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Introduction
1. This submission is made to the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination by Minority Rights Group (MRG) for its consideration of India's combined twentieth and twenty-first periodic reports at the 118th session (10–25 August 2026).[endnoteRef:1] India's last review by the Committee took place nineteen years ago in 2007. [1:  India's combined twentieth and twenty-first periodic reports (CERD/C/IND/20-21) were received on 26 July 2023.] 

2. This submission focuses on the situation of Indigenous Peoples in India—communities designated as "Scheduled Tribes" under the Indian Constitution, widely known as Adivasis, and numbering over 104 million (8.6 per cent of the population) according to the 2011 Census.[footnoteRef:1] It draws on government data, parliamentary records, judicial proceedings, treaty body and Special Procedures outputs, media reporting, and independent civil society documentation to assess India's implementation of the Committee's 2007 recommendations. Endnote references (EN) are to sources, while explanatory footnotes (FN) provide contextual information. [1:  India officially uses the term "Scheduled Tribes." This submission also uses "Indigenous Peoples" and "Adivasis" (meaning "original inhabitants"), the term adopted by affected communities. 'Tribal' and 'Indigenous' are used interchangeably. India's 2011 Census recorded the Scheduled Tribe population at 104,281,034.] 

3. Since its last review, the Committee has addressed fifteen letters to India under its early warning and urgent action procedure (EWUAP) concerning Indigenous Peoples, including three in 2026.[endnoteRef:2] India has failed to respond to the majority of the Committee’s communications and has not fully implemented any of its 2007 recommendations. On land rights, the use of security forces against Indigenous communities, and the protection of particularly vulnerable tribal groups, among other areas, the evidence assessed in this submission points to significant deterioration. The table below summarises their implementation status. [2:  Fifteen EWUAP letters since 2008: INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_5498_E (2008); 5499_E (2009); 5497_E (2009); 5496_E (2010); 5495_E (2011); 5494_E (2012); 8208_E (2013); 8974_E (2019); 9447_E (2019); 9556_E (2021); 9937_E (2022); 9938_E (2023); 11341_E (2026); 11342_E (2026); 11500_E (2026).] 

Implementation of the Committee's 2007 Concluding Observations 
	2007 CO para
	Recommendation
	Status (2026)
	Relevant paras in this submission

	Para 10
	Formally recognise tribal peoples as distinct groups entitled to special protection under the Convention; provide information on membership criteria and National Tribal Policy; implement GR No. 23
	Not implemented. India denies Indigenous Peoples exist as a distinct category. No National Tribal Policy adopted.
	Paras 4–6

	Para 11
	Repeal Habitual Offenders Acts; rehabilitate denotified and nomadic tribes
	Not implemented. Acts remain in force in at least fourteen states and union territories. Only two jurisdictions have repealed.
	Para 11

	Para 12*
	Repeal the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act 1958 (AFSPA) and replace with a more humane Act per Jeevan Reddy Committee recommendations; release the report
	Not implemented. AFSPA remains in force in parts of four north-eastern states. Prosecution of security forces still requires prior government authorisation.
	Para 10

	Para 14
	Protect Scheduled Tribes against discrimination and violence; mandatory Prevention of Atrocities Act training for police, judges, and prosecutors; disciplinary or criminal measures against officers who fail in duty of protection or investigation
	Not implemented. Situation worsened. At least 500 Indigenous people reported killed in a counter-insurgency operation in central India since January 2024.
	Paras 13–14

	Para 15*
	Prosecute sexual violence and exploitation against tribal women; sanction officials who obstruct reporting; victim-sensitive evidence rules; special courts
	Not implemented. Impunity persists. Prevention of Atrocities Act not invoked even where prima facie violations established.
	Para 15

	Para 19*
	Implement tribal land ownership per ILO Convention No. 107; seek prior informed consent for dams/projects and provide compensation and alternative land; protect Jarawa; close Andaman Trunk Road sections per 2002 Supreme Court order
	Not implemented. Situation worsened. Over 40 per cent of forest rights claims rejected. Community consent often reportedly forged. Andaman Trunk Road remains open.
	Paras 7–9, 18–19

	Para 20
	No eviction without prior informed consent, alternative land, and compensation; enforce bans on leasing tribal land; safeguards in the Forest Rights Act and other relevant legislation
	Not implemented. Situation worsened. Large-scale relocations from tiger reserves without genuine consent. Over 78,000 hectares of forest land diverted (2021–2025).
	Paras 7–9, 18–20

	Para 24
	Equal access to health care, ration shops, and safe drinking water for STs; increase doctors and primary health centres in tribal areas
	Not implemented. Under-five mortality for Scheduled Tribes significantly above the national rate. Latest national health survey omits key tribal-disaggregated indicators.
	Para 22

	Para 26*
	Ensure effective remedies under PoA Act; protect victims and witnesses from retaliation; ensure proper registration, investigation, and prosecution; establish special courts and monitoring committees in all states and districts
	Not implemented. Two in three verdicts in crimes against Scheduled Tribes end in acquittal. Approximately 49,000 cases pending. The oversight body for tribal rights was without leadership for over a year.
	Para 23

	Para 27
	Eradicate ethnic prejudice; include instruction on tribal culture in National Curriculum Framework; ensure adequate media representation
	Regressed. School textbooks revised to remove content on tribal history and struggles. Assimilationist narratives promoted through state-linked organisations.
	Paras 12, 24

	Para 28
	Consider ratifying ILO Convention No. 169
	Not ratified.
	Para 24


* Designated by the Committee as a priority recommendation requiring follow-up information within one year (para. 34). No follow-up information appears in the UN Treaty Body Database.

Article 1: Definition of racial discrimination
4. India continues to deny that Indigenous Peoples exist as a distinct category within its jurisdiction. The State party report provides information on Scheduled Tribes while asserting that India has no obligation to do so under the Convention, and maintains that Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes are "of the same racial and ethnic origin as other Indians."[endnoteRef:3] This position is contradicted by India's own constitutional framework: the criteria for scheduling a community as a Scheduled Tribe require "distinctive culture," "geographical isolation," and "shyness of contact with the community at large"—markers that functionally describe Indigenous Peoples as understood in international law.[endnoteRef:4] India is party to ILO Convention No. 107 (ratified 1958), which explicitly applies to "members of tribal or semi-tribal populations," yet the State party report engages with neither this obligation nor the Committee's General Recommendation No. 23. The Committee itself has consistently treated Scheduled Tribes as Indigenous Peoples, including through its EWUAP correspondence since 2008.2 Neither the Draft National Tribal Policy (2006) nor the 108 recommendations of a government committee on the status of Scheduled Tribes (2014) have been acted upon.[footnoteRef:2] [3:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, para. 2. The scheduling criteria are set out at paras 21 and 26. See also CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 10; General Recommendation No. 23 (1997) on the rights of Indigenous Peoples.]  [4:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 21, 26. Compare ILO Convention No. 107 (1957), Art. 1(1)(b).]  [2:  The Ministry of Tribal Affairs prepared a Draft National Tribal Policy in 2006, which was never finalised. The Xaxa Committee (formally the High Level Committee on the Socio-Economic, Health and Educational Status of Tribal Communities of India) was constituted in 2013 and submitted 108 recommendations in 2014. In the most recent available government statement on the matter (July 2019), the recommendations had been forwarded to ministries and state governments for comments, which were "still awaited," and no time frame had been fixed. See PIB, 15 July 2019.] 

5. India's State party report does not address the recognition of tribal peoples displaced to plantations in Assam, despite the Committee's request for information on measures to formally recognise them.[endnoteRef:5] Its only reference to plantation workers lists labour welfare legislation.[endnoteRef:6] In practice, an estimated seven million Adivasis in Assam—descended from tribal communities displaced from central and eastern India during the colonial period—are recognised as  Scheduled Tribes in their states of origin but denied equivalent recognition in Assam.[footnoteRef:3] A government bill to grant Scheduled Tribe status to these and other communities in the state was introduced in Parliament in 2019 but has never been enacted.[endnoteRef:7] A recommendation by the Assam state government in November 2025 to include them in the Scheduled Tribes list has not resulted in any amendment.[endnoteRef:8] [5:  LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 5.]  [6:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, para. 27.]  [3:  India’s Constitution recognises tribal communities on a state-by-state basis. Communities such as the Munda, Santhal, Oraon, and Gond are listed as Scheduled Tribes—the highest level of constitutional recognition for tribal peoples—in their states of origin (Jharkhand, Chhattisgarh, Odisha). In Assam, where their ancestors were brought as indentured labour to British tea plantations from the 1830s onward, the same communities are classified only as “Other Backward Classes”—a general disadvantage category that carries none of the land, governance, or reservation protections attached to Scheduled Tribe status. West Bengal has granted Scheduled Tribe status to the same communities.]  [7:  The Constitution (Scheduled Tribes) Order (Amendment) Bill, 2019, introduced in the Rajya Sabha on 9 January 2019. See PRS Legislative Research.]  [8:  Sentinel Assam, 29 November 2025.] 

