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Introduction

1. These submissions are communicated by the European Human Rights Advocacy
Centre [‘EHRAC’]'* to the United Nations Human Rights Committee [‘the
Committee’] to inform its adoption of concluding observations for the eighth periodic
review of the Russian Federation [‘the State party’] pursuant to the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights [‘CCPR’]. They are set out in three parts.

Part | addresses the State Party’s failure to make any progress in
effectively investigating enforced disappearances and extrajudicial
Killings perpetrated between 1999 - 2006 by Russian security forces
within the North Caucasus Region; outlines the treatment of these
cases by the Council of Europe; and urges the Committee to follow the
lead of the Council of Europe mechanisms by focusing its
recommendations on humanitarian resolution of the disappearances
aimed at determining the fate of the disappeared victims and returning
their remains to their loved ones; ?

1 EHRAC was set up in 2003 by a team of human rights lawyers and experts with experience of taking cases to the
European Court of Human Rights. Working in support of civil society organisations, we bring strategic cases of
human rights violations before international fora, raise awareness of violations and means of redress for victims,
and build the capacity of individuals and organisations through mentoring, training and advocacy. EHRAC along
with our partner Human Rights Centre Memorial, has represented relatives in 75 cases before the ECtHR involving
hundreds of disappeared victims. EHRAC has also acted for the applicants in Estemirova v Russia and Ecodefence
and others v Russia.

2 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in relation to the eighth periodic report of the Russian Federation,
CCPR/C/RUS/Q/8, 14 August 2020, para 3.



Part Il addresses the State party’s failure to make any progress in
effectively investigating the murder of human rights defender Natalia
Estemirova and provides the Committee with an update on the
European Court of Human Rights’ recent judgment relating to Natalia
Estemirova’s murder and the State’s failure to investigate;® and,

Part 1lIl addresses the use of Federal Law No. 121-FZ on Non-
Commercial Organizations, [‘Foreign Agents Law’] and Federal Law No.
129-FZ on Amendments of Some Legislative Acts of the Russian
Federation, [‘Undesirable Foreign and International Organisations
Law’] as a means of administrative harassment against human rights
organizations, in particular, the recent liquidation of Human Rights
Centre Memorial ['HRC Memorial’l and International Memorial.*

2. EHRAC respectfully urges the Committee to include the following recommendations
in its concluding observations to the Russian Federation’s eighth periodic review
under the CCPR:

a. Seek international assistance in setting the terms of consultation for a
framework of humanitarian resolution of the disappearances
perpetrated in the North Caucasus between 1999 - 2006;°

b. Cooperate with the UN WGEID by issuing an invitation for a country
visit in order to consider any assistance which could be offered in
addressing these issues by way of conclusions and recommendations
at the conclusion of the visit;

c. Provide detailed information on the progress in investigating Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and subsequent murder including the state of
the investigation as of the date of the concluding observations, any and
all steps taken since the Committee’s most recent review and the steps
taken to determine whether there was any state involvement in Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and murder;

d. Adopt a specific legal framework, of a comprehensive public policy and
a national action plan aimed at protecting human rights defenders at
risk and at promoting an enabling environment for their work. Create a
fully-functional rapid response mechanism or a protection programme
for human rights defenders. Develop an awareness-raising policy
promoting and facilitating the work of human rights defenders; and,

3 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in relation to the eighth periodic report of the Russian Federation,
CCPR/C/RUS/Q/8, 14 August 2020, para 3.

4 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in relation to the eighth periodic report of the Russian Federation,
CCPR/C/RUS/Q/8, 14 August 2020, para 20.

5 Assistance should be sought from a reputable international body with a mandate to search for persons missing as
a result of armed conflict or human rights violations, particularly, the International Committee of the Red Cross
given their expertise and experience.



e. Urgently void the liquidation orders against International Memorial and
HRC Memorial.

Part |: Enforced Disappearances perpetrated by the State party in the North
Caucasus region between 1999 - 2006

Litigation before the European Court of Human Rights (2000 - 2021)

3. Enforced disappearances were a hallmark of the human rights violations perpetrated
by Russian forces between 1999 — 2006 in the Chechen Republic (and broader
North Caucasus region) and continue to be practised to this day. Estimates indicate
that somewhere between 5,000 — 7,700 people were disappeared by the Russian
Federation in the region between 1999 and 2006.°

4. The ECtHR has to date passed down judgment in relation to approximately 650
individuals whom it has found to have been forcibly disappeared in the Region
mostly during the seven year period — known as the Khashiyev and Akayeva group
of cases [‘the Khashiyev group’.’

5. The ECtHR has held that by virtue of these enforced disappearances, the Russian
Federation committed violations of the right to life, prohibition of torture, the right
to liberty and security and the right to an effective remedy as enshrined in Articles
2, 3, 5 and 13 of the European Convention on Human Rights [‘the ECHR’].2

6. The ECtHR has repeatedly concluded that the Russian Federation has failed to
undertake even the most basic of investigative steps® in the vast majority of
disappearances including: the opening of investigations, the questioning of obvious

6 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 16 September 2021 at the
1411™ meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).

/ Department for the Execution of Judgments of the Council of Europe, “Khashiyev and Akayeva Group v. Russian
Federation (No. 57942/00): The list of missing persons Overview of individual measures” H/Exec(2021)15 (1
August 2021) available at: http://hudoc.exec.coe.int/eng?i=HEXEC(2021)15-RUS-GROUP-KHASHIYEV-AKAYEVA-
ENG [accessed on: 30 September 2021]. As of August 2021, there were 301 unresolved judgments forming part
of the Khashiyev Group under supervision by the Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe. The final
judgment rendered in this repetitive group of cases was Tsuroyev and others v Russia, No. 8372/07, judgments of
8 June 2021.

8 Council of Europe, European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, as
amended by Protocols Nos. 11 and 14, 4 November 1950, ETS 5.

