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Introduction
The crucial role of civil society in the Universal Periodic Review (UPR) is expressly 
recognised by the United Nations (UN), UN Member States, and in the founding 
resolution of the mechanism.1 Since the UPR was introduced in 2007 Civil Society 
Organisations (CSOs), and Human Rights Defenders (HRDs) have constantly engaged 
in the process, in order to effect positive change for human rights across the world. 
The role of civil society has proven to be vital for the success of the UPR. 

To date the UPR has achieved a 100% participation rate, with each UN Member State 
having engaged in the mechanism. The peer-review nature of the UPR continues 
to encourage global dialogue on human rights and has ensured that all countries, 
regardless of geographical, economic, or political influence, are accountable both 
nationally and internationally for their adherence to universal human rights standards.

Without the critical voices of civil society, within this process, the UPR would run the 
risk of becoming merely a talking shop for human rights. As it is however, through 
the engagement of all stakeholders, be that State or non-State actors, the UPR is 
constantly able to achieve a real impact on the ground. 

UPR Info is a non-profit, non-governmental organisation headquartered in Geneva, 
Switzerland, on the doorstep of Palais des Nations. The organisation was founded 
in 2008, following the inception of the UPR and it is the first and only organisation 
focusing specifically on the UPR process. 

UPR Info’s main goal is to ensure that all stakeholders can access the UPR as an 
effective political mechanism to advance the realisation of human rights on the 
ground. The organisation’s extensive experience in the UPR is unique as it addresses 
all human rights issues in all countries, without discrimination or politicisation. 
Throughout its various international and in-country activities UPR Info has supported 
UPR stakeholders in over 150 countries to date. 

Over the last 10 years, UPR Info has strengthened the unique and distinctive 
engagement of all parties in the UPR mechanism. The objective is, and will continue 

1	 Human Rights Council Resolution A/HRC/RES/5/1, through which the UPR was established.
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to be, to ensure the in-country human rights situation is at the forefront of the UPR 
and is the focus for change. UPR Info therefore works with civil society actors across 
the globe to ensure their views are reflected in UPR recommendations. 

Objectives	
This compendium aims to serve as a comprehensive guide for civil society actors 
engaging in the third cycle of the UPR and is presented in four parts. Part 1 offers a 
concise introduction to the UPR. Following this, Part 2 provides an up to date guide for 
civil society on how best to engage with the UPR. Part 3 offers advice, and examples 
of best practices, for strengthening national CSO coalitions, specifically relating to the 
UPR. Finally, Part 4 provides non-state actors in the UPR with a resources toolkit for 
engagement.
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The Universal Periodic Review 

“The Council shall… undertake a universal periodic review, based on objective and 
reliable information, of the fulfilment by each State of its human rights obligations 
and commitments in a manner which ensures universality of coverage and equal 
treatment with respect to all States; the review shall be a cooperative mechanism, 
based on an interactive dialogue, with the full involvement of the country concerned 
and with consideration given to its capacity building needs; such a mechanism shall 
complement and not duplicate the work of treaty bodies…” UN General Assembly 

resolution A/RES/60/251.2 

In 2006 the UPR was established, under the remit of the United Nations Human Rights 
Council (HRC), in order to address gaps in the UN Human Rights infrastructure and 
to complement the work of both the Treaty Body and Special Procedures systems. 
The UPR ensures equal treatment of all UN Member States and, that all human rights 
issues are discussed on a recurring basis. During the first UPR cycle, from 2008 to 
2011, each UN Member State had its human rights standards scrutinised through the 
peer-to-peer human rights monitoring mechanism. Ahead of the second cycle in 2012 
slight modifications were made to improve the process.3 At this juncture, the UPR 
was already being hailed as a success due to the fact that, for the first time, all UN 
Member States had voluntarily subjected their human rights records to international 
scrutiny. The UPR thus took roots as a crucial human rights mechanism. However, the 
question remained; was the UPR also effective in changing the human rights situation 
on the ground? To analyse the situation in more depth UPR Info published, in 2014, 
“Beyond promises: The impact of the UPR on the ground” and, in 2016, “The Butterfly 
Effect: Spreading good practices of UPR implementation”. These studies conclusively 
present evidence that shows the UPR has proven itself as an effective platform for 
discussion at an international level and that it has a positive impact on human rights 
at a national level. As the third cycle begins in 2017, every UN Member State has had 

2	 Accessible from UPR Info’s website. 
3	 Accessible from UPR Info’s website. 
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https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/a_res_60_251_e.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/en/news/new-modalities-upr-following-hrc-review
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their human rights situation reviewed twice, in Geneva, Switzerland. Roughly 55,000 
recommendations have been made, and approximately 72% have been supported. 

What is the UPR?
Key facts about the UPR: 

n	 Every 5 years;

n	 Reviews all UN Member States;

n	 The review is based on three background documents;

n	 States receive recommendations from their peers;

n	 The State under Review can decide to support or note the recommendations;

n	 Supported recommendations should be implemented by the next review;

n	 States can also work on implementing noted recommendation in this same 
timeframe.

The UPR process is cyclical in nature, repeating every 5 years. Every review follows the 
same format in Geneva. Each examination, conducted by the UPR Working Group, takes 
3½ hours. The State under Review (SuR) is given a total of 70 minutes to address the 
Working Group. This time is usually used to make introductory remarks, summarising 
their National Report, and to offer closing remarks once the Chair of the Working 
Groups concludes the interactive dialogue. The SuR can also take the floor during the 
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interactive dialogue to both respond to questions, submitted in advance or during 
the review, and provide States with additional information. 140 minutes are allocated 
to the Interactive Dialogue of the Working Group Session. States participating in the 
review, known as Recommending States (RS), have the opportunity to ask questions, 
note comments and, crucially, make recommendations to the SuR.

The UPR Working Group is the body that conducts the human rights review of States. In 
practice, all 193 UN Member States, as well as the Holy See and the State of Palestine, 
are part of the group. The Working Group meets in Geneva, Switzerland three times per 
year with a total of fourteen (14) countries for each session to be reviewed. Working 
Group sessions usually take place in January, May, and November.

To assist the process, in each review, three UN Member States, sitting as voting 
members of the HRC, are chosen to serve as the “Troika”. The Troika has two main 
responsibilities. Firstly, to receive all advance questions and relay them to the SuR 
and secondly to help prepare the report of the Working Group with the assistance of 
the HRC Secretariat and the SuR. The SuR has the right to refuse one of the chosen 
countries and has the option for their regional group to be represented as one of the 
troika members. At the same time the RS may also excuse itself from serving as troika 
member. Each member of the Troika can still make recommendations to the SuR and 
participate as any other UN Member State in the Working Group. 

Background documentation 
UPR examinations are based on the content of three reports, designed to outline the 
progress and challenges of the human rights situation since the previous review. 

1. National Report 
The SuR explains accomplishments and challenges in implementing recommendations 
since the previous review (10,700 words). This report should be based on broad 
consultations at the national level with relevant stakeholders

2. Compilation of UN information 
The Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) compiles information 
it receives from various UN agencies, special procedures and treaty bodies about 
developments in the human rights situation in the SuR since the previous cycle (5,350 
words) 

3. Stakeholder Summary 
OHCHR summarises reports, submitted by NHRIs and CSOs, on the human rights 
situation in the SuR (5,350 words)
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Through the Stakeholder Summary, which is comprised of CSO and NHRI submissions 
alike, stakeholders can propose draft recommendations to the RS of the UPR Working 
Group. This process ensures RS have access to information from sources other than 
the government of the SuR when making their comments and recommendations at 
the UPR examination. It is important to remember that CSOs and other stakeholders 
cannot take the floor at the review itself. Therefore submitting information and draft 
recommendations to be included in the Stakeholder Summary is a crucial element of 
CSO engagement.

Recommendations
Usually the SuR will provide the members of the Working Group with highlights of its 
achievements and challenges in human rights since their last UPR, after which the 
floor is given to the RS.4 It is during the Interactive Dialogue that RS take the floor to 
make UPR recommendations. The amount of time that each RS has varies according to 
the total number of States wishing to make an intervention. All those that have signed 
up to speak are given the opportunity to do so. As a standard rule, HRC members are 
allotted 3 minutes to speak, while non-members can speak for 2 minutes. However, 
if due to the large number of RS time does not permit, speaking time is reduced to 
2 minutes per State. Sometimes, States have as few as 50 seconds to speak. It is 
important to note that the final report reflects only what has been said in the room; 
recommendations and comments not delivered within this time are excluded.

According to Resolution 5/1, the SuR can either ‘support’ or ‘note’ a recommendation. 
States cannot “reject” recommendations but can provide comments on “noted”  
recommendations, including explanations on why they do not support said recom
mendations. 

Upon completion of the review, the OHCHR, with the support of the Troika, drafts the 
list of recommendations and releases it within 48 hours so that RS can verify whether 
their recommendations were properly recorded. The list is then presented to the 
Working Group a few days later by the Troika and is adopted by the Working Group. 
After that point, the recommendations cannot be modified. The SuR can at this stage 
provide its position on the recommendations or opt to consider the recommendations 
over the following months. The SuR’s decision will be reflected in the draft of the report. 
The final report, including summaries of the SuR’s intervention and the interactive 
dialogue, is released one week after the end of the UPR Working Group session. 
Meanwhile, the SuR considers whether to “support” or “note” the recommendations.

The SuR presents its response in an addendum which is officially adopted at the 
HRC, during a plenary session, 3–4 months after the review. States are only obliged 
to implement supported recommendations. However, States are also encouraged 

4	 More information regarding UPR Recommendations can be found in UPR Info’s Guide for Recommending 
States publication.

https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/upr_info_guide_for_recommending_states_2015.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/upr_info_guide_for_recommending_states_2015.pdf
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to work on noted recommendations as and when possible. Between the publication 
of the report of the Working Group and the adoption of the report at the HRC, CSOs 
and other stakeholders can engage with the government of the SuR to lobby for 
recommendations to be supported. At the subsequent review, the State will have to 
report on all measures undertaken in the area of human rights since its last UPR, and 
this can include in the area of noted recommendations.

CSOs and other stakeholders, can base their UPR recommendations on  
the treaty bodies’ concluding observations or make new recommen
dations. The UPR can therefore be used to reinforce the implementation 
of these treaties. CSOs can also base their recommendations to treaty 
bodies on UPR recommendations. By checking the schedules for 
reporting under the UPR and the different treaty bodies, CSOs will know 
the latest recommendations or concluding observations made to their 
State and will be able to refer to them when they engage with the UPR 
or treaty bodies. This will ensure that both mechanisms reinforce one 
another.

Who participates in the UPR?
The multiple parties that engage in the UPR can be split into three categories; UN 
Member States, UN Agencies, and Other Stakeholders. 

UN Member States
The peer-to-peer nature of the review ensures that whilst the SuR is the 
focal point, the work of the RS is crucial. The SuR must submit its National 
Report, upon which the review is based. The RS scrutinise this report and 
offer recommendations for the progress of human rights in the SuR.

UN Agencies
The OHCHR compiles UN information on the SuR, gathering information 
from UN Agencies, for example, OHCHR country offices, as well as reports 
submitted to Treaty Bodies and Special Procedures.5 This information forms 
the second document upon which the UPR is based. 

