many variable involved in, for example, determining to what extent NGO submissions effected the outcome 

Having said that, although our analysis covered the first two sessions, where all the relevant actors were still learning their lines, and it proved difficult to identify concrete patterns, it was apparent to us that NGOs have had an important role in the process. While children’s rights have been addressed to some extent, it is clear (and this is our challenge for the coming sessions) there could be improvement in the quality of the consideration given to child rights (e.g. formulation of recommendations and the impact of the submissions).