9 See inter alia Aslakhanova v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012; Khatsiyeva and
others v Russia, Application No. 5198/02, judgment of 7 July 2008; see also Murdalovy v Russia, No. 51933/08,
judgment of 31 July 2020 [The Court has already found that a criminal investigation does not constitute an
effective remedy in respect of disappearances occurring in Chechnya between 1999 and 2006 in particular, and
that such a situation constitutes a systemic problem under the Convention (see paragraph 51 above). In the case
at hand, as in many similar cases reviewed by the Court, the investigation has been pending for many years
without bringing about any significant developments as to the identities of the perpetrators or the fate of Mr
Murdalov. While the obligation to investigate effectively is one of means and not of results, the Court notes that
the criminal proceedings have been plagued by a combination of defects similar to those enumerated in the
Aslakhanova and Others judgment (cited above, para 123225). The investigation was suspended on several
occasions; those suspensions were followed by periods of inactivity, which further diminished the prospects of
solving the crime (see paragraphs 20 and 23 above).]; The Court has in a number of recent judgments noted
similarities in investigative failures akin to those identified in Alsakhanova v Russia, see e.g. also Murdalovy v
Russia, No. 51933/08, judgment of 31 July 2020; see also Timerbulatova and others v Russia, No. 44116/10,
judgment of 21 January 2020.



witnesses and suspects,!© the sharing of information with investigators by security
forces, the conducting of autopsies or forensic medical tests, and even the
establishment of necessary facilities for investigation within the Region — such as a
laboratory within the Chechen Republic that is capable of identifying human
remains.!! Instead, the investigations have been riddled with perpetual delays and
recurrent suspensions, as well as ill-treatment of family members including
repeated failures to provide families with access to case files.'?

7. Despite the obligation on the Russian Federation to uncover the fate of the
disappeared in each and every one of these cases, there is no tangible evidence
that, in the close to two decades that have elapsed since the ECtHR’s first case of
enforced disappearances from the region, the Russian Federation has taken any
meaningful steps to remedy the ongoing violations perpetrated against the
disappeared persons and their families.

The judgment in Aslakhanova and others v Russia: systemic investigative failures and
the need for the creation of a search body (2012)

8. The nature of the ongoing violations and failure to investigate have been found to
be so systemic that, in 2012, in the landmark case of Aslakhanova and others v
Russia, the ECtHR departed from its well-established practice by providing detailed
guidance to the Russian Federation on the general and individual measures it had
to take to address the investigative failures in the region.!?

9. Aslakhanova concerned the disappearance of eight men in the Grozny District,
Chechen Republic between March 2002 and July 2004. Noting the close to 120
judgments it had adopted and the additional 100 cases that remained to be heard
by the Court raising similar and often inter-connected violations, it found that the
situation of the case before it had to be “characterised as resulting from systemic
problems at the national level, for which there is no effective domestic remedy”.*4
It also found that the systemic nature of the violations require “prompt

10 Aziyevy v Russia Application No. 77626/01, judgment of 20 March 2008; See also Baysayeva v Russia
Application No.74237/01 judgment of 5 April 2007 [Lack of questioning of key suspects even extends to
instances where the authorities were in possession of video footage showing the individuals responsible for the
disappeared person’s arrest yet failed to question them].

11 Committee on Legal Affairs and Human Rights, Human rights in the North Caucasus: what follow-up to
Resolution 1738 (2010)?, 21 January 2013, Reference 14083, para 61: [“according to information received in
November 2014 and confirmed in January 2016, no laboratory in the Chechen Republic is capable of identifying
bodies that are decomposed.”].

12 Aslakhanova v Russia, Application No. 2944/06 and others, judgment of 18 December 2012; see also
Timerbulatova and others v Russia, No. 44116/10, judgment of 21 January 2020 among others.

13 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 221; The
ECtHR’s findings in Aslakhanova have been re-affirmed in numerous recent judgments see e.g. Murdalovy v
Russia, No. 51933/08, judgment of 31 July 2020 para 54 [The Court has already found that a criminal
investigation does not constitute an effective remedy in respect of disappearances occurring in Chechnya between
1999 and 2006 in particular, and that such a situation constitutes a systemic problem under the Convention (see
paragraph 51 above).]

14 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 217.



implementation of comprehensive and complex measures”'® aimed principally at
ending the suffering of the relatives of the disappeared persons.!®

10.In identifying the urgent measures that needed to be taken to address the systemic
failure to investigate disappearances, the ECtHR reviewed detailed information
provided by the parties on the effectiveness of the criminal investigations including
government submissions on the work of the investigative committee and the
collaboration with military and other bodies; existing legal framework and practice
to address the continuing violations arising from non-investigation into the
abductions; the role of victims in proceedings; and all working groups and other
mechanisms the government had put in place to search for the disappeared
persons.!” Based on this assessment, it concluded that measures to redress the
systemic failure to investigate fell into two principal categories:

a. The urgent need to end the suffering of the victim’s families by determining
the fate of their loved ones; and,

b. The need to address the ineffectiveness of the investigations.

11.With regard to the first category of measures, the ECtHR noted that this was the
“most pressing group of measures” because it concerned the ongoing agony and
suffering of the relatives of the victims who remain in daily uncertainty about what
happened to their loved ones.*® It found that it was “apparent from the cases at
hand and from the bulk of the Court’s previous judgments on the subject that the
criminal investigations are particularly ineffective in this regard, resulting in a sense
of acute helplessness and confusion on the part of the victims”.!® It also made an
important general finding about the inadequacy of criminal investigations in
enforced disappearance cases, stating:

As a rule, investigations of abduction in circumstances suggesting the
carrying out of clandestine security operations do not reveal the fate of
the disappeared persons. Despite the magnitude and gravity of the
problem, noted in many national and international reports, the
response to this aspect of human suffering by means of the criminal
investigations remains inadequate. Thus, as attested by the statistics
submitted by the Russian Government, the average rate of success in
solving such crimes in Chechnya was 7.5%, falling to 3.5% in 2002 —
the year when the largest number of disappearances occurred (see
paragraph 180 above).?° [Emphasis added]

12.As a result, it noted the urgent need for the creation of “a single, sufficiently high-
level body in charge of solving disappearances in the region with the exclusive aim

15 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 217.
16 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 221.
17 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 159-209.
18 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 223.
19 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 224.
20 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 224.



13.

of determining the fate of the victims. The Court noted that this body would enjoy
unrestricted access to all relevant information and would work on the basis of trust
and partnership with the relatives of the disappeared”.?!

The Court’s finding in this regard was monumental because it was the first time the
ECtHR identified the need for a humanitarian framework that decoupled location
and identification of the missing from criminal prosecution and prioritises the return
of the remains of loved ones to their family for reburial.

The essential features of humanitarian resolution

14.

15.

16.

17.

