
Since March 2006, the Human Rights Coun-

cil (HRC) has replaced the Commission on 

Human Rights. As described in Bulletin N°26, 

the reform process of the major human rights 

machinery, is not proceeding smoothly at all.

One year on, rules of procedures of the HRC 

are still not established. The working groups 

charged with developing different procedures 

are progressing very slowly. This is mainly due 

to the very divergent positions defended by 

Council member states.

This situation is very worrying for the future 

of UN human rights machinery - the Council is 

not, after all, being built on virgin territory. It is 

building on 60 years’ experience of the Com-

mission on Human Rights (CHR), which had 

remarkable mechanisms at its disposal. 

Last year, we already expressed our fears 

- in relation to the reform process - that human 

rights protection mechanisms at international 

level were being weakened rather than rein-

forced.

While it may be too soon to say that mech-

anisms have been weakened, there is a real 

danger of an institutional vacuum if the proc-

ess of establishing a HRC continues much 

longer. At the moment the Council - with a few 

exceptions - is concentrating on procedural 

questions and neglecting serious problems 

or only addressing them as and when they 

arise. 

This bulletin presents a global review of the 

fi rst year of existence of the HRC. 

Transition from Commission 
to Council

One year after its creation, the Human Rights 

Council has still not established rules of procedure 

– nor even an agenda ! Of course, the General As-

sembly has extended its deadline by a year, start-

ing from its fi rst session but the HRC has already 

held four ordinary sessions and four extraordinary 

sessions in addition to meetings of three working 

groups and many offi cial consultations. It can-

not be denied that the Council has not advanced 

on this matter given that the positions of its mem-

bers appears irreconcilable on certain issues such 

as mechanisms for universal periodic review or the 

consultative expert body.
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Kinshasa et les importations avicoles. 
En finir avec les catastrophes 
sanitaires et économiques
By Denis Horman

The Democratic Republic of the Congo holds im-

mense wealth, not only below the ground but above 

as well, particularly in agricultural potentials, given 

the favourable climatic conditions, which are ben-

efi cial to practically all crops.

However, more than 75% of the Congolese live be-

low the level of poverty. The urban population in 

particular is becoming more and more dependant 

on importations from the food processing indus-

tries. More than 90% of the animal proteins (poultry, 

fi sh, pork, beef…) eaten by the 8 million inhabitants 

of Kinshasa are imported.

The massive importations of frozen pieces of hens 

and chicken (thighs, feet, wings, parson’s nose, 

skin…) as well as eggs sold cheaply on the local 

markets are destroying the local poultry chain. The 

breakdown of the cold chain has created a real san-

itary catastrophe: according to a study done by the 

FAO in Kinshasa, more than 89% of the food sold in 

public places is contaminated.

Impressed by a campaign pursued in Cameroon 

concerning the importing of frozen chicken and 

the results obtains, associations in Kinshasa have 

begun to take action. RAUKIN, a network of urban 

agriculture in Kinshasa is organizing a campaign 

of information and awareness, lobbying for the re-

structuring of the poultry chain in the Democratic 

Republic of the Congo.

The network has set about to elaborate a “blue 

book” on the economic, social and health conse-

quences of poultry importation, the obstacles and 

advantages of a local chain as well as the political 

measures that must be taken in order to control 

and develop the production of chicken and eggs. 

RAUKIN counts on our support to complete this 

campaign successfully.

Price : 3 €, 28 pages, Ed. GRESEA (Belgium), Cahiers des Al-

ternatives N°7, Decembre 2006. Please order from GRESEA by 

fax: 0032/2/2196486 or by internet: www.gresea.be.

Voyageur, certes ! Solidaire, vraiment ?
By Christophe Vadon, Denys Leplus, Joëlle Soret, Bernard J. Lecomte

A tool kit of 50 useful cards with practical hints in order 

to prepare or describe one’s trip, mission or project of 

cooperation, to make comparisons with other volun-

teers, to observe and analyse the contexts, to write 

one’s own performance appraisal, to assess a project, 

to capitalize one’s experience in order to exchange 

and prepare for the future.

Price : CHF 17.- / 10.50 €, 50 pages, GRAD, France, 2007, can be 

ordered from CETIM or GRAD: www.grad-france.org.

