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Universal Periodic Review

What is the ‘Universal Periodic Review’? 

The Universal Periodic Review (UPR) is a new mechanism that has been 
established under General Assembly Resolution 60/251, which created the 
Human Rights Council (the Council). The Resolution provides that the Coun-
cil shall “undertake a universal periodic review, based on objective and reliable 
information, of the fulfilment by each State of its human rights obligations 
and commitments in a manner which ensures universality of coverage and 
equal treatment with respect to all States; the review shall be a cooperative 
mechanism, based on an interactive dialogue, with the full involvement of 
the country concerned and with consideration given to its capacity-building 
needs; such a mechanism shall complement and not duplicate the work of 
treaty bodies” 1. The Resolution does not set out the details of how the process 
will work but instead asks the Council to “develop the modalities and neces-
sary time allocation for the universal periodic review mechanism within one 
year after the holding of its first session” 2. At present, there is no informa-
tion on how the process will be undertaken but below we explore some of the 
key issues and options that the Council could consider while developing the 
modalities of the process.

What are the objectives of the UPR? 

The Commission on Human Rights (the Commission) had been criticised 
for selectivity and double standards in responding to the situation of human 
rights within countries. In response, the General Assembly created the new 
UPR mechanism under which all countries will be subject to a review. Resolu-
tion 60/251 in paragraph 5 (e) sets out some of the objectives of the UPR. In 

 1  Para 5 (e), General Assembly Resolution 60/251.
 2  Ibid.
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addition to reviewing the fulfilment of each State of its human rights obli-
gations and commitments, these include: universality of coverage and equal 
treatment of all States; a cooperative mechanism that gives consideration to 
a State’s capacity-building needs; and complementing but not duplicating the 
work of treaty bodies. Resolution 60/251 also details some other guidelines for 
the work of the Council, which will also be relevant for the UPR mechanism. 
The Resolution provides that the “work of the Council shall be guided by the 
principles of universality, impartiality, objectivity and non-selectivity, construc-
tive international dialogue and cooperation, with a view to enhancing the pro-
motion and protection of all human rights” 3 and that “methods of work of 
the Council shall be transparent, fair and impartial and shall enable genu-
ine dialogue, be results oriented, allow for subsequent follow-up discussions 
to recommendations and their implementation and also allow for substan-
tive interaction with special procedures and mechanisms” 4. The Resolution 
also states that “the Council should address situations of violations of human 
rights, including gross and systematic violations, and make recommendations 
thereon” 5 and “contribute, through dialogue and cooperation, towards the 
prevention of human rights violations and respond promptly to human rights 
emergencies” 6.

Key questions include:
What should be the concrete objectives of the UPR?
How can the Council comply with the principles identified by the General 
Assembly while developing the modalities for the UPR and carrying out the 
UPR?
How can the UPR serve as a cooperative mechanism that gives considera-
tion to a State’s capacity-building needs while reviewing the State’s fulfil-
ment of its human rights obligations and commitments?
What could be the advantages of having the Council, a political body made 
up of governments, undertaking or overseeing a review of States?

Who undertakes the UPR? 

There is any number of options for who will carry out the UPR. The most 
important decision to be made is whether the UPR should be undertaken 
entirely by the Council itself or with the assistance of individual or a group of 
human rights experts? Some suggestions for the Council itself undertaking 
the entire review include setting up a panel made up of Council members 

 3  Para 4.
 4  Para 12.
 5  Para 3.
 6  Para 5 (f).
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which would hold an interactive dialogue with the State under review on the 
basis of a country dossier prepared by OHCHR on the most recent information 
already available 7, or for multiple panels to be set up. In terms of involvement 
of independent human rights experts, some suggestions include appoint-
ing an independent session rapporteur for each State under review, selected 
among a roster of experts prepared by OHCHR. The independent session rap-
porteur would carry out a full visit to the State, prepare a background note on 
the human rights situation, and review summaries of information assembled 
by OHCHR in order to prepare written questions for the State to respond to in 
advance of the session 8. Other possibilities could include appointing a group 
of experts to review the information on the State and suggest questions or rec-
ommendations, or relying on the expert body 9, if one is set up by the Council, 
to perform these tasks.