The priorities set by the ECtHR in Aslakhanova — to end the suffering of relatives by
determining the fate of the disappeared victims — reflects the priorities some of the
applicants shared with EHRAC in interviews held in 2016 and 2021. In 2016,
interviews with relatives of disappeared persons demonstrated a clear pattern: their
main and most urgent priority was to know what happened to their loved ones and
have them or their remains returned for burial. In 2021, EHRAC began a second
round of assessment of the wishes of applicants to make sure our advocacy was still
reflective of their priorities. Once again interviews confirmed that the overarching
priority for our applicants is to know what happened to their loved ones and have
them returned to their families.

In 2019, EHRAC commissioned a report from two specialist forensic scientists,
Professor R.L. Gowland and Professor T.J.U. Thompson [Annex |], who have
expertise and experience establishing the fate of disappeared persons globally as
well as providing research and training in the latest scientific techniques for those
undertaking such operations around the world [‘the Gowland/Thompson Expert
Forensic Report’]. The Report establishes unequivocally that, while it is important
to act promptly as the passage of time can complicate the search in a number of
ways, there currently exists no scientific impediment to determining the fate of the
victims who were disappeared between 1999 — 2006.

The Gowland/Thompson Expert Forensic Report also noted that the central element

of a humanitarian search mechanism is the involvement of an impartial agency with
expertise in search and victim engagement. Thus, in addition to the need to
establish a single search body there must also be involvement from an impartial
agency such as the International Committee of the Red Cross. This agency always
has oversight of the process in order to establish a relationship of trust with the
affected families. Such independence and impartiality is one reason why the
framework is recognised to be particularly effective in building open communication
and trust in countries where individuals and communities are ordinarily reluctant to
provide information to government agencies due to lack of trust and fear of
retribution, as is the case in the North Caucasus region.

Russian action plans to date place reliance upon police and forensic pathologists
expertise within the domestic criminal justice framework. This approach has not

21 Aslakhanova and others v Russia, Application No. 2944/06, judgment of 18 December 2012 para 225.



only failed to deliver but also fails to recognise that a humanitarian framework
requires reliance upon international teams, working alongside Russian and Chechen
specialists, that are able to offer the necessary independence and specialist
expertise that is required to operate within the internationally recognised framework
and protocols for the location and identification of missing persons.

18.This is best evidenced by the fact that the State party has consistently maintained
that the fate of the disappeared persons cannot be ascertained through the existing
criminal investigation process because there exist “objective difficulties” related to
the historical nature of the disappearances. In its most recent action plan to the
CoM, submitted in November 2020, the Russian Federation identified the following
factors as major hurdles to implementation of the judgments:?2

a. The fact that the initial investigation was undertaken during the armed
conflict when many state institutions were not functioning;

b. lrrevocable loss of the most significant evidence including materials for
conducting examinations and supporting documentation; and,

c. Refusal, for religious reasons, by the relatives of the disappeared to allow
exhumation of the corpuses for the purpose of identification.

19.The Gowland/Thompson Expert Forensic Report provides answers to the various
obstacles which have been presented by the Russian Federation as preventing
progress toward identification of disappeared persons in the Khashiyev group. The
report notes that advancements in forensic science and the development of
specialist teams with expertise in human identification from historical conflicts can
yield significant results in highly complex and dated contexts. For example,
anthropological and DNA analysis is currently being successfully undertaken to
identify the bodies of soldiers from as far back as the Vietnam War, Korean War,
and World War |l. The report specifically notes that the passage of time and loss of
documentation regarding the location and identities of the disappeared is not an
insurmountable challenge given that “the location of mass graves is discoverable
using even partial archives, local intelligence, witness testimony, and archaeological
techniques”. It further provides a detailed account of the methodology that could
be applied to overcome the stated challenges with identification of the disappeared
in the Khashiyev group of cases.

The Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe and the issue of the
establishment of a search body (2011 — 2015)

20.In accordance with Article 46 of the ECHR, the Russian Federation’s progress in
executing the Khashiyev group of judgments has been under supervision by the
Committee of Ministers of the Council of Europe [‘CoM’] since 2011. Within this
process, the Russian Federation has been required to submit action plans detailing

22 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Communication from the Russian Federation concerning the case of
Khashiyev and Akayeva v. Russian Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Submitted to the Committee of
Ministers on 9 November 2020 for consideration at the 1390™" meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).



any progress made in the investigations, general measures implemented and plans
for future implementation. Non-governmental organisations have also been offered
the opportunity to submit information about the progress of implementation.

21.The CoM has issued multiple decisions and resolutions which includes general and
specific recommendations to the Russian Federation on how it should progress
toward execution of the judgments. In total, the CoM has rendered 18 decisions
since 2011.%3

22.0n 16 September 2021, the CoM concluded that there remain 650 unresolved
disappearances in this group of cases, most perpetrated between 1999 — 2006.%*
In its 3 December 2020 review, the CoM noted that only two victims had been found
and, by the Russian Federation’s own account, the last identification of a missing
person occurred in 2015 and was not attributable to the efforts of the Russian
authorities.?®

23.The need for humanitarian resolution aimed at determining the fate of the
disappeared victims first appeared in the CoM’s decisions in 6 March 2014 when
it urged the authorities to consider creating “a single and high-level body mandated
with the search for missing persons”.?® The recommendation remained within CoM
decisions consistently between 2014 — 2016. In 2015, the CoM passed a resolution
reiterating the ECtHR’s concerns and recommendations in Aslakhanova and urging
the Russian federation to create a single and high-level search body to determine
the fate of the disappeared victims.?’

24.1n 2020, EHRAC submitted the Gowland/Thompson Expert Forensic Report to the
CoM calling on it to prioritise the establishment of a search body in line with
international practice. In recent decisions, the CoM has not only recalled the urgent
need to create a search body encouraging the authorities to “give renewed
reconsideration”?® to the establishment of such a body, it has also noted the need
for the search mechanism to be humanitarian in nature, rely on modern scientific
knowledge and “take inspiration from the work and mandates of bodies responsible

23 Khashiyev and Akayeva v Russia, 57942/00 Case Documents,
https://hudoc.exec.coe.int/eng#{%22EXEC|dentifier%22:[%22004-
9%221,%22EXECDocumentTypeCollection%22:[%22CEC%22],%22EXECTitle%22:[%22khashiyev%221}
[accessed on 16 July 20211.