Etat des résistances dans le Sud - 2007. 
Points de vue du Sud
Joint Publication Vol. XIII (2006) n°4

The international community spends more energy talk-

ing about “the fi ght on poverty” than focusing on the 

actual struggles of the poor. Probably because the lat-

ter brings in less money… And yet the demonstrations 

against the rise in the cost of living in Niamey, or the 

struggles of the farmers in India against the dumping 

of agricultural produce, or the campaigns against the 

privatization of public services in Santiago, Montevi-

deo or Johannesburg all testify that the “losers” in glo-

balization are rallying in order to resist and make their 

voices heard. These social resistances deserve more 

attention: They are signs of collective tensions that 

cross societies, societies whose very foundations have 

been deeply weakened by a series of adjustments to 

the canons of a world economy. The different forms 

that these resistances take on are linked to the very 

culture and history of the people concerned, as well as 

depending on the latitude offered by the political sys-

tems. It is the same with their impact: if, on one hand, 

in Latin America, several governments have come into 

being thanks to large popular movements, on the other 

hand, the existence of forces of opposition remain a 

challenge in many African and Asian countries whether 

they are tolerated reluctantly by regimes long trained 

in the art of the two-faced democratic speech or those 

threatened by dilution in the strategies of “participa-

tion” proposed by the technicians of development.

Price : CHF 22.50 / 15 €, 238 pages, ISBN : 2-84950-116-6, editions 

CETRI (Belgium) / Syllepse (France), 2006, can be ordered from CETIM.
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In these circumstances, the organization of HRC 

work is diffi cult and haphazard. Indeed, the HRC did not 

even establish an agenda for its ordinary sessions until 

the last minute, leaving very little room for manoeuvre 

for delegations and NGOs participating in its work.

The risk of an institutional vacuum is real. The 

Council, with some exceptions, has done no more 

than recording reports that have been submitted by 

special procedures. Furthermore, the effectiveness 

of its extraordinary sessions (Palestine, Lebanon and 

Darfour) has yet to be demonstrated. The two ses-

sions on Palestine were not followed up because the 

Israeli government refused to receive the high level 

Palestinian delegation and the Special Rapporteur for 

Palestine. As for the special session on Darfur, the 

high level delegation – the composition of which was 

the result of a base compromise – was refused entry 

into the territory, by Khartoum.

Why is the setting up of the HRC going 
so slowly ?

Firstly, it should be noted that certain members would 

like to start from scratch and ignore the experience of 

the former Commission on Human Rights (CHR) and ex-

isting mechanisms which have been shown to be effec-

tive. This attitude goes against the resolution which set 

up this new body. Disposition 6 of Resolution 60/251 of 

the General Assembly is very clear. “The Council will as-

sume, re-examine and if necessary improve all the man-

dates, mechanisms, functions and attributes of the HRC, 

in order to maintain the regime of special procedures as 

well as the mechanisms of advice and complaint (...)”. In 

other words, the General Assembly requires the Council 

to keep the essential of the old CHR, with some modi-

fi cation. The main difference between the CHR and the 

Council which is worth mentioning is the setting up of a 

new mechanism called the “universal periodic review” 

which stipulates an assessment of the human rights 

situation in all countries without exception. 

Secondly, there is distrust between Northern and 

Southern states. Although all claim that they do not wish 

to fall into the trap of the Commission on Human Rights, 

the fact is that the Human Rights Council continues to be 

a political battlefi eld (in the sense of political partisanship). 

By way of example, the western camp does nothing to 

exert pressure on the Israeli government in relation to the 

activities of its army in the occupied territories. Worse still, 

it defends its principal ally in the region come what may.

Thirdly, the western camp, in particular Europe – the 

cradle of human rights – continues to give lessons to 

others, as if it held a monopoly on knowledge and 

represented a model of good behaviour.

It is, however, no secret that Europe has become an 

accomplice to the USA in treatment of prisoners in the 

context of the fi ght against terrorism, not to mention its 

own deplorable policies on asylum and migration. 

At the moment, no government can claim to be 

irreproachable in terms of respect for human rights. 

In any case, in the international arena, states must 

genuinely work together, if results are to be obtained. 

This is also true for human rights. If we want the new 

standards of human rights that are currently being 

developed to be universally applied, participation of 

all states is crucial.

Fourthly, it must be acknowledged that states were 

not at all ready to organize – even under the best pos-

sible conditions – the transition from the Commission 

to the Council even though most of them had been 

calling for the replacement of the Commission by an-

other body for several years.

Future perspectives
In this atmosphere of distrust, it looks unlikely that 

Member States of the HRC will reach agreement by 

mid June. The apparent consensus in the follow up 

on Palestine and Darfur, during the 4th ordinary ses-

sion of the HRC, barely disguises the dissent within 

delegations in relation to dealing with human rights 

situations in the world. In fact, there is a real risk of 

deep division within the HRC if Member States can-

not reach agreement on the implementation of the 

famous universal periodic review, with equal treat-

ment in terms of these procedures for all UN mem-

ber states3.