The involvement of independent human rights experts in the proc-
ess would have considerable advantages. It would allow for a more objective, 
consistent, and comprehensive analysis of the situation in the country; avoid 
political factors playing a role at the information collection and examination 
stages; and reduce the pressure on the Council’s time. Relying on a group of 
experts from different countries and with expertise on a range of issues could 
also ensure a more balanced analysis. 

Key questions include:
What should be the composition of the body undertaking the UPR?
Should the Council undertake the UPR entirely by itself? If so, how should 
it do so?
Should experts be involved in the UPR? If so, how many experts should be 
involved and how should they be chosen?
What parts of the UPR process should be delegated to experts?
If different experts or panels of Council members undertake the UPR, how 
can consistency and equal treatment of States be ensured?

Which human rights obligations and 
commitments will be reviewed? 

Resolution 60/251 refers to a review of the “fulfilment by each State of its 

 7  Canada, Human Rights Peer Review Mechanism – Non-paper version # 2, available at: www.eyeontheun.
org/assets/attachments/documents/hr_peer_review_mechanism_canada.pdf. 

 8  Human Rights Watch, Human Rights Council: No More Business as Usual, p. 4, available at: http://hrw.
org/backgrounder/un/un0506/un0506.pdf.

 9  See chapter on the Sub-Commission and system of expert advice for further discussion on a possible 
expert body.
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human rights obligations and commitments in a manner which ensures uni-
versality of coverage and equal treatment with respect to all States” 10. Differ-
ent States have different human rights obligations and commitments based 
on the human rights treaties and other instruments that they have ratified. 
The key question therefore is what standards will be used for the review and 
if these will vary with the State in question? If different standards are used, 
some are concerned that this could defy the key purpose of consistency in the 
UPR 11. However, there would be legal issues about assessing a State’s com-
pliance with treaties that it has not signed. Options for standards that could 
be applied are: human rights treaties ratified by the State; the Charter of the 
United Nations; the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and other standards 
that have reached the status of customary international law 12 or jus cogens 13; 
resolutions adopted by the Commission; and other commitments undertaken 
by the State through voluntary declarations and pledges 14.

Key questions include:
Which human rights standards should be used in the review process?
How can concerns about consistency and common standards be 
addressed?
How should potential overlaps with treaty bodies be addressed? How can 
the UPR strengthen and complement the work of treaty bodies?

Scheduling the UPR 

The Council is required to review all 191 member States of the UN at peri-
odic intervals. For the UPR to be timely and relevant, the Council will have 
to ensure that these periodic intervals are not too widely spaced apart. How-
ever, as reviewing 191 States will create immense pressure on the Council’s 
workload it will have to develop methods to balance a substantive review with 
managing its schedule and avoiding backlogs in the system. Delegating at 
least the initial phases of the UPR to experts may help the Council in this 
balancing act.

 10  Para 5 (e).
 11  International Council on Human Rights Policy, UN Human Rights Reform, (Flowerhill Exchange Note 5), 

p. 2, available at: www.ichrp.org/paper_files/130_w_01.doc. 
 12  Customary international law is international law that has arisen from custom or usage and need not be 

codified or written down. Certain standards contained in legal instruments can also reach the status of 
customary international law if they create a general and consistent practice of States, arising out of a 
sense of legal obligation, even if particular States have not signed the instrument or standard. 

 13  Jus cogens refers to a fundamental norm of international law, which applies to all States and cannot be 
changed by a treaty. 

