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The 33rd session of the Committee against Torture (the "Committee"), which monitors the 
implementation by States of the Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or 
Degrading Treatment or Punishment (the "Convention"), considered only three reports: 
Argentina, Greece and the United Kingdom. Consideration of the Canada's fourth periodic 
report and the country situation in Togo (in the absence of a report) were postponed. Due to 
the time created by not considering these reports, the Committee considered the content of 
draft guidelines for States parties submitting their initial report to the Committee. 
 
1. Overview of the Committee session 
 
The Committee in its examination of Greece, Argentina and the United Kingdom addressed a 
number of recurring issues of concern. These included conditions in prisons and detention 
facilities; police violence; violence against women; trafficking; non-refoulement; and the 
situation of minorities.  
 
2. Reports of States 
 
Argentina (4th periodic report)1 
 
Overview of the country session 
 
Mr Claudio Grossman and Mr Julio Prado-Vallejo, served as Co-Rapporteurs for examination 
of Argentina. Other very active Committee members in the questioning of Argentina were Ms 
Felice Gaer, Mr Ole Vedel Rasmussen and Mr Yu Mengjia. Mr Rasmussen was especially 
preoccupied with the impartiality and training of prison doctors. Ms Gaer expressed concern 
over the sexual abuse of women in prisons. Mr Grossman asked many questions with respect 
to the implementation of existing laws for prosecuting military officers from the former 
dictatorship who had committed violations of human rights. The Argentine delegation seemed 
well prepared and had divided the different issues amongst them. The delegation was a high-
level one, consisting of representatives from the: Human Rights Secretariat, Buenos Aires 
Province; Human Rights Division, Ministry of Justice, Security and Human Rights, Buenos 
Aires City; the Human Rights Division, Ministry of Foreign Affairs; and the Argentinean 
Mission to the UN Geneva. 
 
Themes and issues discussed 
 
The head of the delegation, Mr Rodolfo Mattarollo, Chief of the Cabinet of Advisers for the 
Secretary of Human Rights, presented the report. He asserted that torture and ill treatment 
were of great concern to the Government. Argentina had undertaken the preparation of a 
national report on torture in 2001 and was working with the Office of the Secretary for 
Human Rights to establish a database of legal cases relating to torture. Furthermore, Mr 
Mattarollo mentioned the need for improved efforts in the fight against impunity, particularly 
in relation to violations committed under the former military dictatorship. He noted the 
practices of violence by police, security forces and prison services as well as the continued 
occurrences of summary executions and enforced disappearances undermined Argentina's 
attempts to assert itself as a democracy. In concluding his presentation, the Minister spoke of 
a reparations policy for human rights violations committed under the military dictatorship. The 
reparation payments would benefit children of disappeared persons, children with mothers in 
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captivity and persons detained under emergency legislation.  
Mr Grossman asked about the impediments to fully punishing those suspected of 

crimes against humanity. He further noted the large number of people in preventive detention. 
He also asked for information on the reported cases of disappeared children, kidnapped during 
the former dictatorship. Mr Prado-Vallejo commended the current President for abolishing the 
two impunity laws and for adopting measures to address past impunity. However, he was 
very concerned about the number of unpunished cases of torture. He stated that he would 
like to see stronger penalties for acts of torture, as their application seemed to be weakened 
by the courts, which favoured trying offenders on less severe offences. He also spoke of the 
excessive use of force by law enforcement.  

Mr Rasmussen asked for further information on the conditions in detention centres, as 
well as for information on prison overcrowding. He suggested the Government examine 
strategies to reduce the prison population. In response to these questions, the delegation 
drew attention to a programme that was being organised to ensure victims of abuse by public 
officials had access to free legal aid. The delegation also highlighted practices of frequent 
unannounced visits to penal and psychiatric institutions and confidential interviews with 
prisoners. Ms Gaer asked whether sexual violence in the prisons was being monitored. She 
mentioned cases in which body searches of relatives of prisoners had been experienced as 
humiliating and as a clear abuse of the police officers’ position. The Committee asked the 
delegation about reports of prison medical staff providing insufficient care to inmates. The 
delegation responded that there were problems with the impartiality of medical personnel as 
they were considered staff members of the prisons.  

The delegation responded to the issue of detention of minors by highlighting two 
resolutions that had been accepted which implement a time limit as to the internment of 
minors. The delegation indicated that Argentina was constructing special institutions for 
young people so minors would no longer be held in prison detention in Buenos Aires and that 
these institutions would be ready for use within the next year.  
 
