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Information submitted to the Committee 
 
Ukraine submitted its 17th and 18th periodic reports1 due in 2004. The State 
party submitted written replies to the list of issues2 submitted by the 
Committee, but these were not made available to the public. The report 
consists of two parts. The first part gives a short background to the country’s 
demographic and political situation. The second part explores various human 
rights issues individually, and addresses the legal dimensions relevant to 
each issue. Each of these also addressed various measures in place to 
counter the effects of potential discrimination. A central concern by the 
Committee was that the report did not properly follow the reporting guidelines.   
 
The European Roma Rights Centre3 and the Research and Support of 
Indigenous Peoples of Crimea4 Foundation each submitted reports on the 
Roma and the Crimean Tatars respectively.  Furthermore, a shadow report5 
was submitted on behalf of “the NGOs from Ukraine”, commenting on the 
State party’s report.  The examination was preceded by an NGO briefing 
during which Committee members were presented with the alleged case of 
discrimination against Crimean Tatars in Ukraine. The delegation also 
included members of the human rights ombudsman’s office, which enabled 
the Committee to address some of their questions to them. 
 
Ukraine has one reservation towards Article 17.1 of the Convention6.  Ukraine 
finds this section discriminatory as it restricts the rights for any State to be 
party to the convention.  The Committee, however, did not address this issue. 
  
Themes and Issues 
 
Overview 
The delegation representing the State party was headed by the Head of the 
State Committee on National Citizenship (Sergii Rudyk), but was also 
comprised of members of the Cabinet Ministers, the Ministry of Justice, the 
Ministry of Internal Affairs, the Ukrainian Parliament Commissioner for Human 
Rights, and the newly appointed representative from the Permanent Mission 
of Ukraine to the United Nations Office in Geneva.  Given the fact that the 
examination of the Ukraine report was on the same day as the second Special 
Session of the Human Rights Council7, the Committee debated adopting the 

                                                 
1 CERD/C/UKR/18 (http://daccess-ods.un.org/access.nsf/Get?Open&DS=CERD/C/UKR/18&Lang=E)  
2 http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cerd/docs/69LOI-Ukraine.pdf  
3 http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cerd/docs/ngos/ERRC.doc  
4 http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cerd/docs/ngos/IPCF.doc  
5 http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cerd/docs/ngos/ngos_ukraine.doc  
6 Article 17.1 of ICERD defines which parties may sign the Convention 
(http://www.ohchr.org/english/law/cerd.htm#part3)  
7 http://www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/specialsession/2/index.htm  



statement made by Louise Arbour8, the High Commissioner for Human 
Rights.  This delayed the examination, which prevented the State party from 
orally presenting detailed answers to the list of issues submitted by the 
Committee.  Following a brief presentation of the report and a general 
response to the questions, the country rapporteur and members of the 
Committee were able to ask their questions.  The procedure was direct and 
the Committee was able to ask follow-up questions before making their 
preliminary concluding statements. 
 
The concerns expressed by the committee covered a variety of issues, 
including the cases of: the Roma population, formerly deported persons 
(mainly Crimean Tatars), refugees and immigration, and general laws 
concerning minorities. 
 
Roma  
The major issue raised by the Committee was the wording used in Paragraph 
87 of the State report.  This paragraph’s wording presented an apologist’s 
view of Roma discrimination, appearing to blame a lack of will on the part of 
the community to abide by the country’s laws and regulations.  The State 
party agreed with most of the Committee members in their belief that the 
Paragraph was inappropriate and pledged to investigate the case to ensure 
no such content appear in future reports.  One Committee member (Mr. José 
Augusto Lindgren Alves), however, mentioned that if indeed the opinions 
expressed in this Paragraph are true, then there should be an investigation 
into why that is, followed by an adoption of measures to ensure that this does 
not remain the case. 
 
Formerly deported persons 
Primarily, this concerned the case of Crimean Tatars, formerly deported in the 
1940s, and returning to Ukraine since the collapse of the Soviet Union.  The 
Committee expressed concern that Crimean Tatars were being denied 
compensation and a return to their land.  The State party responded by saying 
that measures were in place to distribute land, but that many opportunists 
were exploiting the situation to illegally obtain lands although they were not of 
Crimean Tatar origin. The Committee noted that Ukraine had greatly improved 
the procedure for formerly deported persons to acquire citizenship, but that 
concerns remained as to how their human rights and integration are actively 
promoted by the State. 
 
Refugees and immigration 
Given Ukraine’s geographical location, the Committee was concerned about 
the flow of people through the country, not only as refugees or migrants, but 
also as a result of human trafficking.  The Committee was pleased to hear that 
an amendment to Ukraine’s law on refugees removes the deadline for 
applying for refugee status. 
 
Other Issues 
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The Committee inquired about an anti-discrimination bill currently pending 
in the Ukrainian parliament.  Several Committee members requested further 
information about the content of this bill and emphasised the need for 
comprehensive legislation that would address the rights of all minorities.  In 
this regard, the State party’s delegation assured the Committee that the new 
legislation would be in line with the Convention.   
 
On several occasions, the State party states that Ukraine had developed a 
programme for social and spiritual renewal of minorities.  While the 
Committee seemed pleased with the existence of such a programme, some 
expressed their fear that Roma groups were being pressured to change.  The 
delegation reassured the Committee that independent experts of the State 
Committee on National Citizenship were working closely with Roma groups to 
ensure their rights were respected. 
 
Finally, one of the first concerns expressed by the Committee was Ukraine’s 
Criminal Code (Article 151), which only prosecutes “willful” discriminatory 
acts.  Mr. Sicilianos expressed his concern that discrimination can take place 
regardless of will and that this should also be addressed in the law. 
 
Conclusions and Next Steps 
 
The Committee was pleased with the “frankness” of the report, and praised 
the State party for its efforts to promote human rights within Ukraine. The 
presence of members of the human rights ombudsman’s office was also 
greatly appreciated, particularly as they were able to present a number of 
documents used in informing public service workers about human rights 
conventions and laws.  Furthermore, the Committee noted that Ukraine had 
signed most of the European Union human rights conventions, and was one 
of the few countries to have adopted all seven core United Nations human 
rights instruments. 
 
Nevertheless, the Committee urged the State party to conform with the 
guidelines for their next report and suggested that although no cases of 
discrimination were recorded to date, it did not mean they did not take place 
and that this should be taken into consideration. 


