Pagel surl(

Press release

Human Rights Council

Information Service United Nations Office at Geneva

|
XXXXXXXXKX HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL ADOPTS TEXTS FOR XXXXXXXXXX

PROTECTION FROM ENFORCED DISAPPEARANCE,
RIGHTS OF INDIGENOUS PEOPLES

Human Rights Counc
AFTERNOON 29 June 2006

Extends M andate of Working Group on Drafting Optional Protocol
to International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

The Human Rights Council this afternoon adopteddiysensus the International
Convention for the Protection of All Persons fromf@ced Disappearance and
recommended that the General Assembly adopt thgytre

The Council also adopted by a roll-call vote ofi8@avour to 2 against and 12
abstentions a resolution on the Declaration orRilghts of Indigenous Peoples. The
Council adopted the declaration as proposed b tierperson-Rapporteur of the
Working Group of the Commission on Human Rightslaborate a draft declaration
and recommended that the General Assembly adopiotirddinding declaration.

Also adopted by consensus was a resolution on pem@nded Working Group to
draft an Optional Protocol to the International €oant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights. The Council welcomed the reporth&f Working Group with a vie
to considering options regarding the elaboratioaroDptional Protocol and decided
to extend the mandate of the Working Group for r@opeof two years in order to
elaborate the Optional Protocol.

Participating in the debate to adopt the resolstiware the representatives of
Argentina, Guatemala, Finland, Peru, Japan, Algehated Kingdom, Canada, Sri
Lanka, Ecuador, Guatemala, Switzerland, Mexicophasia, Bangladesh, Russian
Federation, China, Philippines, Brazil, Ukraine,uvius, Germany and Saudi
Arabia.

When the Human Rights Council reconvenes at 9 @anfrriday, 30 June, it will
hold a non-stop meeting until 6 p.m. to take furthetion on remaining draft
resolutions and decisions before adjourning it 8ession.

Action on Resolution on Convention on Protection from Enfor ced
Disappear ance
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In a resolution (A/HRC/1/L.2), entitleinternational Convention for the Protecti

of All Persons from Enforced Disappearam@gopted by consensus, the Human
Rights Council: adopts the International Conventmmnthe Protection of All Perso
from Enforced Disappearance as annexed to theutesgl recommends to the
General Assembly adoption of the International Garton for the Protection of All
Persons from Enforced Disappearance; recommentjotiwe adopted by the
General Assembly, the Convention be opened foasiga at a signing ceremony in
Paris; and recommentis the General Assembly adoption of the followimgftl
resolution:

"The General Assembly, taking naieHuman Rights Council resolution 2006/...
dated 29 June 2006, by which the Council adoptedrtternational Convention for
the Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disagppeace, hails the Council's
adoption of the International Convention for thetBction of All Persons from
Enforced Disappearance; adopts and opens for signaatification and accession
the International Convention for the ProtectiorAifPersons from Enforced
Disappearance, the text of which is annexed tordsslution; and recommends that
the Convention be opened for signature at a sigeengmony in Paris."

The International Convention for the ProtectiorAifPersons from Enforced
Disappearance affirms the right of any victim t@Wnthe truth about the
circumstances of an enforced disappearance, arfdtthef the disappeared person,
and the right to freedom to seek, receive and itipformation to this end. It states
that no one should be subjected to enforced disappee. Each State party should
take appropriate measures to ensure that enforsagparance constitutes an
offence under its criminal law. The widespreadystamatic practice of enforced
disappearance constitutes a crime against humasitiefined in applicable
international law and shall attract the consequepcevided for under such
applicable international law. Each State partylghake the offence of enforced
disappearance punishable by appropriate penaltievake into account its
extreme seriousness.

JORGE TAIANA (Argenting, in a general comment, said that this was amdst
moment for the cause of human rights when theybedore them for approval the
draft International Convention for the ProtectidriAtl Persons from Enforced
Disappearance. That draft had been developed bysStdso with the input of non-
governmental organizations and that of victims duedr families.

