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General information on India 

 
 
Membership of the Human Rights Council 
India was an original member of the Human Rights Council (the Council) from 2006 to 2007 and had been 
selected for a one-year term. It is also a current member of the Council [second term, 2007-2010]. 
 
Members of the troika 
Indonesia, the Netherlands, Ghana.1 
 
National consultation  
Regarding holding of national consultations for the preparation of the national report, India asserts that the 
process was broad and inclusive, without providing any details regarding the input of particular stakeholders 
or on how the information has been integrated into the report. Consultations with various governmental 
Ministries and the National Human Rights Commission were held. While the State asserts that broad 
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1 Regional groups selected: African Group, Asian Group, WEOG. Pakistan was originally selected from the Asian Group, but it 
objected. The lot for the Asian Group was therefore re-drawn, and Indonesia was selected instead. For a full summary of the 
selection of troikas, see http://www.ishr.ch/hrm/council/councilalert/council_update_7session.pdf. 

, Website: www.ishr.ch  

http://www.ishr.ch/hrm/council/councilalert/council_update_7session.pdf
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refusal to recognise that such discrimination falls within the mandate of CERD. Discrimination against 

                                                

consultations were held with other stakeholders and non-governmental organisations, this has been contested 
by several of the NGO submissions.2 
 
 

Information submitted to the Working Group 
 
 

State report3 
 
The national report of India begins with a curt historical and cultural overview of the country’s trajectory 
towards the realisation of various human rights. The first substantive section in large part focuses on 
constitutionally protected fundamental rights, domestic institutions that have been established for the 
protection of human rights, the National Human Rights Commission and the role of the Supreme Court in 
setting legal precedents for the protection of various rights. However, it fails to provide any concrete 
information on what impact these institutions have had on achieving tangible outcomes in the fulfilment of 
their respective mandates. National commissions for vulnerable groups such as women, children, the elderly, 
the disabled, minorities, scheduled castes and tribes are dealt with extensively in the report. The protection of 
vulnerable groups is dealt with in detail again towards the end of the report.  
 
India’s commitment to international human rights conventions is addressed in a section which provides a 
listing of the international instruments to which it is a party or a signatory. Other than the right to information, 
civil and political rights have largely been left out of the report. More space has been devoted to the issue of 
economic, social and cultural rights. However, institutional and legislative structures for the protection of 
these rights are given more prominence, rather than information regarding their implementation. 
 
The last section of the report on custodial justice superficially addresses concerns of police brutality, torture, 
custodial deaths and conditions of detention that have been raised in the OHCHR compilation and in reports 
by other stakeholders.  
 
In general, statistics and other quantitative data on the implementation of human obligations or the impact of 
domestic mechanisms in addressing human rights concerns are absent from the report. The main challenges 
cited for the realisation of human rights are the size and diversity of India’s population. The national report of 
India fails to address any current human rights concerns with any depth or specificity. 
 

Official UN documents4 
 
The OHCHR compilation of the reports of the treaty bodies, special procedures and other UN documents 
highlights several key issues. The Human Rights Committee (HRC) expressed concerns over the impact of 
special security, emergency and counter-terrorism legislation to address terrorism, such as the Armed Forces 
(Special Powers) Act. The failure of India to receive the Special Rapporteur on torture5 prefaced a range of 
concerns by different mechanisms regarding the prevalence of torture in detention facilities. The related 
concern of impunity of security forces and public officials for violations, including violations committed 
against human rights defenders, was also raised. HRC and the Committee on the Elimination of Racial 
Discrimination (CERD) highlighted caste-based discrimination in India, and particularly regretted India’s 

 
 
2 See, for example, submission of Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative (CHRI), available at: 
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/UPRIndiaStakeholderInfoS1.aspx.  
3 A/HRC/WG.6/1/IND/1, available at http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx.  
4 A/HRC/WG.6/1/IND/2, available at http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx.  
5 HRC. 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/UPRIndiaStakeholderInfoS1.aspx
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx
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Other relevant stakeholders12 
 

7 stakeholders submitted information on a variety of issues, which largely coincided with the issues raised in 

o information was provided on key national priorities or on capacity building and technical assistance. 