Comparison with previous reports and recent appearance before other treaty-monitoring 
bodies 
 
Since Argentina's last appearance before the Committee at its 19th session in November 
1997, the State has adopted a number of reforms in accordance with the Convention, 
namely, the adoption of Act No. 25.779 in August 2003 declaring the "Due Obedience" and 
"Clean Slate" Acts, that granted impunity to perpetrators of crimes against humanity under 
the military dictatorship, null and void. Based on the recommendations of the 19th session, 
Argentina ratified the Optional Protocol to the Convention in November 2004 and ratified the 
Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (ICC) in February 2001. There were a 
number of issues that were not given significant attention since Argentina's third periodic 
report and were again highlighted in the current conclusions and recommendations of the 
Committee (CAT/C/CR/33/1). These include: the repeated practice of a miscategorisation of 
torture violations by judicial officials, who treat torture as a minor offence; the prevailing 
reports of arrest and detention of children below the age of criminal responsibility; the lack of 
a national register of information from domestic courts on cases of torture and ill treatment; 
and the widespread use of torture by the State's security forces and agencies. The 
Committee took note of the extreme economic and social problems encountered by Argentina 
in the past three years, but stressed that no outstanding conditions justified torture of any 
kind. 

Argentina appeared before the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination in 
August 2004, which made a number of similar observations to those made by the 
examination of Argentina in the most recent session of the Committee. These include 
allegations of police brutality in prisons and against minors and reports of violence against 
certain minority groups such as members of indigenous communities, sexual minorities and 
women. The two Committees also noted the particularly difficult economic and social 
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situation and concurred on several other concerns including: the critical conditions of migrant 
workers; the failure to implement the new immigration laws; cases of refoulement of refugees 
and alleged denial of fair procedures in refugee status determination; and the critical 
economic, social and cultural conditions of indigenous people.  

Argentina appeared before the Committee on the Rights of the Child in September 
2002. A similar observation made by the Committee on the Rights of the Child and that made 
by the Committee in the most recent examination of Argentina was the alleged torture 
suffered by "street children" and "beggars" in police stations, leading to death in some cases. 
In addition, both Committees recommended a prohibition on placing minors in police units and 
stated that they should instead be placed in special centres for troubled youth and children. 
 
NGO concerns  
 
The Committee did not make reference to a shadow report and it did not seem that any of 
the actors had elaborated their questions or responses on the basis of such material. 
 
Greece (4th periodic report)2 
 
Overview of the country session 
 
Mr Nestor Kourakis, Advisor to the Ministry of Justice, presented the report and stated that 
Greece would be honest and open to a dialogue. The Committee’s list of issues focused on: 
the conditions of detainees in border police stations; the principle of non-refoulement; and the 
general conditions of asylum seekers during the determination process of their application. 
The Rapporteur Mr Rasmussen focused, inter alia, on the training of medical personnel to 
enable them to detect instances of torture; the need to control what takes place during 
interrogations, i.e. through the use of audio and video recording; and use of evidence 
obtained through torture. The Co-Rapporteur, Mr Yu, expressed his satisfaction with the 
numerous measures that had been taken to improve the implementation of the Convention, in 
particular the adoption of the Prison Code; efforts to fight human trafficking; and efforts to 
reduce prison overcrowding. Mr Yu was especially concerned with: ethnic and racial 
discrimination against the Roma and Albanians; access to detention facilities; access to legal 
aid; and reported torture and ill-treatment of vulnerable groups by the police during arrests.  
 
Themes and issues discussed 
 
In its response to the questions raised, the delegation stated that the exercise of the right of 
detainees to communicate with their families was protected by the Penal Code.  

On the training of the police, the delegation stated that training programmes including 
those on constitutional law, human rights and minorities issues were available to police 
officers and border guards. Furthermore, specific training on prevention of torture was given 
to police. 

With regard to the overcrowding of prisons, a member of the delegation referred to the 
plans by the Ministry of Justice to construct ten new prisons.  

On the investigation of allegations of torture the delegation asserted that according to 
the Criminal Procedure Code all public servants had an obligation to report incidents of 
torture, however, an investigation could also be opened ex-officio by the authorities.  

The delegation asserted that the lack of effective measures to combat racism and 
discrimination, in particular racially motivated violence against the Roma and other minority 
groups or foreigners, was an important problem. However, the delegation mentioned the six-
year programme initiated in 2002 that had been adopted to improve the conditions of the 
Roma. On the allegations by non-governmental organisations (NGOs) that judicial 
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investigations were not opened into complaints of ill treatment in a number of cases, the 
delegation noted that information was not always made available to the authorities and called 
on NGOs to share such information with the authorities.  