Everything is in the balance between now and mid 

June, given that the Human Rights Council will hold 

working group meetings on these procedural ques-

tions. The conclusions of the latter will be approved 

or not during the 5th session of the HRC which will be 

held from 11 - 18 June 2007.

1 As this bulletin goes to press, the 4th ordinary session of the 

HRC is taking place.
2 This delegation was composed of 3 experts and 2 ambassadors.
3 Cf. Written statements of CETIM on this question www.cetim.ch.

Last CETIM publication

La santé pour tous !
Se réapproprier Alma Ata

This book was produced in collaboration with 

members of the People’s Health Movement (PHM) 

international network. Health is today sacrifi ced on 

the altar of North/South relations and 25 years of 

neoliberalism have been disastrous in this respect. 

The goal of health for all, proclaimed at the Conference 

of Alma Ata in 1978, implies the mobilisation of health 

professionals, but also social movements, around 

the determining political and economic factors of 

health, factors that are often neglected but which are 

as essential as access to health care. 

The book presents different examples and proposes 

key points for the elaboration of alternative policies 

and propositions for numerous struggles which could 

at last assure health for all.

Price: CHF 15.- / 10 €

Editions CETIM - ISBN: 2-88053-052-0, can be ordered from CETIM.
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the fruits of growth of sustainable development 

in an economy that is globalizing.

It also requested the international community 

to take all necessary and adequate measures for 

an increase in public aid to development, a search 

for a durable solution to the problem of foreign 

debt, access to markets, the reinforcement and 

the diffusion of technical knowledge with a view 

to integrating developing countries into the world 

economy. This resolution needs no comment 

given the very sharp division in the voting, and 

it demonstrates, if need be, the gap separating 

member states on these questions.

Through a resolution dealing with the right to 

development, the Council decided to extend by 

two years the mandate of its working group on 

this question and that of the high level special 

team7. In an oral statement, the CETIM deplored 

that the working group had strayed from its initial 

mandate.

Regarding country specifi c situations, by a res-

olution adopted without a vote8, the Council en-

joined the High Commissioner for Human Rights 

to give effect to decisions voted during the spe-

cial sessions on Palestine, which translates into 

sending urgent inquiry missions. In fact, these 

missions have not yet received the Israeli gov-

ernment’s permission to visit the Occupied Pal-

estinian Territories. 

In another resolution sponsored jointly by the 

European Union and the African Group and adopt-

ed without a vote9, the Human Rights Council de-

cided to create a group of experts – presided by 

the special rapporteuse on Sudan – to follow up 

on the implementation of the resolutions on Dar-

fur adopted by the various UN bodies and apper-

taining to human rights.

1 Mostly the follow up of the decisions adopted during the 

special sessions.
2 To be more precise, some twenty Rapporteurs/Experts on 

more than forty mandated subjects presented their reports 

during the fourth session. The others will do likewise during 

the fi fth session.
3 The Human Rights Council last year extended all the man-

dates by one year, pending the results of the working group 

entrusted with this matter.
4 A/HRC/4/RES/1.
5 A/HRC/4/RES/7.
6 34 in favor, 13 against (Canada, Czech Republic, Finland, 

France, Germany, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Rumania, 

South Korea, Switzerland, Ukraine, and the United Kingdom) 

and no abstentions, A/HRC/4/RES/6.
7 A/HRC£/4/RES/4.
8 A/HRC/4/RES/2.
9 A/HRC/4/RES/8.

able to visit Palestine. As for the second resolution, 

it dealt with the report of the Commission of Inquiry 

on Lebanon. The Council requested, in essence, 

the High Commissioner for Human Rights, along 

with the Lebanese government, to look into how to 

implement the recommendations in this report.

1 One should note that the mandate of the Commission of 

Inquiry was limited to “the grave situation of human rights in 

Lebanon caused by the Israeli military operations”.

Fourth Session of the Council

Beyond the participation of some 80 ministers 

during its fi rst three days, the work of the fourth 

session (12 to 30 March 2007) dealt essentially 

with the review of reports of its three procedural 

working groups (see below), the presentation of 

numerous reports deriving from the special proce-

dures (special rapporteurs etc) and the follow up of 

decisions of the Human Rights Council1.