Other Stakeholders
The OHCHR recognises “civil society actors, national human rights institutions, human 
rights defenders, academic institutions, ombudspersons and regional organisations” 
as ‘Other Stakeholders’.6 Their submissions are collated by the OHCHR to make up the 
third document for the review, the “Summary of other stakeholders’ information”.

5	 More information on Treaty Bodies and Special Procedures available online.
6	 More information on ‘Other Stakeholders’ available online. 
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http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/Pages/HumanRightsBodies.aspx
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/NgosNhris.aspx
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Part 2 of this guide will go into further detail of the role of civil society in the UPR. In 
order to make effective use of the mechanism it is vital that CSOs, and HRDs, are aware 
of the activities they can engage in throughout the UPR. 

National Human Rights Institutions 
NHRIs that adhere to their mandate as independent bodies play a critical role in all 
stages of the UPR. As bridge-builders between UPR stakeholders NHRIs can not only 
facilitate dialogue between governments and civil society, but they can assist all actors 
in the implementation of recommendations, and work on monitoring and reporting of 
UPR progress. Ahead of the review, many NHRIs work as the bridge between CSOs 
and the government. Through their advocacy efforts, NHRIs are also suggesting 
recommendations to States and some of their concerns will be aligned with those of 
civil society, creating a momentum for coalitions. These topics are addressed further 
in Part 3. The following guide is aimed at providing civil society actors with practical 
advice on how best to engage with the UPR from the third cycle onwards. However, the 
information provided is equally applicable to NHRIs, as is the Part 4: Toolkit.
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Why should civil society partake in the UPR?
Civil society engagement in the UPR has proven to be crucial for its success in 
implementing progressive policies on human rights across the globe. Without the 
voice and work of CSOs, and HRDs running throughout the UPR, the Geneva based 
review process would have less of an impact on the ground.

Four reasons for CSOs and HRDs to engage in the UPR:

1.	 The mechanism works

Over the course of the first two cycles of the UPR the mechanism has had 100% 
participation by UN Member States, regardless of political, economic, or conflict 
situations. UPR Info’s 2014 Beyond Promises study showed that 48% of UPR 
recommendations in the first cycle were either fully or partially implemented by 
midterm.7 To sustain progress and allow the mechanism to reach its full potential, all 
UPR stakeholders have a responsibility to ensure effective reporting and sustainable 
implementation of UPR recommendations.

Seychelles
In 2011 the Seychelles was recommended, by Canada, Norway, France and Spain, to 

repeal discriminatory provisions against same-sex activities. In May 2016, the Seychelles’ 

National Assembly passed an amendment to the penal code that decriminalises same-

sex activities. Attorney General Ronny Govinden stated that international attention had 

contributed to the move: “It is a priority for the country because whenever the Seychelles 

is participating in an international [mechanism]… we face pressures from other countries 

who are asking us to remove this law.”8

7	 Data available in UPR Info’s Beyond Promises publication.
8	 Further details available in UPR Info’s The Butterfly Effect publication.

Nepal
Pre-sessions panellists from the organisations Himalayan 

Human Rights Monitors and Legal Aid and Consultancy Centre 
raised the issues of women’s rights in Nepal, in particular 
addressing the State’s weak laws against gender-based 
violence. One of the recommendations put forward by the 
speakers, representing many CSO voices in Nepal, was to reform 
the narrow definition of rape, which included a 35-day statute 
of limitation for reporting. This specific recommendation was 
raised by four States in the formal recommendations. Following 
the recommendations made on that issue, Nepal extended the timeframe to 180 days, 
and has stated it will consider further prolongation. 
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https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2014_beyond_promises.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_the_butterfly_effect.pdf
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2.	 Through the UPR governments and civil society can be brought together

A holistic approach to implementation of UPR recommendations is not only advised 
but proves time and time again to be the most sustainable method for improvements 
in human rights. At a time of restricting civil society space, the UPR legitimises the 
human rights discourse and offers what is sometimes the only opportunity to engage 
on human rights issues with the government.

Thailand
The Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR was formed in 2015 at an event attended by over 100 Thai 

activists. The workshop resulted in the formation of joint CSO submissions, undersigned by 

64 CSOs, to Thailand’s second UPR.9 The Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR noted a clear 
shift in the way that the Government approached them. In an unprecedented step, the 
coalition was invited to present their views on the recommendations that Thailand 
received, after their second UPR in May 2016, to the SuR.

3.	 Civil society organisations can be strengthened through the process

By working on the UPR, national and international CSOs can be brought together, 
where collaboration and coalitions can strengthen their work. CSOs working on differ-
ent issues have cooperated for the first time through the UPR. This will be addressed 
further in Part 3.

4.	 It provides a great opportunity to increase awareness about human rights 
issues in a country 

The UPR is webcast, which makes it more accessible. In addition, it usually gets 
more press coverage than other human rights mechanisms, and in some cases 
parliamentarians are also involved. Civil society actors can use the UPR to increase 
awareness on human rights issues, and to exert more pressure on a State to respect 
human rights in general. 

Uganda 
In Uganda ahead of the second review in November 2016, several CSOs gathered district 

level Government officials, religious and cultural leaders, and civil society actors for a live 

screening. In total, 60 people took part in the event, which took place in the northern district 

of Kitgum. This improved participants’ understanding of the UPR and the linkage between 

CSO submissions and recommendations made to Uganda. It also served as an avenue for 

sharing lessons learned and making plans for future multi-stakeholder collaboration with 

the Government on the implementation of recommendations. The organisers also spoke 

about Uganda’s UPR exercise on local radio with a coverage of 10 000 listeners.10

9	 Ibid.
10	 More details available in UPR Info’s Step 1 Outcome Report.

https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/uganda_step_1_outcome_report.pdf


15

When and how can civil society engage in the UPR? 
The UPR is a cyclical process with the State being reviewed once every five years. 
There are multiple points of entry for civil society actors throughout the process, 
many of which are facilitated by UPR Info. 

UPR Info’s website and database are designed to be a one-stop-shop for all UPR related 
needs. The site provides civil society with easy access to: submissions; timelines; 
reports; deadlines; factsheets; examples of best practice; and the flagship database 
of all UPR recommendations.

1.	 Preparation for the Review – As the date for the Geneva-based review approaches, 
States, UN agencies, and other Stakeholders are once again called upon to submit 
their reports on the human rights situation on the ground. The SuR is strongly 
encouraged to conduct national consultations with civil society actors to ensure a 
realistic portrayal of the state of human rights in their country.

2.	 Review to Adoption – This consists of the 3.5 hour Working Group Session 
during which the SuR presents its National Report and responds to questions 
and comments from other UN Member States. The Draft Working Group Reports, 
for each SuR, are released no later than a week after the review. Approximately 
three to four months later, during the HRC plenary sessions, the Final Reports are 
adopted. Civil society cannot take the floor during the review itself, but it can make 
statements during the adoption of the UPR reports.

3.	 Implementation of Recommendations – Once the HRC has adopted the Final 
Report the SuR can begin working towards implementing the UPR recommen
dations. States that take a holistic approach to implementation, by engaging civil 
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society, NHRIs, the business sector, and key government ministries for example, 
are likely to ensure sustainable implementation of recommendations. States and 
civil society actors are also encouraged to submit Mid-term Reports at the half-
way point of the UPR cycle. 
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Civil society engagement  
in the UPR 

The main objective of the UPR is to “improve the human rights situation on the ground”. 
The following section of this guide will give simple tips for how civil society actors can 
engage effectively with the entire UPR process for the advancement of human rights.

Preparation for the review
Each UPR cycle takes approximately five years. One year before the UPR examination in 
Geneva, the attention of all stakeholders moves towards the UPR reporting processes. 
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Participating in National Consultations
Resolution 5/1 of the HRC encourages the government of the SuR to prepare its 
National Report “through a broad consultation process at the national level with all 
relevant stakeholders”. The national consultation sets the government’s agenda on 
the UPR and demonstrates its willingness to make the best use of the UPR mechanism. 
If the report is based on national consultations and takes into account the concerns 
of civil society it can prompt a continuous process of reflection about, and lead to the 
progressive enhancement, of human rights in the country reviewed.

Since the national consultation is one of the key UPR elements, it is vital that a 
wide variety of national actors, including independent civil society representatives 
working on different thematic issues, are aware and involved in the process from the 
outset. This will help focus the review on key human rights issues and it may foster 
partnerships within civil society and facilitates contacts and working relationships 
with key State actors. 

Through the following activities civil society actors can influence the outcome of the 
National Report:

n	 Encourage the government to hold broad, timely and effective national 
consultations prior to the preparation of the national report. The consultations 
should involve ministries, different levels of government (e.g. federal and state), 
parliamentarians and civil society. Governments should follow a well-defined 
timeline for a transparent and inclusive consultative process. The consultation 
process may also use written tools, such as questionnaires, and online tools, for 
example publishing and sharing the draft national report, to ask for comments.

n	 Participate in national consultations related to the UPR, e.g. attend government-
hosted meetings or web-based consultations.

n	 Alert other stakeholders and civil society contacts and encourage the widest  
possible engagement in national consultations; e.g. arrange public meetings,  
conferences, including participation of parliamentarians. This could be an oppor-
tunity for strengthening the human rights movement in the SuR. 

n	 Comment on the national report if the government makes it available. 

n	 Call for subsequent regular meetings with government contacts throughout the 
UPR process.

n	 NHRIs can be an important channel of communication between the government 
and civil society. Using their unique mandate, NHRIs can potentially stimulate 
dialogue between the government and civil society. They may also help ensure the 
representation of marginal groups, which may otherwise be forgotten in the UPR 
process. 
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Submitting UPR reports
The Summary of Other Stakeholder’s Information is one of the three main documents 
upon which the UPR is based. It is compiled by the OHCHR based on information 
submitted by CSOs, NHRIs, and any other stakeholders in the process. The summary 
contains “credible and reliable” information on the human rights situation in the 
country being reviewed.11 Submitting information for inclusion in the stakeholder’s 
summary is one of the most direct and inclusive ways your organisation can participate 
in the UPR. UN ECOSOC accreditation is not a requirement to submit information 
to the stakeholder’s summary. More information on ECOSOC status can be found in 
Part  4: Toolkit. The OHCHR also welcomes and encourages submissions from groups 
and organisations that do not normally engage with the UN. 

Why make a submission?
n	 To influence the outcome of the review in the UPR Working Group by providing 

information and S.M.A.R.T recommendations that other States can refer to when 
identifying the key human rights situation in the SuR. 

n	 To provide a basis for advocacy to States in advance of the interactive dialogue.

n	 To counterbalance the national report and demonstrate a full picture of the human 
rights situation.

CSO written submissions to the UPR cannot be anonymous or confi
dential; the name of the CSO submitting the information and the written 
submission will be available online. Reference to individual cases should 
therefore only be made if the safety and wellbeing of the individuals 
concerned are not at risk. If there is a fear of reprisal, national CSOs may 
wish to submit information through an international CSO.

Submissions deadlines are roughly 6–8 months before the review, and documents 
should be submitted to the OHCHR through an online system. Specific guidelines and 
links to official information and deadlines for submissions will be detailed in Part 4: 
Toolkit. 

