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I ntroduction

1. In its resolution 12/2, the Human Rights Counmeiterated its concern at continued
reports of intimidation and reprisals against imdiiials and groups who seek to cooperate,
or have cooperated, with the United Nations, isesentatives and mechanisms in the field
of human rights. The Council condemned all actsimdfmidation and reprisal by
Governments and non-State actors against thesedundls and groups. It also expressed
deep concern at the seriousness of reported reprsal the fact that victims suffer
violations of their human rights, including the hig to life, to liberty and security of
person, as well as the right to freedom from tertand cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment.

2. In resolution 12/2, the Human Rights Council ited the Secretary-General to
submit an annual report to the Council on alleggatisals for cooperation with the United
Nations, its representatives and mechanisms ifiglteof human rights.

3. In my statement at the opening of the twentstfsession of the Human Rights
Council, | defined reprisals as one of the chakenéaced by the Council and the United
Nations as a whole. | also stressed that the a#seprisals included in my reports were
only the “tip of the iceberg”, given that far tooany people are fearful of reporting

reprisals aimed at silencing them. | further resmhlthat States had the responsibility to
respect human rights and to protect those who adedor fundamental rights; when they
failed to do so, the United Nations had to stancngh speak out.

4. Pursuant to Human Rights Council decision 18/148 Council convened a panel
discussion on the issue of intimidation or repriaghinst individuals and groups who
cooperate or have cooperated with the United Nafids representatives and mechanisms
in the field of human rights on 13 September 200f2e panel highlighted a number of
possible measures to strengthen the response ftisalep such as observation of trials
involving human rights defenders; networking witlonrgovernmental organizations;
establishing a central registry of cases of refwigaensure proper follow-up; guaranteeing
freedom of expression and the criminalization cd@tbating circumstances where human
rights defenders were the subject of criminal digtivstrengthening judicial efforts,
combined with concrete steps to assist victims;inating focal points at the national level
who could act as interlocutors in cases of alleggatisals; establishing national witness
protection programmes; attributing a special ralghie protection of individuals subjected
to threats and harassment to national human rigstisutions; and improving coordination
between various actors, particularly with regiomajanizations and bodiés.

5. In their work, United Nations human rights magbkes and the Office of the United
Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR)y, to a large extent, on
information from civil society actors operating the ground. On many occasions, the High
Commissioner and the Deputy High Commissioner hstvengly condemned acts of
reprisal and called for the protection of humarhtsgdefenders. In her statement made
during the panel discussion on 13 September 20&2Htgh Commissioner underlined the
fact that the cooperation of individuals and groupih the United Nations in the field of
human rights in a free and safe manner was a lk#grfan ensuring an efficient approach to
the promotion and protection of human rights, asgretted that responses by States had
been insufficient.

! See A/HRC/22/34.
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6. The role of the President of the Human Rightar@d is described as ensuring that
the Council proceeds with the appropriate leveldafnity and respect in its work to
promote and protect human rights, which impliest thi@mbers of the Council and all
observers, including non-governmental organizatiomsst be able to contribute freely to
the Council’'s work. When incidents of harassmentcivil society representatives are
raised, the President reacts, including througHipstatements, meetings and exchanges of
letters, with the delegations of the States corembri$uch actions are consistent with the
outcome of the review of the Courfcand necessary to preserve its credibility. At the
above-mentioned panel discussion, the former Reasidxpressed her satisfaction at the
fact that the Council had reacted to unacceptatied reprisal or intimidation. In the view
of the President, the Council should remain a plaleere all voices, even dissenting ones,
may be heard, and it is the Council's responsipilib ensure that all individuals
participating in its meetings and cooperating withare safe from intimidation and
reprisals® At the end of the twenty-third session, the Pmxsicemphasized that, as stressed
by many delegations, any acts of intimidation gorigal against individuals and groups
who cooperate or have cooperated with the UnitetioNs and its representatives were
unacceptable and must end. Referring to the outafrtiee review of the Council in 2011,
he urged States to prevent and ensure adequaézfimatagainst such acts.

7. Special procedures have raised reprisals-relet®aes in many of their reports

submitted to, and during interactive dialogues witle Human Rights Council. During the
above-mentioned panel discussion, the Chairmaheo€bordination Committee of Special
Procedures described some measures developed bialspmcedures, individually and

jointly, to address reprisals. He suggested thgtraprisal against a witness cooperating
with a mandate holder should be treated as an pttemundermine the mandate itself, and
consequently called for a rapid and systematic aesp from States Members of the
Council. The Chairman also stated that the Chagenf the Coordination Committee

should be able to intervene immediately and puplicl cases of intimidation or reprisal

brought to his or her attention by a mandate holtier also called for more systematic
follow-up on cases raised in the communicationsraports of special procedures.