6. India’s State party report responds to the Committee’s request for disaggregated data on the Scheduled Tribe population with 2011 Census figures—now fifteen years old.[endnoteRef:9] The decennial Census scheduled for 2021 has been repeatedly delayed. House listing is now under way, with population enumeration expected in February 2027. Welfare allocations, delimitation, and the implementation of protective legislation have been without an updated evidentiary basis for the intervening period. The forthcoming Census has also drawn attention to a longer-term risk to the distinct identity of Indigenous Peoples: the absence of a separate census enumeration code for the Sarna faith, the nature-based spiritual tradition practised by a significant section of Scheduled Tribes.[footnoteRef:4] Without such recognition, constitutional protections linked to Scheduled Tribe status risk erosion through demographic invisibility.[footnoteRef:5] [9:  LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 2. See also CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 9. Population enumeration is scheduled for February 2027. See PIB, 25 April 2026.]  [4:  India's Census provides six named religion codes (Hindu, Muslim, Christian, Sikh, Buddhist, Jain); respondents who do not identify with any of these must record their religion under "Other," where responses are not separately tabulated. In practice, Sarna practitioners are frequently enumerated as Hindu. In May 2026, the Chief Minister of Jharkhand—a state carved out of Bihar in 2000 specifically to safeguard the interests of its tribal population—formally requested the inclusion of a Sarna code, noting that approximately 5 million people across 21 states had identified as Sarna under the "Other" column in the 2011 Census, and that the Adivasi share of Jharkhand's population had declined from 38 per cent (1931) to approximately 26 per cent (2011), a trajectory attributed in part to the statistical absorption of Indigenous faith practitioners into Hinduism. See ThePrint, 3 May 2026.]  [5:  See para 12 below on assimilationist narratives and the promotion of the "Vanvasi" designation.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Reiterate its recommendation that India formally recognise Scheduled Tribes as Indigenous Peoples entitled to special protection under the Convention, and engage with General Recommendation No. 23 and ILO Convention No. 107;
(b) Recommend that India extend Scheduled Tribe status to tribal communities in Assam who hold that status in their states of origin, finalise a national tribal policy taking into account the 2014 High Level Committee recommendations, and include a separate census enumeration code for the Sarna faith in the current Census;
(c) Recommend that India make the declaration provided for in Article 14 of the Convention, enabling Indigenous Peoples and communities to bring communications before the Committee concerning violations of their rights under the Convention.


Article 2: General obligations
Legislative and policy framework
7. India's failure to implement protective legislation for Scheduled Tribes, identified as a core concern in the Committee's 2007 concluding observations, has since deteriorated further. The Scheduled Tribes and Other Traditional Forest Dwellers (Recognition of Forest Rights) Act 2006 (FRA)—the principal legislation recognising individual and community forest rights—remains poorly implemented.[footnoteRef:6] As of March 2026, 1.8 million forest rights claims have been rejected nationally—more than two in five of all processed claims.[endnoteRef:10] The rejection process reportedly violates due process as a matter of course: claims are denied without speaking orders (reasoned decisions explaining the grounds for rejection), without notice to claimants, and without genuine appellate review—as documented in a 2019 joint communication to India by three UN Special Rapporteurs, to which India has not responded.[endnoteRef:11] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that laws protecting the land rights of Scheduled Tribes were inadequately enforced, and recommended that India ensure the effective implementation of the FRA and other international standards on the rights of Indigenous Peoples.[endnoteRef:12] The Indian government defended the FRA's constitutional validity before the Supreme Court in October 2025, citing 7.7 million hectares granted since 2008—while simultaneously creating state-level task forces that bypass the Act's statutory institutional framework.[footnoteRef:7][endnoteRef:13] [6:  The FRA (2006) recognises individual forest rights (IFR) and community forest rights (CFR) for Scheduled Tribes and "other traditional forest dwellers" who can demonstrate occupation prior to 13 December 2005. "Other traditional forest dwellers" must prove three generations (75 years) of residence. Of 5.4 million claims filed as of March 2026, 4.35 million have been processed (80.6 per cent): 2.54 million titles distributed and 1.81 million rejected. Nearly three-quarters of all rejections nationally come from the eleven states classified as "left-wing extremism affected"—see also para 8.]  [10:  Ministry of Tribal Affairs, Monthly Progress Report on FRA implementation, data as of 31 March 2026. Total claims received: 5,401,045; titles distributed: 2,542,064; rejected: 1,812,412; disposed: 4,354,476 (80.62 per cent).]  [11:  UA IND 13/2019 (19 June 2019), Special Rapporteurs on adequate housing, Indigenous Peoples, and internally displaced persons. India has not responded. See also IND 9/2017. Supreme Court in Wildlife First v. Ministry of Forest and Environment (WP(C) 109/2008), order of 28 February 2019.]  [12:  UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on India, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, paras 59–60.]  [7:  The FRA deliberately places forest rights decisions in the hands of village assemblies (Gram Sabhas) and elected local committees, with oversight at district and state level. This bottom-up structure is central to the Act's design. The task forces created in Madhya Pradesh and Chhattisgarh replace this with top-down executive bodies appointed by state governments, effectively transferring decision-making away from the communities the Act was intended to empower. See EN13.]  [13:  Madhya Pradesh constituted an FRA/PESA task force on 5 November 2024; Chhattisgarh followed on 6 May 2026. See Down to Earth, 1 June 2026. The 7.7 million hectares figure is from data in the SC proceedings as of 30 November 2024; see Supreme Court Observer.] 

8. The Forest Conservation Amendment Act 2023 exempts defence installations, paramilitary camps, and "public utility projects" of up to five hectares in districts designated as "left-wing extremism affected" from the requirement of prior forest clearance.[endnoteRef:14] This security classification covers districts across central and eastern India that are home to the country's largest concentrations of Scheduled Tribes and its principal mineral reserves. The amendment has the effect of bypassing the community consent requirements of the FRA and the Provisions of the Panchayats (Extension to Scheduled Areas) Act 1996 (PESA).[footnoteRef:8] Between April 2021 and March 2025, the Indian government approved the diversion of more than 78,000 hectares of forest land to non-forest use nationally.[endnoteRef:15] [14:  Forest (Conservation) Amendment Act 2023 (No. 15 of 2023).]  [8:  Two statutes protect Indigenous communities from the diversion of their land without consent. The FRA requires the consent of the village assembly (Gram Sabha) before any forest land is diverted. PESA extends self-governance to designated Indigenous territories (Fifth Schedule areas), including the right to be consulted before land acquisition. In practice, the forest clearance process is the principal mechanism through which these consent requirements are triggered. The FCA 2023 exemption removes projects in LWE-designated districts from that process. The operation and documented circumvention of these consent requirements are examined in para 9.]  [15:  Rajya Sabha written reply by Union Minister Kirti Vardhan Singh, 31 July 2025. The government reported that 78,135.84 hectares were approved for diversion to non-forest use between April 2021 and March 2025. See Business Standard, 31 July 2025.] 

