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The neeting was called to order at 10.05 a.m

CONSI DERATI ON OF REPORTS SUBM TTED BY STATES PARTI ES UNDER ARTI CLE 40 OF THE
COVENANT (agenda item 4) (continued)

Fourth periodic report of Belarus (HRI/CORE/ 1/ Add. 70, CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add. 4,
CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add. 7, CCPR/ C/ 61/ QY BEL/ 3)

At the invitation of the Chairperson, M. Mizai, M. Agurtsou, M. Andreev,
Ms. Drozd, M. Kolas, Ms. Kupchyna and M. Scherbau (Belarus) took places at
the Commttee table.

1. Ms. MAZAI (Belarus), Deputy Mnister for Foreign Affairs, introduced the
fourth periodic report of Belarus (CCPR/ C/84/Add.4), together with a

suppl enentary report (CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add.7), the two reports corresponding to the
years 1992 to 1997, which constituted the npst recent history of Belarus as an
i ndependent State. During that period, the country had laid the foundations
for the denocratic structures of a youthful State by creating and devel opi ng
new i nstitutions unknown to it several years previously. Belorusian society
had gone through a difficult process of becom ng aware of its national and
linguistic culture while endeavouring to maintain its stability. Belarus had
no national or religious conflicts and enjoyed friendly relations with al

nei ghbouring States. The conpl ex problem of border delimtation common to
nearly all the republics of the former Soviet Union had been settled in a
spirit of good neighbourliness and respect for international standards.

2. The adoption of the Constitution in March 1994 had been a major step
towar ds denocracy, but the |ack of experience and the absence of parlianmentary
traditions had created problens typical of the post-Soviet era, with clashes
bet ween the executive and the | egislative branches. On the initiative of the
President of the Republic, a national referendum on anendnents and changes to
the 1994 Constitution had taken place in Novenber 1996. Mre than 70 per cent
of the electors had endorsed the draft anmendnments submtted by the President,

thus avoiding a crisis. 1t was to be noted that Belarus did not take its
Constitution for granted as sonething to be kept unchanged, but as a text
which could still be inproved on the basis of reconmendati ons from

i nternational n ssions and bodi es.

3. The Constitution of Belarus reinforced the principle of the supremacy
of | aw and guaranteed human rights and fundanental freedons, which it regarded
as essential values. |In that spirit, Belarus had al ready adopted and

continued to adopt | egislation to guarantee the exercise of human rights in
all spheres. During the five-year period follow ng the subm ssion of its
third periodic report, |aws had been adopted on nationality, aliens and

st atel ess persons, entering or leaving the country, the mlitia, the
constitutional courts, the status of judges, the press and other nedia,
political parties, associations, trade unions, citizens, the procurator
system the rights of children, freedomof religion, national mnorities,
refugees and other matters. Belarus was also working on a bill providing for
the possibility of conscientious objection. Fromnow on, persons who refused
to do their mlitary service on the grounds that they could not participate in
mlitary activities could performa service independent of such activities.



CCPR/ C/ SR. 1632
page 3

4. The nmenbers of the Cormittee were aware that such measures nust have
their roots in a society that was conscious of its rights. During the Soviet
period, State and society had been based on conpletely different principles, a
different political and |legal culture and other traditions, and Belarus stil
had a | ong way to go before every citizen could regard hinmself as actively
entitled to rights and freedonms. The Bel orusi an people's conception of the

| aw had to change, as did the legal culture of society and the attitude of

t hose who hel ped ensure respect for and the protection of human rights in the
exercise of their responsibilities.

5. During the past five years, far-reaching changes had taken place in
those areas. The popul ati on had becone aware of human rights and peopl e
exercised their rights nore actively. The popul ati on was begi nning to
understand that legal institutions were bodies set up to protect their rights
and fundanental freedons. Bodies that exercised authority were nore and nore
wi dely regarded as operating on the basis of the |aw.

6. Attention should be drawn to the educational efforts that had been nmade:
human rights were taught in secondary schools, in institutes of advanced
studies and in two universities. |In the context of the celebration of the

fiftieth anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Ri ghts, various
denonstrations had been organized for educational purposes for various
vocational groups and sectors of the population. The year 1998 woul d be

decl ared Human Ri ghts Year in the Republic of Belarus and parlianmentary
sessions woul d be devoted to the subject. A bill on human rights teachi ng had
recei ved the automatic support of the President and woul d be consi dered by
Parl i ament .

7. Bel arus was ready to discuss human rights issues in the context of an
open and constructive dial ogue. The Governnent w shed to welconme all foreign
m ssi ons and del egations and give them access to information. They could neet
the official authorities and the representatives of the non-governnenta

sector and visit prisons, psychiatric hospitals and ot her establishments which
m ght be of interest to them It was true that it was never easy to make a
sinple transition froma totalitarian reginme to denmocracy w thout conflict.

8. That transition was also affected by the repercussions of a difficult
economi c situation owing to the loss of the country's traditional economc
links with the former Soviet Union and the establishnent of new econom c
systems based on market nechani sms. Many econonmic difficulties were linked to
the eradi cation of the consequences of the Chernobyl catastrophe, which

10 years later, was still swallowi ng up 20 per cent of the country's budget.
It was undeni abl e that Bel arus was experiencing considerable difficulties in
maki ng human rights a reality, but it was doing its best to overconme them

The shortcom ngs typical of a young denbcracy were inevitable at its current
st age of devel opnent, but the Republic of Belarus considered that with the
denocratic refornms which were the Governnment's central and essential priority,
the difficulties could be elimnated.

9. The CHAI RPERSON invited the delegation to reply to the questions raised
inthe list of issues to be taken up in connection with the consideration of
the fourth periodic report of Belarus (CCPR/ C/ 61/ Q BEL/3).
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10. Ms. MAZAI (Belarus), replying to the question in paragraph 1, said that,
during the preparation of the fourth periodic report, the Government had held
consul tations with non-governnmental organizations, to which the text of the
report had subsequently been sent. A special panphlet to present the report
had been published and distributed in the national and university libraries,
with an explanatory note. Before the Conmttee considered the report, the
authorities had drawn the attention of the press to it and the Mnistry of
Foreign Affairs had organized a briefing in Septenber 1997. As far as the
possibility of taking part in the work of the Conmittee and submtting
information in witing was concerned, it should be pointed out that the
Governnment of Belarus had certainly not prevented the non-governmenta

organi zati ons from doi ng so.