The Council was moving to a new stage in the pramaind protection of human
rights. Argentina hoped that the declaration wdadcadopted by consensus and
acclamation. The new era for human rights thatiegin with the Human Rights
Council could not start in a more appropriate @pacious way than by adopting the
convention. Finally, Argentina wished to salutetb# human rights defenders
present today, in particular those from Argentineaman rights organizations,
including that of the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo.

CARLA RODRIGUEZ MANCIA (Guatemalp in a general comment, said
Guatemala supported the draft resolution on thermiattional Convention on the
Protection of All Persons from Enforced DisappeeaeaiGGuatemala, since the
signing of the peace agreement, had been workietutadate cases of
disappearances that took place during the civil Wae Government was also
making further efforts to trace the victims andtong to justice the perpetrators.
authorities were also making everything possiblpravide compensation to the
families of the victims.
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VESA HIMANEN (Finlanc), in a general comment on behalf of Europear

Union, said the European Union would like to call fog #doption by consensus of
the draft International Convention on the Protettd All Persons from Enforced
Disappearance. The Working Group had received 828aases in 2005 from 22
countries. This year again, more than 500 famdresind the world were tortured
the terrible question of what had happened to tbeed ones. The issue of enforced
disappearances had been at the heart of the wahle @@ommission for more than
five decades. In 1992, the Declaration on the etiate of All Persons from

Enforced Disappearance was adopted by the Genssaindbly, but the problem had
remained.

There were high hopes for the Council. It had thiy @f making recommendations
to the General Assembly for developments in thiel i€ international law in human
rights. It was hoped the adoption of this conventi@uld bring to a fruitful end the
work of the Commission, and contribute to the ewciranof the protection of human
rights. Families of victims had appreciated thekwwone in the Commission, and
the Council should hear their voices as well. Theriil should live up to the
expectations of all those who needed a new coraeti put an end to this odious
crime. The Member States should adopt this reswiliy consensus.

MANUEL RODRIGUEZ CUADROS (Penyin a general comment, said that the
fact that in this room they had one of the Motradrthe Plaza de Mayo, added
special symbolic value to the memory of all of thegho were victims of enforced
disappearance as they prepared to adopt this &tienal Convention on the
Protection of All Persons from Enforced Disappeeaeatnforced disappearance
one of the most serious crimes. It had the elememtultiplicity and progressivism
included within it, as enforced disappearance didhappen singly, but was
associated with collectivity. It was also assoda#ath torture. The Human Rights
Council, wisely complying with the decisions takenthe Commission on Human
Rights as it concluded its historic cycle, wouldvadopt decisions that were before
it as part of that legacy.

Peru urged all delegations to accede immediatslgpan as it was available to them
to do so, to the convention in Paris. Peru hopatlttie convention would be adop
unanimously by consensus.

HIROSHI MINAMIAL (Japarn), in a general statement, said the delegatiomodid
supported the draft resolution as well as the dmftvention. The Government of
Japan interpreted article 2 of the draft conventiat the definition of enforced
disappearance consisted of four elements: an ade&tsintion, abduction or any ot
form of deprivation of liberty; that such an actsaammitted by agents of the State
or by persons or groups of persons acting withatkiteorization, support or
acquiescence of the State; that the act was fotldwea refusal to acknowledge the
deprivation of liberty or by concealment of thesfar whereabouts of the
disappeared person; and that the disappeared p&esoplaced outside the
protection of the law. Regarding article 4, Japdarpreted that article as meaning
that enforced disappearance as stipulated in@Rishould be covered under its
criminal law, but that article should not requiegdn's legal system to enact a law
making an autonomous offence for enforced disappear

IDRISS JAZAIRY (Algerig, in a general comment, said it had fortunateipemut
of the black decade of the 1990s and had embankédeopath of democracy and
rule of law. It had embarked with fresh serenitytloa path of national
reconciliation, ensuring the widespread exercisalldiuman rights. Algeria was
now forward looking, and said "never again”, and #pplied also to the
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disappearec

It was in this spirit that Algeria had expressedrmiyithe debate and presentation on
the Convention the wish that it be adopted by cosise The entire international
community would help to contribute to this genengbrovement in the protection of
persons throughout the world.

