Report to the Independent Expert on the Question of a draft
optional protocol to the International Covenant on Economic
Social and Cultural Rights

Submission by Non-Governmental Organisations, pursuant to
Article 9(d) of Resolution 2002/24 of the Commission on Human
Rights

1. Introduction

1. Inresponse to the request issued by the Commission on Human Rights
(hereinafter the Commission) in its Resolution 2002/24, paragraph 9(d), as motivated
by our deep concern for the protection and promotion economic, social and cultural
rights, we, the undersigned, in representation of non-governmental organisations and
institutes, submit the following comments and views to the Independent Expert on the
Question of a draft optional protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights (hereinafter Independent Expert).

2. The undersigned understand that the Commission, in expressing the above-
mentioned invitation for comments, seeks reflections and comments on the specific
questions in Paragraph 9(c)(i)-(iii) of Resolution 2002/24. In the below text, the
undersigned address each of the enumerated questions, hoping, in this manner, to
assist with issue clarification so as to contribute to the further implementation of
economic social and cultural rights.

|I. The Nature and Scope of State Obligations Under the International Covenant
on Economic Social and Cultural Rights

Il.a. Minimum Core Obligations

3. The Committee on Economic Social Cultural Rights [hereinafter, CESCR or
Committee], has clarified the content of State obligations under the International
Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights (hereinafter the ICESCR or the
Covenant) in its General Comment No. 3. This General Comment has been relied upon
by national and regional courts and tribunals. The Committee states that “a minimum
core obligation to ensure the satisfaction of, at the very least, minimum essential levels
of each of the rights is incumbent upon every State party”. They reason that “if the
Covenant were to be read in such a way as not to establish such a minimum core
obligation, it would be largely deprived of its raison d’étre.”* The minimum obligation to
ensure basic necessities has been litigated in a number of jurisdictions including
Hungary, Germany and Switzerland.?

4. Inthe words of the Committee, where a State is failing to ensure basic necessities,
“it must demonstrate that every effort has been made to use all resources that are at its
disposition in an effort to satisfy, as a matter of priority, those minimum obligations.
...[E]ven where the available resources are demonstrably inadequate, the obligation
remains for a State party to strive to ensure the widest possible enjoyment of the
relevant rights under the prevailing circumstances.”” The Committee has also
emphasised that severe resource constraints cannot justify taking no measures for the
weakest groups in society. “[E]ven in times of severe resources constraints whether
caused by a process of adjustment, of economic recession, or by other factors, the
vulnerable members of society can and indeed must be protected by the adoption of
relatively low-cost targeted programmes.™ This is far different from suggesting that a
simple reference to lack of resources can excuse or justify violations of economic social
and cultural rights. Moreover, all States ratifying an international treaty, such as the
ICESCR, in good faith, should expect real obligations to ensue.
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Il.b. The Obligation “To Take Steps” and “Progressive Achievement”

5. The obligation to diligently take steps to progressively realise the economic social
and cultural rights has been the subject of extensive scholarship,’ standard-setting and
jurisprudence. The Limburg Principles and the General Comments of the Committee
provide authoritative guidance as to the nature of the steps to be taken by States
parties to the Covenant. The Limburg Principles and Maastricht Guidelines, which have
been utilised by courts, provide guidelines and examples for determining violations of
economic social and cultural rights.

6. Article 2, paragraph 1 of the ICESCR requires all States parties to take measures
towards guaranteeing the full enjoyment of all Covenant rights for all individuals. In this
connection, it is important to emphasise that States do not have unlimited discretion in
their choice of policies and budgetary allocation. The Limburg Principles further clarify
that the undertaking to take steps is of “immediate application”,® and that “legislative
measures alone are not sufficient to fulfil the obligations of the Covenant.”’ In
evaluating individual States' progress towards the substantive fulfiiment of Covenant
based obligations, the Committee accords States a certain liberty in selecting the
means by which their respective obligations under the Covenant are implemented.
Thus, it is understood that the fulfilment of the obligations under the Covenant does not
depend upon any specific economic or political system, provided only that it is
democratic and that all human rights are respected.®

7. The requirement of “progressive achievement” reflects the fact that the full
realisation of all economic social and cultural rights may not be possible in a short
period of time.® The Committee has noted that “while the full realisation of the relevant
rights may be achieved progressively, steps towards that goal must be taken within a
reasonably short time after the Covenant's entry into force for the States concerned”
and must be “deliberate, concrete and targeted.”’® In the same manner, the Limburg
Principles indicate that “under no circumstances shall [the notion of progressive
achievement] be interpreted as implying for States the right to defer indefinitely efforts
to ensure full realization.”! In the case of Grootboom the Constitutional Court of South
Africa found that the failure to include some form of emergency housing relief within
governmlezntal housing policies violated the duty to progressively realise the right to
housing.

8. The "progressive obligation" component of the Covenant does not mean that only a
State with a sufficiently high level of economic development must realise the rights
established under the Covenant. The duty in question obliges all States patrties,
notwithstanding their level of national wealth, to move towards the realisation of
economic social and cultural rights.

9. The Covenantimposes various obligations that are of immediate effect to bring
about the realisation of economic social and cultural rights. Of these, two are of
particular importance: the "undertaking to guarantee” that relevant rights "will be
exercised without discrimination” and the undertaking, in Article 2(1) "to take steps".
The concept of progressive realisation is not to be misinterpreted as depriving
Covenant obligations of all meaningful content as economic social and cultural rights
realisation objectives were designed to be flexible, reflecting the realities of the real
world and attendant difficulties involved for countries in ensuring the full realisation of
these rights. The progressive realisation concept thus imposes an obligation to move
as expeditiously and effectively as possible towards that goal. **

10. The Committee’s State party review procedures and concluding observations
provide a rich source of jurisprudence with regard to the application of these principles
in practice despite the difficulties inherent in the existing reporting system. For
example, the Committee, in applying General Comment No. 4, in its concluding
observations of the Philippines recommended the Government ensure forced evictions
are only carried out in truly exceptional circumstances, promote greater security of
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tenure in relation to housing, repeal various legislative instruments and ensured evicted
or homeless persons have access to essential services in the areas to which they are
relocated.**

