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Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 19 February 2024



The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Volker Türk convened on 1 November 2023 an informal briefing for States at Palais des Nations, Geneva. The meeting served to present the OHCHR Working Paper on options and guiding questions for the development of an implementation plan for the conclusions of the human rights treaty body Chairs at their 34th meeting in June 2022 (May 2023). It also sought initial feedback from State representatives on the OHCHR Working Paper, aiming to launch an informal consultative process among States towards the next General Assembly resolution on the human rights treaty body system, scheduled for December 2024. The informal briefing was well attended by representatives of 118 States from all regional groups of the United Nations; while most representatives attended in person at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, some diplomats joined remotely from New York or their capitals. A total number of 28 States and one group of States took the floor. 

This informal paper is intended to support follow up by States to the UN High Commissioner’s informal briefing on 1 November 2023, in the lead-up to the General Assembly resolution in December 2024. 


Opening

UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Volker Türk provided opening remarks for the informal briefing. He recalled the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights’ mandate to ‘rationalize, adapt, strengthen and streamline the United Nations machinery in the field of human rights with a view to improving its efficiency and effectiveness’ (General Assembly resolution 48/141, para. 4 (j)). The High Commissioner referred to efforts by all stakeholders through the treaty body strengthening process, since his pre-pre-predecessor Navi Pillay, and noted that his own objective for the informal briefing was to stimulate constructive discussions and to serve as an honest broker, based on the largest possible agreement to be attained among states. He invited States to share their views and to hear each other on the options and guiding questions contained in the OHCHR Working Paper, ahead of the discussions at the General Assembly in late 2024. The High Commissioner emphasized that the treaty bodies were the backbone of the international human rights architecture. They had evolved and expanded over several decades, with their independence being a crucial asset. This expansion of the treaty bodies’ work and the limitations of their resources had contributed to the system being chronically underfunded and backlogs accumulation.

Despite having implemented efficiency measures, the High Commissioner warned that his Office had reached a point where it had no choice but to align its deliverables to existing capacity. The treaty body strengthening process meant ensuring a system which was ‘fit for purpose, effective, cost-efficient and sustainable’. The proposals that his Office put forward in the OHCHR Working Paper, based on the recommendations of the co-facilitators and the treaty body Chairs’ conclusions, had numerous benefits for States. While the proposals did entail some cost implications, cost effectiveness had been a guiding principle in the development of the Working Paper. The High Commissioner explained that the OHCHR Working Paper would remain a living document, with the progress of States’ engagement, and emphasized that this informal briefing would start off a process of intense consultations to help developing the building blocks for the next biennial General Assembly resolution in December 2024. 

The UN High Commissioner’s opening remarks were followed by a statement of Ambassador Claude Heller, the Chair of the thirty-fifth meeting of the Chairs of the human rights treaty bodies. Ambassador Heller thanked the High Commissioner for convening the informal briefing on 1 November 2023, and expressed appreciation for States’ constructive engagement during their meeting with the treaty body Chairs on 1 June 2023. He relayed the challenges faced by the treaty body system, namely the mounting workload, the substantial backlog of State party reports, of individual communications and of urgent actions pending review, and the fact that human resources in the Secretariat were insufficient to service additional meeting time allocated to the Committees to address the growing workload. Ambassador Heller underlined that the treaty bodies were raising these challenges with States on regular basis and that the Chairs had proposed strengthening measures in the conclusions of their 34th and 35th annual meetings in 2022 and 2023. The OHCHR Working Paper, requested by the treaty body Chairs, ‘reflect[ed] [their] consensus based on collective efforts to address challenges faced by the system’ and represented ‘a crucial step [and] a comprehensive, detailed and technical tool that [would] guide [States’] consultations and [would] provide feasible elements for the next biannual General Assembly resolution’. 