NICHOLAS THORNE United Kingdon), in a general comment, said that the
United Kingdom fully endorsed the general statenmeatie by Finland on behalf of
the European Union. The adoption of the Internafi@onvention on the Protection
of All Persons from Enforced Disappearance, andutsmission to the General
Assembly would pave the way for the conclusionhig historic process. The Unit
Kingdom also wished to pay tribute to those Memi8tedes, non-governmental
organizations and families of victims that had cditted to this process.

In relation to article 2, the United Kingdom notbdt the placing of a person outs
the protection of the law was an important elenoénihe definition of enforced
disappearance. Accordingly, the United Kingdom usib®d article 20 to apply to
all situations where a person was without the ptaie of the law. Article 43 was
understood to confirm that a State party's oblayatinder international law
remained théex specialis in situations of armed conflict and other situasido
which international humanitarian law applied.

JOHN VON KAUFMANN (Canady in a general comment, said Canada had long
been committed to combating enforced disappear&ameada had helped to
establish the Working Group on enforced and invialnndisappearances, and
supported the adoption of the UN Declaration onRraection of All Persons from
Enforced Disappearance. While Canada's prefereno&vave been to allocate
effective monitoring functions to the Human RigBismmittee, as being best placed
to provide a comprehensive remedy to victims, Canaithed the consensus on the
creation of a new body, and would contribute tesitengthening. Canada hoped 1
the new convention would provide additional pratatfrom enforced
disappearance and contribute to ending impunitytfat grave human rights
violation.

O. AMEER AJWAD (Sri Lanky speaking in an explanation of the vote after the
vote, said that Sri Lanka had joined in the consenghe new instrument was
widely considered as a major step in internatidwahan rights law, but, there was a
lacuna in the text, as n@tate actors who were involved in mass violatidnsuonar
rights, were excluded from the text. This was apadntant fact of today's world,
which could not be ignored.

GALO LARENAS SERRANO (Ecuadgrspeaking in an explanation of the vote
after the vote, said that although Ecuador hadessgad its support specifically for
this draft resolution, it would have liked to haveen able to co-sponsor the
resolution. That had not been possible for logitieasons. In article 7, paragraph 2
(a), Ecuador agreed it was proper to consider atitig circumstances against
perpetrators of these crimes. While admitting gresibility, however, that should
not lead to impunity for such crimes.

Action on Resolution on Declar ation on Rights of 1 ndigenous Peoples

In a resolution (A/HRC/1/L.3), entitled Working Gup of the Commission on
Human Rights to elaborate a draft declaration coetance with paragraph 5 of the
General Assembly resolution 49/214 of 23 DecemB8r1ladopted after a roll-call
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vote by thirty in favour, two against, and twehssgentions, the Human Rigt
Council adopts the United Nations Declaration anRights of Indigenous Peoples
as proposed by the Chairperson-Rapporteur of thekMgpGroup of the
Commission on Human Rights to elaborate a draftada&tion in accordance with
paragraph 5 of the General Assembly resolution Bt 23 December 1994 in
annex | to the report of the Working Group on leventh session
(E/CN.4/2006/79); recommends to the General Assgihiak it adopt the following
draft resolution:

The General Assembly, expresses its appreciatitimet@ouncil for the adoption of
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights ofigetious Peoples; and adopts the
Declaration as contained in the annex to Counsbltgion 2006/....