8. With regard to action by human rights treaty bodies November 2012, the
Committee against Torture designated two rappastenrreprisals. The Subcommittee on
the Prevention of Torture continues to pay attentio the question of reprisals, in
particular in the context of its field visits, attte prohibition of reprisals is systematically
raised by the Subcommittee with relevant autharifigrior to and during visits, and as a
follow-up to visits). At its sixteenth session, lebruary 2012, the Subcommittee decided
to establish an ad hoc working group on the isgueprisals, which is currently drafting a
policy paper on the issue that will be publishedréf. During the above-mentioned panel
discussion , the Chairperson of the Committee agdiorture emphasized the importance
of preventing reprisals and of creating an envirentmin which everybody was able to
enjoy and uphold human rights.

9. During the general debate under agenda item 5 (‘dtumghts bodies and
mechanisms”) at the twenty-second session of theatuRights Council, a group of 56
States, led by Hungary, issued a statement expresgipreciation for the strong stance
against reprisals taken by the Secretary-Genehal, High Commissioner, successive
Presidents of the Council and by human rights maish@s. In the statement, the States
highlighted the recommendations made during thevedmoentioned panel discussion, and

2 See General Assembly resolution 65/281, annex.
% Ibid., paras 11-12.
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stressed that the summary of the discussion shoeldonsidered a road map to guide
further action on this issue. They also emphasidted more coordination was needed
among United Nations bodies and mechanisms inirgatd reprisals, which should also
be addressed systematically in the framework ofuthigersal periodic review, the treaty
bodies and the special procedures.

10. The Executive Director of the East and Horn of édriHuman Rights Defenders
Project, Shire Sheikh Ahmed, stressed during trevedmentioned panel discussion that
since States do not always live up to their resipditg to ensure the safety of those who
cooperate with the United Nations, practical resesrto assist victims had been developed
by civil society, drawing largely on the work ofisting organizations and networks that
support human rights defenders who face threagsrasult of their work. These include the
temporary evacuation and relocation of personssét trial observation, the provision of
legal assistance, the implementation of practiealisty measures, and public and private
advocacy to raise awareness of violations or t& setutions through private dialogue. In
this context, he pointed to the contribution ofwmtks in responding to and preventing
reprisals® Civil society has an equally important role toypla ensuring that cases of
intimidation and reprisals are brought to the dttenof the relevant mechanisms. In this
context, a new tool has been developed by theratienal Service for Human Rights to
provide guidance to civil society organizationspmssible responses to alleged reprisals.

11. Given that non-governmental organizations with oitasive status with the
Economic and Social Council have privileged acdesthe Human Rights Council and
other United Nations mechanisms, it is criticalttttee Committee on Non-Governmental
Organizations apply the criteria for assessingstiid organizations in a transparent and fair
manner, and process applications in a timely fashit its 2013 resumed session, held
from 20 to 29 May and on 7 June 2013, the Commltt before it 426 applications for
consultative status, including applications deférrfom previous sessions. Of the
organizations submitting applications, the Comreittecommended 161 for consultative
status, deferred 219 for further consideration tat regular session in 2014, closed
consideration without prejudice of 45 applicatidinat had failed to respond to queries over
two consecutive sessions, and took note of onenaaiion withdrawing its applicatioh.
Several stakeholders have raised concerns abotgdharly large number of deferrals and
the widely perceived lack of transparency in makidgcisions about conferring
consultative status.

12. | have observed a disturbing trend apparently that reducing the space for civil
society. This can be seen in restrictive legisatamendments to laws on freedom of
association and in constraints in an increasingbarrof national laws and procedures that
render the receipt of funds from abroad more carafdid or impossible. Over the past two
years, the United Nations Voluntary Fund for Vidimf Torture and the United Nations
Voluntary Fund on Contemporary Forms of Slaveryehaxperienced increasing problems
in disbursing grants to non-governmental orgarezetithrough which they channel direct
assistance to victims, in accordance with the mi@ndatrusted to them by the General
Assembly. In at least three countries, regulatiapgarently in place make it difficult for
banks to receive money transfers from abroad, altitianal measures have had to be
taken by the funds to ensure that payments reattte@dgrantees. In addition, | note with
concern that, in several instances, those receifimgls from abroad are subjected to

4 AIHRC/22/34, para. 31.

See International Service for Human RigfReprisals Handbook, 2013. Available from
www.files.ishr.ch/public/ishr_handbook_web.pdf.

5 See E/2013/32 (Part II); see also A/HRC/22/34, dkBa.
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increased scrutiny, sometimes amounting to harassiog State authorities. In some cases,
the fact that civil society organizations cannoteige funds from abroad effectively

prevents them from participating in sessions acditirebodies or of the universal periodic

review.