 14  Canada, Human Rights Peer Review Mechanism – Non-paper version # 2, available at: www.eyeontheun.
org/assets/attachments/documents/hr_peer_review_mechanism_canada.pdf. 
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Canada has calculated that if the Council spends three hours in an 
interactive dialogue with each State under review, six weeks of time will be 
required to review 60 States per year 15 and it will therefore take a little over 
three years to review all States. This calculation is based on time spent on 
interactive dialogue and does not factor in additional time that the Council 
may take to discuss the findings and recommendations emerging from the 
interactive dialogue. Human Rights Watch (HRW) has recommended that “if 
the UPR is to be meaningful, the HRC should devote at least one half-day 
session per country, and if it is to be timely, states should come up for UPR at 
least once every five years. This means that the HRC would have to review an 
average of almost forty countries per year, the equivalent of twenty working 
days. The UPR should be carried out in sessions additional to the minimum 
ten weeks called for in the G.A. resolution” 16.

The Council will have to determine whether the same amount of 
time is spent on each State irrespective of its size and human rights situation 
or if it needs to develop criteria for allocation of time. The Council will also 
have to determine the order in which countries are reviewed – should this 
be alphabetical, starting with the members of the Council, or based on other 
criteria? It would be useful for the Council to consider how it could undertake 
emergency or fast track reviews in cases of human rights emergencies within 
States (discussed in more detail below). 

Resolution 60/251 provides that the members of the Council shall be 
reviewed under the UPR mechanism during their term of membership 17. The 
Council will therefore have to fit members into the schedule taking account of 
the staggered terms of membership. This will be a particular challenge for the 
14 members that have drawn one-year terms in the first election and whose 
term limits will therefore expire before the end of the one-year period given to 
the Council to develop the modalities of the UPR process. The Council could 
test the system it develops with these countries and revise modalities after see-
ing how they work with these test cases.

Key questions include:
How much time should the Council allocate to reviewing each State? Should 
it spend the same time on all States or should it develop criteria for alloca-
tion of priorities and time to different States based on the human rights 
situation and other factors?
In what order should States be reviewed?
At what intervals should States be reviewed?
Should the UPR be carried out in additional sessions instead of during the 
Council’s three sessions totalling a minimum of ten weeks a year, identified 
by the General Assembly?

 15  Ibid., p. 4.
 16  Human Rights Watch, Human Rights Council: No More Business as Usual, (n. 8 above), p. 3.
 17  Para 9.
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How should the Council review members who have drawn one-year terms 
in the first election?

What will the UPR process consist of? 

The UPR could be a short or long process, conducted entirely within the ses-
sion or through inter-sessional processes. It could consist of a substantive 
review process ending in an interactive dialogue with the State or consist of 
just the interactive dialogue with the State. For the review to be substantive and 
meaningful, the Council will have to devote enough time to putting together 
and reviewing the information on each State, identifying key questions and 
issues for the interactive dialogue with the State, and producing clear and 
focused recommendations. As the Council will have other tasks that it needs 
to balance along with the UPR, delegating many of the tasks of the UPR to 
independent experts and undertaking this work outside the regular sessions 
of the Council would be preferable. 

In a draft concept and options paper on ‘peer review’, Canada stud-
ied two possible models and compared the advantages and disadvantages of 
each 18. According to Canada, the UPR could be an extensive, rigorous under-
taking with emphasis on quantity and quality of information and assessment. 
At the other end of the spectrum, it could be a light process with emphasis on 
an open and frequent discussion among peers.

The first model called the ‘comprehensive approach’, would borrow 
some of the features of peer reviews conducted by the Organisation for Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development (OECD) 19, the African Peer Review 
Mechanism (APRM) 20, and the World Trade Organisation (WTO) 21. The 
comprehensive approach could, according to Canada, include a choice or com-
bination of 1) an expert group or panel of member States to conduct research 
and consider available information, and/or field trips and consultations with 
stakeholders in the country under review; �) a questionnaire to be answered 
by the State under review; 3) a substantive and rigorous report, containing 
information, findings, and recommendations; 4) a formal open hearing, with 
a presentation or comments from the expert panel, the State under review, and 
other States; and 5) conclusions and recommendations. The advantages identi-
fied for this model were that the expert report would be an extensive, objective, 

 18  Canada, Human Rights Peer Review: Draft Concept and Options Paper, available  at: www.eyeontheun.
org/assets/attachments/documents/human_rights_peer_review_canada.pdf. 