Further, Ambassador Heller informed States about the progress made by the treaty bodies’ Chairs at their 35th annual meeting, which was exemplified by their agreement for ‘the institutionalisation of a treaty body coordination mechanism, tasked to facilitate the simplification and harmonisation of working methods and [to] promote substantive coordination on common and intersectional issues’. According to Ambassador Heller, ‘this mechanism [would] play a crucial role if it [was] endowed with a clear mandate and with the necessary human technical and financial resources, including adequate Secretariat support and decision-making authority to propose pertinent changes to the Chairs. Importantly, the Chairs had also agreed at their 35th annual meeting that ‘all three options for the introduction of an 8-year predictable schedule of reviews as outlined in the OHCHR Working Paper, align[ed] with [their] conclusions from June 2022, as long as these options also incorporate[d] …  the Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture, and the Committee on Enforced Disappearances, as integral parts of the overall system…’. Additionally, the Chairs agreed, as relayed by Ambassador Heller, that ‘…improvements must be introduced to increase accessibility and the provision of reasonable accommodation for the benefit of persons with disabilities, in the context of the work of all treaty bodies’, and that a digital uplift should be undertaken. 

Overall, Ambassador Heller emphasized that the treaty body Chairs recognized that ‘both States and treaty bodies ha[d] distinct, yet interlinked mandates and responsibilities’. He noted that ‘[w]hile the harmonisation of working methods, primarily [fell] within the purview of the treaty bodies, the modalities for the 8-year predictable schedule of reviews and follow-up reviews [were] topics on which States should express their preferences’. Thanking the Secretary-General of the United Nations, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, the Assistant Secretary-General for Human Rights and OHCHR for their support, Ambassador Heller, on behalf of the treaty body Chairs ‘appeal[ed] to all States to actively engage in the treaty body strengthening process and to support the necessary budget to implement these strengthening measures in the 2024 General Assembly resolution’. He concluded by assuring States that ‘the Chairs [would] support any endeavours aimed at achieving a consensus among States on the options [contained in the OHCHR Working Paper]’.
 

Discussion on States’ preferences among the options contained in the OHCHR Working Paper

During the subsequent 2.5-hour discussion on States’ preferences among the options and answers to the guiding questions contained in the OHCHR Working Paper, State representatives intervened in Geneva, New York and their capitals. They engaged in detail on the options and guiding questions contained in the OHCHR Working Paper and offered concrete replies in their statements. No State contested that the treaty body system faced challenges that required to be addressed and all States referred in their replies to the OHCHR Working Paper and its options under the three pillars. The following summarizes the statements made by State representatives and relates them to the OHCHR Working Paper: 





1/ Consultation process leading up to the next General Assembly resolution on the human rights treaty body system in December 2024 

· The process launched by the High Commissioner, based on the recommendations of the co-facilitators and the Chairs’ conclusions, was broadly supported by States. One State representative praised the approach as ‘transparent’ and ‘inclusive’.
· This support included wide appreciation of the OHCHR Working Paper as a technical tool for the process and as a living document. One State representative commended the fact that recommendations contained in a letter by 42 States to then High Commissioner Michelle Bachelet on 30 May 2022 were considered when drafting the Working Paper. 
· The role of the High Commissioner as an honest broker, and of his Office, in the process was equally appreciated. The holding of an informal briefing on 1 November 2023 by the High Commissioner was explicitly welcomed by many States. 
· Several statements highlighted the importance of the preparation of the next biennial General Assembly resolution in December 2024, as the vehicle to implement the treaty body Chairs’ conclusions, selecting among options detailed in the OHCHR Working Paper. One State stressed that the forthcoming General Assembly resolution should be adopted by consensus.
· Several State representatives welcomed continued discussions based on the OHCHR Working Paper. A number of States suggested for all stakeholders, such as civil society organizations, to be included in the next steps. Other States recalled that primacy should be given to the views of States, as they were the primary duty bearers under international human rights treaties and should remain the owners of a State-led process. One State called for an intergovernmental process. A few speakers requested the Office to make the cost implications of the proposals contained in the OHCHR Working Paper available. Some States, that took the floor, confirmed that their capitals were reviewing the OHCHR Working Paper in detail and others stated that they intended to share written comments at a later stage.
Most of the above statements by States supported the overall approach of the OHCHR Working Paper, particularly as outlined in chapters III (‘The approach of options and questions’) and VI (‘Suggested way forward’). 

