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	The Secretary-General has the honour to submit to the General Assembly the report of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies on their twenty-second meeting, held in Brussels on 1 and 2 July 2010, pursuant to General Assembly resolution 57/202.


		Report of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies on their twenty-second meeting 



		Summary

		The General Assembly, in its resolution 57/202, requested the Secretary-General to submit to the Assembly the reports of the persons chairing the human rights treaty bodies on their periodic meetings. The present document contains the report on the twenty-second meeting of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies, which was convened on 1 and 2 July 2010 in Brussels, pursuant to Assembly resolution 49/178. The meeting of the chairs was held for the first time outside of Geneva, with a view to bringing treaty bodies closer to the implementation level and raising awareness at the regional level of their work so as to strengthen linkages and enhance synergies between international and regional human rights mechanisms and institutions. The chairs considered the follow-up to the recommendations of the twenty-first meeting and reviewed developments relating to the work of the treaty bodies. The chairs also met with institutions of the European Union, including the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union, as well as the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. In addition, they met with institutions of the Council of Europe, including the European Court of Human Rights, and with representatives of civil society organizations and academia to discuss the applicability of the United Nations human rights treaties to European Union actions, and the role of the European Union in promoting implementation of and follow-up to the recommendations of United Nations treaty bodies. The chairs adopted recommendations, which are contained in section VII of the present report. The reports on the tenth and eleventh inter-committee meetings of the human rights treaty bodies, held in Geneva from 30 November to 2 December 2009 and 28 to 30 June 2010, respectively, that were considered by the chairs are annexed to the present report.
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	I.	Introduction 


1.	The twenty-second meeting of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies, convened pursuant to General Assembly resolution 49/178, was held in Brussels on 1 and 2 July 2010. The meeting was preceded by the tenth and eleventh inter‑committee meetings of the human rights treaty bodies, held from 30 November to 2 December 2009 and 28 to 30 June 2010, respectively. The meeting of the chairs was held for the first time outside of Geneva, with a view to bringing treaty bodies closer to the implementation level and raising awareness at the regional level of their work so as to strengthen linkages and enhance synergies between international and regional human rights mechanisms and institutions. The regional office of the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) in Brussels facilitated the meeting.


	II.	Organization of the meeting 


2.	The Chairs of the following bodies attended: the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (Jaime Marchan Romero); the Human Rights Committee (Yuji Iwasawa); the Committee on the Rights of the Child (Yanghee Lee); the Committee on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families (Abdelhamid el-Jamri); the Committee against Torture (Claudio Grossman); the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (Naéla Gabr); the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (Anwar Kemal); the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (Ronald Clive McCallum); and the Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (Víctor Manuel Rodríguez Rescia).
3.	Yanghee Lee was elected Chair/Rapporteur and Ronald Clive McCallum was affirmed Vice-Chair. The chairs adopted the agenda on the basis of the provisional agenda and annotations (HRI/MC/2010/1) and proposed programme of work. 


	III.	Meeting with civil society representatives and academia 


4.	The chairs met with a number of non-governmental organizations.[footnoteRef:2] Academics, including from Lancaster University and the Catholic University of Leuven, also participated in the meeting.  [2: 	 	These included Amnesty International, December 18, the European Disability Forum, the European Union Network on Migration and Development (EUNOMAD), Eurochild, the European Roma Information Office, the European Network against Racism, the European Women’s Lobby, Inclusion Europe, Front Line: International Foundation for the Protection of Human Rights Defenders, Human Rights Watch, the International Federation for Human Rights, the International Lesbian and Gay Association, the International Rehabilitation Council for Torture Victims, the Mental Disability Advocacy Center, Mental Health Europe, the Platform for International Cooperation on Undocumented Migrants and Terre des Hommes.] 

5.	Participants welcomed the initiative to hold the meeting of the chairs at the regional level and expressed the hope that similar meetings would also be held in other regions in the future. The meeting of the chairs was described as a unique opportunity to bring the work of the United Nations human rights treaty bodies closer to the implementation level, and to discuss achievements noted and challenges faced by stakeholders in the European region in implementing and monitoring the recommendations of the treaty bodies. Discussions revolved around two main themes: the applicability of the United Nations human rights treaties to European Union action and its consequences for European Union policymaking, legislation and practical work; and the role of the European Union in promoting the implementation of and follow-up to the recommendations of the United Nations treaty bodies. 
6.	The chairs welcomed the historic decision by the European Union to ratify the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and expressed the hope that the instrument of ratification would be deposited shortly. Academics and civil society organizations stressed that, while all member States of the European Union were parties to six of the nine core international human rights treaties,[footnoteRef:3] European Union compliance with international human rights standards needed to be further enhanced. The scope of States parties’ obligations under the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union was deemed narrower than under international law, focusing on the obligation to respect and paying less attention to the protection and promotion of human rights. In the view of some participants, the Charter of Fundamental Rights, while an important development in the European Union’s human rights framework, did not encompass all of the rights enshrined in the international human rights instruments.  [3: 	 	The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights; the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women; the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment; and the Convention on the Rights of the Child.] 

7.	Academics and civil society organizations indicated that European Union member States, while remaining parties to most international human rights instruments, had increasingly delegated powers to the European Union, which constituted a challenge for monitoring the compliance with international standards by individual member States. According to some participants, there was also a lack of coherence between internal and external European Union policies regarding the observance of the principles set forth in international human rights instruments by European Union member States and third countries.
8.	In their address to the chairs, some participants highlighted the crucial role of the United Nations human rights treaty bodies in reminding European Union member States of their obligations under the treaties to which they were party, and stressed the need for a sustained campaign calling for the ratification of the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families by European Union member States.
9.	The chairs stressed the need for member States to increase protection of the rights of all migrants inside the European Union. The situation of undocumented migrants inside the European Union was referred to, as was the need to strengthen the procedures protecting their rights. Civil society organizations called for sustained efforts by member States to better mainstream a human rights-based approach in European Union migration policies.
10. 	The chairs called for more systematic references to the recommendations of United Nations human rights treaty bodies, both in internal and external European Union policies. They also recalled the instrumental role of civil society actors in reminding States parties of their obligations to report to the human rights treaty bodies, follow up on the implementation of their recommendations and disseminate the recommendations of treaty bodies to the public at large. On the other hand, the chairs acknowledged that treaty bodies should make more use of the contributions of civil society actors in their work.


	IV.	Meeting with representatives of institutions of the European Union and the Council of Europe 


11.	The chairs held a meeting with representatives of several institutions of the European Union, including the European Commission, the European Parliament and the Council of the European Union, as well as with the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights and institutions of the Council of Europe, including the European Court of Human Rights.
12. 	Participants from the European Union institutions referred to the new European Union institutional framework that had followed the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, and highlighted how it had enhanced the relationship between the various European Union institutions, including the European Court of Justice, and had reinforced the centrality of human rights in European Union activities. Further, the meeting discussed which institutional safeguards for the protection of human rights were in place in the European Union, and what the present deficiencies of the system were. In that regard, the need for greater and systematic reference to the international human rights instruments, as well as to the work of the human rights treaty bodies, was underlined. The discrepancy between the internal and external human rights policies of the European Union was also highlighted. Possible avenues for making international human rights obligations applicable to the European Union were discussed.
13.	Representatives of the European Union institutions referred to instances in which the international human rights instruments and treaty body recommendations had been used as points of reference, for example in relation to the situation of persons with disabilities or the situation of Roma. They gave an overview of the different tools at their disposal to monitor and promote human rights in third countries. Those included human rights dialogues, human rights guidelines and the funding of development projects that might be subject to the compliance of external partners with eight of the nine core international human rights instruments.[footnoteRef:4] In that regard, some representatives of the European Union institutions acknowledged that a certain degree of discrepancy existed between the European Union’s internal and external human rights policies, and that it hampered to some extent the credibility of the European Union. [4: 	 	The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights; the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination; the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women; the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment; the Convention on the Rights of the Child; the International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance; and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities.] 

14.	The meeting recalled the binding nature of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union following the entry into force of the Treaty of Lisbon, as well as the upcoming ratification by the European Union of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. It was argued that those developments might lead to increased references to treaty body recommendations in the decisions of the European Court of Justice.
15.	The chairs referred to the situation of undocumented migrants within the European Union and expressed concern about fast-track procedures applied to asylum-seekers, as well as the detention of unaccompanied children. The chairs stressed the need to uphold the principle of non-refoulement when diplomatic assurances were sought. The chairs further underlined the need for regional and international mechanisms to make use of cross-references in their respective work and raise awareness about issues of common concern. The chairs also encouraged ratification by individual European Union member States of the Optional Protocols to the Convention on the Rights of the Child and of the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families.


