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The meeting was called to order at 3.15 p.m. accordance with General Assembly resolut2#17 (XXI),
the special committee took the final decision on the matter;

) ) ) it was not submitted to plenary meeting of the General
Award of human rights prizes in 1998 Assembly.

1. Ms. Stamatopoulou (Office of the United Nations

High Commissioner for Human Rights), responding tégenda item 105: Report of the United Nations High
questions posed by the representatives of China and Cub&ammissioner for Refugees: questions relating to

the 48th meeting with respect to awards of human rightefugees and displaced persons and humanitarian

prizes, said that the award of such prizes had been appro@@stions(continued (A/C.3/53/L.52, L.53, L.54 and

by the General Assembly in a resolution of 1966 and that55)

prizes had been awarded in 1968, 1973, 1978, 1988 ap¢ioquction of a draft resolution

1993. In May 1998, the High Commissioner for Human ) )

Rights had addressed a letter to Heads of State requesfif§ft resolution A/C.3/53/L.53: Assistance to refugees,
them to submit nominations, it being understood thdgtUrnees and displaced persons in Africa

nominations could be made either by the Governmengs Ms. Mdoe (United Republic of Tanzania), introducing
themselves or by non-governmental organizations, specialiagg draft resolution on behalf of the Group of African States,
agencies or other appropriate bodies. The nominatiosaid that Yemen had also become a sponsor of the draft
received had been submitted to a special committee compogesblution. The draft resolution updated General Assembly
of the President of the General Assembly, the President of th&olution 52/101 and had taken into account developments
Economic and Social Council, the Chairman of thin the refugee situation since the previous year. It had been
Commission on Human Rights, the Chairman of thghe subject of lengthy debates among African countries and
Subcommission on Prevention of Discrimination anflad been enriched by very useful comments from the
Protection of Minorities and the Chairman of the CommissioRuropean Union. She hoped that, as in the past, it would be
on the Status of Women. The special committee had metadopted by consensus.

mid-October and had taken its decision which, in accordanﬁ%ﬂon on draft resolutions
with the established practice, would remain confidential unti

10 December when the prizes would be awarded. Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.52: Follow-up to the

2. The Chairman said that it was an item which had beerﬁggjggzlscg?sfslrzggg ;%ﬁ‘siirsesg :::rirgrbnlggsf of

considered in the plenary meeting of the Assembly and ng

by the Third Committee. Since the latter had no decisior|1r-“/0|umalry Displacement and Returnees in the Countries

. . o{ the Commonwealth of Independent States and Relevant
making role to play, the Bureau proposed that it should TFI . .
. Lo . . ighbouring States
engage in a sterile discussion. The prizes would be awar ed . _ _ _
by the Secretary-General or the President of the General The Chairman said that the draft resolution contained
Assembly. no programme budget implications.

3.  Mr.Reyes Rodriguez(Cuba) said that since decision8. ~ Mr. Nikiforov (Russian Federation) said that Iceland,

52/424 on the award of human rights prizes had been takénael and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia had
upon the recommendation of the Third Committee, thieined the sponsors of the draft resolution.

Committee had the mandate to consider the issue. Moreougr, praft resolution A/C.3/53/L.52 was adopted without

if the procedure adopted when resolution 2217 (XXI) hag ygte.

been drawn up was confidential, then it was a policy of the

past and Member States had every right to reject it; Cuba weg M- Koziy (Ukraine), explaining why his country had
doing so and would continue to do. Since the prizes weP@t sponsored the draft resolution, said that the results of the
awarded on behalf of the United Nations and not only 0flgegional Conference certainly constituted a useful basis for

Committee, there must be transparency with respect i{HernationaI cooperation. His country, which had actively
information thereon. participated in the Conference, supported the principles

) _outlined in the Programme of Action, which it intended to
4.  Mr. Ren Housheng(China) asked whether the Spec'afmplement fully.

committee's decision had to be endorsed by the Assembli/.l However, despite the title of the Conference and the