2/ Assessment of the challenges faced by the treaty body system and resource requirements 

· Many States shared a common assessment of the challenges faced by the treaty body system. They referred to the backlog in the review of States party reports and of individual communications, and noted other areas of mandated work, where the treaty bodies could not adequately fulfil their mandate due to insufficient resources. One State questioned whether additional resources alone would allow to reduce the backlog.
· [bookmark: _Hlk162532822]Numerous States noted the need to harmonize the working methods of the treaty bodies, and a few States shared that they had undergone several reviews by treaty bodies (and the Universal Periodic Review) in one calendar year, which placed a heavy burden on government bodies. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk162532906]Some States recalled the need to improve synergies and complementarities with other international and regional human rights mechanisms, and one State opined that the information flow between treaty bodies and the Security Council should be increased. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk162534012]Many States concluded that the strengthening of the treaty bodies was critical to ensure the effective and efficient functioning of the treaty body system as backbone of the human rights ecosystem. A few States also noted the importance that the process coincided with the 75th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk162534691]There were also several references by State representatives that General Assembly resolution 68/268 should remain the framework for the strengthening of the treaty bodies, with one State noting that the resolution has not been fully implemented in the past.
· [bookmark: _Hlk162534749]Some States acknowledged in their statements that more resources were required, and the need to review the resource formula contained in General Assembly resolution 68/268 was underlined by one statement. Another State cautioned against any proposals that would result in a “financial, human and logistical burden on States”.  

Most of these statements by States support the assessment of the OHCHR Working Paper on the current limits of the treaty body system and the urgency to strengthen it; see the assessments included in chapters II (‘Context and purpose’), III (‘The approach of options and questions’), IV (‘Guiding principles and practical considerations’) and V (‘Rationale and benefits of various modalities to implement the three pillars of the Chairs’ conclusions’). The statements also point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in chapters 1.4 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews – Prioritization’), 1.20 (‘The resource formula of General Assembly resolution 68/268 in the context of the introduction of the 8-year predictable schedule of reviews and of follow-up reviews’), 2.20 (‘Mandated activities, not covered by the ‘resource’ formula enshrined in General Assembly resolution 68/268’) and 3.8 (‘Resource allocations for the digital uplift’), as well as more generally, the guiding questions in annex II (‘Harmonization of working methods’). 


3/ Options under pillar 1 
· Regarding pillar 1, the informal briefing of 1 November 2023 showed overwhelming support among intervening States for an increase in the predictability of the treaty body schedule; thus, to move from a reactive model (scheduling reports as received) to a forward-looking scheduling approach. Numerous States noted their support specifically for an 8-year schedule. One State cautioned that there was no consensus yet. One State expressed doubt about the idea, due to additional costs and pressure on States to abide by a predictable reporting scheduled, and proposed instead mid-term planning over 2-3 years, based on the harmonization of the existing schedules of all treaty bodies. One State highlighted the importance of consulting states on review dates. 

The above statements by States relate to the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex 1, including in the chapters 1.1 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews – Options’), 1.6 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews - Integrating CED’), 1.7 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews - Integrating the SPT’), 1.8 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews - Integrating new ratifications and reviews of initial reports’), and 1.9 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews – Timelines’). 
· Additionally, the informal briefing demonstrated support by several States for the establishment of a harmonized follow-up review to take place in-between full reviews, with a number of States explicitly supporting the idea of a review of up to four priority issues. One State cautioned against introducing any follow-up procedures that would place too much of a burden on smaller States.

The above statements by States relate to the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex I, in the chapters 1.1 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews – Options’), 1.10 (‘Follow-up reviews - Scheduling reviews in the 8-year predictable schedule of reviews’). 1.11 (‘Follow-up reviews – Selecting follow-up recommendations’), 1.14 (‘Follow-up reviews – Options’), 1.15 (‘Follow-up reviews – Timelines’), 1.16 (‘Follow-up reviews – Assessment’), 1.17 (‘Follow-up reviews – Digital tools’), 1.18 (‘Follow-up reviews – Integrating CED reviews’) and 1.19 (‘Follow-up reviews – Integrating SPT reviews’). 

· While expressing wide support for the ideas of a predictable schedule of reviews and follow-up reviews, most States did not pronounce themselves yet on the specific options for the predictable schedule of reviews and the follow-up procedure. Those States that did share their preferences on the predictable schedule of reviews were in favour of either option 1 (‘linear review’) or option 3 (‘full clustering’). One State relayed its very positive experience with a back-to-back review by the HR Committee and CESCR and underlined its readiness to continue such piloting; one group of States suggested further piloting of back-to-back reviews. Another State inquired whether the three options for the predictable schedule of reviews were mutually exclusive, or whether States could have a choice among them. One State spoke against the idea of back-to-back reviews. Several States and one group of States expressed preference for option 1 (‘desk review’) for the follow-up procedure. 