	V.	Meeting with the Deputy Registrar of the European Court of Human Rights 


16.	The chairs met with Michael O’Boyle, Deputy Registrar of the European Court of Human Rights, with a view to exploring avenues to enhance cooperation between the United Nations human rights treaty bodies and the Court, including by seeking greater consistency in their respective jurisprudence. 
17.	The Deputy Registrar indicated that the areas of law examined by the Court were vast, and he called for greater interaction between regional and universal bodies. He further recalled that there were currently 47 States parties to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms and that the human rights issues raised by them varied considerably. Mr. O’Boyle indicated that the Court was increasingly dealing with issues relating to core rights, such as the effective investigation of criminal offences and torture, as well as with fundamental social questions, such as those related to freedom of religion. 
18. 	Mr. O’Boyle underlined that, when deciding cases, it was a common practice of the Court’s Grand Chamber to consult relevant pronouncements made by treaty bodies, including their views on individual cases and their general comments. In that connection, he recommended maintaining regular contacts between the universal and the regional systems. The Court already had regular contacts with national courts, for instance, by inviting senior national judges to meet Court judges in Strasbourg, France. One of the recurring themes for discussion in that context was the incorporation of the Convention into domestic law, which in some countries was still not adequately addressed. 
19.	The Chair of the Human Rights Committee referred to the five United Nations human rights treaty bodies that currently examined individual complaints. Among them, the Human Rights Committee examined approximately 100 cases per year. He stressed the importance of keeping consistency in international jurisprudence and avoiding fragmentation. In that regard, he referred to the views adopted by the Human Rights Committee in Communication No. 1472/2006, Sayadi and Vinck v. Belgium, in which the Committee and the European Court of Justice had come to similar conclusions. That case illustrated how international human rights law could have an influence on European Union law. With regard to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, the Chair of the Human Rights Committee stressed the similarities with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the fact that its monitoring body very much took into consideration the Court’s jurisprudence. Still, there had been some instances in which both bodies had reached different interpretations of similar provisions, and others in which the divergent jurisprudence was in fact the result of differences between the texts of both the Convention and the Covenant.
20.	The Deputy Registrar referred to the Court’s jurisprudence on the exhaustion of domestic remedies, possible techniques to avoid conflicting jurisprudence when the same case was brought before both the Court and the Human Rights Committee, the responsibility of States under the Convention for actions conducted outside their territories, the process of reform engaged by the Court in order to cope with the approximately 120,000 cases it received per year and the functioning of the implementation mechanism of the Committee of Ministers.


	VI.	Meeting with the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 


21.	The chairs held a meeting with representatives of the European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, who provided detailed information on the Agency’s mandate and activities, which consisted essentially of providing assistance and expertise on fundamental rights issues to the European Union institutions and member States when they implemented European Union law; collecting, analysing and disseminating information and data on fundamental rights issues in the European Union; and promoting dialogue with civil society to raise public awareness of fundamental rights.
22.	The representatives of the Agency provided examples of research it had undertaken, such as the European Union survey on minorities and discrimination, the European Union-wide survey on violence against women, and research projects on the fundamental rights of persons with intellectual disabilities and persons with mental health problems and on separated asylum-seeking children. While acknowledging the existing interaction between the Agency and certain United Nations human rights treaty bodies, those attending the meeting agreed that such interaction could be further strengthened. For example, Agency country reports to treaty bodies could include a chapter on relevant European Union legislation by which member States were bound. That could facilitate the use by treaty bodies of the Agency’s input in their lists of issues, concluding observations and general comments. It was also agreed that a comprehensive calendar of treaty body sessions would be shared with the Agency to facilitate submissions to individual treaty bodies.


	VII. 	Decisions and recommendations 


23.	The twenty-second meeting of chairs greatly welcomed the possibility to interact for the first time with key actors at the European level during their annual meeting. They positively acknowledged the existing cooperation with European actors and expressed the wish that such cooperation would be institutionalized and enhanced in the future. They greatly welcomed the decision by the European Union to ratify the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, and expressed the hope that the instrument of ratification would be deposited shortly.
24.	The twenty-second meeting of chairs encouraged the European Union to systematically mainstream international human rights law and the recommendations of the United Nations human rights treaty bodies into its policies and laws, including the forthcoming European Union human rights strategy.
25.	The meeting encouraged the European Court of Justice to refer to international human rights law and the recommendations of the United Nations human rights treaty bodies, when appropriate.
26.	The meeting also encouraged the European Union to facilitate the implementation of the recommendations of United Nations human rights treaty bodies in European Union member States, as well as outside European Union territory.
27.	The meeting encouraged the European Union to align its development, trade and aid policies with international human rights law, and to take into account relevant recommendations of the United Nations human rights treaty bodies.
28.	The meeting suggested that the European Union should encourage and facilitate ratification by all its member States of all core international human rights treaties and related optional protocols, especially the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families and the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.
29.	The meeting encouraged cooperation between the United Nations human rights treaty bodies and the European Court of Human Rights on matters related to procedure, methods of work and jurisprudence. To that effect, encounters between treaty body members and the European Court’s judges should be organized periodically. Exchanges at the level of their respective secretariats should also take place on a regular basis. 
30.	While preserving the confidentiality of the respective procedures, an institutional link should be established between the Petitions Section of OHCHR and the Court’s secretariat that would allow the electronic exchange of information on procedural matters related, in particular, to cases that might have been submitted under both the universal and the European systems. 
31.	The meeting suggested that additional efforts should be made by both the treaty bodies and the Court to take into consideration their respective jurisprudence so as to seek coherence and avoid the fragmentation of international human rights law.
32.	The meeting suggested that civil society organizations based in Europe should continue to enhance their cooperation with human rights treaty bodies, with the support of the European Union when advisable. 
33.	The meeting endorsed the points of agreement of the tenth and eleventh inter‑committee meetings of the human rights treaty bodies, held from 30 November to 2 December 2009 and 28 to 30 June 2010, respectively (see annexes I and II).
34.	Acknowledging the success of holding the meeting of chairs for the first time at the regional level, in Brussels, the meeting recommended that in future it should be held every other year at the regional level, with the objective of bringing the human rights treaty bodies closer to the implementation level and raising awareness in all regions of the work of the treaty bodies in order to strengthen linkages, synergies and implementation between international and regional human rights mechanisms and institutions.


	VIII. 	Closing of the meeting 


35.	Before closing the twenty-second meeting of the chairs, Yanghee Lee, the Chair/Rapporteur, brought to the attention of all chairs the following points for discussion:
	(a) 	The Chair/Rapporteur welcomed the new information tools prepared since early 2010 by the Human Rights Treaties Division of OHCHR. All chairs requested that the Division newsletter should be widely disseminated so as to increase the visibility of the work of the treaty bodies and to raise public awareness;
	(b) 	In view of the recommendation to hold the meeting of the chairs every other year at the regional level, the Chair/Rapporteur raised the issue of the relevance of the current format of the inter-committee meeting, including in that context. The chairs confirmed that the inter-committee meeting working group on follow-up should have its first meeting in early 2011, as planned. They expressed doubts and raised questions about the need to continue in the longer term with the inter-committee meeting annual plenary meeting (the chair and one member per treaty body), as many felt that the meeting of the chairs and the inter-committee meeting were overlapping more and more. It was decided that the 2011 inter‑committee meeting would be maintained and would focus on themes identified during its eleventh meeting, but that in 2012 the annual meeting of the chairs should take place at the regional level, and that the inter-committee meeting plenary might be abolished. If that was confirmed, the annual meeting of the chairs could meet to cover both procedural and substantive issues. The chairs also discussed the possibility of holding an inter-committee meeting every two or three years;
	(c) 	The Chair/Rapporteur further raised the issue of in future providing the meeting of the chairs with decision-making powers, as already suggested in 2008. She specified that such powers could be extended mainly to procedural issues; all substantive decisions would go back to the respective treaty bodies for approval. That issue was briefly debated among the chairs, and it was decided that the issue should remain open for further discussion at the next meeting.
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	I.	Introduction 


1.	The tenth inter-committee meeting of the human rights treaty bodies was held at the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) at Geneva from 30 November to 2 December 2009.
2.	The following members of human rights treaty bodies attended:

