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Prepared Remarks 

 

The Paris principles on the status of national human rights institutions that were adopted by the UN 

General Assembly in December 1993 (Paris Principles)
1
 followed the recommendations made in June by 

the Vienna World Conference on Human Rights (Vienna World Conference).  The growth of national 

human rights institutions since then has been remarkable.  There were 40 national human rights 

institutions (NHRIs) in 1993, but there are over 100 today. In 1994, 15 NHRIs were considered compliant 

with the Paris Principles; today we speak of 69 that are compliant.  Does this growth represent progress in 

embedding compliance with human rights standards into national law and practice?  To assess progress 

made, it would be useful for us to reflect on the context of the Vienna World Conference – twenty years 

ago – and to recall the expectations at the time when the Vienna Declaration and Program of Action 

(VDPA) endorsed the establishment of national institutions and successfully urged the General Assembly 

to affirm the Paris Principles.  After that, I will discuss how NHRIs look today, how they have affected 

the world of human rights treaty bodies, and then raise some ongoing questions about the future.  

 

I. LOOKING BACK: The Vienna World Conference Addresses National Human Rights 

Institutions 

 

The UN’s attention to national human rights institutions began earlier than 1993.  For example, in 1978, 

the UN convened a seminar on national and local institutions that produced guidelines for establishing 

such institutions and for their activities.  Then, the post-cold war era enabled the UN Commission on 

Human Rights and the UN Centre for Human Rights, beginning in 1991, to address the needs of a 

growing number of national human rights institutions more systematically.  These institutions included 

ombudsmen that were being established all across the former Soviet Union and nationally chartered 

human rights commissions that were already established in India, Indonesia, Australia and across Africa, 

to mention only a handful.
2
  These commissions served many roles – promotional, advisory, legislative, 

complaint-oriented, and protection.  The first International Workshop on National Institutions for the 

Promotion and Protection of Human Rights took place in Paris in 1991.  The principles which emerged 

from it were adopted by the Commission on Human Rights (Res. 1992/54), and endorsed by ECOSOC 

(also in 1992) but it was not until December 1993 – after the Vienna World Conference gave that extra 

push – that the General Assembly took action by adopting them as the Paris Principles.  

                                                                        
1 UN General Assembly, National institutions for the promotion and protection of human rights, UN Doc. A/RES/48/134, 20 

December 1993, available at http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/48/a48r134.htm. 
2 Bertrand Ramcharan, ed., The Protection Role of National Human Rights Institutions, (Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff, 2005), vii. 

http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/48/a48r134.htm
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Vienna World Conference preparatory papers and conferences made some mention of national 

institutions, but not very much.  Two of the six expert preparatory papers for the Vienna World 

Conference, by Jean Mayer and Fausto Pocar, briefly referenced the need for independent national 

institutions to promote and protect human rights.
3
  By the fourth Preparatory Committee session in April 

1993, draft principle 23 would declare that it was important to encourage establishment of national 

institutions for the promotion and protection of human rights “whenever feasible,” noting that these 

institutions can “increase awareness of human rights, promote tolerance and dialogue, help ensure respect 

for human rights, and remedy violations.” 
4
  

 

Only a month later, in May 1993, new elements were trying to find their way into this key paragraph: a 

reference acknowledging the national institutions have an “advisory role” and can aid in “remedying 

violations of rights.”  But at the same time, there was an effort to call for the “strengthening” of these 

national institutions, and to refer to them as “independent” and “pluralistic.”
5
  Reportedly, France and 

Chile had pressed for the references to independence.
6
 

 

By the time the final document was completed in June 1993 in Vienna, references to independence and 

pluralism were dropped altogether.  Moreover, language was added to ensure that such institutions were 

to be established only according to national needs – recognizing that “it is the right of each State to 

choose the framework which is best suited…”  The Vienna World Conference did not address new human 

rights, but it did include this new explicit reference to the “right” of States. Some NGO observers and 

others at the time expressed concern that the conference paid too much attention to the rights of States.  

The Vienna World Conference was also embroiled in controversy over whether or not human rights were 

universal.  By the time the paragraph on national institutions was finished, there had already been an 

affirmation of the fact that the universal nature of human rights is beyond question.  A reference to the 

“rights” of States was added to the paragraph on national institutions, in part to counter-balance the 

conference’s affirmation of universality.  The Vienna World Conference also reaffirmed the “important 

and constructive role” played by national human rights institutions in three contexts: advisory, remedial 

(in remedying human rights violations), and disseminating information and education.  It encouraged 

establishment and strengthening of NHRIs, citing “Principles relating to the status of national 

institutions.”  These agreed principles cited in the VDPA did not yet have a name, but they were later 

adopted by the UN General Assembly in December 1993 as the Paris Principles.  