The United Nations Declaration on the Rights ofigetdous Peoples says indigen
peoples have the right to the full enjoyment, aslkective or as individuals, of all
human rights and fundamental freedoms as recogmizibe& Charter of the United
Nations, the Universal Declaration of Human Rigdrs international human rigk
law. Indigenous peoples and individuals are freeequal to all other peoples and
individuals and have the right to be free from &mgd of discrimination, in the
exercise of their rights, in particular that basedheir indigenous origin or identity.
Indigenous peoples have the right of self-detertitonaBy virtue of that right they
freely determine their political status and freplysue their economic, social and
cultural development. Indigenous peoples haveighd to maintain and strengthen
their distinct political, legal, economic, socialdacultural institutions, while
retaining their rights to participate fully, if thao choose, in the political, economic,
social and cultural life of the State.

The result of the vote was as follows:

In favour(30):

Azerbaijan, Brazil, Cameroon, China, Cuba, CzecpuRé&c, Ecuador, Finland,
France, Germany, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Japalaysia, Mauritius, Mexico,
Netherlands, Pakistan, Peru, Poland, Republic sé&dromania, Saudi Arab
South Africa, Sri Lanka, Switerzland, United Kingdof Great Britain and Northe
Ireland, Uruguay, Zambia.

Against(2):
Canada, Russian Federation.

Abstentiong12):
Algeria, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Ghanajaor Morocco, Nigeria,
Philippines, Senegal, Tunisia, Ukraine.

Absent(3):
Djibouti, Gabon, Mali.

CARLA RODRIGUEZ MANCIA (Guatemalp in a general comment, said enough
time had gone during the last 20 years in draftirggDeclaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples. The declaration would be atcsi achievement in the efforts
of the international community towards the rightsh@ indigenous peoples. The
adopting the draft declaration would help the iedigus peoples. Guatemala called
on all States to adopt the draft by consensus.

JEAN-DANIEL VIGNY (Switzerland, in a general comment, said the text was a
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compromise one which met with agreement with mbghe delegations and most
the representatives of indigenous groups. Switadn@ould have wished for the te
to be adopted by consensus, but if this was natdke, it would vote in favour of
the text.

XOCHITI GALVEZ (Mexico), in a general comment, said that they had finally
closed the circle. They were at an historic pairtime, finally acknowledging the
fundamental rights of the world's indigenous pespldexico was prepared to
support the adoption of the draft Declaration aRights of Indigenous Peoples.
Where there was a collective political will, theyubd achieve a great deal. That had
been seen in the Working Group, where the spirttomiperation and dialogue had
prevailed.

Mexico exhorted those countries that still had nvisgs to vote favourably on this
resolution. It was important for the Human Rightsu@cil to give a clear signal to
indigenous peoples throughout the world that it wasking to promote and protect
their human rights.

PAUL MEYER (Canadp in an explanation of the vote before the vote,
acknowledged the important role that Canada, akaseidther indigenous
organizations, had played in the process of thiidgeof the Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples. The proposal didexgive the necessary support,
even though Canada, some other countries and mfigenous representatives
noted in their statements difficulties with a pregevhere all parties had not
discussed proposed language on several key iS<Sarada had worked for a
declaration that would promote and protect the hunghts and fundamental
freedoms of every indigenous person without disgration and recognized the
collective rights of indigenous peoples aroundvioeld. Canada had a long and
proud tradition of not only supporting but alsoiaely advocating Aboriginal and
treaty rights at home and was fully committed takiregy internationally on
indigenous issues. Regrettably, however, Canaddéwate against the resolution.

AJAI MALHOTRA (India), in an explanation of the vote before the vosed $ndia
had consistently favoured the rights of indigenpesples, and had worked for the
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peopleg. tElxt before the Council was -
result of 11 years of hard work. The text did nmtain a definition of "indigenous
The entire population of India was considered tinegenous. With regards to the
right to self-determination, this was understoodpply only to peoples under
foreign domination, and not to a nation of indiges@ersons. With this
understanding, India was ready to support the maigor the adoption of the draft
Declaration, and would vote in its favour.