Interactive dialogue23 
 
                                                

dalits6, and in particular dalit women is repeatedly highlighted in the OHCHR compilation.7 Violence, 
inequality, discrimination and harmful customary practices against women have also been emphasised.8 
Communal violence,9 religious discrimination and violence against religious minorities10 also appear as key 
concerns. Violations against human rights defenders, including the use of excessive force to disperse 
demonstrations, and killings have also been highlighted.11 
 

3
the OHCHR compilation. Caste-based discrimination,13 discrimination against religious minorities and issues 
relating to the freedom of religion,14 security legislation such as the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act15 
torture16 and custodial deaths,17 impunity of public officials,18 communal violence19 and violations faced by 
human rights defenders20 re-emerged as the key concerns of stake-holders. The issue of criminalisation of 
homosexual acts in India was also raised by the NGO Partners for Law in Development. Several stakeholders 
raised violence and discrimination against women as a concern.21 The independence of the National Human 
Rights Commission was also questioned by the People’s Forum for the UPR.22 Amnesty International 
expressed its concern over India’s lack of cooperation with the UN Special Procedures. 
 
N
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
6 ‘Dalit’ is the term used to refer to those persons who are considered to fall outside the Indian caste-system, formerly and 
derogatorily referred to as ‘untouchables’. 
7 CEDAW, CERD, CRC, HRC. 
8 CEDAW, CERD, CRC, HRC. 
9 CERD, CEDAW. 
10 Special Rapporteur on freedom of religion or belief. 
11 Special Representative of the Secretary-General on human rights defenders. 
12 A/HRC/WG.6/IND/3, available at: http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx.  
13 Christian Solidarity Worldwide, Society for Threatened Peoples. 
14 Becket Fund. 
15 Liberation, South Asia Forum for Human Rights, World Peace Forum 
16 Internal Displacement Monitoring Centre, Asian Legal Resource Centre, Torture Prevention Centre India Trust (TPCIT), Centre 
for Organisation Research and Education (CORE). 
17 PF for UPR, Amnesty International. 
18 PF for UPR, Human Rights Watch, World Peace Forum. 
19 World Barua Organisation. 
20 CORE. 
21 CRR, National Human Rights Commission of India. 
22 People’s Forum for UPR presented by Asia Centre for Human Rights on behalf of 129 organizations and 13 human rights 
defenders. 
23 Most statements made at the UPR Working Group can be found at http://portal.ohchr.org/portal/page/portal/UPR/1session/. Fill 
in the form at www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/form.htm to receive username and password. Audiovisual archives of the 
meetings of the Working Group ‘webcast’ are available at www.un.org/webcast/unhrc/index.asp. 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR%5CPAGES%5CINSession1.aspx
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Presentation by the State 

The sizeable delegation of India was led by H Singh, Permanent Representative 
f India to the United Nations, whose openi any of the views already 

oolam E. Vahanvati, Solicitor General of India, who focussed 
is statement on the Government’s efforts to address more substantive issues such as the empowerment of 

la Krishnan, economic advisor to the Ministry of 
omen and Child development. She outlined measures and policies to address domestic violence, trafficking, 

lready presented in 

Key issues 

The interactive dialogue conducted with Ind  Working Group was a curious mix of questions, 
commendations and replies. Some undoubt ented the potentially concrete and meaningful 

Key issues raised by States during the interactive dialogue were:  

 
.E. Ambassador Swashpawan 

ng statement (32 minutes) reflected mo
expressed in the national report regarding institutional and legislative steps taken to address human rights, and 
the challenges to achieving full realisation of human rights in a country as diverse and pluralistic as India. His 
statement emphasised India’s view that the UPR is a cooperative mechanism and a venue for constructive 
dialogue. He also highlighted that terrorism was a key concern of the Government of India, and was a 
violation of the rights to life and liberty. He informed the Working Group that the National Human Rights 
Commission of India (NHRC), in conjunction with the National Law School (Hyderabad) had prepared the 
initial drafts of the report, which is perhaps what gave rise to concerns regarding the independence of the 
NHRC from the Government by stakeholders. 
 