 

                                                                        
3 See Jean Mayer, Progress and obstacles in the implementation of human rights: review of the period 1945-1992 and 

suggestions for the future, UN Doc. A/CONF.157/PC/60/Add.1, 1 April 1993, para. 28, available at http://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/125/62/img/G9312562.pdf?OpenElement (refers to the “considerable potential” of national 

institutions); Fausto Pocar, Enhancing the Universal Application of Human Rights Standards and Instruments, UN Doc. 

A/CONF.157/PC/60/Add. 4, 8 April 1993, paras. 22-23, available at http://daccess-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/14/PDF/G9312614.pdf?OpenElement (also refers to national institutions). 
4 World Conference on Human Rights Preparatory Committee Fourth Session, Consideration of the final outcome of the World 

Conference, taking into consideration the preparatory work and the conclusions of the regional meetings, UN Doc. 

A/CONF.157/PC/82, 14 April 1993, p.10, available at http://documents-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/74/pdf/G9312674.pdf?OpenElement 
5 See World Conference on Human Rights Preparatory Committee Fourth Session, Report of the Preparatory Committee, UN 

Doc. A/CONF.157/PC/98, 24 May 1993, para. 23, available at http://daccess-dds-

ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/139/20/PDF/G9313920.pdf?OpenElement (“The World Conference on Human Rights 

reaffirms the important and constructive role played by national institutions for the promotion and protection of human rights, in 

particular in their advisory capacity to the competent authorities, their role in remedying human rights violations, in the 

dissemination of human rights information, and education in human rights.”  Followed by bracketed: “[The World Conference on 

Human Rights encourages the establishment or strengthening of [independent and pluralistic] national institutions [in conformity 

with national circumstances and laws].]”) 
6 See Jan Bauer, Report on UN World Conference on Human Rights, Prepared for Article 19 (U.K.) and Canadian Network on 

International Human Rights, Ottawa, 31 October 1993, p.55 (regarding A/CONF.157/PC/98, in a draft recommendation calling 

for an annual meeting of the representatives of national institutions). 

http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/125/62/img/G9312562.pdf?OpenElement
http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/125/62/img/G9312562.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/14/PDF/G9312614.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/14/PDF/G9312614.pdf?OpenElement
http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/74/pdf/G9312674.pdf?OpenElement
http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/126/74/pdf/G9312674.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/139/20/PDF/G9313920.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G93/139/20/PDF/G9313920.pdf?OpenElement
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To summarize: in the VDPA, the outcome document of the Vienna World Conference, States removed 

explicit references to independence, and added a new “right” to the text – not the human rights of 

individuals but the “right” of sovereign states to decide about the shape and powers of their own national 

institutions.  The VDPA stated that “it is the right of each State to choose the framework which is best 

suited to its particular needs at the national level.”
7
  Before assuming ground was lost in the VDPA, 

recall that the Paris Principles themselves affirmed independence and pluralism – the very items that were 

removed from the VDPA language.  Thus the VDPA actually provided strong affirmation of the Paris 

Principles and despite the Vienna World Conference’s political wrangling over the issue of universal 

rights versus national sovereignty, the VPDA firmly recognized the facts that national human rights 

institutions need to be independent, pluralistic and effective.  

 

The VDPA introduced two elements worth noting.  First, the idea that all matters pertaining to national 

institutions must be left in the hands of States.  Second, that the Principles that had already been drafted in 

1991 at the International Workshop on National Institutions for the Promotion and Protection of Human 

Rights would be endorsed by States in the outcome document, offsetting the loss of the explicit reference 

to independence and pluralism of the national institutions. 
8
  

 

At the fourth Preparatory Committee session, Australia’s Ambassador Penny Wensley called for the 

World Conference to endorse “the development of independent, national human rights machinery,” and 

called for appointing a special adviser on national institutions who could “provide technical and advisory 

services when requested…and coordinate and disseminate information on activities related to national 

institutions.” 
9
  Australia would later facilitate the appointment of Brian Burdekin in precisely that role. 

