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INTRODUCTION  
 
The key value of the Universal Periodic Review (UPR) lies in its potential to contribute to tangible improvements 
in the situation of human rights in the countries under review.  The focus of all participating states should 
therefore be on implementation.  It is vital, therefore, that reviewing states monitor the implementation of 
accepted recommendations and, where necessary, follow up in subsequent reviews to ensure that states under 
review live up to their commitments. 
 
In this document, Amnesty International provides an overview of the state of implementation of key 
recommendations made in the previous reviews, in 2010, of the following 11 states:  Angola, Bolivia, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Egypt, Fiji, Gambia, Iran, Iraq, Italy, Kazakhstan and Slovenia.  In each of the country chapters, the 
specific recommendations being assessed are identified in the footnotes by document and paragraph reference, 
and by the states who made those recommendations.  A simple word search across the document will 
immediately identify, for example, the recommendations originally made by Chile or by Spain.   
 
While Amnesty International welcomes efforts by states to give effect to accepted recommendations, a large 
number of the recommendations assessed in this document remain unimplemented or only partially implemented.  
Amnesty International takes this opportunity to call on all states – states under review as well as reviewing states 
– to make every effort to give prompt and full effect to accepted recommendations and voluntary commitments.  
Reviewed as well as reviewing states should stay in bilateral contact throughout the reporting period to 
collaborate, share good practice, and offer assistance as relevant, to foster the full implementation of 
recommendations made in the UPR.   
 
Ratification of international human rights instruments 
Amnesty International welcomes efforts by states to implement recommendations to sign, ratify, or accede to 
human rights instruments.  For example, in September 2013 Angola signed the Second Optional Protocol to the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or 
Degrading Treatment or Punishment and its Optional Protocol, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Racial Discrimination, and the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights.  In a similarly positive move, in 2013 Gambia ratified the Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities and the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on the Sale of Children, Child 
Prostitution and Child Pornography; however, Gambia has not yet ratified the Convention against Torture and 
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment despite its earlier commitment to do so.    
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National legislation to protect human rights 
A number of states committed to strengthening national legislation.  Since its review, Bolivia has passed 
legislation to prevent and punish violence against women which is currently being implemented; however, Bolivia 
has yet to implement legislation to protect sexual and reproductive rights despite accepting such 
recommendations.  In January 2012, Fiji lifted the Public Emergency Regulations; however, these were replaced 
with the Public Order Amendment Decree which continues to restrict the rights to freedom of expression, 
association and assembly.  Moreover, Fiji’s new Constitution falls short of international human rights standards 
despite its stated commitment to protect human rights and fundamental freedoms.   
 
The judiciary 
Bolivia has also failed to implement recommendations to strengthen the independence and functioning of the 
judiciary, including those necessary to end impunity. Bosnia and Herzegovina has yet to implement 
recommendations to enable victims of war crimes of sexual violence to access justice and reparations.   
 
Freedom of expression, association and assembly  
Egypt continues to arbitrarily restrict the rights to freedom of expression, association and assembly and to use 
unnecessary and excessive force against demonstrators.  In Gambia freedom of expression continues to be stifled 
amid a worsening human rights situation since the last review.  Fiji has continued a pattern of abuse and 
intimidation of human rights defenders, journalists, trade unionists and government critics, despite accepting 
recommendations to ensure their protection.  In Kazakhstan the crack-down on the media has continued, and 
despite commitments in the 2010 review, the new Criminal Code retains defamation and slander as crimes with 
increased punishments and fines.   
 
Right to housing 
Despite accepting recommendations to ensure adequate housing for its citizens, Egypt has continued to evict 
residents from informal settlements, and in Italy Roma continue to experience severe discrimination in access to 
adequate housing.  Their living conditions remain harsh and they continue to be segregated in sub-standard 
housing.   
 
The death penalty 
In a backward step for human rights in the country, Gambia executed nine prisoners in 2012, its first executions 
in nearly 30 years.  In both Iran and Iraq, the death penalty continues to be used, including in the former against 
juvenile offenders in clear contravention of international standards.   
 
Rights of asylum-seekers 
Several countries continue to violate the principle of non-refoulement by returning asylum-seekers to countries 
where they may risk human rights violations.  This is notably the case in both Italy and Kazakhstan.   
 
Discrimination 
Despite accepting recommendations, Slovenia has yet again failed to enact legislation to recognize the rights of 
“the erased” and to restore permanent residency to them.  Roma also continue to suffer discrimination in 
Slovenia in part due to inadequate legislation. Iran has failed to take steps to ensure the equality of women and 
girls in law and in practice.   
 
Torture and other ill-treatment 
Despite many countries committing to eliminate torture, Amnesty International has continued to receive reports of 
torture and ill-treatment since the 2010 reviews.  In Egypt torture continues to be used extensively; in Iraq torture 
and ill-treatment of detainees remain rife; and in Fiji the authorities have failed to investigate new allegations of 
torture and ill-treatment by the security forces.  In Kazakhstan, independent monitors continue to be denied 
access to detention facilities.   
 
Cooperation with the UN Special Procedures 
Finally, although Iran committed to respond positively to visit requests by the Special Procedures, none of the six 
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Special Procedures who have asked to visit Iran, with some requests outstanding since 2006, have been able to 
visit the country.   
 
 

ANGOLA 
 
During its first Universal Periodic Review (UPR) in February 2010, Angola supported 158 recommendations and 
rejected eight,1 four of which related to extending a standing invitation to UN Special Procedures.2 Amnesty 
International regrets that Angola rejected these important recommendations.  
 
Angola agreed to consider ratifying outstanding human rights treaties, including the Second Optional Protocol to 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights aiming at the abolition of the death penalty,3 the 
Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (Convention against 
Torture) and its Optional Protocol,4 the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination,5 and 
the Optional Protocol to International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights.6 Amnesty International 
welcomes the signing of these treaties by Angola on 24 September 2014.  
 
Angola further agreed to consider ratifying the Convention for the Protection of All Persons from Enforced 
Disappearance7 and the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and 
Members of their Families.8 That Angola has not signed these conventions is particularly concerning in the light of 
reports of an enforced disappearance in May 2012 – revealed to be kidnappings and unlawful killings in 
November 2013 – of two organisers of demonstrations,9 as well as forcible expulsion of non-nationals.10.  
 
 

                                                 
1 Report of the Human Rights Council on its fourteenth session, 18 June 2010, A/HRC/14/11L.10. Other recommendations 
rejected included two related to resuming cooperation with the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights in Angola 
made by Netherlands and the Republic of North Korea and two related to the decriminalization of homosexuality made by 
France and the Czech Republic.   

2 Report of the Working Group of the Universal Periodic Review of Angola, 24 March 2010 (A/HRC/14/11), paragraph 36 
recommendation by Brazil; paragraph 87 recommendation 37, 38 and 39 (Czech Republic, Spain and Slovakia). 