His presentation was followed by that of Mr G
h
women, ensuring a free media and the protection of minorities, scheduled castes and tribes. He highlighted 
again that India did not view caste-based discrimination as falling within the mandate of CERD as it is not 
‘racial’ in origin. He also stated that in the view of India, all Indians were ‘indigenous’. He highlighted the 
importance of achieving gender justice, and described many of the national schemes in place to address this 
issue. Mr Vahanvati reiterated that terrorism had ‘claimed many innocent lives’ in India and that the 
international community should clearly recognise this phenomenon as a violation of the rights to life and 
liberty. He ended by emphasising that the Human Rights Act of 1993, which established the NHRC, had also 
put in place procedures for maintaining its independence.  
 
This was followed by a brief presentation from Ms Manju
W
child marriage, sexual harassment, and discrimination against women. She also mentioned policies and 
programmes for addressing the issue of child labour, and provided the example of cooperation with 
corporations in developing ‘clean supply chains’ to ensure the eradication of child labour. 
 
The opening statements by the three members of the delegation largely reflected material a

e national report. th
 

 
ia by the UPR

edly represre
contribution that the UPR process as a whole could make in addressing real human rights issues within a 
concerned country, while others showed how the same process could be rendered toothless and devoid of any 
meaning due to the political allegiances exhibited by members of the Working Group. A positive contribution 
came from some States venturing to pose tough questions regarding issues such as torture, impunity and 
counter-terrorism legislation, while most other States were content to spend time discussing relatively less 
controversial issues such as child labour, caste-based discrimination and harmful traditional practices 
affecting women. To the credit of the Indian delegation, it made brave choices in selecting the issues to which 
it would provide a response, by also picking up more difficult issues. However, many of the responses were 
themselves inadequate in terms of content. 
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• Concerns over the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act25 and the related concern of impunity26.  

iolence.29  

en more generally.32  
es.33 

 the special procedures of the Council.35  

ormation Act.37  
rruption.38  

duct in Indian legislation.  

ia, after having 
igned the Convention in 1997.  Some asked for more clarification on what concrete steps and practical 

measures India was taking towards ratifica witzerland also expressed its hope that India would 
spond favourably to the request for a visit by the Special Rapporteur on torture. The issue of torture was 

ndia was ‘completely committed’ to its objectives, and that ratification was ‘in 
rogress’. He added that the Indian Penal Code already had provisions on the use of torture, and that the 

                                                

• The ratification of the Convention Against Torture (CAT) by India and other torture-related 
concerns.24  

• Caste-based discrimination.27  
• The treatment of and engagement with civil society.28  
• Communal v
• Protection of minorities.30  
• Child labour.31  
• Violence against women, discrimination against women and the status of wom
• Harmful traditional practic
• Anti-conversion laws.34  
• Cooperation with
• The National Human Rights Commission of India.36  
• The recently passed Right to Inf
• Government and police co
• Concerns relating to the criminalisation of homosexual con

 
Torture 

 
A number of States recommended the ratification of CAT at the earliest opportunity by Ind

39s
tion.40 S

re
also raised by Canada in relation to abuses by police and security forces in areas under the Armed Forces 
(Special Powers) Act. 
 
Mr Vivek Katju, Additional Secretary in the Ministry of External Affairs and overall head of the Ministry 
dealing with international relations, provided a brief response to the questions regarding India’s ratification of 
CAT, by saying that I
p

 
 
24 United Kingdom, France, Mexico, Switzerland, Sweden. 
25 United Kingdom, Canada, Germany. 
26 Belgium. 
27 Canada, Singapore, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Germany, United States of America. 
28 United Kingdom, Canada, Saudi Arabia. 
29 United Kingdom. 
30 United Kingdom, Saudi Arabia, Bangladesh, South Africa. 
31 Brazil, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy, United States of America (US). 
32 Brazil, China, Luxembourg, US. 
33 Malaysia, US.  
34 United Kingdom. 
35 Latvia. 
36 Russian Federation, Bangladesh. 
37 Russian Federation, Egypt. 
38 US.  
39 United Kingdom, France, Mexico, Italy. The United Kingdom also recommended that India consider ratifying OP-CAT. 
40 Italy, Switzerland and Sweden. 
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Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act (1958) 

The Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act of tes of India and 
rovides special immunities for armed forces operating in the region, has long been challenged both 

y in the Ministry of Home Affairs, was called upon to answer this 
sue. She provided her strongest assurances that in India’s fight against terrorism for the past two decades, 

fter Mrs Choudhary’s explanation, Mr Vahanvati took the floor towards 
e end of the interactive dialogue to stress that he disagreed with the view expressed by Canada and others 

mination 

The issue of caste-based discrimination was r kers.42 One of the main issues of 
oncern, as has been in the past, was India’s refusal to recognise caste-based discrimination as falling under 

                                                

Supreme Court had issued guidelines in the case of D.K Basu vs. State of West Bengal regarding procedures 
to be followed when making arrests.41  
 

 
 1958, which extends to the north-eastern Sta

p
domestically and by international human rights mechanisms such as the Human Rights Committee. States 
raised this issue repeatedly during the interactive dialogue. The United Kingdom pointedly asked what steps 
had been taken by the Government of India to implement recommendations made by several treaty bodies that 
had raised this as an issue of serious concern in the past. Canada went further by saying that it had heard 
reports that police and security forces in areas covered under this Act routinely used torture and abuse. It 
alleged that officials enjoy impunity under this Act, including when they are investigated for charges relating 
to ‘improper behaviour’, such as accusations of sexual violence. Canada added that it was aware that the 
Prime Minister of India was committed to the reform of this Act and that it hoped the Government would 
share information in this regard. This was supported by Germany, who asked what India’s position was on 
recommendations made to repeal this law. 
 
Mrs Anita Choudhary, Additional Secretar
is
special laws such as the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act were clearly subject to administrative and 
judicial review. She added that all legislation should conform to the basic structure of the Indian Constitution 
and be subject to judicial review, and that the constitutionality of the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act had 
been upheld by a Constitutional bench of the Indian Supreme Court. She added that the armed forces were 
well governed. Nevertheless, she seemed to inadvertently acknowledge that there were violations, by saying 
that such cases were dealt with ‘expeditiously’. She ended by saying that to uphold human rights while 
countering terrorism, special training and operation procedures had been put in place, in addition to ‘a list of 
dos and don’ts’ for army personnel. 
 
As the issue continued to be raised a
th
that the armed forces ‘functioned with impunity’ and were responsible for many violations, including rape. 
He said that ‘no force in the country functions with impunity’, and that the armed forces were under the ‘strict 
orders’ of their superiors. He added that when there were reports of transgressions, investigations or court 
marshals were swiftly administered. He continued that the Armed Forces (Special Powers) Act had to be 
enacted because of the ‘insurgencies in many parts of the country’, but that the ‘list of do’s and don’ts’ for 
military personnel is available and so there were ‘no violations’.  
 

Caste-based discri
 

aised by a large number of spea
c
its obligations under the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination 
(ICERD). India consistently claims that caste in India is not ‘racial’ in origin, despite the interpretation of 
CERD to the contrary.43 Canada, asked about follow-up to the concluding observations made by CERD at its 

 
 
41 This part of the statement is also reflected in the national report, but it does not list any specific provisions that clearly and 
absolutely prohibit torture or provide that any information on procedures to ensure prosecution of perpetrators. 

 views, please refer 

42 Canada, Singapore, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Germany, United States of America. 
43 For India’s examination by CERD at its 70th session (23, 26 February 2007) and a summary of the Committee
to ISHR’s Treaty Body Monitor, available at: http://www.ishr.ch/. See also CERD’s General Comment 29 on “Article 1(1) and 
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r Vahanvati responded with extraordinary brevity to all these inquiries by saying that it was the position of 

Communal violence and anti-conversion laws 
 

he United Kingdom raised the issue of communal violence in India by asking what action the Government 

he fact that Mrs Anita Choudhary responded to this question, even though only one speaker raised it, was a 

r Vahanvati later addressed the same issue, stating that the Government of India knew that it ‘cannot 

elated to the incidents in Orissa, the United Kingdom also asked for the view of India on anti-conversion 

