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-	Association for the Promotion of Francophonie in Flanders (APFF) :
non-profit organisation founded on  12 August 1998, whose purpose is  to promote the French language and culture in Flanders, Avenue de  Broqueville 268 bte 12, 1200 Brussels, Belgium

-	Association for the Promotion of Human Rights and Minorities (ADHUM) :
non-profit organisation founded on 30 August 2013, whose purpose is to promote and defend human rights and minorities, Rue Joseph II 18, 1000 Brussels, Belgium

Contact person: Edgar Fonck, Spreeuwenlaan 12, 8420 De Haan, Belgium,
tel : +32 (0)479.35.50.54, email : edgar.fonck@gmail.com

The purpose of this document is to inform the CCPR of Belgium's shortcomings in implementing the recommendations made in the concluding observations on its sixth periodic report.


NATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS INSTITUTION

1. The 2025 federal coalition agreement[footnoteRef:1] (editor's note: federal government agreement) makes no mention of an individual complaints procedure with the National Human Rights Institute, which was founded in 2019 and is known as the Federal Institute for the Promotion of Human Rights. [1:  https://www.belgium.be/sites/default/files/resources/publication/files/Accord_gouvernemental-Bart_De_Wever_fr.pdf] 

2. Admittedly, the 2020 federal government agreement[footnoteRef:2] stipulated that « an effective human rights institute with international A status will be established during this legislative term. We will create an inter-federal human rights institute with a complaints procedure », but this had not been implemented. [2:  https://www.belgium.be/sites/default/files/Accord_de_gouvernement_2020.pdf (par. 5.3 page 85)] 

3. The issue of individual complaints is also of concern to several other UN committees, including:
- the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR);
- the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD);
- the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW).
4. QUESTION : Why does the Federal Institute for Human Rights not deal with individual complaints? Where does the problem lie?


DISCRIMINATION – PROTOCOL No. 12

5. Belgium has still not ratified Protocol No. 12 to the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights, despite having signed it 25 years ago (on 4 November 2000).
6. Protocol No. 12 to the European Convention on Human Rights is one of the most effective international instruments in the fight against discrimination. Article 1 of Protocol No. 12 stipulates that “enjoyment of any right provided for by law shall be secured without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a national minority, property, birth or other status.”
7. It is striking to note that Belgium stubbornly refuses to ratify Protocol No. 12, despite the European Parliament's resolution of 7 February 2018[footnoteRef:3], which calls on all Member States to sign, ratify and ensure the implementation of Protocol No. 12 and the Council of Europe's Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities. [3:  https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2018-0032_FR.pdf] 

8. QUESTIONS : Why has Belgium not ratified Protocol No. 12 to the European Convention on Human Rights? What is the problem?
9. Why has Belgium still not ratified the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities?


LINGUISTIC DISCRIMINATION

10. Since the anti-discrimination laws of 2007, language has been listed as one of the grounds for discrimination that the law aims to combat[footnoteRef:4] (Article 3). The Belgian legislature has entrusted the Interfederal Centre for Equal Opportunities (known as UNIA) with the task of ensuring the proper application of the anti-discrimination law.  [4:  http://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/cgi_loi/change_lg.pl?language=fr&la=F&cn=2007051035
&table_name=loi] 

11. However, an exception has been made to this jurisdiction for disputes or litigation based on discrimination on the grounds of language. Article 29 §2 of the law provides that the King (i.e. the federal executive power, represented by the federal government) must designate the body that will be competent for discrimination based on language, a provision that has never been implemented.
12. In 2017, in the first evaluation report on the 2007 anti-discrimination laws[footnoteRef:5], the experts, chaired by Françoise Tulkens – who was a Belgian judge at the European Court of Human Rights from 1998 to 2012 – pointed to the absence of a body competent to deal with linguistic discrimination. « Article 29 §2 of the law entrusts the King with the task of designating the body that will be competent for discrimination based on language. However, to date, this designation has still not been made. [5:  https://www.unia.be/files/Commission-dévaluation-Lois-antidiscrimination-premier-rapport-2017.pdf] 

13. Consequently, victims of discrimination based on language cannot, unlike victims of discrimination based on other grounds mentioned in the legislation, benefit from the assistance, information and advice of a public institution specially created for this purpose. This inconsistency in the system of protection against discrimination, which creates inequality between victims, should be remedied. They recommend implementing Article 29(2) of the Anti-Discrimination Act and designating a body responsible for promoting equal treatment on the grounds of language ».

14. In February 2022, the Commission for the Evaluation of Federal Laws to Combat Discrimination noted in its final report[footnoteRef:6] that a body competent for discrimination based on language had still not been designated and reiterated its recommendation in this regard. [6:  https://www.unia.be/files/Commission_Evaluation_Lois_Antidiscrimination_-_Rapport_2022.pdf] 

15. The federal coalition agreement of February 2025 (Editor's note: agreement of the Belgian Federal Government for the 2025-2029 legislative term) makes no mention of the Belgian State's willingness and determination to set up a public body responsible for ruling on linguistic discrimination, which means that Belgium does not intend to move in the desired direction on this issue either.

16. QUESTION : For what reason(s) has the body responsible for discrimination based on language, as provided for in Article 29 §2 of the Anti-Discrimination Act of 10 May 2007, still not been designated?


NOTE ON CIVIL SOCIETY CONSULTATION

17. During the civil society debriefing on 11 June 2021, following Belgium's third Universal Periodic Review, the APFF and ADHUM proposed:
- that thematic groups be set up to follow up on both the UPR recommendations and the recommendations of other UN committees;
- that at least one meeting per year, if not two, be organised if we really want to talk about active and regular collaboration with civil society. To which the response was: « The request for more consultation is a point that has been noted ».
18. Despite this, it must be said that the situation has not improved!
19. It took two years before the one and only follow-up meeting was organised on 22 June 2023! This was the only meeting on which civil society could rely to draft the contributions that were to be submitted in early October 2025.
20. Another point we regret is the fact that there was no simultaneous translation of the speeches. While the representatives of the authorities are courteous enough to respond in the language of the speakers, there is also a whole series of exchanges that may not be understood, or not sufficiently understood, when they take place in Dutch and you are a French speaker, and vice versa. Translating the exchanges into the national languages would be a fairly easy investment to make and would increase the reach of the debates.
21. QUESTION : For what reason(s) is civil society not consulted regularly during the follow-up to the recommendations of the UPR and other UN committees?
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