3 Ibid, paragraph, 87, recommendations 1, 6, 13 and 19 (Brazil, Belgium, Portugal and the Philippines).   

4 Ibid, paragraph 87, recommendations 1, 3, 6, 8, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 73, 75 (Brazil, Hungary, Belgium, Czech 
Republic, Azerbaijan, USA, Mexico, Germany, UK, Philippines, South Korea and Cote d’Ivoire, Sweden, Italy).   

5 Ibid, paragraph 87, recommendations 1, 3, 9, 14, 19, 20, 21 and 22 (Brazil, Hungary, Azerbaijan, Mexico, Philippines, 
Republic of Korea, Côte d’Ivoire and Pakistan).   

6 Ibid, paragraph 87, recommendations 12 and 17 (Portugal and Spain).   

7 Ibid, paragraph 87, recommendations 5, 14 and 17 (France, Mexico, Spain).   

8 Ibid, paragraph 87, recommendations 14 and 19 (Mexico and Philippines).   

9 Silva Alves Kamulingue and Isaías Sebastião Cassule disappeared on 27 and 29 May 2012, respectively. They were involved 
in the organization of a demonstration planned for 27 May by war veterans and former presidential guards to demand payment 
for pensions and salaries owed to them. Police initially denied any knowledge of the case, despite it being widely publicized in 
the country. In November 2013, the Public Prosecution Service publicly confirmed that four state agents had been arrested 
and detained for their kidnapping and murder. 

10 Despite an agreement in 2009 to stop expulsions between Angola and the DRC, the Angolan authorities have continued to 
expel Congolese nationals with recourse to human rights violations, including sexual violence. Amnesty International Report 
2012, State of the World’s Human Rights, Human Rights in the Republic of Angola (AI Index POL 10/001/2012) 
http://amnesty.org/en/region/angola/report-2012; and Amnesty International Report 2011, State of the World’s Human Rights, 
Human Rights in the Republic of Angola (AI Index POL 10/001/2011) http://amnesty.org/en/region/angola/report-2011.  

http://amnesty.org/en/region/angola/report-2012
http://amnesty.org/en/region/angola/report-2011
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BOLIVIA  
 
During its first UPR in 2010 Bolivia supported 78 of the 79 recommendations made to it by other states, stating 
that some of these were already implemented or in the process of being implemented.11  Amnesty International 
welcomes that Bolivia has addressed some of the concerns raised by other states, including those regarding 
discrimination and protecting of women’s rights,12 and that it has ratified key international human rights 
treaties.13  However, some of the recommendations have been only partially implemented or not at all. 
 
Justice and impunity 
Bolivia supported recommendations to strengthen the independence and the functioning of the judiciary14 and to 
end impunity.15  Despite some recent legislation, the effective administration of justice in Bolivia remains a 
challenge.16  Bolivia also accepted recommendations to ensure progress in key cases, including the killings in 
Pando in 2008 and the violence in Sucre in 2008.17  At the time of this writing, the trials were still underway.  
 
Women’s human rights 
Bolivia supported all the recommendations to uphold the human rights of women and girls.18  Legislation to 
prevent and punish violence against women has been passed and is in the process of being implemented.19 
Recommendations calling for a reduction in maternal mortality and for legislation on sexual and reproductive 
rights have yet to be implemented.20 
 
Indigenous Peoples’ rights 
Amnesty International welcomes that the rights of Indigenous Peoples are guaranteed in the 2009 Constitution 
and in some recent national laws.21  However, not all the recommendations on this issue have been fully 

                                                 
11 Human Rights Council, Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review of the Plurinational State of Bolivia, 
A/HRC/14/7, 9 June 2010.  

12 Law 045 against racism and all forms of discrimination, 8 October 2010 (Ley contra el racismo y todas las formas de 
discriminación). Also, in 2011 a National Committee against Racism and other forms of Discrimination was established as 
well as other committees in Chuquisaca y Tarija. Law 348 to guarantee women’s right to a life free of violence, 20 June 2013 
(Ley integral para garantizar a las mujeres una vida libre de violencia) and Law 243 against the harassment and political 
violence against women, 28 May 2012 (Ley contra el acoso y la violencia política contra las mujeres). 

13 On 12 July 2013 Bolivia ratified the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
and on 13 January 2012 Bolivia ratified the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights.  

14 A/HRC/14/7, recommendations 98.39 (Slovakia, Turkey, Slovenia and France), 98.40 (Italy, Denmark, Germany and United 
Kingdom), 98.42 (Algeria, United Sates of America), 98.43 (Norway, Netherlands and Canada), 98.44 (Nicaragua), 98.47 
(Switzerland). 

15 Ibid, recommendation 98.51 (Sweden). 

16 Report of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights on the activities of her office in the Plurinational State 
of Bolivia, 5 March 2013, A/HRC/22/17/Add.2 paras 44-55. Human Rights Committee, Concluding Observations on Bolivia, 
paras. 19, 22, CCPR/C/BOL/CO/3, December 2013. 

17 A/HRC/14/7, recommendation 98.51 (Austria and United Kingdom) 

18 Ibid, recommendations 98.4 (Mexico and Guatemala), 98.5 (Mexico), 98.6 (Argentina, Belarus), 98.20 (Brazil, 
Netherlands), 98.22 (Kyrgyzstan), 98.25 (Egypt), 98.30 (Slovenia), 98.31 (France, Netherlands and Azerbaijan), 98.33 
(Costa Rica), 98.47 (Switzerland) and 98.57 (United Kingdom). 

19 See note 12.  

20 A/HRC/14/7, recommendations 98/32 (Spain), 98.67 (Chile and Turkey), 98.69 (Sweden and Colombia), 98.70 
(Colombia). 

21 See the 2009 Constitution, articles 30, 352 and 353, among other provisions that recognize Indigenous Peoples’ rights. 
See also Law 045 against racism and all forms of discrimination, 8 October 2010. 
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implemented;22 more is needed to ensure the right to consultation and to free, prior and informed consent of 
Indigenous Peoples on projects that may affect them, in line with ILO Convention 169 and the UN Declaration on 
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.  
 
 

BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA 
 
In the 2010 UPR,23 Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) accepted a number of recommendations aimed at enabling 
victims of war crimes of sexual violence to access justice and reparations. These included, inter alia, effective 
investigation of crimes of sexual violence arising from the armed conflict and the prompt prosecution of those 
responsible,24 and the adoption of further measures25 to provide victims with effective remedies, including 
rehabilitation, improved access to affordable health services and the establishment of psycho-social support 
centers.26 
 
Amnesty International considers that BiH has failed to implement the above recommendations and that the 
authorities have denied the rights of the survivors of war crimes of sexual violence by failing to prosecute these 
crimes, and by not providing them with meaningful measures of reparation, including restitution, compensation, 
rehabilitation, satisfaction and guarantees of non-repetition. The authorities have also failed to provide an 
adequate level of protection and support of witnesses in cases of war crimes of sexual violence, as detailed further 
below. 
 