9. India's State party report describes PESA as requiring Gram Sabha[footnoteRef:9] consultation before land is transferred for development.[footnoteRef:10] PESA's consultation provision covers only minerals classified under India's mining legislation as "minor" (sand, gravel, building stone), not the "major" minerals—coal, iron ore, bauxite—driving large-scale extraction on Indigenous lands. No state requires Gram Sabha consent before a major mineral block is put to auction. Odisha has not notified the implementing rules needed to give PESA any enforceable effect. In the nine states that have notified rules, the rules themselves can dilute consent: Chhattisgarh's 2022 rules, for example, reduce the Gram Sabha's role to consultation, with final decisions resting with district officials.[endnoteRef:16] Even formal consent requirements are reportedly routinely circumvented, including through fabricated Gram Sabha resolutions and the granting of approvals before community forest rights have been recognised. For instance, in November 2024, the state's own tribal commission in Chhattisgarh found that consent for a coal block requiring the diversion of 841 hectares of forest in the Hasdeo Arand had reportedly been obtained through fabricated resolutions.[endnoteRef:17] In Odisha, consent for a bauxite mine requiring the clearance of over 700 hectares of forest in the ancestral hills of the Dongria  Kondh—one of the state's largest Adivasi communities—was reportedly fabricated in a similar manner, leading the High Court of Orissa to order in March 2025 that community forest rights claims be considered before the forest diversion could proceed.[endnoteRef:18] Despite these findings, the Indian government granted further clearances in both cases in May 2026.[footnoteRef:11] In 2017, the Special Rapporteur on the rights of Indigenous Peoples raised failures to obtain free, prior and informed consent in the context of mining, logging, and conservation across four Indian states. India has not responded.[endnoteRef:19] In its July 2024 review of India, the UN Human Rights Committee found that extractive industries were operating on Indigenous lands without obtaining free, prior and informed consent, and highlighted 1,176 unaddressed cases of coerced land acquisition in the mining district of Raigarh, Chhattisgarh.[endnoteRef:20] The Committee itself, in its January 2026 EWUAP letter, cited mining permits issued without consent in Bastar, Chhattisgarh, naming PESA, the Fifth Schedule, and the Forest Rights Act as domestic standards that had been violated.[endnoteRef:21] The failure to secure consent extends beyond the extractive sector to conservation-driven displacement and infrastructure mega-projects on Indigenous lands.[footnoteRef:12] [9:  Gram Sabha refers to the village-level general assembly established under India’s Panchayati Raj system, comprising all persons registered on the electoral rolls of a village within a Panchayat area and serving as a statutory forum for participatory local governance and decision-making, as defined in Article 243(b) of the Constitution of India. ]  [10:  In Orissa Mining Corporation Ltd v. Ministry of Environment and Forests ((2013) 6 SCC 476), the Supreme Court directed the village assemblies (Gram Sabhas) of the Dongria Kondh—an Adivasi community in Odisha classified by India as a "particularly vulnerable tribal group" (PVTG), a government designation for the 75 Scheduled Tribe communities considered most at risk due to small or declining populations, geographical isolation, and pre-agricultural livelihoods—to decide whether a proposed bauxite mine on their sacred Niyamgiri hills would affect their religious and cultural rights under PESA and the Forest Rights Act. All twelve assemblies voted against the project between July and August 2013. The Ministry of Environment rejected the project in January 2014. The state-owned mining company challenged the resolutions in 2016, alleging technical errors. The Supreme Court dismissed the challenge on 6 May 2016, upholding its original decision. This remains the only instance in which Indigenous communities in India have exercised a decisive role over a major mineral extraction project.]  [16:  State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, para. 106. Ministry of Panchayati Raj, Government of India, PESA Rules Framed by PESA States. Jharkhand's draft rules were approved by the state cabinet in December 2025, after the Jharkhand High Court halted mineral auctioning citing the state's failure to implement PESA. On Chhattisgarh, see Chhattisgarh Panchayati Raj (Extension to Scheduled Areas) Rules, 2022.]  [17:  Chhattisgarh State Scheduled Tribes Commission, Case No. 345/2021, 4 November 2024. See Mongabay India, November 2024. On the Kente Extension clearance, see ETV Bharat, 28 May 2026.]  [18:  Business & Human Rights Resource Centre, September 2025. Stage-II road clearance granted 5 May 2026: Business Standard, 31 May 2026.]  [11:  In Hasdeo Arand, India's Forest Advisory Committee—the expert body within the Ministry of Environment that recommends whether forest land may be converted for non-forest use—gave initial ("Stage-I") approval in May 2026 for the clearance of a further 1,742 hectares of forest for an adjacent coal block, requiring the felling of approximately 448,000 trees (see EN17). In Sijimali, the final ("Stage-II") clearance for the approach road to the mine site was granted on 5 May 2026 (see EN18).]  [19:  IND 9/2017 (24 August 2017), Special Rapporteur on the rights of Indigenous Peoples, concerning failures to obtain free, prior and informed consent in Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Chhattisgarh, and Telangana. India has not responded.]  [20:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 59.]  [21:  INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11342_E, 19 January 2026. India was requested to respond by 17 April 2026.]  [12:  On conservation-driven displacement from tiger reserves, see para 20 below. On the Great Nicobar Island mega-project—where the Andaman Adim Janjati Vikas Samiti reportedly consented on behalf of the Shompen without the community's direct participation—see para 19 below.] 



Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act
10. India's State party report does not engage meaningfully with the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act 1958 (AFSPA), despite the Committee's 2007 recommendation to repeal the Act, three subsequent EWUAP letters, and the list of issues—none of which received a substantive response.[endnoteRef:22] It describes AFSPA as "not directed against any particular group" and lists partial, localised withdrawals as evidence of reform.[endnoteRef:23] At the time of writing, AFSPA remains in force in parts of four north-eastern states home to some of India's largest concentrations of Indigenous Peoples.[footnoteRef:13] The review committee's report has never been released. The Act still requires prior sanction from the central government before any member of the armed forces may be prosecuted.[footnoteRef:14] In March 2026, six UN Special Procedures questioned the Act's compatibility with India's international human rights obligations, stating that the prior sanction requirement risks "preventing accountability and fostering impunity for violations, contrary to international human rights law."[endnoteRef:24] India did not substantively address the concerns raised.[endnoteRef:25] Its response directed the mandates to statements made during its July 2024 review by the UN Human Rights Committee. The Human Rights Committee itself recommended at that review that India abolish the prior sanction requirement.[endnoteRef:26] [22:  CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 12. LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 9. EWUAP letters: INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_5498_E (2008); INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_5499_E (2009); INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_5495_E (2011).]  [23:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 51–52.]  [13:  Manipur, Nagaland, Arunachal Pradesh, and Assam. "Disturbed area" designations under the Act are renewed every six months by the Ministry of Home Affairs.]  [14:  The review committee, chaired by Justice B.P. Jeevan Reddy (appointed 2004, report submitted 6 June 2005), characterised the Act as "a symbol of oppression, an object of hate, and an instrument of discrimination and high-handedness." Section 6 of the Act provides that no member of the armed forces acting under the Act may be prosecuted without prior sanction of the central government.]  [24:  OL IND 3/2026 (31 March 2026), pp. 6–7. Signed by the Special Rapporteur on human rights and counter-terrorism, the Working Group on Arbitrary Detention, the Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances, the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial executions, the Special Rapporteur on freedom of peaceful assembly and of association, and the Special Rapporteur on human rights defenders.]  [25:  India's response to OL IND 3/2026, Ref. No. GEN/PMI/353/05/2026, 24 April 2026.]  [26:  UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on India, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 28: "abolish the requirement for prior government sanction to prosecute members of the armed forces." Para 28 was selected for follow-up by July 2027.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Reiterate its recommendation that India repeal the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act 1958 (AFSPA) and replace it with legislation consistent with international human rights standards, in line with the Jeevan Reddy Committee recommendations;
(b) Urge India to abolish the requirement of prior central government sanction for the prosecution of armed forces personnel, as recommended by the UN Human Rights Committee in July 2024;
(c) Ask India to report on the status of investigations into the 1,528 alleged extrajudicial killings in Manipur directed by the Supreme Court in 2016.


Denotified, nomadic, and semi-nomadic tribes
11. The Committee recommended in 2007 that India repeal the Habitual Offenders Acts, the successor legislation to the colonial Criminal Tribes Act 1871, and effectively rehabilitate the denotified and nomadic tribes concerned.[endnoteRef:27][footnoteRef:15] India's State party report states that the National Commission for Denotified, Nomadic and Semi-Nomadic Tribes recommended repeal and that the recommendation was "forwarded to States for taking action to repeal the Acts." A survey and identification exercise is described as "under process." However, Habitual Offenders Acts remain in force in at least fourteen States and Union Territories. Only Haryana (2004) and Ladakh have repealed the legislation.[endnoteRef:28] Gujarat has explicitly opposed repeal. Several other states have described their Acts as redundant but have not taken legislative action.28 In October 2024, the Supreme Court struck down provisions in state prison manuals that classified members of denotified tribes as "habitual offenders," holding the classification "constitutionally suspect" on the grounds that its "vague and broad language" was "used to target members of denotified tribes."[endnoteRef:29] The Court directed states to revise their prison manuals but did not order the repeal of the Habitual Offenders Acts themselves. Neither the National Commission for Denotified, Nomadic and Semi-Nomadic Tribes nor the Development and Welfare Board for Denotified, Nomadic and Semi-Nomadic Communities has statutory powers or an independent enforcement mandate.[footnoteRef:16] No official census has enumerated denotified communities since the colonial-era 1911 Census. In December 2025, the Registrar General of India agreed to include them in the 2027 Census caste enumeration exercise, which would constitute the first official count of these communities in independent India.[endnoteRef:30] [27:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 11. India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 49–50.]  [15:  Denotified tribes are communities classified as "criminal tribes" under the Criminal Tribes Act 1871, which empowered the colonial administration to declare entire communities criminal by birth and subject them to registration, surveillance, and restricted movement. The Act was repealed in 1949. The communities were "denotified" but in several states were immediately brought under successor Habitual Offenders Acts that retained the framework of registration, surveillance, and restricted movement. The Renke Commission (2008) estimated the combined population of denotified, nomadic, and semi-nomadic communities at 100–120 million, based on Census 2001 data. Many of these communities are classified under Scheduled Caste, Scheduled Tribe, or Other Backward Class categories in different states. The estimate has not been independently verified.]  [28:  The Hindu, "'Habitual offender' laws in effect in 14 States and UTs, government tells Lok Sabha," 11 March 2025, citing response by Minister of State for Social Justice B.L. Verma to a question in the Lok Sabha.]  [29:  Sukanya Shantha v. Union of India & Ors., (2024) INSC 753, 3 October 2024.]  [16:  The National Commission for Denotified, Nomadic and Semi-Nomadic Tribes (NCDNT), constituted in 2014, recommended the establishment of a permanent statutory commission and the repeal of Habitual Offenders Acts. The government instead created the Development and Welfare Board for Denotified, Nomadic and Semi-Nomadic Communities (DWBDNC) in 2019 under the Societies Registration Act 1860—a general-purpose registration law that confers no statutory authority or enforcement powers.]  [30:  Economic Times, "For first time since 1911, denotified tribes to be enumerated in Census 2027," 24 December 2025.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to end the mass rejection of forest rights claims without due process, and ensure that every rejection is accompanied by a speaking order, notice to the claimant, and genuine access to appellate review under the Forest Rights Act 2006;
(b) Urge India to repeal the exemptions introduced by the Forest Conservation Amendment Act 2023 that permit forest land diversion without community consent in districts designated as affected by left-wing extremism;
(c) Urge India to take all necessary measures to ensure the free, prior and informed consent of Indigenous communities before any extractive, infrastructure, or conservation project affecting their lands, including by requiring Gram Sabha consent before major mineral block auctions;
(d) Reiterate its recommendation that India repeal all remaining Habitual Offenders Acts and take effective measures to rehabilitate denotified, nomadic, and semi-nomadic communities, including by granting statutory authority to the institutional bodies established for their welfare;
(e) Urge India to suspend all forest clearances obtained through fabricated consent and investigate reports concerning the falsification of Gram Sabha resolutions in forest land diversion cases.