The above statements by States relate to the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex I, including in the chapters 1.1 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews – Options’), 1.2 (‘Predictable schedule of reviews - Defining back-to-back reviews (under options 2 and 3)’), 1.3. (‘Predictable schedule of reviews - Grouping Covenants and Conventions under option 3 (full clustering)’), and 1.14 (‘Follow-up reviews – Options’). 
	

4/ Options under pillar 2
· [bookmark: _Hlk162535612]Concerning pillar 2, there was broad support among the States for the harmonization of working methods that would facilitate engagement by States and the efficiency of the treaty bodies. One State cautioned that working methods needed to account for the specificities of treaties and treaty bodies and called for an enhanced role of meetings of States parties. A number of States specifically favoured the harmonization of working methods related to individual communications. A group of States indicated that some forms of harmonization of working methods did not require additional funding or further guidance by the General Assembly. 

These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex II. 
· [bookmark: _Hlk162535726]Numerous speakers hoped for a better substantive coordination among Committees, to avoid duplications in concluding observations, lists of issues prior to reporting (LOIPR) and lists of issues (LOI), and to limit the numbers of questions in LOIPRs/LOIs.  
· [bookmark: _Hlk162536585]A group of States made a reference to the need of increased coordination in general and one State inquired about the coordination mechanism proposed by the treaty body Chairs and referred to in the OHCHR Working Paper.
· [bookmark: _Hlk162536613]About an increased role of the treaty body Chairs, one State supported a stronger mandate, but noted that the mandate should be given by the Committee members and not the General Assembly. One speaker cautioned that treaty body Chairs could not make any decisions without consulting their Committees. 

These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex I, including in chapter 1.12 (‘Follow-up reviews – Substantive coordination among treaty bodies’), and in the guiding questions in annex II, including guiding questions in chapters 2.1 (‘Coordination mechanisms on the harmonization of working methods’), 2.3 (‘List of issues prior to reporting (LOIPRs) as a default/ List of issues (LOIs) for States parties that opted out’), 2.9 (‘Concluding observations (COBs)’), 2.11 (‘Substantive coordination’), 2.12 (‘Individual communications’), 2.13 (‘General comments and recommendations’) and 2.14 (‘Inquiry procedures’). 
· Several States expressed the view that the timespan between the submission of a report and its review should be shortened to avoid information becoming outdated. 
These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex I, including in chapters 1.9 (' Predictable schedule of reviews – Timelines’) and 1.15 (‘Follow-up reviews – Timelines’) and in the guiding questions in annex II, including in chapter 2.10 (‘Interaction with stakeholders during State party reviews’). 
· Further, the informal briefing reflected continued broad support for the Simplified Reporting Procedure (SRP). One State representative in favour of the traditional reporting procedure stressed that the SRP should remain voluntary. Another State noted that it would continue to report under the traditional reporting procedure as the implementation of Covenants/Conventions took time and required a longer period of reporting on all human rights provisions of a given treaty. Additionally, one speaker suggested that some form of simplified reporting should be introduced for individual communications, where elements were the same or similar between different cases. 
· 
These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex II, including in chapter 2.2 (‘Simplified reporting procedure (SRP)’). 
· Options in the Working Paper on reviews in absence of a delegation and/or in absence of a report, and suggestions to ensure some flexibility of postponing dialogues or holding dialogues online in exceptional circumstances were not largely commented on. One State explicitly supported reviews in absence of a report;  another State spoke against reviews in absentia. Individual States explicitly supported some flexibility in scheduling dialogue for those States that needed such leeway. Two States suggested that hybrid or online constructive dialogues should be offered to all States, not only SIDSs and LDCs and in “exceptional circumstances” as the treaty body Chairs had proposed in their 2022 conclusions. 
These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex II, including in chapters 2.6 (‘Constructive dialogues by videoconference’), 2.7 (‘Postponement of constructive dialogues’). 2.8 (‘Review in the absence of a State party report and/or in absence of a delegation’). 
· Regarding civil society engagement, several speakers referred to the importance of contributions by NGOs to the treaty body system and the need to protect individuals engaging with the Committees from any acts of intimidation and reprisals. 
· The importance of multilingualism was mentioned by some States statements. One State proposed to increase “transparency and accessibility of information”. 
· Another State called for an increase in the efficiency, transparency, and accessibility of the treaty body system, including accessibility for persons with disabilities. 
· A number of States referred to the independence and impartiality of treaty body members in their concluding remarks on pillar 2. Two States addressed the nomination and selection process of Committee experts, with one recalling the need for a reflection of different legal systems, and geographic and gender balance.
[bookmark: _Hlk156318423]These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex I, including in chapters 1.14 (‘Follow-up reviews – Options’), 1.15 (‘Follow-up reviews – Timelines’) and in the guiding questions in annex II, including in chapters 2.1 (‘Coordination mechanisms on the harmonization of working methods’), 2.7 (‘Postponement of constructive dialogues’), 2.10 (‘Interaction with stakeholders during State party reviews’), 2.12 (‘Individual communications’), 2.14 (‘Inquiry procedures’) and 2.19 (‘Intersessional work, compensation and nominations and elections of treaty body members’). These statements further point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex III, including in chapters 3.2 (‘Simplifying the submission and management of and the access to reports submitted to the treaty bodies’) and 3.3 (‘Video conferencing and webcasting platform’) and in relevant parts of chapters V (‘Rationale and benefits of various modalities to implement the three pillars of the Chairs’ conclusions’).  