 

EGYPT 
 
Amnesty International welcomed the human rights commitments made by Egypt during its first UPR in 2010. 
However, successive governments since the “25 January Revolution” in 2011 have failed to implement these 
pledged reforms and have instead been responsible for serious, pervasive violations of human rights. Today, 
human rights in Egypt are in crisis. 
 
In 2010, Egypt accepted a recommendation to ensure that the security forces acted with “restraint”.27 Yet, ever 
since the beginning of the 2011 uprising, the security forces have used unnecessary and excessive force on an 
unprecedented scale, killing hundreds of peaceful protesters and others. In 2010, Egypt also accepted 
recommendations to combat torture; however, torture continues to be used.28 

                                                 
22 A/HRC/14/7 recommendations 98.21 (Azerbaijan), 98.22 (Kirgizstan), 98.45 (Slovenia and Canada), 98.46 (Netherlands, 
Austria and Switzerland), 98.74 (Norway), 98.75 (Pakistan), 98.76 (Venezuela), 98.77 (Germany). 

23 Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Addendum: Views on conclusions 
and/or recommendations, voluntary commitments and replies presented by the State under review. 10 June 2010. 
A/HRC/14/16/Add.1  

24 A/HRC/14/16, recommendation 90.67 (Chile) 

25 Ibid, recommendation 90.68 (Spain) 

26 A/HRC/14/16 Add.1, paras. 23-24. 

27 Egypt claimed that it had either already implemented the recommendation, or was in the process of doing so. See: 
Recommendation 95.118 (USA) and explanatory paragraph 96, Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic 
Review* Egypt (UN Doc: A/HRC/14/17), Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review, United Nations Human Rights 
Council, 26 March 2010: http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/125/48/PDF/G1012548.pdf?OpenElement.   

28 Egypt accepted a number of state recommendations on combating torture. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 95.9 
(Japan); 95.35 (Austria); 95.36 (Switzerland); 95.39 (Switzerland); 95.84 (France). 

Egypt stated it had already implemented other state recommendations to combat torture, or was in the process of doing so. 
See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 95.92 (Czech Republic); 95.94 (Switzerland); and explanatory paragraph 96.  

http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/125/48/PDF/G1012548.pdf?OpenElement


Amnesty International assessment of implementation of previous UPR recommendations 
20th Session of the UPR Working Group, 27 October – 7 November 2014 

 
 

 
AI Index:  IOR 41/026/2014        August 2014   

6 

 

 
Egypt further accepted recommendations to protect freedom of expression and association; however, it has not 
advanced, but continues to arbitrarily restrict these rights.29 Moreover, since it rejected recommendations to end 
prison terms for “acts damaging to an individual’s honour” and to revise legislation on journalists, Egypt has 
continued to prosecute and imprison journalists, activists and others for allegedly criticising state authorities, 
public officials or religion.30 Egypt also rejected a recommendation to allow NGOs to receive international funding 
without state approval, and has cracked down on NGOs which have done so.31 
 
Egypt also accepted recommendations to promote freedoms of thought, conscience and religion and to address 
sectarian violence.32 However, religious minorities have faced continued discrimination in building and 

                                                                                                                                                                        
Egypt deferred several other recommendations on combating torture until the 14th session of the Human Rights Council in 
June 2010. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 99.3 (Czech Republic); 99.5 (Switzerland); 99.7 (Brazil); 99.8 (Chile); 
99.9 (France); 99.10 (Netherlands); 99.11 (Spain); 99.13 (Spain); 99.14 (Ireland); 99.15 (Germany); 99.17 (Spain); 99.18 
(Ireland); 99.19 (Sweden); and 99.21 (Belgium). In June 2010, Egypt stated that it was rejecting Recommendations 99.3, 
99.5 and 99.9, which called on it to accede to the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture (OPCAT), citing 
“complex legal issues”. Egypt stated it was “partly accepting” Recommendations 99.7 and 99.8, urging it to accede to or 
ratify international human rights treaties to which it was not a state party, but repeated its reservations over joining the 
OPCAT. Egypt noted Recommendations 99.10, 99.17, 99.18, 99.19 and 99.21, which urged it to facilitate the visit of the 
Special Rapport on torture, and other cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment or punishment, but stated it “would be difficult 
to a specific early date for this visit” and that it was studying requests “on a case by case basis”. Egypt further stated that it 
would consider Recommendation 99.11, urging it to give the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of human 
rights while countering terrorism access to detention centers, at the “appropriate time”. Egypt stated it would present 
Recommendations of 99.13, 99.14 and 99.15 to amend the definition of torture in national law to parliament. As of March 
2014, the Egyptian authorities have yet to bring the definition of torture in national law in line with the Convention against 
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment. See: Report of the Working Group on the Universal 
Periodic Review* Egypt: Addendum: Views on conclusions and/or recommendations, voluntary commitments and replies 
presented by the State under review (UN Doc: A/HRC/14/17/Add.1), Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review, United 
Nations Human Rights Council, 7 June 2010, para3-5, 8-9, 10, 12-14, 15-17 and 21: http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/140/72/PDF/G1014072.pdf?OpenElement 

29 Egypt supported a state recommendation to ensure its legislation complied with the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights for “bloggers and public access to Internet”. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 95.10 (Czech Republic). 
Egypt supported some state recommendations on freedom of expression, claiming that it had already implemented them or 
was in the process of implementing them. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 95.86 (Norway); 95.100 (Germany); 95.101 
(Canada); 95.102 (Chile); 95.103 (Netherlands); 95.104 (Ireland); and 95.105 (Sweden). 

30 Egypt rejected state recommendations to end prison terms for criminal defamation or “incitement to discrimination 
regarding sex, origin, language, religion or belief, and for acts damaging to an individual's honour”: See: A/HRC/14/17, 
Recommendations: 97.3 (USA); and 97.14 (Ireland). Egypt further rejected as “factually inaccurate” a recommendation to 
release bloggers and activists detained under the Emergency Law and political activists. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 
98.2 (USA). 

Egypt deferred a state recommendation to release people detained for exercising their right to freedom of expression on the 
Internet to June 2010. It then accepted the recommendation in principle, but claimed that there it knew of no cases. See: 
A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 99.4 (Sweden); and A/HRC/14/17/Add.1, para6. 

31 Egypt accepted a state recommendation to consult widely with NGOs and give them a substantive role in drafting any new 
NGO law. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 95.38 (Ireland).  Egypt stated it was in the process of implementing, or had 
already implemented, other state recommendations to review the NGO law and bring it in line with international law and 
standards. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 95.102 (Chile); 95.88 (Spain); 95.106 (Norway); and 95.107 (Germany).  
Egypt rejected a recommendation to allow NGOs to receive international funding without government approval. See: 
A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 97.10 (USA). 

32 Egypt accepted several state recommendations calling for it to promote freedom of thought, conscience and religion: See: 
A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 95.40 (Finland) and 95.47 (Armenia).  Egypt claimed that it had implemented other 
recommendations on ending discrimination and sectarian violence, or else was in the process of doing so. See: A/HRC/14/17, 
Recommendations 95.90 (Austria); 95.96 (Finland); 95.97 (Germany); 95.98 (Chile); 95.99 (Austria); and 95.119 (USA).  
Egypt deferred other recommendations on discrimination against religious minorities until June 2010, when it stated it would 
“partly accept” recommendations to allow Coptic Christians to build and maintain places of worship and further accepted a 
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maintaining places of worship, as well as deadly sectarian attacks. 
 