Article 4: Prohibition of propaganda and organisations inciting discrimination
12. India's response to the Committee's request for information on how article 4 provisions are applied with respect to hate speech against Scheduled Tribes provides only a generic account of criminal law provisions, with no data on prosecutions or enforcement outcomes involving incitement against Indigenous Peoples.[endnoteRef:31] Independent monitoring recorded over 1,300 hate speech events targeting religious minorities in 2025—a 97 per cent increase over two years—while formal criminal cases were reportedly registered in fewer than four per cent of documented incidents.[footnoteRef:17][endnoteRef:32] In April 2026, the Indian Supreme Court declined to issue further directions on hate speech enforcement. India's State party report had cited the Court's earlier suo motu direction requiring police to register hate speech cases as evidence of compliance with article 4. The Court has now effectively reversed that direction.[endnoteRef:33] In September 2023, nineteen UN Special Procedures stated that violence against the Kuki—a Scheduled Tribe community in Manipur—had been "preceded and incited by hateful and inflammatory speech" and urged action against "public officials who may have aided and abetted the incitement."[endnoteRef:34] The UN Human Rights Committee expressed similar concern in July 2024.[endnoteRef:35] No prosecution for incitement has resulted.[footnoteRef:18] Separately, the Janjati Suraksha Manch—an affiliate of the Akhil Bharatiya Vanvasi Kalyan Ashram—has publicly campaigned for the removal of Christian members of Scheduled Tribes from the Scheduled Tribe lists, a measure that would strip constitutional protections from Indigenous Peoples who exercise their right to freedom of religion.[footnoteRef:19] In May 2026, the organisation reportedly held a large public gathering in New Delhi to advance this demand, with the Home Minister attending as chief guest and the Prime Minister subsequently receiving a delegation.[endnoteRef:36] [31:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 60–64, responding to LOIPR para 13.]  [17:  The hate speech crisis in India is predominantly directed at religious minorities, principally Muslims. On the broader pattern, see also AL IND 5/2024 (24 September 2024) by the Special Rapporteurs on minority issues, freedom of expression, and freedom of religion or belief.]  [32:  India Hate Lab, Report 2025: Hate Speech Events in India, January 2026. Association for Protection of Civil Rights, Hate Crime Tracker: June–August 2025 (first information reports registered in 4 of 102 documented hate speech incidents).]  [33:  Citizens for Justice and Peace, "A sharp U-turn in Supreme Court's approach in dealing with Hate Speech," 4 June 2026. See also Scroll.in, "Has the Supreme Court gone soft on hate speech?", 19 February 2026.]  [34:  OHCHR, "India: UN experts alarmed by continuing abuses in Manipur," 4 September 2023.]  [35:  UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on India, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 45.]  [18:  On violence and displacement affecting the Kuki community in Manipur, see para 16 below (Art. 5(b)).]  [19:  The Akhil Bharatiya Vanvasi Kalyan Ashram is affiliated with the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS), the parent organisation of the ruling Bharatiya Janata Party. Its affiliate the Janjati Suraksha Manch was established in 2006. The organisations promote the term Vanvasi (forest dweller) in place of Adivasi (original inhabitant), a designation contested by Indigenous rights activists as negating tribal peoples' indigeneity. The Manch has also reportedly conducted reconversion ceremonies targeting tribal Christians and mobilised to deny them community burial rights. Under Indian law, Scheduled Tribe status is not conditioned on religious affiliation.]  [36:  Scroll.in, Nolina Minj, "A Sangh organisation is leading the demand that Christian tribals be delisted," 9 June 2026.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to enforce existing criminal provisions against incitement targeting Scheduled Tribes and provide disaggregated prosecution and enforcement data in its next periodic report.
(b) Ask India what steps it has taken to investigate and prosecute public officials alleged to have incited violence against Indigenous communities, including in Manipur;
(c) Recommend that India ensure that its codes of conduct for public officials and elected representatives include prohibitions against the promotion of racial or religious discrimination, and that these codes of conduct are enforced through independent disciplinary proceedings.
d) Urge India to ensure the enforcement of constitutional protections guaranteeing the right of Indigenous Peoples to freedom of religion or belief and to ensure that Scheduled Tribe status is not conditioned on religious affiliation.


Article 5: Equality in the enjoyment of rights
Right to security of person and protection by the State against violence or bodily harm (Article 5(b))
13. India's State party report is entirely silent on the use of security forces against Indigenous Peoples in its central tribal territories—despite the Committee's 2007 concluding observations urging India to protect Scheduled Tribes from police violence, and the list of issues asking specifically what steps India had taken to prevent extrajudicial killings by security forces.[endnoteRef:37] Since January 2024, the situation has dramatically escalated. The Indian government launched a large-scale counter-insurgency operation in Bastar division, Chhattisgarh—a region where  Adivasi peoples constitute around 70 per cent of the population—aimed at ending a decades-long Maoist insurgency.[footnoteRef:20] The Committee itself, in its January 2026 EWUAP letter, expressed concern at reports that at least 500  Adivasis, including civilians, had been killed between January 2024 and October 2025, that at least 300 new security bases had been established on ancestral lands without free, prior and informed consent, and that security forces had used aerial bombing in at least five cases between 2021 and 2025. The letter also cited reports of financial rewards and promotions for law enforcement officials following operations involving killings, and the deprivation of liberty of members of the predominantly Indigenous non-state armed group without due process under a revised surrender and rehabilitation policy.[endnoteRef:38] Civil society documented over 300 killings and 1,033 arrests in the first thirteen months of the operation alone.[endnoteRef:39] A separate appeal signed by over 200 organisations reported over 400 deaths by April 2025.[endnoteRef:40] On 30 March 2026—one day before his own deadline for ending the insurgency—the Home Minister declared in Parliament that India was "Maoist-free."[endnoteRef:41] [37:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 14. LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 15.]  [20:  Bastar division encompasses seven districts (Bastar, Bijapur, Dantewada, Kanker, Kondagaon, Narayanpur, and Sukma) in southern Chhattisgarh. The region is home to some of India's richest deposits of iron ore, tin, and corundum. The Committee's January 2026 letter noted that Bastar district alone contains mineral reserves valued at approximately $95 billion (see EN38).]  [38:  CERD EWUAP letter, ref. CERD/EWUAP/2026/CS/BJ/ks, 19 January 2026 (INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11342_E). India was requested to respond by 17 April 2026.]  [39:  People's Union for Democratic Rights (PUDR), Thirteen Months of Kagaar: Securitization and Human Rights in Chhattisgarh, 10 February 2025.]  [40:  Appeal for Ceasefire and Dialogue, 4 April 2025, signed by over 200 civil society organisations.]  [41:  AFP, "India's home minister says country is free of Maoist insurgency," 30 March 2026.] 

14. Independent investigations have documented incidents in which Indigenous civilians were reportedly killed during the counter-insurgency operation and subsequently classified as combatants by security forces. In December 2024, security forces reportedly killed six Adivasi villagers—including probable minors—and shot four children in Bastar.[footnoteRef:21] An independent fact-finding team identified the victims as unarmed farmers practising shifting cultivation, contradicting police accounts. The senior police official responsible described the reports as "false and fabricated" and speculated that the children were "likely being used as human shields."[endnoteRef:42] Impunity for such killings extends beyond Chhattisgarh. The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that mandatory prior government authorisation for prosecuting members of the security forces in counter-terrorism and security operations had created a climate of widespread impunity across India's conflict-affected regions. In Manipur, 1,528 extrajudicial killings were documented between 1979 and 2012, with only 39 first information reports (formal criminal complaints) registered.[footnoteRef:22][endnoteRef:43] [21:  The incident occurred in Kummam and Lekawada villages, on the border of Narayanpur and Bijapur districts in Bastar division. The victims belonged to the Abujhmad Hill Maria Gond community, classified as a Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Group. See EN42.]  [42:  The Polis Project, "How the Indian State Is Killing Bastar's Children," 13 March 2025. See also Malini Subramaniam, "A dead body in the forest, injured children, and other unanswered questions about Bastar encounter," Scroll.in, 9 January 2025.]  [22:  Manipur's population is predominantly Scheduled Tribe. On violence affecting Indigenous communities in Manipur, see para 16 below.]  [43:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 29.] 