If most of the reports presented, like those of the 

second session, were interesting2, almost no fol-

low up was decided, for the Council reserves the 

right to review all the mandates and these man-

dates run until June3.

Resolutions adopted
As for resolutions adopted by the Human Rights 

Council at the end of this session, three merited 

our particular attention. 

1) By a resolution adopted without a vote4,the 

Council, acknowledging the work carried out by 

the special procedures in the area of economic, 

social and cultural rights, on the one hand “en-

courages” the High Commissioner for Human 

Rights to, inter alia, “reinforce” her support to 

the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights, and, on the other hand requests the Sec-

retary General to submit to her an annual report 

on the promotion and realization of economic, so-

cial and cultural rights.

2) In another resolution adopted without a vote5, 

the Council decided to undertake a process aim-

ing to rectify the judicial statute of the Commit-

tee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights with 

a view to putting it on an equal footing with the 

other treaty bodies.

3) In a resolution dealing with globalization and 

adopted by a vote6, the Council insisted on the 

necessity of broadening and reinforcing the full 

and effective participation of developing coun-

tries in the making of economic decisions and in 

the establishment of norms at the international 

level in order to assure an equitable sharing of 

There was also the study conducted by the Sub-

Commission on this question and the “Guidelines for 

the realization of the right to drinking water and sani-

tation” adopted by the Sub-Commission and sent to 

the Human Rights Council for consideration.

Access to medicines in the context of a pandemic 
such as HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria

By a decision adopted without a vote10, the Coun-

cil requested the Secretary General of the UN, in his 

report to be submitted to the Council, “to include a 

study on the exploration of new and innovative fi -

nancing mechanisms, (…) which can help improve 

the access to medications that fi ght those pandem-

ics…” and “to include an assessment of the impacts 

of intellectual property rights on access to medica-

tion in the context of pandemics such as HIV/AIDS, 

tuberculosis and malaria from the perspective of hu-

man rights”.

It is to be hoped that the new Secretary General 

will accord to this the importance necessary for fol-

lowing through on this decision, which shows that 

governments have fi nally begun to be preoccupied 

by the consequences of intellectual property rights. 

Indeed, these rights have been diverted from their 

initial objective and used abusively by transnational 

corporations in the unbridled pursuit of profi t11.

1 More than 40 mandates and several countries were under 

scrutiny by the Human Rights Council. Among the countries, 

one may distinguish three categories: those accused of “seri-

ous violations of human rights” (Belarus, North Korea, Cuba 

and Myanmar), those under “technical cooperation” (Afghani-

stan, Burundi, Cambodia, Haiti, Liberia, Nepal, Somalia and 

Sudan) and Palestine, which merited its own agenda item.
2 For example, no resolution was adopted on Guantánamo, 

although, for the fi rst time, the United States were accused of 

violations of human rights committed at Guantánamo by a joint 

report submitted by four special rapporteurs : E/CN.4/2006/120.
3 It is worth noting that the Human Rights Council considers 

itself a permanent body, and, in the absence of set rules, reso-

lutions are postponed to the next session if time does not allow 

their consideration. This practice was repeated at the fourth 

session of the Council.
4 To wit the Special Rapporteur on Summary and Extra-Judicial Ex-

ecutions, Mr Philip Alston; the Special Rapporteur on the Right to 

Health, Mr Paul Hunt; the Special Rapporteur on the Right to Ade-

quate Housing, Mr Miloon Kothari; and the Special Representative 

of the Secretary General for Displaced Persons, Mr Walter Kälin.
5 A/HRC/3/2.
6 A/HRC/2/8.
7 Ibid.
8 What is proposed is a merger of the current treaty oversight com-

mittees, a proposal made in May 2005 by the High Commissioner 

within the framework of the reform of the United Nations system : 

A/59/2005/Add3.
9 Sponsored jointly by Germany and Spain and adopted on 27 

November 2006 : A/HRC/2/DEC/104.
10 Sponsored by Brazil and adopted on 27 November 2006 : 

A/HRC/2/DEC/107.
11 In this regard, see our brochure, The Right to Health, Éditions 

CETIM, 2006.

Third Session of the Council

The Council devoted the work of its third session 

(29 November to 8 December 2006) essentially to 

procedural matters, to wit to the setting up of this 

new institution. The reports presented by the fa-

cilitators of the Council’s two working groups (on 

the universal periodic review and the review of all 

the mandates) as well as the debates that followed 

showed the that the positions of the member states 

remain very far from those of the working groups 

on all matters dealt with – the universal periodic 

review, the review of the special procedures, the 

complaint mechanism and the consultative expert 

body.