In addition, Egypt accepted a recommendation to strengthen efforts to ensure housing for all citizens.33 However, 
the authorities continue to forcibly evict residents from informal settlements and have failed to remedy the plight 
of thousands of slum-dwellers who live in unsafe areas that threaten their lives and health. 
  
Egypt did not answer recommendations to respond positively to requests by UN Special Procedures to visit the 
country.34 In practice, it continues to deny them access. Egypt also rejected a recommendation to ensure that 
individuals under its jurisdiction have access to the complaints mechanisms of the UN human rights treaty 
bodies.35 
 
Egypt also rejected a recommendation to develop campaigns to promote tolerance and eliminate gender-based 
discrimination.36 Since then, women have continued to face discrimination in law and practice, as well as high 
levels of sexual and other gender-based violence. 
 
 

FIJI 
 
Amnesty International acknowledges the steps Fiji has taken to comply with the 2010 UPR recommendations. 
These include revoking the Pensions and Retirement Allowances Decree 2009 in 2010,37 and lifting the Public 
Emergency Regulations (PER) in January 2012.38  Regrettably, the PER was replaced with an amended Public 
Order Amendment Decree (POAD)39 which continues to restrict the rights to freedom of expression, association 
and peaceful assembly. 
 
Fiji promulgated a new Constitution on 6 September 2013. However, the Constitution falls short of international 
human rights law and standards,40 and this runs counter to the commitments made by Fiji at its previous UPR in 
2010 to accord the “utmost importance, in the formulation of the new Constitution to the promotion and 
protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms”.41  
 

                                                                                                                                                                        
state recommendation to allow Bahá'ís to obtain official documents. See: A/HRC/14/17, Recommendations 99.1 
(Netherlands); 99.2 (USA); and 99.25 (USA); as well as A/HRC/14/17/Add.1, para1-2 and para25. 

33 A/HRC/14/17, Recommendation 95.52 (Saudi Arabia). 

34 Ibid, Recommendations 99.10 (Netherlands); 99.18 (Ireland); 99.19 (Sweden) on the visit of the Special Rapporteur on 
torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment; and Recommendations 99.16 (Czech Republic); 
99.17 (Spain); 99.18 (Ireland); 99.19 (Sweden); 99.20 (Spain); 99.21 (Belgium), calling for Egypt to facilitate visits by 
Special Procedures. In June 2010, Egypt stated it was studying the requests on a “case by case” basis, but did not accept or 
reject some recommendations and stated it “partially accepted” others. See: A/HRC/14/17/Add.1, para15-17 and para18-21. 

35 Ibid, Recommendation 99.6 (Austria) and A/HRC/14/17/Add.1, para7. 

36 Ibid, Recommendation 97.4 (Czech Republic). 

37 A/HRC/14/8, para 71.97 (Spain). 

38 Ibid, para 71.21 (Norway), 28 (United Kingdom), 31 (United States), 34 (Australia), 76 (Netherlands). 

39 Public Order (Amendment) Decree 2012 (Decree 1), Government of Fiji, available at: 
http://www.paclii.org/fj/promu/promu_dec/pod2012226/ [accessed 19 September 2013]. 

40 Amnesty International, Fiji’s Draft Constitution Falls Short on Human Rights Standards (Index: ASA 18/001/2013), 25 April 
2013; Amnesty International, Fiji: New constitution fails to protect fundamental human rights, Press Release (Index: PRE 
01/443/2013) 4 September 2013; and Amnesty International, Another court ruling, another setback for freedom of expression 
in Fiji (Index: ASA 18/003/2013), 13 August 2013. 

41 A/HRC/14/8, para 71.16 (Philippines). 
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Since the 2010 review, despite accepting recommendations to ensure the protection of human rights defenders,42 
a pattern of abuse and intimidation of media personnel, human rights defenders, trade unionists, and government 
critics has continued, and the authorities have failed to independently investigate several new allegations of 
torture or ill-treatment by the security forces, contributing to a culture of impunity. 
 
Fiji accepted recommendations to carry out full investigations into alleged acts of torture and other ill-treatment 
in custody, to hold to account those responsible, and to put an immediate end to immunity for members of the 
police and the military.43  However, no steps have been taken to address the specific cases raised at the last 
review.  
 
Fiji also accepted a recommendation to consider favourably the request for a visit by the Special Rapporteur on 
torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment,44 but has subsequently failed to respond 
positively to the Special Rapporteur’s requests to visit. 
 
 

GAMBIA  
 
Since Gambia’s first UPR in 2010, the human rights situation in the country has deteriorated.  The government 
continues to stifle freedom of expression and to commit a range of human rights violations with impunity.  
 
International human rights instruments 
Of the recommendations that were accepted in 2010, the government has ratified the Convention on the Rights 
of Persons with Disabilities in 2013,45 and the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on 
the Sale of Children, Child Prostitution and Child Pornography.46  However, the government has not yet ratified 
other equally important international human rights treaties,47 including the Convention against Torture and Other 
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, which it committed to ratify in 2010. 
 
Cooperation with UN Treaty Bodies and Special Procedures 
The government has submitted overdue reports to the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in 
2012, the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women in 2012, and the Committee on the 
Rights of the Child in 2011.  However, it has failed to submit other overdue reports, including to the Human 

                                                 
42 A/HRC/14/8, para 71.61 (Netherlands), 62 (Norway), 63 (Spain), 93 (Canada). 

43 Ibid, para71. 93 (Canada), 94 (UK). 

44 Ibid, para 71.48 (Norway). 

45 Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review,  A/HRC/14/6 para 99, Recommendations 1-2 (Nigeria, 
Niger) and 4-5 (Argentina, Spain) 

46 Ibid, para 98, Recommendation 2 (Brazil), Recommendation 4 (Turkey); para 99, Recommendation 1-4 (Nigeria, Niger, 
Slovakia, Argentina) 

47 Ibid, para 99, Recommendations 1-8 (Nigeria, Niger, Slovakia, Argentina, Spain, Chile, DRC).  Gambia also failed to ratify 
the following international human rights treaties: the Second Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights aiming at the abolition of the death penalty; the International Convention for the Protection of All Persons from 
Enforced Disappearance; the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women; the 
Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights; the International Convention on the 
Rights of All Migrant Workers and Their Families; the Optional Protocol to the Convention Against Torture; the Optional 
Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child on a communications procedure; and the Optional Protocol to the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in Armed Conflict.  It is not clear if Gambia has signed 
and ratified the Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 
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Rights Committee, despite the commitments made at the review in 2010.48 
 
Invitations to the Special Procedure mandate holders have not been extended nor have their requests for visits 
been accepted, including the request going back to 2006 from the Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, 
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment and the request in 2012 from the Special Rapporteur on 
extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions.49  
 
