
POSITION OF THE HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE ON THE TREATY BODY STRENGTHENING PROCESS (29 March 2012)
1. The Committee welcomes the process commenced by the High Commissioner in 2009 to strengthen the treaty bodies. It notes that this process will shortly come to a head with the publication of the High Commissioner’s report due in June of this year, which will include her conclusions and recommendations drawn from the last three years of consultations. In particular, the Committee acknowledges the adoption of the Dublin II outcome document, following the most recent participation of the Chairs and representatives of treaty bodies at consultations held in November 2011. The Committee believes that it is important to engage in this process and adopt a view on the main issues/proposals that have arisen to date, in particular as set out in the Dublin II Outcome document.
2. The Committee acknowledges that there are many stakeholders in this process – the treaty bodies, the SG/OHCHR, the States parties, NHRIs and NGOs – each having their own responsibilities. The Committee recognises that it is part of a broader ever-expanding treaty body system. Having created this system, States bear the responsibility for providing the necessary resources to support its effective functioning. In addition, the SG/OHCHR must consider ways in which it could redistribute resources to reinforce the treaty bodies.
3. The Committee recalls that it has a mandate to examine State party reports and individual communications, to draft general comments on articles of the Covenant and to engage in follow-up activities on concluding observations and individual communications. The goal of the reporting procedure is to ensure the implementation of the provisions of the treaties by the States parties; the follow-up procedure is important in achieving this aim. General comments, which were initially requested by States parties to better understand the interpretation of the provisions of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), derive from article 40, paragraph 4, of the ICCPR which provides that, the Committee “shall transmit its reports, and such general comments as it may consider appropriate, to the States Parties”. 
4. As to the Dublin II Outcome document, the Committee recognises that there are many important recommendations therein which will improve the treaty body system, including on the issue of reprisals and the extent to which people are being exposed to risks for engaging with treaty bodies (paras. 50-55).
5. The Committee is aware that the implementation of some of these recommendations is not yet feasible and that resource allocation is a prerequisite, as mentioned in the Dublin II outcome document itself. 
6. The Committee has reviewed the recommendations in the Dublin II Outcome document and endorses the general thrust of this document.

7. The Committee notes that it has already implemented a good number of the recommendations therein including the following: 
a.
Ratification, Acceptance of Procedures and Withdrawal of Reservations to Treaties (paras. 14 and 15)

b.
Promoting knowledge of the Treaty Body System; this is being done, the Committee has a media strategy but this strategy could be reinforced (para. 36)

c.
Reprisals against persons engaging with treaty bodies; the Committee could do more including recommendation for a focal point on reprisals (paras. 51 – 53)

d.
State Reporting Process: procedure for examination non-reporting States established; already focus on key priorities; has LOIPR procedure; has established country task force procedures; has limited dialogue to two meetings except in case of an initial report; COBs are country specific and targeted; collaborates with NGOs and NHRIs. (paras. 64 – 76)

e.
Follow-up:  the Committee has a follow-up procedure; does appoint follow-up rapporteurs; does request follow-up on particular concerns within 12 months; does request status of follow-up in LOI; does publicly report on follow-up (paras 105 – 114) ; has developed clear criteria as to what constitutes satisfactory implementation and clearly classify States’ replies (paras. 113 – 114)
f.
General Comments: the Committee does adopt General Comments and takes suggestions from other stakeholders into account (paras. 132 – 134)
8. The Committee notes that it is within its mandate to further analyse and strengthen the implementation of other recommendations including the following:

a.
Collaboration with other Human Rights Mechanisms (paras. 28-29)

b.
Reporting: cross-referencing to other TBs and UN mechanisms (para. 71)

c. 
Individual communications: increased awareness of individual communications procedures. (para. 89)

d.
General Comments: days of general discussion as a precursor for the development of a  General Comment. (para. 133-134)
9. The Committee notes that it is also within its mandate to further analyse and consider implementing other recommendations but that this would necessitate additional resources and /or assistance from third parties (the SG/OHCHR, other TBs). Such recommendations include the following;
a.
State reporting process: working in chambers (with additional extra resources) (para. 67);   comprehensive reporting calendar (with additional resources) (para. 43).
b.
Follow-up: follow-up missions (paras. 110-111).
10.
In conclusion, the Committee is aware that the General Assembly has taken up the issue of treaty body strengthening.  It appreciates the efforts made by the OHCHR to keep the Committee up to date on all processes involved, and it looks forward to returning to this item at its subsequent sessions.
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