5. Ms. Stamatopoulou (Office of the United Nations general atmosphere which had prevailed at the gathering, the
High Commissioner for Human Rights) said that iRggolution referred to an entity which was not a subject of
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international law, did not represent any geographical region 19s. Pang(Singapore) said that her delegation, which
within the normal meaning of the term and was merely a supported the general approach reflected in the draft
multilateral mechanism for consultations and negotiations. resolution, nonetheless had reservations concerning
His delegation therefore disassociated itself from the paragraph 5. Whether in its statements or in practice,
references made in the fourth and fifth preambular paragraphs  Singapore did not, owing to its vulnerability and limited
and in paragraphs 2, 6, 7 and 9 of the draft resolution. resources, recognize an automatic and unrestricted right of

Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.54: New international asylum.

humanitarian order . ) ) _
. _ _ Agenda item 110: Human rights questiongcontinued)
12. The Chairman, noting that the draft resolution had no

programme budget implications and recalling that Guinea{®) !mplementation of human rights instruments

Bissau, Kazakhstan and Mauritania had become sponsors at  (continued (A/C.3/53/L.22/Rev.1, A/C.3/53/L.23

the time of its introduction, announced that Israel and and A/C.3/53/L.62)

Malaysia had joined the sponsors of the draft resolution. Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.22/Rev.1: Effective

13. Ms. Keppler-Schlesinger (Austria), speaking on implementati_on of internation_al iqstruments on human
behalf of the European Union, said that the European Uni§ights, including reporting obligations under

had proposed a number of amendments that had been talkdgrnational instruments on human rights

into account. Nevertheless, that initiative should, in the futurgp. The Chairman, noting that draft resolution
be pursued in the framework of the debate in the Economi¢C.3/53/L.22/Rev.1 had programme budget implications and
and Social Council on humanitarian questions. The Europegat Israel and Monaco had joined the list of sponsors, invited
Union remained willing to cooperate in thadrenection with the Committee to take a decision on the draft resolution.

the sponsor of the draft resolution at the next substanti . .
) . . . . Ms. Newell
session of the Council. That was the basis on which tr%eﬁ (Secretary of the Committee), reading out

. . . . the statement of programme budget implications, said that
European Union associated itself with the proposed teXt'subparagraph (b) of the eighth preambular paragraph, the

14. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.54 was adopted withouiinth preambular paragraph and paragraph 6 (a), (b) and (c),

a vote. which requested the Secretary-General to secure or seek
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.55: Office of the United resources for the human rights treaty bodies, dealt with
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees administrative and budgetary matters. The attention of the

) ) members of the Committee was drawn to the provisions of
15. The Chairman noted that the draft resolution had Nqzeneral Assembly resolution 45/248, Part B, section VI, in
programme budget implications and that Bolivia, Botswanghich, the Assembly reaffirmed that the Fifth Committee was
Chad, Cape Verde, Guinea, Malta, Paraguay, Swaziland §ad appropriate Main Committee of the General Assembly
Uruguay had added their names to the list of sponsors whgpysted with responsibilities for administrative and
the text had been introduced; he announced that Eritrea figgetary matters, reaffirmed also the role of the Advisory
the Sudan had joined the sponsors of the draft resolutionc o mmittee on Administrative andu@lgetary Questions and
16. Ms. Newell(Secretary of the Committee) read out thexpressed its concern at the tendency of its substantive
oral revision made by Sweden during its introduction of theommittees and other intergovernmental bodies to involve
draft resolution. The beginning of paragraph 10 should re#itemselves in administrative and budgetary matters. The Fifth
as follows: “Calls upon States and all concerned parties @@mmittee was shortly to adopt recommendations concerning
continue to closely cooperate with the staff of the Office dhe allocation of resources in the programme budget for the
the High Commissioner and other humanitarian personneliennium 2000-2001, bearing in mind the priorities already
performing the functions required under their mandates, ..@pproved by the General Assembly.