On detention facilities, the delegation stated that measures were taken to ensure 
satisfactory conditions in prisons. Furthermore, the delegation indicated that the Office of the 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) as well as the Greek Human Rights Commission 
had the right to visit detention facilities.  

On the issue of compensation, the delegation noted that since 2001 new legislation 
had facilitated compensation for victims of torture.  

On human trafficking, the delegation stated that the 2002 legislation had proved 
effective in convicting some 280 perpetrators and in providing assistance to victims. The 
delegation noted that violence against women was addressed within the context of the 
Criminal Code but that the possibility of adopting specific legislation was under consideration. 
On the Optional Protocol to the Convention, the delegation expressed its general support for 
its ratification.  
 
Comparison with previous reports and recent appearances before other treaty-monitoring 
bodies 
 
The Committee looked at advancements in Greece since its last report before the 36th session 
of the Committee in 2001. Based on recommendations by the Committee in 2001, Greece 
has implemented a number of procedures. These include: the adoption of a number of new 
laws improving the living conditions of prisoners; the lifting of quotas for the entry of women 
into the police force; the willingness of the Government to collaborate with NGOs; the 
establishment of a Department for Children’s Rights in the National Commission for Human 
Rights; and the ratification of the Rome Statute of the ICC in 2002.  

Though Greece has made a number of significant strides to adhere to 
recommendations made by the Committee after its initial report, there were a number of 
issues that the Committee, in its conclusions and recommendations (CAT/C/CR/33/2), 
identified as not being given sufficient attention, including: the practical application of the 
new legislative acts; the percentage of persons that have been granted refugees status in 
2003; the training of police officers and officials in relation to their work with undocumented 
migrants, asylum seekers and the victims of trafficking; the overcrowding and poor conditions 
prevailing in prisons and detention facilities; the ill treatment of the Roma by public officials; 
the inadequate measures taken to offer protection to children picked up by the security police 
and taken into State care during the period 1998 to 2003; the prevalence of violence against 
women; the reluctance on the part of the authorities to, inter alia, introduce legislative 
measures to counter this phenomena; and the lack of an effective independent system to 
investigate complaints and reports of torture. 

The conclusions of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, issued in 
June 2004, also alluded to problems within Greece stemming from torture. The principal 
subject of concern of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, repeated at the 
current session of the Committee were reports of persistent discrimination against Roma 
children in the form of police violence, sweeping arrests and arbitrary raids of settlements. 
The two Committees also reported on the high incidence of human trafficking, recommending 
intensifying Greece’s co-operation with neighbouring countries in combating trafficking in 
persons, and providing medical, psychological and legal support to such victims. Lastly, both 
Committees reported on the problem of violence against women and children and marital 
rape, noting the occurrences often remain unreported due to cultural reasons and the 
economic dependency that woman have on their husbands. 

The Committee on the Rights of the Child made several recommendations similar to 
those of the Committee against Torture in their January 2002 session. Both Committees were 
concerned over the ill treatment of children detained with the families of asylum seekers, as 
well as the lack of State protection and high incidence of street children. 
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NGO concerns  
 
The NGO coalition consisting of: Greek Helsinki Monitor (GHM); Co-ordinated Organisations 
and Communities for Roma Human Rights in Greece (SOKADRE); Centre for Research and 
Action on Peace (KEDE); World Organisation against Torture (OMCT); Support Centre for 
Children and Family - Social & Education Action; and Minority Rights Group - Greece (MRG-G) 
submitted shadow reports which the Committee and the delegation received in a closed 
meeting before the presentation of the State report. NGO recommendations repeated by the 
Country Rapporteurs and the Committee members included the need for training of police and 
public officials on the prohibition of torture; informing detainees of their rights as well as 
providing them with access to lawyers and doctors; and audio and videotaping of 
interrogations. 
 
United Kingdom (4th periodic report)3 
 
Overview of country session 
 
On 17 and 18 November 2004, the Committee considered the 4th periodic report of the 
United Kingdom (UK). The UK has not entered any reservations, declarations or objections to 
the Convention. Mr Jonathan Spencer, Director General of Clients and Policy in the UK 
Department of Constitutional Affairs, led the strikingly large delegation, which included the 
Director General for Operational Policy in the Ministry of Defence and representatives from 
the: Department for Constitutional Affairs; Ministry of Defence; Office of Prison Services; 
Scottish Executive Office; Immigration and Nationality Directorate; Northern Ireland Office; 
and the Permanent Missions to the Isle of Man and Anguilla. 