Speeches at the Vienna World Conference by Nordic countries, as well as Pakistan and the Philippines 

would also offer support for national human rights institutions.  

 

The Vienna World Conference was notable for a number of other significant meetings of human rights 

experts that took place there for the first time.  For example, all UN special rapporteurs met together, and 

chairs of UN treaty bodies met with leaders of regional treaty monitoring entities.  In addition, during the 

conference, a meeting was convened of representatives of national human rights institutions.  Some 40 

representatives attended this three-day meeting of national human rights institutions.  They adopted a two 

page document with recommendations, including the language which eventually appeared in paragraph 

36 of the VDPA.  They also offered other suggestions such as specific references to the need to monitor 

economic and social rights, and the role of NHRIs in ensuring that national legislation conforms to 

international standards.  There was a reference to the Principles as important – and another specifically on 

the independence and pluralism of the national institutions themselves.  The resolution approved in the 

Vienna World Conference side meeting of expert members of national institutions specifically called on 

the representatives of governments in the UN General Assembly to adopt the Principles on national 

institutions (now known as the Paris Principles), and to establish a board of directors to oversee use of a 

                                                                        
7 Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action, Adopted by the World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna 25 June 1993, 

para. 36, available at http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/Vienna.aspx (“The World Conference on Human 

Rights reaffirms the important and constructive role played by national institutions for the promotion and protection of human 

rights, in particular in their advisory capacity to the competent authorities, their role in remedying human rights violations, in the 

dissemination of human rights information, and education in human rights.  The World Conference on Human Rights encourages 

the establishment and strengthening of national institutions, having regard to the ‘Principles relating to the status of national 

institutions’ and recognizing that it is the right of each State to choose the framework which is best suited to its particular needs 

at the national level.”) 
8 Bauer, p.118. 
9 World Conference on Human Rights, Preparatory Committee Fourth Session, Speech by Penny Wensley Permanent 

Representative of Australia to the UN, 21 April 1993, Agenda Item 9. 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/Vienna.aspx
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voluntary fund to encourage creation of national institutions and their strengthening, and for regular 

meetings of representatives to be convened under the auspices of the UN Centre for Human Rights.
10

  

 

While it seems clear that this side meeting set the scene for the General Assembly adoption of the Paris 

Principles, and several national institution meetings, it was not received without criticism. In the Vienna 

World Conference’s independent newspaper, Terra Viva, the side meeting was thoroughly denounced for 

excluding NGO representatives (with very few exceptions), and for adopting “a program of action 

seemingly pre-established by the UN Centre for Human Rights.”  NGOs that claimed they had pressured 

for the creation of such national institutions, argued that the outcome now called for the national bodies to 

“work closely” with governments. In their view, this was too close, and it also ignored key issues such as 

women’s rights, children’s’ rights, and protection of human rights defenders.
11

  

 

II. FAST FORWARD: NHRIs Today  

 

Since the Vienna World Conference and the General Assembly’s endorsement of the Paris Principles, 

there has been a huge growth in the number of NHRIs.  The number considered compliant with the Paris 

Principles has also grown substantially.  Compliance with the Paris Principles means a national institution 

is established by law, is independent, has a pluralistic membership, a broad mandate to promote and 

protect all human rights, receives adequate funding, is accessible, and interacts with NGOs as well as 

regional and international bodies.  

 

We face the problem of how to maintain the independence of NHRIs that are established by law and 

financed by national governments and whose members are appointed by those governments. This is an 

ongoing challenge.   

  

NHRIs were initially allowed to speak at the UN Commission on Human Rights as part of their own 

government’s delegations.  The conflict of interest this posed became clear and with a little bit of effort 

and a lot of support from other members of the Commission on Human Rights, NHRIs were later allowed 

to speak in their own names and no longer as part of government delegations.  Since then, there has been 

a huge expansion of the access to and participation of NHRIs in international human rights procedures, 

negotiations, and meetings.  At first, they spoke jointly as NHRIs but later did so independently and 

separately. Today, NHRIs can speak independently under various agenda items, and participate formally 

in various procedures (including the Universal Periodic Review) and in distinct UN bodies.   

 

At the time of the adoption of the Paris Principles, NHRIs were encouraged, as one of their functions, to 

call upon their national governments to ratify relevant human rights treaties.  This role has also expanded.  