			Human Rights Committee

	Abdelfattah Amor
Nigel Rodley

			Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women

	Naéla Gabr (Chair)
Meriem Belmihoub-Zerdani
Silvia Pimentel

			Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination

	Fatima-Binta Victoire Dah (Chair)
Nourredine Amir
Régis de Gouttes

			Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment

	Malcolm David Evans 
Emilio Ginés Santidrian
Zbignew Lasocik

			Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

	Jaime Marchan Romero (Chair)
María Virginia Bras Gomes

			Committee on the Rights of the Child

	Kamel Filali
Dainius Puras

			Committee against Torture

	Felice Gaer
Xuexian Wang

			Committee on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families

	Abdelhamid El-Jamri (Chair)
Mehmet Sevim
Azad Taghizada

			Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities

	Mohammed Al Tarawneh (Chair)
Mansur Chowdhury
Jia Yang


	II.	Opening of the meeting, election of officers and adoption of the agenda 


3.	The Chief of the Human Rights Treaties Branch, Ibrahim Salama, welcomed all chairs and members present on behalf of the High Commissioner and delivered a statement in which he expressed satisfaction about the opportunity to discuss follow-up procedures, in respect of both concluding observations and decisions, in the context of the meeting. He noted that this reflected the importance that treaty bodies conferred on the implementation of human rights norms by States parties. In particular, he noted that four treaty bodies had established follow-up mechanisms in recent years. 
4. 	Mr. Salama mentioned that discussions on the universal periodic review mechanism, including its relation to the work of the treaty bodies, would continue as well.
5.	He informed participants of the six priority areas for the work of OHCHR for the next two years, notably: (a) migration; (b) elimination of all forms of discrimination; (c) protection of economic, cultural and social rights; (d) protection of human rights in situations of armed conflict, violence and insecurity; (e) combating impunity and strengthening of the rule of law and democratic societies; and (f) strengthening international human rights mechanisms, including the treaty bodies. 
6.	He noted that he was pleased that efforts, including the convening of inter‑committee meetings since 2002, had contributed to the increased coherence in the system. He further expressed the unquestionable need to consider the further harmonization of working methods, coherence and efficiency, especially in the light of the growing number of treaties and treaty bodies, with the Committee on Enforced Disappearances to begin its work the following year. 
7.	He also referred to the recent participation of former and current human rights treaty body experts in an informal meeting in Dublin to discuss possible broad lines for reform of the human rights treaty bodies, and noted that the meeting had adopted the Dublin Statement on the Process of Strengthening of the United Nations Human Rights Treaty Body System. He mentioned that participants of the inter-committee meeting would soon be contacted by the organizers of the Dublin meeting for their comments and support. Finally, he reassured participants that, throughout the process of reflection, numerous opportunities would be available for all experts to participate and contribute their views with regard to the issues at stake. He called upon experts to spearhead the process, as they were best placed to continue its exercise.
8.	Following the statement of Mr. Salama, Naéla Gabr, Chair of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, was confirmed as the Chair/Rapporteur, and Mohammed Al Tarawneh, Chair of the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, was confirmed as Vice-Chair. The other Vice-Chair, Yanghee Lee, Chair of the Committee on the Rights of the Child, was absent. The participants adopted the agenda (HRI/ICM/2009/1/Add.1), with an additional more general agenda item entitled “future activities of the inter-committee meeting”, and the programme of work.


	III.	Enhancing the effectiveness of the treaty bodies: a coordinated approach to the work of the treaty bodies 


9.	Under this agenda item, participants discussed improvement and harmonization of the treaty body working methods. Pursuant to a recommendation of the ninth inter-committee meeting, the tenth inter-committee meeting focused on three issues: follow-up to concluding observations; follow-up to decisions; and the universal periodic review as a standing agenda item. States parties, specialized agencies, funds and programmes, as well as non-governmental organizations present, were provided with the opportunity to speak under each agenda item. 


	A.	Discussion on follow-up to concluding observations 


10. 	Participants of the inter-committee meeting emphasized the significance of follow-up to concluding observations and recommended that the issue be a standing agenda item for each treaty body session. Participants agreed that follow-up procedures of all treaty bodies should be harmonized as far as possible.
11. 	Participants noted that all treaty bodies requested States parties to provide information on the implementation of the recommendations contained in the previous concluding observations in their subsequent reports or during the constructive dialogue. 
12.	Several treaty bodies, such as the Human Rights Committee, the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination and the Committee against Torture, had formal procedures to monitor more closely the implementation of specific concluding observations, and the respective mandate holders (coordinator/special rapporteur/rapporteur) for follow-up on concluding observations highlighted the main aspects of their treaty body-specific procedures on follow-up (see also HRI/ICM/2009/6). The representatives of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women noted that the Committee had recently adopted such a procedure and that its modalities would be discussed at its upcoming forty-fifth session in January and February 2010. The representatives of the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination mentioned that the Committee had also identified a number of recommendations to be followed up during the universal periodic review process. 
13. 	According to a recent preliminary review of the practice of the Committee against Torture, the reports of 81 States parties had been considered under its follow-up procedure since May 2003, when the procedure was adopted. From the assessment undertaken by the Rapporteur on follow-up, the overall response rate was deemed to be satisfactory, with a rate of approximately 75 per cent (50 States parties out of 67 had provided follow-up information), and generally within the deadline of one year or shortly thereafter. In the case of the Committee against Torture, States parties were requested to provide follow-up information on three to six recommendations, with a majority being asked to provide information on prompt, impartial and effective investigations into allegations of torture and ill-treatment.
14. 	In the absence of a written follow-up procedure, members of the Committee on the Rights of the Child noted that they regularly engaged and participated in follow-up activities intersessionally at the national and regional levels, supported by OHCHR and the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), among others. Representatives of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the Committee on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families informed the meeting that both committees were planning to discuss and adopt a follow-up procedure. The representatives of the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities indicated the Committee’s interest in the current practices of treaty bodies with respect to follow-up procedures. The members of the Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment underlined that the Subcommittee’s practice differed from that of the other treaty bodies in that the Subcommittee did not consider State party reports, but rather carried out visits to States parties in a confidential procedure. Accordingly, follow-up to its recommendations would potentially differ from that of other treaty bodies, and could include follow-up visits and cooperation with national preventive mechanisms and the special fund established through the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
15. 	Participants emphasized the need to make the follow-up procedure transparent, unless the treaty specified otherwise. In that respect, participants of the inter‑committee meeting discussed the possibility of each treaty body creating a web page dedicated to follow-up, which had already been done by some treaty bodies. Participants agreed that the documents to be posted on such a web page should include the recommendations identified for follow-up by the Committee, the follow-up information submitted by States parties, the letters sent by the Rapporteur/Committee and information submitted by stakeholders such as national human rights institutions and civil society organizations, including non‑governmental organizations.
16.	Participants highlighted the need to restrict the number of recommendations for which States parties could be asked to provide follow-up information, although some participants noted that such a limitation could pose problems, considering the interrelatedness of certain recommendations. Based on the experience of different treaty bodies and the discussion held, most participants agreed that the identification of three recommendations for follow-up would be ideal. 
17.	Based on the experience of a number of treaty bodies, participants discussed the possibility of sending reminders to States parties upon their failure to submit a follow-up report. It was also noted that some treaty bodies requested that consultations be held with representatives of a State party from which a follow-up report was more than six months overdue, with a view to discussing the delay and/or the progress made in implementing the recommendations of the Committee. Furthermore, some participants raised the possibility of involving the whole Committee and/or the country rapporteur in the assessment of the follow-up information received from States parties.
18. 	The issue of translation into working languages was highlighted by various participants, given that a delayed translation of follow-up information would hamper a timely assessment of the information. While the difficulties associated with the translation of lengthy follow-up reports were noted, the need to receive follow-up reports that contained all the information required to assess the implementation of recommendations was also stressed. Participants agreed that certain modalities of a follow-up procedure were to be left to the practice of treaty bodies, such as the possibility of imposing a page limit for follow-up reports. The point was made that this should be done with a view to alleviating the reporting burden for States parties and facilitating the timely translation of documents. Some participants noted that the number of mandate holder(s) and the criteria for the assessment of the follow-up information provided by States parties should be considered by each treaty body separately.
19. 	Participants of the inter-committee meeting emphasized the important role played by national human rights institutions and civil society organizations, including non-governmental organizations, in respect of follow-up at the national level. Participants agreed that the submission of information from such organizations and institutions on the implementation of recommendations at the national level should be encouraged, and addressed the timing for the submission of information to the treaty bodies. 
20. 	Participants of the inter-committee meeting raised the issue of technical assistance and cooperation. Some participants emphasized the need for technical assistance from inter-governmental entities, including the International Labour Organization and the International Organization for Migration, if requested by a State party for the implementation of treaty body recommendations. Participants also discussed the possibility of consolidating the identification of recommendations for follow-up by different treaty bodies, with a view to receiving targeted technical assistance.
21.	Some participants noted that the follow-up activities by OHCHR and other United Nations entities should be consolidated when organizing, inter alia, workshops, meetings, seminars and country visits. 
22. 	All participants agreed that there was an urgent need for additional resources to be allocated to the Human Rights Treaties Branch of OHCHR for the support of the follow-up mechanisms of respective treaty bodies. 
23. 	The representative of the Inter-Parliamentary Union informed participants about the Union’s workshops with parliamentarians and civil society in different countries that were aimed at implementing treaty body recommendations. Representatives of civil society organizations and non-governmental organizations noted that follow-up to concluding observations was essential for the work of the treaty bodies. They encouraged treaty bodies to further develop and strengthen their follow-up procedures, with a view to adopting a procedure for qualitative assessment, and to formally seek and accept information from non-governmental organizations. They also emphasized that a transparent procedure would be essential and reiterated their previous recommendation concerning the creation of a master calendar of deadlines by which information should be submitted to treaty bodies. One representative highlighted the need to publicize all relevant information on a web page for each treaty body dedicated to follow-up, and the importance of follow-up visits and the participation of civil society in reporting on progress made regarding implementation to the treaty bodies. 