15. India's State party report does not address sexual and gender-based violence against tribal women, despite the Committee's 2007 concluding observations urging the effective prosecution of perpetrators and victim-sensitive evidence rules, and the list of issues requesting information on measures to prevent such violence and assist victims.[endnoteRef:44] In 2011, the Special Rapporteurs on violence against women and girls and on torture raised the gang rape of a 14-year-old tribal girl by security forces in Odisha. The communication noted allegations that "tribes are often assaulted in the area by the security personnel." India did not respond.[endnoteRef:45] In January 2017, India's National Human Rights Commission found 16 Adivasi women in Chhattisgarh to be prima facie victims of rape, sexual and physical assault by state police personnel. The Prevention of Atrocities Act had not been invoked in any of the cases.[footnoteRef:23][endnoteRef:46] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that violence against women from Indigenous and lower caste communities was "exacerbated" and "largely underreported."[endnoteRef:47] Government crime data for 2023 recorded 1,189 reported rapes of Scheduled Tribe women and children nationally. In Chhattisgarh, despite large-scale security operations, only 336 cases were registered under the Prevention of Atrocities Act that year—a 21 per cent decline from the previous year.[endnoteRef:48] [44:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 15. See also CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 16.]  [45:  AL IND 15/2011, 22 July 2011, Special Rapporteurs on violence against women and on torture.]  [23:  The Prevention of Atrocities Act (the Scheduled Castes and the Scheduled Tribes (Prevention of Atrocities) Act, 1989) is the principal legislation addressing crimes against Adivasi and Dalit communities. On conviction and pendency rates, see para 23 below (Art. 6).]  [46:  National Human Rights Commission, press release, 7 January 2017. See also "Indian police accused of raping women in restive Chhattisgarh state," The Guardian, 10 January 2017.]  [47:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 21.]  [48:  National Campaign on Dalit Human Rights, An Analysis of Crimes Against Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in India, February 2026, analysing NCRB data for 2023.] 

16. The Committee's 2007 concluding observations expressed concern at the "frequent failure to protect [Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes] against acts of communal violence."[endnoteRef:49] India's State party report does not address this obligation with respect to Scheduled Tribes. Since May 2023, the state of Manipur has experienced sustained ethnic violence in which members of the Kuki-Zo—Scheduled Tribe communities who constitute approximately a quarter of the state's population—have been subjected to killings, sexual and gender-based violence, displacement, and destruction of property by armed groups from the majority Meitei community.[footnoteRef:24] Government data indicate that at least 217 people have been killed, over 58,800 displaced, and nearly 8,000 houses destroyed.[endnoteRef:50] In August 2023, a joint Special Procedures communication endorsed by sixteen mandate-holders raised allegations of sexual and gender-based violence and destruction of homes and places of worship.[endnoteRef:51] India responded, characterising the events as "ethnic strife" and listing investigative measures including the transfer of cases to the Central Bureau of Investigation.[endnoteRef:52] No prosecution of members of armed groups reportedly responsible for coordinated attacks on tribal villages has resulted. Amnesty International found in July 2024 that authorities had been "missing in action," documenting at least 32 incidents of gender-based violence committed by such groups against tribal communities.[endnoteRef:53] Separately, Hindu nationalist groups have intensified vigilante attacks against Adivasis practising Christianity, particularly in central Indian states. Independent monitoring documented 834 verified incidents of violence and intimidation against Christians in 2024—a more than sixfold increase over the preceding decade—of which 354 victims were members of Scheduled Tribes. Fewer than half of documented incidents resulted in formal police reports.[endnoteRef:54][footnoteRef:25] The Special Rapporteurs on freedom of religion or belief and on minority issues raised concern in August 2023 that state-level anti-conversion laws had "contributed to a rise in vigilante attacks" against religious minorities.[footnoteRef:26][endnoteRef:55] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes faced "widespread discrimination and violence," including "attacks on Adivasis practising Christianity."[endnoteRef:56] [49:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 14.]  [24:  The Kuki-Zo are a group of related Scheduled Tribe communities—predominantly Christian—who constitute approximately 25 per cent of Manipur's population. The Meitei, who constitute approximately 53 per cent, are not classified as Scheduled Tribes. Violence was triggered in May 2023 after a state High Court recommendation to extend Scheduled Tribe status to the Meitei community. The Supreme Court described this recommendation as "factually incorrect." President's Rule—direct governance by the central government when a state government ceases to function—was imposed in February 2025 following the resignation of the Chief Minister and subsequently lifted in February 2026. On incitement to violence against the Kuki in Manipur, see para 12 above.]  [50:  Deccan Herald, "Over 58,800 people displaced by ethnic violence since May 2023: Manipur govt," 22 April 2026, citing government data.]  [51:  AL IND 9/2023, 29 August 2023, joint communication by sixteen mandate-holders.]  [52:  India's response to AL IND 9/2023, 25 October 2023.]  [53:  Amnesty International, "India: Authorities 'missing-in-action' amid ongoing violence and impunity in Manipur state," July 2024.]  [54:  United Christian Forum, as reported in Christian Solidarity International, "Attacks on Christians in India surge by over 550 percent in a decade," 10 February 2025.]  [25:  The United Christian Forum noted that out of 834 reported incidents, only 392 resulted in formal police reports. The actual number of attacks is likely significantly higher. On campaigns to strip Scheduled Tribe status from Indigenous Christians, see para 12 above.]  [26:  Several states with significant Scheduled Tribe populations, including Chhattisgarh and Jharkhand, have enacted anti-conversion laws under which Indigenous Christians have been arrested and imprisoned. The UN Human Rights Committee addressed this pattern at paras 47–48 (July 2024).]  [55:  AL IND 8/2023, 16 August 2023, Special Rapporteurs on freedom of religion or belief and on minority issues.]  [56:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 15.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to ensure that all deaths of Indigenous civilians during security operations are subject to prompt, independent, civilian-led investigation, with findings made public and perpetrators held accountable regardless of rank;
(b) Urge India to prosecute all acts of sexual and gender-based violence against Indigenous women, including by security forces, invoke the Prevention of Atrocities Act in all applicable cases, and provide victims with legal, medical, and psychological assistance;
(c) Urge India to take immediate measures to protect Indigenous communities from communal and vigilante violence, and review state-level anti-conversion legislation that has contributed to attacks on Indigenous communities practising minority religions.