4 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 16 September 2021 at the
1411™ meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).

25 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 3 December 2020 at the
1390™ meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).

26 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 6 March 2014 at the 1193
meeting of the Ministers’ Deputies).

27 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Interim Resolution Execution of the judgments of the European
Court of Human Rights

in 221 cases against the Russian Federation concerning actions of the security forces in the Chechen Republic of
the Russian Federation, Adopted on 12 March 2015, CM/ResDH(2015)45.

28 Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 3 December 2020 at the
1390™ meeting of the Ministers' Deputies).



for the search of missing persons in other member States” all who engage an
impartial agency within their humanitarian framework. It has also asked the
authorities to provide a concrete time-bound strategy for bringing such a mechanism
into effect.?®

The United Nations human rights mechanisms and the 1999 — 2006 disappearances
perpetrated by the Russian Federation in the North Caucasus

25.For many years, UN human rights mechanisms have expressed concern over the
State party’s failure to investigate human rights violations including enforced
disappearances in the North Caucasus and called on the State party to provide
progress reports on the state of these investigations.*

26.As reports of disappearances and other human rights violations were being
submitted by civil society, UN mechanisms focused their efforts on encouraging
prevention of human rights violations and the tracing of victims’ whereabouts. The
Committee first asked about the measures the State party was undertaking to
prevent disappearances of Chechen civilians and to identify the disappeared victims
in 2003 in its list of issues in relation to the State party’s fifth periodic review.®! In
2009, the Committee called on the authorities to establish “an independent body
to investigate such reports of serious human rights violations in Chechnya and other
parts of the North Caucasus committed by State agents”.*?

27.Following this period, the Committee continued to call on the State party to
investigate disappearances and other human rights violations expressing concern at
the ongoing impunity for human rights violations in the region.® Similarly, in 2018,
the UN Committee against Torture ['UN CAT’] noted a failure to effectively
investigate past and ongoing human rights violations including enforced
disappearances.® In 2020, the Committee reiterated its concern about the failure
to investigate and asked the State party to provide updated information about the
progress of investigations notably the Committee also asked the State party “about
the status of the investigation of cases of enforced disappearance in the
region and whether family members of disappeared persons are informed of the
progress of investigations and on the identification of their remains”.*®

2% Council of Europe Committee of Ministers, Decision on the H46-21 Khashiyev and Akayeva group v. Russian
Federation (Application No. 57942/00), (Adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 16 September 2021 at the
1411™ meeting of the Ministers' Deputies).

30 UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding observations on the seventh periodic report of the Russian
Federation, CCPR/C/RUS/CO/7, 28 April 2015, para 7.

31 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in Relation to the Fifth Periodic Report of the Russian Federation
CCPR/C/RUS/2003/5, March 23 2003, para 13.

32 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in Relation to the Sixth Periodic Report of the Russian Federation,
CCPR/C/RUS/Q/6, 27 April 2009, para 15.

33 UN Human Rights Committee, List of Issues in Relation to the Seventh Periodic Report of the Russian
Federation, CCPR/C/RUS/Q/7, 25 July 2014, para 11.

34 Committee against Torture, Concluding Observations on the Sixth Periodic Report of the Russian Federation,
August 28, 2018, CAT/C/RUS/CO/6 para 46 (2018).

35 Committee against Torture, Concluding Observations on the Sixth Periodic Report of the Russian Federation,
August 28, 2018, CAT/C/RUS/CO/6 para 46 (2018).



28.EHRAC and HRC Memorial along with other representatives of families of
disappeared persons have continued to ask UN human rights mechanisms to
maintain pressure on the State party to establish the fate of the disappeared victims.
They have specifically asked that the disappearances from this seven year period be
treated separately from the ongoing violations in the region and that the State party
be called on to report on the progress it has made to investigate the disappearances
from 1999 - 2006. Most recently, the UN CAT asked the State party to comment
on allegations that it has failed to make any progress in investigating human rights
violations including enforced disappearances in the North Caucasus and provide
specific information on its failure to investigate enforced disappearances
perpetrated by its security forces between 1999 - 2006.%¢

29.Many of the family members of the disappeared persons have also filed individual
cases before the UN Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances
[‘WGEID’] in pursuit of humanitarian resolution. In 2018, EHRAC and our partner,
Memorial, as representatives of these applicants, filed a General Allegation to
WGEID regarding the Russian Federation’s systemic failure to investigate enforced
disappearances and calling on WGEID to promote collaboration among UN and
regional mechanisms in order to achieve humanitarian resolution. In 18 January
2019, WGEID issued a further country visit request to which there has been no
response by the Russian Federation.®’

30.In its advocacy before the UN WGEID and UN CAT, EHRAC has consistently
maintained that UN human rights mechanisms review of the progress in these cases
must reflect the wishes of the relatives of the disappeared persons and build upon
the binding legal judgments of the ECtHR and the compliance monitoring of the
CoM in these cases.

Part | Recommendations

31.The combination of the prolonged nature of the disappearances, enduring
limitations with the criminal investigation structures, and climate of distrust that
exists between families and investigating authorities urgently calls for the creation
of a specialised humanitarian team made up of independent international experts
and local Chechen and Russian staff. Such a humanitarian body can only have a
chance at being created if the international community is unified in its engagement
with the Russian federation on the best way to resolve the disappearances from this
period.

32.The proposed humanitarian approach reflects both the best path for realising the
well-identified wishes of family members — arguably the most significant factor for

36 UN Committee against Torture, List of issues prior to submission of the seventh periodic report of the Russian
Federation, CAT/C/RUS/QPR/7, 21 June 2021.

37 WGEID has requested a country visit from the Russian Federation on 4 June 2008, 20 July 2009, 18 August
2011, 8 November 2012, 2 September 2013, 18 November 2016 and, most recently, 18 January 2019. United
National Office of the High Commissioner, View Country visits of Special Procedures of the Human Rights Council
since 1998 (webpage) available at: https://spinternet.ohchr.org/ViewMandatesVisit.aspx?visitType=all&lang=En
[accessed on 25 January 20211.


about:blank

all actors to consider — and the broadly-accepted leading global approach to
searching for disappeared persons [see Annex |]. It also reflects the
recommendations of the ECtHR and the CoM who have had overseen the State
party’s response to these violations over many years.