GUSTI AGUNG WESAKA PUJA (Indonesjaspeaking in an explanation of the
vote before the vote, said that Indonesia had Bakwing closely over 11 years t
negotiations on this draft Declaration on the Righftindigenous Peoples. The
Human Rights Council, as a new body, had to addneds important issues as this
draft declaration. Therefore Indonesia supportechattoption of the draft declaration
to protect and support the rights of indigenousppeoworldwide. Indonesia was a
multicultural nation that did not discriminate aggtiits population on any grounds.
All of Indonesia’s citizens enjoyed the right taiabtreatment before the law.

TOUFIQ ALI (Banglades) speaking in an explanation of the vote befoee\ibte,
said that the text did not follow the usual progedoefore it was put as a final text
for adoption. Bangladesh was a party to the Intevnal Covenants on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights, and Civil and Politiaghts and was making all efforts
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to implement them. Until some of the articles ia thxt were not amende
Bangladesh would abstain from the voting.

ALEXEY AKZHIGITOV (Russian Federationin an explanation of the vote before
the vote, said great importance was given to defgnithe rights of indigenous
peoples. The adoption by consensus of the draftdranstitute a major step
forward in ensuring the powers of indigenous peagiéany provisions of the draft
were acceptable. The draft should be effectiveaanduthoritative international
document. To date, the proposed text which had belemitted to the Council did
not represent all of these characteristics, asetktedid not enjoy genuine consensus,
and had not been agreed on by all sides. Its amtoptould set a negative precedent,
and in this context Russia could not support tladt dieclaration in this form and in
the procedure that had been used, and would veiesigt. However, this did not
mean that Russia was against a continuation addcussion of the issue, and would
work for international cooperation in the protentif the rights of indigenous
persons.

SHA ZUKANG (Ching, speaking in an explanation of the vote befoeeviite, said
that China was in favour of the draft resolutiomlenreview on a draft United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenousfen The adoption of th

United Nations instrument would be done after estienconsideration, China not:
China regretted that this instrument would haviee¢@dopted by voting, at this very
early stage of the work of the Human Rights Cour@iina hoped that in the future
work of the Council members would conduct their kvior a constructive spirit of
cooperation.

ENRIQUE MANALO (Philippine$, in an explanation of the vote before the vote,
said the Government of the Philippines was fullynoutted to safeguarding and
promoting the rights of its indigenous peoples.&ese of that commitment, the
Government had enacted a national indigenous psapéts act and had two
autonomous regions in the country. If the drafohétson on the declaration were to
be put for a vote, the delegation of the Philippim®uld abstain.

CLODOALDO HUGUENEY (Brazi), speaking in an explanation of the vote after
the vote, said Brazil had voted for the resolutenmd believed that the decision wi
major achievement which augured well for the Colisweiork, and commended
States and indigenous peoples who had made gfeetdb ensure this memorable
result. The Declaration asserted the importantceeoindigenous peoples in
societies, acknowledged diversity as a richnes®ontries, and aligned the past and
present contribution of indigenous peoples to Stdeazil recognised the invalua
contribution of indigenous peoples to the politi@donomic, social, cultural and
spiritual development of its society. The Declamaton the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples would be of utmost importance to fightrsimation against indigenous
peoples and distortion created by centuries ofidnsication. It would help to create
societal harmony. Brazil had no doubt that the atation was a reaffirmation of the
commitment of the international community to engheeenjoyment of indigenous
peoples of all human rights and fundamental freesdland to respect the value of
their indigenous cultures and identity.

IDRISS JAZAIRY (Algerig, speaking in an explanation of the vote aftentbie,

said that he wanted it to be noted that he haegbin the standing ovation that had
marked the adoption of this declaration by the @dubinfortunately, Algeria had
had to abstain. He would like to plead for thisldeation to have the maximum
number of positive votes. In fact, Algeria had nuoos indigenous peoples and had
hoped the declaration would have been adopted mnoausly, in which case it would
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have been able to join the consensus. Unfortungéielgeclaration was in confli

with the Constitution of Algeria, which containegvision on political parties th
stipulated they could not be on the basis of rgeader, or ethnicity. For that reason
Algeria could not vote in favour.