the remainder of the paragraph was unchanged. 22. Ms. McVey (Canada), after announcing that the
17. Mr. Sjérgen (Sweden) said that the Federated Staté¥epublic of Korea, the Russian Federation and the former
of Micronesia, Kyrgyzstan and Togo had joined the sponsoysgoslav Republic of Mcedonia had joined the sponsors of
of the draft. the draft resolution, read out an amendment which consisted
18. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.55, as orally revised, wasOf replacing paragraph 32 with'a text based.on paragraph 23
adopted without a vote. of Commission on Human nghts .resolut|on 1998/27, as
follows: “Also welcomes the contribution of the human rights

treaty bodies, within their mandates, to the prevention of
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violations of human rights, in the context of their 28Mr. Mukhopadhaya (India), speaking in explanation
consideration of reports submitted under their respective ofvote before the voting, said that human rights treaty bodies
treaties.” Her delegation hoped that the draft would be were an effective instrument for the promotion and protection
adopted by consensus. of human rights. India had signed or ratified the principal

23. Mr. Al-Hariri  (Syrian Arab Republic) said that hehuman rights instruments and had fulfilled its reporting

would have preferred for the statement of implications of tHgPligations thereunder. When, at its fifty-second session, the
draft resolution to be circulated as an official document, &&°MMittee had been required to take a decision on paragraph

had been done in respect of draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.231 Of the text that was to become resolution 52/118, his
he hoped that that would be done in the future. delegation had drawn attention to the tendency to adopt

) resolutions that were political in nature on the methods of
24. The Chairman said that the Cuban delegation hagyork of bodies which had been established pursuant to
requested a separate vote on paragraph 26 of the diafernational instruments. If that trend continued, it might
resolution. have an adverse impact on the effective implementation of the
25. Mr. Reyes Rodriguez (Cuba), explaining his instruments. The cooperation and coordination between those

delegation’s position on paragraph 26 before the vote, sdl@dies and the special procedures of the Commission on
that his delegation attached great importance to the effectidgman Rights which were referred to in paragraph 26 of the
implementation of international instruments on human righégaft resolution raised a problem in that the former were
and therefore worked to achieve universal ratification of afodies of experts who had been elected by the States parties,
such instruments. Nevertheless, substantive and forridlile the latter were of a more political nature. Even though

reasons argued in favour of a separate vote on paragrapht®€y complemented each other, the mechanisms were
dgferent. The Indian delegation was therefore of the view that

o . . e combining of the two types of mechanisms could
coordination between the human rights treaty bodies and t & g P .

. . "~ adversely affect a system that was working well and could
special and thematic procedures of the Commission Q

. . . Rimately jeopardize the cooperation given by States to the
Human Rights was unacceptable in the light of the# "y 1eop : P 9 y
. . ..,_International human rights bodies. It was regrettable that the
differences. Moreover, from the legal standpoint, neither . .
. . '~ authors of the text had not changed their position after the

those bodies nor the mechanisms of the Commission gn

Human Rights were fully autonomous: that was why thconsultat|ons. India would therefore vote against paragraph
Vienna Declaration on human rights, in its paragraph 88,

entrusted States parties, the General Assembly and #& Mr. Hynes (Canada), speaking on a point of order, said
Economic and Social Council with the responsibility othat his delegation would have welcomed an opportunity to
ensuring cooperation and coordination. Moreover, while tixplain the justification for the paragraph. As a co-sponsor
mandate of the human rights treaty bodies had been negotiz®éthe draft resolution, it would vote in favour of paragraph
in an atmosphere of openness, transparency and consendfigind urged other delegations to do likewise.

the same could not be said of the mechanisms of thg  Mr. Carle (United States of America) said that Cuba
Commission on Human Rights, many of which were the resyliq proposed that a vote should be taken on paragraph 26 and

ofless than fully transparent negotiations. The mechanis@gnada should therefore have been allowed to explain its
of the Commission on Human Rights and the human righjge.

treaty bodies had different mandates and characteristics; any

effort to coordinate the two groups would only foster th 1 A_recorded vote was taken on paragraph 26 of draft
politicization of the treaty bodies’ actions, while jeopardizinéESOIUtlon AIC.3/53/L.22/Rev.1

their credibility and effectiveness. In favour:

Afghanistan, Albania, Andorra, Argentina, Armenia,
Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium,
Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Chile,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cote d’lvoire, Croatia, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Estonia, Finland, France,
Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan,