What to include?
Submissions must follow the guidelines published by the OHCHR.12 These technical 
guidelines provide very clear instructions on how to successfully engage with the UPR 
mechanism. The guidelines reiterate formatting constraints, such as:

n	 Word limits: 2,815 words for a single organisation and 5,630 words for a joint 
submission;

11	 More information is available from the OHCHR website. 
12	 Ahead of the third cycle the OHCHR published New Technical Guidelines with CSOs should follow when 

writing their UPR submission.
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n	 Deadlines; usually around 6-8 months prior to the review; 

n	 Preferred languages; submissions in English, French, or Spanish.

Information can be annexed and endnotes can be used for references but should not 
include any substantive information. The document also offers practical suggestions 
in regards to appropriate content, for example: the need to clearly identify the 
recommendations being discussed, including draft S.M.A.R.T recommendations 
(explained below) for States to take forward to the UPR, and focusing afresh on the 
implementation of previous recommendations. 

For the third cycle of the UPR, with the aim of improving the effectiveness of written 
submissions, the OHCHR has developed new Guidelines for Other Stakeholders,13 and 
devised ‘Matrices of recommendations of countries to be reviewed during the 3rd cycle 
of the UPR’.14 The purpose of the matrix is to collect precise and specific information 
on the level of implementation, in the SuR, for both the supported and noted previous 
recommendations. They will be used by the OHCHR to draft the document on the 
summary of other stakeholders’ information. All “other stakeholders” are encouraged 
to download their country matrix, complete the final column in the table, and submit 
it in addition to their written submission, the word count of which is not affected by 
comments added to the matrix. The matrix provides a list of received recommendations, 
clustered by theme, and then allows space for “Assessment/comments on level of 
implementation”. Section 5 of the Technical Guidelines explains further the benefits 
of the new matrices and reiterates the need for submissions to provide information 
on  “developments since the last review and any other human rights issues”.15 The 
matrices also encourage stakeholders to identify “challenges or needs of technical 
cooperation” where recommendations have not been implemented.

Use OHCHR’s CSO Submission Matrix to take stock of implementation of 
recommendations from the previous cycle. This can be annexed to your 
report and is not included in the word count. For further information 
the Guide is available online, and the matrices will be uploaded to UPR 
Info’s website when available from the OHCHR.16

13	 More information on the New Guidelines is available online.
14	 The table of matrices is available from the OHCHR website.
15	 Technical Guidelines.
16	 Available at https://www.upr-info.org/en/how-to/documentation-for-ngos/participation-at-the-un 

and on specific country pages https://www.upr-info.org/en/review.

https://www.upr-info.org/en/news/new-guidelines-and-matrices-for-third-cycle-ngo-submissions
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/NgosNhris.aspx
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/upr_technicalguidelines3rdcycle_submissions.pdf
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Drafting UPR Recommendations
The S.M.A.R.T method applied to the UPR adds helpful criteria for writing precise 
and action-oriented recommendations.17 These should be specific, measurable, 
achievable, relevant, and time-bound.

Effective recommendations are the most important outcome of the review process 
in Geneva. Recommendations can ensure that implementation, or lack thereof, can 
be measured and reported upon at the next review if they adhere to the S.M.A.R.T 
formula. More information on S.M.A.R.T recommendations available in Part 4: Toolkit. 

S.M.A.R.T recommendations should be included in the CSO submission because 
precise and action-oriented recommendations are: 

	 Easier to implement: Vague recommendations are notoriously difficult to  
interpret, and therefore challenging to implement, for the SuR. A precise recom
mendation will clearly explain what action is expected from the SuR.

	 Easier to monitor: A precise recommendation, to which it is possible to say, yes 
or no on whether it has been implemented, will make the assessment easier and 
increase accountability.

In order to better analyse the specificity of recommendations, Professor Edward R. 
McMahon of the University of Vermont (US), with the support of UPR Info, decided to 
analyse the action requested by each recommendation and to attribute a category. 
This categorisation ranks recommendations on a scale from 1 (minimal action) to 5 
(specific action).

Specificity of recommendations has risen from UPR cycle 1 to 2 and the trend is likely 
to continue as States focus on ensuring effective implementation and follow up of 
recommendations in the third cycle.

17	 More information regarding S.M.A.R.T Recommendations can be found in UPR Info’s Guide for 
Recommending States publication.
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What does the OHCHR summary include? 
For a CSO submission to be considered for inclusion in the summary, it must be 
credible and reliable. The OHCHR does not necessarily have the time to check the 
information provided by CSOs, therefore they need to have trust in the information 
they receive. 

A joint submission increases the credibility and visibility of CSOs’ 
information, therefore increasing the likelihood of its inclusion in the 
summary. This is especially true for national CSOs which might not be 
known to the OHCHR. 

CSOs should use technical language and concrete examples, as this will indicate that 
the submission is based on first-hand information and data. Second-hand information 
and supporting evidence of the identified priority issues may be annexed to the 
submission for reference. 

To increase the chances of getting information included in the summary, CSOs should 
provide the following information on each issue: 

n	 Information on the implementation of recommendations made on the issue in 
previous UPR cycles. 
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n	 Updates on the issue, including setbacks but also the State’s achievements and 
best practices. 

n	 Draft S.M.A.R.T recommendations to the SuR. 

Should it be a joint or individual submission? 
Both individual and joint submissions are considered by OHCHR, but they each have 
their advantages and disadvantages. An individual submission by a CSO is limited 
to 2,815 words, excluding foot notes and annexes. A joint submission submitted by a 
coalition of CSOs (two CSOs or more) can reach 5,630 words. A CSO can submit only 
one individual submission but can be part of an unlimited number of joint submissions.

A joint CSO submission: 

n	 Increases the visibility and credibility of the CSO submission and the chances of 
having information included in the OHCHR report. 

n	 Allows CSOs to pool resources to engage in the UPR regardless of their individual 
capacities. 

n	 Provides the opportunity to strengthen the cooperation with the broader national 
civil society, which is essential for advocacy and follow-up.

Armenia
Ahead of Armenia’s first UPR in 2010, OSF Armenia coordinated the joint submission 
of the national CSO UPR coalition. When the informal coalition decided to also issue 
a submission for the State’s second UPR, OSF Armenia invited partners and other 
organisations to participate in the drafting process. To maximise the effectiveness 
and inclusiveness of the process, thematic working groups engaged them on relevant 
clusters of recommendations. 

An individual CSO submission: 

n	 Can be faster to prepare as it does not involve negotiating the text with other CSOs. 

n	 Avoids the need to compromise on key issues that the CSO wants to raise. 

n	 Can focus on one or more specific issues, which makes it easier for OHCHR to see 
the priorities. 

n	 Is effective if your organisation is known to OHCHR and they have confidence in the 
information you provide. 

Global Initiative to End All Corporal Punishment of Children sends a two-page 
submission for each country reviewed on the legality of corporal punishment and 
always gets mentioned in the OHCHR summary. 
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CSOs do not have to choose between submitting an individual or joint 
submission. They can prepare an individual submission and participate 
in as many joint submissions as they like. It is up to CSOs to decide which 
will be the most effective way to communicate their issues.

The process of drafting and submitting reports can be time and energy intensive and 
there are benefits and drawbacks to drafting either an individual submission or a 
joint submission, however submitting reports to the OHCHR at this stage of the UPR 
is key for the mechanism to effectively examine the human rights situation of the 
SuR. UPR Info works with CSOs to guide them through this stage of the UPR process 
and has organised CSO Submission Workshops designed to bring national CSOs and 
HRDs together to draft submissions. These workshops are an opportuntiy to share 
good practices from those who have previously engaged in the process, and to foster 
thematic working groups to draft submissions. The workshops also pave the way for 
CSO cooperation ahead of the next phases of the UPR.

Thailand
In 2015, UPR Info worked with national Thai CSOs on the drafting of UPR submissions 
and subsequently supported the creation of the “Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR” to 
effectively and constructively coordinate CSO activities throughout the UPR process. 
This led to the creation of a joint submission by the coalition, backed by 64 CSOs. 

Data from a national CSO coalition joint submission is more likely to 
be reflected in the OHCHR summary. Joint submissions are believed 
to have more credibility behind them and States are more receptive as 
they do not need to question the credibility of each single organisation.

What happens after sending the CSO submission?
Once the CSO submission is received, the OHCHR will check if it complies with its 
technical guidelines. If it does, the OHCHR then selects information from all the 
submissions it has received from CSOs and other stakeholders to create its summary 
of stakeholders’ report. CSO submissions are then made available from the both UPR 
Info’s country specific pages, and OHCHR’s website.

Organising In-Country Pre-sessions
In-Country Pre-sessions are interactive meetings between national CSOs and 
embassies in the SuR. They ensure broad consultations among national UPR stake
holders and reinforce sustainable links between national CSOs and embassies, 
prior to the review in Geneva. Embassies are powerful allies in the UPR and can 
provide political support and funding for CSOs activities. Embassies are interested 
in receiving evidence of implementation, especially on the recommendations made 
by their country. Therefore, this can compound the legitimacy of CSOs, especially 
those working in a reporting capacity, and can also safeguard CSOs from potential  
reprisals.
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UPR Info has held In-Country Pre-sessions in Myanmar, Tanzania, Thailand and  
Uganda, providing local human rights defenders with a platform to voice their 
concerns to diplomats. This in-turn ensured that recommendations formulated by RS 
reflected local realities and community needs. 

In-Country Pre-sessions can provide a platform for an increased number of CSOs 
to engage with advocacy at the UPR. In Uganda 25 CSOs were able to take the 
floor and share their human rights concerns with a limited number of embassies. 
In Geneva, fewer CSOs have the opportunity to speak however there is a broader 
audience of approximately 25-30 Permanent Missions. The In-Country Pre-sessions 
are complementary to UPR Info’s Pre-sessions held in Geneva one month before the 
review (see below for more details about Geneva Pre-sessions).

UPR Info recognises that, in some countries, there is a relatively low number of 
embassies in the capital. In-Country Pre-session may be therefore be complemented, 
or even substituted, with a Pre-session in a neighbouring country’s capital which is 
more densely populated with embassies. In the case of Myanmar, an In-Country Pre-
session was held in both Yangon, Myanmar and Bangkok, Thailand in order to enable 
national CSOs to reach the broadest audience possible.18 

Conducting advocacy and raising awareness
Sustained advocacy throughout and between UPR cycles is critical to keep the 
mechanism on the agenda of the government and for raising awareness of, human 
rights issues.

Prior to the UPR examination in Geneva, advocacy often refers to the work of CSOs to 
influence RS that have an interest in a certain State or issue at the upcoming review. It 
is critical that civil society actors engage in effective advocacy with these targeted RS 
as this can lead to the incorporation of their priority issues in UPR advanced questions 
and recommendations.19

UPR Info provides a database https://www.upr-info.org/database/ of all 
recommendations made at the UPR. Check the database to identify the 
States that previously made recommendations on the issues of interest.

Approach the Permanent Missions in Geneva, through the diplomat who 
manages their involvement with the UPR or the Human Rights Council, 
to arrange a meeting or pass on advocacy documents. You can find the 
contact details for all Permanent Missions at http://www.unog.ch. 

Due to the high number of CSO submissions, not all the listed issues are included in 
OHCHR summaries or brought to the attention of members of the Working Group. 
Therefore, advocacy is a crucial part of the process to make sure that issues of interest 
are raised during the interactive dialogue. 

18	 More information on the In-country Pre-session available on UPR Info’s website.
19	 More information regarding advance questions can be found in UPR Info’s Guide for Recommending 
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CSOs should engage in lobbying in the SuR through embassies, approximately 3 to 4 
months before the date of review as the information has then to be sent to the capital 
and to the mission in Geneva before the RS formulates its recommendations.