The Committee commended the delegation on the excellence of the report, with 
member Mr Andreas Mavrommatis affirming it as one of the best received by the Committee. 
Ms Gaer, the Country Rapporteur, also applauded both the format of the report, which 
includes a separate section addressing previous concerns expressed by the Committee, and 
the early UK ratification of the Optional Protocol to the Convention. Prominent issues raised 
during the session include: the domestic status and enforceability of the Convention; the UK 
statutory defence of lawful authority (Article 2 of the Convention); UK compliance with the 
obligation in Article 2 to take measures to prevent torture in any territory under its 
jurisdiction; use of evidence acquired by UK authorities from a foreign jurisdiction where 
originally obtained through means of torture (Article 15 of the Convention); and whether the 
Criminal Justice Act 1988 operates retrospectively. Other matters of contention were: the 
conditions of Iraqi and Afghan detainees, grounds of their detainment and their current status; 
derogations entered by the UK to its international human rights obligations; asylum seekers; 
the practice of diplomatic assurances and the principle of non-refoulement; trafficking of 
women; suicide after bullying and sexual violence in the army; and self-inflicted deaths in 
prisons. 

In light of the Committee’s examination of the UK being clustered around a few main 
issues this analysis will not follow the structure otherwise applied in this report but will 
instead merge the elaboration of "themes and issues discussed" with "comparison with 
previous reports and recent appearance before other treaty-monitoring bodies". 
 
Themes and issues discussed and comparison with previous reports and recent appearance 
before other treaty-monitoring bodies 
 
The legal consequences of the UK’s presence in Iraq dominated much of the debate. Ms Gaer 
questioned the delegation as to which international obligations the UK views as governing UK 
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military personnel and other citizens present in Iraq. She extended this inquiry to also include 
all peacekeeping operations in which UK personnel participate. Delegation member Mr Martin 
Howard  confirmed that all UK personnel, military and otherwise, are subject to English 
criminal law, including the Criminal Justice Act, which extends universal jurisdiction to the 
crime of torture. This applies for all conflict and peacekeeping operations regardless of which 
international or national authority is in command. Mr Howard added that UK armed forces are 
also subject to local laws except when there are immunity arrangements in place, as is the 
position in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Mr Howard made it clear that the UK does not see the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) or the Council of Europe 
Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (ECHR) as 
applicable to UK operations in Iraq. In terms of the application of the Convention, Mr Howard 
repeated that the UK takes the position that provisions applicable only in territories under the 
jurisdiction of the State party (for example Articles 2 and 16 of the Convention) cannot be 
applicable to UK actions in Afghanistan or Iraq. Mr Howard, however, noted a House of Lords 
decision pending on this issue. In response, Mr Fernando Mariño Menendez, Co-Rapporteur, 
clarified the Committee’s interpretation of the phrase "in any territory under its jurisdiction" in 
Article 2 of the Convention, as extending to situations in which UK forces are acting under 
the jurisdiction of the UK. He said that this extended application of the Convention to UK 
operations in Iraq and also invoked a duty to investigate civilian deaths in Iraq. Mr Howard did 
not respond directly to Mr Mariño Menendez’s construction of Article 2, but stressed again 
the interpretation of the UK and its position that the UK does not exercise jurisdiction in either 
Afghanistan or Iraq. 

A number of Committee members raised specific allegations of torture committed by 
UK personnel or under UK command (Ms Gaer, Mr Sayed Kassem El Masry). Committee 
members requested information on any violations reported by UK personnel present in 
investigations and made repeated inquiries as to whether an internal investigation would be 
held into the conduct of UK personnel in Iraq. Mr Mavrommatis stressed that much evidence 
has come to light to justify an independent inquiry that the UK cannot simply "brush aside". 
He continued that violations of human rights brought to the attention of the State concerning 
detainment, torture and disappearances by Amnesty International (AI), Human Rights Watch 
(HRW) and others from the day the war was won should have led to measures which could 
have prevented further incidents alleged since that time. Mr Howard  stated that there is no 
pattern that would suggest systematic human rights abuse by the UK armed forces invoking a 
need for an independent inquiry. Mr Howard denied all allegations implicating UK personnel in 
torture and maltreatment outside two cases currently under investigation, for which 
confidentiality was necessary until completion of the judicial process. Mr Howard stressed 
that all interviews conducted by UK intelligence personnel, with one exception, were 
conducted properly in accordance with the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and with consent of 
the detainee. The UK Government also indicated that it had made numerous representations 
to the United States of America (USA) concerning information of alleged breaches of 
international obligations in Iraq. The UK nevertheless maintained that it does not monitor 
activities of other States, nor does it perceive the Convention as imposing an obligation to do 
so. 