33.1t is our respectful position that for UN human rights mechanisms to have greater
impact in the resolution of these cases their recommendations must:

a. Explicitly reference and address the many ongoing violations of enforced
disappearances from 1999 — 2006 in the North Caucasus region instead of
grouping together a wide range of human rights violations into one category
of issues for the State party to address. These enforced disappearances
require a distinct approach from the State and from the monitoring global
community in order to reach effective resolution; and,

b. Demonstrate a clear focus on humanitarian resolution aimed at determining
the fate of the disappeared victims; and,

c. Call on the State party to seek international assistance in setting the terms
for a humanitarian framework. Assistance should be sought from a reputable
international body with a mandate to search for persons missing as a result
of armed conflict or human rights violations, particularly, the International
Committee of the Red Cross given their expertise and experience.

34.Consequently, we call on the Committee to include in its concluding observations
the following recommendations to the State party:

Seek international assistance in setting the terms of consultation
for a framework of humanitarian resolution of the disappearances
perpetrated in the North Caucasus between 1999 - 2006.38

Cooperate with the UN WGEID by issuing an invitation for a country
visitin order to consider any assistance which could be offered in
addressing these issues by way of conclusions and
recommendations at the conclusion of the visit.

Part Il — The failure to effectively investigate the murder of human rights
defender Natalia Estemirova

35.1n its list of issues to inform the eighth periodic review of the State party’s
compliance with the Convention, the Committee asked the State party to provide

38 Assistance should be sought from a reputable international body with a mandate to search for persons missing
as a result of armed conflict or human rights violations, particularly, the International Committee of the Red Cross
given their expertise and experience.



information on the progress of the investigation of the abduction and subsequent
murder of human rights defender Natalia Estemirova in 2009.

36.The State party provided no up to date information on the progress of the
investigation referencing instead charges brought in February 2010.%°

37.In August 2021, the ECtHR rendered a judgment on a case concerning Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and murder finding that the Russian Federation had violated
Article 2 of the ECHR by failing to undertake an effective investigation into Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and murder. The Court found the investigation not to be
sufficiently thorough and expressed concern about the “quality of the investigators’
analysis of evidence and the justification of their conclusion” regarding the alleged
perpetrator of the crime among other findings.*° . It also found a separate violation
of the Article 38 of the ECHR because of the Government’s failure to provide it with
most of the materials from the investigation file, which “prevented the Court from
having a full and undistorted picture of the investigation which it had to assess”.*!

38.We submit that the investigative shortfalls identified by the Court demonstrate a
complete failure by the Russian authorities to consider state involvement in Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and death. Yet, the general human rights context in the
North Caucasus at the time of Ms. Estemirova’s murder, the nature of Ms.
Estemirova’s work, and the serious, persistent and high-level threats made against
her amount to considerable evidence of possible state involvement in her abduction
and murder.

39.Ms. Estemirova was a prominent human rights activist working for the HRC
Memorial in the North Caucasus region of Russia, documenting hundreds of cases
of egregious human rights violations committed by the security forces in Chechnya.
Many of the cases which she worked on resulted in successful judgments at the
ECtHR and were the subject of a series of monitoring reports published by both
Russian NGOs and international organisations, and of reports in the media.

40. Ms. Estemirova was threatened by the Chechen authorities on numerous occasions,
because of her reporting of the egregious human rights abuses being committed by
the security forces in Chechnya. On 31 March 2008, Ms. Estemirova was
summoned to a meeting where the head of Chechnya, Ramzan Kadyrov, upbraided
her for her opposition to his edict that women in Chechnya should not wear
headscarves in public, shouting at her and threatening her. He told her that his
hands were in blood up to his elbows and that he had killed before and that he
would continue to kill bad people and that he was not ashamed of it. He also asked
Ms Estemirova whether she was not worried about her daughter, Lena. On the same
day, Mr Kadyrov summarily dismissed her from the position of head of the Grozny
Human Rights Council.

41.Ms Estemirova took these threats seriously and left Russia for London. In July 2009,
Ms. Estemirova reported to the media about the alleged involvement of the security

39 Russian Federation, Replies of the Russian Federation to the list of issues in relation to its eighth periodic
report, CCPR/C/RUS/RQ/8, 29 March 2021, para 128.

40 Estemirova v Russia, Application no. 42705/11, judgment of 31 August 2021, para 69.

41 Estemirova v Russia, Application no. 42705/11, judgment of 31 August 2021.



forces in an extra-judicial execution. This led Mr Kadyrov to demand an explanation,
following which the then Chechen Human Rights Commissioner, Mr. N.S.
Nukhadzhiyev, told HRC Memorial representatives that it was necessary to be more
careful in turbulent times. He also referred to the journalist Anna Politkovskaya (who
was shot dead in October 2006) and suggested that had she been more careful and
flexible, she would still be alive.

42.0n 4 July 2009, Adam Delimkhanov, a Duma state deputy (who was also the cousin
and close associate of Ramzan Kadyrov) made a speech on the Grozny TV channel
equating human rights defenders with terrorists, calling them evil and saying that
they would be held responsible and would answer for their words. He also explicitly
said that they would be eliminated.

43. After Natalia Estemirova had been murdered, in an interview with Radio Liberty on
9 August 2009, Mr Kadyrov said in reference to her: ‘Why would Kadyrov kill women
that no one needs? She never had any honour, dignity or sense of conscience’. On
3 July 2010, in an interview on the Grozny channel, Mr Kadyrov, stated in reference
to members of Memorial HRC: ‘They are getting large salaries from the west and in
order to report on their activities they write all kinds of filth and nonsense on the
Internet. That is why they are not my opponents. They are enemies of the people,
enemies of the law, enemies of the state’. This form of totally unacceptable threat
has continued. In early 2016, Mr Kadyrov made another series of negative
statements against human rights defenders and activists, using the terms ‘jackals’,
‘enemies’, ‘paid puppets’ and ‘traitors’.