11. M. SCHERBAU (Bel arus), replying to the questions in paragraph 2 on the
death penalty said that, when the national referendum had been held on

24 Novenber 1996, the question of the abolition of the death penalty had been
rai sed, but only 17 per cent of the electorate had been in favour. Any
conment was therefore premature. However, the Governnent was taking specific
steps to abolish the death penalty in the near future and, with that in mnd
the nunber of crinmes carrying the death penalty had been consi derably reduced
in the draft Penal Code under consideration by the Assenmbly. Al though the
current Penal Code contained 30 articles which provided for the death penalty,
the draft contained 13 on: the preparation and |aunching of a war of
aggression, acts of terrorismagainst the representative of another State,
international terrorism genocide, crines against the security of mankind, the
use of prohibited nmethods and neans of war, the violation of the |aws of war,
hom ci de, overthrow of the Government, acts of terrorism hijacking and rurder
of a police officer. 1In the new Penal Code, only crines against life carried
the death penalty, which could not be applied to persons aged under 18, to
wonen or to nmen aged over 65. The death penalty was to be replaced by life

i mpri sonment .

12. Statistics for the inplenentation of the death penalty were the
foll owi ng: between 1990 and the first half of 1997, 192 persons had been
sentenced to death, 5 of whom had been pardoned; 17 persons sentenced to death
during the first half of 1997 had submitted applications for clenmency, which
were being considered by the Presidential Pardon Commttee, and 170 persons
remai ned under sentence of death. During that period, 12 persons sentenced to
death in 1989 had been executed. It should be noted that the Suprene Court
had handed down three comrutati ons of sentence in 1994 and a further three

in 1995, four in 1996 and six in 1997. 1In all, only 7 per cent of the death
sentences had been foll owed by executions.

13. Replying to the questions contained in paragraph 3 on the ill-treatnent
of the person, he said that the Penal Code did not consider torture or crue
and i nhuman puni shnment as specific crines. Those acts all canme under

article 167 of the Penal Code on the abuse of power. |In all such cases, the
M nistry of Internal Affairs carried out investigations and then transmtted
the file to the Procurator. Under article 167 of the Penal Code, the courts
had heard 42 cases involving 57 persons in 1995, 46 cases involving 68 persons
in 1996 and 45 cases involving 61 persons in 1997. Approxi mtely 90 per cent
of the crimnal conplaints filed for abuse of power had led to inquiries
concerning police officers and in 90 per cent of the cases a sentence had been
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handed down. Every year, several dozen militia menbers or policenen had been
sentenced for abuse of authority. The majority of the cases were the subject
of a disciplinary inquiry only and involved the mlitia. Two or three
thousand mlitia nmenbers or policenmen were inplicated for abuse of authority
every year. For exanple, in one district of Belarus, 361 members of the
pol i ce had been sentenced in 1996, including 241 officers.

14. M. KOLAS (Belarus), replying to the questions on the use of weapons by
the police and security forces (para. 4), said that the use of weapons by the
police was governed by articles 18 and 21 of the Mlitia Act. The mlitia
used firearms if there was no alternative and only after giving a warning.
Weapons coul d be used agai nst pregnant wonmen, mnors and di sabl ed persons only
if they had cormitted arnmed aggression or other acts threatening the life and
health of individuals. When it was inpossible to avoid the use of firearns,
menbers of the police had to try to keep injuries to a mninmm and ensure that
the victinms received nedical care.

15. According to the Act, firearns could be used in the follow ng cases: to
protect citizens and in self-defence in situations which could |ead to death
or threatened health, to free hostages, to prevent acts jeopardizing the |ife,
health or property of persons, to restrain persons who had conm tted dangerous
acts or to prevent their escape and to prevent an armed attack agai nst
protected structures or to prevent the destruction of other structures or
sites, against persons who had put up resistance or had tried to escape or

agai nst any arnmed person who refused to hand over the weapon he was carrying.

16. Statistics on the use of firearns by the police were the foll ow ng:
in 1993, 685 cases of the use of firearnms had been recorded, including two
where the use of firearns had been declared unlawful; in 1994, 658 cases,

which had all been declared lawful; in 1995, 630 cases, two of which had been
declared unlawful; and in 1996, 476 cases, of which one had been unl awf ul
During the first nine nonths of 1997, 255 cases had been recorded, al
declared lawful. In all, for all the years in question, the nunber of cases
in which firearns had been used was 2,704, in five of which the use of
firearns had been decl ared unl awf ul

17. Facts relating to the use of firearns were being investigated by the

M nistry of Internal Affairs and the Procurator's Ofice. Persons accused of

the unl awful use of firearns were liable to penalties. The activities of the

mlitia were nonitored in accordance with the provisions of articles 45 and 46
of the MIlitia Act. According to article 3 of the Act, the activities of the

mlitia had to be in keeping with the principle of legality. According to its
article 41, nenbers of the mlitia did not obey political party watchwords and
could not engage in political activity during their service; they were

prohi bited from pursuing political objectives.

18. M. ANDREEV (Belarus), replying to the questions on police custody and
pre-trial detention (para. 5), said that, according to article 119 of the
Penal Code, the right to place in custody a person suspected of an offence and
liable to inprisonnent could be exercised only in the follow ng cases: when
the person was caught in flagrante or just after commtting the offence; when
the witnesses and the victins in particular directly identified the person as
the one who had conmitted the of fence; when the suspect had on hi m evi dence of
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the of fence or when such evidence was found in his hone. |In the other cases,
a person could be held in custody only if he had attenpted to flee or had no
per manent residence or when his identity was uncertain. Police custody was
the subject of a report which was transmtted within 24 hours to the
Procurator, who was required to give his authorization for the maintenance of
custody or for the rel ease of the person detained within 48 hours. \Wen the
Procurator authorized police custody, the detainee had the right to contest
that decision in court. The judge in charge of the case must, within

72 hours, transmit the conplaint to the court, which was in turn required to
confirmthe legality of the decision taken by the Procurator or to take a
decision to rel ease the person

19. The time limt for police custody was usually two nonths, which could be
extended to three nonths by the Procurator of a town, a mlitary garrison or a
region if the investigation could not be conducted and if there were no
grounds for ordering the restriction of liberty. Only the Procurator-Cenera
coul d extend the period of police custody to 18 nmonths, follow ng the
prelimnary consideration of the issue by the College of Procurators.