Ms Gaer commented that many of the questions being discussed revolved around the 
uncertain or precarious status of the Convention in the UK. Ms Gaer understood that by not 
being incorporated into domestic law, the Convention is not fully applicable and therefore 
offers no rights directly enforceable in the Courts. The Committee asked for confirmation of 
whether the UK is planning to incorporate the Convention into internal law, convinced that 
this is the best means to ensure the State meets its obligations and safeguard compliance 
with the Convention. It is interesting to note that the Committee on the Rights of the Child 
and the Human Rights Committee also maintain this position - both Committees believe that 
incorporation is necessary to ensure the guaranteed effective and consistent protection of the 
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full range of rights prescribed in the relevant conventions4. 
Mr Richard Heaton, Principal Legal Adviser at the Department for Constitutional 

Affairs, reiterated the UK position that within its dual system a treaty is not incorporated into 
domestic law, but rather before ratification the Government ensures that domestic law 
(common law and statute) is consistent with the proposed international obligations. He stated 
that in the UK, parliament is indeed sovereign and in theory can pass any law, including one 
in contravention of international law. However, in practice this is balanced against the 
obligations and commitments of the Government under international law to ensure 
consistency. The delegation assured the Committee that amendments made to the Criminal 
Justice Act 1988 before ratification, with the further addition of improved access to domestic 
courts through the introduction of the Human Rights Act 1998, ensured full UK compliance 
with all provisions of the Convention.  

The Committee also directed significant attention to the Anti-Terrorism, Crime and 
Security Act 2001 (ATCS), which provides for indefinite detention without charge or trial, 
pending deportation, of non-nationals of the UK who are suspected of terrorism-related 
offences and perceived as a risk to national security. This Act and the related derogations 
under the Covenant and the ECHR are currently before the House of Lords for determination 
of validity. Ms Gaer asked what is the emergency that the UK perceives to be of such 
proportion as to require derogation of its international human rights obligations, particularly 
given that only 17 persons have been detained pursuant to the Act since its inception. She 
also requested the delegation to comment on a statement by AI that the detainment of 
persons pursuant to the ATCS amounts to an indefinite criminal sentence, with no right of 
challenge. 

The delegation asserted that the legislation is premised on a major international threat 
of long duration, involving groups using sophisticated technology and communication, 
catalogued by events commencing with the attacks on the USA on 11 September 2001. The 
delegation said that national security is the paramount and overriding consideration for the UK 
in this context and that the ATCS is sufficiently restrictive. It is subject to substantial annual 
review and only used sparingly when considered absolutely necessary. On the provisions of 
ATCS, the Co-Rapporteur questioned whether an investigation was conducted to substantiate 
the allegations for persons subject to an order and why each person was not brought to trial, 
rather than placed in indefinite detention. He emphasised the right of every person to be 
brought before a judge.  

Ms Jill Tan, delegation representative, confirmed that the alleged terrorists are 
prosecuted where this is possible and that the State offers all persons subject to an order the 
opportunity to leave the UK to their own country or a third State. The delegation also 
informed that those detained have a right of appeal to the Special Immigration Appeals 
Commission (SIAC), which all detainees have exercised, and an appeal to the Court of 
Appeal. The UK stressed that detainment is not indefinite but is reviewed six months after the 
judicial appeal and then every three months until release. 

The Committee made several requests for information concerning the State’s response 
to the recommendations of the Newton Committee Report on this issue and questioned the 
substantive nature of the periodic review of the ATCS. The Newton Committee Report was a 
commissioned independent report that recommended that these powers under the ATCS be 
replaced with new legislation dealing with terrorism in general, which makes no distinction as 
to nationality and does not require the UK to derogate from its existing obligations. The 
delegation stated that the consultation process for the report is still in process. The 
Committee in its conclusions and recommendations (CAT/C/CR/33/3) expressed concern at 
the insufficient reasons put forward by the Government to justify the derogations from its 
international human rights obligations and recommended the Government review the 
justification for the emergency provisions of the ATCS and alternatives to indefinite detention. 
                                                                 
4 The Committee on the Rights of the Child, Concluding Observations: UK, 9 October 2002, CRC/C/15/Add.188, 
paras 8-9; Concluding Observations of the Human Rights Committee: UK, 6 December 2001, CCPR/CO/73/UK; 
CCPR/CO/73/UKOT, para 7. 
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The Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination also recently expressed deep 
concern about provisions of the ATCS, urging that the UK heed its obligations to ensure that 
measures taken in the struggle against terrorism do not discriminate on grounds of race, 
colour, descent, or national or ethnic origin (para. 17). 