13. Inthe above connection, Human Rights Council rggmh 22/6 on the protection of
human rights defenders, co-sponsored by more th&Btates, must be highlighted. In that
resolution, the Council unequivocally reaffirmece thight of everyone, individual or in
association with others, to unhindered access rd, @mmunication with, international
bodies, in particular the United Nations, its rejergatives and mechanisms in the field of
human rights. In resolution 22/6, the Council ahligon States to refrain from any act of
intimidation or reprisal against those who coope@t seek to cooperate with international
institutions, including the United Nations, in theld of human rights.

14. The United Nations has also received a numberledations of acts of intimidation
and reprisal as a result of cooperation with reglicrganizations. While Human Rights
Council resolution 12/2 does not explicitly coveoperation with regional organizations,
this is of deep concern. | call upon relevant ator ensure a consistent approach by all
regional and international human rights mechanismesa-vis these grave violations of
international human rights norms.

I nfor mation received on cases of reprisal for cooperation
with the United Nations, itsrepresentatives and mechanisms
in thefield of human rights

Methodological framework

15. In accordance with Human Rights Council resofutl2/2, the present report
contains information regarding acts of intimidatmmreprisal against those who:

Seek to cooperate, or have cooperated with, theedMlations, its representatives
and mechanisms in the field of human rights, or wiave provided testimony or
information to them

Avail or have availed themselves of proceduresbéisteed under the auspices of the
United Nations for the protection of human rightsl dundamental freedoms, and all those
who have provided legal or othassistance to them for this purpose

Submit or have submitted communications under ghaes established by human
rights instruments, and all those who have provildgil or other assistance to them for
this purpose

Are relatives of victims of human rights violations of those who have provided
legal or other assistance to victims

16. The present report covers the period from lte J2012 to 15 June 2013. The
information received was cross-checked, whenevessiple, with primary sources;
otherwise, allegations were assessed for religbdibhd consistency and corroborated
through multiple sources. In cases where victimsepfisals or their representatives have
been in contact with the United Nations, includitgmechanisms, in the field of human
rights, reference is made to relevant follow-upaagtincluding relevant correspondence.

17. It was not possible to include certain casethénpresent report, particularly when
the risk that public reporting would have entaifedthe concerned victims of reprisal was
assessed as being too high; the acts of intimidatiaeprisal against individuals or groups
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who seek to cooperate or have cooperated with tlited) Nations, its representatives and
mechanisms in the field of human rights that hagenbincluded in the present report
represent therefore only a small sample of thesctisst are likely to have occurred.

18.  During the period under review, information waseived about acts of intimidation
or reprisal following cooperation with OHCHR, theutdan Rights Council, special
procedures, human rights treaty bodies, the uravgusriodic review mechanism, the
United Nations Commission on the Status of Womahlnited Nations peace missions.

Summary of cases

Bahrain

19. In a communication sent on 18 October 2012¢ Special Rapporteur on the
situation of human rights defenders, the SpeciappRdeur on the promotion and
protection of the right to freedom of expressiod apinion and the Special Rapporteur on
the rights to freedom of peaceful assembly andcatson raised allegations that, following
the twenty-first session of the Human Rights Coltbe newspapefl-Watan published,
on 25 September 2012, the names and photograggertadfipants in the universal periodic
review of Bahrain, including Mohammed Al-Maskati,aam Al-Khawaja, Dr. Nada
Dhaif, Dr. Mondher Alkhoor, Jalila Al-Salman andi&aousif, who were accused of
“discrediting Bahrain in Geneva”.

20. In addition, on 16 October 2012, Mr. Al-Maskags reportedly summoned to Al-
Hoora Police Station for interrogation, detainecronght and charged the next day with
“rioting and participating in an illegal assembR/n response, the Government affirmed
that Mr. Al-Maskati had been summonsed to appeat®m®ctober 2012 for questioning
about charges of riotous assembly and participdtioan unlicensed march, under article
178 of the Bahraini Criminal Code. While in theipelstation, he was not under arrest or in
detention, but stayed for the time necessary fersktitement to be taken and for him to
complete evidence procedures and the prelimingpprtefor his appearance before the
public prosecutot.

Colombia

21. The allegations received indicated that Cavamil Paez Diaz, a land restitution
leader who worked for the organization Tierra y & Forjando Futuroson 4 July 2012,

was threatened by the “Anti-restitution Army” in gamphlet against human rights
defenders active in his area of work. On 6 JulyZ@ie OHCHR Colombia office issued a
press release on that thréagne week later, Mr. Paez received a handwrittexihdehreat

against himself and his family. Since then, he besefited from a protection scheme
comprising an armoured car and two bodyguards, waithadditional bodyguard being
added after the threat. While initially these measuvere applied only during the day,
following an intervention by OHCHR Colombia, the thd@al Protection Unit under the
Ministry of the Interior agreed that one of thear$s would provide night shift coverage.

" AJHRC/22/67, p. 125.