20. Ms. DRQOZD (Belarus), replying to the questions on freedom of novenent in
paragraph 6 of the list, said that, in view of the Cormittee's concl uding
observations on the mai ntenance of the “Propiska” system the CGovernnent of

Bel arus had adopted a set of neasures to abolish the system In 1992, a bil
had been prepared on the right to freedom of novenent, the right of citizens
to choose their place of residence and the right to reside in the territory of
Bel arus; it provided for the abolition of the “Propiska” system However, the
submi ssion of the bill to Parlianment had been deferred pending the adoption of
a new housing code governing the allocation of housing.

21. Article 30 of the Constitution of March 1994 had given citizens the
right to freedom of novenent and the right to choose their place of residence
in, and to |leave and return to, the territory of the Republic of Belarus. A
bill relating to those rights was before the Comm ssion on Human Ri ghts and
Nati onal Rel ations of the House Representatives. |t guaranteed every citizen
the right to freedom of novement and the free choice of place of residence
within the Republic; that right could not be arbitrarily derogated and
restrictions were pernmitted only in the cases provided for by law. The bill's
essential purpose was to abolish the “Propiska” system which would be

repl aced by a systemof registration of the place of residence; a person
changing his place of residence was required to make a declaration within
seven days of his arrival at his new place of residence. Al though such

regi stration was conpul sory, it could not be used as a pretext to restrict the
rights and freedons guaranteed by the | aw

22. M. AGURTSQU (Bel arus), referring to the question of the independence
and inpartiality of the judiciary (para. 7), said that, under article 6 of the
Constitution, judges were an independent judiciary. Their independence was
guaranteed by article 110 of the Constitution, articles 9, 64 and 65 of the
Act of the Organization of Justice and the status of magistrates, article 8 of
the Code of Civil Procedure and article 11 of the Code of Crimnal Procedure.
According to article 110 of the Constitution, judges were independent in the
adm nistration of justice and answered only to the law. No interference in
their activity was pernmtted. The President and judges of the suprene
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economi c courts and the supreme courts were appointed by the President of the
Republic in agreenent with the Upper House of Parliament and the Council of
the Republic. The judges of local courts in the city of Mnsk and of regiona
or mlitary courts or |ocal econom c courts were appoi nted by the President

al one.

23. Judges were appointed for a first termof office of five years once they
had passed the required exanm nations and had to be licensed after five years.
On the decision of the bodies appointing them they could be renoved from
office if they had deliberately broken the law or, nore generally, commtted
an act inconpatible with their functions. Judges could thenselves interrupt
their service for health reasons. Being elected or appointed to another post,
and the loss of Belarusian citizenship, term nated their duties judges.

24. The i ndependence of the Constitutional Court was provided for in
article 2 of the Suprene Court Act of the Republic of Belarus; it was
guaranteed by a special procedure for the appointnment and el ection of judges.
The Constitutional Court took decisions, in accordance with the Constitution
on acts, decrees and orders of the president, international treaties ratified
by the Republic, decisions of the Council of Mnisters and the judgenents of
certain courts. Proposals to review the constitutionality of an act could
come fromthe President, the House of Representatives, the Council of the
Republic, the Supreme Court, the Supreme Economic Court or the Cabinet of

M nisters. Oher governnent bodies, public associations and citizens could
submit initiatives to the bodies and persons entitled to submt proposals for
the constitutional review of an act. Any act found unconstitutional by the
Court lost all or part of its legal force on the basis of the Court's

deci sions. An order handed down by the Court was enforceable and nust be
implemented in the territory of the Republic by all State bodies, enterprises,
institutions, organizations, officials and citizens.

25. Ms. DROZD (Belarus), replying to the question contained in paragraph 8
of the list (circunstances under which tel ephone tapping and house searches
were aut horized), said that the Constitution expressly prohibited entry into
anot her person's house without legal justification. That provision was
clarified by the Searches Act, article 9 of which provided that tel ephone
tappi ng and house searches were authorized only for obtaining information
concerni ng persons suspected of having comritted or of preparing very serious
crinmes. House searches could be carried out only on the order of the
procurator; the Procurator-General and the district Procurator were
responsi bl e for ensuring conpliance with the law in accordance with

article 209 of the Act. The Constitution guaranteed the protection of the

i ndi vi dual against illegal interference.

26. M. AGURTSQU (Bel arus), referring to the issue of freedom of opinion and
expression, as dealt with in paragraph 9 of the list, said that the Act on the
Press and O her Mass Media was essentially conpatible with article 19 of the
Covenant. No restrictions were placed on freedom of opinion and expression
except with regard to the use of the nmedia to commit crimnally punishable
acts to disclose State secrets, to call for a coup d' état, to incite to hatred
and intol erance, to nmake propaganda for war or to distribute pornographic
docunents or material violating customor the honour or dignity of the
individual. 1In the event of such a violation, the Procurator could issue a
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written warning. The activity of a nmedia body could be suspended or halted
only by a court decision and if despite several warnings the violation had not
ceased. It should be noted that, since the adoption of the Act, the courts
had never ordered a nedia body to cease its activities. The Act prohibited
forcing any editor or journalist to agree to conmuni cate or, conversely, to

wi t hhold any information. Sone 1,000 registered publications existed in the
Republic of Belarus, only 150 of which were State-owned. Editorial boards and
publ i shers were conpletely free to deternine the nature and content of their
publications. The Governnent appointed the editors of four State newspapers
only; it also subsidized 44 nagazi ne publishers. There were approximtely 300
radi o and tel evision channels, npost of which were private. Until 1995,

i cences had been granted by the National Radio and Tel evi si on Conpany; in
order to break the monopoly, a governnment conmm ssion had been established on
frequency all ocation.

27. The main responsibility of the State Comrmittee for the Press, the main
body responsible for inplenenting the policy of the public authority with
regard to the press, was to register the nmedia and to ensure that they
respected the | aw.