Also, the International Commission of Inquiry re-

garding the targeting and the systematic murder 

of civilians by Israel in Lebanon presented its re-

port to the Council. Most of the countries of the 

South were satisfi ed with the report, which stated, 

inter alia, “every Lebanese civilian was considered 

as a potential enemy”; the Israeli army made no 

distinction between “civilians objects and military 

targets”; the purpose of the Israeli attacks was to 

subject the Lebanese to “collective punishment”; 

etc. Israel and the Western group denounced the 

bias of the report, since it did not take into account 

the Israeli victims1.

The HRC also organized an interactive dialogue 

with the Special Advisor of the Secretary General 

on the Prevention of Genocide, Mr Juan E. Mén-

dez, who presented his report to the HRC. The 

discussion centered particularly on the situation in 

Darfur. It is also worth noting that the High Com-

missioner was criticized quite virulently for her re-

ports on Palestine and Darfur, both of which were 

judged to be biased.

Resolutions adopted
In addition to the creation of a new working group 

entrusted with formulating concrete recommenda-

tions on its agenda, its annual work program, its work-

ing methods and its internal rules, the HRC adopted 

by vote two resolutions on racism: one providing for 

the creation of a committee that will draft supple-

mentary norms to fi ll in the gaps in the International 

Convention for the Elimination of All Forms of Racial 

Discrimination, the other requesting the General As-

sembly to call a world summit in 2009 as a follow up 

to the Durban conference on racism and for which 

the HRC will function as a prep committee.

Regarding country specifi c situations, the HRC 

adopted two resolutions of which the fi rst dealt 

with Palestine. It is woth recaling that the Com-

mission of inquiry, which had been set up dur-

ing the special session of July 2006, has not been
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Sessions of the Human 
Rights Council

In 2006, the Human Rights Council held three 

ordinary sessions. The fi rst session was presented 

in full, in Bulletin No26.

Second session of the Council

The 2nd Session of the HRC (18 September – 6 

October 2006) was devoted essentially to the 

presentation of the High Commissioner for Human 

Rights report on the situation in several countries 

(notably Sudan, Irak, Sri Lanka and Nepal) and re-

ports of those holding thematic and geographical 

mandates1. Although discussions following the 

presentation of reports were interesting, no rec-

ommendations or follow up actions2 were decided 

and the Council suspended its second session un-

til the 3rd session for the adoption of resolutions3.

It should be noted that certain draft resolutions 

were rejected at the 4th Session of the Council, 

withdrawn by their authors or presented directly 

to the General Assembly.

Reports of the Special Rapporteurs on Lebanon
During the second session, four experts4 pre-

sented a joint mission report on Lebanon and Is-

rael5, following the war led by the latter against 

the former in July and August 2006. This report 

was heavily criticized by many Member States 

and in particular by the Lebanese delegation. 

Indeed, the report made no distinction between 

Israel and the Lebanese Hezbollah - which is a 

non-state actor - and condemned both for viola-

tions of international humanitarian law.

The Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, 

Mr Jean Ziegler, also presented a report, exclu-

sively on the consequences in Lebanon of the 

Israeli aggression, as Israel had refused him en-

try into its territory. In his report, Ziegler noted 

fl agrant violations of the Lebanese people’s right 

to food by Israeli bombardment (blocking of hu-

manitarian aid, destruction of harvests and of in-

frastructure for agriculture, irrigation and water, 

thousands of unexploded bombs on agricultural 

land preventing farmers from working etc6, and 

requested that “all (Lebanese) victims receive 

adequate reparation and compensation for the 

losses suffered during the war as well as for on-

going losses due to the disruption of livehoods” 

by the Israeli government, given that the latter 

“should be held responsible under international 

law”7.

Clarifications on certain adopted resolutions
The creation of a unifi ed permanent treaty body

By a resolution adopted without at vote, the 

Council “encourages” the High Commissioner for 

Human Rights to conduct a study on the various 

options concerning her proposal to create a uni-

fi ed permanent treaty body8.

In one of its statements dealing - in part - with 

this question, the CETIM expressed its reserva-

tions. Each committee is responsible for the im-

plementation of a specifi c convention, and its 

members must have particular qualifi cations in 

this area. Further, there are legal problems that 

would be created by such a merger and which 

would risk paralyzing the current treaty bodies for 

a long time.