 19  For further information see F. Pagani, Peer Review: A Tool for Co-Operation and Change, (OECD, 2002), 
available at: www.oecdobserver.org/news/fullstory.php/aid/881/peer-review.html. 

 20  For further information on the APRM, see www.au2002.gov.za/docs/summit_council/aprm.htm. 
 21  For  further  information  on  the WTO’s  trade  policy  review,  see www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/

tpr_e.htm. 
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and authoritative assessment of a country’s human rights performance and 
the conclusions of the peer review would serve as authoritative guidance for 
follow-up and implementation by the State under review. The disadvantages 
were that the process would be labour-intensive and costly; the number of 
States subject to review every year would be rather limited and every State 
would come up for review at long intervals, possibly every five to eight years; 
and there was potential for significant overlap with the work of treaty bodies 
and other mechanisms. There was also a risk that the process would be so 
cumbersome that it would become difficult to launch and implement, with 
little results compared to the investment 22.

The second, lighter model, which Canada called the ‘interactive 
dialogue model’ would consist of a three-hour session of interactive dialogue 
where the State under review would make a presentation on the state of 
human rights within the country, achievements, difficulties, challenges and 
plans, followed by comments and questions by other States and responses by 
the State under review. Before the interactive dialogue, OHCHR would pro-
vide information from the treaty bodies and the special procedures, and short 
summaries of this information; the State under review would publish a state-
ment; and other States and civil society organisations could issue statements, 
submissions, or reports of their own. At the conclusion of the process, a rap-
porteur of the session would publish a summary of the dialogue and the State 
under review would make a voluntary statement, three to six months after the 
dialogue, outlining its reactions, plans, and commitments in light of the peer 
review. The advantages identified for this model were that it would be simple 
and light to launch, and that every State could come under review within short 
intervals, every two to three years. While there would be no authoritative or 
extensive reports or findings, the open debate would allow information from 
various sources to circulate freely in the international and possibly national 
arenas. The process would provide incentives, through peer advice and public 
opinion, for States to improve their human rights performance. The disad-
vantages and risk were that the process would not be as rigorous or objective 
as the review by an expert group and that the dialogue may be influenced by 
considerations other than the actual human rights situation of the country 
under review 23. In a second non-paper, Canada seemed to prefer the lighter, 
interactive dialogue approach, and set out the modalities of the process in 
line with this model 24. Human Rights Watch has suggested various steps for 
the UPR 25 that would be more in line with a comprehensive and substantive 
review. Essentially, the Council will have to decide whether the UPR will be 
a lighter and superficial process or a more substantive and comprehensive 
one. The lighter process may be easier to administer but would raise fun-

 22  Canada, Human Rights Peer Review: Draft Concept and Options Paper, (n. 18 above).
 23  Ibid.
 24  Canada, Human Rights Peer Review Mechanism – Non-paper version # 2, available at: www.eyeontheun.

org/assets/attachments/documents/hr_peer_review_mechanism_canada.pdf.
 25  HRW, Human Rights Council: No More Business as Usual, (n. 8 above), pp. 3-4.
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damental questions about the value added by the mechanism and whether 
such a process would allow for a genuine review of the State’s obligations and 
commitments. 

Key questions include:
Should the UPR provide for a substantive and comprehensive review of 
States or a lighter review?
What phases or steps should the UPR process consist of?
Should there be a separate phase for assembling and reviewing information 
prior to the Council’s meeting?
Should a list of questions be sent to the State under review?
How long should the entire process last?
How can concerns about overlaps with treaty bodies be resolved?
How can concerns about the potential human resources and financial costs 
be addressed? How can the Council ensure that these resources are not 
taken away from other human rights activities and programs?
What should be the role of OHCHR in the UPR process?
What should the Council do if a State refuses to cooperate with or participate 
in the UPR?

