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I support the process initiated by the High Commissioner and consider Dublin II as a very useful analysis, with interesting proposals.

I agree with the views of Nicole Ameline both on the 3 goals that the process must aim at, and on the 5 elements Ms.  Ameline has addressed under the Merits section. 

I would like to add some practical remarks:

1. The strengthening of the protection of human rights, thanks to an improved functioning of the TB’s, requests more funding for personal and administration (support from the Secretariats of the TB’s, Conference services for interpretation, translation, meetings, etc.)  in order for the Committees to be able to do their work. This is the responsibility of States and I wonder what contribution the 172 experts might make to raise awareness where needed…. 
2. TB’s have already made efforts to better harmonize their regulations, but there is still room for improvement[footnoteRef:1]. OHCHR with the help of a working group composed of representatives of all TB’s or with the Chairs, might make a proposal for common rules, on the basis of the best rules and practices from the various TB’s, while respecting major specificities. TB’s have to show States that they (=TB’s) are doing or have already done a big part of what they can do to improve the system. [1:  We should not forget that the States themselves have wanted the diversity of regulations by giving each new Committee the mandate to establish its own rules, tailored to the specificities of each treaty.] 

3. Work in parallel chambers, in any case for the Committees with over 15 members, should be pursued. Apart from helping deal with more reports and other tasks, it would enable to prioritize on main issues by improving coordination, reducing the number of interventions by the experts (and avoidance of repetitions between them) and therefore increase the time for answers by the delegations, which is needed. But this means more resources for the Secretariat of the TB’s and Conference services. 
4. Even without work in parallel chambers, one should seek to maximise the efficiency of task forces and Country Rapporteurs or Thematic Rapporteurs systems (improving coordination even more and earlier?).
5. The sending of the questions one or two days in advance to the delegations should be looked into: this would reduce dramatically the time spent by the experts in asking questions (a very big change and maybe not a positive one !), would also help orient the questions on priority issues and reduce repetitions. The experts would then intervene after the first answers of the State party and ask follow up questions. One should think how to re-organize sessions so the experts would have the necessary time to hear the NGO’s, NHRI and UN agencies before drafting their questions. 
6. In any case, whether one sends the questions in advance or not, the rules of time management should be applied more strictly. One should study how this can be implemented in practice (new, innovative ways…), so that at least the experts – all the experts - comply with the rules. 
7. NGO’s, NHRI and UN agencies should be given more time and/or a bigger role. In particular, UNCT’s  should better know what is needed for the TB’s, and this requires better coordination and also awareness raising on the work of the TB’s and the contributions that the UN agencies can make to HR issues.
8. The limitation of the number of pages of reports should be aimed at but it contradicts the need for detailed information necessary for the TB’s to write SMART COB’s. 
a. This reduction in the number of pages should be discussed in parallel with the reduction of the number of working languages. One might compromise on fewer working languages with a length of reports that enables the gathering of precise information : 40 pages for periodic reports may be too few if States are supposed to give answer on the implementation of the previous COB’s and all the articles of a Convention, (and of other conventions or, as is the request of the CEDAW Committee, the implementation of the Beijing Platform for action). 
b. There needs to be coherence between the type and level of information requested by the TB’s and what the States can deliver in how many pages. But such a length (ie. 40 p.) could be OK if priorities are set. This should be looked into especially with the LOIPR’s possible generalisation. One should also be careful with thinking that States can put extra information in Annexes- which tend to become very long and are not translated.
c. The number of pages should also be linked with the use of Core documents. How many States have made a Core document and how many Core documents are up to date? We need this information in order to determine whether using core documents for institutional questions is feasible in practice. 
9. A permanent and important prolongation of the duration of the sessions and/or an increase in the number of the sessions per year would probably mean changing the system, including the selection of the experts, because who could afford to be away from their present activities even more than they are already now ? If experts were to meet for about 6 months a year, they should then probably receive a salary and not DSA. It should be attractive for people, including people who still are going up the career ladder, to spend 4 or 8 years working as an expert, before going back to another position. Otherwise, the Committees would risk being “peopled” only by retirees, which would not be good for the dynamics and the representativity of the TB’s. The personnel of the Secretariats would have to be increased as well as those of Administrative and Conference services. This means money, and money is linked to the States’ willingness to give the means, so back to square 1.


Closing remarks

I support the process initiated by the High Commissioner, and the conclusions of Dublin II.  Let us hope that the process launched by the Russian Resolution will not contradict the efforts made by the High Commissioner. The process has to continue to involve the TB’s as main actors. 

Even a complete unification of all rules of procedure on reporting tasks (LOIPR, length of reports, structure of the constructive dialogue including time management and questions asked prior to the meeting), as well as on communications or enquiries, will not solve the grave imbalance between the resources and the mandates of the TB’s. 


12.04.2012