28. M. KOLAS (Belarus), referring to the question of freedom of assenbly
and association (para. 10), said that the applicable texts were the Politica
Parties Act of 5 Cctober 1994, the Community Associations Act of

4 COctober 1994, anended in 1995, and the Trade Unions Act of 22 April 1994.
The registration of an association took place within a nmonth after the deposit
of a statenment signed by at |east three nenbers of the governing board of the
future association, a docunent giving its conmposition, the report of the
meeti ng establishing the association, the constituent instrument and a
docunent certifying that registration fees had been paid. Registration could
be refused if the goals and nethods were contrary to the Constitution and the
law or if the conditions for registration were not nmet within three nonths.
An appeal against the refusal could be |odged with the judicial or

adm nistrative authorities, within a nonth as fromthe notification of the
decision. Any association could termnate its activities by dissolution
Term nation of activity could also be the result of a decision by a court

foll owing two warnings by the Mnistry of Justice for a violation of the

same provision in one year. It was to be noted that, in 1997, the Mnistry
of Justice had not transferred any cases to the courts, although two

associ ations - opposition political parties - had received several warnings.
The great majority of associations which di sappeared term nated their
activities thenselves. As of 1 October 1997, 2,009 associations had been
regi stered: 36 political parties, 40 trade unions, 860 nationa

non- gover nment al organi zations, 119 international non-governnental

organi zati ons and 954 | ocal associations. There had been no instances of
refusal to register a trade union

29. In order to ensure order and security at public neetings, the police
authorities applied the provisions of the Constitution, the Police Act, the
Penal Code, the Code of Criminal Procedure and the Administrative Code and a
decree issued by the President of the Republic on 5 March 1997. Any person
wi shing to organi ze a peaceful neeting must announce it in witing at |east
15 days before the set date and the decision of the executive was given at

| east five days before that date. An appeal could be | odged in the courts in
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the event of a refusal. 1In order to ensure the security of transport and
traffic, the executive could change the date and place of the neeting. It was

forbidden to obstruct vehicle and pedestrian traffic, to obstruct the
operation of institutions or to hinder the police in the exercise of their
functions.

30. At all neetings, it was prohibited to carry weapons or display banners
bearing slogans calling for a change in the State constitutional structure,
advocating war or inciting racial, national or social hatred. Meetings or
assenblies or preparations for neetings or assenblies had to be halted at the
request of the authorities if the Mnistry of Internal Affairs considered that
the required conditions had not been net or that public order and or the life

and health of citizens were threatened. |f the participants refused to obey,
the authorities could take steps to prevent the denonstration. Action by the
police was based on two criteria: |awfulness and respect for order

General |y speaking, if the parties respected the rules of |law, there were no
i nci dents.

31. M. ANDREEV (Belarus), referring to the right to take part in the
conduct of public affairs (para. 11), said that the people exercised that
right through periodically organized | egislative and presidential elections

wi th universal suffrage. Referenduns were also organized on the initiative of
the President of the House of Representatives. |In order for voters to submt
an initiative for a bill, 484 nanes were required. The nmenbers of the Suprene
Council of the Republic were elected by indirect suffrage by the el ected
representatives of citizens and candi dates were put forward by |ocal councils.
In article 102 of the Constitution provided that deputies were free to express
t hensel ves, but they were naturally forbidden to make |ibellous statenents.
Deputies and nenbers of the Council of the Republic had imunity from
prosecution. All deputies had the right to submt petitions to the Prine

M ni ster, for which purpose the question nmust appear on the agenda of the
session of Parlianment. The menbers of the House of Representatives and the
Suprene Council of the Republic were at liberty to seek all necessary
information fromany person in order to performtheir functions and they were
al ways ready to neet the inhabitants of their district.

32. The CHAI RPERSON t hanked the del egation of Belarus and invited the
menbers of the Conmittee to make comments on part | of the |ist of issues.

33. M. KLEIN thanked the delegation for its introduction to the report,
al though he regretted that it had not followed the Comrittee' s guidelines.
The informati on was not given in the order of the articles of the Covenant,
and that nmade consultation difficult. Since the delegation had expressed a
wi sh for frankness in its dialogue with the Conmittee, he said that he was
very concerned about what he considered to be a deterioration in various
aspects of the human rights situation. For exanple, the facts seenmed to
contradict the statenent in paragraph 7 of the report that the principle of
the separation of powers into |egislative, executive and judicial authority
lay at the basis of the State. That principle was essential to respect for
fundamental rights. It was therefore hardly surprising to | earn that,
followi ng a constitutional conflict between Parlianment and the President,
whi ch had been settled by the Constitutional Court, the President had taken
little account of the Court's decision
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34. The reply on freedom of novenment was not very satisfactory.

Par agraph 76 of the report stated that the right to | eave the Republic

and return to it could be suspended if a citizen possessed informtion
constituting a State secret or if he refused to discharge certain obligations
or if acivil suit had been brought against him in which case the suspension
remai ned in force until conpletion of the proceedings. Al those restrictions
required further details: who was enpowered to determ ne what constituted a
State secret, what was the exact nature of the “obligations” and what kind of
civil suit was referred to? He also did not understand the provisions
referred to in paragraph 78 of the report.

35. Wth reference to the nmedia, the delegation had said that the Press Act
was fully conpatible with article 19 of the Covenant, but it was necessary to
determ ne whether practice was conpatible. According to certain sources, the
Presi dent of the Republic had issued decrees dism ssing editors-in-chief of
newspapers and replacing themwi th others. He would also |ike to know whet her
the mass nmedia were required by law or customto be registered and accordi ng
to what procedure. Furthernore, the Libel Act could have an inpact on the
freedom of the press. He w shed to know whether it was true, as he had been

i nformed by certain sources, that printing contracts had been breached, so

t hat newspapers had had to be printed abroad. Still on the subject of freedom
of information, he had | earned that proceedings had been instituted in

April 1997 against political opponents who had protested against the

signing of the treaty of union between the Republic of Belarus and the
Russi an Federation; he w shed to know what the charges and the outconme of the
trial had been.

36. The situation of human rights activists was also a natter of concern
whereas a State which said that its concern was to pronote respect for
fundamental rights should get human rights activists to help it, since they
usual |y obeyed the | aw and their dedication conmanded respect. 1In the
Republic of Belarus, they were the target of threats and intim dation nmeasures
and sonme had even been charged for nerely asking why their hones had been
searched. Quite recently, the observer of the Belarusian Comrmittee nonitoring
the inplenentati on of the Hel sinki Agreements had been arrested. He wondered
why human rights activists were the target of a certain form of repression and
he had the inpression that the vice was tightening nmore and nmore. He hoped
that the Government's intention of declaring 1998 Human Ri ghts Year woul d mark
a turning-point in that situation.

