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The Facilitator presented a new non-paper at the beginning of the session. He explained that this was another 
concept paper, which was meant to serve as a basis for compromise.  
 
 

Selection pSelection pSelection pSelection processrocessrocessrocess    
 
 

Nomination of candidates 
 
The Facilitator’s concept paper outlined a three-stage selection process. It stated that all stakeholders, but 
‘mainly States’, can submit candidates to the Secretariat of the Human Rights Council (the Council). 
 
• Cuba, China, the OIC, the African Group, Colombia and Iran felt that nominations should solely be in the 

hands of UN members States; 
• The EU, Argentina, the Russian Federation Switzerland, and Japan stated that nominations should be open 

to all stakeholders; 
• The United Kingdom stated that the Facilitator’s proposal should simply read ‘all stakeholders’ and not 

emphasise States. 
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Pre-screening 
 
The concept paper proposed that a committee of five members chosen from respective regional groups would 
evaluate the credentials of the candidates. Various stakeholders would be expected to submit their views on 
candidates, which the committee would consider1 when making its final recommendation to the Council. 
 
• Cuba and the OIC did not support an intergovernmental pre-screening process. They took the position that 

pre-screening should be done at the national level in consultation with civil society; 
• The EU stated that it would like to see other stakeholders involved in the pre-screening process. India 

supported the Facilitator’s proposal. Argentina stated that it could support a pre-screening process if the 
committee received advice from the Secretariat; 

• The African Group and the Russian Federation had doubts2 about the pre-screening of candidates. 
 

Election 
 
Although no consensus was reached on the issue, the Facilitator still outlined the election process for the 
members of the system of expert advice. The Council would elect a fifteen-member body for a three-year 
term, renewable only once. The expert body would maintain equitable geographic representation in similar 
proportion to the Council, gender balance, and main legal and cultural traditions Experts would not represent 
any official viewpoints when discharging their functions. 
 
• The OIC, the African Group Cuba, Saudi Arabia, Colombia and China preferred a body 23 to 26 

members; 
• Algeria proposed that the expert body be made of 25 members:  

o six from the African Group 
o six from Asia 
o four from West 
o five from GRULAC 
o three from Eastern Europe 

• The EU and the USA still took the view that the pre-screening should be followed by appointment rather 
than election; 

• Japan felt that election by the Council was a good compromise; 
• The OIC and the African Group supported that the election of experts would have to respect legal and 

cultural traditions; 
• The EU felt that it was enough to only include ‘equitable geographic representation’ 
 
 

FunctionFunctionFunctionFunction    
 
 
The function referred to the scope and mandate of the expert advice mechanism. The concept paper explained 
that the functions of the expert advice mechanism is ‘to provide advice’ to the Council ‘on themes and 
concepts of human rights referred to it or approved by the Council.’ It also stated that the expert mechanism 
‘shall not deal with any country situation’. Other than the issue of country situations, there was no substantive 
disagreement, and members of the Working Group primarily provided drafting proposals. 
 
• The EU and Canada did not want to preclude the expert advice mechanism’s ability to deal with country 

situations, and sought the deletion of this reference; 

                                                 
1 The criteria for admissible information is that it must be ‘substantive and well-authenticated’. 
2 This proposal was put forward by Algeria on behalf of the African Group at the last session of the Working Group. 
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• Russia, Bangladesh, Cuba, Egypt and China supported the reference not allowing for the expert 
mechanism to be able to look into country situations; 

• Algeria suggested that the text only needed to mention that the expert advisory mechanism is subsidiary to 
the Council, and that there is no need to mention that its mandate is the ‘promotion and protection of 
human rights.’ 

 
The Facilitator stated that the ability of the expert mechanism’s ability to look into country situations was a 
non-starter, but that all other drafting proposals were not contradictory. The section was agreed upon in 
principle. 
 

Methods of workMethods of workMethods of workMethods of work    
 
 
This section of the Facilitator’s paper did not include any major changes. It stated that the experts will 
convene one session per calendar year for a maximum of ten days, but could seek extra time if an ‘urgent 
need’ arises. The concept paper explained that the experts could ‘consult individually, in teams, and 
collectively.’  
 
• The EU felt that the text should read that the experts could meet for ten days ‘with the inclusion of an 

element of flexibility. India added that if experts are given tasks individually or in teams, then they would 
report to the Council directly, and not within the allotted ten-day meeting time; 

• Cuba argued that the EU proposal would lead to the weakening of the collegial nature of the expert 
system, and that this could not be an acceptable basis for consensus; 

• Algeria, China and Cuba did not accept that the expert group’s time should be limited to ten days. 
However, Switzerland, India, Russia, Bangladesh, supported a ten-day annual meeting period. 

 
Status of the Working Groups 

 
The concept paper read that the Council shall decide on the status of the former Sub-Commission on Human 
Rights’ Working Groups at the 5th session of the Council. India felt that the Working Groups had completed 
their work and that the concept paper would reflect this. However, most delegations did not object to ruling 
on the status of the Working Groups at the 5th session. 
 
The Working Group on the establishment of the future system of expert advice will be meeting on 25 April 
2007 at 3pm. 
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