Today, every State is a party to at least one international human rights treaty, and international human 

rights treaties now number 10.  Once the NHRI call for State ratification is successful, there is more to do 

– the NHRIs monitor and participate in the review of State party reports on compliance with many of 

those treaties.  I have been a member of the Committee against Torture since 2000 and have seen 

firsthand the development of information and expertise that NHRIs bring to the expert members of the 

Committee as it tries to evaluate a country’s compliance with the Convention against Torture.  The 

participation of NHRIs in the implementation of and assessment of compliance with human rights treaties 

has been a significant development, one that merits more recognition.  

 

                                                                        
10 World Conference on Human Rights, Meeting of national institutions for the protection and promotion of human rights, Letter 

dated 17 June 1993 from the representatives of national instituitons, addressed to the President of the World Conference on 

Human Rights, transmitting the text of the resolution adopted on 16 June 1993, UN Doc. A/CONF.157/NI/6,17 June 1993, 

available at http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/VIE/932/32/pdf/VIE93232.pdf?OpenElement 
11 Terra Viva (Vienna World Conference’s independent newspaper), 19 June 1993, p. 9 

http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/VIE/932/32/pdf/VIE93232.pdf?OpenElement
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Two new UN human rights treaties explicitly provide roles for NHRIs in ensuring compliance with the 

treaty obligations – the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture known as OPCAT and the 

Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (CRPD).  OPCAT calls for the creation and 

designation of national preventive mechanisms (NPMs) to serve as monitoring bodies. NPMs can be 

existing NHRIs, their subsections, or totally new bodies. The members of OPCAT’s Subcommittee on 

Prevention examine how the NPMs function and if they are independent and meet other standards.  The 

Committee against Torture also does this when a country comes in for its review of compliance with the 

treaty.  Such NPMs often carry out surprise prison visits to monitor conditions. It is an extraordinarily 

effective means of preventing violations – perhaps the best we have come up with yet.  

 

The Committee against Torture also receives information from NHRIs quite routinely.  As part of the 

review of country compliance, its members prepare lists of issues prior to reporting under a simplified 

reporting procedure.  NHRIs often send information to the Committee in advance, as do NGOs.  The 

NHRIs also present data, analysis and comments related to the replies of the States parties. All of this 

takes place before the public dialogue with the representatives of the State parties.  Similarly, there is a 

follow up procedure concerning implementation of the concluding observations adopted by the treaty 

body, and data and analysis often comes from NHRIs, and sometimes from NGOs.  The NHRI 

information has a certain stature, and even a distinctiveness, because it is not just coming from a private 

group.  

 

NHRI participation in the review of treaty bodies has become very important.  For example, the 

Committee against Torture received information from NHRIs based in at least 12 of the 17 countries 

reviewed at the last two sessions.
12

 

 

Treaty bodies consolidate their jurisprudence in commentaries called General Comments. These become 

guidance to States about how to interpret different norms.  When the Committee against Torture prepared 

its General Comment 2 on how to carry out effective measures to implement the Convention against 

Torture, we were inundated by 20 or 25 submissions from NHRIs telling us what worked well, and what 

to add to our document.  Such jurisprudential analysis from NHRIs can offer quite serious inputs into the 

work of the Committee against Torture and other treaty bodies. 

 

Another areas of activity has been regarding the major effort by the UN High Commissioner for Human 

Rights Navi Pillay to address treaty reform and strengthening.  This began in Geneva with the High 

Commissioner’s work.  A subsequent meeting convened by High Commissioner Pillay in Marrakesh, 

Morocco consisted exclusively of NHRIs talking about how implementation could be better both in the 

work of the human rights treaty bodies and the work of the NHRIs.  In treaty body review of country 

compliance, NHRIs do not yet participate in the actual dialogues with the States parties concerning the 

review of countries (unless an NHRI shows up with a government delegation by mistake.)  We do not yet 

have consultation in country with NHRIs by the treaty bodies as part of the follow up or preparation for 

the next reports.  Both could be envisioned as part of the review process if funds were available. Such 

participation of NHRIs could strengthen the treaty regime, the monitoring role and the reviews.  

 

In sum, what do the NHRIs bring to the Committee against Torture or the Human Rights Committee or 

other treaty bodies?  They bring expertise, independence, diversity in participants, diversity in the way 

they look at rights issues, and a broad coverage of human rights such as a focus on abuses affecting 

children, women, persons with disabilities, persons of diverse sexual orientation, or indigenous peoples, 

to cite only a few topics.  NHRIs often look at the subject matter more holistically than the separate 

treaties themselves may, or than each treaty monitoring body may do by itself.  