Arbitrary executions and the death penalty 
Despite its acceptance of the recommendation to “fight resolutely against the practice of arbitrary or summary 
executions”50 and to consider moving towards the abolition of the death penalty,51 the government executed nine 
death row inmates in 2012.  These were the first executions in the country in nearly 30 years.52  
 
Following these executions, the President declared a “conditional” moratorium dependant on the rise or fall of the 
crime rate.53  A review of the desirability of the death penalty in the Gambia by the National Assembly, mandated 
in the 1997 Constitution, is now seven years overdue.54 
 
The government passed the Drugs Control (amendment) Act 2011, which replaced the death penalty with life 
imprisonment for possession of more than 250g of cocaine or heroin.  However, the death penalty remains a 
punishment for crimes of murder, terrorism and treason. 55  
 
In October 2012, the Supreme Court interpreted Article 18(2) of the 1997 Constitution to mean that “the 
administration of toxic substance that must result in death” and not the offence involving violence.56  It further 
held that violence “does not have to be actualised; it is sufficient if violence is intended.”57  This interpretation 
seems to broaden the scope of the application of the death penalty. 
 
Death sentences may be imposed only for the “most serious crimes”, according to Article 6(2) of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which in 2012 was confirmed by the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, 

                                                 
48 Ibid, para 97, Recommendation 7-12 (Algeria, United Kingdom, Azerbaijan, Djibouti, Niger, Mauritius); para 99, 
Recommendations 21-22 (Norway, Hungary), accepted at the 14th Session of the Human Rights Council.  Gambia also failed 
to submit its report to the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. 

49 Ibid, para 97, Recommendations 13-14 (Burkina Faso, Belarus); para 99, Recommendations 22-27 (Hungary, Argentina, 
Latvia, Canada, Spain, Mexico), accepted at the 14th Session of the Human Rights Council 

50 Ibid, para 97, Recommendation 22 (Côte d’Ivoire).  

51 Ibid, para 99, Recommendations 32-35 (Brazil, Spain, Italy, Argentina) 

52 During the adoption of their first UPR, the government responded to recommendations on the death penalty by saying 
“there was already a moratorium on the death penalty since 1995, when it was reintroduced; all prisoners sentenced to death 
were serving life imprisonment terms and none had been executed. However, it does not intend to abolish the death penalty, 
now or any time soon. It was a punishment meant for very serious crimes only, with adequate guarantees for the application of 
due process.” A/HRC/14/37 para 600, p. 138. 

53 A/HRC/14/6 para 99, Recommendation 32 (Brazil) 

54 Ibid, para 99, Recommendation 34 (Italy) .  Article 18 of the 1997 Constitution provides that: “ (3) The National Assembly 
shall within ten years from the date of the coming into force of this Constitution review the desirability or otherwise of the total 
abolition of the death penalty in The Gambia.” 

55 Anti-Terrorism Act 2002 (as amended by the Anti-Terrorism Amendment Act 2008) Article 3, Criminal Code 1933 (as 
amended through to 2009), Article 35 

56 Article 18(2) of the 1997 Constitution: “As from the coming into force of this Constitution, no court in The Gambia shall be 
competent to impose a sentence of death for any offence unless the sentence is prescribed by law and the offence involves 
violence, or the administration of any toxic substance, resulting in the death of another person.” 

57 Badjie et al. v. State, [2012] SC Criminal Appeal 1-7/2011 
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summary or arbitrary executions to mean “capital punishment may be imposed only for intentional killing, but it 
may not be mandatory in such cases.”58 
 
Freedom of expression and human rights defenders 
During its first UPR, the government rejected key recommendations to promote and protect the rights to freedom 
of expression and to take concrete measures to protect human rights defenders and journalists.59  In 2013, the 
National Assembly passed the Criminal Code (amendment) Act and the Information and Communication 
(amendment) Act, both of which further restrict the right to freedom of expression. 
 
The government has also failed to abide by its commitment to avoid unlawful arrests and detention.60  Over the 
last four years, Amnesty International has documented many cases of arbitrary arrest and detention of scores of 
human rights defenders and journalists solely for peacefully exercising their right to freedom of expression. 
 
 

IRAN  
 
During its first UPR in 2010, Iran accepted 123 recommendations, partially accepted three, rejected 46, and 
took note of the remaining 16.61  Those Iran accepted were mostly general recommendations, while it rejected 
other recommendations proposing specific measures to achieve tangible human rights improvements.  
 
Amnesty International regrets Iran’s rejection of recommendations to sign and ratify the UN Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women,62 to abolish legal provisions and policies that 
discriminate against women and girls,63 to end discrimination and harassment of members of ethnic and religious 
minorities,64 to establish a moratorium on the death penalty with a view to abolition and to cease executions by 
stoning,65 to eradicate torture of detainees,66 and to amend laws that are used to arbitrarily restrict rights to 
freedom of expression, assembly and association.67 
 

                                                 
58 Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial executions, UN Doc. A/67/275 (2012) §67. 

59 A/HRC/14/6 para 100, Recommendations 15-30 (Australia, Italy, Canada, Mexico, Germany, United States, United 
Kingdom, Netherlands, Spain, Norway, France and Sweden).  The Gambian authorities argued that recommendations 99.48 
(Guarantee the full legitimacy and protection for human rights defenders in accordance with the United Nations Declaration 
on Human Rights Defenders. Those arrested should be with no delays be brought to fair and proper trials, or released – 
Slovakia) and 99.49 (Guarantee the free exercise of activities of human rights defenders – France) were already implemented. 
It considered that the “allegation of lack of protection of human rights defenders was unfounded.” A/HRC/14/37 para 604, p. 
139. 

60 Ibid, para 97, Recommendation 23 (Germany) 

61 Human Rights Council, 14th Session (15 March 2010), Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review, 
(A/HRC/14/12), para 90, 91, and 92. In the 14th Session of the Human Rights Council, Iran stated its position on the 
remaining 20 recommendations of which it considered three recommendations partly acceptable, rejected one, and took note 
of the remaining 16. See Addendum to the Human Rights Council, 14th Session (3 June 2010) Report of the Working Group 
on the Universal Periodic Review, (A/HRC/14/12/Add.1)  

62 Ibid, para 92.1, (Spain, Luxembourg, Estonia, Netherlands, Belgium, and Chile). 

63 Ibid, para 92.19, (Czech Republic).  

64 Ibid, para 92.41 (France). 

65 Ibid, para 92.20 (Luxembourg, Italy), 92.22 (Japan). 

66 Ibid, para 92.23, (United States). 

67 Ibid, paras 92.3 (Canada) and 92.4 (United Kingdom). 

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=A/67/275


Amnesty International assessment of implementation of previous UPR recommendations 
20th Session of the UPR Working Group, 27 October – 7 November 2014 

 
 

 
AI Index:  IOR 41/026/2014        August 2014   

11 

 

Amnesty International also regrets Iran’s failure to date to implement many of the recommendations that it had 
accepted, including to ensure equality of women and girls in law and in practice,68 to respect religious freedom,69 
to ensure that all due process guarantees in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights are respected 
in law and in practice,70 to enhance freedom of expression, association, and assembly, and the right to express 
dissent, including for journalists, human rights defenders, and the media,71 to take measures to prevent torture 
and other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment,72 and to consider abolishing juvenile 
executions.73 The only improvement appears to be a legal restriction on the scope of implementation of death 
sentences for some offences perpetrated by juveniles under the revised Islamic Penal Code. 
 
