NGO meeting on HRC Intersession Working Groups, 9 November 2006

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom

Universal Periodic Review Presentation


General Assembly Resolution 60/251. Human Rights Council
Operational Paragraph 5(e)

[..The Council shall, inter alia] Undertake a universal periodic review, based on objective and reliable information, of the fulfillment by each State of its human rights obligations and commitments in a manner which ensures universality of coverage and equal treatment with respect to all States; the review shall be a cooperative mechanism, based on an interactive dialogue, with the full involvement of the country concerned and with consideration given to its capacity-building needs; such a mechanism shall complement and not duplicate the work of treaty bodies; the Council shall develop the modalities and necessary time allocation for the universal periodic review mechanism within one year after the holding of its first session;  

Points of Interest for NGOs
· Based on “objective and reliable information”
Some States believe that information provided by them alone is sufficient for a thorough review, while other states propose state reporting alongside reports generated by the OHCHR, treaty bodies and/or special procedures.  The use of a questionnaire as an assessment tool has been put forward by many states and some have suggested that NGOs be invited to contribute to the development of the questionnaire.  For NGOs it is vital that “objective and reliable information” not only includes feedback from states, but also from civil society.
· Transparency
States proposed varied levels of transparency for the UPR.  Some believed the UPR should be held privately without NGO access, and others envisioned NGO participation to include the right to present information and ask questions during the “interactive dialogue”.  
· Mechanisms to conduct the review
Certain States promote the UPR as a peer review process, while other states call for the creation of an Expert Panel to assist in the review.  The use of experts will increase the likelihood of NGO participation – as experts have consistently included NGOs in their reporting.   The more strict peer-based review mechanism has the potential to exclude NGOs from contributing content to the review.   
· Periodicity of Review
Some States believe that LDCs should be reviewed less often due to their capacity limitations.  Other States have argued that this would not constitute equal treatment.

· “Full involvement of the country concerned”
Some NGOs interpreted “full involvement of the country concerned” to mean that the UPR does not only involve the executive arm of the government, rather “all arms of the government” and participation of “the people of the country concerned including NGOs”.. (See PaxRomana joint statement on the UPR during the second session of the Human Rights Council on 2 Oct. 2006).
Websites
· HRC Extranet: http://info.ohchr.org
· WILPF General UPR information and Compilation of State and NGO positions:

http://www.wilpf.int.ch/humanrights/2006/UPR/UPR_web1.html
· FIDH Towards a NGO Strategy for the Creation of the Universal Periodic Review (UPR) ???
	State/Group
	Position on NGO Participation

	ALGERIA (on behalf of the African Group)
	· “The review process starts with the presentation of a national self-assessment report prepared by the State concerned”

· “To ensure transparency, the plenary must be made public and open to all.  Discussions, however, are limited to members of the Council only”

	BRAZIL
	· “States and civil society could also send questions to be included in the questionnaire”

· “Brazil supports a hybrid system, composed both by States – Members and Observers – and experts.  NGOs and representatives of civil society could also participate, providing information for the preparatory process and taking part into the interactive dialogue”

· “[Expert] nomination would consider professional skills and personal qualities, as well as regional representation and gender balance”

· “representatives of national civil society could address the UPR mechanism to ask for the compliance of national obligations”

	FINLAND (on behalf of the European Union)
	· “..should be based on existing information and recommendations, in particular, the findings of Treaty Bodies and Special Procedures.”

· “The review process should be conducted under the authority of the Council while making best use of expert input and involvement and ensuring NGO and National Human Rights Institutions’ participation.”

	PAKISTAN (on behalf of the Organization of the Islamic Conference)
	· “The presentation should be prepared and presented by the states themselves [including the] role and independence of the media and civil society.”

· “The Council each year shall approve a standard Questionnaire”

· “The [UPR] will involve all Council members.  If it is considered by a Committee, it should be a Committee of the Whole.  Observer states and NGOs with the ECOSOC consultative status will observe the proceedings.”

· “The relationship with the NGOs has to be handled carefully.  Council members and NGOs should cooperate and respect each others space.”

	UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
	· “The process would begin with the circulation by the Peer Review Working Group of a short factual questionnaire for each country”

· “Based on the questionnaire and information received from other sources [?] ..including NGOs” 

· “Peer review would be conducted by a working group made of members of the Council”

· “All UN members would be reviewed on an equal basis and with the same frequency.  It is patronizing to treat developing countries as second-class States to be reviewed less frequently.  Those nations deserve as much advice and help as developed nations”


Select State/Group Positions on the Universal Periodic Review with emphasis on NGO Participation [2 Oct 2006 HRC 2nd Session]