HIROSHI MINAMI (Japar), speaking in an explanation of the vote aftervbie,

said the delegation of Japan had been participatitite Working Group for the
drafting of the Declaration on the Rights Indiges®eople for the last 12 years and
it had voted in favour of the draft resolution. TBevernment would interpret the
declaration that the meaning of autonomy that ghihnot affect the territorial
integration of State sovereignty. Further, the Gorent did not recognize
collective rights.

SERGIO CERDA (Argentinga speaking in an explanation of the vote aftervbie,
said Argentina had abstained, and regretted inloadbeen able to join the favoura
vote. Despite Argentina's clear adhesion to thetsigf indigenous peoples,
Argentina regretted the lack of time to deal wigntain provisions of the declaratit
which were of particular importance, namely thecess of self-determination and
territorial integrity. Argentina hoped that theusition would be rectified in the
General Assembly, and Argentina would be able te wofavour there, especially
this was one of the most important and legitimapeds to be dealt with by the
international community.

VOLODYMYR VASSYLENKO (Ukraing, speaking in an explanation of the vote
after the vote, said that Ukraine had always supgdhe elaboration of an
international instrument for the promotion and potibn of the rights of indigenous
peoples. The protection of indigenous peoples wasod the core rules of Ukrainian
law. For that reason, Ukraine had been strivinglaborate an instrument that would
provide the proper balance between the rightsdifenous peoples and those of
sovereign States.

Ukraine said that the document just adopted byCitvencil contained important
protections for the rights of indigenous peoples,ibalso contained important
flaws. It purported to define a right of self-deténation for indigenous peoples. For
that reason, and because it failed to fulfil thecht preserve the territorial and
political integrity of sovereign States, Ukrainauttbnot support it. Ukraine regrett
that the text had been adopted without allowing MenStates to improve the
document so that it could reach consensus.

NARSINGHEN HAMTYRAGEN (Mauritius), speaking in an explanation of the
vote after the vote, said the declaration wouldsotidate the existing universal
human rights. It was expected that all States woafdribute in resolving the
difficulties of indigenous peoples. There was a feat some self-designated
indigenous groups might threaten the sovereignty 8fate by following a wrong
interpretation of the declaration. The conceptuibaomy should not be interpreted
to jeopardize the sovereignty of a State.

ANDREAS PFAFFERNOSCHKE (Germa)jspeaking in an explanation of the
vote after the vote, said along with other effamslertaken during the past decade to
improve the situation of indigenous peoples thraughhe world, Germany had
closely monitored the development of the Declaratin the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples. The adoption of the document proved tieabéw Council was able to
produce concrete results for the benefit of indagenpeoples, who were entitled to
the same human rights and fundamental freedomgeagl®mdy else. The respect ¢
application of existing binding international huméghts law remained essential.
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The primary importance of individual human rightstpction was asserted in t
Declaration. Germany understood the right to setednination set out in the
Declaration to be a new right, specific to indigesa@eoples, and it could not
influence the territorial integrity of a State. Theclaration, being an important
instrument to enhance the rights of indigenous [@sopas non-legally binding.
Germany's own national minorities and ethnic growgsch enjoyed protection of
their human rights and fundamental freedoms, didalbunder the scope of the
Declaration.

NICHOLAS THORNE United Kingdon), speaking in an explanation of the vote
after the vote, said that the United Kingdom weledrthe declaration as an
important tool to enhance the promotion and praiaaf the rights of indigenous
peoples, and regretted that the declaration haddeome to a vote. The United
Kingdom felt that its concerns had been addresseégotiations, as reflected in the
declaration, and it fully supported the provisiafishe declaration that recognized
the rights of indigenous peoples under internatitave, on an equal footing with a

The United Kingdom observed that it did not acabptconcept of collective rights
in international law. The United Kingdom clarifiieht it understood the right of
self-determination as set out in the declaratioareswhich was to be exercised
within the territory of a State and which was nesigned to impact in any way on
the territorial integrity of States. The United igdom emphasized that the
declaration was not legally binding and that thzens of the United Kingdom and
its territories overseas did not fall within the@pe of the declaration.