37. Ms. Medina Quiroga took the Chair.

38. M. BUERGENTHAL noted that neither the periodic report nor its addendum
(CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add. 4 and Add.7) nmde it clear how the Covenant was inplenented in
Bel arus. The report was also not in keeping with the Conmttee' s guidelines.
Why had the Government of Belarus not followed those guidelines? The addendum
to the report (CCPR/ C/ 84/Add.7) provided sone informati on on the changes

whi ch had taken place in Belarus following the entry into force of the

1996 constitutional anmendnents. That information, however, contained nothing
t hat persons concerned with the pronotion of denbcracy, a constitutional State
and the protection of the human rights guaranteed in the Covenant woul d

wel come. For exanpl e, paragraph 20 of the addendum stated that the contents
of paragraph 38 of the periodic report (CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add.4) were no | onger
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applicable. Paragraph 38 stated that the Constitution nade it obligatory for
the State to ensure the protection of the rights of any person requiring such
protection and that article 60 of the Constitution provided that State organs
and officials whose failure to discharge their obligations resulted in

i nfringenent of an individual's rights or freedonms would be held accountable
for their actions. He asked whether the Bel arusian del egati on coul d expl ain
what considerations had justified the amendnent of the rel evant provisions of
the Constitution and for what reasons the powers of the Constitutional Court,
particularly its capacity to act on its own initiative, had been restricted,
if not to ensure that the President of the Republic had a free hand in running
the country unencunbered by any judicial control

39. He wondered what the aim of the 1996 constitutional amendnents coul d be
but to establish a presidential dictatorship. 1In his opinion, that was the
case of the amendnents relating to the restructuring of the judiciary, the
Constitutional Court, in particular, and the serious restrictions on the right
of peaceful assenbly. The anti-terrorist |egislation which had just been
adopted a few days previously nade the prospect of a denocracy, which had been
t he goal of the 1994 Constitution, even nmore renmpte. According to an OSCE

m ssion, there was every indication that the authorities were setting up a
system of totalitarian government. It was not an NGO which said so, but an

i ntergovernmental organization, and the Council of Europe had described the
Bel arusi an regime in conparable terms. All of that was a matter of concern
and he would like to hear what the Bel arusi an del egation had to say on the
various points.

40. There was apparently a secret police under the exclusive authority of
the President of the Republic and directly run by him There seemed to be no
specific legislation governing its operation and activities and it seened to
have access to detailed files on the opposition | eaders and thus was able to
practise intimdation. Ws that information true?

41. Referring to the presidential decree on terrorism adopted only a few
days previously, he would like to know what justification there had been for
the adoption of that text, which was a new attenpt to intimate the regime's
opponents. Mbreover, under that decree, would a Bel arusi an defender of human
rights who applied to the Human Rights Committee to ask it to ensure that his
country's authorities fulfilled the obligations they had assuned under the
Covenant be committing a violation? What about persons who circul ated

al | egati ons abroad concerning the failure of Belarus to conmply with its

i nternational human right obligations or who mght be seeking to make the

i nternational comunity aware of that shortcom ng? Wat guarantees protected
human ri ghts defenders agai nst harassnment by the police? It was very

i mportant for the Cormittee to have a clear answer to all those questions.

42. The Bel arusi an del egati on had not answered the |ast question in
paragraph 4 of the list (CCPRIC/61/Q BEL/3) in its oral presentation and he
therefore repeated it.

43. Wth regard to the inplenmentation of article 25 of the Covenant, he
asked whether it was true that a nmenber of Parlianent could be tried w thout
bei ng deprived of his parlianmentary inmunity.
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44, M. EL SHAFEI associated hinmself with the criticisnms of the reports of
the State party, which took no account of the Commttee's guidelines. He
neverthel ess noted that a | arge nunber of |aws had been adopted during the
period covered by the periodic report (CCPR/ C/ 84/ Add.4), show ng that the
authorities had taken the first step on the road to change. The nobst striking
fact was perhaps the crossover fromthe dom nation of a single party and

i deol ogy to a variety of ideologies and opinions. [If the Belarusian

popul ation was to benefit fully fromthat change, it must have access to al

| egal possibilities of expression, particularly in the State-run nedia.
Unfortunately, nmany sources reveal ed that that was not the case, that attenpts
to make opinions heard other than those of the authorities had never canme to
anyt hi ng and that opponents were refused access to the State-run medi a during
el ections and referenduns. He asked whether the Bel arusi an del egation coul d

i ndi cate which texts governed the rights protected by article 19 of the
Covenant and specify how the conditions of media fairness and inpartiality,

whi ch were so inportant during election or referendum periods, were
guaranteed. For exanple, it seened that, under an amendnent to the Press Act,
decisions to withdraw nedia |icences or to suspend a publication could not be
contested in the courts.

45. He had been infornmed that, in at |east one case, the executive had been
instructed to ignore a decision handed down by the Constitutional Court.

He coul d nmake the details of the case available to the Bel arusi an del egati on
and would like to hear what it had to say in that regard.

46. Wth reference to the inplenentation of article 12 of the Covenant,
he recalled that, when its third periodic report (CCPR/ C/52/Add.8) had been
consi dered, Belarus had stated that it intended to anend or even delete the
provi sions on residence permts. They were, however, still required

t hroughout the territory. Private individuals had to be registered in
their place of residence, which they could not change wi thout authorization
It seened that police road bl ocks were set up on the outskirts of all |arge
towns and that the security forces searched vehicles at those check points.
Was that true? It also seened that any person w shing to go abroad had to
obtain an exit visa, which was valid fromone to three years. It was said
that trade unionists were refused the necessary authorizations to go to
international mnmeetings in foreign countries. Could all that information be
confirmed and could it be specified, where relevant, which authority issued or
refused the necessary authorizations?

47. Wth regard to the status of the Covenant, he noted that, according to
the 1996 anended text, article 8 of the Constitution recognized the supremacy
of the universally recognized principles of international |aw and provided
that Bel arusian | aws nust be in keeping with them |In those circunstances, it
was i nportant to know how t he Covenant was inplenented, whether it had force
of law, whether it could be invoked in the courts and whether there were cases
where a court had referred to it in a decision. He asked the Bel arusi an

del egation kindly to reply to all those points.

