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The Working Group conducted its second day of deliberations, in the current three weeks of meetings, 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 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 further revised his draft agenda following the last round of consultations on Friday 13 April.1 
The draft now proposed a 10 point agenda, with two significant sets of options remaining. The remaining sets 
of options were the same ones as pre-occupied the Working Group at its last meeting and States took the same 
positions as they had then. In fact there was virtually no progress at all during the Working Group’s three 
hours of meeting this morning. 
 
As previously, the first set of options concerned the grouping of substantive items. Although the Facilitator 
had originally provided three options, only two remained after the meeting on 13 April. 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 remaining option, 
Option C, had one agenda item, Promotion and protection of human rights. This grouped these four areas and 
added cross-cutting rights and issues and human rights situations. Another sub-item previously included in 
Option C, cooperation with regional organisations, had been deleted. 
 
Fewer States spoke than on last Friday but the position of those that did was essentially the same. 
• Pakistan for the Organization of the Islamic Conference, Cuba for the Non-Aligned Movement, 

Algeria for the African Group, China and India supported option A.  
• The European Union, Chile, Peru and New Zealand supported option C. 
 
States proposing Option A referred specifically to two aspects of Option C that they opposed: cross cutting 
human rights issues, described by Algeria as “a Pandora’s box that cannot be closed”, and human rights 

                                                
1 The further 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). For the 
highlights of the discussions of the first meeting, see 
http://www.ishr.ch/hrm/council/wg/rules/WGAgenda_Highlights_13_April_07.pdf   
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situations, described by Algeria as “another door to double standards, politicisation and so on”. Cuba argued 
that any matter that could be raised under either of these two areas could also be raised under other proposed 
agenda items and so the two items could be deleted as duplication.  
 
Other States responded strongly to this. Germany, on behalf of the European Union, said that the Council’s 
current mechanisms were not able to deal with all human rights situations and so a specific item was required. 
 
The Facilitator also asked where issues like gender mainstreaming would go if there were no item for cross 
cutting issues. Others called for a specific place in the agenda for consideration of gender mainstreaming: 
New Zealand and Action Canada for Population and Development. 
 
The Facilitator’s latest non-paper also reduced the number of options for dealing with human rights in 
Palestine and other occupied Arab territories from four to two. The two excluded options had attracted no 
support at the last discussion. Of the two remaining, States wanting a separate item on Palestine all supported 
option (b), the option presented by Palestine and the Organization of the Islamic Conference. 
 
The revised non-paper retained a final item for other issues. This was again opposed by some States that had 
opposed it previously. Other issues that had been raised in the previous discussion were not resolved by the 
new draft. In particular, the place in the agenda of issues that were dependent on the discussions in other 
Working Groups, such as the Universal Periodic Review, the expert advice body and the manner of selection 
of experts, could not be resolved. 
 
Canada spoke about a completely different structure for the agenda, as it had on Friday, but again no 
document was provided as a basis for discussion. 
 
The Facilitator also produced a first draft of the allocation of issues across three meetings of the Council each 
year. The General Assembly resolution establishing the Council provided that the Council should meet at 
least three times a year for a total of at least ten weeks. The Facilitator proposed that the Council’s year begin 
in June and that it hold three meetings a year; in June for two weeks, in September-October for four weeks 
and in March-April for four weeks. The March-April session would be the main session and would include an 
annual High Level Segment. Some States said that it should also include a general segment for those States 
that did not have dignitaries to participate in the High Level Segment. 
 
There was very little discussion of the proposed work programme, as it was distributed for the first time 
halfway through the morning meeting. Issues that were raised included: 
 
• whether the first Council session should be the September-October session and the June session the 

last one; 
• whether there should also be a one day organisational session of the Council to elect the President and 

the bureau; 
• whether the complaint procedure should be considered by the Council once or twice a year; 
• whether the reports from Council Working Groups should be considered at the session immediately 

after their meetings. 
 
States that spoke in general said that they needed more time to consider the proposed work programme. 
 

Methods of work and rules of procedure 
 
The afternoon meeting was spent in discussion of the draft Rules of Procedure prepared by the Facilitator, 
Ambassador Manalo of the Philippines.  The Rules are intended to add to or modify as necessary the rules of 
procedure of Standing Committees of the General Assembly. The draft is a short, four-page document with 
relatively general provisions. The discussion was largely technical and positive on the whole and there was 
agreement on most of the proposed text. 



 
 

International Service for Human Rights 3 

 
An early issue that generated some passion was a suggestion that the Council could decide to hold sessions 
outside Geneva. This provoked strong francophone opposition (France, Switzerland, the Organisation 
Internationale pour la Francophonie, Tunisia) supported by some others (the European Union, Saudi Arabia 
and Iran). Other States (Algeria, Bangladesh, India, Russia and the United States) were more flexible. 
 
There were many comments on the proposed provision for the participation of and consultation with 
observers, including non-member States, non-government organisations and national human rights 
institutions. The proposed provision was taken verbatim from Operative Paragraph 11 of the General 
Assembly Resolution 60/251 that established the Council. Most importantly, no States argued that the basis of 
participation should be anything other than the relevant provision of the resolution. Some said that the 
provision in the Rules should quote the entire paragraph in the General Assembly resolution, not part of it as 
in the present draft: Algeria (for the African Group) and Bangladesh. Some States argued that the provision, 
though the baseline for participation, was too general and there would need to be codification of the actual 
procedures and practices. India proposed that the relevant codification should be done within a year. Australia 
proposed that the participation rule include specific reference to the resolution of the Commission on Human 
Rights on the participation of national human rights institutions. This was supported by India, and other States 
indicated their willingness to also consider the proposal. 
 
The composition and function of the bureau of the Council was also discussed at some length. Some States, in 
particular the African Group, again argued for the addition of regional coordinators to the bureau (an 
expanded bureau) as a way to ensure the provision of information to States through the regional groups. India 
replied that it had already been agreed to do away with the expanded bureau. Many proposed the 
incorporation into the rules of a requirement that the bureau reflect geographical balance in the Council (the 
African Group, Russia, Turkey). The role of the bureau was frequently described as procedural and 
organisational and States indicated that this should be clearly stated in the rules: India, Indonesia, Russia and 
the African Group. Germany for the European Union proposed that information provision and 
communications with States be added to the bureau’s responsibilities. Norway added that observer States 
should be the beneficiaries of communications from the bureau too. 
 
In relation to the quorum for Council meetings and the required majority for decision making, there was broad 
agreement that the quorum should be a majority of members - that is, 24 of the 47 members - and that 
decisions should be taken by a simple majority. Some States (Cuba, Iran, the African Group) sought to 
impose a special provision on decision making in relation to the Universal Periodic Review, arguing that 
those decisions should be taken by consensus. There was no agreement on this issue. 
 
Other issues raised included the commencement of the Council year, the nature of the Council’s agenda and a 
requirement for budgetary implications statements to be provided before any decision making. 
 
The Facilitator indicated that he was pleased with progress and that the next meeting should consider the draft 
rules of procedure, revised as a result of this discussion, and the standard rules for standing committees of the 
General Assembly, so that there could be comparison and adaptation. 
 
 
The next discussion of agenda, programme of work, working methods and rules of procedure will take place 
on Friday 20 April. 
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