11. National and regional adjudicatory bodies have been equally adept at determining
whether governments have complied with their obligations of diligence. The Latvian
Constitutional Court found that the proposed social security system was an inefficient
means of implementing the right to social security since various beneficiaries were
insufficiently protected in the event employers failed to pay social insurance
premiums.*®> The European Committee on Social Rights held that the number of
inspections made by Portugal’s Labour Inspectorate to detect exploitation of children in
the workforce was insufficient.'® The Indian Supreme Court directed the government to
complete the stalled construction of a road to a village noting the project has been
approved, funding provided and a “slow application of energy in the action by the
executive.”*’

ll.c. The Obligation to Respect, Protect, and Fulfil

12. The Committee and the African Commission on Human Rights have explicitly
adopted the typology that divides State obligations to take steps to progressively
realise the Covenant rights into the necessity to respect, protect, and fulfil. The
typology has been endorsed by international experts in the Maastricht guidelines.®

The obligation to respect requires the state “to abstain from doing anything that
violates the integrity of the individual or infringes on her or his freedom, including the
freedom to use the material resources available to that individual in the way she or he
finds best to satisfy the basic needs.”® Specifically in the context of economic, social
and cultural rights, states must at this level “respect the freedom of the individuals to
take the necessary actions and use the necessary resources — alone or in association
with others.”® The High Court of South Africa for example found that the disconnection
of water services by the municipality in the absence of a fair and equitable procedure
was a prima facie breach of the duty to respect the right to access water.procedure.?

13. The obligation to protect requires from the state “the measures necessary to
prevent other individuals or groups from violating the integrity, freedom of action, or
other human rights of the individual — including the infringement of his material
resources.”? At this level, States are required to protect the freedom of action and the
use of resources against violations by other subjects.?® The European Court of Human
Rights in Lopez Ostra v Spain and Guerra v Italy found that governmental bodies had
failed to protect the right to private and family life by continuing to allow industries to
emit toxic emissions and waste despite the environmental damages and associated
health problems.*

14. “The obligation to fulfil requires the state to take the measures necessary to ensure
for each person within its jurisdiction opportunities to obtain satisfaction of those needs,
recognised in the human rights instruments, which cannot be secured by personal
efforts.”?® For example, the obligation to fulfil the right to food implies both assistance in
order to provide opportunities and direct provisions of food or resources which can be
used for food when no other possibility exists, due to e.g. unemployment, disadvantage
or age, sudden crisis or disaster, or marginalisation.?® In relation to the right to health,
the National Court of Appeals in Argentina in the Viceconte case ordered the state to
manufacture affordable vaccine for the treatment of Argentina Haemorrhagic Fever
which had broken out in a particular province.”’
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Il.d. Non-Discrimination and Equality Under the International Covenant on
Economic Social and Cultural Rights

15. The Covenant contains many obligations of immediate effect such as those relating
to the rights of non-discrimination and equality (Articles 2(2) and 3). These obligations
will have resource implications. As obligations of immediate effect the lack of resources
provides no excuse for non-compliance. This will occur when States ensure that groups
who have traditionally faced discrimination are able to fully enjoy their economic, social
and cultural rights. For example, the Supreme Court of Canada found that the failure to
provide sign language interpretation to deaf patients in medical institutions deprived
them of their ability to “benefit equally from services offered to the general public”.
When the government sought to justify this failure on the basis that it had insufficient
resources, the court confirmed the longstanding position in Canadian Constitutional
rights jurisprudence, “financial considerations alone may not justify Charter
infringements”.”®

16. The right to non-discrimination in Article 2(2) and women’s equal right to the
enjoyment of Covenant rights in Article 3 are integrally connected. Article 2(2) of the
Covenant states that States Parties“[G]uarantee the rights enunciated in the present
Covenant will be exercised without discrimination of any kind as to race, colour, sex,
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or
other status. Article 3 of the Covenant provides that the States Parties are to “ensure
the equal right of men and women to the enjoyment of all economic, social and cultural
rights set forth in the present Covenant.”

17. Article 3 reinforces the obligation in Article 2(2) to ensure that Covenant rights are
enjoyed without discrimination based on sex, by particularising and underlining States
parties’ obligations to ensure that women enjoy the equal benefit of their rights. Article
3 is a reaffirmation of the Article 2(2) commitment to sex non-discrimination, included in
the Covenant in recognition of the fact that there are still many prejudices preventing
women from enjoying their rights equally.*

18. Articles 2(2) and 3 require that Covenant rights be interpreted in a manner that
ensures to all individuals substantively equal enjoyment of their rights. Formal equality,
or same treatment of all individuals on the face of laws or policies, is now understood to
be an incomplete, and often misleading, formula. While powerful as a critique of
explicitly discriminatory laws, formal equality fails to address the underlying systemic
conditions of sexism, racism, ageism, xenophobia, and other structural causes of
discrimination. Because of this, an understanding of equality focussed solely on the
establishment of formally neutral laws often results in the status quo of inequality being
maintained between groups defined by their race, colour, sex, language, religion,
political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status, or in
increased harms being ignored.

19. Guarantees of non-discrimination and equality in international human rights treaties
mandate de facto equality, not simply de jure equality, that is, they require equality in
real conditions, not simply formal equality on the face of laws. Thus, rights to non-
discrimination and equality require that State conduct always be assessed against the
background of the discriminated groups’ and individuals’ actual conditions and
evaluated in the light of the effects of actions on these conditions. Exacerbating, failing
to address, or perpetuating a status quo of inequality with respect to the enjoyment of
economic, social and cultural rights will infringe the guarantees regardless of the
apparently neutral character of the conduct. Indeed, achieving equal enjoyment of
Covenant rights by all will often require States parties to redesign laws and policies
which appear to be neutral, but which, in effect, are not. It will also require States
parties to act in ways which are not neutral and which, instead, make explicit provision
to alleviate the pre-existing economic, social and cultural disadvantages suffered by
specific groups defined by their race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other
opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. Temporary, longer

4/21



term, or permanent differential treatment of groups that traditionally are discriminated
against is consistent with the object and purpose of the Covenant, and of Articles 2(2)
and 3 in particular, when this treatment is necessary to overcome the enduring effects
of systemic discrimination, or to respond to distinct needs of certain groups, such as for
example women.* Thus, equal enjoyment of Covenant rights entails the realisation of
substantively equal results for women.