Lobbying RS can, and should, also take place in Geneva approximately  one month 
before  the date of review. To facilitate CSO advocacy, UPR Info also organises Pre-
sessions in Geneva, this programme is discussed in the next section of this guide.

UPR Advocacy Factsheets
UPR Info recommends that when lobbying, both in the SuR and in Geneva, CSOs 
develop UPR Advocacy Factsheets. In several countries, where there is strong 
coordination amongst national civil society, in particular UPR coalitions, CSOs have 
already collectively developed these documents. 

The Factsheets are a collection of individual documents, each focusing on a particular 
human rights theme. Together the documents provide a comprehensive overview 
of the human rights situation within the country, including how certain issues have 
been reflected in the State’s previous UPRs. Crucially, the factsheets concentrate 
on priority issues and present for each about 4 or 5  specific questions and draft 
recommendations in a short document of one or two pages. These recommendations 
and questions are those that civil society would like to see raised at the UPR, and this 
will allow delegates of the RS to easily incorporate them in their statements. 
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The idea for UPR factsheets originated with the Human Rights NGO Forum of Mongolia 
ahead of the State’s UPR in 2015, and proved to be a success at the country’s Pre-
session. Since then, civil society groups from several States have followed suit, 
including Australia, India, Moldova, Myanmar, Thailand, Uganda, and Venezuela. 
States’ feedback on the factsheets has been resoundingly positive; delegates are 
particularly impressed by the coherence and clarity of the publications, where each 
issue contextualised at the beginning of each factsheet, followed by the relevant 
recommendations.20 

An Advocacy Checklist is provided in Part 4: Toolkit.

Participating in UPR Info’s Pre-sessions Programme
UPR Info established the Pre-sessions Programme in 2012 with the aim of pursuing 
two main objectives that benefit Permanent Missions and civil society alike:

n	 Supporting bottom-up advocacy at the UPR.
The Pre-sessions serve as a unique sounding board for grassroots and national 
voices to bring their knowledge and experience to the attention of the international 
community. Upon returning to their home countries after participating at the Pre-
sessions, civil society speakers feel a sense of ownership and vested interest in the 
UPR process. They are also inclined to share their Pre-sessions experience with their 
colleagues and communities, which helps to popularise the UPR and raise awareness 
of the impact it can have for all rights holders. 

n	 Providing Permanent Missions with first-hand sources of information.
The Pre-sessions represent a prime opportunity for civil society to save time and 
resources by engaging with multiple Permanent Missions in a single forum. Compared 
with the large quantity of UPR written submissions, the Pre-sessions bring the 
information to life by providing human rights testimonies of civil society actors. 
Permanent Missions can also send questions in advance to  UPR Info, which the 

20	 More information can be found in UPR Info’s Pre-sessions publication.
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moderator will ask to the civil society speakers during the Pre-sessions. The questions 
offer the opportunity to gain information on the level of implementation of previous 
recommendations, as well as the broader human rights context.

UPR Info endeavours to prioritise the participation of national CSOs, and CSO 
coalitions, on the Pre-session panels in order to give maximum exposure to voices 
from the ground.

Rwanda
During the Pre-session of Rwanda ahead of its 
second cycle, a member of the indigenous Batwa 
people explained the marginalisation experienced 
by his community in the country. The Batwa pop-
ulation had been dispossessed of their traditional 
land, and had their forestry way of life destroyed. 
Consequently 87% of the population lived in extreme poverty. In addition, there was 
neither access to legal recourse nor programmes in place to support the rehabilitation 
of the Batwa. While only three recommendations were made on the rights of the Batwa 
in the first cycle, the issue was significantly more visible in the second cycle, yielding 
nine recommendations in total.

The Review and the HRC Adoption
UPR examinations, and adoptions of subsequent reports, take place over a period of 
approximately four months. During this time there are multiple opportunities for civil 
society actors and UN Member States to interact and discuss how to further progress 
human rights through the UPR. 

During the review
As explained above, during the Working Group Session only UN Member States can 
take the floor, though CSOs with ECOSOC status can be present in the room. For this 
reason many civil society actors could see engaging in this phase of the UPR as an 
unwise investment of time and resources. However, there are many ways in which 
CSOs can have an effective impact on the UPR during the examinations. 
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POSSIBLE ACTIONS	 BENEFITS CAUTIONS TIPS

Attending the 
UPR WG Session, 
in Geneva

•	 Monitor the review on 
social media channels

•	 Make contact with 
sympathetic RS 

•	 Make contact with the 
State delegation

•	 Make contact 
with International 
CSOs and partner 
organisations

•	 Costly when you 
cannot take the 
floor

•	 Difficult to 
arrange meetings 
with States 
given busy UPR 
timetable

•	 Follow UPR Info 
social media stream

•	 Ask Geneva-based 
partners to monitor 
and attend meetings

Watch/broadcast 
the UN webcast 
live or at a later 
time, in-country

•	 Use the opportunity 
to raise awareness 
about the process

•	 Know the 
recommendations 
prior to the draft 
report publication

•	 Host other civil 
society actors in 
viewing event, 
developing UPR CSO 
bonds

•	 Access the review at 
a more appropriate 
time

•	 Live streams can 
breakdown due 
to limited internet 
connections 

•	 If hosting a viewing, 
have alternative 
plans in case of 
technical failures

•	 Hold the event a 
day after, when the 
webcast is available

•	 Register and gather 
contact details and 
area of work of all 
those in attendance 
of a viewing

Hold/ Participate 
in events on the 
situation, in-
country

•	 Continue to raise 
awareness of issues 
and the country 
specific context

•	 Connect with Geneva 
based international 
non-governmental 
community

•	 Attendance may 
be low due to 
lack of awareness 
around the UPR

•	 Impact limited as 
UPR statements 
are finalised at 
this stage

•	 If events are planned 
include a range 
of speakers, such 
as Ambassadors, 
or Geneva-based 
panellists via 
video link, to draw 
attention to the 
event

Press briefings 
and releases, in 
Geneva and/or 
in-country

•	 Writing a press release 
ensures a focus on 
priority issues

•	 Provides media 
outlets with digestible 
information on the 
event 

•	 Unless the 
reporter/outlet 
has a basic 
understanding of 
the mechanism 
misreporting can 
occur

•	 Provide briefings for 
journalist 

•	 Invite media outlets 
to UPR Info led 
training
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Between the review and the HRC adoption
Following the review, and before the adoption of the Draft Report of the Working 
Group, the SuR, in line with directions from Capital, makes initial responses to 
recommendations, indicating those recommendations that have been supported, 
noted, or left pending. The SuR then has until the adoption of the report at the HRC 
a few months later to make its final responses to the recommendations, as at this 
point the report is formally adopted. During this period civil society actors can engage 
primarily with the government of the SuR but also with NHRIs, development agencies, 
and embassies in order the influence the adoption of recommendations. 

CSO Strategy Workshop
After the review, UPR Info encourages civil society to meet to discuss the recom
mendations received in Geneva, thus building on connections made during 
the preparation phase of the UPR. At this time, it is likely that many of the UPR 
recommendations will be left pending. This is the time to advocate for their acceptance. 
CSOs can, during these workshops, discuss, potentially in thematic clusters: their 
ideal and expected response from the SuR, their lobbying strategy ahead of adoption, 
and their proposed implementation plan. Once developed, this implementation plan 
can then be shared with the government and the NHRIs to encourage inclusive and 
sustainable implementation. 

Implementation Strategy and Matrix. CSOs, working within thematic 
clusters, should develop a strategy for both lobbying the government 
and for the implementation of recommendations, identifying key 
actors and the roles they can play in the third phase of the UPR. Once 
all recommendations have been discussed CSOs can then create a joint 
Implementation Matrix, which further details the required government 
actions, the responsible ministries, and the indicators of successful 
recommendation. 

Uganda
Following the UPR review of Uganda in November 2016, UPR Info, together with the  
Human Rights Network Uganda (HURINET), OHCHR Uganda, Defend Defenders 
and Lutheran World Federation Uganda organised the “CSO Workshop to develop 

implementation plans and action strategies for UPR Recommendations”. At this event, the 
Women’s Rights Cluster noted with great satisfaction that the draft recommendation 
Ugandan women’s organisations had suggested was ultimately made to Uganda by 
Germany; “Swiftly enact the Marriage and Divorce Bill of 2009 to end discrimination 
of women in family law and enact a new Succession Act promoting equal inheritance 
rights for both women and men”. The Government of Uganda left this recommendation 
pending therefore the Women’s Rights Cluster, at this workshop, worked to develop 
an Implementation Strategy and formulate plans for lobbying the government. The 
Women’s Rights Cluster seized this opportunity to develop a strategy on how to 
advocate for its acceptance prior to the adoption stage. 
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Aside from developing collaboration between civil society actors, through strategy 
workshops, CSOs should also consider the following, prior to the adoption of the UPR 
Working Group Report in Geneva:

n  Lend your expertise on an issue or recommendation. Contact your government 
to urge their support for your favoured recommendations and provide them with 
your rationale as to why they should. By putting your own expertise behind a UPR 
recommendation you both enhance that recommendation and enhance your 
organisation’s profile.

n  Don’t try to reinvent the wheel. Use whatever tools you find most effective be 
that letters to ministers, public statements, media campaigns, or in-person meetings 
with government officials. 

n  Contact directly the States that made your preferred recommendations. 
Encourage them to pressure your government into accepting the recommendations 
you find critical.

n  Work with the media. Translate into local languages and publicise specific recom
mendations, as well as your suggested approach to its follow-up. Media coverage can 
help elaborate on the specific human rights concerns that the recommendations are 
supposed to address.

Mongolia
In Mongolia and Malawi, CSOs successfully advocated for the Government to accept 
an increased number of recommendations. In Mongolia, the Government eventually 
accepted 91% of the pending recommendations at the adoption thanks to CSOs 
advocacy work.

CSOs can lobby the SuR to change its position on noted recom
mendations, especially those that are in line with international 
commitments and obligations, and notably treaty bodies concluding 
observations, before adoption at the HRC plenary session. 

States under Review cannot reject UPR recommendations. 
Contrary to what is often said, a SuR cannot technically “reject” UPR recommendations. 
It can only indicate which recommendations “enjoy the State’s support” and which 
ones are “noted”. The only difference between the two is that when a SuR indicates that 
a recommendation enjoys its support, it makes a political commitment to implement 
that recommendation before the next review. Nonetheless, the State can always decide 
to implement noted recommendations at a later stage. During the first UPR cycle, 19% 
of noted recommendations were implemented; hence the importance of maintaining a 
dialogue on noted recommendations with the State.21

21	 Data available in UPR Info’s Beyond Promises publication.
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During the HRC adoption
The HRC’s adoption of the UPR Working Group Report and Addendum is the final stage 
of the review process in Geneva. One hour is allocated for the adoption of each report 
under Item 6 of the HRC session. 

Oral Statements
Each one-hour session is further broken down into three 20-minute segments. In the 
first segment, the SuR presents its comments on the review, and often comments 
on its position on recommendations. NHRIs with A Status (according to the Paris 
Principles), are able to take the floor directly after the SuR.22 This is followed by the 
other States, UN agencies and regional organisations that may make interventions for 
20 minutes in total. The third segment formally allows CSOs and HRDs to take the floor 
and make a two-minute intervention each. Usually, 10 CSOs are given the floor, but if 
the 20 minutes are not fully used, additional CSOs can be given the floor. This is the 
only stage of the UPR process where civil society is permitted to address the HRC.