44.The Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights intervened in the case
before the ECtHR and asked the Court to view Ms. Estemirova’s murder not as an
isolated event “but as part of a broader pattern of killings and intimidations of
human rights defenders in the North Caucasus and, in particular, the Chechen
Republic”.*? It recommended a series of institutional, legal and political frameworks
for the Russian authorities to take to “create a safe and enabling environment for
human rights defenders”. The Commissioner recommended the following specific
measures:

In particular, these measures should include adoption of a specific
legal framework, of a comprehensive public policy and a national action
plan aimed at protecting human rights defenders at risk and at
promoting an enabling environment for their work. Such measures may
also include the creation of a special body or empowering existing
national human rights institutions with a view to installing, in
cooperation with federal law enforcement bodies, a fully-functional
rapid response mechanism or a protection programme for human rights
defenders. Finally, these measures should also include an awareness-
raising policy promoting the legitimacy and facilitating the work of
human rights defenders.*?

42 Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights, Third Party Intervention, Estemirova v Russia, Application
no 42705/11, 14 March 2016, CommDH(2016)18, para 34.
43 Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights, Third Party Intervention, Estemirova v Russia, Application
no 42705/11, 14 March 2016, CommDH(2016)18, para 39.



Part Il Recommendations

45.We call on the Committee to include in its concluding observations the following
recommendations to the State party:

Provide detailed information on the progress in investigating Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and subsequent murder including the state
of the investigation as of the date of the concluding observations,
any and all steps taken since the Committee’s most recent review
and the steps taken to determine whether there was any state
involvement in Ms. Estemirova’s abduction and murder.

Adopt a specific legal framework, of a comprehensive public policy
and a national action plan aimed at protecting human rights
defenders at risk and at promoting an enabling environment for
their work. Create a fully-functional rapid response mechanism or
a protection programme for human rights defenders. Develop an
awareness-raising policy promoting and facilitating the work of
human rights defenders.

Part Il — The liquidation of HRC Memorial and International Memorial

Continued Incompatibility of the Foreign Agents Law and Undesirable Foreign and
International Organisations Law with the Russian Federation’s international legal
obligations

46.The Committee has previously expressed concern that the Foreign Agents Law and
the Undesirable Foreign and International Organisations Law are incompatible with
the State party’s obligations under the Convention in particular the right to freedom
of expression, assembly and association. It has called on the State party to repeal
or revise the Foreign Agents Law with a view to bringing it in line with the State
party’s obligations under the Covenant.**

47.The Committee’s assessment of the Foreign Agents Law reflects the criticism
expressed by other regional and international bodies. The European Commission for
Democracy through Law (Venice Commission) has assessed the Foreign Agents Law
and its amendments in numerous opinions and found the regulations to be
“unjustifiably burdensome to the point of being oppressive” and lacking safeguards
to prevent arbitrary enforcement.*®

48.The Council of Europe Expert on NGO Law has also repeatedly condemned the
incompatibility of the Foreign Agents Law with the ECHR and, in 2013, voiced
concern that:

The scope and severity of the new sanctions and penalties against
NCOs [Non-Commercial Organisations] — and in particular against

44 UN Human Rights Committee, Concluding observations on the seventh periodic report of the Russian
Federation, CCPR/C/RUS/CO/7, 28 April 2015, para 22.

45 Venice Commission Opinion No. 1014/ 2020 of 6 July 2021 Opinion on the Compatibility with International
Human Rights Standards of a series Of Bills introduced by the Russian State Duma between 10 And 23 November
2020 to amend laws affecting “Foreign Agents” para 68.



NCOs-foreign agents — coupled with the vague language by which they
are formulated, presents a threat for the very existence of NCOs.*

49.1n 2013, HRC Memorial and EHRAC launched proceedings before the ECtHR on
behalf of a number of Russian NGOs which were targeted by the Foreign Agents Law
arguing interference with their right to freedom of expression, assembly and
association as protected by Articles 10 and 11 of the ECHR [‘the Foreign Agents
Law case’]."’

50. International Memorial and HRC Memorial were declared “foreign agents” on 4
October 2016 and 21 July 2014 respectively.*®

51.The applicants also alleged that their rights have been limited for politically-
motivated reasons in contravention of Article 18 of the ECHR. The cases
were communicated to the Russian Government in 2017, however, as of the date
of this submission, the Court’s judgment is still awaited. Currently, 48 NGOs are
applicants in the proceedings before the ECtHR.

52.In the years since the Committee’s last review of the legislation, amendments to the
Foreign Agents Law have not only failed to address the concerns raised by the
Committee and other international and regional bodies, they have further
undermined the protections enshrined in the Covenant. Most significantly, in 30
December 2020, Law No. 481- FZ was passed which, among introducing numerous
restrictive amendments:

a. introduced an additional ground for the carrying out of unscheduled
inspections of NCOs; and,

b. extended the application of the Foreign Agents Law to unregistered public
associations, which has seen organisations like Russian LGBT Network
designated “foreign agents”; and,

c. expands the grounds for designating individuals as “foreign agents” to
include the gathering of information on military and military-technical
activities of the State party.

53.Also on 30 December 2020, Federal Law No. 525-FZ came into force amending
the Criminal Code to allow for criminal sanctions to be ordered for violations of the
Foreign Agents Law including providing for a maximum prison sentence of up to five
years.

54. Amendments to Federal Law 14 — FZ passed on 24 February 2021 prohibit anyone
from mentioning an organisation or person who has been deemed a foreign agent
without noting their status as a “foreign agent” and introduce administrative fines

46 Opinion on the law introducing amendments to certain legislative acts of the Russian Federation regarding the
regulation of activities of non-commercial organisations performing the function of foreign agents, August 2013.
47 Ecodefence and others v Russia, Application no. 9988/13, Statement of Facts, Communicated on 22 March
2017.

48 Ecodefence and Others v. Russia and 48 other applications, Application no 9988/14 and 48 others,
communicated on 22 March 2017.
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for failing to indicate the status of ‘foreign agent’ as prescribed by the law. Annex
[l provides a complete timeline of the amendments to the Foreign Agents Law.

55.As a result of these and other amendments set out in Annex 3, EHRAC respectfully
submits that, since the Committee’s last review of the legislation, the Foreign Agents
Law and related legislation have increasingly narrowed the civic space departing
even further from the Russian Federations’ obligations under the Covenant and other
regional and international instruments.

Use of the Foreign Agent Law as a means of administrative harassment against human
rights organisations and the liquidation of HRC Memorial and International Memorial

56.In its list of issues to inform the eighth periodic review of the State party’s
compliance with the Convention, the Committee asked the State party to comment
on the regular use of the Foreign Agents Law and Undesirable Foreign and
International Organisations Law as a means of administrative harassment against
human rights organizations. It specifically requested information on the use of these
laws to force HRC Memorial and International Memorial to reduce and cease their
activities.