48. M. BHAGMTI said that he endorsed all the questions which had been
asked by the nmenbers of the Conmittee who had spoken before him He recalled
that, when the Conmittee had considered the third periodic report of Belarus
(CCPR/ C/ 52/ Add. 8), the country had been undergoi ng nmaj or structural upheavals,
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and the changes had affected not only the legislation, but also society as a
whol e. The Committee, which had been aware of the difficulties the Bel arusian
authorities had faced, had neverthel ess expressed the hope that the process of
change coul d be speeded up. All the information currently available to it
showed that, unfortunately, that had not been the case and that, on the
contrary, the human rights situation was far from sati sfactory. The

predom nant inpression was that the authorities wi shed to establish an
authoritarian reginme and that denocracy was in danger

49. The fourth periodic report (CCPR/ C/ 84/Add.4) did not neet the
Committee's expectations and did not give enough information. The Bel arusi an
del egati on had expanded on it orally to sone extent, but a nunber of questions
remai ned.

50. He was extremely concerned about guarantees of the independence of the
judiciary. Furthernore, the President of the Republic apparently did not
respect the decisions of the Constitutional Court. For exanple, it seened
that he had issued a decree in April 1995 on unauthorized rallies and
propaganda. According to the information gathered, a rally had neverthel ess
been organi zed to protest against the President's use of the referendum and
nore than 200 persons had been arrested on that occasion. They had allegedly

been tried in their cells, in camera, and given light prison sentences. |If
that information was true, it would indicate that there had been a violation
of the rights provided for in article 14 of the Covenant. It was also alleged

that the Constitutional Court, which had apparently been infornmed by
Parliament at the tinme when the President had announced the hol ding of the
ref erendum had declared 11 Presidential decrees unconstitutional and had
confirmed the legitinmacy of Parlianment pending new elections. The President
of the Republic, it was said, had requested the dissolution of the
Constitutional Court and asked its President to stand down from office,

speci fying that, if he did not stand down voluntarily, he would be forced to
do so. According to the information obtained, the President of the Republic
had adopted a decree in Decenber 1995 instructing the Government and the | oca
authorities to ignore the decisions of the Constitutional Court. He would
like to hear what the Bel arusi an del egation had to say on the subject and to
know how such nmeasures could be conpatible with articles 2 and 14 of the
Covenant. Wth regard to the referendum the Constitutional Court had
apparently stated that the proposed anmendnents to the Constitution were such
as to change the text radically and that a new constitution could not be
adopted by referendum It had thus apparently been of the opinion that the
ref erendum was only consultative. |In defiance of its conclusions, the new
Constitution had been adopted by referendum

51. Wth regard to the procedure for the appointnment of judges, he had noted
that, of the 12 judges in the Constitutional Court, 6 could be directly

appoi nted by the President of the Republic and the other 6 by the Senate. One
third of the nmenbers of the Senate could apparently be appointed by the Head
of State. Was that true? It also seenmed that the Head of State had
jurisdiction to appoint all ordinary court judges and - nore serious still -
to dismss the President of the Supreme Court and other judges. The
Constitution provided that the Head of State could dismss nagistrates on any
grounds established by law. It seened that he was al so enpowered to nake

| aws, since he issued decrees. In the circunstances, what texts governed the
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procedure for the dism ssal of judges? It also seened that the | aw gave the

| ocal authorities power to ask court qualifications comm ssioners to |ook into
conpl aints concerning judges. Who were those commi ssioners and how were they

appoi nted? WAs the President of the Republic the only person enpowered to

di sm ss judges or was that procedure acconpani ed by parliamentary guarantees?

52. He referred to a nenorandum dated June 1997, addressed to the President
of the Republic by the Secretary of the State Security Council, who had
apparently proposed that several judges in Mnsk should be dismssed on the
grounds that they had not ensured the full enforcement of the fines which they
had i nposed. He would like clarifications on that point. It also seened that
a nunmber of crimnal files, including cases involving the death penalty, were
bei ng handl ed by a panel of three judges, two of whom were not professiona
magi strates and usually sat only for four weeks every two years. He asked
whet her that was true

53. Lastly, he wished to know what status the Covenant had under the new
Constitution. Was it part of donestic law? Could it be directly inplemented
by the courts? 1In what court could it be invoked? What remedy was avail abl e
to persons who considered that they were the victins of a violation of their
rights under the Constitution and was | egal aid granted for constitutiona
nmotions? Did persons whose human rights had been violated have the right to
conmpensati on?

54. Ms. Chanet resuned the Chair

55. M. SCHEIN N pointed out that the text of the Belarusian Constitution
anmended in 1996, was a singular conbination of different and even
contradictory trends. Some provisions reflected the comm tnent of the
authorities to denocracy and human rights, while others were characteristic of
an authoritarian or even a totalitarian regime. He also noted that the
Constitution expressly provided for the interaction of international and
domestic | aw, which he welconed. |In particular he noted that article 61
related to the right of private individuals to apply to a body such as the
Human Ri ghts Conmitt ee.

56. He went on to refer to the question of the death penalty. It would seem
that some 170 persons had been executed in recent years, a high figure which
he found alarm ng. The Conmittee had, however, not received any comunication
under the Optional Protocol relating to a case of capital punishment. He saw
three possible reasons that mght give rise to problens with regard to the

i npl enentation of the Covenant. Firstly, persons held on death row, contrary
to articles 10 and 17 of the Covenant, might not be physically able to apply
to the Committee (they m ght be denied the right of correspondence or they

m ght not have witing materials, etc.). Secondly, they mght not have the
possibility of being assisted by counsel, and that woul d rai se questions under
article 14 of the Covenant. The third and nost likely theory was that those
persons did not even know of the existence of the Human Rights Conmittee and
did not know that Bel arus had acceded to the Optional Protocol. 1In any case,
he woul d like to know the position of the Bel arusi an Governnment on that point
and on the question of the death penalty. Mreover, any person sentenced to
death should be informed of his rights under the Covenant and the Optiona
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Protocol, particularly his rights to submt a conmunication to the Human
Ri ghts Committee, a procedure which would lead to a stay of execution.

57. Al t hough article 6 of the Covenant did not require the abolition of the
death penalty, it placed inportant restrictions on its inplenmentation. The
Committee considered that States parties should adhere strictly to those
restrictions while also fully conplying with the provisions of articles 9

and 14 of the Covenant. It further considered that a violation of articles 9
and 14, in a case involving the death penalty, was also a violation of
article 6. It also regularly drew the attention of States parties to the need

to comply with the provisions of article 10.