20. Articles 2(2) and 3, taken together, indicate that the diversity of women must be
taken into account when considering sex based discrimination. Discrimination based on
sex can intersect with other forms of discrimination and thus create particular
constraints and vulnerabilities for certain groups of women in the enjoyment of their
economic, social and cultural rights. Additional barriers are faced by many women due
to such factors as their race, language, ethnicity, culture, religion, disability, or socio-
economic class, or because they are indigenous women, migrants, displaced women
or refugees.® Women may also confront barriers due to their age or occupation; family
status, as single mothers or widows; health status, such as being HIV positive;
sexuality, such as being lesbian; their socio-economic status, including living in rural,
isolated or impoverished areas; or because they are engaged in prostitution. Because
particular groups of women may be differently affected in their enjoyment of a right, the
Covenant measures indicate that specific measures may need to be designed to
ensure that diverse groups of women benefit equally.

Il.e. International Obligations Under the International Covenant on Economic
Social and Cultural Rights

21. The question arises whether, apart from the domestic obligations accepted under
the ICESCR, Article 2 includes international obligations for State parties, as it mentions
that States take steps “individually and through international assistance and co-
operation, especially economic and technical”. In Articles 11, (the right to an adequate
standard of living and to the continuous improvement of living conditions), 22 and 23,
mention is made of "international co-operation" and "international measures".

22. During the ICESCR drafting process it was recognised that developing States
require some form of international assistance in order to advance economic social and
cultural rights. Indeed, the ICESCR speaks of the reception of international co-
operation as a duty of the State party: the State Parties “undertake]...] to take steps,
individually and through international assistance and co-operation, especially economic
and technical, to the maximum of [the] available resources, with a view to achieving
progressively the full realisation of the rights recognised in the present Covenant by all
appropriate means, including particularly the adoption of legislative measures.”** In
order not to make an absurdity of the measure, this provision would seem to involve an
implicit obligation to provide this assistance. Notwithstanding, the travaux préparatoires
of the Covenant do not indicate a consensus in this regard, and, in particular, it is not
clarified who exactly must receive and who provide the assistance.

23. The Committee has stressed that in accordance with Articles 55 and 56 of the
United Nations Charter, with well-established principles of international law, and with
the provisions of the Covenant itself, international co-operation for development and
thus for the realisation of economic social and cultural rights is an obligation of all
States and in particular it is incumbent upon those States which are in a position to
assist others in this regard.® This notion is supported by the UN General Assembly,
which, on several occasions, has established desirable goals in terms of the
percentage of their Gross Domestic Product (GDP) developed countries ought to
donate in aid to developing countries. Recently, the Monterrey Consensus Declaration
reiterates the call to developed countries “to make concrete efforts towards the target
of 0.7 percent of gross national product (GNP) as [Overseas Development Aid] ODA to
developing countries.”*
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lll. The Justiciability of Economic Social and Cultural Rights
lll.a. Concepts of Justiciability

24. The most frequently heard objection to the judicial or-quasi-judicial enforcement of
economic social and cultural rights is that are non-justiciable; that they are incapable of
being adjudicated upon in a legal manner. The objection contains three dimensions,
which often are grouped together.

25. The first objection is fegal: the claim that economic social and cultural rights do not
give rise to binding obligations. This claim has been addressed in the previous section
which identifies a host of obligations that can be derived from the provisions contained
in the ICESCR.

The second objection is pragmatic: the assertion that it is practically impossible to
subject any obligations arising from economic social and cultural rights to adjudication,
because courts and other similar bodies are not competent for the task. Commonly
cited reasons include the vagueness of the rights and obligations, the complexity of
social, economic and cultural issues, the difficulties in obtaining evidence and the lack
of sensible and enforceable remedies. Theory and case law point to alternative
conclusions as will be shown in section lll.b. below. When provided the opportunity
adjudicatory bodies have shown significant dexterity in judicialising socio-economic
rights, providing clear and certain legal standards and decisions.

The third is objection philosophical: that economic social and cultural rights should not
be adjudicated upon because of fears of illegitimate intrusion into policy-making and
resource allocation. We will consider this argument in section lll.c. below.

lil.b. Pragmatism — Can economic social and cultural right be judicially enforced?

26. Over the preceding three decades, a global jurisprudence surrounding economic,
social and cultural rights has gradually emerged. Courts and others have provided
justiciable substance to individual complaints concerning social and economic issues.
In some cases this has arisen in disputes over civil and political rights. One
commentator notes that in the United States “judicial activity has extended to welfare
administration, prison administration, and mental hospital administration, to education
policy and employment policy, to road building and bridge building ...”*® In other
jurisdictions economic social and cultural rights are directly justiciable and courts have
developed standards and methods of adjudication. Indeed, in many of these
jurisdictions courts are utilising the standards set by the Committee.*

27. The Committee considers “that a number of [...] provisions in the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, including articles 3 [non-
discrimination], 7 (a) (i) [fair wages and equal remuneration], 8 [union rights], 10 (3)
[special protection of children], 13 (2) (a) [free and compulsory primary education], (3)
[freedom to choose children’s schools] and (4) [freedom to establish schools] and 15
(3) [freedom of scientific research and artistic creation] [...are] capable of immediate
application by judicial and other organs in many national legal systems.” Indeed, the
Committee continues: “Any suggestion that the provisions indicated are inherently non-
self-executing would seem to be difficult to sustain.”*’

28. It is important in this regard to distinguish between justiciability, referring to those
matters which are appropriately resolved by the courts, and self-executing norms,
referring to those matters that may be applied directly by the courts without further
elaboration. When the Committee refers to a non-exhaustive list of Covenant rights as
“provisions capable of immediate application,” it means to establish these rights as self-
executing norms. All Covenant rights are justiciable.

29. It is often assumed that economic social and cultural rights are not justiciable
because they require prescriptive directions from courts, and orders for the
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governments to do something. On the other hand civil and political rights are said to
require restraint by governments. Prescriptive directions are said to defy judicialisation
because there are a multitude of possible options for remedying a situation and, in the
case of economic social and cultural rights, such options involve re-allocation of
resources. These assumptions are misplaced.® First, realisation of economic social
and cultural rights does require restraint by government. Second, positive obligations
relating to economic social and cultural rights can be given sensible judicial content.

30. Negative obligations require restraint by governments in interfering with economic
social and cultural rights. They present a relatively simple case for adjudication. Such
violations are often treated in a similar way to civil and political rights violations: i.e., a
determination is made as to whether the action is lawful, arbitrary and reasonable, due
process was followed and adequate reparation was provided. Indeed, many of the
decisions have occurred under the umbrella of civil and political rights: e.g.,
interference with the home, family life, minority cultures and labour rights.