 

                                                                        
12 See Appendix 1. 
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It can be argued that much similar information is submitted by NGOs, but that is not always the case. 

NHRIs often have expertise based on their formal roles in monitoring and investigating specific 

complaints, and when they do, they are able to bring it into the proceedings of treaty bodies.  NHRIs also 

lodge complaints and may provide the results of investigations, and sometimes of compensation and 

rehabilitation.  Sometimes they also do an amazing job at dissemination of findings and 

recommendations. NHRIs can and do engage in multiple ways with human rights treaty bodies that 

examine national compliance with human rights norms.  

 

III. THE FUTURE  

 

A number of issues that arose in 1993 regarding the NHRIs remain quite relevant today. I have already 

mentioned independence and whether it is real, and can be maintained when governments appoint the 

members (or sometimes deliberately do not appoint people to the NHRIs) and fund the institutions. 

Another is pluralism – do the NHRIs represent the broad array that one wants to see representing human 

rights issues?  In July 2013, UN High Commissioner Navi Pillay complained that the appointments to the 

Afghan Human Rights Commission were not appropriate. Independence and membership of these bodies 

is very relevant.   

 

Effectiveness of the NHRIs is another big issue.  Some are and some are not.  If an NHRI is Paris 

Principle compliant, this does not mean it is necessarily effective.  Are the NHRIs able to carry out all the 

activities expected of them?  If they investigate, can they publish the reports that they write?  Can they 

take cases they have investigated to court?  Can they follow-up on international recommendations?  Not 

always.  Another concern is whether their finances are adequate.  Again, not always. 

 

Allow me to step back today, however, and raise a few even broader issues.  First, does the progress 

achieved by establishing National Institutions for Human Rights amount to progress in implementing the 

human rights guarantees of human rights treaties?  Do the NHRIs actually resolve human rights 

problems?  Do they insulate human rights problems at the national level and keep them from reaching the 

international level?  Do NHRIs provide pressure on the national government or do they relieve the 

pressure?  Conversely, do they keep NGOs out of the UN and relieve pressure on the UN?  People have 

argued both ways.  

 

Have the NHRIs enhanced political mobilization inside the country?  Have they diminished it?  Have they 

complemented the NGO sector and thus strengthened it, or have they sucked up all the financial resources 

and political energy and weakened the NGO sector?  Do they promote compliance or do they keep things 

quiet?  These are issues that we have to look at country by country.  There is no other way.  There is 

reason for skepticism but there is also reason for enthusiasm.  There is obviously an ongoing need for 

vigilance and for evaluation.  

 

Finally, we need to consider the relationship of NHRIs to the United Nations.  Who leads whom in the 

work of the NHRIs?  NGO criticism in 1993 at the Vienna World Conference was very candid. NGOs 

complained that they had pushed for NHRIs – for effective mechanisms at the national level – but that it 

was the UN Centre for Human Rights in Geneva that was seen to dictate their resolutions, conclusions, 

and other matters.  Is this a valid complaint and if so, is it still true?  It is clear that the UN has 

established, quite unusually, a special unit in Geneva for NHRIs and at one point, a special advisor. 

OHCHR’s National Institutions and Regional Mechanisms section now has representatives from the 

NHRIs serving as “fellows.”  The National Institutions and Regional Mechanisms unit funds the 

International Coordinating Committee (ICC) of National Human Rights Institutions, which conducts the 

accreditation.  A representative of the ICC is based in Geneva, facilitating NHRI presence and 

participation at Human Rights Council meetings. Can the ICC really be independent if it has such close 
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relations with the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights?  

 

Is the ICC itself effective?  Parents no doubt hope that grade inflation will help their children, but when it 

comes to NHRIs, calling so many NHRIs A-status seems to be grade inflation and it is not clear it helps 

human rights protection. How precise is the accreditation process?  Does the ICC do an appropriate job or 

should there be some more formal and more independent accreditation process?  

 

More broadly, who is accountable to whom and for what?  NHRIs are accountable to the national 

government and to the people of their country, but there is a relationship with the ICC and does it 

outweigh the others?  When the whole issue of NHRIs was fresh at the Vienna World Conference, some 

NGOs said what is really needed is not a special advisor in the High Commissioner’s office but a special 

rapporteur who reports independently about the NHRIs and how they function. It may be time to revisit 

that question as well.  