58. Wth regard to the nunber of offences carrying the death penalty, he
recall ed the provisions of article 6, paragraph 2, of the Covenant. He had
taken note of the statenent by the Bel arusi an del egation that the authorities
were intending to reduce that nunber, but it seenmed to himthat the situation
as it stood was not in keeping with the Covenant. The text of the
Constitution did, however, follow the sanme lines as the provisions of

article 6, paragraph 6, of the Covenant. |In the circunstances, how could new
| egi sl ati on have been adopted providing for the death penalty for new

of fences? The recent legislation on terrorismto which M. Buergenthal had
referred apparently provided for the death penalty and would therefore not be

conpatible with the provisions of article 6, paragraph 6. It was also
i mportant to know whet her conditions of detention on death row were in keeping
with the provisions of article 10 of the Covenant. |f not, the inplenentation

of article 6 would also be called in question

59. He wi shed to know whet her the provisions of article 14 of the Covenant
were nmet to the full. He was not clear what possibilities were available to
det ai nees to have the | awful ness of their detention reviewed. He understood
that a court could take a decision on such an issue, but only as fromthe
ninth day of detention and only at the request of the detainee. The procedure
was thus apparently not automatic. Was that actually the case? I f, however,
the | awful ness of the detention was reviewed automatically, how soon was the
suspect brought before a judge? That matter was of cardinal inportance in the
case of a person suspected of a crinme carrying the death penalty. Sentencing
a person to capital punishnent if he had not been brought before a judge
during his time in police custody and if he had been subjected to
ill-treatment by the police mght be inconpatible with the Covenant.

60. The information available to the Comrittee referred to ngjor
restrictions which affected the i ndependence of the judiciary. It also seened
t hat defendants could not always be assisted by counsel of their own choosing.
He al so asked whether it was true that the President of the Republic could
apparently dism ss judges on grounds of which the | aw gave only a vague
definition. He shared M. Bhagwati's concerns about the nenorandum prepared
by the Secretary of the State Security Council. Lastly, according to

i nformati on obtained, a nunber of |awyers in cases of human rights violations
had had their right to practise wthdrawn, sonetinmes in the mdst of

proceedi ngs. Could that information be confirned?

61. Wth regard to the question of NGOs and the harassnent to which they
were said to be subjected, he agreed that the human rights situation in sone
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countries was rather worse than in Belarus. Wat was particularly alarm ng
however, was that the Bel arusian authorities invoked none of the circunstances
which States parties generally alleged to justify their difficulties in

i mpl enenting the Covenant (extreme poverty, international sanctions, etc.) and
even seened to be displaying a kind of bad faith on the question of NGOs. He
referred to the case of an official of the Belarusian Hel sinki Conmmttee who
had come to Ceneva to attend the neeting to consider the fourth periodic
report of Belarus, but who had apparently previously been detained for severa
days in Belarus. She had allegedly been sentenced by a court, in fact, for
reasons ot her than those for which she had been arrested; the court had
apparently stated in its judgenent that she had been preparing a report

i ntended for the Hunan Rights Comrittee. That information was a matter of
concern and he would like to hear what the Bel arusi an del egation had to say
about it.

62. The Bel arusi an del egation had stated that the text of the fourth
periodic report (CCPR/ C/84/Add.4) was avail able in bookshops in Belarus, but
it seemed that NGO nenbers had been unable to buy it. He w shed to know how
many copi es of the report had been made public and in which bookshops.

63. Lastly, he referred to an incident involving the Bel arusian League for
Human Rights. According to information given, that organization had been
working on the translation into Belarusian and Russian of a report on freedom
of expression when a group of persons had entered and occupied its prem ses.
On the day of the occupation, the Mnistry of Justice was said to have

regi stered anot her associ ati on under the sanme name, the person in charge of

whi ch had taken part in the occupation. The coincidence was disturbing and he
woul d I'ike to know whether the authorities had been involved to a nmgjor or

m nor extent in the occupation of the premi ses of the Bel arusi an League for
Human Ri ghts.

64. M. YALDEN said he also regretted that the fourth periodic report of

Bel arus had not been prepared in accordance with the Comrittee's guidelines
and thus did not take full account of the factors and difficulties which

hi ndered the inplenentation of the Covenant in that country. He also noted,
i ke other nenbers of the Committee, that the situation of human rights in
Bel arus seened, rather, to have deteriorated since the subm ssion of the third
periodic report in 1991. He pointed out that non-governnental organizations
had a very inmportant role to play in the observation and foll owup of the
human rights situation and regretted that they were systematically obstructed
in their activities in Belarus despite what the del egation of the State party
had clainmed in that regard.

65. After hearing the statenents by the Bel arusi an del egati on on freedom of
the press and freedom of association and the independence of the judiciary in
Bel arus, he was still not convinced that all neasures had been taken in the

| egislation and in practice to ensure respect for the principles enbodied in
the Covenant. He therefore wondered how | awyers coul d exercise their
functions independently if they had to be approved by the Mnistry of Justice,
and to what extent the witten press was free, in accordance with article 19
of the Covenant, if the information it published was nonitored by a press
commttee established by the State. He would like clarification on those

poi nts.
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66. Ms. EVATT noted, |ike other nenbers of the Committee, that not only were
there serious disparities between the |law and practice in Belarus, but also a
bl atant failure to respect the rights provided for in articles 19 and 25 of
the Covenant. Wth regard to freedom of the press, she would like to know
what authority was responsible for the issue of authorizations for
publications under the Press Act, to what extent censorship was applied to
ensure that there was no criticismor inpairnment of the honour and dignity of
hi gh-level State officials and in general what sanctions were inposed in the
event of a presuned violation of the Press Act. She al so asked whether it was
true that editors-in-chief of State-owned publications were public officials
who were required to foll ow specific guidelines and who could be dism ssed
fromtheir posts if they were in breach of the rules inposed on them She

al so asked which authority took the decision to prohibit the inmport and
distribution of publications and material which the authorities considered
damagi ng to the country's political and economic interests and to what extent
provisions in that area were conpatible with those of the Bel arusian
Constitution itself. She would also |like details of why a new Bel arusi an
human ri ghts organi zati on had been established when a | eague for the
protection of human rights legally registered in the register of approved
organi zations in Belarus had al ready existed.

67. Ms. MEDI NA QUI ROGA said that she shared the opinions expressed by

M. Buergenthal on the conformty of the Belarusian Constitution with the
Covenant. In particular, she wondered whether Decree-Law No. 21 on terrorism
promul gated by the President of the Republic of Belarus, had | egal force
because, if it did, it would be contrary not only to the State party's very
Constitution, but also to the Covenant, under which no restriction could be

pl aced on any recognized right of the citizens of the State party other than
by a | aw adopted by that State party.