	B.	Discussion on follow-up to decisions


24.	Under this agenda item, participants discussed ways to strengthen the follow-up to individual communications procedures or decisions with a view to obtaining the maximum response from States parties. Participants from each of the four treaty bodies currently dealing with individual communications, i.e., the Human Rights Committee, the Committee against Torture, the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination and the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, provided information on their existing formal follow-up procedures to monitor and encourage implementation by States parties of their decisions (see also HRI/ICM/2009/7). Such procedures included the publication of annual reports, notes verbales transmitted to States parties, meetings with the representatives of States parties and, on two occasions, missions to States parties. It was generally agreed that to a large extent those follow-up procedures had been successfully harmonized, making decisions more transparent and effective.
25.	It was noted that the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities had not yet registered any individual communications, but members of the Committee mentioned that it would examine communications for the first time at its upcoming session in February 2010. It was also noted that neither the Committee on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families nor the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights had yet considered individual communications, as the provisions or instrument relating thereto had not yet become operative. Representatives of the Committee on the Rights of the Child mentioned that an open-ended working group of the Human Rights Council on an optional protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child was currently discussing the possible establishment of an individual communications procedure under the Convention. Nevertheless, the representatives of those treaty bodies that did not have an individual communications procedure expressed a willingness to learn from the experiences of the committees with established systems. 
26.	Participants generally agreed that the issue of follow-up to decisions was fundamental, and they noted that, although many States parties implemented treaty body decisions, constraints and difficulties still remained, with a significant number of States parties failing to abide by their commitments. Some challenges highlighted included cases of non-cooperation, non-response and even cases in which a State party would challenge the decision. Members of the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination reminded participants of the Committee’s past proposal to create a single body dealing with individual communications, and proposed collaboration between the Secretariat and a working group of follow-up rapporteurs. Representatives of the Committee against Torture noted that non-compliance or rejection by a State party of the decisions of the Committee was a serious problem. At present, the Committee against Torture was developing a general comment on the evaluation of facts and evidence. 
27.	Participants highlighted the importance of continued dialogue with States parties. In their view, ways and means of encouraging States parties to implement decisions of the committees included workshops involving the special rapporteurs on follow-up procedures, technical support, discussions with the States parties and increased awareness-raising. Ways of implementing the recommendations of the treaty bodies that had been undertaken by the committees included the education of professors, lawyers and jurists on the jurisprudence of a given State.
28.	The Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities noted that the future ratification of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities by the European Union as a region, in addition to individual States parties, would need to be reflected in follow-up procedures as well. 
29.	It was noted that all of the decisions of all the committees included remedies for the victims following the finding of a violation. Although it was mostly agreed that remedies and compensation were extremely complex issues, the committees had differences in their approaches. The Human Rights Committee, the Committee against Torture and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination adopted remedies specific to the individual case and, to the extent it might be pertinent, recommended amendments to legislation. The Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, however, adopted remedies specific to the victim, as well as very detailed general recommendations on the issues raised in the communication. Representatives of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women pointed out that the Committee would consider both existing approaches, with a view to strengthening the procedure to ensure State party involvement and implementation of its decisions. They requested advice from other treaty bodies in that regard and asked them to share their experiences in handling remedies for cases. 
30.	Most participants agreed that, given the complex nature of remedies, committees should consider adopting a similar and consistent approach in that regard. They generally agreed that follow-up was most successful when processes were precise and conducted effectively. The question of technical assistance and resources needed by States parties to carry out the remedies recommended by treaty bodies was also addressed. Finally, participants requested the Secretariat to prepare a background paper on convergence and divergence of follow-up procedures to individual communications.
31.	Representatives of non-governmental organizations suggested that the treaty body system as a whole should issue and publish decisions on a more regularized basis in order to facilitate the involvement of civil society, enhance the effectiveness of the system and improve the ability of non-governmental organizations and local media to follow up on the implementation of decisions by their respective States parties.
32.	The Secretariat reported on follow-up to decisions and challenges in that regard, noting that some committees were affected to a greater extent than others given the number of rights and violations they dealt with. It was reiterated that information on follow-up to decisions was regarded as a public procedure unless otherwise decided by the Committee. 


	C.	Discussion on inquiries and visits


33.	Four treaty bodies, namely the Committee against Torture, the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights may, on their own initiative, initiate inquiries if they have received reliable information containing well-founded indications of serious or systematic violations of their respective conventions in a State party. Inquiries may be undertaken only with respect to States parties that have recognized the competence of the relevant Committee in this regard. Only the Committee against Torture and the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women have used this procedure so far. A brief introduction of the procedure by representatives of the Committee against Torture and the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women triggered a number of questions from representatives of those treaty bodies which did not have such a procedure. 
34.	Members of the Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture informed the meeting that the objective of the Subcommittee, as provided for by the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture, was to establish a system of regular visits to places where persons were deprived of their liberty. They highlighted that their work was not separated into inquiries, visits, recommendations and follow-up but rather that the intention was to have an ongoing exchange on a rolling basis. 
35.	Following the brief discussion, the inter-committee meeting recommended that treaty bodies able to conduct inquiries should consider the feasibility and necessity of establishing a follow-up procedure that was specific to the inquiry procedure. It was further agreed that the theme of follow-up to inquiries and visits should also be discussed by the proposed working group on follow-up and that one subgroup would address follow-up to concluding observations, inquiries and visits.


	D.	Other issues


		Translation and resources

36.	Participants discussed the importance of the translation of documents into working languages, including Braille, as well as the resources allocated to the work of the treaty bodies. In the light of the difficulties faced in respect of translations, the meeting agreed to reiterate its previous request to United Nations conference services, as well as to all other relevant entities, to provide sufficient services in terms of timely translations, including replies of States parties to lists of issues, so as to enable an effective functioning of treaty bodies. The meeting particularly emphasized the need to allocate additional resources to follow-up activities with regard to treaty body concluding observations, decisions and views, including the specific designation of financial and human resources within OHCHR to assist the treaty bodies with their respective follow-up mechanisms. 

		Future activities of the inter-committee meeting

37.	Under the additional agenda item, participants discussed the future activities of the inter-committee meeting. There was general agreement that focusing on one specific topic would be preferable. Participants decided that the eleventh inter‑committee meeting would focus on the theme of preparation and analysis as a basis for lists of issues, including lists of issues prior to reporting (targeted or focused reports), taking into account the application of the common core document and the treaty-specific reporting guidelines. It was also agreed that the meeting of chairs would identify such a specific theme to be discussed at subsequent inter-committee meetings, which would allow the committees to make informed decisions concerning their representation at such meetings. 
38.	The meeting also agreed that background documentation prepared by the Secretariat on the specific theme with respect to current practices, as well as suggestions for possible areas for harmonization, should be circulated well in advance of the meeting in order to allow the members to be well prepared for the discussion. 
39.	Further to the establishment of the thematic working groups, including the working group on follow-up, participants agreed that the inter-committee meeting would meet once per year, with the participation of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies, who were ex officio members for that purpose, as well as one additional member of each treaty body.


	IV.	Draft points of agreement of the tenth inter-committee meeting


40.	The tenth inter-committee meeting decided on the following points of agreement, to be transmitted to the twenty-second meeting of the chairs in 2010.

		Inter-committee meeting

	(a)	Recognizing the need to further improve and harmonize the working methods of the human rights treaty bodies, the tenth inter-committee meeting reiterated its previous recommendation (see A/64/276, annex I, paras. 49 (j) and (m)) to establish a working group on follow-up, composed of both the rapporteurs on follow-up to concluding observations and the rapporteurs on follow-up to individual communications of each treaty body, if applicable, or the members responsible for follow-up activities. The meeting also recommended that the working group should be divided into two subgroups, one on follow-up to concluding observations, inquiries and visits[footnoteRef:5] and one on follow-up to individual communications, and that the subgroups should meet in parallel once per year for a period of two days, with a view to facilitating interaction. The tenth inter-committee meeting also recommended that the subgroups should commence their work by determining their modalities, terms of reference and working methods, and that the working group should report to the inter-committee meeting. It further recommended that other thematic working groups should be established as decided, and requested the Secretariat to organize the meetings of the working groups within available resources.  [5: 	 	“Visits” refers to the visits undertaken by the Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture as provided for by the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.] 