 

Should the issues that NHRIs address be different?  The rule of law, free speech, open and accountable 

government are issues that do not seem to be adequately addressed.  Similarly, the Millennium 

Development Goals lacked a human rights approach.  The High Commissioner has written about this 

recently, offering suggestions for future improvement.  The treaty body chairpersons have written a joint 

letter regarding these issues as well.  Key questions include how to bring a non-discrimination perspective 

into consideration on issues of gender equality and primary education – this was not addressed in the 

Millennium Development Goals the first time around.  Similarly, how can one bring issues of freedom of 

expression and freedom of association into the discussion of the right to water, right to health, right to 

life?  How can one provide for accountability, universal applicability, and due diligence regarding the role 

of NHRIs themselves in the Millennium Development Goal process?  

 

Since 1993 and the adoption of the Paris Principles, there has been huge progress, organizationally and 

formally, regarding national human rights institutions worldwide.  But there are obviously areas that need 

further strengthening.  We need to look more clearly at how and where NHRIs are better off, whether 

more independence will actually help make them more effective, and whether self-regulation through the 

ICC is the best way to do this.  We also need to look at the relationship with the Office of the High 

Commissioner for Human Rights, the relationship with UNDP and other parts of the UN system.  

 

There was skepticism at the Vienna World Conference from NGOs when the NHRIs met.  They 

wondered whether the NHRIs themselves should be monitored.  The ICC is supposed to be a self-

monitoring body.  I have already asked how the ICC assesses NHRIs as to their “grade” (A status etc.), 

and whether the criteria are tough enough.  We can also ask whether an independent special rapporteur on 

NHRIs would be advisable at this time – as I mentioned, NGOs actually called for this at the Vienna 

World Conference.  Would this mark progress?  Or are the NHRIs currently in good hands with the 

support and guidance received from the OHCHR and the ICC.  Last of all, we should ask whether the UN 

High Commissioner for Human Rights should be paying more attention, in the form of strategic guidance, 

to the NHRIs or whether they are better off, and more independent – as well as more effective – with self-

regulation through the ICC. These are big questions which I look forward to discussing.   
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Appendix 1 

 

Information Submitted to CAT from NHRIs 

August 2012 to April 2013 
 

COUNTRY Date NHRI Source 

Bolivia (Plurinational State 

of)  
22 Apr 2013  Ombudsman’s Office  

Netherlands  11 Apr 2013  
The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights - cover 

letter  

Netherlands  11 Apr 2013  The Netherlands Institute for Human Rights - Report  

Guatemala  10 Apr 2013  Procurador de los Derechos Humanos de Guatemala  

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland  
01 Apr 2013  Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission  

Mauritania  01 Apr 2013  Commission nationale des droits de l’homme  

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland  
01 Apr 2013  

Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) - 

EHRC Submission to the UN Committee Against 

Torture: response to list of issues on the UK's 5th 

periodic report - April 2013  

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland  
01 Apr 2013  The Scottish Human Rights Commission  

Kenya  01 Mar 2013  Kenya National Commission on Human Rights  

Togo  29 Oct 2012  
Commission Nationale des Droits de l’Homme du 

Togo  

Mexico  16 Oct 2012  

Comisión de Derechos Humanos del Distrito Federal 

(CNDHDF), Comisión de Defensa de los Derechos 

Humanos del Estado de Guerrero (CODDEHUM), 

Comisión de Derechos Humanos del Estado de 

Hidalgo (CDHEH), Comisión Estatal de los Derechos 

Humanos de Michoacán, Comisión Estatal de 

Derechos Humanos de San Luis de Potosí (CEDH 

SLP), Comisión de Derechos Humanos de Tlaxcala 

(CDHT), Comisión Estatal de los Derechos Humanos 

de Querétaro (CEDHQ)  

Mexico  13 Oct 2012  
Comisión Nacional de Derechos Humanos de México 

(CNDH)  

Norway  01 Oct 2012  Norwegian Centre for Human Rights (NCHR)  

Qatar  01 Oct 2012  Human Rights National Committee in Qatar  

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland  
01 Aug 2012  Office of the Children's Commissioner  

United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern Ireland  
01 Aug 2012  

Equality and Human Rights Commission (EHRC) - 2 

EHRC Submission to the UN Committee Against 

Torture: list of issues on the UK's 5th periodic report 

August 2012 

 