57.The State party provided limited information on the use of the law to harass human
rights organisations, confirming only that HRC Memorial and International Memorial
were on the register of non-profit organizations acting as “foreign agents” and
stating the following about the general use of the law:

Russian legislation is not aimed at the dissolution of such organizations
or the creation of any barriers to their work; it simply obliges these non-
profit organizations to comply strictly with the law requiring them to be
transparent in their activities and to obtain the status of foreign agent
through their inclusion on the relevant register.*

58.Contrary to the State party’s response, the Council of Europe Commissioner for
Human Rights has found that the application of the Law on Foreign Agents has had
a major “chilling effect” on the work of civil society organisations in the Russian
Federation. In effect, those organisations have been silenced, marginalised and
punished for their legitimate activity in the field of human rights, democracy and
the rule of law.*® The Commissioner has stated in numerous opinions and
statements that the Law on Foreign Agents is incompatible with international and
European human rights standards.®!

49 Russian Federation, Replies of the Russian Federation to the list of issues in relation to its eighth periodic
report, CCPR/C/RUS/RQ/8, 29 March 2021, para 128.

50 Third party intervention by the Council of Europe Commissioner for Human Rights, Ecodefence and others v.
Russia and 48 other applications (Application n® 9988/13), 5 July 2017, CommDH(2017)22.

51 Ibid; Opinion of the Commissioner for Human Rights CommDH(2013)15 of 15 July 2013 on the Legislation of
the Russian Federation on Non-Commercial Organisations in Light of Council of Europe Standards; Opinion of the
Commissioner for Human Rights CommDH(2015)17 of 9 July 2015 on Legislation and Practice in the Russian
Federation on Non-Commercial Organisations in Light of Council of Europe Standards: an Update; Statement:
Commissioner for Human Rights calls on the State Duma to refrain from adopting legislation which violates the
rights of NGOs and civil society activists, 07 December 2020.



59.As of 18 November 2021, there were 75 NGOs registered as “foreign agents” and
as of 12 November 2021 there were 95 individuals and media outlets listed in the
Register of Foreign Agents media.>?

60.EHRAC echoes the concerns raised by the Coalition of Russian Civil Society in their
shadow report submitted to the Committee for the eighth periodic review that “the
practice of applying the law regarding NGOs considered "foreign agents" has shifted
from solely the active inclusion of new NGOs in the register to increasing pressure
on organizations already included in the register”.>® The State party’s use of the
Foreign Agents Law to close down civic society space can be best evidenced by the
its recent liquidation of International Memorial and HRC Memorial — two of the most
prominent and oldest human rights organisations in Russia.

61.0n 8 November 2021, the Prosecutor General of the Russian Federation submitted
an administrative action to the Supreme Court of Russia seeking liquidation of the
International Memorial and all its subdivisions. A similar claim was lodged on the
same date by the Moscow City Prosecutor with the Moscow City Court against HRC
Memorial.

62.In the administrative actions, the Prosecutor General and the Moscow Prosecutor
submitted that on several occasions HRC Memorial and International Memorial had
failed to label their publications on social media platforms and their websites as
originating from a “foreign agent”. In this connection, the prosecutors referred to
28 administrative-offence convictions under Article 19.34 § 2 of the Code of
Administrative Offences against International Memorial, HRC Memorial and the
heads of their Board, Mr Jan Raczynski and Mr Aleksander Cherkasov respectively.
These convictions took place in 2020-2021 and all of them concerned the failure
to label informational materials. Mr. Raczynski and Mr. Cherkasov were fined RUB
6.1 mil in total (approximately EUR 74,000). They paid the fines imposed on them
and labelled all the impugned informational materials as originating from a “foreign
agent”.

63.The Moscow Prosecutor further alleged that HRC Memorial had published a series
of materials on its website that “aimed at forming an impression among the public
that extremist and terrorist activity of international terrorist and extremist
organisations and the membership of such organisations are acceptable and
permissible” (such actions in themselves amount to an extremist activity under
Article 1 § 1 of the Federal Law “On the suppression of extremist activity”). In this
connection, the Moscow Prosecutor referred to the list of political prisoners on the
website of HRC Memorial accompanied with informational notes about several of
them describing the details of their cases. Since 2009, HRC Memorial has
maintained and updated a list of Russian political prisoners on its website based on

52 Official website of the Ministry of Justice <minjust.gov.ru/ru/documents/7755/>.

53 Coalition of Civil Society, Russia’s Compliance with the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
Suggested List of Issues Submitted for the consideration of the 8th periodic report by the Russian Federation for
the 129th Session of the Human Rights Committee, June, 2020, available at:
<https://tbinternet.ohchr.org/_layouts/15/TreatyBodyExternal/Countries.aspx?CountryCode=RUS&Lang=EN>, para
88.



the definition of political prisoners formulated by the Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe [‘PACE’].>*

64.0n 28 December 2021, the Supreme Court ordered the liquidation of International
Memorial and on 29 December 2021 the Moscow City Court ordered the liquidation
of HRC Memorial.

65. Under the Code of Administrative Procedure CAP of the Russian Federation, Article
186, a judgment of a court delivered at first instance becomes final and enforceable
after the expiry of the time-limit to appeal, or after it is upheld on appeal. While
HRC Memorial and International Memorial have now initiated an appeals procedure,
there is a high probability the appeals will be unsuccessful in which case both
organisations will be forced to liquidate.

66. The liquidation would render impossible all further activities by both organisations:
they would not be able to occupy their premises; pay salaries; carry out educational
and charity projects; provide legal assistance to their clients; participate in
contracts; and accept donations. Further, they would forfeit all their property, would
not be able to continue their research or hold exhibitions and would have to cease
all their human rights activities. The museum, the library and the archives
documenting human rights violations dating to the soviet years which have been
preserved and extended for over 30 years would also be lost.

67.Furthermore, the domestic law does not provide for a mechanism to restore or to
“re-incorporate” a liquidated NGO, after a judgment directing its liquidation is
quashed, EHRAC is not aware of any precedents of liquidation orders relating to
NGOs being quashed.