	(b)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that the practice of establishing such thematic working groups should be reviewed after two years, in view of its experimental nature. 
	(c)	Taking into account the establishment of the thematic working groups, the tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that the inter-committee meeting should be held once per year, with the participation of the chairs of the human rights treaty bodies, who were ex officio members for that purpose, as well as one additional member of each treaty body.
	(d)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that a standing item on its agenda should be the strengthening of the treaty body system through the improvement and harmonization of treaty body working methods. In addition to the standing agenda item, it decided that the eleventh inter-committee meeting would focus on the theme of preparation and analysis as a basis for lists of issues, including lists of issues prior to reporting (targeted or focused reports), taking into account the application of the common core document and the treaty-specific reporting guidelines. The tenth inter-committee meeting also recommended that the meeting of the chairs should identify such a specific theme to be discussed at subsequent inter-committee meetings. Furthermore, the tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that documentation for the inter-committee meetings should include a background paper on such theme, prepared by the Secretariat, with respect to current practices as well as suggestions for possible areas of harmonization. That background paper would be circulated to all treaty bodies as early as possible prior to the inter-committee meeting in order to allow each treaty body to discuss the theme in preparation for the meeting.

		Follow-up to concluding observations adopted in the context of the State party reporting process

	(e)	The tenth inter-committee meeting agreed that follow-up procedures were an integral part of the reporting procedure and an important aspect of the work carried out by the treaty bodies in order to ensure effective follow-up to concluding observations, and reiterated the recommendation of previous meetings that each treaty body should consider adopting a procedure within a reasonable time period. Such a procedure could include a request to States parties to respond, within a designated period of time, to priority issues identified by the Committee. The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that reminders should be sent to States parties that did not respond to the request for information within a given deadline, in accordance with the decision by each treaty body. 
	(f)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that the modalities of follow-up procedures on concluding observations should be developed by each treaty body, and further elaborated and acted upon within the working group on follow-up. The procedure should consist of one or more mandate holder(s), who would assess the information provided by States parties and develop, as necessary, pertinent criteria for analysis of the information received. The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that the working group on follow-up should serve as a tool for the harmonization of such procedures. Furthermore, the meeting reiterated its previous recommendation that each treaty body should complete by 2011 an assessment and analysis of its follow-up procedure, identifying difficulties, obstacles and results, with a view to facilitating the task of the working group on follow-up.
	(g)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that the follow-up procedure of each treaty body should be undertaken in a transparent manner and therefore be considered as a public procedure. It recommended that all the information received from States parties and correspondence between States parties and the treaty bodies should be made publicly available, including information received from other stakeholders, such as national human rights institutions and civil society, including non-governmental organizations. In that respect, the tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that a separate web page on follow-up should be created for each treaty body to include such information. 

		Follow-up to individual communications

	(h)	The tenth inter-committee meeting requested the Secretariat to prepare a background paper on the convergence and divergence of follow-up procedures to individual communications of the treaty bodies, and to present such paper to the proposed subgroup on follow-up to individual communications, as referred to in paragraph 41 above, with a view to facilitating the discussions of the subgroup. 
	(i)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that decisions and views on individual communications should be published in a regular and systematic way and disseminated broadly, with a view to enhancing the involvement of national human rights institutions and civil society in encouraging the implementation by States parties of the decisions and views of treaty bodies. 

		Follow-up to inquiries

	(j)	The tenth inter-committee meeting recommended that treaty bodies should be able to conduct inquiries to consider the feasibility and necessity of establishing a follow-up procedure that was specific to the inquiry procedure. 

		Involvement of other stakeholders in follow-up activities

	(k)	The tenth inter-committee meeting reiterated its previous recommendation concerning the important role played by national human rights institutions, national preventive mechanisms and civil society, including non‑governmental organizations, in respect of follow-up at the national level, and encouraged the support of such stakeholders in the implementation of the follow-up procedures of treaty bodies. The tenth inter-committee meeting further recommended that the secretariat of each treaty body should clarify and make public the deadlines for submission of such information.

		Reservations

	(l)	Further to the recommendation of the sixth inter-committee meeting that the working group on reservations should be maintained and should meet if required, the tenth inter-committee meeting requested the Secretariat to include in its report on reservations, prepared on a regular basis, information on the progress made by the International Law Commission with regard to reservations. In view of that information, the inter-committee meeting would then decide whether the working group on reservations should reconvene. 

		Technical assistance

	(m)	The tenth inter-committee meeting encouraged all actors involved in international cooperation, including OHCHR, to engage in capacity-building and technical assistance activities in relation to the implementation of the recommendations, decisions and views of treaty bodies, in particular through its regional and field presences, and to seek to involve relevant United Nations entities in such activities.

		Human and financial resources

	(n)	In the light of the difficulties faced in respect of translations, the tenth inter-committee meeting reiterated its previous request (see A/64/276, annex I, para. 49 (v)) to conference services and to all other relevant entities to provide sufficient services in terms of timely translations, including of the replies of States parties to lists of issues, so as to enable an effective functioning of treaty bodies. 
	(o)	In that respect, the tenth inter-committee meeting expressly recommended that additional resources should be allocated to follow-up activities with regard to the concluding observations, decisions and views of treaty bodies, and that financial and human resources should be specifically designated within OHCHR to assist the treaty bodies with their respective follow-up mechanisms. The tenth inter-committee meeting further recommended that a specific request should be transmitted to States parties and to conference services to ensure that sufficient resources were made available to the follow-up procedures, including for timely translations. 
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	I.	Introduction


1.	The eleventh inter-committee meeting of the human rights treaty bodies was held at the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) at Geneva from 28 to 30 June 2010.
2.	The following members of the human rights treaty bodies attended:

			Human Rights Committee

	Yuji Iwasawa (Chair)
Helen Keller

			Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women

	Silvia Pimentel (Vice-Chair)
Ferdous Ara Begum

			Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination

	Anwar Kemal (Chair)
Fatima-Binta Victoire Dah 

			Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 

	Víctor Rodríguez Rescia (Chair)
Emilio Ginés Santidrian

			Committee against Torture

	Claudio Grossmann (Chair)
Felice Gaer

			Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

	Jaime Marchan Romero (Chair)
Clement Atangana

			Committee on the Rights of the Child

	Yanghee Lee (Chair)
Agnes Akosua Aidoo

			Committee on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families

	Abdelhamid El-Jamri (Chair)
Ahmed Hassan El-Borai

			Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities

	Ronald Clive McCallum (Chair)
Mohammed Al Tarawneh 


	II.	Opening of the meeting, election of officers and adoption of the agenda


3.	The meeting was opened by Ms. Kyung-wha Kang, Deputy High Commissioner for Human Rights, who greeted all chairs and members present on behalf of the High Commissioner for Human Rights. The Deputy High Commissioner welcomed some recent treaty body-related developments in the ongoing expansion of the treaty body system. In view of the challenges inherent in unfettered growth, the Deputy High Commissioner took note with interest of the points of agreement adopted by the last inter-committee meeting, which were before the meeting of the chairs for adoption that week. She considered that the new optional reporting procedures under consideration by the eleventh inter-committee meeting, including lists of issues prior to reporting, could enhance the quality of the reports of States parties and deepen the understanding of key challenges, thus facilitating more focused reports and more specific concluding observations. The Deputy High Commissioner referred to those lists of issues as a useful proposal to flesh out within the broader debate on new ways for treaty bodies to work, but cautioned that, owing to their analytical dimension, they could increase the workload of the Secretariat. She stressed the importance of the treaty bodies’ output as normative grounds for actions undertaken by OHCHR, as also reflected in the Office’s strategic management plan for 2010-2011.
4.	With regard to the difficulties concerning the timely translation of treaty body documents, the Deputy High Commissioner assured the meeting that the resolution of that issue was a priority for OHCHR, and called for the leadership of the inter‑committee meeting in ensuring length limits to the reports of States parties. In that regard, she highlighted that the way to move forward on page limits was for the treaty bodies to enforce such limits where they existed. To ensure the effective enforcement of page limits, the Deputy High Commissioner suggested that a system of returning excessively long State party reports should be set up by the Secretariat and applied in close consultation with the treaty bodies. As a next step, the inter‑committee meeting was advised to consider establishing page limits for other documentation, such as lists of issues and replies of States parties. She stressed the importance of demonstrating a firm commitment to rationalizing the reporting process in order to strengthen the Office’s position in requesting sufficient resource allocation to the treaty body system.
5.	The Deputy High Commissioner noted the proactive response by treaty body experts to the call by the High Commissioner last year to reflect upon and submit proposals on ways to streamline and strengthen the treaty body system. She noted a number of initiatives that had taken place since then, such as the Dublin Statement on the Process of Strengthening of the United Nations Human Rights Treaty Body System and the Marrakech statement formulated by national human rights institutions, and indicated that other consultations were under preparation. The Deputy High Commissioner stressed that it was incumbent upon each treaty body to contribute to the process of developing and upholding a clear workable vision of a coherent treaty body system that effectively defended indivisible and interdependent human rights. She indicated that this had been a major focus in the work of OHCHR, as exemplified by the engagement of a consultant to map out treaty body-related workflows and work processes within OHCHR. Finally, the Deputy High Commissioner expressed the wish to see broad agreement on a meaningful set of treaty body strengthening measures emerge in the near future, and assured the inter‑committee meeting of the full support of OHCHR in its important work. 
6.	In an exchange of views with the Deputy High Commissioner, participants of the eleventh inter-committee meeting expressed appreciation for the priority given by OHCHR to the issue of translation, and drew attention to the difficulty the treaty bodies faced in performing their task properly without timely translation of the documentation. Some participants suggested the establishment of a tracking system for non-translated documents, which was welcomed by the Deputy High Commissioner. Many participants welcomed the weekly update and newsletter of the Human Rights Treaties Division and recommended their wider dissemination. 
7.	Following the statement of the Deputy High Commissioner, Yanghee Lee, Chair of the Committee on the Rights of the Child, was elected Chair/Rapporteur of the eleventh inter-committee meeting, and Ronald Clive McCallum, Chair of the Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, was elected Vice-Chair. Participants adopted the agenda (HRI/ICM/2010/1) and the programme of work. 