8 See also A/HRC/18/19, paras. 15-24 and A/HRC/21/11aspa8-21 and 51-54.
9 A/HRC/22/67, p. 140.

10 See OHCHR Colombia press release of 6 July 2012
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Demaocratic Republic of the Congo

22. On 28 August 2012, Pierre-Sosthéne KambidijefCleditor at Radio-Télé
Chrétienne in Kananga, Kasai occidental provinaes arrested by agents of the National
Intelligence Agency, two policemen and four civilga following an order of the 4th
Military Region Commander. Mr. Kambidi was not infted about the charges against
him, but was eventually charged for “troop demaation” and “participation in an
insurrectional movement” under article 206 of tlen& Code in relation to a broadcast he
had made on a “deserter”. In the night of 29 Aug312, he was reportedly severely
beaten up with a truncheon. The following day, Mambidi was transferred to the
National Intelligence Agency in Kinshasa.

23.  During a visit by the Joint Human Rights Offmfethe United Nations Organization
Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republictbé Congo on 26 September 2012, Mr.
Kambidi denounced the acts of ill-treatment to @dCHR team, and was later reportedly
subjected again to ill-treatment. Mr. Kambide remedli in detention with the National
Intelligence Agency in Kinshasha until 15 Decem@t2, when he was releaséd.

Iran (Islamic Republic of)

24.  Allegations of reprisals against individualsodontacted the Special Rapporteur on
the situation of human rights in the Islamic Repuldf Iran were received during the
period under review. In one such case, Mohammadr-Xehi, Abdolwahab Ansari and
Massoum Ali Zehi, all nationals of Afghanistan, eeaeportedly subjected to torture and
threats of execution by hanging for allegedly subng a list of executed Afghans to the
Special Rapporteur. The incident allegedly occurrednid-November 2012 in Ghezal
Hessar Prison, where officials of the Ministry déligence interrogated the accused for
hours, using also torture and threats of execufion.

25. In addition, Ahmad Tamouee, Yousef Kakeh Meidahangir Badouzadeh, Ali
Ahmad Soleiman and Mostafa Ali Ahmad, members ef Kurdish community currently
held in Orumiyeh Prison, were charged with “contagtthe office of the Special
Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in iflamic Republic of Iran”, “reporting
prison news to human rights organizations”, “prapata against the system inside prison”
and “contacting Nawroz TV”. On 11 October 2012, fhe prisoners were reportedly
transferred to a Ministry of Intelligence detenticantre, where they were interrogated and
kept in solitary confinement for two months. Duritgir interrogation, they were allegedly
severely tortured, threatened and denied contattt thieir families and lawyers. On 11
December 2012, they were individually transferred Branch One of the Orumiyeh
Revolutionary Court, where Mr. Tamouee was trieccbarges of “contacting the office of
the Special Rapporteur” and "reporting prison ndwshuman rights organizations and
media abroad”. The other four were questioned afatred that they would face charges
of “propaganda against the regime in favour of PJRa¢ty inside Orumiyeh Prison” and
contact with [the Kurdish language television sta}iNawroz TV":

Maldives

26. At its one-hundred-and-fifth session, in JAQ12, the Human Rights Committee
was informed of threats made to members of non+guorental organizations who had
provided reports to the Committee on the situatddnhuman rights in Maldives. In

11

12
13

The case was raised with the Government sevenaktiincluding in letters sent to the National
Intelligence Agency by the Joint Human Rights Qffan 16 November 2012 and 18 January 2013.
A/HRC/22/56, para. 5.

A/HRC/22/56, para. 6
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response, the Committee stated that some civilegodiepresentatives had expressed
concern about threats, including death threatsenaaginst colleagues who had submitted
reports to the Committéé.While the Committee did not impute any such actiorthe
current Government, it stated that it would be verateful if the Government could
reaffirm its determination to protect civil societyhe State party responded that such
reports were a matter of grave concern and thatalweenforcement authorities would
undertake a full investigation of any threats tgresentatives of civil society. The
Government would offer protection to all citizemegardless of their political beliefs; it
also pointed out that, in recent months, for exan had provided close personal
protection, including bodyguards, to members ofdpposition'®

M orocco

27. On 20 September 2012, during an official isiMorocco, the Special Rapporteur
on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degradiegttment or punishment interviewed Ali
Aarrass in Salé | Prison, in Rabat. The forensictalo accompanying the Special
Rapporteur examined marks on Mr. Aarrass’s body almskbrved that, although he was
unable to identify them unequivocally as signsoofure, they were clearly compatible with
the allegations of ill-treatment made by Mr. Aasia&ccording to information submitted to
the Special Rapporteur, following that meeting, Marrass was transferred to Salé I
Prison, where a prison guard reportedly harassedtdiimake him relate the details of his
discussions with the Special Rapporteur. On 21 e3elper 2012, Mr. Aarrass allegedly
filed a complaint against the said prison guardhlie prison authorities. On the following
day, the prison authorities reportedly threatensdi @ressured Mr. Aarrass to withdraw his
complaint, which he eventually did. The harassnmamd threats, including of rape and
making his life in prison impossible, however, repdly continued?®