What kind of information will be 
considered? 

Resolution 60/251 requires the Council to consider ‘objective and reliable’ 
information on the fulfilment by each State of its human rights obligations 
and commitments. This requirement would not be met if the UPR was under-
taken solely on the basis of information provided by the State about itself. 
The Council should consider a variety of other information including: reports 
submitted by States to treaty bodies on the fulfilment of their human rights 
obligations under treaties they have ratified; concluding observations and rec-
ommendations made by treaty bodies; communications sent by special pro-
cedures as well as reports on country missions, if any, to the State; reports 
prepared by any other UN agency on the human rights situation in the State; 
and reports and information from NHRIs and NGOs. The Council will have 
to decide whether it will work on available information or if it will give the 
opportunity to NGOs, NHRIs, OHCHR field presences, and UN specialised 
agencies to submit information specifically for the purposes of the UPR. The 
latter option would allow for NGOs and agencies to submit targeted informa-
tion on the issues that the Council will be focusing on and will also allow them 
to submit information that may not be available within existing publications. 

•
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The Council could also request selected special procedure man-
dates 26 to carry out missions to the State or designate another independent 
expert 27 to do so in advance of the UPR to ensure that there is sufficient 
detailed, objective, and reliable information on each State that is reviewed, 
collected by the main monitoring mechanisms of the Council itself. 

It may be useful for the Council to develop guidelines for the submis-
sion of information, which could focus on the extent to which the State has fol-
lowed up and implemented recommendations made by treaty bodies, special 
procedures, and the Commission as well as other data that would be relevant 
to determine the fulfilment by each State of its human rights obligations and 
commitments. The Council may also have to consider whether it will consider 
only documents or whether it would be possible for NGOs and agencies to 
submit audio testimonies, videos, and other kinds of information. 

The Council will have to decide what kind of information the State 
itself will have to submit and in what detail. States already submit reports to 
treaty bodies in respect of the treaties they have ratified and have highlighted 
that this reporting burden is quite considerable. They may be reluctant to take 
on another detailed reporting requirement. The Council may therefore wish 
to consider whether States will have to submit a detailed report along the lines 
of what they submit to treaty bodies or whether they could instead be asked 
to submit information on targeted areas such as follow-up and implementa-
tion of recommendations made by various bodies, and factors limiting their 
ability to implement their obligations. In addition or alternatively, they could 
be asked to reply to a list of questions and issues identified by the Council or 
the expert(s) to whom this task is delegated. As some States have only ratified 
a limited number of treaties and/or had few or no visits from special pro-
cedures, there may be very little information available on the human rights 
situation in the State. NGOs located in the State and others who are monitor-
ing the human rights situation will have a particularly important role in this 
regard. The Council may also need to develop guidelines for the collection of 
additional information in these kinds of situations.

Key questions include:
What kinds of information should the Council consider to assess the fulfil-
ment by each State of its human rights obligations and commitments?
What are the main sources of information that the Council should consider 
for each State?

 26  Two or  three special procedure mandate holders could be requested  to carry out  the mission  to  the 
State. These mandates could be chosen on the basis of: issues of particular concern in the State; bal-
ance between economic, social and cultural rights and civil and political rights monitoring; and the total 
number of missions planned for each mandate holder. The Council or special procedures themselves 
could choose which mandates visit each State. Where a country rapporteur exists for the State in ques-
tion, he/she could be automatically selected to be part of the group.