	III.	Enhancing the effectiveness of the treaty bodies: a coordinated approach to the work of the treaty bodies


8.	Under this agenda item, participants discussed how to improve and harmonize the working methods of the treaty bodies. Pursuant to a recommendation of the tenth inter-committee meeting, the eleventh inter-committee meeting focused on the preparation of lists of issues, including lists of issues prior to reporting. 
9.	The background documentation on lists of issues prior to reporting (HRI/ICM/2010/3) and on working methods of the treaty bodies (HRI/ICM/2010/2) constituted the basis for discussion. 
10.	States parties, specialized agencies, funds and programmes, as well as non‑governmental organizations present, were provided with the opportunity to speak under each agenda item.


	A.	Lists of issues, including lists of issues prior to reporting


11.	The Committee against Torture, the Human Rights Committee and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination presented new procedures that had recently been adopted by the respective committees for the preparation and analysis of lists of issues. 
12.	The representative of the Committee against Torture introduced the optional reporting procedure adopted in May 2007, which consisted of the preparation and remittal of lists of issues prior to the submission by the State party of its periodic report. The rationale behind that new procedure was that it would assist States parties in their reporting obligation by identifying in advance issues of key concern to the Committee. The procedure was expected to contribute to more focused reports, enrich the dialogue and result in more specific recommendations. It was stressed that the new procedure had the potential to add to the coherence of the treaty body system by drawing upon the outputs of other treaty bodies and to give relevance to the follow-up procedure of the Committee against Torture. The need for increased specialization and knowledge on the part of the Secretariat, as well as the Committee, in order to draft and adopt such precise and focused lists was identified as a main challenge. The potential loss of time and resources in case States parties did not reply to the lists of issues prior to reporting was also highlighted. Noting that a full assessment of the new methodology was premature, the Committee indicated that it would conduct a preliminary assessment at the end of 2010 upon completion of the first cycle of States parties reporting under that procedure.
13.	The Human Rights Committee indicated that it had adopted a similar procedure in October 2009 and that further modalities for the effective implementation of that procedure would be considered at its July 2010 session. In addition to the advantages already mentioned by the Committee against Torture, the Human Rights Committee noted that the new procedure offered the possibility to initiate dialogue with States parties that had failed to meet their reporting obligations. The importance of ensuring the participation of non-governmental organizations in the process, including through the clear announcement of deadlines for submissions, was stressed. The Committee had decided that the procedure would not be mandatory and that the Committee would need to elaborate on the criteria for when a State party would be invited to follow the new procedure.
14.	The Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination said that it had adopted, in March 2010, a new procedure consisting of a list of themes, which would replace the standard list of issues. The list of themes would not require written replies from a State party, thereby easing the burden on States parties, conference services and the Secretariat. It was further expected that lists of themes would streamline the work of the Committee and allow for more focused discussion with States parties. 
15.	The inter-committee meeting welcomed the initiatives of the Committee against Torture, the Human Rights Committee and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, which led to reflection on how to improve the working methods of the treaty bodies. Some participants highlighted the possible implications of lists of issues prior to reporting, including the prioritization of issues that might jeopardize the ability of treaty bodies to consider the implementation of rights in a holistic manner and the fact that the reporting initiative was shifted from States parties to the treaty bodies, thereby taking away the opportunity for States to make a comprehensive assessment of the implementation of the treaties through an inclusive process. In addition, that might deprive the committees of critical country-specific information based on which relevant questions could be formulated. The inter-committee meeting requested the Committee against Torture and the Human Rights Committee to share the results of their preliminary assessments with the twelfth inter-committee meeting.
16.	Participants stressed the importance of the treaty bodies being mindful of and taking due account of previous concluding observations, follow-up information and views adopted under the individual complaints procedures when beginning a new reporting cycle. 
17.	Since lists of issues prior to reporting were not to be applied to initial reports and were optional procedures, the relevance of treaty-specific reporting guidelines was confirmed by the inter-committee meeting. 
18.	The meeting emphasized the crucial role played by national human rights institutions and civil society, including non-governmental organizations, with regard to the preparation of lists of issues prior to reporting. Participants encouraged the treaty bodies to facilitate the active participation of such entities in the process. 
19.	Representatives of non-governmental organizations welcomed the drafting and use of lists of issues by the treaty bodies, and highlighted some issues, with a view to further enhancing the input of civil society into the process. In particular, the possibility of civil society providing updated input in the period between the adoption of lists of issues and the consideration of the State party report was noted. The need to retain a clear focus on cross-cutting issues, in particular equality and non-discrimination, was highlighted. In that regard, a calendar indicating the dates of the review and deadlines for submissions from civil society was proposed. With respect to lists of issues prior to reporting, representatives of non-governmental organizations encouraged continued evaluation. They also emphasized the need to ensure the possibility of non-governmental organizations contributing to the drafting of lists of issues prior to reporting at an early stage, including through briefings before the committee. The inter-committee meeting was provided with a written joint submission by non-governmental organizations, which was available on the OHCHR website.


	B.	Harmonization of working methods


20.	Participants decided to discuss the need to rationalize treaty body documentation so as to ensure the effective functioning of the system. Reference was made in that regard to the increasing inability of conference services to provide treaty bodies with timely translation and to concerns expressed by conference services about the quality of the reports of States parties. Streamlining the working methods of the treaty bodies with respect to the length of reports of States parties (lists of issues and concluding observations) was the focus of the discussion in that regard.


	C.	Length of reports of States parties


21.	Participants recalled the agreement of the fifth inter-committee meeting to set page limits, varying from 40 to 80 pages, for reports of States parties, which was contained in the harmonized guidelines on reporting under the international human rights treaties (see HRI/GEN.2/Rev.6, para. 19),[footnoteRef:6] and the decisions taken by the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, the Committee on Migrant Workers and the Committee on the Rights of the Child on the length of reports of States parties. Some participants discussed whether the length of the report should take into account the structure of the State, with particular reference to federal States and those with overseas territories. The meeting emphasized the need for all treaty bodies to enforce the page limitations set in the harmonized and treaty-specific guidelines regardless of the structure of the State.  [6: 		“If possible, common core documents should not exceed 60-80 pages, initial treaty-specific documents should not exceed 60 pages, and subsequent periodic documents should be limited to 40 pages.”] 

22.	The inter-committee meeting suggested that a standard sentence should be inserted in the concluding observations of each treaty body requesting States parties to respect the page limit when submitting their subsequent reports. In order to ensure consistency, the eleventh inter-committee meeting requested the Secretariat to prepare language for such a standard sentence, which would explain the constraints encountered by conference services and the fact that lengthy reports might not be processed and translated in time for the session. The inter-committee meeting recommended that the Secretariat should send a note verbale to all States parties conveying the concerns expressed by conference services in that regard. In order to ensure that page limits were applied in practice, it was further recommended that the Secretariat should request States parties whose reports would not meet the length requirements to reduce them, highlighting the possibility of States parties submitting additional information, not for translation, in electronic format or in appendices. 


	D.	Length of concluding observations


23.	The meeting discussed and agreed upon the need to restrict the length of concluding observations, which at present differed from committee to committee. Several treaty bodies noted internal decisions taken to limit the length of their concluding observations. In that regard, the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights informed participants of its recent decision to discontinue reference in the Committee’s concluding observations to factors and difficulties impeding the implementation of the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. Some participants noted that limitations on concluding observations should be applied with a certain flexibility and that a strong focus on the quality of the concluding observations should be retained. Some participants expressed reluctance concerning the need to prioritize some issues in order to reduce the length of their concluding observations. In order to achieve greater impact, the eleventh inter‑committee meeting recommended that each treaty body should explore ways of reducing the length of its concluding observations. The need for concluding observations to be as precise as possible while ensuring their high quality and the full exercise of the mandate of the treaty bodies in monitoring the implementation of all rights enshrined in their respective Conventions was highlighted. 
24.	The issue of mutual cross-referencing among treaty bodies was addressed by the participants, who noted the benefits of such a practice in regard to strengthening the coherence and legitimacy of the system. The point was made, however, that this should be applied on a case-by-case basis. 
25.	Representatives from non-governmental organizations expressed caution concerning the reduction of the length of reports of States parties and concluding observations. They highlighted the need for flexibility so as to ensure that all relevant human rights issues were addressed. 