The seminal case in this regard is the U.S. Supreme Court case of Goldberg v Kelly
397 U.S. 254 (1970) which concerned the right to be heard. The case concerned the
termination of social security benefits to a number of New York residents. The Court
recalled that:

“Certain principles have remained relatively immutable in our jurisprudence. One of
these is that where governmental action seriously injures an individual, and the
reasonableness of the action depends on fact findings, the evidence used to prove the
Government's case must be disclosed to the individual so that he has an opportunity to
show that it is untrue...”®

The Court noted the importance of the benefits in questions, that "welfare provides the
means to obtain essential food, clothing, housing, and medical care”. The Supreme
Court of India came to a similar conclusion in Olga v Tellis.*°

31. The Committee has termed this ‘negative obligation’ as the obligation to respect
(see above paragraph 6). Compliance with this obligation to respect has been
challenged in South Africa. For example, the High Court, in a case concerning the
disconnection of water, found that the onus was upon the State to justify the
interference. The conditions under which water services may be discontinued and the
procedures for discontinuing water services must be “fair and equitable”. This includes”
reasonable notice of termination and for an opportunity to make representations. They
must not result in a person being denied access to basic water services for non-
payment where the person proves ... that he or she is unable to pay for basic
services.”

32. Prohibitions on discrimination are likewise easily susceptible to judicialisation.
Courts and committees regularly determine whether there has been an unreasonable
distinction on prohibited grounds (e.g., race, sex, age etc) in the deprivation or
provision of social and economic guarantees. For example, the UN Human Rights
Committee in Zwaan de Wries found that:

“The circumstances in which Mrs. Zwaan-de Vries found herself at the material time
and the application of the then valid Netherlands law made her a victim of a violation,
based on sex, of Article 26 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,
because she was denied a social security benefit on an equal footing with men.” *

33. A prescriptive court order that a government do something is often perceived as
problematic because this “may be beyond their capabilities, or may require major
societal readjustments.”*? Generally a “worst case scenario” is assumed — for example,
a poor country is ordered to devote all its resources to one particular policy. However, a
number of judicial techniques have been developed to provide a justiciable element to
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obligations that require positive action by governments. The techniques chosen are
legal not political. They generally revolve around asking whether the government can
demonstrate that it is complying with its obligation to progressively take steps to realise
economic social and cultural rights.

34. First, the obligation to protect requires a government to take steps to prevent third
parties from interfering with rights (see above). Such steps usually require legislation
and enforcement mechanisms. The outer boundaries of this obligation have been
tested in civil and political rights cases. For example, the Inter-American Court of
Human Rights in Velasquez-Rodriguez v Honduras held that States have a duty of due
diligence to investigate and prosecute human rights violations committed by any
person within its jurisdiction.”® In such cases the onus is placed on the State to
demonstrate it has taken sufficient steps to ensure enjoyment of economic social and
cultural rights.

35. Second, the obligation to devise a strategy to realise economic social and cultural
rights (in pursuance of the obligation to fulfil the rights through progressive realisation)
can be subjected to the judicial torch. Adjudication bodies have the capacity to broadly
determine whether a strategy is lacking in the first place or is deficient in places. For
example, in the case of Grootboom the Constitutional Court of South Africa found that
legislative framework for housing omitted to include a reasonable mechanism for
emergency relief. The Court commented that:

“The measures must establish a coherent public housing programme directed towards
the progressive realisation of the right of access to adequate housing within the state’s
available means. The programme must be capable of facilitating the realisation of the
right. The precise contours and content of the measures to be adopted are primarily a
matter for the legislature and the executive. They must, however, ensure that the
measures they adopt are reasonable.”™*

The three tiers of government were ordered to “include reasonable measures” in their
programmes “to provide relief for people who have no access to land, no roof over their
heads, and who are living in intolerable conditions or crisis situations”.

36. Third, the obligation to implement such strategies and policies has proven
justiciable. If a government claims compliance with international obligations by
reference to certain policies and programmes it is perfectly reasonable for those
affected to be able to complain that this is not the case.

37. Fourth, courts have on occasion directly intervened to order that specific
programme or policy be implemented. In most cases, the orders have given a wide
degree of discretion to the government to devise the appropriate responses. For
example, the Bangladesh High Court noted in 1999 that, in order to fulfil the basic
rights of equality, life, and livelihoods, the government had to complement its project to
demolish slum-dwellings in Dhaka with a plan to rehabilitate the dwellers, and that the
project needed to be carried out in stages with reasonable notice given to evict.”®

38. Where there is a clear and direct connection between the right and the claimed
entitlement, courts have been more likely to intervene. In such cases, the balancing of
different policy values and options is unnecessary, as would be the case, for example,
with regard to the failure of a government to ensure that salt is iodised despite having
made an international commitment to this effect and despite clear access to
international technical assistance. Where resources are relatively abundant this is more
likely to be the case.

39. It is sometimes feared that the complexity of social-economic issues means that
proper evidence cannot be brought to bear in any given case. In most cases this is not
an issue —legalisation of a dispute will generally narrow the issues and evidence will
only be submitted on the facts in contention. Courts are to complexity and have
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devised various means of obtaining or narrowing the type of evidence elicited. As noted
in relation to the Supreme Court of India: “The facts upon which the courts rely are
made available to the concerned parties and an opportunity is given to them to
respond. Affidavits may be challenged, additional reports commissioned and new
evidence entered.”®

40. The question arises of whether adjudicatory bodies can devise effective and
appropriate remedies, and in particular if they can devise remedies, provide finality to
the matter, and avoid ongoing supervision of compliance with orders. Finality is not a
problem limited to economic social and cultural rights cases: enforcement of court
orders in any dispute can be time and resource-consuming. In any case, where a court
order concerns the ongoing implementation of policies and programmes courts have
shown flexibility in devising appropriate solutions, such as for example recommending
a certain policy be adopted or nominating a specific body or persons to monitor
compliance with the court’s orders.

lll.c. Philosophical Considerations

41. Philosophical considerations often colour perceptions of the justiciability of
economic social and cultural rights; in this sense, the question is not whether economic
social and cultural rights can be judicially enforceable but rather whether they should
be. The objection is frequently couched in terms of opposition to judicial intrusion into
policy-making, said to be the exclusive domain of democratically elected governments.
At the domestic level this concern arises in the context of separation of powers, and at
the international level in the context of intrusion into sovereignty.