Philippines

28.  Secretary-General of Panalidan! Mindanao, aart of environmental and land
rights defenders and Benedictine nun based in Nl&tao Oriental, in Mindanao, Stella
Matutina is involved in grass-roots education addogacy, and lobbying efforts to defend
indigenous communities from commercial logging alalge-scale mining projects.
Panalidan! also supports environmental rights difesnwho receive death threats and are
victims of acts of harassment because of their urigdats activities. It is alleged that Ms.
Matutina has been subjected to several incidenthrefit and harassment and that, since
she was a member of the Philippine UPR Watch détegao discuss the human rights
situation in Mindanao in the context of a side dévduring the nineteenth session of the
Human Rights Council, members of the Armed Forckshe Philippines accuse Ms.
Matutina of being a member of the New People’s Ariiie armed wing of the communist
party’

Russian Federation

29.  Several United Nations human rights expert® haised concerns about the law on
non-governmental organizations adopted in Noven#@&t2, under which all foreign-
funded non-commercial organizations may be branaedforeign agents” if they are
considered to have engaged in “political activitieBhey also referred to the use of the
term “foreign agents”, which can lead to increasggmatization and vulnerability to acts

14
15
16
17

CCPR/C/MDV/CO/1, para. 26.

CCPR/C/SR.2902, para.41.

A/HRC/23/51, p. 11.

See A/HRC/23/51, p. 34.communication of 28 Decer2bé2
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of violence against those targetédNo government response had been received as at the
end of the period under review. Similar concernsewaised by a number of States during
the recent universal periodic review of the Rus$&iaderatiort?

30. Similarly, in November 2012, the Committee aghiTorture expressed its concern
about individuals, groups, human rights defendadsjaurnalists subjected to intimidation,
harassment and all types of violence related tw #utivities, including for communicating
with or giving information to the Committee or otHénited Nations human rights bodies.
The Committee recommended that the State partyldlaooend the law in question, that no
individual or group should be subjected to prosecufor communicating with or for
providing information to United Nations human riglmechanisms, and that all allegations
of intimidation, threat, attack and killing of humaights defenders be investigated
promptly, thoroughly and impartialfy.

31. The Committee against Torture addressed tvegations letters and made a public
statement, referring to allegations that two nomegomental organizations — the Anti-
Discrimination Centre Memorial in Saint Petersbargl the Public Verdict Foundation in
Moscow — that provided information to the Committee December 2012 during
consideration of the fifth periodic report of theidRian Federation to the Committee had
since faced reprisals. The organizations were @targy the public prosecutor with
violating legislation under which non-profit orgaations involved in political activity
must register as “foreign agents” if they receiveney from abroad. The Committee
recalled that reprisals contravene article 13 efG@onventiort’

9. Saudi Arabia

32. According to information received, on 9 March13, the Riyadh Specialized
Criminal Court sentenced Abdullah Al Hamid, co-fden of the Saudi Association for
Civil and Political Rights, which campaigns agaiasbitrary detention, to six years of
imprisonment for, inter alia, having provided falggformation to external sources,
including human rights mechanisms of the Unitedidwest Mr. Al Hamid is now serving a
term of 11 years in prison, following the partialnstatement by the court of a seven-year
sentence handed down in 2005 for an offence forchviNir Al Hamid had later been
pardoned by the King, with a subsequent travel Bathe same time, the court ordered the
dissolution of the Association, the confiscationitefproperty and the closure of its social
media accounts on the grounds that it had failezbtain an official licence to operéfe.

10. Syrian Arab Republic

33.  According to information received, Mazen Datwi Director of the Syrian Centre
for Media and Freedom of Expression, based in Daonsgsand Hussayn Gharir, Hani
Zitani, Abdelrahman Alhamade and Mansour Al-Omalii,arrested on 16 February 2012
during a raid on the Centre, reportedly spent ntbes nine months in incommunicado
detention at the Air Force Intelligence detentiemtce at Al Mazza military airport, from

their arrest until 30 November 2012, when they weemsferred to Damascus Central

See “Russia: increasingly hostile environment f@®¢ and rights defenders is unacceptable”,
OHCHR press release, 14 May 2013, available from
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=13323&LangID=E.

19 See A/HRC/24/14.

20 CAT/C/RUSICOI5, para. 12.

See “UN rights experts seek assurances that Rus§&&rs will not face reprisals, OHCHR press
release, 6 June 2013, available from
www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspwa|D=13417&LangID=E.

22 AJHRC/24/21, communication of 27 March 2013

10
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Prison in Adra. While held, all five were allegeddvubjected to inhuman treatment and
were forced to endure extremely poor conditiondegéntion.

