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The Working Group continued its deliberations on the operational issues relating to the new Human Rights 
Council. The Working Group’s tasks are divided into two parts, the first on agenda and programme of work, 
facilitated by Ambassador Carlos Martinez Alvarado of Guatemala, and the other on working methods and 
rules of procedure, facilitated by Ambassador Enrique Manalo of the Philippines. 
 

Agenda and programme of work 
 
The Facilitator presented a draft agenda revised in the light of earlier consultations.1 The draft was preceded 
by a list of 11 principles, taken directly from General Assembly Resolution 60/251 that established the 
Council: universality, impartiality, objectivity, non-selectiveness, constructive dialogue and cooperation, 
predictability, flexibility, transparency, accountability, balance and inclusive/comprehensive. There was no 
discussion of these principles, although a few delegations referred to them positively. 
 
Discussion focused on the Facilitator’s latest draft agenda. The Facilitator presented an agenda that is much 
shorter and more general than that of the former Commission on Human Rights in its final years. The draft 
would produce a 10 to 13 item agenda, depending on what the Council decides among various options 
included in the draft. 
 
Canada was the only State to propose a completely different structure to the agenda. It referred to the 
importance of ensuring that all the functions and responsibilities given to the Council by the General 
Assembly were reflected in the agenda. Unfortunately the proposal was presented orally and so other 
delegations did not respond to it directly. The Canadian representative said that a written proposal would be 
circulated. 
 
Most of the discussion was directed towards the options in the Facilitator’s draft agenda. 
 
The first set of options concerned the grouping of substantive items. Although the Facilitator provided three 
options, debate centred on two. The first, Option A, provided four separate items on economic, social and 
cultural rights, civil and political rights, the right to development and the rights of peoples and specific 
groups and individuals. The other option discussed, Option C, had one agenda item, promotion and 
protection of human rights, that grouped these four areas and added cross-cutting rights and issues, 
cooperation with regional organisations and human rights situations. 
 

                                                 
1 The revised non-paper is available at the OHCHR extranet, which can be accessed at 
www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/form.htm (fill out the form on the page to receive the user name and password). 



• The African Group, most Asian States, Russia and Cuba supported option A, largely because it did not 
include a specific item on human rights situations. They were joined by Chile, Guatemala and 
Norway. 

• The European Union, Australia, Switzerland, the United States, Argentina, Japan and the Republic of 
Korea supported option C and spoke strongly of the need for a specific agenda item or sub-item to 
deal with specific human rights situations. 

 
The Facilitator also presented four options for the inclusion of human rights relating to Palestine and the other 
occupied Arab territories. The African Group, the Asian Group, the Organization of the Islamic Conference 
and the Non Aligned Movement, together with some Latin American States, supported option B, presented by 
Palestine and the OIC. Western States and other Latin American States opposed all options on the basis of 
opposition to any item that singled out a specific human rights situation. 
 
Comments by some States sought to pre-empt the work of other Working Groups of the Council by placing in 
the draft agenda items that had not been agreed elsewhere, including the election of special procedure 
mandate holders, the treatment of the Universal Periodic Review and the report of an expert advice body. The 
Facilitator’s draft agenda provided a separate item for the Universal Periodic Review but many States wanted 
it subsumed into another item dealing more generally with human rights mechanisms. This seemed to be an 
attempt to downgrade the status of the UPR. 
 
Two other issues were contested. First, the African Group, the Organization of the Islamic Conference, the 
Non-Aligned Movement, Argentina and Russia proposed that there should be a separate item on follow-up to 
the Durban Declaration and Plan of Action on racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related 
intolerance. Other States (Australia, Canada, France, Japan, Mexico and the United States) said that there 
should be a general item on follow up to UN conferences relating to human rights. 
 
Second, the first group of States (except Argentina) wanted the removal of a proposed final item called other 
issues. They argued that the agenda was so comprehensive that any issue could be raised under a substantive 
item and therefore there was no need for an additional item for other issues. This view was opposed by the 
European Union and other Western States, Argentina, Chile and Japan. India also opposed removal of the 
item on that basis that the Council’s work would be divided across at least three ordinary sessions during each 
year. As items on the annual agenda would not be taken at every session, there was a need for an “other 
issues” item to allow a matter not on the agenda for the particular session to be raised if any State thought it 
necessary. 
 

Methods of work and rules of procedure 
 
The Facilitator presented a non-paper dealing with three issues: working methods, rules of procedure and 
ground rules for special sessions of the Council. He directed discussion to the third and then first of these. 
 
The Facilitator indicated that he had prepared revised ground rules for special sessions on the basis of the 
proposals presented by the Non-Aligned Movement and the JUSCANZ Group.2 There seemed to be little 
fundamental disagreement on the bulk of the draft. 
 
The Non-Aligned Movement reacted to the draft saying that it did not want too much prescription in the 
ground rules; that they should be seen as guidelines rather than strict requirements. 
 
• One issue debated was whether the request for a special session should include reasons for the request. 

The Facilitator indicated that he saw this as a simple, short statement but some States (the Non- 
Aligned Movement, the African Group and Iran) feared that this would impose a requirement to 
justify the request and they opposed the inclusion on that basis. The European Union wanted to have 
reasons stated. Russia considered this acceptable if it was clear that only a short statement was sought. 

• A second issue in debate concerned the timeframe for calling a special session. The Facilitator’s draft 
provided that the session should be convened not less than two working days and not more than five 

                                                 
2 Japan, the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. 



days. The European Union wanted more precise language, suggesting that the times be 48 hours and 
five working days respectively. Canada thought the period should be between four and six days. 
France and Algeria were concerned that the Council be able to hold a special session on very short 
notice, urgently or immediately, should the circumstances require. Egypt and Russia both argued that 
the timeframe had to be clear. 

• The third issue concerned the nature of consultations before the special session. The draft provided for 
selective consultations convened by the President of the Council. All delegations argued that 
consultations should be open, while allowing the President to consult Council members and concerned 
States as he or she wished. 

 
Discussion then turned to the Facilitator’s draft provisions on working methods. Four issues dominated debate 
here. 
 
• All States supported the participation of NGOs on the basis of General Assembly Resolution 60/251 

that established the Council. India said that further elaboration might be necessary to cover Council 
requirements, for example, in relation to accreditation by the Economic and Social Council. Iran 
agreed. Argentina and Chile by contrast called for the broadest possible participation by NGOs. 
Argentina pointed out that past practice of the former Commission had permitted the participation of 
non-accredited NGOs in many forums. Australia, supported by the United States, called the General 
Assembly Resolution the base line, the minimum, that should be built on. 

• The Facilitator’s draft left open whether the convenors of the five geographical groups should be 
added to the bureau of the Council. The expansion of the bureau was supported by the African Group, 
Iran and Russia. Russia criticised the “complete lack of transparency” in the current bureau. The 
European Union, Australia, India, Portugal and the United States opposed expansion. 

• The draft provided for other formats to be used in the Council. Several States opposed innovation in 
the Council’s working methods. Iran, the African Group and Bangladesh said alternative formats 
should be used only in working groups. The European Union supported alternative formats provided 
that there was no proliferation. Canada and the United States also supported them. Mexico was 
supportive but requested a new draft of the provision. 

• The draft also proposed that the President could call informal meetings of the Council in which only 
member States could speak. This drew strong opposition from the European Union, Australia, Iran, 
Norway and the United States. The African Group supported the proposal only on an exceptional basis 
if short and during a session of the Council. Bangladesh and Mexico supported the proposal. 

 
The next discussion of agenda, programme of work, working methods and rules of procedure will take place o 
Tuesday 17 April  
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