Civil society and human rights defenders 
 
The United Kingdom asked about the involvement of civil society in the national consultation process in 
preparation for the UPR and recommended that civil society be fully involved in the implementation of the 

2007 examination of India,44 and recommended that India provide disaggregated data on caste discrimination, 
a recommendation that was also endorsed by Belgium.45 Belgium felt that this would lead to better analysis of 
the situation and to targeted planning to address it. It added that persistent discrimination, especially against 
dalit women and in particular impunity for crimes against dalits and the prevention of their participation in 
elections were also issues of concern. Belgium asked what legislation was in place to address discrimination 
against dalits, and what role the National Commission on dalits plays in implementing this legislation. 
Singapore and the United States of America (US) also asked India to explain what steps had been taken to 
address caste-based discrimination. Germany asked what measures had been put in place to ensure the access 
of dalits and scheduled castes to land and medical services, and to protect them from carrying out harmful 
work. It specifically also asked about recommendations made by CEDAW to tackle violence, including 
sexual violence, against dalit women. 
 
M
the Government of India that caste did not constitute racial discrimination, but that it recognises that 
discrimination is still a problem and that it was prepared to ‘deal with it’. 
 

T
of India had taken to curb violence against religious minorities in the Kandhamal district and other parts of 
the State of Orissa. The region had experienced large-scale violence perpetrated by Hindu nationalist groups 
against Christian minorities (largely consisting of converts from indigenous communities) between December 
2007 and January 2008. The United Kingdom also asked the Government of India to provide more 
information on the Communal Violence (Prevention, Control and Rehabilitation of Victims) Bill, 2005.  
 
T
significant indicator of the sensitivity and contemporary relevance of the issue. She claimed that the 
underlying cause appeared to be the long-standing opposition of Hindus in the area to the demand of the 
Christian minorities to be categorised as a scheduled tribe. She asserted that a judicial probe had been ordered 
into the deaths, injuries and damage to public and private property that had occurred during the clashes. She 
added that several peace committees and meetings had been held, in addition to relief camps and 
rehabilitation packages being administered to those affected by the violence. She transmitted the assurance by 
the Prime Minister of India that Christians would be protected and that no ‘disturbance of the communal 
fabric’ would be tolerated. 
 
M
prevent communal violence but that local committees representing all communities had been set up to 
increase understanding and tolerance.  
 
R
legislation in the country. Mr Vahanvati took the opportunity to respond to this in his closing statement, 
saying that ‘forced conversions’ had led to the passing of such legislation in different States in the country. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                  
 
descent”, where the Committee stated that “discrimination based on “descent” includes discrimination against members of 
communities based on forms of social stratification such as caste.” 
44 Germany and the Netherlands also asked how the recommendations of CERD would be implemented in practice. 
45 Luxembourg also endorsed Belgium’s recommendation. 
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outcome of the UPR. Saudi Arabia asked wh  programme of the 
inistry for Minorities, which was created in January 2006. The Islamic Republic of Iran also asked about 

apter of Amnesty 
ternational had been forced to downsize due to this act. 

e use of foreign funds for any activities that were 
etrimental to the ‘national interest’, and that efforts had been made to balance security concerns with funding 

ised by a number of States. Brazil asked about what measures India was taking to 
radicate child labour, and recommended the ratification of International Labour Organisation (ILO) 

Conventions 138 and 182.47 The Netherland urrent initiatives taken by India to combat child 
bour, and therefore recommended that India remove its reservations to the Convention on the Rights of the 

dia did not respond to the issue of child labour. 

 affecting women. Brazil asked what main steps had been 
ken by the Government to mainstream gender into national planning. China asked if women had 

participated in designing the measures devised for guaranteeing their rights, and also what steps had been 
ken to increase women’s participation in decision-making. Luxembourg asked more broadly about gender-

                                                

at role civil society plays in implementing the
M
the role of civil society in addition to the NHRC in ‘developing a culture of human rights’. 
 