Iran also accepted a recommendation to respond positively to visit requests of UN Special Procedures.74 However, 
none of the UN Special Procedures have been able to visit Iran since 2005, despite the standing invitation Iran 
issued in 2002 and requests for visits from six Special Procedures since 2006.75 
 
 

IRAQ 
 
In its first UPR in 2010, Iraq accepted 135 recommendations, rejected 27 and gave no clear position on a 
further 14 commendations.76  
 
Although Iraq accepted UPR recommendations to take steps to eliminate torture and ill-treatment of detainees,77 
to adhere to international standards regarding fair trials,78 to combat the culture of impunity,79 and to respect 
international standards relating to the death penalty,80 the death penalty continues to be used in contravention of 
international standards, and torture and other ill-treatment of detainees remain rife. The culture of impunity is 
deeply rooted in Iraq and trials continue to be grossly unfair, with a reliance on “confessions” obtained under 
torture or coercion.  
 
Despite requesting to visit Iraq’s detention facilities since 2005, the request by the UN Special Rapporteur on 
torture remains without clear commitment from the authorities, with one mission scheduled in October 2011 
having to be cancelled due to the government not formally confirming the dates or agenda just days before the 

                                                 
68 Ibid, para 90.34 (Austria). 

69 Ibid, para 90.48 (Germany). 

70 Ibid, para 90.46 (Mexico). 

71 Ibid, paras 90.52 to 90.55 (respectively Denmark, Brazil, Germany, And Italy). 

72 Ibid, paras 90.4 (Austria), 90.41 (Netherlands), 90.42 (Denmark). 

73 Ibid, para 90.40 (Kazakhstan). 

74 Ibid, paras 90.26 (Luxembourg), 90.27 (Czech Republic), 90.28 (Chile). 

75 Since 2006, the UN Special Rapporteur on the Independence of judges and lawyers, the Special Rapporteur on 
extrajudicial, summary, or arbitrary executions, the Special Rapporteur on food, the Special Rapporteur on the promotion and 
protection of the right to freedom of opinion and expression, the Independent Expert on minority issues, and the Special 
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in Iran have requested visits to the country.  

76 Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review (A/HRC/14/14/), 15 March 2010. 

77 Ibid, Recommendation 81.49 (Denmark). 

78 Ibid, Recommendation 81.77 (Ghana). 

79 Ibid, Recommendation 81.87 (United States), 

80 Ibid, Recommendations 81.47 (Canada) and 81.48 (Belgium). 
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Special Rapporteur was scheduled to travel.81  The visit was rescheduled to take place in April 2012, but the 
Special Rapporteur was unable to make that date. In March, Iraq invited the Special Rapporteur to visit the 
country. 
 
Amnesty International regrets the rejection by Iraq of recommendations to establish a moratorium on the death 
penalty and to reduce the scope of crimes subject to the death penalty.82 
 
 

ITALY 
 
During the first UPR of Italy in 2010, reviewing states made recommendations on a number of issues, including 
protection against torture, the rights of migrants, asylum seekers and refugees, and the rights of Roma. In total, 
Italy received 92 recommendations, of which it accepted 78, partially accepted two and rejected 12. Amnesty 
International considers that Italy’s implementation of the accepted recommendations has been inadequate. 

 
Italy has not implemented accepted recommendations to strengthen the National Office against Racial 
Discrimination (Ufficio Nazionale Anti-discriminazioni Razziali, UNAR).83 Its ability to combat discrimination 
remains limited, particularly due to lack of independence from the government.84 
 
With regard to migrants, asylum-seekers and refugees, Italy continues to implement policies which lead to 
violations of the principle of non-refoulement, arbitrary detention and grave violations of the rights of migrants in 
detention, ignoring many of the recommendations it accepted.85 Although irregular entry and stay remains a crime 
at the time of writing,86 in April 2014 parliament passed a law requiring the government to abolish it within 18 
months. However, irregular migrants re-entering the country following an expulsion will continue to face criminal 
sanctions.87 The criminalization of irregular entry and stay has resulted in discrimination against migrants in the 
access to justice and in their increased vulnerability to labour exploitation.88 
 

                                                 
81 Statement by Juan E. Mendez, Special Rapporteur on Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment, 19th 
Session of the UN Human Rights Council, Agenda Item 3, 5 March 2012, Geneva 

82 A/HRC/14/14 Recommendation 83.1 (Norway), 83.2 (Belgium), 83.3 (Switzerland), 83.4 (Uruguay), 83.5 (Italy), 83.6 
(Netherlands), 83.7 (Greece), 83.8 (Argentina), 83.9 (Denmark), 83.10 (Sweden), 83.11 (Australia), 83.12 (Chile), 83.13 
(New Zealand), 83.14 (Slovakia), 83.15 (Canada), 83.16 (Slovenia), 83.17 (Hungary), 83.18 (Ukraine), 83.19 (United 
Kingdom), 83.20 (Austria), 83.21 (France), 83.22 (Germany). 

83 Ibid, recommendation 84.16 (Philippines, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Pakistan, Algeria) on strengthening the capacity, 
mandate and independence of UNAR. 

84 Operating within the department for equal opportunities of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, UNAR appeared to 
function as an advisory and implementing body to the Ministry for Integration, with which it shared the premises, and the 
Ministry for Labour and Equal Opportunities. Following a government reshuffle in February 2014, the Ministry for Integration 
was disestablished. UNAR continues to operate within the Presidency of the Council of Minister. In Amnesty International’s 
experience, UNAR’s closeness to government makes it ill-equipped to critique and challenge weak or ineffective government 
action to combat racism and discrimination, for example against Roma. 

85 A/HRC/14/4, recommendations 84.26 (Uzbekistan) and 84.27 (Egypt); 84.71 (Czech Republic) on non-refoulement; 84.75 
(Mexico) on access to basic social services; 84.76 (United Kingdom) on protection and integration; 84.77 (Japan) on 
transparency of arrival and return procedures; 84.79 (Burkina Faso) on full enjoyment of human rights; and 84.80 (Cuba) on 
the rights of migrants in detention centres.  