Right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association (Article 5(d)(ix))
17. India's State party report does not address the criminalisation of Indigenous human rights defenders, despite the list of issues expressly requesting information on measures to protect their rights and fundamental freedoms.[endnoteRef:57] It cites unrelated transparency legislation but is silent on the use of counter-terrorism laws against Indigenous defenders and the proscription of Indigenous movements.[endnoteRef:58] The Committee itself, in its January 2026 EWUAP letter, cited reports that an Indigenous grassroots movement in Bastar, Chhattisgarh had been banned and that human rights defenders, journalists, and lawyers faced intimidation, harassment, reprisals, and arbitrary detention.[endnoteRef:59] The movement—the Moolvasi Bachao Manch—was proscribed in October 2024 under a state security law. The High Court of Chhattisgarh dismissed a legal challenge to the ban in May 2025.[footnoteRef:27][endnoteRef:60] Since 2021, UN Special Procedures have raised the cases of at least four Indigenous defenders in Chhattisgarh charged under India's principal counter-terrorism statute—the Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act 1967—which reverses the presumption of innocence at the bail stage.[footnoteRef:28] These include the movement's founder Raghu Midiyami and its co-founder Suneeta Pottam,[endnoteRef:61] environmental defender Bijendra Korram—reportedly beaten by security forces at a peaceful assembly,[endnoteRef:62] and community organiser Hidme Markam, detained for approximately two years before being acquitted.[endnoteRef:63] Father Stan Swamy, an 83-year-old Jesuit priest and Adivasi rights defender in Jharkhand, died in judicial custody in July 2021 after being charged under the same statute. The Working Group on Arbitrary Detention found his detention arbitrary and described his death as "utterly preventable."[endnoteRef:64] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that pre-trial detention disproportionately affected Adivasis, expressed concern at the reversal of the presumption of innocence under the UAPA, and recommended that such detention be imposed without discrimination.[endnoteRef:65] [57:  CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 20.]  [58:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 102–103.]  [59:  CERD EWUAP letter, ref. CERD/EWUAP/2026/CS/BJ/ks, 19 January 2026 (INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11342_E). See also EN38 (para 13).]  [27:  The Moolvasi Bachao Manch is a grassroots Indigenous movement formed in 2021 to oppose the establishment of security camps on ancestral lands in Bastar (on the counter-insurgency operation, see para 13 above). The Chhattisgarh Special Public Security Act 2005 (CSPSA) empowers the state government to declare an organisation "unlawful" and criminalise membership and support.]  [60: AL IND 7/2025 (7 July 2025), joint communication by five mandate-holders. India has not responded.]  [28: The Unlawful Activities (Prevention) Act 1967 (UAPA) is India's principal counter-terrorism statute. Section 43D(5) requires the court to deny bail if it considers the accusation "prima facie true," effectively reversing the normal presumption of innocence at the pre-trial stage. Pre-charge detention may extend to 180 days.]  [61:  AL IND 7/2025 (see EN60). On Pottam, see also AL IND 3/2024 (5 August 2024). India responded to IND 3/2024 on 27 June 2025.]  [62:  AL IND 9/2024 (11 November 2024), joint communication by five mandate-holders, concerning the arrest of Bijendra Korram at a peaceful sit-in in Narayanpur district. India has not responded.]  [63:  AL IND 5/2021 (8 April 2021), joint communication by seven mandate-holders, concerning the arrest of Hidme Markam. India responded on 7 June 2021.]  [64:  Working Group on Arbitrary Detention, Opinion No. 57/2021 (A/HRC/WGAD/2021/57), adopted 16 November 2021. The Working Group found Father Stan Swamy's detention arbitrary under Categories I, II, and V. India did not respond.]  [65:  UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on India, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, paras 37–38.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to ensure that counter-terrorism and state security legislation is not used to criminalise Indigenous Peoples for exercising their rights to peaceful assembly and association, and to review the proscription of Indigenous organisations under state security laws;
(b) Urge India to ensure due process for all Indigenous human rights defenders deprived of their liberty, give effect to the opinions of the Working Group on Arbitrary Detention, and address the disproportionate pretrial detention of Scheduled Tribes under legislation that reverses the presumption of innocence at the bail stage.


Right to own property (Article 5(d)(v))
18. The Committee's 2007 concluding observations urged the implementation of tribal ownership rights and prevention of eviction without consent, and the list of issues asked what measures had been taken to guarantee free, prior and informed consent for development projects on Indigenous lands.[endnoteRef:66] India's State party report lists legislative protections for tribal land rights but provides no enforcement data, no displacement figures, and does not address whether free, prior and informed consent has been obtained in practice.[endnoteRef:67] Research cited by the Xaxa Committee estimated that approximately 60 million people were displaced by development projects between 1947 and 2004, of whom approximately 40 per cent were Scheduled Tribes—a community constituting 8.6 per cent of the national population.[footnoteRef:29][endnoteRef:68] The Committee itself, in its August 2019 EWUAP letter, took note of a Special Procedures communication referring to allegations of impending forced evictions poised to affect millions, mostly from Scheduled Tribes and forest-dwelling communities, in 21 states.[endnoteRef:69] Since 2011, UN Special Procedures have addressed at least ten communications to India concerning forced displacement of Indigenous communities for dams, mining, and industrial projects across at least seven states, in several instances involving tens of thousands of affected persons. India has not responded to the majority of these communications.[footnoteRef:30][endnoteRef:70] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that Indigenous land rights were 'often threatened by development projects and the activities of extractive and other industries, without proper consultation,' and noted 1,176 cases of tribal lands acquired under coercion in Raigarh district that remained unaddressed (see also para 9 above).[endnoteRef:71] [66:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, paras 19–20; CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 21.]  [67:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 104–108.]  [29:  On the Xaxa Committee, see FNii above. The displacement estimate is drawn from the work of Walter Fernandes, who compiled data on development-induced displacement across India. See EN68.]  [68:  High Level Committee on Socio-Economic, Health and Educational Status of Tribal Communities of India, Report, Ministry of Tribal Affairs, 2014, p. 258, citing Walter Fernandes.]  [69:  CERD EWUAP letter, ref. CERD/EWUAP/99th session/India (Forest policy)/JP/ks, 29 August 2019 (INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_8974_E), taking note of UA IND 13/2019 (19 June 2019, Special Rapporteurs on adequate housing, Indigenous Peoples, and internally displaced persons).]  [30:  These communications address the displacement of over 40,000 families for a major dam in the Narmada Valley (IND 8/2017). A separate cluster of five communications over 14 years documents a cycle of eviction and criminalisation affecting over 20,000 Indigenous people for successive industrial projects in one coastal district of Odisha, the most recent of which was reportedly inaugurated in May 2026 despite a village assembly resolution calling for cancellation (IND 12/2011, IND 14/2011, IND 7/2013, IND 1/2018, IND 11/2025). Other communications concern displacement for mining in Jharkhand (IND 25/2012) and a dam in Manipur (IND 4/2015). On the mass eviction threat following rejection of forest rights claims in 21 states, see EN69. On failures to obtain free, prior and informed consent in mining, see para 9 above.]  [70:  AL IND 12/2011 (29 June 2011); AL IND 14/2011 (29 July 2011); AL IND 7/2013 (11 June 2013, ten mandate-holders); AL IND 25/2012 (20 December 2012); AL IND 4/2015 (26 March 2015); UA IND 8/2017 (29 August 2017, seven mandate-holders); UA IND 9/2017 (24 August 2017, also cited at para 9, EN19); AL IND 1/2018 (30 January 2018, four mandate-holders); UA IND 13/2019 (19 June 2019, also cited in EN69); and AL IND 11/2025 (17 November 2025, eight mandate-holders). India responded to IND 12/2011 only.]  [71:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 59.] 

19. State-sponsored mega-projects continue to threaten the physical survival of Particularly Vulnerable Tribal Groups (PVTGs) - a government designation for the 75 Scheduled Tribe communities considered most at risk due to small or declining populations, geographical isolation, and pre-agricultural livelihoods.[footnoteRef:31] India's State party report describes welfare programmes for PVTGs but is entirely silent on these threats.[endnoteRef:72] The Committee has raised them in four EWUAP letters since 2012—on human safaris targeting the Jarawa,[footnoteRef:32] mega-projects threatening PVTGs in the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, and most recently the situation of the Shompen.[endnoteRef:73] The most recent letter, of May 2026, expressed concern at reports of a multi-billion dollar infrastructure project on Great Nicobar Island—encompassing a transshipment port, international airport, township, power plant, and defence base across more than 244 square kilometres, including approximately 130 square kilometres of primary rainforest—that would introduce more than 600,000 new inhabitants.[endnoteRef:74] The Shompen, a PVTG of approximately 300 individuals, nearly two-thirds of whom live in voluntary isolation, have inhabited the island for thousands of years.[footnoteRef:33] The environmental impact assessment prepared for the project acknowledged that contact with the Shompen posed a "risk of extinction" from disease exposure.[footnoteRef:34][endnoteRef:75] Despite this, a welfare body under the island administration purported to grant consent on behalf of the Shompen. Its authority to do so is being challenged before the Calcutta High Court.[footnoteRef:35][endnoteRef:76] In February 2024, thirty-nine genocide scholars from thirteen countries wrote to the Indian President warning that the project would be "a death sentence for the Shompen, tantamount to the international crime of genocide."[endnoteRef:77] The Committee also recommended in 2007 that India protect the Jarawa and implement a 2002 Supreme Court order to close sections of the Andaman Trunk Road running through their reserve.[endnoteRef:78] The road remains open and human safaris continue.[endnoteRef:79] Separately, a government planning body has proposed development on Little Andaman Island that would reportedly de-reserve approximately 57 per cent of the territory of the Onge, a PVTG of 101 individuals.[footnoteRef:36][endnoteRef:80] [31:  On PVTGs, see FNix above. On the broader pattern of land dispossession and consent failures affecting Scheduled Tribes, see para 18 above.]  [72:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 22, 24.]  [32:  The Jarawa (self-designation: Ang) are an Indigenous community of approximately 647 individuals (2025) on the Andaman Islands.]  [73:  CERD EWUAP letters: INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_5494_E, 31 August 2012 (Jarawa); INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_9556_E, 29 April 2022 (Great Nicobar and Little Andaman projects, five PVTGs); INT_CERD_ALE_IND_9937_E, 8 December 2023 (follow-up, noting India's non-response "with regret"); INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11500_E, 5 May 2026 (Shompen, Great Nicobar Island).]  [74:  CERD EWUAP letter, 5 May 2026 (INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11500_E). India was requested to respond at the 118th session (August 2026).]  [33:  The Shompen are semi-nomadic hunter-gatherers who have inhabited Great Nicobar Island for thousands of years. India's own Shompen Policy 2015 mandates "zero contact" with the community.]  [34:  The 900-page assessment was prepared by Vimta Labs, a private consultancy, for the project proponent, a government corporation. Environmental clearance was granted despite the finding.]  [75:  Environmental Impact Assessment, Holistic Development of Great Nicobar Island, 2022, as quoted in INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11500_E (EN74).]  [35:  The Andaman Adim Janjati Vikas Samiti (AAJVS) is a non-elected welfare body whose leadership overlaps with that of the project proponent. It purported to consent on behalf of the Shompen without any contact with the community. The Tribal Council of Little and Great Nicobar—the elected representative body for the Nicobarese Indigenous community—withdrew its own consent in November 2022 after learning the project's full scope, but officials had already relied on it to certify that Indigenous land rights had been settled. The Tribal Council has since alleged this certification is false.]  [76:  Article-14, "A State-Backed Tribal Body—Without Authority—Grants Consent On Behalf Of A Tribe For The Great Nicobar Project," May 2026.]  [77:  The Wire, "'Death Knell for Shompen People': Genocide Experts Urge President to Stop Great Nicobar Mega Project," February 2024. See also Survival International, "Genocide experts: Shompen."]  [78:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 19 (see also EN66). Designated a priority follow-up recommendation (para 34).]  [79:  Down to Earth, "Andaman Trunk Road ignores SC order, affects Jarawas' lives," 7 June 2015. Survival International.]  [36:  The National Institution for Transforming India (NITI Aayog) is a government planning body. Its "Sustainable Development of Little Andaman Island" plan proposes a new greenfield city, tourism zone, and film city. The plan described the Onge tribal reserve as a "key constraint" and suggested relocation. The Onge population has declined from approximately 672 in 1901 to 101 in 2024. The plan was also raised in the Committee's 2022 early warning and urgent action letter (see EN73).]  [80:  INT_CERD_ALE_Ind_9556_E, 29 April 2022 (see EN73).] 