42. First, it is important to remember that that the formulation of legal obligations
provides significant discretion to governments. Economic social and cultural rights are
usually phrased as obligations of conduct not result. An obligation of result requires a
specific objective outcome while an obligation of conduct only requires steps taken
towards the achievement of a subjective result: e.g. access to food. The steps to be
taken under the ICESCR for example have only been defined by the Committee in very
general terms.

43. Second, courts are involved in policy matters already. The adjudication of civil and
political rights, as well as many other legal rules (e.g., trade), regularly impinges upon
the policy options of governments. One court, after reviewing foreign jurisprudence
concerning the issue of injunctive orders or exercise of supervisory jurisdiction,
concluded:

“What this brief survey makes clear is that in none of the jurisdictions surveyed is there
any suggestion that the granting of injunctive relief breaches the separation of powers.
The various courts adopt different attitudes to when such remedies should be granted,
but all accept that within the separation of powers they have the power to make use of
such remedies — particularly when the state’s obligations are not performed diligently

and without delay”.*’

44. Third, it is increasingly acknowledged that judicial protection of human rights is
important because majoritan democracies are not always well-suited to protect the
human rights of all individuals. The Committee comments that the lack of an effective
remedy would: “drastically curtail the capacity of the courts to protect the rights of the
most vulnerable and disadvantaged groups in society.™® In this way individuals are
able to participate in democracies by being able to voice their complaints about
violations of human rights. The judicialisation of economic social and cultural rights can
be properly viewed as a hallmark of a mature democracy — where citizens, particularly
those in the minority, are able to assert their fundamental rights that may be overlooked
or ignored by the established social or economic system.

45. Fourth, concerns are expressed about the democratic legitimacy of courts or
Committees. This argument is of limited value since many courts and Committee
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members are appointed by governments. Where courts are given power to adjudicate
economic social and cultural rights they are sensitive to these concerns, indeed the
least dangerous branch of government as one commentator has noted.

46. Lastly, governments have increasingly supported the justiciability of economic
social and cultural rights in numerous other fora. Complaint procedures for violations of
economic social and cultural rights have been developed at the regional level (i.e.,
African Charter of Human and People’s Rights and Duties, Collective Complaints
Procedure under the European Social Charter, and the Inter-American San Salvador
Protocol).

47. These arguments have been summarised by the Committee as follows:

“While the respective competences of the various branches of government must be
respected, it is appropriate to acknowledge that courts are generally already involved in
a considerable range of matters which have important resource implications. The
adoption of a rigid classification of economic, social and cultural rights which puts them,
by definition, beyond the reach of the courts would thus be arbitrary and incompatible
with the principle that the two sets of human rights are indivisible and
interdependent.”®

1V. The Benefits and Practicability of an Optional Protocol, Including the
Question of Complementarity

IV.a. Benefits of an Optional Protocol to the ICESCR

48. The obligations ensuing from the ICESCR have been clarified in doctrine, in the
general observations adopted by the Committee, and by Special Rapporteurs.
Moreover, much regional and domestic case-law exists bearing witness to the direct
justiciability of the rights. Further clarification can only take place on a case-to-case
basis which is precisely why a complaints procedure is needed.

49. The world community confirmed the interrelatedness and interdependence of all
human rights at the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights. However, individuals
and groups whose economic, social, and cultural rights have been violated still have no
recourse globally, leading to a continuing situation of impunity with regard to these
rights, in clear violation of the spirit of the United Nations Charter, and the letter of the
1993 Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action. Indeed, economic social and
cultural rights have historically been neglected in the global context, even though they,
are amongst the most commonly violated rights in the current context of commercial
liberalisation and globalisation.®® The adoption of a complaint mechanism under the
ICESCR would mark a critical step in the right direction to overcome this impunity, and
would strengthen the principle of progressive realisation to which all States Parties to
the ICESCR have committed themselves.

50. The individual complaint mechanism will also support the Committee in its
supervisory tasks with regard to the implementation of the ICESCR. First, the mere
existence of the mechanism will lead to a new and more involved relationship between
the Committee and States Parties. Scholars have noted that one of the major
constraints of the Committee in the development of its working practices has derived
from the absence of a provision that requires State co-operation beyond the
submission of periodic reports.® Secondly, the treatment of cases relating to the
specific violation of Covenant rights will contribute to the further clarification of the
nature and scope of these rights, and thus to their justiciability.® Indeed, the
experience gained from the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil
and Political Rights confirms that a complaint mechanism contributes to the
development of a more specific legal content of international norms."™* Moreover, it
would seem unreasonable to demand clarification of the normative contents of the
Covenant rights a priori for the Optional Protocol to the ICESCR to be accepted.>
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51. On the occasion of the 1993 World Conference on Human Rights, the Committee
detailed the manners in which it considers that an Optional Protocol — and in particular
an individual complaint mechanism — will contribute to the understanding of economic
social and cultural rights in general, and to the status and practical relevance of the
Covenant in particular. In this connection, the Committee emphasised the benefits
deriving from treating the Covenant rights in a concrete context; the detailed research
that necessarily accompanies the treatment of specific cases; the positive aspects in
forcing the Committee to confront more complex matters than those deriving directly
from the Covenant; the impetus created by the mere existence of the mechanism in
terms of effective national implementation of the rights; the impact the mechanism will
have on individuals and groups that will feel encouraged to articulate their economic,
social, and cultural rights claims in more concrete and specific terms; and the “human
interest” impact generated by the cases that will lead to a deeper understanding and
awareness around the Covenant in general.>

52. The benefits of an Optional Protocol to the ICESCR have been noted in the report
product of the workshop mentioned by the Commission on Human Rights in its
Resolution 2002/24 preambular paragraph 5, which states that the Optional Protocol
could provide enhanced legality, uniformity, justice, and stability to balance the volatile
economic and political forces at play at the international level.>® This would be of great
benefit to States Parties to the Covenant, to agencies and institutions working
nationally or regionally on the implementation of economic social and cultural rights, as
well as to the international community as a whole, as it would contribute to a coherent
in-depth understanding of the rights.