68. She al so expressed concern at the apparent absence of conpliance with
article 9 of the Covenant in legislation and in practice in Belarus. \Were
adm ni strative detenti on was concerned, she asked precisely which authorities
were enpowered to place a person in detention and for what |ength of tine.
She al so asked what powers in that respect had been given to the police,
officials of State security and presidential services and officials of the

M nistry of Internal Affairs and the Custons services and what role the
Procurator-General played in decisions taken in that area.

69. Wth reference to the inplenentation of article 14 of the Covenant, she
shared M. Bhagwati's and M. Scheinin's concerns. She asked the Bel arusi an
del egation for clarification of how | awers were appointed and di sm ssed -
since apparently they were appointed and could be dism ssed - and of how
ordinary citizens could obtain |legal aid when they had to answer even for

m nor offences. As to freedom of expression, assenbly and associ ati on, she
noted fromthe information given by the Bel arusi an del egati on that the
restrictions inposed in practice on the organization of public denonstrations
were extrenely stringent and wi shed to know on what |egal basis they were

f ounded.

70. M. KRETZMER said that he associated hinself with the questions asked by
the nmenbers of the Committee, in particular concerning the attitude of the
State party to non-governmental organizations and human rights organi zati ons.




CCPR/ C/ SR. 1632
page 18

He al so wondered to what extent the independence of the judiciary was ensured
in Belarus, in view of the fact that, in accordance with Presidential Decree
No. 16 issued in Septenber 1997, judges were apparently paid by the executive.
He asked what procedures and criteria were applied to grant | awers the

aut horization to practise and what renedies were available to the person
concerned if the authorization was refused.

71. Referring to the inplenentation of article 9 of the Covenant, he said
that he shared the concerns already expressed by M. Scheinin and

Ms. Medina Quiroga and noted that not only did the State party's |egislation
did not conformto article 9, paragraphs 3 and 4, but that the situation in
terms of justice was also particularly alarming, in that individuals could be
det ai ned, sonetimes for up to three nonths, before being charged or brought to
court.

72. He al so had questions about the fact that, according to the replies
given by the del egation on paragraph 3 of the list of issues, a relatively

| arge nunber of |aw enforcement officials had been punished or even tried for
the ill-treatnment of individuals and that, in its reply on paragraph 4, the
del egation had stated that the use of force had been declared illegal in fewer
than 1 per cent of cases. He asked the delegation for clarification of those
two points, which seened contradictory. He also wi shed to know whet her
conplaints filed against the alleged perpetrators of the ill-treatnment had
been consi dered by an independent body and what disciplinary or crimna

sancti ons had been inposed on persons who m ght have been found guilty.

73. M. PRADO VALLEJO said that the fourth periodic report of Belarus did
not allow the Cormittee to obtain an accurate picture of how the Covenant had
been i mpl emented in the country because the Governnent had not foll owed the
Committee's guidelines for the preparation of periodic reports of States
parti es and had not set out clearly the factors and difficulties involved in
i mpl enenting the Covenant. There was nothing in the report to show what
renedi es were avail able to individuals who considered that they had been the
victinms of violations of the rights recognized under the Covenant.

74. Wth regard to the application of the death penalty, he noted that, in
par agraph 84 of the report (CCPR/ C/84/Add.4), the Government gave a long |ist
of crimes which could give rise to the death penalty, but did not go on to say
how many tines it had been applied and for what reasons. Simlarly, the
report gave no indication of inquiries into allegations of acts of torture and
ill-treatment committed in Belarus or of the penalties inposed on those guilty
of them

75. He regretted that the basic principles of denpbcracy were still not
observed in Belarus, as could be seen fromthe violent repression of peacefu
denonstrations, the practically systematic and constant persecution of
anti-governnent journalists and the constraints on freedom of the press and

i nformati on. He asked whether the Belarusian authorities intended to take
steps to renedy those violations of the fundamental rights provided for in the
Covenant. He neverthel ess noted a positive point in the role entrusted to the
Constitutional Court, which was at |east a guarantee of a check on the
constitutionality of laws. He still had doubts, however, as to the rea



CCPR/ C/ SR. 1632
page 19

inmpartiality of the judiciary, since it seemed that, in sonme cases, the
| eaders of the arned forces had the right to investigate crimnal cases and to
t ake penal sanctions against individuals they found guilty.

76. M. POCAR said that he shared all the concerns expressed by the nmenbers
of the Conmittee, particularly with regard to the role of non-governnenta
organi zations in Belarus. It was particularly regrettable that the fourth
periodic report of the State party had not been prepared according to the
Committee's guidelines; that was contrary to Belarus' commtment to fulfil its
obl i gati ons under the Covenant.

77. Referring to the general situation of human rights in the State party,
he regretted that the hoped-for changes in terns of the restoration of the
rule of Iaw were far from having been achieved and that, on the contrary,
respect for the rights of the citizens of Belarus was constantly di m ni shing.
He noted that paragraph 77 of the report (CCPR/ C/84/Add.4) stated that the
right to | eave the Republic of Belarus could be subject to restrictions

i ntroduced by the Governnent “in the event of the occurrence in any country of
a state of energency meking it too dangerous for Belarusian citizens to be
there”, which was in his opinion, an extrenme restriction on the right of
citizens to freedom of novenent. He wondered whether the legislation referred
to in paragraph 78 of the report, whereby “citizens |eaving Belarus to take up
per manent residence abroad ... may take with them or conserve for thenselves
property of which they are the | egal owners, except land”, was not contrary to
article 26 of the Covenant. He found the nunber of reasons for which the
deat h penalty could be applied under the Penal Code and which were as set out

i n paragraph 84 of the report to be alarm ng; sone of themwere in any case
extrenely vague and unrelated to “the npst serious crimes” referred to in
article 6, paragraph 2, of the Covenant. Lastly, he requested clarifications
on paragraph 87 of the report, which stated that articles providing for
prosecution for particularly dangerous crines against the State had been
“improved”, and asked whether it neant that the scope of those provisions had
been extended.

78. The CHAI RPERSON sai d that the Bel arusian del egation would be invited to
reply to the additional questions by the nmenbers of the Commttee at the next
nmeeti ng.

The neeting rose at 1.05 p. m