Human rights and access to water
By a decision entitled “Human rights and 

access to water”, adopted without a vote, the 

Council requested the High Commissioner to 

conduct “a detailed study on the scope and 

content of the relevant human rights obligations 

related to equitable access to safe drinking wa-

ter and sanitation”9.

This study is, at best, of questionable value, 

since the Committee on Economic, Social and 

Cultural Rights already conducted one in the 

context of its General Comment No15, dealing 

with the right to water. 

THE WORKING GROUPS
At its fi rst session, the Human Rights Council set 

up two working groups charged respectively with re-

examining all the mandates inherited from the former 

Commission on Human Rights1 and the establishment 

of rules and procedures for universal periodic review2.

The HRC set up a third working group, in its 3rd 

session, charged with developing recommenda-

tions for the agenda, annual work programme, 

work methods and internal rules3. The Council also 

voted4 a decision entitled “Intergovernmental work-

ing groups charged with re-examining mandates” 

requesting the above group to “develop a project 

for a code of conduct for work relating to special 

procedures (...)”5. In a statement, the CETIM stated 

that the project for a code of conduct should not 

be used to muzzle the mandate holders or restrict 

the scope of their work. In collaboration with other 

NGOs, the CETIM presented several written state-

ments relating to the above procedural issues dur-

ing the last two sessions. Below are brief summa-

ries of our positions6 :

Re-examination of special procedures
The mandates should be clearly defi ned. The 

Council must ensure a correct balance between civil 

and political rights and social, economic and cul-

tural rights. The mandate holders should be chosen 

on the basis of their qualifi cations, their impartiality, 

and their independence from governments and from 

political and ideological infl uence. In order to avoid 

any ambiguity, it is preferable for mandate holders 

to be elected by the Council for a maximum of two 

consecutive mandates, respecting geographical rep-

resentation. The holding of several mandates simul-

taneously should be avoided.

Setting up of the new complaint mechanism
Future procedure for complaints must aim for ef-

fi ciency (clear criteria for receivability, a time limit for 

procedures) and transparency (public procedures).

The matter must be given to a group of independ-

ent experts elected by the Council on the basis of geo-

graphical representation for three years, renewable once. 

The experts, after having examined the complaints, will 

transmit their recommendations to the Council. 

Setting up of the universal periodic review (UPR)
1) The UPR must respect the UN Charter, the Uni-

versal Declaration and the treaties that have been rati-

fi ed by the country in question in such a way that it will 

be impossible to ignore commitments and practices 

of the state concerned, in all organizations and institu-

tions of the UN system, and more generally, at interna-

tional level, in order to attract attention to those which 

are clearly in contradiction with commitments made in 

relation to human rights.

2) The implementation of the UPR should allow the 

Council to adopt a novel, global approach allowing, 

when necessary, and on the basis of objective and 

reliable information from a situation analysis of hu-

man rights in the country under examination, pro-

posals and recommendations to be made to third 

party states so that their populations can fully enjoy 

their human rights.

Setting up of a new consultative expert body
A consultative expert body must be retained to re-

place the Sub-Commission for the Promotion and 

Protection of Human Rights. The new body must be 

subsidiary to the Council and a permanent entity. It 

must be composed of independent experts elected 

by the Council. Its composition must respect the 

principle of geographic and gender representation. 

The experts should come from various, different le-

gal traditions and should represent all civilizations. Its 

principle function should be to support the activities 

of the Council in relation to the promotion of human 

rights notably through studies and research. But it 

must have room for manoeuvre and suffi cient fl exibil-

ity to take its own initiatives in response to new de-

velopments and the evolution of normative systems 

in the protection of human rights. 

1 Apart form special procedures, this also concerns the Sub-Com-

mission and the procedures known as 1503 (confi dential com-

plaints procedures on violations of human rights in the world)

cf. A/HR/1/DEC/102
2 Cf. A7HR/1/DEC/103
3 Cf. A/HR/3/RES/4
4 Presented by Algeria in the name of the Africa group and adopted 

on 27 November 2006 by 30 votes against 15 (Germany, United 

Kingdom, Canada, South Korea, Finland, France, Guatemala, 

Mexico, The Netherlands, Peru, Poland, the Tcheque Republic, 

Romania, Switzerland and Ukraine) and two abstentions (Argentina 

and Uruguay), cf. resolution A/HRC/2/RES/2
5 The HRC decided without a vote, to fi x the deadline for presenta-

tion of a code of conduct, for the 5th session. 
6 All our written statements are on our website: www.cetim.ch

The US ambassador John Bolton quits the UN.

Copyright Chappatte - www.globecartoon.com