86 Ibid, Italy rejected recommendation 84.72 (Brazil and Mexico) to decriminalize irregular entry. 

87 See law no. 67 of 28 April 2014, Article 2. 

88 Amnesty International, Italy: Exploited labour: Migrant workers in Italy’s agricultural sector (Index: EUR 30/020/2012), 18 
December 2012. 
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Several recommendations to ensure the rights of Roma which Italy accepted remain unimplemented.89 For almost 
two years after the first UPR, a discriminatory ‘state of emergency’ was in force, which targeted Roma and 
facilitated the violation of their rights.90 Even after the end of the ‘state of emergency’ in November 2011, Roma 
continue to experience severe discrimination in access to adequate housing. Their living conditions remain harsh 
and thousands are segregated in sub-standard housing in mono-ethnic camps set up by the authorities.91 Romani 
families are largely excluded from social housing and continue to be targeted by forced evictions, in violation of 
international standards.92  
 
Parliament is currently considering a bill aimed at extending the existing protection against hate crimes to crimes 
motivated by hate based on sexual orientation and identity.93 However, there is opposition to the proposed 
legislation and its final outcome remains uncertain as of the end of March 2014.94 
 
Italy’s rejection of a recommendation to incorporate the crime of torture into domestic law clearly violates its 
obligations under the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 

                                                 
89 A/HRC/14/4, recommendations 84.25 (Bangladesh) on ensuring equal opportunities for the enjoyment of economic, social 
and cultural rights, including housing; 84.57 (Australia, Russian Federation, Finland, Sweden and United States) on 
integration of Roma and access to economic, social and cultural rights, including housing; 84.61 (Sweden) and 84.62 
(Australia) regarding compliance of evictions with international law and alternatives to evictions.  

90 Under Law 225/1992 on the establishment of the civil protection service, the Council of Ministers may declare a state of 
emergency to respond to natural calamities, catastrophes or “other events that owing to their intensity and extent have to be 
confronted with extraordinary means and powers”. The deliberation on the state of emergency must set out its duration and its 
geographical extent in relation to the “quality” and the “nature” of the events. In order to overcome the emergency, the 
government may adopt ordinances derogating from legislation in force: these ordinances have to indicate from which main 
legal provisions there can be derogations and the reasons for the derogations. With a view to carrying out the interventions 
needed to overcome the emergency, the government may appoint a delegated commissioner. The administrative act 
designating the delegated commissioner must indicate the delegated activities, the ways in which they can be implemented, 
and the time frame. The following measures were adopted to declare and implement the “Nomad Emergency” in accordance 
with Law 225/1992: the Decree of the President of the Council of Ministers of 21 May 2008 entitled “Declaration of the state 
of emergency in relation to the settlements of nomad communities in the territory of the regions of Campania, Lazio and 
Lombardy”; three Ordinances of the President of the Council of Ministers of 30 May 2008, Nos. 3676/3677/3678, entitled 
“Urgent measures of civil protection aimed at confronting the state of emergency in relation to the settlements of the nomad 
communities in the territory of the regions of Lazio, Lombardy and Campania”; the Ordinance of the President of the Council 
of Ministers of 1 April 2009 No. 3751 entitled “Additional urgent measures of civil protection aimed at confronting the state 
of emergency in relation to the settlements of nomad communities in the territory of the regions of Campania, Lazio and 
Lombardy”; the Decree of the President of the Council of Ministers of 28 May 2009, entitled “Prorogation of the state of 
emergency for the continuation of the initiatives concerning the settlements of nomad communities in the territory of the 
regions of Campania, Lazio and Lombardy and extension of the above mentioned situation of emergency also to the territories 
of the regions of Piedmont and Veneto”; two Ordinances of the President of the Council of Ministers of 1 June 2009, Nos. 
3776/3777, entitled “Urgent measures of civil protection aimed at confronting the state of emergency in relation to the 
settlements of the nomad communities in the territory of the regions of Piedmont and Veneto”; and the Decree of the 
President of the Council of Ministers of 17 December 2010, entitled “Prorogation of the state of emergency for the 
continuation of the initiatives concerning the settlements of nomad communities in the territory of the regions of Campania, 
Lazio, Lombardy, Piedmont and Veneto”.  

91 Over 4300 Roma live in the camps set up by the municipality in Rome, according to data contained in a letter to Amnesty 
International from Roma Capitale, Department for the Promotion of Social and Health Services, dated 12 September 2013. 

92 Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, General Comment No. 7. 

93 Disposizioni in materia di contrasto dell'omofobia e della transfobia, Atto Senato n. 1052. 

94 A/HRC/14/4, recommendation 84.36 (Netherlands, Norway and Spain) on combating discrimination based on sexual 
orientation and gender identity and hate crimes on these grounds. 
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Punishment.95 In a positive development, on 3 April 2013, Italy ratified the Optional Protocol to the Convention 
against Torture (OPCAT).96 However, it appears unlikely that Italy will have established the national preventive 
mechanism required by the OPCAT by the deadline of one year after ratification “at the latest”.97 
 

 

KAZAKHSTAN 
 
During its first UPR in February 2010, Kazakhstan accepted 121 and rejected seven of the 128 
recommendations made to it by other states.98 
 
Freedom of expression  
None of the recommendations on freedom of expression accepted by Kazakhstan during the previous UPR have 
been implemented, and the crackdown on the free media has continued during the reporting period.  
 
The government also accepted recommendations to decriminalize defamation and slander.99  However, the draft 
Criminal Code retains defamation and slander, including against state officials, as crimes and increases the 
punishment for these crimes by up to three years’ imprisonment or by a fine of up to USD 30,000.  
 
In 2013, the Communications Law was amended to allow state bodies to use or suspend communications 
services – such as mobile, landline and internet connections – in case of “social emergency”.  The lack of a clear 
definition of “social emergency” makes this provision open to abuse. 
 
Torture and other ill-treatment  
Kazakhstan declared at its last UPR that it “would not rest until all vestiges of torture had been fully and totally 
eliminated”, and accepted recommendations to improve safeguards against torture in all detention facilities and 
to “continue to apply a zero-tolerance approach to torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment”.100  However, a year later, control of the entire prison system was transferred from the Ministry of 
Justice back to the Ministry of Internal Affairs.  Access for independent public monitors to detention facilities, a 
key safeguard against torture, had improved substantively under the Ministry of Justice, but has been problematic 
under the Ministry of Internal Affairs.  Many allegations of torture received by Amnesty International come from 
individuals held in facilities controlled by the Ministry of Internal Affairs.  
 
In September 2013, the General Prosecutor instructed the Prosecutor’s Office to “open a criminal investigation 
into every incident of torture” and acknowledged that “the situation in regard to violations of basic human rights 
remains of concern”.101  

                                                 
95 Human Rights Council, Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review of Italy, A/HRC/14/4, 
recommendation 84.8 (Netherlands, Czech Republic, New Zealand). Regardless of Italy’s rejection of that recommendation, 
however, a bill to introduce the crime of torture in domestic legislation was under parliament’s examination as of March 2014. 

96 A/HRC/14/4, recommendations 84.4 (Mexico, Azerbaijan, Czech Republic, United Kingdom) and 84.6 (Chile). 

97 The deadline is set by Article 17 of OPCAT. Two bills were presented to parliament but their consideration had not 
progressed since July 2013. 

98 Report of the Working Group of the Universal Periodic Review, A/HRC/14/10, paragraphs 95 -97, and Addendum, 
A/HRC/14/10/Add.1.  