34. On 27 February 2013, the above-mentioned fidesiduals were reportedly charged
with “promoting terrorist acts” by the investigagiyudge of the Anti-Terrorism Court in
Damascus under article 8 of the Anti-Terrorism Lafa2012. It is alleged that the list of
offences published by the investigative judge of Bourt included “documenting the
names of those detained, disappeared, wanted led'kiin the context of the Syrian
conflict, “communicating with international orgamtions with the aim of having the
international community condemn Syria” and “pubilighstudies on the human rights and
media situation in Syria”. It appears that “comnuaiing with international organizations
with the aim of having the international communitgndemn Syria” may relate to, inter
alia, the granting of consultative status to theig®y Centre for Media and Freedom of
Expression by the Economic and Social Council ih@®8nd the organization’s subsequent
cooperation with various United Nations human gimechanisms. It is reported that Mr.
Alhamade and Mr. Al-Omari were released pendira) i

35. As | pointed out in a report submitted to tleEBity Councif* the monitoring and
reporting work of the United Nations Supervisionsslon in the Syrian Arab Republic
(UNSMIS), established by the Council by its resolnt2043 (2012), was hampered by the
stated perception of some Syrian civilians thay ttigked retaliation by government forces
following interaction with UNSMIS. In this contexparticularly during the latter stages of
its deployment, the Mission documented at leastam@asion on which local civilians were
explicitly threatened by government security foreesl ordered not to speak to United
Nations observers, while on other occasions, eindi including some seeking treatment in
hospitals, specifically indicated they would noteak to observers out to fear of
government retaliation. In addition, some indivibuelaimed to have been detained days
after having interacted with UNSMIS. UNSMIS alspoeted a number of incidents where
its personnel were requested not to visit spe¢digns or villages because of perceived
security risks and the implications for the civili@opulation. Another issue of concern
with regard to visits conducted by UNSMIS was tkparted fear of some communities
located in opposition-controlled areas that theybldde shelled after UNSMIS observers
concluded patrols in a nearby area.

Tajikistan
36. Attention has also been drawn to the closinthefAssociation of Young Lawyers

of Tajikistan (Amparo), a leading organization tipabvides free legal aid, human rights
education and training, following a decision of teujand City Court of 24 October 2012.

37. Amparo had been actively engaged with Unitetddda human rights mechanisms,
particularly on issues relating to torture andtrilatment. This engagement included the
recent participation by some of its members in pheparation by the Coalition against
Torture of a non-governmental report submittedhi® €ommittee against Torture before
the consideration of the second periodic repofajtkistan by the Committee on 7 and 8
November 2012. Members of Amparo also met withSpecial Rapporteur on torture and
other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or ghment during his official visit to the
country in May 2012, to provide him with informaticon the prevalence of abuse of
recruits and the practice of hazing in the military

2 gee also General Assembly resolution 67/262, para.
24 5/2012/523, para. 55.
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38.  With regard to the closing of Amparo, a numbérspecial procedures mandate
holders raised concerns about the lack of procédwaf@guards, including the fact that
Amparo had reportedly never received a copy of ahdit initiated by the Ministry of
Justice in July 2012 on the basis of which it wiased, and had not been able to comment
thereon. It was also reported that the Ministrywdtice had issued internal instructions that
were allegedly not published, and did not providecpdural guidelines for audits to the
judge concernef. No government response had been received as anthef the period
under review.

12. United Arab Emirates

39. Allegations relating to the fairness of thialtand the treatment in detention of 94
civil society actors calling for change in a peatefvay in March 2013 and the
developments leading up to their trial were raised series of communications by several
special procedures mandate holders, the latesthidhwis dated 16 April 2013. In its
response, the Government called these allegatiéass removed from the truth and
unfounded in virtually every detail®® In particular, the allegations pertaining to togtu
physical abuse and beatings were categoricallyedeni

C. Follow-up information on casesincluded in previousreports

1. Colombia

40.  Further to the information included in my ps report regarding John Fredy
Ortiz JimeneZ! who in 2008 had given testimony on the modus opkraf the “false
positives”and who had been forced to leave the protectiograrome of the Attorney
General's Office because the latter refused toumtel members of his family in the
programme, despite requests by OHCHR Colombia, im@rmation received indicates
that, in December 2012, several people stoppeddvtiz Jimenez in the centre of the city
of Barranquilla and attempted to abduct him. Furtiom 13 May 2013, while Mr. Ortiz
Jimenez was driving to a store in Barranquillawtas reportedly approached by two people
who threatened his daughter and nephew. The Natfnmection Unit undertook a risk
study on his situation at the end of 2012, condgdiat the risk was “extraordinary”.
Since mid-January 2013, the Unit has provided hirthwa bulletproof vest, a
communications device and a transportation allowaite police also carry out patrols
around his home.