Canada commented that many Indian NGOs were present for the UPR process in Geneva. It expressed its 
concern that the Foreign Contribution Regulation Bill, had been used to limit NGO activity in India by 
clamping down on NGOs receiving funds from foreign sources. It added that the Indian ch
In
 
Mrs Anita Choudhary responded to Canada, stating that the main purpose of the Foreign Contribution 
Regulation Bill was to consolidate law regulating the acceptance of foreign contributions for ‘bona fide’ 
activities.46 She claimed that the aim was to prohibit th
d
for ‘charitable purposes’. She ended by saying that a parliamentary standing committee was currently 
examining the Bill.  
 

Child labour 
 
Child labour was ra
e

s recognised c
la
Child (CRC). Germany also asked about concrete steps being taken by local authorities to implement national 
laws in place to prohibit child labour, and asked India to share any special difficulties it was facing in 
implementing these laws. Italy enquired what the impact of child labour eradication initiatives had been in the 
past 20 years. The US asked how India plans to address child labour, particularly in the informal sector. 
 
More generally, Israel asked how provisions of the CRC would be integrated into the national human rights 
action plan, and Qatar asked what measures had been adopted by India to guarantee rights for children. 
 
In
 

Women 
 
Numerous speakers addressed a variety of issues
ta

ta
based discrimination as raised by the Human Rights Committee, and asked India to provide additional 
information on how it would respond to the Human Rights Committee’s concern regarding the preferential 
treatment of males in the country. The US asked about customary practices such as dowry,48 in addition to 
sex-selective practices and other crimes against women in India. Slovenia asked what steps had been taken to 
integrate a gender perspective into the national report and in the outcome of the review, as required by Human 
Rights Council Resolution 5/1 (the institution-building package). Brazil recommended that India consider 
ratification of the optional protocol to CEDAW (OP-CEDAW).  
 

 
 
46 The Bill was introduced to the upper house of parliament on 18 December 2006. 
47 Netherlands and Sweden endorsed this recommendation.  
48 ‘Dowry’ refers to the customary practice in some parts of India where marriage is accompanied by a payment in cash or kind by 
the family of the bride to the family of the groom. 
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ition of homosexual conduct under the Indian penal code (Section 377), 
nd asked what measures were being taken to ensure full equality before the law regardless of sexual 

orientation in India. Mr Vahanvati was give
istory of the origin of the provision. Accordingly, he claimed, the criminalisation of homosexuality was a 

d hence could not submit the petition. The 
upreme Court, on the other hand, deemed that it was a public-interest-litigation. Accordingly, the petition 

cedures, 
ut that it had been extremely open to all special rapporteurs in the past when they had been approached. He 

e actions of the government more transparent, and had acted as a ‘disinfectant’ to corruption, 
ecause decisions could be analysed with greater scrutiny. 

appear overnight. Mr Vahanvati stressed however that the Government was 
king steps such as cancelling farmers’ debts. He acknowledged that the creation of Special Economic Zones 

me Court before companies could legally use forest-land. 

t it was always 
repared to ‘swing into action’ when necessary. 

Singh stated that his delegation had attempted to be as 
ansparent as possible, and had tried to answer as many questions as possible. Of course, he also noted that 

India did not respond to these issues. 
 

Other issues 
 
Sweden raised the issue of the prohib
a

n the floor to respond to this question, and provided a colonial 
h
‘Western concept’ that did not exist in India prior to colonialism. 
 
Mr Vahanvati added that a gay rights organisation in India named Naz Foundation had filed a petition to the 
Delhi High Court to challenge the constitutionality of Section 377. He said the High Court had taken the 
‘pedantic view’ that the NGO itself was not being persecuted an
S
was now being reconsidered by the High Court. He then proceeded to contradict his historical anecdote by 
proclaiming that ‘Indian society does not accept homosexuality as an acceptable form of behaviour’. 
 
Latvia noted with appreciation that India had cooperated with the special procedures in the past and has 
received many visits, and proposed that India consider a standing invitation to all special procedures. Mr 
Vahanvati stated that India was of the view that it could not issue a standing invitation to special pro
b
added that it was better to make arrangements with special procedures after being given ‘proper notice’ of 
their visit. 
 