ECOSOC consultative status is required to both attend the session 
and take the floor to make an oral statement. Similar to attending 
the Working Group, some accredited organisations may be willing to 
sponsor non-ECOSOC organisations to attend the session. 

If you are unable to travel to Geneva to make an oral statement, you can address 
the HRC by sending your video statement. This new option was introduced in 2012 
to enhance civil society participation. When selecting the statements, priority will 
be given to organisations involved in the national process or to those that submitted 
information for the stakeholder’s summary. The video statement option is limited to 
organisations with ECOSOC status, which do not have a representative or an office in 
Geneva and which do not have accredited individuals to that particular session of the 
HRC. Statements delivered by video message are subject to the same rules as oral 
statements delivered in person, as laid out in ECOSOC resolution 1996/31.23 

The video messages are subject to the same time limits as, and should mirror as 
closely as possible, the oral statements delivered in person. 

In particular, the following rules must be strictly observed: 

1.	 The video statement must consist of a single shot of one individual delivering a 
statement, seated against a neutral, monochrome background; 

2.	 The camera should be focussed on the person’s face, and should not move during 
the shot; 

22	 More information is available from the OHCHR website.
23	 Full text available from the OHCHR website.

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/CED/Pages/NHRI.aspx
http://www.un.org/documents/ecosoc/res/1996/eres1996-31.htm
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3.	 No symbols, flags, banners or other images are permitted in the shot, either in the 
background or on the clothing of the person delivering the statement. CSOs are 
encouraged to include captioning on the video statement, and to consider including 
sign language, to enhance participation of persons with disabilities. A transcript of 
the video statement must be submitted in order to facilitate translation. 

Further guidelines on video statements are available in Part 4: Toolkit.

The importance of civil society taking the floor to give their thoughts on human 
rights concerns around the UPR should not be understated. States can often overlook 
important issues or take a congratulatory tone in their interventions with the SuR. 
Therefore, civil society plays a crucial role in highlighting issues that go unaddressed. 
With a maximum of two minutes to speak, it is key that due care and attention is paid 
when drafting the statement. 

DOs DON’Ts

✔	 Mention what is missing from the National 
Report and Outcome Document; 

✔	 Challenge the responses given by the SuR 
to questions and recommendations; 

✔	 Quote specific recommendations 
contained in the Working Group report; 

✔	 Quote what the SuR said during the 
Working Group or the plenary adoption.

✘	 Talk about the human rights situation in 
general without any reference to the UPR; 

✘	 Forget to refer to the Outcome Document; 
✘	 Make recommendations to the SuR; 
✘	 Forget to encourage the SuR to implement 

the recommendations already made.

Two minutes is not much time to speak. If writing in English, a two-
minute statement will translate to roughly 300 words. Statements 
that extend past the allotted two minutes will be cut off by the HRC 
President.

Oral statements delivered at the HRC are also webcast, and archived. It is worth noting 
that by this point in the process, when CSOs can directly interact with the HRC, all 
recommendations will have been supported or noted. Be aware that an oral statement 
will not have an impact on the examination of the SuR or the recommendations; 
however it is a crucial opportunity to highlight discrepancies in the process. CSOs can 
use the allotted time during the Item 6 debate to raise issues regarding, for example, 
lack of national consultation from the government, incidences of reprisals, and to 
express concerns and expectations regarding implementation and follow-up.

Your organisation may want to share the oral statement with the media 
in order to raise additional awareness about your concerns. This is a 
particularly useful time to do so because once the report is formally 
adopted, the process of implementation should officially begin. 
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It is important to note that statements that do not refer in some way to 
the UPR could be halted by a point of order by a State or the President 
of the HRC.

CSOs can submit written statements under any Item of the HRC agenda, including 
Item 6, which is dedicated to the UPR. However, written statements have less impact 
than oral statements.

Press Conferences
Many States will release statements or hold press conferences regarding their UPR 
review. Holding an in-country press conference after the adoption of the report 
can be an effective way of garnering media attention for the recommendations the 
government has committed to and the areas in which civil society are able and willing 
to help implement recommendations. It is also a chance to highlight the work being 
done on recommendations that were noted or that the SuR failed to support fully.

Implementation of UPR recommendations
After the HRC adoption of the Working Group Report, the implementation phase of 
the UPR begins. Ensuring effective implementation of recommendations is at the very 
heart of the UPR process and relies on all stakeholders’ engagement.

Upon completion of a review, some States are keen to quickly put the UPR exercise 
behind them. It is therefore essential that CSOs continue to advocate for the implemen
tation of recommendations between reviews. CSOs should utilise this opportunity to 
go beyond the role of government watchdog and actively offer strategies and support 
to the government throughout the implementation stage.

UPR Info has identified three steps during the implementation phase through which 
CSOs can engage effectively in following up on UPR recommendations: awareness-
raising, cooperation, and reporting. During the five years of the implementation 
phase, CSOs have are many allies to work with for the sustainable implementation of 
recommendations (see Page 12 for UPR stakeholders).

Awareness-Raising
To improve the human rights situation on the ground, civil society actors must 
systematically follow up on progress made by the State regarding UPR outcomes. By 
engaging proactively with the following UPR stakeholders CSOs can raise awareness 
of the UPR.

The Media
Engaging the independent media in the UPR mechanism provides another level of 
scrutiny of State actions. Engagement could include providing training on human 
rights and the UPR to ensure accurate coverage of the process.
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Sierra Leone
In August 2016, the Human Rights Commission Sierra Leone, the Human Rights 
Defenders Network Sierra Leone, and UPR Info delivered training on the UPR 
mechanism for 25 journalists. Attendees were provided with concrete examples of 
how journalists can engage with the UPR such as: sharing information with the public 
on what the UPR is and what recommendations Sierra Leone received; reporting on 
implementation and multi-stakeholders collaboration; holding actors accountable to 
their UPR commitments; and establishing a human rights network of journalists. 

Encourage the establishment of a national Human Rights Network 
for Journalists to maximise coverage, knowledge and resources of 
human rights reporting. Provide training on the UPR to improve the 
understanding of the mechanism and update media outlets with 
progress reports to encourage continuous reporting on implementation 
of recommendations.

Parliamentarians
Parliamentarians are ideally placed to keep the UPR on the State’s agenda. In many 
cases parliamentarians are relatively unaware of the commitments a government has 
made during the review process in Geneva as the UPR, in most cases, is coordinated by 
one or perhaps two government departments. CSOs should break down the UPR, the 
recommendations, and their implementation plan into digestible segments and take 
a thematic approach to engaging with key parliamentarians.

Sierra Leone
As a result of the Letter of Cooperation adopted during the Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue 
on UPR Implementation, in Freetown, in 2016, the CSO UPR Coalition together with the 
Parliamentary Committee on Human Rights and the Justice Sector Coordination office 
agreed to establish a technical committee to draft a joint implementation matrix to 
guide the follow-up phase.

Engage with, or advocate for the creation of, an All-Party Parliamentary 
Human Rights Committee to raise awareness both within the parliament 
and with constituencies about the state’s human rights obligations and 
the progress of realising UPR recommendations.

Embassies
Engaging in advocacy towards the countries that made the recommendations is  
crucial when encouraging inter-State dialogue and enhancing the ‘peer-to-peer’ 
nature of the review beyond the constraints of the review itself. By advocating RS to 
follow-up bi-laterally, the SuR is reminded that both civil society and the international 
community are monitoring the government’s progress toward implementation. 
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Mongolia
UPR Info, in 2015, organised a round-table meeting among civil society representatives 
and foreign embassies to update the diplomatic community on multi-stakeholder 
discussions on UPR implementation. This meeting was also an opportunity for 
embassies to share their strategy during the implementation in the SuR, and how 
they envisage working with CSOs. Several new partnerships and contacts between 
embassies and CSOs were established. The representatives from the United Kingdom 
and Canada also underlined how CSOs could access their funding programmes. State 
representatives concluded the meeting by proposing to organise subsequent meetings 
to engage more embassies and the CSO UPR Coalition. 

Advocating to RS can take place throughout the process of the UPR and 
CSOs should encourage embassy staff to continue bilateral dialogues 
with the SuR at the national level to ensure effective, inclusive and 
sustainable implementation of recommendations. 

UN Agencies
CSOs should strive to work with UN agencies such as the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) and the OHCHR country teams. Such bodies are widely 
acknowledged as partners for implementation, and they can offer resources to 
support UPR implementation.

Kenya 
The OHCHR Kenya Office and UPR Info Africa co-sponsored a workshop in 2015 that 
brought together Government officials, the NHRI and CSOs to develop a national 
implementation matrix for Kenya’s second cycle UPR recommendations. This matrix was 
developed using the CSO implementation plan that the CSOs and the NHRI developed 
at the CSO strategy workshop as a blue print. Such meetings contributed to building 
a mutual understanding of each other’s needs, opportunities and challenges in the 
implementation phase. The timeline attributed to each recommendation were aligned 
with the country’s development programme, Vision 2030, and the strategic plans of 
the various ministries. This approach created an added impetus for implementation as 
activities set out how to implement Vision 2030 and simultaneously contribute to the 
fulfilment of UPR recommendations. The fine-tuning of the implementation matrix was 
conducted by a core group consisting of the Ministry of Justice, UPR Info Africa, OHCHR, 
and Kenya National Commission on Human Rights. OHCHR Kenya made the final edits 
to the document and the matrix was published and officially launched in June 2016.24

24	 The Government Implementation Plan Matrix (2nd Cycle) is available online.

https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/kenya_2nd_cycle_final_matrix_2016.pdf
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Ideally through the CSO UPR Coalition, keep UN agencies updated on 
your UPR work and endeavour to meet with them ahead of their sub
mission drafting. Advocate for the inclusion of UPR recommendations 
into United Nations Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAF) and 
Common Country Programmes to ensure that implementation is main
streamed throughout the entire UN country team.

Cooperating
For the UPR to be an effective mechanism and further enable the realisation of human 
rights across the world cooperation and transparency between all stakeholders 
throughout the UPR is essential. UPR Info therefore encourages government officials 
from the SuR, civil society actors, NHRIs, the media, UN agencies, and delegates 
from RS to engage in “Multi-stakeholder Dialogue on UPR Implementation”. These 
events are designed to bring together all national UPR stakeholders to discuss the 
implementation of UPR recommendations. CSOs, at this stage, can present their 
expectations and plans to support implementation, ideally in the form of a joint 
implementation strategy. 

Mongolia
In Mongolia in 2015, members of the Government and CSOs met to discuss how to engage 
in inclusive and effective implementation of recommendations. A representative from 
the Ministry of Justice, expressed the commitment of the Government to work on human 
rights issues, as well as the implementation of the recommendations made to Mongolia 
and encouraged a constructive dialogue with CSOs on the necessary activities. The UN 
Resident Coordinator underlined the importance of all stakeholders working together 
and the need to link the National Action Plan to the development agenda. Ms. Urantsooj 
Gombosuren from the Open Society Forum highlighted the fundamental role CSOs play 
in the implementation process. She also stressed the added value of having a joint 
strategy, in which all stakeholders are involved, and the importance of understanding 
the needs of the other actors. Finally, UPR Info underlined the importance to work 
together so as to ensure that human rights are promoted and protected. At this event 
CSOs presented the Implementation Matrix to Government officials.