	E.	General comments


26.	Participants discussed General Assembly resolution 64/152, which did not refer to the adoption by the Human Rights Committee and the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights of General Comments No. 33 and No. 20, respectively. The inter-committee meeting expressed concern that a selective approach could undermine the independence and integrity of the treaty bodies and challenge the legitimacy of general comments.


	F.	Other issues


27.	The inter-committee meeting noted that the strengthening of the treaty body system through the improvement and harmonization, where possible, of the working methods of treaty bodies should be a standing item on the agenda of the inter‑committee meeting.
28.	Participants discussed the future activities of the inter-committee meeting and agreed that the twelfth inter-committee meeting would focus on the structure of the dialogue with States parties and interaction with stakeholders. It was further agreed that the discussion on the structure and length of concluding observations would be continued. 
29.	The meeting also agreed that background documentation prepared by the Secretariat on the above-mentioned themes should be circulated well in advance of the meeting in order to allow members to be well prepared for the discussion. Such documentation should indicate current practices and suggestions for possible areas of harmonization. 
30.	The inter-committee meeting expressed its appreciation for the digest of inter‑committee meeting recommendations prepared by the Secretariat, and recommended that the digest should be kept updated for submission to subsequent meetings and issued as an official document of the United Nations.
31.	Participants discussed the terminology used to refer to reports submitted by civil society organizations and agreed on the inappropriateness of the term “shadow report”. It was decided that such submissions would henceforth be referred to as “alternative reports” or “reports of non-governmental organizations”.


	IV.	Informal consultations with States parties


32.	The inter-committee meeting held informal consultations with representatives of 50 States parties on 29 June 2010. Representatives of the committees outlined recent developments and new working methods in their respective committees and noted some innovative approaches towards strengthening the treaty body system. In that regard, reference was made to the procedure of lists of issues prior to reporting that had been adopted by the Committee against Torture and the Human Rights Committee.
33.	The inter-committee meeting addressed the advantages and challenges of using lists of issues prior to reporting, underlining the importance of receiving feedback through consultations with States parties and the need to ensure the coherence of the treaty body system without losing specificity. Information was presented about the ongoing universal campaigns for the ratification of the Optional Protocols to the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the decision by Committee on the Rights of the Child and the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women to adopt a joint general comment on harmful traditional practices and the fact that the twenty-second annual meeting of the chairs would take place in Brussels. The structural challenges for treaty bodies in terms of workload and availability of documentation were also stressed. 
34.	States welcomed the opportunity to engage in consultations with the inter‑committee meeting, noting that such consultations provided a platform for dialogue and interaction, and reiterated their support for the work of the treaty bodies. 
35.	Several States referred to the advantages of using lists of issues prior to reporting and noted that the procedure could contribute to reducing the reporting burden, achieving more targeted reports and facilitating dialogue with treaty bodies and national constituencies. Several States said that they would avail themselves of that optional reporting procedure. A few States were of the view that further substantive reflection was needed. They underlined the importance of the following: ensuring input from civil society prior to the finalization of those lists of issues; not limiting the ability of the State party to share its best practices; and ensuring respect for the universality of human rights. 
36.	States expressed their encouragement of the harmonization of the working methods of treaty bodies and their support for strengthening cooperation between treaty bodies. It was indicated that streamlining procedures would reduce the reporting burden on States parties. A few States stressed that strengthening treaty bodies should not undermine their independence, while some States also underlined that harmonization should not interfere with the specificity of the various treaty bodies. A number of States mentioned the need to ensure more coordinated and focused follow-up procedures and highlighted the need for more resources. Additional issues mentioned in relation to the harmonization of working methods were coordinated reporting schedules, reduction of overlap and consistency in interpretation, lists of issues, common core documents and joint general comments. 
37.	With regard to the universal periodic review mechanism, a number of States underlined the need to ensure consistency between the recommendations resulting from the treaty bodies and those resulting from the universal periodic review. Some States, while acknowledging the complementarity of the treaty bodies and the universal periodic review, indicated that both mechanisms were of a different nature and should therefore be kept separate.
38.	Several States supported the practice of joint general comments adopted by treaty bodies, while other States expressed concern with regard to the introduction, through general comments, of controversial issues that did not fall within universally agreed human rights obligations. In relation to the examination of States parties and concluding observations, several States parties expressed the view that treaty bodies needed to take into account the obligations that States parties had assumed upon ratification of the instruments, and underlined that concluding observations should reflect and address the replies provided by the State party during the dialogue with the treaty body. In addition, several States parties requested clarification on the modalities of certain treaty bodies in examining individual complaints.
39.	Some States highlighted the importance of interaction with civil society in order to guarantee the quality of the dialogue with the State party. A number of States stressed that treaty bodies should take only credible and reliable information into account.


	V.	Joint meeting of participants of the seventeenth meeting of special rapporteurs/representatives, experts and chairs of working groups of the special procedures with the chairs and members of treaty bodies


40.	A joint meeting between the participants of the seventeenth annual meeting of special procedures mandate holders and participants of the eleventh inter-committee meeting, focusing on follow-up to the recommendations of human rights mechanisms, was held on 29 June 2010 and was led by the respective chairs. The follow-up procedure of the Committee against Torture was described by the Rapporteur on follow-up of that Committee, while the Special Rapporteurs on torture and on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions provided information on the development of follow-up mechanisms in relation to their mandates.
41.	Coordinated and systematic follow-up to the recommendations of treaty bodies and special procedures and enhanced collaboration between the two mechanisms were regarded as crucial. Cross-referencing of their recommendations was essential for follow-up, as was identifying and sharing priority recommendations. Special procedures mandate holders and treaty body experts recalled that the inclusion of their recommendations in the universal periodic review had reinforced the weight of their respective recommendations. Follow-up could be enhanced by specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound recommendations. 
42.	Participants emphasized the comparative advantages and complementarities of both mechanisms. The flexibility of special procedures, including their capacity for immediate action and for undertaking country visits, was underlined, as was the cyclical and regular review of reports of States parties by treaty bodies. Special procedures were encouraged to reiterate the recommendations of treaty bodies during visits. The recommendation of some treaty bodies to invite relevant mandate holders was considered to be a good practice. Participants called for more joint meetings, including briefings. More effective information management of the vast documentation produced by the United Nations human rights mechanisms, including periodic updates and newsletters, as well as greater use of the Universal Human Rights Index, were recommended. 
43.	Sustained follow-up at both the global and local levels was emphasized as critical to ensure the implementation of recommendations. Responsibility for follow-up rested with the State, and both the Human Rights Council and the General Assembly had a responsibility to remind States of that and their human rights obligations. At the local level, stronger linkages with stakeholders were recommended through, inter alia, the enhanced dissemination and translation of recommendations, round-table discussions, effective media strategies and the facilitation of visits by treaty body and special procedures experts. Activities by United Nations country teams and OHCHR field offices were considered important in ensuring follow-up.


	VI.	Meeting with the Chair of the International Coordinating Committee of National Human Rights Institutions


44.	The Chair of the International Coordinating Committee of National Institutions, Katharina Rose, addressed the inter-committee meeting on 30 June 2010. Her statement focused on the recent event in Marrakech, Morocco, at which representatives of national human rights institutions from all regions had discussed the strengthening of the relationship between national human rights institutions and the human rights treaty body system. In the outcome document, the “Marrakech Statement”, national human rights institutions reaffirmed the treaty bodies as central pillars in the United Nations human rights system and emphasized that treaty body recommendations constituted a unique and solid basis for intergovernmental and national action. In that statement, national human rights institutions also recognized the usefulness of general comments as guidance for law reform and policy development. 
45.	The Chair of the International Coordinating Committee further highlighted that the Marrakech Statement recognized that the treaty body system was under considerable stress owing to the growth of the system, and that increased ratification and reporting had not been accompanied by commensurate additional resourcing. Those challenges had had an impact on the effectiveness and credibility of the system while also affecting the ability of national human rights institutions to interact effectively with treaty bodies. With a view to strengthening the authority of the work of the treaty bodies and increasing the ability of national human rights institutions to use treaty body reports, the Marrakech Statement outlined various proposals addressed to the treaty bodies, to Governments, to OHCHR and to national human rights institutions themselves. It also reiterated the commitment of national human rights institutions to support to the maximum the work of the treaty bodies, including by organizing training activities, and to keep under review the implementation by States parties of their obligations. In conclusion, the Chair of the International Coordinating Committee suggested that holding treaty body meetings outside of Geneva, for instance in regional capitals that had a United Nations presence, should be seriously considered. 
46.	Participants also met with a representative of the Danish Institute for Human Rights, who presented the findings of a mapping exercise undertaken by the Institute with a view to identifying how the human rights treaty bodies addressed HIV/AIDS in their concluding observations and recommendations. The representative of the Institute concluded that, from 2005 to 2010, HIV-related recommendations had been made for 89 countries (mostly with respect to women and children), but that treaty bodies should contribute more to the protection of the needs of populations most affected by the HIV epidemic and that more stakeholders should be active in implementing relevant treaty body recommendations.
47.	Inter-committee participants enquired about the possibility of conducting treaty body sessions outside of Geneva and addressed ways and means to enhance the participation of national human rights institutions, including ombudsmen, in the treaty body system.