 27  See the recommendation made by HRW in Human Rights Watch, Human Rights Council: No More Busi-
ness as Usual, (n. 8 above), p. 4.
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Should the Council work with available information or give NGOs, NHRIs, 
and UN agencies and offices the opportunity to submit information specifi-
cally for the UPR?
What kind of information should the State be asked to submit?
Should treaty bodies submit information to the Council on priority areas 
of concern and follow-up, based on their most recent examination of the 
State?
Should the UPR be preceded by missions to the State by special procedure 
mandates or another independent expert designated by the Council? How 
should these special procedure mandates or other independent experts be 
selected?
Should the Council develop guidelines for the submission of information? 
What should these guidelines focus on?
How can the Council ensure that the information it receives is objective and 
reliable?
Should the Council also receive audio or video documentation in addition 
to paper documents?

Interactive dialogue with the State 

The interactive dialogue with the State could consist of presentations by the 
State, expert(s) who have reviewed the information on the State, NHRIs, and 
NGOs, as well as questions by Council members and other States. If the Coun-
cil intends to allocate half a day to the interactive dialogue, it will have to con-
sider how this time can be best used. If the dialogue is to be truly interactive, 
the Council may have to limit the number of presentations that could be made 
and the time for various speakers, and provide more time for questions and 
replies. NHRIs and NGOs in particular would have to consider the trade-offs 
between using the dialogue as a forum to raise issues or using it to interact 
with and question the State. The latter option would limit the number of and 
time allocated for presentations, and may raise difficult questions about which 
NGOs could ask questions or how these questions would be selected.

Key questions include:
How should the interactive dialogue be organised and what should be the 
format of the dialogue to make it more interactive and cooperative?
How much time should be spent on the interactive dialogue?
Who should be able to make presentations, what should the presentations 
focus on, and how long should they be?
What should the State’s presentation or statement focus on?
How should time be divided between presentations and questions?
Should special procedures be able to ask questions?

•
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Should NHRIs and NGOs be able to ask questions?
How should the NGOs that can ask questions and the questions themselves 
be selected?
Should there be a balance between questions from national, regional, and 
international NGOs?
Should a fund be created or other initiatives set up to help smaller or less 
resourced NGOs participate in the Council’s work? 

Outcomes and follow-up 

The outcomes of the UPR could be a detailed outcome document, which could 
contain findings of the experts or the Council and/or conclusions and recom-
mendations and/or a decision/resolution. If the lighter model was adopted, the 
outcomes could be a summary of the dialogue and/or voluntary commitments 
or pledges by the State under review. In addition to recommendations about 
steps to be taken by the State under review, the Council could recommend 
measures to build the capacity of the State to implement its human rights 
obligations, including through technical assistance programs. The Council 
could also appoint a country rapporteur to monitor the situation in the State 
under review; ask for the establishment of an OHCHR office or presence in 
the country to monitor the situation and/or work with the State; and/or rec-
ommend action by other UN bodies or agencies such as the Security Council, 
the General Assembly, or UN specialised agencies. 

As one of the weaknesses of the Commission was a lack of adequate 
follow-up to recommendations and resolutions, the Council may also wish to 
set up a system of follow-up to the UPR process. To achieve this, the recom-
mendations and outcomes of the UPR should be framed in a clear manner, 
making it possible for the State and other actors to implement these recom-
mendations. The Council could indicate areas of priority within its recom-
mendations, i.e. which ones require immediate implementation and which 
are to be implemented in the medium or longer term. The Council could also 
institute a system of asking the State to report back on the extent to which 
it has been able to implement these recommendations and the obstacles, if 
any, faced by the State in implementation. Other stakeholders such as NHRIs, 
NGOs, OHCHR, and specialised agencies could also report back on the fol-
low-up actions of the State. This information could be considered within the 
UPR schedule or within a broader agenda Item on follow-up if the Council 
creates such an Item. The failure of the State to take adequate follow-up action 
could lead to other action by the Council depending on the reasons behind 
this lack of follow-up, such as increased technical assistance, strengthening of 
monitoring, and/or recommendations for action by the General Assembly or 
Security Council.