UPR Info encourages the production of a “Letter of Cooperation”, between the SuR 
and CSOs, which details the joint steps towards implementation.25 While the content is 
decided by the stakeholders, a good practice is to include regular CSO-government 
meetings and a commitment to submit a joint CSO-government mid-term report 
to OHCHR. 

25	 An example of the Letter of Cooperation is available on UPR Info’s website.
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Reporting 
Reporting to the HRC
At any time, from the adoption of the UPR Working Group Report of the SuR until its 
next UPR, CSOs with ECOSOC status can report to the HRC on the progress made 
in the implementation of recommendations. This can be done by way of a written 
statement or by organising a side event. CSOs can deliver, individually or through a 
joint statement with an accredited organisation, an oral statement during the ‘Item 6’ 
General Debate to provide the HRC with a 2 minute update on the actions of a specific 
State in regards to their implementation. 

The OHCHR prepares guidelines for CSO involvement with the HRC, and 
specifically oral statements, which are available here: 
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/Pages/NgoParticipation.
aspx 

Submitting Mid-term Reports
At the half way point of the cycle the SuR is expected to submit a Mid-term report 
on UPR implementation. ‘Other Stakeholders’ are also encouraged to submit similar 
reports at Mid-term. 

The process of writing a report at mid-term should take stock of the implementation 
rate to-date, assess the efficiency of undertaken activities, and suggest solutions to 
obstacles. Unlike Stakeholder Submissions, there are very few resrictions on mid-term 
reports. There is no word limit and no specific format. Many CSOs have submitted 
tables that detail, for each recommendation, the measures taken by the SuR and 
whether or not they consider the recommendation to be implemented. Usually, 
implementation is categorised into three levels: fully, partially, and not implemented. 
Some mid-term reports favour using a ‘traffic light’ system, to effectively display 
the rate of implementation of recommendations, and assessing recommendations 
thematically. 

The Americans for Democracy and Human Rights in Bahrain (ADHRB) report developed 
the traffic light idea to monitor implementation.

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/Pages/NgoParticipation.aspx
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/Pages/NgoParticipation.aspx
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ADHRB’s report explains the methodology used to analyse the implementation of UPR 
recommendations: “Assessments came from a range of sources, including: first-hand 
accounts from individuals on the ground in Bahrain, second-hand sources that have 
been fact-checked or independently verified where possible, and by referencing official 
reporting done by both governmental and non-governmental bodies.” Following the 
‘traffic light’ analysis and the methodology the report goes on to address the UPR 
recommendations thematically.26

“An Assessment by Stakeholders of Government’s Performance in Implementation of 
UPR Recommendations” submitted by Kenyan CSOs in 2012 also utilised the traffic 
light system. After the analysis of recommendations, again presented thematically, the 
report also provides links to the subsequent bills, legislative decisions, and UN Treaty 
Body reports.27

UPR Info believes that mid-term reporting is an opportunity for States and CSOs 
to collaborate further for UPR implementation. The process of writing a joint 
Government-CSO Mid-term Report can provide an important trust-building exercise 
between the actors. UPR Info calls for Mid-term Reports from the SuR to include clear 
input from civil society and NRHIs.

When writing reports refer to the UPR Info database of recommendations: 
https://www.upr-info.org/database/. 

n	 Conduct widespread consultations with diverse CSOs to collect credible 
first-hand information.

n	 Meet with other CSOs and implementation partners, such as UN 
Agencies and NHRIs, and present your report to the UN agencies, NHRI 
for feedback.

n	 A lack of implementation in your organisation’s area of interest may be a 
sign of general lack of implementation.

Analyse and report on the implementation rate at mid-term and share 
findings with all UPR stakeholders.

26	 The ADHRB mid-term report is available on UPR Info’s website.
27	 The Kenyan Stakeholders Progress Report is available on UPR Info’s website.
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https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/document/bahrain/session_13_-_may_2012/adhrb_follow-up_report_bahrain_upr_second_cycle.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/document/kenya/session_08_-_may_2010/follow-up_kenya_stakeholders_annual_progress_report_2012.pdf
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Civil Society Coalitions at the UPR
UPR Info has found that the CSOs that achieve maximum impact at the UPR tend to 
be those working in national and/or international coalitions. Building CSO coalitions 
should be a priority, in order to safeguard meaningful civil society influence on the 
UPR process. As explained in Part 1 of this guide, the modalities of the UPR openly 
recognise the legitimate need for civil society, and encourages their constructive 
input, in the process. Within the UPR there is ample room for multiple civil society 
actors, many of whom share either common goals, for example working on the same 
human rights issue; common partners, for example working with rural communities; 
or common ground, for example working in the same province or country, or all of 
the above. Over the past years CSOs have joined forces with the common aim to 
bring about positive human rights changes on the ground and thus thriving CSO UPR 
coalitions have developed.

It must be stressed that not one CSO coalition will be a carbon copy of another. 
The reality of different contexts such as countries, political, economic, or social 
environments, leads to CSO coalitions taking on unique forms but with a common 
mission; to support one another’s work to ensure the advancement of human rights 
through the implementation of UPR recommendations. 

The benefits of working in a coalition
CSOs working on human rights are frequently members of civil society networks that 
engage with different national and international mechanisms to achieve their goals. 
As a consequence of the broad scope of human rights that are examined during the 
UPR, thematic and cross-thematic CSO coalition-building has been popularised. 
CSOs working on the same human rights issues or with common ground, such as 
geographical location, have in many contexts joined coalitions to share knowledge 
and resources to benefit the wider cause; the realisation of human rights.
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Step-by-step benefits of working in a CSO coalition throughout the UPR
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Best practices of UPR Coalitions
CSO coalitions are better equipped to establish and sustain fruitful cooperation with 
governments throughout the UPR cycle. Their inclusiveness and ability to speak with 
a uniform voice often renders their movement more credible and legitimate when 
compared to individual organisations. The work of a coalition is less vulnerable to 
staff turnover and better protected from knowledge gaps due to their capability to 
pool human and financial resources from a number of CSOs. Coalitions have often 
taken a leading role in the “broad consultation process at the national level with all 
relevant stakeholders” that States are expected to implement in an inclusive way 
ahead of their UPR in line with resolution A/HRC/RES/5/1.

Aside from the step-by-step benefits of working in UPR coalitions, UPR Info has 
identified three key areas in which working in coalitions can further improve the out
puts of CSO when engaging with the UPR. The following case studies highlight certain 
areas and activities that UPR coalitions have developed in order to achieve their UPR 
and human rights related vision.

For an in depth analysis of the case studies documented below please consult UPR 
Info’s publication, The Butterfly Effect: Spreading Good Practices of UPR Implementation.

Impact
1. Cooperation
Cooperation and dialogue between all 
UPR stakeholders, as mentioned in pre-
vious sections of this guide, is encour-
aged by the founding HRC resolution of 
the UPR mechanism.

A. Coalition Cooperation 
For UPR coalitions to be effective, the 
CSO members must develop good pro-
fessional relationships internally.

Thailand

Over 100 Thai activists, from 64 CSOs, first submitted a joint CSO submission, in 2015, 
to Thailand’s second UPR. Strengthened by this experience the informal network took 
a decisive step towards initiating the formation of the Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR, 
through a workshop co-organised by UPR Info. It was jointly agreed by organisers and 
participants that forming a CSO coalition would maximise the potential of effectively 
engaging in Thailand’s second UPR. The event gathered 138 participants in total, and 
included the NHRI and representatives from UN agencies.

Impact Assessment Workshop in Thailand, 2015.
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In the early stages of its formalisation, the coalition benefitted from regional meetings, 
co-organised by UPR Info, in which CSO leaders from UPR coalitions in Myanmar, 
Mongolia and Malaysia shared their rich experiences on coalition building. In the run-
up to Thailand’s review, the coalition participated in pre-sessions in both Bangkok and 
Geneva. This two-pronged approached maximised the influence of CSO suggested 
recommendations and resulted in sense of shared achievements among the coalition. 

One year after the first meeting, the Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR was formally 
established and it was decided that a core team of five members representing 
different organisations and regions should function as a secretariat. The Thai CSOs 
Coalition for the UPR has enabled an unprecedented number of local communities to 
strengthen their advocacy and capacity in parallel to contributing to the ultimate aim 
of the UPR; to improve human rights on the ground. Thai CSOs have seized this unique 
opportunity to build solidarity and to address challenges on similar topics such as 
land evictions, land grabbing, and abusive working conditions across the country. 
The constructive approach of the coalition has positioned it as a legitimate national 
movement equipped to collaborate with the Government. 

B. Coalition and Government Cooperation
Relationships between the State and civil society are constantly changing and are 
shaped by the nature of the political, economic, and social landscape of a country. 
Cooperation between government and CSOs must go beyond a mere facade to have 
a tangible impact. As mentioned in 
previous sections of this guide, States 
are urged to consult broadly with CSOs 
ahead of the drafting and submission of 
the National Report. Presenting a united 
front, ensuring efficient professional 
practices, and developing well thought-
out UPR strategies also increases the 
political influence of the CSO coalition.

Ireland

Ahead of Ireland’s first UPR in 2011, the Government conducted regional public 
consultations, typically lasting for 2–3 hours, in several locations. Members of the 
public were informed through advertisements, and the State invited the NHRI and 
several CSOs to make presentations before inviting comments from the floor. Your 
Rights. Right Now (YRRN), a coalition of 17 civil society organisations, also invited the 
Government to attend three regional consultations with members of the public ahead 
of Ireland’s second UPR examination. 
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2015.
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Nepal 

The Government engaged in consultations with civil society after its first UPR of 
Nepal in 2011, which resulted in an informal multi-stakeholder forum comprising of 
representatives from all ministries, members of parliament, UN agencies, INGOs, the 
National Human Rights Commission (NHRC), the Dalit and Women NHRCs and national 
CSOs. This forum met twice to discuss implementation but a change in Government 
lead to the discontinuation of the initiative. Encouragingly, consultations took place 
between the Government and civil society during the drafting of Nepal’s second National 
Report. In the second cycle, all stakeholders, with the support of UPR Info, constructed 
an implementation plan containing 
S.M.A.R.T indicators for tracking 
implementation of recommendations. 
This was submitted to the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs and followed up with 
two consultative meetings with a 
host of Government institutions. As a 
result, the Government’s second cycle 
implementation plan is more robust 
than their first cycle implementation 
plan.

Mongolia

Ahead of Mongolia’s second review, the State tried to offer a superficial, highly 
restrictive consultation, where civil society would not have had adequate time to 
review the national report with a view towards meaningful feedback (there was only 
one week before the State’s deadline). As such, civil society refused to engage at all, 
compelling the Government to rethink its strategy. In the end, Mongolia requested an 
extension of one month from the OHCHR in order to provide a meaningful national 
consultation with its civil society.

Thailand

The Thai CSOs Coalition for the UPR noted a clear shift in the way that the Government 
approached them as a coalition compared to when they acted as individual 
organisations. In an unprecedented step, the coalition was invited to present their 
views on the recommendations that Thailand received, after their second UPR in 
May 2016, to the SuR. Due to its constructive solution-oriented approach, the Thai 
CSOs Coalition for the UPR gained credibility and legitimacy in Thailand. For the first 

Multistakeholder National dialogue in Nepal, 2016.
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time, civil society and the Government have embarked on joint discussions on how 
to improve human rights in the country. This illustrates the power of the UPR; the 
possibility to create avenues for human rights discussions between UPR stakeholders 
even under a military junta.