On the topic of emergency provisions, the Committee also asked the delegation to 
comment on the factual basis on which the Government considers the continued application 
of the temporary Northern Ireland anti-terrorist measures necessary. Mr Mark McGuckin, Head 
of Security Policy and Operations at the Northern Ireland office, affirmed the commitment of 
the Government to remove the temporary provisions when the security situation permits. Mr 
McGuckin stressed that although levels of violence have decreased in recent years, some 
terrorist groups are still active and retain the capacity and intent to institute widespread 
violence and loss of life. The UK believes that this has been minimised only by police counter-
terrorist activity. The Human Rights Committee has also expressed its concerns about 
whether the exigencies of the situation in Northern Ireland justify the ongoing application of 
governing legislation and related measures. It does not believe that the UK has justified the 
use of powers provided, particularly in relation to pre-arrest detention (para. 18 and 19). 

Another issue raised concerning Northern Ireland was the recent denial of access for 
authorities of the Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission to a juvenile justice centre and 
a women’s unit at another young offenders' centre. The Committee saw the reasons for delay 
(the potentially oppressive burden of scrutiny raised by the UK) as protective and puzzling and 
the need for the visit compelling and appropriate, particularly given the strong human rights 
violations noted by the Commission in an earlier visit. 

Recent events clearly dominated the Committee’s session with the UK. However, a 
number of topics prominent in the Committee’s conclusions and recommendations provided in 
November 1998 arose again during the session. These included: doubts about the ongoing 
need for emergency provisions in Northern Ireland; compliance of the defence of lawful 
authority in the Criminal Justice Act 1988 with the provisions of the Convention and prison 
conditions.  

During the recent session, the Committee sought the UK’s response to its new 
working method of presenting a list  of issues to State parties to focus discussion, which has 
been recently introduced at the request of State parties. The delegation responded positively 
to the change, being among the States that had requested it. To combat the lack of 
transparency, Mr Spencer suggested that State parties might be encouraged to share their 
responses to the list of issues with civil society. 
 
NGO concerns 
 
The UK claimed to have a policy of significant involvement of NGOs in the preparation of its 
report. However, this seemed to be in direct contrast to the views of civil society present. A 
strong NGO presence was felt at the session however, and Committee members made 
significant reference to information provided by various organisations. Particular evidence was 
prominent in relation to allegations of torture and other inhuman, cruel and degrading 
treatment by UK officials in Iraq, UK conduct in Afghanistan, asylum seekers, prison 
conditions, deaths in the army and in prisons and the ATCS. 
 
3. Draft guidelines for States parties submitting their initial report to the Committee 
 
The Committee used its extra time to consider draft guidelines it is preparing for State parties 
to use in submitting their initial report to the Committee on the implementation of the 
Convention. These guidelines are designed to update the 1991 version of the reporting 
guidelines. The Committee reviewed a number of provisions in the draft prepared by 
Committee member Mr Rasmussen. The guidelines extend across a range of issues, including 
information on the domestic status of the Convention and practical measures for 
implementation of the Convention. They also prescribe procedures for State reporting on the 
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implementation of each article and the amount of detail required on domestic constitutional, 
criminal and administrative provisions instituted in compliance with the Convention. One issue 
on which the Committee particularly focused was how to ensure full and explicit information 
is provided about anti-terrorist measures implemented by State parties. The Committee 
expressed concern about the extent to which counter-terrorism measures may undermine 
achievements the Committee has built up over the years. Mr Grossman, in particular, stressed 
the need for this type of information in order to responsibly supervise State compliance with 
the Convention. Other topics discussed included: the means by which domestic legislation 
ensures the non-derogability of provisions prohibiting torture and other cruel, inhuman or 
degrading treatment or punishment; the need to procure information from State parties on use 
of the defence of superior orders; and more generally, increased factual information on what 
actually occurs in practice. The draft guidelines are being considered with a view to adoption 
within the near future. 