20. India's State party report does not address conservation-related displacement, despite the list of issues expressly referencing "large conservation, infrastructure and industrial projects" on Indigenous lands.[footnoteRef:37][endnoteRef:81] In June 2024, the National Tiger Conservation Authority[footnoteRef:38] directed nineteen states to relocate communities from the core areas of fifty-four tiger reserves on a "priority basis," identifying approximately 65,000 families in 591 villages inside these areas.[footnoteRef:39][endnoteRef:82] The Committee itself, in its January 2026 EWUAP letter—following up on a May 2025 letter to which India had responded—noted India's claim that relocation was voluntary but regretted the lack of detailed information on effective consultation to obtain free, prior and informed consent, the absence of impact assessments, and the risk of displacement without adequate housing or compensation.[endnoteRef:83] The Odisha Human Rights Commission, examining relocations from one tiger reserve in February 2026, found prescribed procedures had not been followed and ordered a high-level inquiry.[endnoteRef:84] [37:  On the broader pattern of consent failures, see paras 9 and 18 above.]  [81:  CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 21 (see EN67).]  [38:  The National Tiger Conservation Authority is a statutory body under the Wildlife (Protection) Act 1972. Core areas of tiger reserves are zones designated for strict wildlife protection from which human habitation may be voluntarily relocated under the Act. The Act requires any such relocation to be on mutually agreed terms and following informed consent of village councils. The order directed states to submit time-bound action plans but did not reference the Forest Rights Act 2006 or the statutory requirement to settle forest rights claims before relocation.]  [39:  India informed the Committee that "around 6,400 families" remained in core areas (EN83). The Authority's own data recorded 64,801 families in 591 villages—roughly ten times the number India provided, potentially understating the scale of the Indigenous population at risk of displacement.]  [82:  C.R. Bijoy, "NTCA Demands Relocation of Nearly 4 Lakh Forest Dwellers From 54 Tiger Reserves," The Wire, 21 August 2024. Data from the NTCA order (D.O. No. 15-3/2008-NTCA, 19 June 2024). See also Press Information Bureau, "Relocation of Forest Dwellers from Tiger Reserves," 11 December 2025.]  [83:  CERD EWUAP letter, ref. CERD/EWUAP/2026/CS/BJ/ks, 19 January 2026 (INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11341_E), follow-up to letter of 12 May 2025.]  [84:  OrissaPOST, "Village relocation in Satkosia Tiger Reserve under scrutiny; OHRC orders inquiry committee," February 2026.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to halt the Great Nicobar Island project until an independent human rights and environmental impact assessment has been conducted and the free, prior and informed consent of the Shompen has been obtained through culturally appropriate mechanisms respecting their right to voluntary isolation, and refrain from reducing the territorial extent of reserves for particularly vulnerable tribal groups;
(b) Urge India to implement the 2002 Supreme Court order to close sections of the Andaman Trunk Road through the Jarawa reserve, and prevent all forms of contact tourism targeting Indigenous communities in voluntary or semi-voluntary isolation;
(c) Urge India to ensure that all relocations of Indigenous communities are conducted in strict compliance with the Forest Rights Act 2006, with free, prior and informed consent genuinely obtained, and that displaced communities receive adequate compensation, resettlement, and access to effective remedies.


Right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion (Article 5(d)(vii))
21. The Committee recommended in 2007 that India restore affirmative action eligibility for Scheduled Caste and Scheduled Tribe members who convert to another religion, and the list of issues asked what steps had been taken to do so.[endnoteRef:85] India's State party report does not address freedom of religion or belief for Indigenous Peoples. Its only response concerned Scheduled Castes, stating the matter was "sub-judice."[endnoteRef:86] Since then, the situation has deteriorated on two fronts. At the legislative level, at least thirteen Indian states have enacted laws restricting religious conversion, with most imposing enhanced penalties—including life imprisonment—for the conversion of a person belonging to a Scheduled Tribe, while explicitly exempting "reconversion" to one's "ancestral religion."[footnoteRef:40][endnoteRef:87] Two such laws were enacted in early 2026.[endnoteRef:88] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that such legislation was "applied in ways that restrict and violate the right to freedom of religion," noting vague wording, a reversed burden of proof, and a contribution to vigilante attacks.[endnoteRef:89] At the community level, Indigenous Peoples—particularly in central Indian states—face systematic coercion by non-state actors to abandon minority faiths. Forced reconversion campaigns have reportedly targeted tribal Christians through public ultimatums, and families who refuse face threats of exclusion, displacement, and restrictions affecting participation in community life.[endnoteRef:90] Denial of burial according to religious custom has emerged as a widespread pattern: independent monitoring recorded twenty-three burial-related incidents in 2025, predominantly in Chhattisgarh, with Indigenous Christian families reportedly having bodies of deceased relatives exhumed and being told to reconvert as a precondition for interment in their own villages.[endnoteRef:91] The Supreme Court issued an interim order in February 2026 restraining further exhumations, but reported incidents have continued.[footnoteRef:41][endnoteRef:92] [85:  CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 21 (Art. 5(d)(vii) and Art. 2(2)). CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 7.]  [86:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, para. 48.]  [40:  Enhanced penalties apply when the person being converted belongs to a Scheduled Tribe, Scheduled Caste, or other designated group. The "ancestral religion" exemption in practice means Hinduism. On arrests of Indigenous Christians under such laws, see FN xxv.]  [87:  Library of Congress, "State Anti-Conversion Laws in India" (updated November 2025).]  [88:  DD News, "Chhattisgarh Governor Signs Freedom of Religion Bill," 7 April 2026. CSW, "Maharashtra State passes anti-conversion bill," 23 March 2026.]  [89:  UN Human Rights Committee, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, paras 47–48.]  [90:  The Indian Express, “Conversion row in Chhattisgarh: 26 tribal families socially boycotted”, 25 June 2026. See also: The Indian Express, “No ‘outside festivals’ allowed, nod required for religious activities: Tribal-majority Bastar village’s diktat sparks row”, 20 March 2023.  ]  [91:  Crux Now, "India's Supreme Court grants temporary relief to tribal Christians in burial dispute," February 2026. The United Christian Forum recorded twenty-three burial-related incidents in 2025, predominantly in Chhattisgarh.]  [41:  On the campaign to strip Scheduled Tribe status from Indigenous Peoples who exercise their right to freedom of religion, see para 12 above (Art. 4). On vigilante violence against Adivasi Christians and the engagement of UN Special Procedures, see para 16 above (Art. 5(b)).]  [92:  Bar and Bench, "Supreme Court stays exhumation of buried bodies of tribal Christians in Chhattisgarh villages," 18 February 2026. CatholicConnect, "Burial Denied to Tribal Christian Woman in Chhattisgarh Village Despite Top Court's Protective Order," 27 February 2026.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Reiterate its recommendation that India restore affirmative action eligibility for all members of Scheduled Tribes regardless of religious affiliation;
(b) Urge India to review state-level anti-conversion laws that impose enhanced penalties for the conversion of Indigenous Peoples and exempt "reconversion," which in practice discriminate against Indigenous Peoples and others exercising their right to freedom of religion;
(c) Urge India to investigate and address the systematic coercion of Indigenous Peoples to abandon minority faiths, including denial of burial rights, economic exclusion, and forced reconversion campaigns.