C. Coalition and Cooperation with Other Stakeholders
Cooperation is often underpinned by personal relationships built up and sustained 
over time. Over the course of the UPR it has proved vital for civil society to identify 
key parliamentarians and actors of change within the administration to use as entry 
points to ministries in charge of implementing UPR recommendations. 

Nepal

The Informal Sector Service Center for Human Rights and Social Justice  
(INSEC) is appealing to parliamentarians and the Parliamentary Human Rights Com-
mittee to be more attentive on the UPR and to bring up UPR recommendations for 
discussion in parliament. INSEC also provides parliamentarians with documentation 
on the UPR and the role of the parliament in promoting implementation of recommen-
dations. INSEC deems that their advocacy has been successful and that parliamentar-
ians are increasingly sensitive to human right issues. It is clear that there is space for 
involvement of parliamentarians in the UPR and civil society needs to strengthen its 
cooperation with parliamentarians as they are in an ideal position to keep the UPR on 
the agenda of the legislative, executive and judicial branches of the state throughout 
the full UPR cycle.

While it is generally appreciated that the UPR has contributed to strengthening 
relations between civil society and governments, each state is characterised by its 
unique dynamic in terms of cooperation between UPR stakeholders. The spectrum 
ranges from joint UPR implementation plans, to non-existing communications 
between civil society and the government. Governments across the globe are not 
always willing to engage with civil 
society on certain human rights issues 
however the UPR mechanism continues 
to call on States to engage in dialogue 
with civil society and NHRIs can play 
a key role in facilitating this dialogue. 
Their independent assessment of the 
human rights situation in the state is 
invaluable to the functioning of the 
mechanism.
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Conference, 2016.
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India 

During the window between the first and second UPR cycle, the Government of India, 
and in particular the Ministry of External Affairs, was open to collaboration with civil 
society and the NHRIs. This space was seized by the Working Group on Human Rights 
in India and the UN (WGHR) CSO coalition to, for the first time, bring together India’s 
nine NHRIs which resulted in the WGHR and the NHRIs creating separate monitoring 
tools to track implementation of UPR recommendations. 

2. Advocacy and Implementation 
Niche, new, underrepresented or emerging human rights issues can be hard to raise 
in the UPR due to RS’s preferred and traditional issues. It is however noteworthy that, 
by invoking a comprehensive advocacy strategy, CSO coalitions have succeeded in 
raising underrepresented issues in the UPR. 

Benin 

Together with national partner organisations, the Franciscans International utilised 
the UPR, the Committee on the Rights of the Child (CRC) and the Human Rights 
Committee (HRC) to address the infanticide in Benin. In Benin’s first UPR, the Holy 
See made a recommendation on the issue, which was accepted. In 2010, Franciscans 
International travelled to Benin to organise a roundtable with UN agencies, the 
European Union, CSOs, and the Government to raise awareness on the issue, and 
highlight the recommendation. This event triggered a host of awareness raising 
activities by Franciscans International’s local partners. Ahead of Benin’s second UPR 
in 2012, Franciscans International shifted focus from awareness raising to advocating 
for legislative measures such as criminalising ritual killings of so-called ‘witch children’ 
in the penal code. Franciscans International, on behalf of national CSOs advocated for 
action oriented recommendations and Benin received 14 recommendations related to 
ritual infanticide of children accused of witchcraft. 

Mongolia 

As part of the advocacy on the human rights of small-scale miners, members of the 
MHRN Forum utilised the UPR Info Pre-session to inform the diplomatic community 
in Geneva about the issue. During the second UPR of Mongolia in 2015, Hungary and 
Switzerland made specific recommendations on the topic which were accepted by 
the Government. As a follow-up, members of the MHRN Forum reiterated the need for 
implementation of these recommendations at a roundtable discussion with the donor 
and diplomatic community in Ulaan Bator. The MHRN was the first CSO UPR Coalition 
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to develop Advocacy Factsheets (as 
discussed in Part 3) and therefore provide 
up to date information on human rights 
issues and report on implementation of 
recommendations in easily digestible 
and accessible factsheets, broken down 
thematically. 

Sustainability
1. Structure
The degree to which CSO coalitions 
are formalised varies significantly and 
is often linked to funding and political 
considerations. The choice to register a 
coalition often depends on the national 
context and domestic legislation. In some 
case there are benefits to registering 
a legal entity and in other context the 
process can have far less of an impact. Of the CSOs and coalitions that UPR Info has 
worked with the organisations have benefited more from their internal structuring, 
rather than their formal or informal registration. 

A. Secretariat
A secretariat for the CSO UPR coalition ensures the group develops an institutional 
memory, and maintains effective professional standards such as; periodic meeting 
and event coordination; minute taking and circulation; and rotating locations to 
facilitate engagement from dispersed partners. 

Nepal 

The National Coalition for the UPR employs INSEC as its permanent secretariat 
to coordinate the coalition and support the work of the members through training 
programmes, having provided training on gender-sensitive budgeting, and outreach 
programmes, when engaging with parliamentarians. INSEC works to coordinate the 
coalition’s UPR activities, with those of other implementation partners, to strengthen 
cooperation with the Government and therefore implementation.
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Mongolia Factsheet created by Human Rights 
NGO Forum to the UN, 2014.
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Mongolia 

The MHRN Forum has not registered 
their coalition but established, in 2015, a  
structure in which the secretarial duties 
rotate among members on a monthly 
basis. This includes coordinating UPR 
activities, and managing the intra-coa-
lition communications. 

B. Terms of Reference
Creating Terms of Reference (ToRs) 
means that when CSOs want to join the coalition the parameters of the coalition 
and code of conduct within the group is easily accessible and can be agreed upon 
before membership to the coalition is granted. ToRs are also a set of core professional 
standards that can benefit coalitions in lieu of registration documents and procedures.

Ireland

Members of the Irish UPR coalition Your Rights Right Now (YRRN) drew up the ToRs to 
formalise their work, but have chosen not to register as a legal entity. The ToRs served 
to level the expectations of all those involved, and any organisations looking to join 
the coalition. 

2. Fundraising 
Regrettably, no official UPR fund currently exists to support CSOs UPR activities, 
however some States have made excellent use of the UPR Voluntary Fund for 
Financial and Technical Assistance (UPR Voluntary Fund) in implementing UPR 
recommendations.28 Civil society funding in many instances is not easy to obtain 
and fundraising takes up a large proportion of staff resources for many CSOs. When 
working on the UPR, or more broadly in the area of human rights, many donors will 
not extend financial support to unregistered CSOs, and funding bodies often favour 
the work of coalitions due to their improved professional standards and broader 
representation of human rights issues.

Bolivia 

The Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) in Bolivia has provided 
support to CSO led initiatives geared at bolstering implementation of first cycle 
UPR recommendations and strengthening CSO cooperation ahead of the State’s 

28	 More information on the impact of the UPR Voluntary Fund is available online.

Mongolia CSO Engagement Workshop, 2015.

https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_the_butterfly_effect.pdf
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second cycle review. SDC’s engagement contributed to nationwide consultations 
involving 542 CSOs, the NHRI and Government officials. Beyond the domestic scope, 
capacity building efforts undertaken by the SDC enhanced CSOs advocacy at the 
international level, which influenced the recommendations of States participating in 
the UPR of Bolivia. Moreover, the SDC in Bolivia contributed to shaping Switzerland’s 
recommendations to Bolivia with a view to establish synergies between UPR 
recommendations and programs within its human rights and justice portfolio, thus 
strengthening bilateral cooperation.

Malaysia

For the first two cycles of the UPR, members of The Coalition of Malaysian NGOs in 
the UPR Process (COMANGO) pooled financial resources on a voluntary basis to cover 
their UPR activities, combined with limited periods where they received funding to 
carry out consultations. Since 2015, COMANGO receives funding through one of its 
co-secretariats EMPOWER, a three-year grantee of the Commonwealth Foundation, 
through which it can monitor the improvement of human rights in Malaysia.

3. UPR and the Sustainable Development Goals
There are considerable overlaps between the UPR and the Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs), and consequently, implementation of one mechanism reinforces the 
other. The implementation of the SDGs 
contributes to the realisation of a vast 
array of human rights and, by combining 
the political will secured in the UPR 
with the financial backing of the SDGs, 
a promising foundation for sustainable 
implementation of human rights and 
development goals can be achieved. 
As many UPR recommendations 
are directly related to the goals and 
targets of the SDGs, it follows that 
several of the SDG indicators set out 
to monitor implementation of the 
goals and targets also lend themselves as indicators for tracking implementation 
of UPR recommendations. To UPR Info’s best knowledge, no government has yet 
mainstreamed the SDGs into their UPR work. Hence, much space remains to fully 
utilise the mutually reinforcing dynamic between the two elements. If the trend of 
successfully merging the development agenda with UPR recommendations continues 
to be championed by CSOs and UPR coalitions it adds a further incentive for States to 
replicate the procedure. 

CI
VI

L 
SO

CI
ET

Y 
CO

AL
IT

IO
N

S 
AT

 T
H

E 
U

PR

Coordination meeting with UPR Stakeholders, 
Tanzania, 2016.
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Solidarity
On a daily basis, civil society actors around the world risk their lives to further the 
situation of human rights. In many States, the safe and enabling environment which is 
necessary for a thriving civil society is far from a reality and cases of reprisals against 
HRDs are a common phenomenon for many. Some UPR recommendations seek to 
address this issue, and the UN generally takes a strong stance against any crackdowns 
against the work of CSOs and HRDs. For many, there is a shrinking space within which 
civil society can operate. In these circumstances the work of CSO UPR coalitions 
is key to ensure civil society actors have a safe space in which to work in solidarity 
with one another. There have been instances where working within a coalition has 
protected the people and projects from adverse actions of the State. Being part of a 
UPR coalition can offer safety in numbers.

Malaysia

COMANGO describes this process of coming together under one umbrella as an 
exercise strongly underpinned by an unprecedented notion of solidarity between 
CSOs. Working in coalitions has allowed CSOs working on the same issues in different 
regions to come together in smaller coalitions as well as providing a nationwide and 
inclusive UPR platform that encompasses CSOs advocating for all human rights. 
Through COMANGO, CSOs have also been able to work on issues that were otherwise 
unsafe to work on, such as LGBTI rights and ending SOGI discrimination, as the 
coalition has been able to provide these groups with protection when the State tried 
to prevent progress in these fields.
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Tools and Resources
Utilising UPR Info’s Database and Statistics
UPR Info has catalogued every recommendation ever made at the UPR in order to 
ensure awareness of recommendations and facilitate the effective monitoring of their 
implementation. 

The Database of Recommendations is available at https://www.upr-info.org/database/ 

Using the ‘Advance search and tools’ function one can easily filter the database, of 
over 55,000 recommendations, to focus on specific areas of interest. These results can 
also be exported for further analysis.
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Similarly UPR Info has developed a Statistics page which also improves analysis of UPR 
interaction and recommendations. The Statistics of Recommendations is available at 
https://www.upr-info.org/database/statistics/ 

Both tools are free for public use and should be used by CSOs throughout the course 
of the UPR:

n	 When drafting submissions, to refer to previous recommendations and responses,

n	 To identify RS for advocacy programmes.