99 Ibid, recommendations 76 (Norway); 77 (Republic of Korea); 11 (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland); 
13 (Slovenia); 14 (Sweden); 20 (Czech Republic); 21 (Netherlands); 22 (Australia); 23 (Finland); 24 (Norway); 25 (United 
States of America); 26 (Canada). 

100 Ibid, recommendation 43 (Algeria), 44 (Germany), 47 (Azerbaijan), 48 (Slovenia), 61 (Czech Republic), 62 (Norway), 64 
(Czech Republic), 65 (France).  

101 Press Service of the General Prosecutor’s Office, Kazakhstan http://tengrinews.kz/kazakhstan_news/vozbujdat-ugolovnyie-
dela-za-primenenie-pyitok-potreboval-prokuror-kazahstana-242052/ 

http://tengrinews.kz/kazakhstan_news/vozbujdat-ugolovnyie-dela-za-primenenie-pyitok-potreboval-prokuror-kazahstana-242052/
http://tengrinews.kz/kazakhstan_news/vozbujdat-ugolovnyie-dela-za-primenenie-pyitok-potreboval-prokuror-kazahstana-242052/
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In November 2013, Kostanai court awarded 2 million Kazakhstani Tenge (roughly equivalent to USD 13,000) in 
compensation to Aleksandr Gerasimov following a decision by the UN Committee against Torture in May 2012 
which found Kazakhstan responsible for torture.102  However, the authorities have yet to carry out a full and 
independent investigation into Aleksandr Gerasimov’s complaint of torture.  
 
Violation of non-refoulement obligations  
Despite accepting recommendations to ensure that the non-refoulement principle is upheld,103 there have been 
incidents over the reporting period where Kazakhstan has returned asylum-seekers and refugees to countries 
where they were at real risk of torture or other ill-treatment (see also below).  
 
Legislation was amended in January 2011 to include a new provision guaranteeing judicial review of extradition 
orders104 and prohibiting extradition to a country where there is a real risk of torture105 (although not other ill-
treatment).  However, this requirement continues to be ignored by the courts. 
 
The Law on Refugees which came into force in 2010 excludes certain categories of asylum-seekers from 
qualifying for refugee status, including those charged in their country of origin with membership of illegal, 
unregistered or banned political or religious groups.106  
 
 

SLOVENIA 

 
The erased 
The issue of the erased was raised by over 10 states and Slovenia accepted nine of their recommendations. 
However, Slovenia has failed to enact legislation to recognize the rights of the erased.107 The 2013 Act on 
Compensations for Persons Erased from the Register of Permanent Residents, incorrectly defines the erased as 
persons for whom the 1991 Foreigners Act became relevant and made their registration as permanent residents 
redundant.108 This definition is ignoring the fact that erasure was an intentional political decision of the Slovenian 
authorities in 1992, a fact supported by several official documents, including one dated 4 June 1992 in which 
the then Minister of Interior Mr Bavčar recommended to the government “to think away acquired rights”. 
 
Slovenia has also failed to restore permanent residency to the erased.109 The 2010 legislation110, aimed at 

                                                 
102 Committee against Torture, Communication No, 433/2010, 10 July 2012 (CAT/C/48/D/433/2010) 
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CAT/Jurisprudence/CAT-C-48-D-433-2010_en.pdf 

103 Report of the Working Group of the Universal Periodic Review, A/HRC/14/10, recommendation 92 (Belgium), 
recommendation 7 (Czech Republic).  

104 Article 531-1, Criminal Procedural Code.  

105 Ibid, article 532.  

106 This exclusion affects in particular observant Muslims from Uzbekistan who worship in mosques that are not under state 
control or are members or suspected members of Islamist parties or Islamic movements banned in Uzbekistan. The exclusion 
also affects asylum seekers of Uighur origin from the Xinjiang Autonomous Republic (XUAR) in North West China who are 
charged with or suspected of belonging to separatist movements or parties. 

107 Report of the Working Group on the Universal Periodic Review of Slovenia, 15 March 2010. A/HRC/14/15. 
Recommendations 111.77. (Australia), 111.78. (Norway). http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/120/49/PDF/G1012049.pdf?OpenElement  

108 Para. 1 of Art. 1 of the 2013 Law. 

109 A/HRC/14/15, Recommendations 111.79. (Canada), 111.80. (Slovakia). 

110 Zakon o urejanju statusa državljanov drugih držav naslednic nekdanje SFRJ v Republiki Sloveniji (Official Gazette of RS nr. 
76/2010). 

http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/HRBodies/CAT/Jurisprudence/CAT-C-48-D-433-2010_en.pdf
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/120/49/PDF/G1012049.pdf?OpenElement
http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/G10/120/49/PDF/G1012049.pdf?OpenElement


Amnesty International assessment of implementation of previous UPR recommendations 
20th Session of the UPR Working Group, 27 October – 7 November 2014 

 
 

 
AI Index:  IOR 41/026/2014        August 2014   

16 

 

regulating the restoration of legal status of the erased, expired in July 2013, and the erased now have no legal 
options to regulate their status. According to information from the Ministry of Interior, when the law expired there 
were 987 applications for a permanent residence permit under the 2010 legislation – 841 by the erased, 51 by 
children of the erased and 95 by other applicants; of these only 138 applicants were granted, 175 were denied, 
and 674 applications are still pending. 
 
An outreach campaign was organized;111 however, it was very limited in scope (the authorities prepared a special 
website and booklets were available at Slovenian embassies in the region). 
 
On 12 March 2014, the European Court of Human Rights issued a ruling on the pecuniary damages of the six 
erased complainants, following the 26 June 2012 ruling on non-pecuniary damages (Kurić vs Slovenia). 
 
Remedies for the erased under domestic law consist only of financial compensation, which – according to the 
erased – is set too low. No other forms of reparation, including restitution, rehabilitation, satisfaction and 
guarantees of non-repetition have been offered to them.112 
 
Discrimination against Roma 
This issue was raised by six states and Slovenia accepted all these recommendations. Lack of prevention of 
discrimination against Roma remains a systemic problem due to the ineffective national human rights framework 
(see under section 2).113 
 
Measures to improve the living conditions of Roma remained largely unimplemented in informal Roma 
settlements (see under section 3).114 
 
Slovenia has failed to act on recommendations by the Treaty Bodies and Special Procedures related to Roma.115 
The recommendations by the UN Special Rapporteur on the right to water and sanitation regarding access to 
water for Roma remain unimplemented (see under section 3 below). 
 

                                                 
111 A/HRC/14/15, Recommendation 111.81. (Poland). 

112 Ibid, Recommendations 111.83. (Serbia), 111.84. Czech Republic), 111.85. (Russian Federation), 111.86. (Mexico), 
111.87. (Philippines). 

113 Ibid, Recommendation 111.71. (Chile). 

114 Ibid, Recommendation 111.73. (Australia). 

115 Ibid, Recommendations 111.94. (Islamic Republic of Iran), 111.95. (Jordan).  