68.0n December 29, the ECtHR indicated to the Russian Federation that it suspend
International Memorial and HRC Memorial’s liquidation until the Court had the
opportunity to issue a decision in the Foreign Agents Law case. If the ECtHR rules
that the Foreign Agents Law and related legislation are in breach of the ECHR, it
would in effect invalidate HRC Memorial’s liquidation. The Court’s order that the
liquidation be suspended is legally binding on Russia and will remain in force
pending the Court’s judgment in the Foreign Agents Law case.>®

Part 11l Recommendations

69.The liquidation of International Memorial and HRC Memorial is a deliberate attack
on civil society designed to further a climate of fear. For decades International
Memorial and MHRC have worked to promote a strong civil society in Russia, to
protect human rights, to preserve the truth about the past and to memorialize the
victims of political repression and other atrocities. The organisations have sought in
particular to protect those most marginalised in society and to oppose egregious
human rights abuses being committed in Chechnya and other regions of the North
Caucasus.

54 Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, Political Prisoners, Resolution no 1900, 3 October 2012.
% Mamatkulov and Askarov v. Turkey, Applications nos. 46827/99 and 46951/99, Grand Chamber judgment of 4
February 2005, paras 128 and 129.



70.HRC Memorial is currently providing legal support and assistance in connection with
over 100 criminal, civil and administrative-offence cases pending before the
domestic authorities. More than 250 applications lodged by HRC Memorial are
currently pending before the ECtHR, hundreds of other cases are under supervision
by the CoM.

71.HRC Memorial is also the long-term partner of OVD-Info. This year, with the
infrastructural support of HRC Memorial, OVD-Info provided legal assistance to
almost three thousand detainees arrested during peaceful demonstrations and
provided legal support in 2,874 administrative-offence cases and 44 criminal cases.
Some 1,250 applications were lodged with the ECtHR jointly by OVD-Info and HRC
Memorial.

72.We call on the Committee to include in its concluding observations the following
recommendations to the State party:

Urgently void the liquidation orders against International Memorial
and HRC Memorial.

Conclusion and Recommendations

73.EHRAC respectfully urges the Committee to include the following recommendations
in its concluding observations to the Russian Federation’s eighth periodic review
under the CCPR:

a. Seek international assistance in setting the terms of consultation for a
framework of humanitarian resolution of the disappearances
perpetrated in the North Caucasus between 1999 - 2006.%°

b. Cooperate with the UN WGEID by issuing an invitation for a country
visit in order to consider any assistance which could be offered in
addressing these issues by way of conclusions and recommendations
at the conclusion of the visit.

c. Provide detailed information on the progress in investigating Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and subsequent murder including the state of
the investigation as of the date of the concluding observations, any and
all steps taken since the Committee’s most recent review and the steps
taken to determine whether there was any state involvement in Ms.
Estemirova’s abduction and murder;

d. Adopt a specific legal framework, of a comprehensive public policy and
a national action plan aimed at protecting human rights defenders at
risk and at promoting an enabling environment for their work. Create a
fully-functional rapid response mechanism or a protection programme

5 Assistance should be sought from a reputable international body with a mandate to search for persons missing
as a result of armed conflict or human rights violations, particularly, the International Committee of the Red Cross
given their expertise and experience.



for human rights defenders. Develop an awareness-raising policy
promoting and facilitating the work of human rights defenders; and,

Urgently void the liquidation orders against International Memorial and
HRC Memorial.



ANNEX | — FORENSIC EXPERT REPORT

Briefing Note: The recovery and examination on human remains from mass grave
contexts in Europe

Professor RL Gowland and Professor TJU Thompson

1. Introduction

This document discusses the key issues associated with the location, recovery and analysis of
human remains from grave sites within Europe, with an emphasis on the situation in the North
Caucasus region. It includes a brief critique of current action plans relating to the missing in
Chechnya. The aim of the document is to provide objective scientific advice to facilitate
informed decision making — it is not an action plan in and of itself.

2. Author Biographies

Prof. Rebecca Gowland teaches and researches Human Bioarchaeology in the Department of
Archaeology, Durham University. She has a PhD from Durham University and has published
four books and over 50 peer-reviewed journal Articles and book chapters on skeletal analysis
and human identification. She has developed new techniques for estimating age-at-death and
sex in adult and non-adult skeletons and has devised new approaches for establishing abuse
and trauma in vulnerable demographics. During the last ten years she has developed and
delivered a Chartered Society of Forensic Sciences approved course on body location,
excavation and analysis to forensic practitioners from National Police forces in the UK and
international agencies. She has collaborated with the International Committee of the Red Cross
to produce online forensic training provision.

Prof Tim Thompson is Professor of Applied Biological Anthropology and Associate Dean
(Learning & Teaching) in the School of Health & Life Sciences at Teesside University. He has
a PhD from the Department of Forensic Pathology, University of Sheffield on the effect of
burning on identification from skeletal remains. He has published four books and over 70 peer-
reviewed journal Articles and book chapters on forensic anthropology, human identification,
and changes to bone over time. He is a Fellow of the Chartered Society of Forensic Sciences
and the Royal Anthropological Institute, and Honorary Fellow of the Faculty of Forensic & Legal
Medicine and is a Senior Fellow of the Higher Education Academy. He is Editor-in-Chief of the
Journal of Forensic & Legal Medicine, and prior to this was Editor-in-Chief of the journal
Science & Justice for three years. He has practiced forensic anthropology in the UK and Europe.



3. Summary

Many countries have sought to identify missing combatants from historic conflicts in Europe
and elsewhere (e.g. from World Wars | and Il, the Korean War, the Balkans War). There are
international standards and methods for locating grave sites, and for exhuming and analysing
the bodies. The forensic expertise required is highly specialised and falls beyond the scope of
standard criminal investigations. A specialist, independent, forensic team is required, and
purpose-built laboratories are necessary for processing the human remains and associated
effects. The forensic team should work alongside local groups with the aim of training and
capacity building within the region concerned.

Combatants and civilians who die during conflict are often buried in unmarked graves.
Following death and burial the soft tissues of the body decompose quickly but the skeleton and
teeth can survive for hundreds and even thousands of years. Analysis of the skeleton can
establish the sex of the individual, an approximate age-at-death, height and pathological
conditions (e.g. dental disease, or evidence for surgical procedures). These characteristics
contribute towards establishing the identity of the deceased if relevant ante-mortem records
are available. The manner-of-death can also be determined (e.g. gunshot injuries) in some
cases. DNA can be extracted from bones and teeth even hundreds of years after death and