2. Iran (Idamic Republic of)

41.  Further to the information included in my goms reporf® Maryam Bahrman, a
women'’s rights activist and member of the One MilliSignatures campaign, was tried by
the Revolutionary Court of Shiraz on 15 Septemitdr22 In December, Ms. Bahrman was
sentenced to a suspended prison term of eight mamtitharges of propaganda against the
State, but was acquitted of the charges of “insgltihe leader” and “the founder of the
Islamic Republic of Iran”. On 20 May 2013, she wiased for having defamed the
President and other State officials and for hawpgead misinformation about the system
of the Islamic Republic of Iran. Her arrest andggmution appear to have been linked to

2 AIHRC/22/67, p. 147.

% See AIHRC/24/21.

27 AJHRC/21/18, paras. 25-27.
28 |bid., para. 28.
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her participation in the fifty-fifth session of tl@mmission on the Status of Women, held
in New York in March 2011.

Saudi Arabia

42.  Further to the information contained in my poes report on Mohammad Fahad
Al-Qahtani?® lawyer and co-founder and President of the Sawsdioaiation for Civil and
Political Rights, which campaigns against arbitrdstention, it was reported that, on 9
March 2013, the Riyadh Criminal Court sentenced t@iO years of imprisonment and a
10-year travel ban for, inter alia, having provididse information to outside sources,
including the human rights mechanisms of the UniNations®

Sri Lanka

43. In previous reports | made reference to thenate of fear that human rights
defenders experience in Sri LankaDuring the twenty-second session of the Human
Rights Council, the Permanent Mission of Sri Lankaulated a lettein which it described
the screening of a film about Sri Lanka by non-gowgental organizations as:

efforts on the part of entities based overseas Vitks to rump elements of the LTTE
[Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam], as well as @@ntnon-governmental organizations with
accreditation by the Economic and Social Counailfacilitating programmes containing
unsubstantiated material that is morphed and dizddolThis approach [...] serves to
strengthen the rump elements of the LTTE seekifggeein the West, who use the
propaganda value derived from the screening of filis as a tool to intensify their

fundraising and recruitment activities, thereby emmdining the process of reconciliation in
Sri Lanka®

Such statements could have the effect of undergitiie work of human rights defenders
monitoring the situation of human rights in Sri kan

Sudan

44. The case of Bushra Gamar Hussein, chairperdothe® Human Rights and
Development Organisation, was included in my presiceport, where it was alleged that
he had been arrested and tortured in connectidnhigtwork in defence of human rights.
In a letter dated 3 July 2012, the Government ef 8udan declared that the Attorney
General had decided to close the case of Mr. Husseing to “insufficiency of the
evidence™*

Uzbekistan

45.  Further to information included in my previowvsports with regard to Erkin
MusaeVv® the Government of Uzbekistan stated that the afiens of poor conditions of
detention in Uzbekistan, and of Mr. Musaev's situatn particular, were not justified. It
added that, throughout his imprisonment, Mr. Mushas never been subjected to torture,
ill-treatment, degrading treatment or any othetenbacts by penitentiary staff, and that the
conditions under which sentences were served irtohectional facilities of the Ministry

ibid., paras. 35-37.

See A/HRC/24/21.

See A/HRC/14/19, paras. 40-43; A/HRC/18/19, paraal;A/HRC/21/18, paras 38-46.;
A/HRC/22/G/7, para. 7.

A/HRC/21/18, paras. 48-50.

See https://spdb.ohchr.org/hrdb/21st/Sudan_QR073.2012).pdf.

A/HRC/14/19, para. 44; A/IHRC/18/19, para. 86; A/IHRC/81{ara. 67.

13



A/HRC/24/29

of Internal Affairs conformed strictly to currengdislation and the regulatory standards
established by the Ministr).

7. Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

46.  According to updated information on Judge Madardes Afiuni, whose case was
mentioned in my three most recent relevant regoitbe was subjected to assault, acts of
intimidation and rape by a government agent, whielBulted in pregnancy and a
miscarriage while in detenticf.Her trial began in November 2012 after former Riest
Hugo Chavez amended the Penal Code by means afatireg law [ey habilitante) so
that trials could be held in the absence of thaised. Judge Afiuni, in consultation with
her legal counsel, had indicated that she wouldemdér the trial chamber to challenge
violations of her right to due process. On 14 JA6G&3, a court in Caracas revoked her
house arrest on health grounds after a requestegas/ed from the Attorney General. The
terms of Judge Afiuni’s release require her to repmthe court every 15 days, and forbid
her to leave the country and speak to the media.tii@ continues.

47.  Judge Afiuni was arrested on 10 December 2069 she ordered the conditional
release of an individual whose detention the Wark{Broup on Arbitrary Detention
considered arbitrary. President Chavez reportedbligdy demanded that she be sentenced
to 30 years of imprisonment. In September 2010 ,Wwweking Group, in its opinion No.
20/2010, concluded that the detention of Judgenhfivas arbitrary?