5/ Options under pillar 3 
· Debates on pillar 3 reflected general agreement among States that the digital uplift of the treaty bodies was overdue. One State emphasized that online repositories were particularly important for small delegations to access information from the various treaty bodies; another State equally underlined the significance of the digital uplift for LDCs and SIDSs and promised support within its capacities. A further State representative supported the use of publicly available statistical data, provided by Governments, to include up-to-date information into State party reports. The security risks associated with the use of digital tools and the financial costs involved were referred to by one State; selected other States requested the Office to estimate costs of the proposed measures under the digital shift pillar.
· A focus was set by several interventions on the need for a digital submissions and case management system for petitions, with a few references to the need to ensure data security for such a system.  
These statements by States point towards a consideration of the options outlined in the guiding questions in annex III, including chapter 3.2 (‘Simplifying the submission and management of and the access to reports submitted to the treaty bodies’). 


6/ Additional ideas and comments  
· A few States made additional recommendations not directly linked to the OHCHR Working Paper, such as a strengthening of the role of the conference of State parties, and close coordination between national mechanisms and treaty bodies, including through shared databases. Two States suggested increased capacity-building efforts on data collection, implementation of treaty body recommendations and the drafting of periodic reports and specifically through training for national law enforcement officials.
These statements by States reflect the spirit of the OHCHR Working Paper to improve engagement with national mechanisms, including through digital tools, and to further strengthen the role of OHCHR’s Capacity Building Programme to the benefit of States (see, among others, chapter V (‘Rationale and benefits of various modalities to implement the three pillars of the Chairs’ conclusions’), guiding questions in annex I, including in chapter 1.17 (‘Follow-up reviews – Digital tools), guiding questions in annex II, including in chapters 2.4 (‘State party reports and Common core documents (CCD)’) and 2.10 (‘Interaction with stakeholders during State party reviews’), and guiding questions in annex III, including in the chapters 3.1 (‘Improved communication with and outreach to States parties and other stakeholders’) and 3.2 (‘Simplifying the submission and management of and the access to reports submitted to the treaty bodies’).
· Further, some speakers recalled that the measures taken to strengthen the treaty body system must remain within the mandates of the Committees, which is the case for the options contained in the OHCHR Working Paper. One State stressed that General Comments did not change the legal obligations under Covenants or Conventions.  
The OHCHR Working Paper provides technically detailed options and guiding questions for the conclusions of the treaty body Chairs, which reflect the recommendations of the 2020 co-facilitators’ process and which were drawn strictly within the confines of the existing legally binding treaties (see chapter IV ‘Guiding principles and practical considerations’ in the executive summary, p. 4).


Closing

Assistant Secretary-General for Human Rights Ilze Brands Kehris provided closing remarks and a summary of main ideas, take-aways and next steps emerging from the informal briefing. These were preceded by final statements by Mr Claude Heller, the Chair of the thirty-fifth meeting of the Chairs of the human rights treaty bodies, and Mr Ibrahim Salama, Chief of the Human Rights Treaties Branch, OHCHR. 