IV.b. Complementarity

53. Complementarity in the human rights framework is not a new issue. Indeed,
complementarity between different human rights mechanisms can be found at the
regional and international levels and with respect to conventional and non-conventional
mechanisms. It results from the development of human rights law, along with the
identified need to bring special protection to vulnerable groups, address particular
subjects of concern or respond to regional specificities.

54. Within the human rights framework and with respect to individual complaint
mechanisms, complementarity can be understood from two different perspectives: one
specific right may be covered by several instruments or mechanisms and one particular
individual may have access to several mechanisms. In the following, we shall treat
these questions in turn.

IV.c. When One Right is Covered by Several Mechanisms

55. When one specific right is covered by several mechanisms, the question arises of
whether or not there is a situation of overlap between the work of the different
mechanisms that have been established to supervise the implementation of
international human rights treaties.

56. With respect to the Draft Optional Protocol to the ICESCR, concerns have been
raised that such a mechanism would duplicate, to a certain extent, the work carried out
by other bodies such as the Human Rights Committee, the Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination against Women, as well as the International Labour
Organisation (ILO) and the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organisation (UNESCO).>” We believe these concerns are exaggerated. For example,
we must ask whether the ILO and UNESCO bodies mentioned are experts on
economic, social and cultural rights issues, regardless their unquestionable expertise in
their area of focus. In fact, in drawing the attention to the fact that only procedures exist
for the right to freedom of association and educational rights, the Independent Expert
implicitly creates a strong argument for the urgent need for a specialised human rights
body competent to deal with violations of any economic social and cultural rights.
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57. Complementarity, or overlap between the rights covered by different individual
complaint mechanisms is common in the realm of civil and political rights and does not
seems to create problems or to raise concerns. For instance, the Committee Against
Torture is authorised, under Article 22 of the Convention against Torture (CAT), to
receive complaints from individuals who claim to be victims of a violation of the
provisions of this Convention by a State party that has made a declaration under this
Article. This provision does not prevent the Human Rights Committee from receiving
individual complaints regarding alleged violations of Article 7 of the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (hereinafter ICCPR), under the Optional Protocol
to this Covenant. Neither does it prevent the Inter-American Commission, the Inter-
American Court or the European Court on Human Rights to look at individual
complaints related to torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment.
Moreover, the right to freedom of association, covered by the Optional Protocol to the
ICCPR, has not been excluded from the individual complaint procedure on the
grounds of overlap with the ILO Committee on Freedom of Association. Similar
examples could be given with respect to other individual complaints mechanisms,
including the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women
(hereinafter CEDAW) and the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial
Discrimination (hereinafter CERD).

58. The fact that potential duplication of work between these different mechanisms has
not created problems or raised potential concerns can be explained by the fact that all
these procedures contain clauses preventing the examination of a case that would be,
at the same time, under consideration by another procedure of international or regional
settlement or investigation.*® Therefore, the issue is more a question of co-ordination
and rationalisation of the work between the different mechanisms, as highlighted by the
creation, within the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), of a
new Petition Unit. The Draft Optional Protocol to the ICESCR is no exception to this
rule, stipulating in its Article 3(3)(b) that the Committee shall declare a communication
inadmissible if it is being examined under another procedure of international
investigation or settlement, such as, for instance, the Optional Protocol to the ICCPR.

59. The interdependence, indivisibility and interrelatedness of all human rights,
reiterated in the Vienna Declaration and Programme of Action adopted by the Second
World Conference on Human Rights in 1993,> requires that the same standards be
applied equally to economic, social and cultural rights and civil and political rights. In
this respect, the Draft Optional Protocol to the ICESCR follows the same approach as
its civil and political rights predecessors concerning the ‘examination clause’,
stipulating that an individual complaint cannot be examined concurrently by more than
one mechanism. Accordingly, and following the same logic, any concern with respect to
the potential overlap between individual complaint procedures dealing with economic,
social and cultural rights is unsustainable.

60. While the examination clause guarantees that there would be no overlap in the
examination of individual complaints, the related question of access definitely waives
the concerns according to which an Optional Protocol to the ICESCR would duplicate
the work carried out by other bodies such as the Human Rights Committee, the
Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, as well as the ILO and
UNESCO.

IV.d. Access to Several Mechanisms

61. When examining the issue of access to complaint procedures, there are important
differences between the various existing individual complaint procedures related to
economic, social and cultural rights.

62. The existing complaint procedures at the international and regional levels dealing
with alleged violations of economic social and cultural rights include the following:
- The Optional Protocol to the ICCPR under Articles 8 and 22 of the ICCPR;

12/21



- The Optional Protocol to the CEDAW;

- The ILO special procedure with respect to the freedom of association;*

- The UNESCO Complaints Procedure in the field of any of the rights which fall within
UNESCO’S field of competence, that is education, science, culture and information;**
- The Collective Complaints Procedure adopted as a Protocol to the European Social
Charter in 1995;%

- The Inter-American Commission and the Inter-American Court on Human Rights.

63. Given their specific focus or regional dimension, access to these procedures is
limited either in term of the rights covered by the procedure or in term of the victims
who can lodge a complaint.

64. It is, for example, questionable to what extent the work of the Committee on
Freedom of Association at the International Labour Organisation and the UNESCO
procedures mentioned can really be defined as complaints procedures open to all
victims of violations of human rights. As an example, the ILO procedure is only open to
trade union representatives, and the scope of the rights covered by the UNESCO
procedure is limited to alleged human rights violations related to education, science,
culture and information.

65. Similarly, the scope of the economic, social and cultural rights covered by the
Optional Protocol to the ICCPR is limited to issue related to freedom of association and
slavery. Finally, limitations regarding a complaint under the Optional Protocol to the
CEDAW and regional mechanisms respond respectively to the gender and the
regional criteria preventing, in both cases, universal accesses to these procedures.

V. Conclusions

66. We have in this report reviewed some of the insights gained by the Committee and
the Special Rapporteurs with regard to the questions posed by the Commission in
Reso. 2002/24. We have also included jurisprudence from the national, regional, and
international level, and taken up concerns raised by international scholars. We hope
the Independent Expert finds this report useful in his endeavours to fulfil the mandate
contained in Res. 2002/24, and remain at his service for a more in-depth dialogue and
exchange of views.

13/21



Signed:

Organisations marked with (*) are in Special Consultative Status with ECOSOC.
Organisations marked with (**) are on the ECOSOC Roster list.