48. On 14 February 2013, five United Nations sgepi@cedures mandate holders
issued a public statement in which they urged tbeeBment of the Bolivarian Republic
of Venezuela to free Judge Afiuni, and called fovestigations into her most recent
allegations? They noted that Judge Afiuni had been in detenfitormore than three years,
despite the fact that article 230 of the Penal Cesfablished that detention could not
exceed the limit of the minimum sentence of the tnsesious crime of which the person
was accused, which would be three years. No resprosn the Government had been
received as at the end of the period under review.

[Il. Conclusionsand recommendations

49. Thepresent report clearly illustratesthat, regrettably, reprisals against persons
cooperating with the United Nations, its mechanisms and representatives in the field
of human rights continue. They take many forms, ranging from smear campaigns,
threats, travel bans, harassment, fines, the closing of organizations, sexual violence,
arbitrary arrests, prosecutions and lengthy prison sentences through to torture, ill-
treatment and even death. Many of the cases remain unresolved for lengthy periods.

50. In my statement of 13 September 2012, on the occasion of the opening of the
twenty-first session of the Human Rights Council, during which a panel discussion on
reprisals was held, | referred to reprisals as one of the main challenges faced by the
Council and the United Nations. | reiterate that reprisals and intimidation against
individuals cooperating with the United Nations in the field of human rights are

% A/HRC/22/67, p. 187.

37 AJHRC/14/19, paras. 45-47; A/IHRC/18/19, paras. 87ABRC/21/18, paras. 68-69.

% See A/HRC/24/21.

% A/HRC/16/44/Add.1, p. 93.

40 See www.ohchr.org/SP/NewsEvents/Pages/Displayews?News|D=12994&LangID=S.
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unacceptable not only because they target individuals who help us do our work as
mandated under the Charter of the United Nations, but also because they ultimately
aim to discourage others from advocating for respect for human rights, and put them
at risk.

51. | havealso highlighted the need to ensurethat per secution and intimidation are
systematically condemned, and that legal action istaken by those responsible. Several
recommendations addressed to various stakeholders, including States, the United
Nations, human rights mechanisms, civil society and national human rights
institutions wer e made at the end of the above-mentioned panel discussion. | hope that
these recommendations, among others, will serve as a road map for action against
reprisals.

52. Itisprimarily the obligation of Statesto protect those who cooperate with the
United Nations in the field of human rights and to ensure that they may do so safely
and without hindrance. In this context, | reiterate my previous recommendations for
action at the national level, including through the adoption of appropriate legidation,
by publicly condemning acts of reprisal and intimidation, ensuring accountability in
relation to the majority of reported cases of reprisal, conducting effective and
impartial investigations and bringing perpetrators to justice, and providing victims
with remedies. | also encourage States to respond to allegations of intimidation and
reprisal, and to cooperate with the United Nations regarding such acts.

53. The international community should act to address cases of reprisal in a
coherent and systematic manner and use the various tools it has at its disposal.
International and regional human rights mechanisms are crucial in this context, and |
welcome their enhanced coordination. The panel discussion addressed some
recommendations specifically for the United Nations Secretariat, such as:

. To make information on how to submit allegations of reprisals more accessible
. Thecreation of a central database on cases of reprisals
. The appointment of a mediator or ombudsman to act as a focal point of the

United Nations system for cases of intimidation and reprisal
These should be thoroughly examined and consider ed.

54. | commend the Human Rights Council for adopting resolution 22/6, in which it
took a strong stance in support of a safe and enabling environment for human rights
defenders. The resolution is instrumental in the response of the United Nations to
reprisals. The idea that the Council hold a discussion dedicated to reprisals on an
annual basis has received considerable support. | strongly encourage the Council to
discuss the present report under its agenda item 5. This would allow for the
continuation of dialogue that began during the panel discussion held at the twenty-
first session, and a further exchange of good practices, and give all stakeholders, in
particular States, the opportunity to comment on the allegations contained in the
report, including on actions taken to investigate and resolve the cases in question. |
also call upon the Council to follow up on cases of reprisal, as proposed at the
International Expert Conference on Advancing the Protection of Human Rights:
Achievements, Challenges and Per spectives, held in Vienna on 27 and 28 June 2013.

4 See www.ohchr.org/Documents/Events/OHCHR20/Vienne@f_report.pdf.
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55. Asreiterated at the above-mentioned Conference, the need to protect human
rights defenders against undue interference and reprisals, including ensuring their
rightsto freedom of expression, association and assembly and their access to funding,
persists. Many of us, in particular those seeking to advance human rights within the
United Nations, rely on their work. | thank civil society organizationsfor their tireless
and dedicated work. | also thank them for contributing to the present report, and
encour age them to continue to do so.