53

TO
O

LS
 A

N
D 

RE
SO

U
RC

ES

UPR Advocacy Checklist
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S.M.A.R.T Recommendations
The SMART method adds helpful criteria for writing precise and action-oriented 
recommendations. These should be specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and 
time-bound.

Specific
The specific dimension is meant to address a well-defined action in relation to a 
specific right or violation.

To do: Establish a system of data collection which would allow a stock-taking 
of the situation of immigrant problems in areas such as employment and 
access to public office
Conduct an awareness-raising campaign to ban violence against women

To avoid: Ratify outstanding core international human rights instruments [...]. 
Ratify or accede to CAT, OP-CAT, ICCPR, and lift its broad reservations to 
CEDAW and CRC

Measurable
A measurable recommendation is a recommendation that can be assessed. Was the 
recommendation implemented or not? Recommendations that look at the result to 
be achieved, rather than specific actions to reach this result are most often poorly 
measurable. 

To do: Raise the age of criminal responsibility for juvenile offenders to at least 12 
years, in line with the CRC’s general comment
Establish a national human rights institution in accordance with the Paris 
Principles

To avoid: Take all appropriate measures to address violence against indigenous 
women

Moreover, Recommending States should choose their wording carefully. To assess a 
recommendation suggesting “to sign and ratify the protocol” is not the same as “to 
ratify the protocol”; the first one can be considered as partially implemented if the 
State signs “the protocol”, unlike the second one. 

To do: Ratify the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court
To avoid: Sign and ratify CRPD and OP-CEDAW

Achievable
The achievable aspect is determined by the capacity of a state to comply with the 
recommendation. Such a limit should be defined only by material means, not by 
political will. In this regard, it is pragmatic to make precise recommendations that 
include step-by-step actions, while aiming for a bigger objective in the long run. 
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To do: Increase the annual budget allocations for health section in order to 
provide for quality healthcare as well as adequate education, training and 
salaries for medical and paramedical staff

Relevant
Relevance refers to the link between the recommendation and the situation in the 
country. 

To do: Fully implement the Decade of Roma Inclusion 2005-2015 Programme 
to address all forms of discrimination against the Roma people and to 
improve the conditions of Roma settlements
Promulgate draft law 2817, approved by the Philippine Senate in July 2011, 
which defines and sanctions enforced disappearances

To avoid: Continue to exercise its sovereign right of implementing its laws and 
legislation, including on the death penalty, in conformity with the 
universally agreed human rights standards and norms

Time-bound
Lastly, the time-bound is related to a time frame during which the recommendation 
is expected to be implemented. It is understood that all recommendations should be 
implemented by the next review but shorter deadlines can be imposed. 

To do: Submit to human rights treaty bodies those reports which are overdue 
within one year

To avoid: Consider, when possible, to gradually increase financial resources 
allocated to the budget of the Afghanistan Independent Human Rights 
Commission

Participation at the United Nations
ECOSOC
Only CSOs in consultative status with the United Nations Economic and Social Council 
(ECOSOC status) can be accredited to participate in the HRC’s sessions as Observers. 
As an ‘observer’, CSOs are able to:

n	 Attend and observe all HRC proceedings, with the exception of the HRC delibera-
tions under the Complaints Procedure;

n	 Submit written statements to the HRC;

n	 Make oral interventions to the HRC, specifically under Item 6 for UPR statements;

n	 Participate in debates, interactive dialogues, panel discussions and informal 
meetings; and

n	 Organise “parallel events”, also known as side events, on issues relevant to the 
work of the HRC.
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For more information:

n	 Read the Economic and Social Council resolution 1996/31 of July 1996 
	 http://www.un.org/documents/ecosoc/res/1996/eres1996-31.htm 

n	 Check your CSO in the ECOSOC CSO database 
	 http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayAdvancedSearch.

do?method=search&sessionCheck=false 

n	 For information on how your CSO can apply for ECOSOC consultative status 
	 http://esango.un.org/paperless/Web?page=static&content=intro 

UPR Submissions
When drafting a UPR submission be sure to follow the OHCHR guidelines:

n	 Written submissions must not exceed 2,815 words for individual submissions, 
and 5,630 words for joint submissions. There is no upper word limit for references 
or annexes; however, this information will not be included in the stakeholder’s 
summary.

n	 Include information covering the period since the last review (4.5–5 years).

n	 The content of the submission can cover any number of topics but should ideally 
relate to the concerns that your organisation has the most experience with. There 
is no limit to the number of issues you can raise in the space allowed but the 
strongest submissions are usually focused on just a few issues and present enough 
clear evidence to make their case.

n	 The submission should contain concrete S.M.A.R.T recommendations for action by 
the SuR.

n	 You may want to consider linking your submission to findings from other human 
rights mechanisms (treaty bodies, special procedures) to lend weight to your 
evidence.

n	 Include a completed Matrix as an addendum to your submission.

The Matrix
Other stakeholders are encouraged to download their country matrix, complete the 
final column in the table, and submit it in addition to their written submission, the 
word count of which is not affected by comments added to the matrices. The matrix 
provides a list of received recommendations, clustered by theme, and then allows 
space for “Assessment/comments on level of implementation”.

The country specific matrices are accessible from UPR Info’s website once they have 
been made available from 
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/NgosNhris.aspx

http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayAdvancedSearch.do?method=search&sessionCheck=false
http://esango.un.org/civilsociety/displayAdvancedSearch.do?method=search&sessionCheck=false
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Style of the submission 
n	 Avoid language that is subjective or emotional.

n	 Do not include pictures, maps, organisations’ annual reports or reports from other 
organisations as annexes to the submission. 

n	 Do not use too many footnotes. 

Structure of the submission:
n	 Include a cover page which identifies all submitting stakeholders (letterhead, 

name and acronym, logo, website, etc.) and describes the main activities of the 
organisation/coalition, as well as its date of establishment, especially if the CSO is 
engaging with the UN for the first time. 

n	 Include an introductory executive summary capturing the main points described 
and/or indicate key words to help the OHCHR understand what the submission is 
about (e.g. right to education). 

n	 Number the paragraphs and pages of the submission. 

Sending the UPR submission: 
n	 Send the written submission as a Word document only (i.e. not as a PDF file). 
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n	 Register on the OHCHR “On-line UPR Submissions System” at http://uprdoc.ohchr.
org. Registration can be done at any time and you do not need to wait for the 
deadline.

n	 When you have finalised your submission, login to the “On-line UPR Submissions 
System” and upload it.

Written, Video, and Oral Statements
The OHCHR guide to submitting written statements to the Human Rights Council is 
available for download.

The OHCHR guide to submitting video statements to the Human Rights Council is 
available for download.

The OHCHR oral statement registration guide and links are available under the 
heading ‘Quick Links, 4’ on the OHCHR website.

UPR Info Publications 
n	 The Butterfly Effect: 
	 https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_the_

butterfly_effect.pdf

n	 UPR Info Pre-sessions: 
	 https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_pre-

sessions_empowering_human_rights_voices_from_the_ground_fr.pdf 

n	 Beyond Promises: 
	 https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2014_

beyond_promises.pdf 

n	 Guide for Recommending States: 
	 https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/upr_info_

guide_for_recommending_states_2015_fr.pdf

OHCHR Publications
n	 A Handbook for Civil Society: 
	 http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/OHCHR_Handbook_

Fr.pdf 

n	 Civil Society Space and the United Nations Human Rights System: 
	 http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/CS_space_

UNHRSystem_Guide.pdf 

n	 United Nations Human Rights Council: 
	 http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/PracticalGuideNGO_

en.pdf 

http://uprdoc.ohchr.org
http://uprdoc.ohchr.org
http://ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/PracticalGuideSubmissionNGO_ws.pdf 
http://ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/GuidelinesNGOVideoStatements.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/HRC/Pages/NgoParticipation.aspx
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_the_butterfly_effect.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2016_the_butterfly_effect.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2014_beyond_promises.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2014_beyond_promises.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/CS_space_UNHRSystem_Guide.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/CS_space_UNHRSystem_Guide.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/PracticalGuideNGO_en.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/HRCouncil/PracticalGuideNGO_en.pdf
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n	 Universal Periodic Review: 
	 http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Documents/PracticalGuideCivilSociety.

pdf 

n	 How to Follow Up On United Nations Human Rights Recommendations:
	 http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/

HowtoFollowUNHRRecommendations.pdf 

n	 Human Rights Funds, Grants and Fellowships: 
	 http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/OHCHRFundsGuide_

en.pdf 

Useful links

UPR Info
Multiple CSO coalitions have already developed and used successfully Advocacy 
Factsheets at the UPR. For examples use the following links: Moldova, Mongolia, 
Myanmar, Thailand, Uganda, and Venezuela.

n	 Role of CSOs in the UPR process: https://www.upr-info.org/en/how-to/role-ngos

n	 The Pre-sessions: https://www.upr-info.org/en/upr-process/pre-sessions 

n	 Reprisals guidelines for participants of the UPR Info Pre-sessions: 
	 https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2017_01_24_

guideline_on_reprisals_web_version.pdf 

n	 Country Pages: https://www.upr-info.org/en/review 

n	 Calendar of UPR Events: https://www.upr-info.org/en/calendar 

Your Rights. Right Now. 
n	 Plain English Guide to the Universal Periodic Review 
	 http://www.rightsnow.ie/assets/5/EBAA5041-D2DE-8672-55C9086A7A967DA7_

document/UPR_web.pdf 

Nothern Ireland Human Rights Commission
n	 The Universal Periodic Review: A Guide for National Human Rights Institutions
	 http://training.nihrc.org/upr

For more publications related to the role of civil society at the UPR, visit: 
https://www.upr-info.org/en/how-to/documentation-for-ngos 

http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Documents/PracticalGuideCivilSociety.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Documents/PracticalGuideCivilSociety.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Documents/PracticalGuideCivilSociety.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/HowtoFollowUNHRRecommendations.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/HowtoFollowUNHRRecommendations.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/OHCHRFundsGuide_en.pdf
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/AboutUs/CivilSociety/OHCHRFundsGuide_en.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/en/review/Moldova-%28Republic-of%29/Session-26---November-2016/Miscellaneous-documents#top
https://www.upr-info.org/en/review/Mongolia/Session-22---May-2015/Miscellaneous-documents#top
https://www.upr-info.org/en/review/Myanmar/Session-23---November-2015/Miscellaneous-documents#top
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/upr_advocacy_factsheets_-_thailand2016-en.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/en/review/Uganda/Session-26---November-2016/Miscellaneous-documents#top
https://www.upr-info.org/en/review/Venezuela-%28Bolivarian-Republic-of%29/Session-26---November-2016/Miscellaneous-documents#top
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2017_01_24_guideline_on_reprisals_web_version.pdf
https://www.upr-info.org/sites/default/files/general-document/pdf/2017_01_24_guideline_on_reprisals_web_version.pdf
http://www.rightsnow.ie/assets/5/EBAA5041-D2DE-8672-55C9086A7A967DA7_document/UPR_web.pdf
http://www.rightsnow.ie/assets/5/EBAA5041-D2DE-8672-55C9086A7A967DA7_document/UPR_web.pdf
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Timeline for CSO engagement in the UPR 
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