Right to housing, public health, medical care, social security and social services (Article 5(e)(iii)–(iv))
22. India's State party report describes welfare programmes for Scheduled Tribes but does not present the tribal-disaggregated outcome data requested in the Committee's 2007 concluding observations and the list of issues.[endnoteRef:93] The National Family Health Survey (2019–21), the most recent for which tribal-disaggregated data has been released, records under-five mortality among Scheduled Tribe children at 50 per 1,000 live births, compared to 42 nationally.[endnoteRef:94] Thirty-eight per cent of Scheduled Tribe households live in non-permanent housing.[endnoteRef:95] Fewer than half of households in designated tribal areas had piped water connections under India's principal rural drinking water programme as of February 2023, compared to 57 per cent nationally.[footnoteRef:42][endnoteRef:96] The UN Human Rights Committee recommended in July 2024 that India improve the provision of essential public services to Indigenous Peoples.[endnoteRef:97] The latest round of the survey (2023–24), released in May 2026, omits key indicators from its published data—including infant, neonatal, and under-five mortality and all anaemia measures—and has not released caste or tribal disaggregation.[endnoteRef:98] [93:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 24–25, 59, 71, 126–127. CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 24. LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 24.]  [94:  Indian Journal of Medical Research, "Factors associated with under-five mortality in Scheduled Tribes in India: An analysis of National Family Health Survey-5 (2019–2021)," July 2024.]  [95:  Centre for Economic Data and Analysis, Ashoka University, "How many Indians live in a pucca house with basic amenities?", 9 June 2023, analysing NSS Round 78 (2020–21).]  [42:  The Jal Jeevan Mission, launched in 2019, is India's principal programme for providing piped drinking water to all rural households. The coverage figures reflect the programme's own monitoring data for habitations classified as predominantly Scheduled Tribe areas. See EN96.]  [96:  PIB, 2 February 2023, written reply by Minister of State for Jal Shakti in Rajya Sabha.]  [97:  UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on India, CCPR/C/IND/CO/4, July 2024, para. 60(d).]  [98:  National Family Health Survey (NFHS-6), 2023–24, India Fact Sheet, Ministry of Health and Family Welfare, May 2026. On dropped indicators, see Business Standard, 1 June 2026; Newslaundry, 2 June 2026.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to increase health infrastructure in designated tribal areas (Scheduled Areas) to meet established norms, conduct health impact assessments in mining-affected tribal areas, and provide clean drinking water to all affected communities;
(b) Urge India to release tribal-disaggregated data from the National Family Health Survey (2023–24), including the indicators omitted from the published data, and provide such disaggregated data in its next periodic report.


Article 6: Effective protection and remedies
23. India's State party report does not provide the disaggregated data requested by the Committee on the effectiveness of remedies for victims of crimes against Scheduled Tribes—a concern identified as a priority follow-up in the 2007 concluding observations and addressed in three separate paragraphs of the list of issues.[endnoteRef:99] The State party report describes enhanced compensation amounts and claims 193 exclusive special courts for cases under the Prevention of Atrocities Act.[endnoteRef:100] For crimes against Scheduled Tribes registered under the Act in 2023, the conviction rate was 24.6 per cent, the acquittal rate 66.8 per cent, and approximately 49,000 cases reportedly remained pending at year end. Civil society analysis records 176 exclusive special courts, operating in only eleven of thirty-six states and union territories.[endnoteRef:101] The National Commission for Scheduled Tribes, the constitutional body responsible for Indigenous safeguards,[footnoteRef:43] had fewer than half of its 124 authorised posts filled as of February 2023. All five of its leadership positions were simultaneously vacant from June 2023 to mid-2024.[endnoteRef:102] The National Human Rights Commission faces a recommended downgrade from 'A' to 'B' accreditation by the Global Alliance of National Human Rights Institutions, with a final decision deferred to November 2026 after the Commission's challenge was rejected—a process India's State party report does not disclose.[endnoteRef:103] The UN Human Rights Committee found in July 2024 that the requirement of prior government authorisation for prosecuting security forces had created "a climate of widespread impunity" across India's conflict-affected regions (see para 14 above). The Committee itself, in its January 2026 EWUAP letter, expressed concern at the reported lack of independent and impartial investigations into human rights violations and abuses affecting Indigenous Peoples, and took note of information received alleging systematic racial discrimination in the judicial system.[endnoteRef:104] [99:  CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 26 (designated for priority follow-up, para. 34). LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, paras 10, 27, 28.]  [100:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 53, 57, 85, 151.]  [101:  National Campaign on Dalit Human Rights, An Analysis of Crimes Against Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in India, February 2026, analysing NCRB data for 2023. See also EN48.]  [43:  The National Commission for Scheduled Tribes (NCST) is mandated to investigate complaints relating to the deprivation of rights and safeguards of Scheduled Tribes, monitor implementation of protective legislation, and recommend measures for their effective implementation. It has civil court powers to summon and examine witnesses and require the production of documents, but its recommendations are not binding.]  [102:  Lok Sabha, written answer by the Ministry of Tribal Affairs, February 2023 (54 of 124 sanctioned posts filled, 70 vacant). See Insights on India, 7 February 2023.]  [103:  Sub-Committee on Accreditation of the Global Alliance of National Human Rights Institutions, Report and Recommendations of the 45th Session, March 2025, pp. 17–26. See also GANHRI accreditation database; FORUM-ASIA, 13 March 2026.]  [104:  CERD EWUAP letter, ref. CERD/EWUAP/2026/CS/BJ/ks, 19 January 2026 (INT_CERD_ALE_IND_11342_E). See also EN38 (para 13).] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Urge India to establish functional dedicated courts under the Prevention of Atrocities Act in all states with significant caseloads and address the backlog of approximately 49,000 pending cases involving crimes against Scheduled Tribes;
(b) Urge India to fully staff the National Commission for Scheduled Tribes and ensure its recommendations are given binding force;
(c) Ask India to provide disaggregated data on complaints, convictions, sentences, and remedies for victims of crimes against Scheduled Tribes in its next periodic report, as requested in the 2007 concluding observations.


Article 7: Measures to combat prejudice and promote understanding
24. India's State party report does not address the Committee's request for information on instruction on the cultures of Scheduled Tribes in the national curriculum, a recommendation first made in the 2007 concluding observations and reiterated in the list of issues.[endnoteRef:105] Its response cites the National Education Policy 2020 and describes general human rights education through civics and legal studies courses, without identifying any content on the history, culture, or rights of Indigenous Peoples.[endnoteRef:106] In 2023, the National Council of Educational Research and Training revised school textbooks, removing content on the social conditions and historical struggles of Scheduled Tribes and other marginalised communities.[footnoteRef:44][endnoteRef:107] ILO Convention No. 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples remains unratified, despite the Committee's 2007 recommendation and India's existing obligations under ILO Convention No. 107.[endnoteRef:108] India has not adopted a national action plan against racial discrimination.[endnoteRef:109] [105:  LOIPR, CERD/C/IND/Q/20-21, para. 29. CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 27.]  [106:  India's State party report, CERD/C/IND/20-21, paras 152–153.]  [44:  Specific revisions include: the removal of the word "Hindu" from "Hindu landlords" in a passage on Birsa Munda's revolt against colonial-era oppression; the deletion of references to "poverty, powerlessness and social stigma" affecting Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes from a Class 12 Sociology textbook; the removal of chapters on popular movements and caste struggles; and the reported omission of stories of tribal movements. See EN107 for sources. See also para 12 above on the promotion of the Vanvasi designation.]  [107:  The News Minute, "Omissions and revisions in Modi years: How NCERT textbooks are being rewritten," 11 August 2025. Education for All in India, "Five Years of NCERT Textbook Revisions: 2022 to 2026," 17 April 2026. The Wire, "NCERT Class 12 Textbooks Now Question Aryan Immigration Theory," 4 April 2024.]  [108:  CERD, Concluding Observations (2007), CERD/C/IND/CO/19, para. 28. ILO Convention No. 107 (ratified by India 1958).]  [109:  Durban Declaration and Programme of Action (2001), para. 66.] 

	MRG recommends that the Committee:
(a) Reiterate its recommendation that India consider ratifying ILO Convention No. 169;
(b) Urge India to reverse the removal of content on tribal history and struggles from school textbooks and include instruction on the history, culture, and contributions of Indigenous Peoples in the national curriculum;
(c) Recommend that India adopt a national action plan against racial discrimination with a specific chapter on Indigenous Peoples.


Conclusion
25. This submission demonstrates that India has not meaningfully implemented any of the Committee's 2007 recommendations concerning Indigenous Peoples, has regressed on several, and has systematically failed to engage with the Committee's EWUAP correspondence. MRG urges the Committee to raise the concerns and recommendations set out in this submission during the constructive dialogue with India, to reflect them in its concluding observations, and to designate priority recommendations requiring follow-up information within one year. Given the severity and scale of the violations documented, MRG further urges the Committee to maintain and intensify its engagement under the early warning and urgent action procedure.
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