MOHAMMED LOULICHKI (Morocco), in an explanation of the vote after the v
said the delegation of Morocco had abstained duhag/ote. The delegation of
Morocco would have preferred that the resolutiomtepted by consensus so that
Morocco could have joined. Morocco was making pesgrin building its
democratic system and in strengthening the hunggtsriof its people.

ADELE WILDSCHUT of the Indigenous Peoples Caucseid on the adoption of
the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoihlasthe League of Nations had
not acted on the demands of the envoys of the Mamad others, and the roots of
discrimination went back to the 1970s, a time wteninternational community had
been prompted to pay attention to the indigenooples in the Americas. The
repeated demands for the distinction of the disstatus of the indigenous peoples
had at last been addressed, after substantiveedefthtpositions that had been
consistent with international law. The internatibo@mmunity had been educated as
to the status, rights, and lives of indigenous peEm every corner of the world. T
true legacy of the declaration would be the wawlvich the lives of the indigenous
peoples would be affected on a daily basis. It tnesmplementation of the
declaration at the community level which would h#we greatest impact. The States
that had worked with the indigenous peoples wouwlidhe forgotten. It was hoped
that each State would stand with the indigenouplpsat the General Assembly.
Indigenous peoples wished for harmony in accordantdethe natural world and
hoped that all would be brought together to embthaegositive contribution that
indigenous peoples made to mankind.

Action on Resolution on Working Group on Optional Protocol to the
I nter national Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

In a resolution (A/HRC/1/L.4/Rev.1) entitled Opemded Working Group on an
Optional Protocol to the International Covenan&monomic, Social and Cultural
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Rights, adopted by consensus, the Human Rights cllouelcomes the report of tt
Open-ended Working Group with a view to consideoptjons regarding the
elaboration of an Optional Protocol to the Inteiorzdl Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rightd/CN.4/2006/47); decides to extend the mandatheof
Working Group for a period of two years in ordeetaborate an Optional Protocol
to the International Covenant on Economic, Soaial @ultural Rights and, in this
regard, requests the Chairperson of the Workingisto prepare, taking into
account all views expressed during the sessiottsedfVorking Group, on, inter alia,
the scope and application of an Optional Protaedikst draft Optional Protocol
which includes draft provisions corresponding theéaus main approaches outlined
in her analytical paper, to be used as a basihéforthcoming negotiations;
requests the Working Group to meet for ten worklags each year and to report to
the Human Rights Council; decides to invite a repn¢ative of the Committee on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights to attend é¢hegetings as a resource person;
and decides that the Human Rights Council shalbmerseized of this matter.

ANGELA CHAVEZ (Guatemals in a general comment, said that the provisions f
the possible Optional Protocol to the Internatiddalenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights had been exhausted by the Wor&iroup. Guatemala thought
that the Chair of the Working Group should now mavéhe drafting stage, which
would be the most rapid way to promote the adoptEumatemala hoped that the
resolution presented by Portugal would be adopyetbhsensus.

ABDULWAHAB A. ATTAR (Saudi Arabig, in a general comment, said the
delegation of Saudi Arabia would stand by its poesgistand. The delegation was of
the view that the resolution should contain clausesiternational cooperation so
that developing countries would enjoy economicjaand cultural rights. Saudi
Arabia had certain reservations on the Optionaidea.

ABDULWAHAB A. ATTAR (Canadg in an explanation of the vote after the vote,
said Canada was happy to join consensus on tlotutes, and was happy for the
efforts that had been made to reconcile differ@sitpns. It was important for the
Working Group to continue its work. It was importéimat the draft did not prejudge
a range of issues. Canada continued to questioméiniés of a communications
procedure for economic, social and cultural rightg] was concerned for the
potential of undue interference by an internatidsaly, and the absence of a clear
definition for many economic, social and cultuights, as well as for clear criteria
for judging compliance. Canada's decision to j@insensus was without prejudict
future decisions.
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