	VII.	Draft points of agreement of the eleventh 
inter-committee meeting


48.	The eleventh inter-committee meeting decided on the following points of agreement to be transmitted to the twenty-second meeting of the chairs.

		Inter-committee meeting

	(a)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting reiterated that the strengthening of the treaty body system through the improvement and harmonization, where possible, of treaty body working methods should continue to be a standing item on the agenda of the inter-committee meeting. 
	(b)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting decided that the twelfth inter‑committee meeting would discuss the following themes: structure of the dialogue with States parties and interaction with stakeholders, as well as continuation of the discussion on the structure and length of concluding observations.
	(c)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that documentation for the twelfth inter-committee meeting should include a background paper on the above themes, prepared by the Secretariat, with respect to current practices as well as suggestions for possible areas for harmonization. That background paper should be circulated to all treaty bodies as early as possible prior to the twelfth inter‑committee meeting in order to allow each treaty body to discuss the themes in preparation for the meeting.
	(d)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting noted with appreciation the digest of inter-committee meeting recommendations prepared by the Secretariat and recommended that the Secretariat keep that document updated for submission to subsequent meetings. It encouraged the Secretariat to consider the possibility of issuing the digest as an official document. The eleventh inter-committee meeting also requested the Secretariat to prepare a consolidated implementation table of recommendations adopted by the inter-committee meeting since its first session. 

		Lists of issues prior to reporting

	(e)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting noted with interest the optional reporting procedures adopted by the Committee against Torture and the Human Rights Committee in respect of lists of issues prior to reporting. The eleventh inter‑committee meeting encouraged all treaty bodies to consider whether such procedures could be applicable to them and recommended that the Committee against Torture and the Human Rights Committee should report back to the twelfth inter-committee meeting on their experiences in implementing such procedures.
	(f)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting emphasized the essential role played by national human rights institutions and civil society, including non‑governmental organizations, with regard to the preparation of lists of issues prior to reporting, and encouraged their active participation in the process. 
	(g)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that human, technical and financial resources should be allocated to the Secretariat for the preparation of lists of issues prior to reporting for those treaty bodies that adhered to that practice in order to enhance the capacity of the Secretariat to meet the analytical requirements. 

		Concluding observations

	(h)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that each treaty body should explore ways of reducing the length of its concluding observations in order to achieve greater efficiency and impact without jeopardizing the quality of those concluding observations or the exercise of the monitoring mandate of the respective treaty body.
	(i)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that all treaty bodies should take due account of their previous concluding observations, as well as any follow-up information provided or remaining outstanding and views, decisions and opinions adopted under the individual complaints procedures, if applicable, when drafting lists of issues, lists of issues prior to reporting and concluding observations. 

		General comments

	(j)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting welcomed the initiative by the Committee on the Rights of the Child and the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women to prepare a joint general comment and recommended that other committees explore the possibility of issuing joint general comments. 
	(k)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting expressed concern at the fact that the General Assembly had unfortunately taken note on a selective basis of the general comments adopted by the United Nations independent treaty monitoring bodies in the performance of their duties.

		Documentation

	(l)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting reiterated its deep concern at the increasingly limited ability of conference services to provide translations of documents submitted by States parties to treaty bodies. The eleventh inter‑committee meeting recommended that the Secretariat should keep track of documents not processed in time for the sessions of the treaty bodies. 
	(m)	In view of the concerns recently expressed by conference services on the length and quality of the language of State party submissions, the eleventh inter‑committee meeting recommended that the reports of States parties should be written in a clear and precise manner, and reiterated the page limits for State party reports, which varied from 40 to 80 pages, included in the harmonized guidelines for reporting and agreed upon by the fifth inter-committee meeting. The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that all treaty bodies should highlight in their concluding observations the need for States parties to respect such page limits and requested the Secretariat to prepare language explaining the rationale behind that. 
	(n)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting further requested the Secretariat to ensure that such page limits were applied in practice, including by conveying the concerns expressed by conference services to all States parties through a note verbale and by requesting States parties whose reports would not meet such requirements to review and eventually resubmit their reports in accordance with the above-mentioned guidelines.

		Informal consultations with States parties

	(o)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting expressed its appreciation for the dialogue with States parties, which in its view provided a valuable opportunity for discussion and interaction. The eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended that sufficient time should be allocated and a specific and focused agenda should be prepared for the informal consultations with States parties in the context of the twelfth inter-committee meeting. 

		National human rights institutions

	(p)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting reiterated the recommendations of previous meetings that treaty bodies should continue their cooperation with national human rights institutions that conformed to the Principles relating to the Status of National Institutions for the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights (Paris Principles).[footnoteRef:7] The eleventh inter-committee meeting welcomed the recent Marrakech meeting, at which national human rights institutions from all four regions were represented and strengthening the relationship between the human rights treaty body system and national human rights institutions was discussed. In that regard, the eleventh inter-committee meeting recommended enhanced cooperation with national human rights institutions in the process of strengthening and harmonizing the work of the human rights treaty bodies. [7: 	 	General Assembly resolution 48/134, annex.] 


		Civil society

	(q)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting reiterated its previous recommendation that the Secretariat should continue to facilitate the participation of civil society in the work of the treaty bodies, including by establishing a user-friendly master calendar that would provide information well in advance on the timetable for all the treaty bodies and on deadlines for civil society contributions relating to all stages of the reporting cycle, including lists of issues, lists of issues prior to reporting, country reviews and follow-up procedures.
	(r)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting considered the terminology of “shadow reports” in relation to submissions by civil society to be inappropriate and recommended that the treaty bodies should henceforth refer to such information as “alternative reports”. 

		Indicators

	(s)	The eleventh inter-committee meeting welcomed the update received on the work of OHCHR on indicators and requested the Secretariat to keep the meeting informed of further developments.

		Cooperation with special procedures mandate holders

49.	The eleventh inter-committee meeting and the participants of the seventeenth annual meeting of special procedures mandate holders agreed on the following draft points of agreement to be transmitted to the twenty-second meeting of the chairs.

		Strategic information-sharing on priority issues

	(a)	The joint meeting recommended a more systematic approach to the follow-up of respective recommendations by special procedures and treaty bodies, in particular by systematically sharing their respective priority issues in relation to country and thematic situations. 

		Systematic cross-referencing and the nature of recommendations

	(b)	The joint meeting further recommended more systematic cross-referencing and reinforcement of the recommendations of special procedures and treaty bodies. Specifically, the recommendations of special procedures and invitations for country visits could be taken into account and referred to in the concluding observations of treaty bodies. Similarly, reference to and follow-up to the recommendations and decisions of treaty bodies should be reinforced by mandate holders in their reports and country visits. 
	(c)	In that respect, it was emphasized that recommendations should be specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time bound in order to enable enhanced follow-up. 

		Joint meetings and briefings

	(d)	The joint meeting recommended regular interaction of the rapporteurs of the treaty bodies with special procedures mandate holders during annual meetings or other occasions. Specifically, it was recommended that a joint meeting of the inter‑committee meeting working group on follow-up and the special procedures should be held in January 2011 in order to explore ways and means of strengthening a coordinated approach to follow-up. It was also recommended that, when relevant, country-specific or thematic mandate holders should brief treaty bodies in the context of country reviews. 

		Joint action

	(e)	The joint meeting recommended that joint letters between treaty bodies and relevant mandate holders should be sent to the Governments concerned, calling for treaty ratification or other action (as exemplified in the joint letter to Qatar from the Chair of the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women and the Special Rapporteur on violence against women). 
	(f)	It was also recommended that joint action for follow-up to recommendations should target both local and global actors in order to have greater impact. Such activities could include the translation of recommendations into local languages, round-table discussions with local actors and engagement with the media, United Nations country teams and OHCHR field offices. 

		Responsibility for follow-up to recommendations

	(g)	The joint meeting underlined the responsibility of political organs, including the Human Rights Council and the General Assembly, to follow up with States on recommendations by the special procedures and treaty bodies. It was suggested that the special procedures should recall that responsibility in any contributions to be made to the forthcoming Human Rights Council review.

		Information management

	(h)	The joint meeting recommended that the collective information produced by the treaty bodies and special procedures should be more available and accessible to all in order to better reflect the United Nations human rights system as a whole. Proposals to that end included regular updates and newsletters on the outputs and activities of treaty bodies and special procedures and a greater use of the Universal Human Rights Index. 
	(i)	The joint meeting requested the Secretariat to prepare a compilation of good practices of cooperation between treaty bodies and special procedures. 
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