•
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Key questions include:
What should be the outcomes of the UPR process?
How should these outcomes be presented and communicated?
What kinds of recommendations and actions could the Council suggest?
What kinds of measures and steps could the Council take to build the capac-
ity of the State?
What kinds of technical assistance programs should the Council recom-
mend to build the capacity of the State?
Should the Council be able to adopt resolutions or other kinds of formal 
decisions as a result of the UPR?
Should the Council be able to set up a country rapporteur or an OHCHR 
office or presence in the country if required? What should be the criteria for 
this?
How should the Council follow up on the UPR process?
Should there be a system for regular follow-up on recommendations and 
conclusions? 
How should States report back to the Council on follow-up and at what 
intervals?
Should NGOs, NHRIs, and OHCHR be able to submit information on fol-
low-up to the Council?
What actions should the Council take if the State fails to follow up on its 
recommendations?

How will emergency situations in a country 
be dealt with? 

Resolution 60/251 provides that the Council should “contribute, through dia-
logue and cooperation, towards the prevention of human rights violations and 
respond promptly to human rights emergencies” 28. The Council will have to 
develop processes by which it can address emergency situations in a country 
in a timely manner. The Council could consider prioritising States in which 
early warning signs of human rights emergencies are prevalent. Especially 
when special procedures, treaty bodies, OHCHR, NHRIs, or NGOs draw the 
Council’s attention to these signs, it could carry out an emergency or fast track 
review of the State and make recommendations for essential actions by the 
State, strengthened monitoring, and involvement or action by other interna-
tional bodies/States. This procedure should not in any way exclude the ability 

 28  Para 5 (f). 
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of the Council to consider emergency situations as part of its regular proceed-
ings or in emergency sessions, and the Council may wish to develop broader 
procedures and guidelines to deal with human rights emergencies outside the 
UPR process. 

Key questions include:
How should the Council deal with human rights emergencies in a State?
Should the Council make provision for an emergency or fast track review 
within the UPR mechanism? What should be the criteria and process for 
this?
Should NGOs, NHRIs, OHCHR, treaty bodies and/or special procedures be 
able to request an emergency or fast track review of a State?
What action should the Council take when it believes that there are signs of 
a deteriorating human rights situation in a country or a political crisis that 
may lead to human rights emergencies?
Should the Council deal with human rights emergencies outside the UPR 
process? What kinds of procedures and criteria should it develop to do so?

Will countries be examined outside  
the UPR process? 

Some States may argue that with the setting up of the UPR mechanisms, 
countries should no longer be examined outside the process. Some may also 
argue that country-specific resolutions should not be adopted outside this 
process or at all. The UPR is only one mechanism to examine States, and is at 
the moment an unknown and untested mechanism. The Council has a wide 
range of responsibilities 29 in relation to monitoring the situation of human 
rights and implementation, which cannot be exclusively met in the UPR proc-
ess. It is essential that the Council retain the ability to address country situa-
tions outside the UPR process as required by the nature of the human rights 
situation in the country, its urgency, and the extent to which appropriate action 
can be taken within the UPR framework.

Key questions include:
Should the Council be able to examine country situations outside the UPR 
process?
When should the Council examine country situations outside the UPR proc-
ess? Should it develop criteria and procedures for doing so?

 29  See paras 3 and 5 (a), (c), (e) and (f) of General Assembly Resolution 60/251.
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Should the Council adopt resolutions or other kinds of decisions on coun-
tries, outside the UPR process?

Process of developing modalities and 
allocation of time 

The process through which the Council will develop the modalities and time 
allocation for the UPR is still undefined. It seems likely that the Council will 
set up an open-ended working group or some other form of consultations by 
the president to do so, but this and other issues may only be decided once the 
Council meets in June. Essential elements for this process include that it be 
carried out in an open, transparent, and public manner and with the partici-
pation of all stakeholders, such as other States, special procedures, OHCHR, 
NGOs, and NHRIs. It may also be useful for treaty bodies to provide input into 
this process on the ways in which the UPR could complement and strengthen 
their work and avoid duplication.
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