The Russian Federation and Egypt commented on the Right to Information Act. Mr Vahanvati in his 
concluding comments called the act ‘one of [India’s] greatest achievements in legislative history’, which had 
rendered th
b
 
Mr Vahanvati also replied to Nigeria’s mention of the Convention on Enforced Disappearances, and stated 
that India had signed the Convention on the day it was opened for signature, and that steps were currently 
being taken towards ratification. 
 
India also replied to questions raised by Brazil, Nigeria and Algeria regarding India’s rapid economic growth 
and the growing divide between rich and poor. Mr Vahanvati stated that this was the ‘greatest concern in the 
country’ and that it would not dis
ta
(SEZs) had caused ‘some conflict’. 
 
Mr Vahanvati also addressed the question put by the Republic of Korea regarding the displacement of 
indigenous peoples, and assured that the approval of the Forest Advisory Committee had to be sought in 
addition to the approval of the Supre
 
In response to the Syrian Arab Republic’s question about the role of the judiciary in protecting human rights, 
Mr Vahanvati stated that the judiciary was the ‘sentinel of human rights’ and that access to courts was open to 
all. He added that no other court in the world was as accessible as the Indian judiciary and tha
p
 

Concluding remarks 
 
In his concluding remarks, Mr Swashpawan 
tr
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many of India’s initiatives had been viewed spite the challenges that India faces in 
plementing its obligations. He stated that India was always open to evolving new human rights norms, and 

he Vice-President of the Council commenced the adoption of the report of India punctually, and called upon 
e Ambassador of Indonesia to introduce the report on behalf of the troika, consisting of Indonesia, Ghana 

and the Netherlands. 

ctive and transparent, and that the troika had benefited from hearing the views of India. 
e said that he looked forward to hearing India’s comments on concrete areas for improvement. He also 

e document to be adopted at the 8th session 
f the Council. The report also contains a ‘disclaimer’, specifying that ‘all conclusions and/or 

India to hear how the 
ternational community perceived its national efforts. He noted with appreciation that many national efforts 

dia by the Working Group. 

 as ‘best practices’, de
im
mentioned the signature of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and the Convention on 
Enforced Disappearances in this regard. He ended by saying that the UPR should be conducted in a positive 
manner, and that the process depended on ‘constructive engagement’ and identification of ‘concrete areas for 
cooperation.’ 
 
 

Adoption of the report [14 April, 5:30 p.m.] 
 
T
th

 
The Ambassador of Indonesia congratulated India for what he referred to as its ‘excellent presentation’ and 
the ‘high quality’ of its national report. He affirmed that discussions between the troika and the delegation of 
India had been constru
H
thanked the Secretariat for their help in preparation of the report. 
 
The report of the Working Group lists all recommendations made to India, without distinction between those 
which enjoy the support of the State and those which do not. India will examine all recommendations and 
provide responses in due time to be reflected in the final outcom
o
recommendations contained in this report reflect the position of the submitting State(s) and/or the State under 
review. They should not be construed as endorsed by the Working Group as a whole.’ 
 
Mr Swashpawan Singh took the floor on behalf of India to thank the troika, OHCHR and all those associated 
with the report for fully involving India in the process. He also affirmed that the interactive dialogue held the 
previous week had been ‘rich and productive’, and stated that it was important for 
in
had been viewed as best practices by members of the Working Group. He stated that India ‘carefully noted’ 
the recommendations and would give them its full attention. He affirmed that India would get back to the 
Council with its views before the formal adoption of the report at the 8th session of the Council. He ended by 
emphasising that the deliberations within the Working Group were only one part of the UPR process, and that 
identifying concrete areas for improvement to make an impact on the ground still remained. 
 
The Vice-President then stated that the Council should proceed with the understanding that all delegations 
have two weeks to make editorial changes to their own statements reflected in the report, and that the changes 
could be sent to the troika via fax or email. He then proceeded with the formal adoption of the draft report of 
In
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