Mr Heller responded to issues raised by representatives of States. He stressed the importance of the dialogue between treaty bodies and States to be ‘continuous’, as the implementation of a Convention was a complex process. According to Mr Heller, this might require reviews of a State party report without the presence of a delegation of the State, a procedure to which some treaty bodies had already had to resort. Further, an efficient follow-up procedure to concluding observations might require reviewing the working methods to include ‘formulas like hybrid meetings with the States in order to [address] very specific issues’. Finally, capacity-building measures were essential for many States, and this could be further referenced in concluding observations and decisions by the treaty bodies. 

Subsequently, Mr Salama expressed gratitude to the representatives of States for their genuine interest, their concrete observations on the OHCHR Working Paper and their specific proposals, which represented progress in the treaty body strengthening process, a process that started with Navi Pillay’s initial report in 2012. Mr. Salama presented his main takeaways from the discussions. First, there was an agreement for the system to be efficient, cost-effective, and useful to States. Secondly, strengthening measures should remain within the paradigm of General Assembly resolution 68/268, without any treaty amendments. And thirdly, there was agreement that the dialogue needed to continue and should build on the OHCHR Working Paper as a living document. In addition, Mr. Salama responded to questions raised by representatives of States. He noted that he would liaise with OHCHR’s IT department to determine whether it would be technically feasible to apply the three different models of a predictable schedule of reviews, proposed in the OHCHR Working Paper, in parallel and according to the individual preference by States parties. 

Further, Mr. Salama responded on the issue of the mandate of the treaty body Chairs and noted that it  was articulated in paragraph 38 of General Assembly resolution 68/268 (‘to continue to enhance the role of their Chairs in relation to procedural matters, including with respect to formulating conclusions on issues related to working methods and procedural matters, promptly generalizing good practices and methodologies among all treaty bodies, ensuring coherence across the treaty bodies and standardizing working methods’). He referred to the upcoming formal and informal meetings of the treaty body Chairs to consider this topic for their agenda. Equally, he referred to the treaty body Chairs on the question raised by a State representative on whether the harmonization of working methods could be started immediately based on the OHCHR Working Paper. Finally, Mr. Salama explained that a content analysis of the different States’ positions was needed to hopefully arrive at emerging majority views, on which the Office could eventually provide a costing.

In her concluding remarks, Assistant Secretary-General for Human Rights Ilze Brands Kehris summarized the main ideas and take-aways from the informal briefing on 1 November 2023 and shared proposals for the next steps. She echoed the sentiment that the discussions had been genuine and very constructive and advanced the understanding of States’ preferences on the options included in the OHCHR Working Paper. First, the ASG noted the broad agreement on the importance of the treaty body system, including in the context of the 75th anniversary of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, as well as the consensus on the challenges the system faced and, on the need, to work towards a General Assembly resolution in December 2024 to secure adequate resources. Second, she underlined that there seemed to be an endorsement of the process launched by the High Commissioner among the States that took the floor. Such a process was based on the conclusions of the treaty body Chairs, the recommendations of the co-facilitators, and the OHCHR Working Paper, as a living document. Third, the ASG noted that while the positions of States were being analysed and consultations needed to continue in Geneva and in New York, it was good to see broad support for key ideas and recommendations. These included the predictable schedule of reviews, the harmonisation of working methods (with some parts already ongoing), the piloting of the coordination of lists of issues prior to reporting, and the digital uplift, with a case management system that ensured data security. Further, reference had been made States representatives to ideas not directly linked to the Working Paper, such as the strengthening of engagement with the national level to improve implementation of recommendations. 

Fourth, the ASG confirmed that the landmark General Assembly resolution 68/268 remained valid; however, the resource formula contained therein required adjustments, based on the ideas shared by States over the last years and based on the proposals in the OHCHR Working Paper. Fifth, the ASG underlined the importance of the role of human rights and of the treaty bodies in pursuing other global goals and initiatives, such as the Sustainable Development Goals, the Summit of the Future in 2024, and the peace and security agenda. Finally, the ASG concluded by underlining the need to improve the treaty body system not only in the abstract, but to ensure a better observance of human rights for all people everywhere. She expressed hope that States and the Office could work together, ensuring collaboration between Geneva and New York, and that States actively engaged in the next months ahead of the General Assembly resolution in December 2024. 
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