11.11.11

Coalition of the Flemish North South
Movement

Vlasfabriekstraat 11

1060 Brussels

Belgium

Phone: +32 25 36 11 50

Fax: +32 25 36 19 02

e-mail: han.verleyen@11.be

African Network for Environmental and
Economic Justice (ANEEJ)

123 1% East Circular Road

P.O. Box 3864

Benin City, Edo State

Nigeria

Phone: 234 52 25 87 48

e-mail: aneej2000@yahoo.co.uk

Asociacion Pro Derechos Humanos —
APRODEH

(Association for Human Rights)

Jr. Pachacutec 980

Lima 11

Peru

Phone: +51 1 431-0482 / 424-7057 / 431-4837
Fax: +51 1 431-0477

e-mail: mario@aprodeh.org.pe

Australian Council for Overseas Aid —
ACFOA

Private Bag 3

Deakin ACT 2600

Australia

Phone: +61 2 6285 1816

Fax: +61 2 6285 1720

e-mail: sharris@acfoa.asn.au

Canadian Association of Physicians for
the Environment (CAPE)

208-145 Spruce Street

Ottawa ON K1R 6P1

Canada

Phone: +1 250 629 3811

Fax: +1 250 629 3511

e-mail: pdc@gulfislands.com

Center for Reproductive Law and Policy
— CRLP (%)

120 Wall St., 14th FI.

New York, NY 10005

USA

Phone: +1 917 637 3618

Fax: +1 917 637 3666

e-mail: kathy.martinez@crlp.org

Africa Community Communications
P.O. Box 295

Ruwa

Zimbabwe

e-mail: moetsall@zol.co.zw

Asociacao Brasileira pela Nutricao e
Direitos Humanos — ABRANDH
(Brazilian Association for Food and Human
Rights)

SQN 215 Bloco J apto 204

70874-100 Brasilia. DF

Brazil

Phone: +55 61 2728294

e-mail: abrandh@tecnolink.com.br

Association of Africa Development
Organization (AFRICAD)

GPO Box 1433

Kampala — Uganda

Phone: +256 77 502441, 078 260431/2
Fax: +256 78 260432

e-mail: africad2002@yahoo.com

Border Ecology Project

Drawer CP

Bisbee, AZ 85603

Phone/Fax: +1 520 432 7456 or +1 505-471-
4808

e-mail: bepdick@worldnet.att.net

Center for Economic and Social Rights
(*)

162 Montague Street

Brooklyn, NY 11201

USA

Phone: +1 718 237 9145 ext. 12

Fax: +1 718 237 9147

e-mail: rnormand@cesr.org

Centre for Equality Rights in
Accommocation — CERA
1011 Chilver Road

Windsor, ON N8Y 2K6

Canada

Phone: +1 519 252 9301

Fax: +1 416 352 5507

e-mail: leilani@equalityrights.org
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Centre on Housing Rights and
Evictions (COHRE) (*)
International Secretariat

83 Rue de Montbrillant

1202 Geneva

Switzerland

Phone: +41 22 734 1028

Fax: +41 22 734 1028

e-mail: mal.langford@cohre.org

Centro de Estudios Legales y Sociales
— CELS

(Center for Legal and Social Studies)

Piedras 547

Buenos Aires

Argentina

Phone: +54 11 4334 4200

e-mail: desc@cels.org.ar

Consumer Education Trust (CONSENT)
GPO Box 1433

Kampala

Uganda

Phone: +256 78 260431/2

Fax: +256 78 260432

e-mail: consentug@yahoo.com

Corporaciéon Promocion de la Mujer
(Corporation of the Promotion of Women)
Viscaya E13-18 y Valladolid

La Floresta, Quito

Ecuador

Phone: 593 2 256 8571

e-mail: cpmujer@uio.satnet.net

Dominican Leadership Conference
NGO

22 Tower Place

Yonkers, NY 10703

USA

Phone: +1 914 377 8422

e-mail: EG2296@aol.com

Foro para la Participacion Ciudadana
(Forum for Citizen’s Participation)

P.O. Box 228, Sucursal 25

Buenos Aires, 1425

Argentina

Phone: 48 33 67 69

Fax: 48 318218

e-mail: foco@idemi.org.ar

HLM Consult

Guldborgvej 17

4000 Roskilde

Denmark

Phone: +45 4675 3860

e-mail: h.lund.madsen@email.dk

Centro de Asesoria Laboral del Peru —
CEDAL

(Center for Labor Advine)

769 Jirén Talara

Jesls Maria, Lima 11

Peru

Phone: +51 1 433 3274

e-mail: emoura@cedal.org.pe

Centro de la Mujer Peruana Flora
Tristan (%)

(Flora Tristan Peruvian Women’s Center)
Parque Hernan Velarde 42, Lima 1

Peru

Phone: +51 1 433 2765

Fax: +51 1 433 9500

e-mail: marianne@flora.org.pe

Coordinadora Nacional de Derechos
Humanos — CNDDHH (*)

(National Coordinator for Human Rights)
Jr. Tupac Amaru 2467

Lince, Lima 14

Peru

Phone: +51 1 441 1533

Fax: +51 1 422 4827

e-mail: fsoberon@dhperu.org

DECA Equipo Pueblo
Francisco Field Jurado 51

Col. Independencia

CP 03630 Mexico DF

Mexico

Phone: 55 39 00 15

Fax: 56 72 74 53

e-mail: pueblodip@Ianeta.apc.org

Elizabeth Seton Foundation
211 East 43" Street #302

New York, NY 10017

USA

Phone: +1 212 599 0191

Fax: +1 212 599 2712

e-mail: fedngo@aol.com

Foundation The Court of Eden
P.O. Box 636

3500 AP Utrecht

Netherlands

Phone: +31 30 251 6941
guus@thecourtofeden.org

Interhemispheric Resource Center
P.O. Box 2178

Silver City, NM 88061

USA

Phone: +1 505 388 0208

Fax: +1 505 388 0619

e-mail: john@irc-online.org
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International Commission of Jurists (*)
814 Ave. De Chatelaine

P.O. Box 216

1216 Chatelaine, Geneva

Switzerland

Phone: +41 22 979 3808

Fax: +41 22 979 3801

e-mail: berry@icj.org

International Labor Rights Fund
Suite 920

733 15th Street, NW

Washington DC 20005

USA

Phone: +1 202 347 4100

Fax: +1 202 347 4885

e-mail: bama.athreya@ilrf.org

Isis-Women's International Cross
Cultural Exchange — Isis-WICCE
Plot 32 Bukoto Street Kamwokya
P.O.Box 4934

Kampala

Uganda

Phone: 256-41-543953

Fax: 256-41-543954

e-mail: isis@starcom.co.ug

Kvindernes U-lands Udvalg — K.U.L.U.
(Women and Development)

Borgergade 14, 2. th.

1300 Copenhagen K

Denmark

Phone: + 45 3315 7870

Fax. + 45 3332 5330

e-mail: kulu@kulu.dk

Liberty Victoria

(Victorian Council for Civil Liberties)

360 Little Bourke Street, Level 4

Melbourne, Victoria 3000

Australia

Phone: +61 3 93 87 37 84

e-mail: anne.o’rourke@buseco.monash.edu.au

Maryknoll Sisters of St. Dominic, Inc. (*)
10 Pinesbridge Road

Maryknoll N.Y. 10545-0311

USA

e-mail:
Jfallon.MKSPO.MKSISTERS@mksisters.org

Observatori dels Drest Humani — DESC
(Observatory of Human Rights — ESCR)

Calle Sant Honorat 7, 08002 Barcelona

Spain

Phone: +34 93 302 6882

Fax: +34 93 412 4377

e-mail: mail@descweb.org

International Environmental Policy and
Development — IEPD

21 Ladera Road

Santa Fe, NM 87508-8260

USA

Phone: +1 505 466 0098

Fax: +1 505 466 4644

e-mail: iedp@igc.org

International Women’s Rights Action
Watch (IWRAW) — Asia Pacific (*)

2" Floor, Block F, Anjung FELDA

Jalan Maktab

54000 Kuala Lumpur

Malaysia

Phone: 603 2691 3292

Fax: 603 2698 4203

e-mail: iwraw@po.jaring.my

Kalibbala Rural Development Africa —
KARUDEO

P.O. Box 16206

Kampala

Uganda

Phone: +256 77 501671, 041231824

Fax: +256 78 260432

e-mail: karudeo@hotmail.com

Leo Kuper Foundation

Suite 212

20 Harewood Avenue

London NW1-6JX

United Kingdom

e-mail: kf@west-end.demon.co.uk

Maryknoll Fathers & Brothers (CFMSA)
(*)

55 Ryder Road

Maryknoll, N.Y. 10545

USA

e-mail through:
Jfallon.MKSPO.MKSISTERS@mksisters.org

National Service Conference of The
American Ethical Union

2 West 64th Street

New York, NY 10023

USA

Phone: +1 212 873 6500

e-mail: marlalamar@mindspring.com

Organisation Mondiale Contre la
Torture —-OMCT (*)

(World Organisation Against Torture)
8 Rue du Vieux Billard, P.O. Box 21
1211 Geneva 8

Switzerland

Phone: +41 22 809 49 39

Fax: +41 22 809 49 29

e-mail: nm@omct.org
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Pacific Concerns Resource Centre
83 Amy Street

Private Mail Bag, Suva

Fiji Islands

Phone: +679 3304649/3304558

Fax: +679 3304755

e-mail: pcrc@is.com.fj

Physicians for Human Rights-UK (*)
91 Harlech Rd

Abbots Langley WD5 OBE

United Kingdom

Phone: + 44 77 70 79 66 09

e-mail: phall@gn.apc.org

Plataforma Peruana de Derechos
Humanos Democracia y Desarrollo —
PPDHDD

(Peruvian Platform for Human Rights,
Democracy, and Development)

769 Jirén Talara

JesUs Maria, Lima 11

Peru

Phone: +51 1 433 3274

e-mail: pcordovab@cedal.org.pe

Rural Reconstruction Nepal — RRN (*)
P.O. Box:8130

Lazimpat, Kathmandu

Nepal

Phone: +977-1-415418/422153
Fax:+977-1-418296

e-mail: Akarki@rrn.org.np

Shirkat Gah Women’s Resource Centre

(**)

F-25/A Block 9

Clifton, Karachi

Pakistan

e-mail: najmas@super.net.pk

Task Force Detainees of the Philippines

— TFDP

19 Malingap Street, Teachers Village
Quezon City,

Philippines 1101

Phone: 632-4346351

Fax: 632-920-9931

e-mail: tfdp@tfdp.org

VIVAT International

211E, 43rd street Suite 706

New York, NY 10017-4707

USA

Phone: +1 646 487 0003

Fax: +1 646 487 0004

e-mail: larry@vivatinternational.org

Pacific Institute for Women’s Health
3450 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000

Los Angeles, CA 90010-2208

USA

Phone: +1 213 386 2600 ext. 4807

Fax: +1 213 386 2664

e-mail: acabria@piwh.org

Plataforma Brasileira de Direitos
Humanos Econémicos Sociais e
Culturais

(Brazilian Platform for Economic Social and
Cultural Rights)

Rua Senador Pinheiro, 304 - CxP 52
99001-970 - Passo Fundo — RS

Brazil

Phone/Fax: +55 54 3045-3277

e-mail: secretaria@dhescbrasil.org.br

Red de Comunicacién de Morelos
(Morelos Communications Network)
Jalisco #1

Col. Las Palmas

Cuernavaca, Morelos

Mexico

e-mail: areli@cuer.laneta.apc.org

Servicio Paz y Justicia — Serpaj (*)
(Service Peace and Justice)

Joaquin Requena 1642

11200 Montevideo

Uruguay

Phone: 598 2 408 5301

Fax: 598 2 408 5701

e-mail: verdad@serpaj.org.uy

Swedish NGO Foundation for Human
Rights

Drottninggatan 101

11360 Stockholm

Sweden

Phone: +46 8545 499 70

e-mail: anna.wigenmark@humanrights.se

Tonantzin: Boston Committee in
Support of the Native Peoples of
Mexico

P.O. Box 1074

Jamaica Plain, MA 02130

USA

Phone: +1 781 326 5147

e-mail: damdur@igc.org

Women’s Rights Action Network
Australia - WRANA

P.O. Box 2092

Lygon Brunswick 3057, Victoria
Australia

e-mail: wrana_projects@yahoo.com
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Youth Development Africa — YDA
GPO Box 1433

Kampala

Uganda

Phone: +256 77 853690, 041 231824
Fax: +256 78 260432

e-mail: yda92@yahoo.com
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