26. From the substantive standpoint, cooperation a

27. From the formal standpoint, an identical paragraph had
been the object of a separate vote at the previous session of
the General Assembly. His delegation had, in a spirit of
understanding and harmony, cooperated with the sponsors of
the draft resolution within the Commission on Human Rights,
and a consensus had been reached with the deletion of the
paragraph in question. As cooperation had now given way to
confrontation, his delegation, had requested a separate vote
and would vote against the draft resolution.
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Latvia, Lesotho, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, with rule 153 of the rules of procedure of the General
Madagascar, Malawi, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mexico, Assembly, was contained in document A/C.3/53/L.62. He
Micronesia (Federated States of), Monaco, Mongoliagcalled that at the time that the draft resolution was being
Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, introduced, Cyprus, Madagascar, Malta, the United States of
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, America and Venezuela had joined its sponsors.

Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romaniag; 15 Geelan(Denmark) announced that Bosnia and
Ru53|a_n Federation, San Marino, Seneg_al, SIOVa_k|§1erzegovina, Céte d’lvoire and France had joined the
Sloyenla, Solom_on Islands, SOUth. Alrica, Spank onsors of the draft resolution and expressed her
Suriname, Swazngnd, Sweden, T_halland, The formg preciation for the flexibility which the sponsors had shown
Yugo_slav Re_publlc_ of Macedonia, Togq, _Turkeyduring the consultations in taking into account the concerns
Ukraine, United K|_ngdom of Great _B”ta'n amdofother delegations. The text should be amended as follows:
Northern Ireland, United States of America, Urugua)(he last four words of paragraph 1, “on a regular basis’,
Venezuela. should be deleted; in the first line of paragraph 9, the word
Against: “progress” should be replaced by “efforts”; in the third line

Cuba, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Egypp theé same paragraph, the words “with a view to
India, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Libyan Arab establishing” should be replaced by “which is intended to

Jamabhiriya, Syrian Arab Republic. establish”. In the first line of paragraph 10, the word
“Welcomes” should be replaced by the words “Takes note
Abstaining: with appreciation of”. In the third line of paragraph 11, the

Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, words “respond positively” should be replaced by “give
Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Brunei Darussalam, serious consideration”; in the fourth line of the same
Cape Verde, China, Democratic Republic of the Congo, paragraph, the words “give appropriate effect” should be
Fiji, Gabon, Guyana, Indonesia, Lao People’s replaced by “the follow-up”. In the fourth line of paragraph
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Malaysia, Mali, 12, the word “including” should be replaced by “in
Mauritania, Mauritius, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Niger, particular”. In the third line of paragraph 13, the words
Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Saint Lucia, “notablythat on crime prevention and criminal justice” should
Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, beinserted after “United Nations programmes”. In the fourth
Sudan, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, United Republic line of paragraph 24, the words “sub-item entitled
of Tanzania, Viet Nam, Yemen. Implementation of human rights instruments” should be
. replaced by “appropriate sub-items of the agenda”. The
32. Paragraph 26 of draft resolultlon A/C'3/53/.L'22/Rev'banish delegation believed that the text reflected a
was retained by 93 votes to 7, with 38 abstentions willingness to cooperate with the Special Rapporteur in the
33. Mr. Reyes Rodriguez(Cuba) said that the Cubanfulfilment of his mandate, which required the collaboration

delegation dissociated itself from paragraph 26. of Governments, and hoped that the draft resolution would be
34. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.22/Rev.1 as a whole wa%dOpted by consensus.
adopted without a vote 38. The Chairman announced that Croatia had joined the

35. Mr. Al-Hariri  (Syrian Arab Republic) said that hisIISt of sponsors.

delegation had joined the consensus even though it had vo®d Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.23, as amended, was
against paragraph 26, which was ambiguous and did not mak#opted without a vote
clear the modalities of cooperation and coordination betwegg  nr. Baali (Algeria), speaking in explanation of

the international human rights treaty bodies and thégition, said that his delegation had participated actively in
mechanisms of the Commission on Human Rights. That coujgl, ¢onsyltations on draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.23 and would
have adverse repercussions on the effective implementatipRe |iked that important text to take account of the concerns

of the instruments. of all delegations. A very worrying trend was emerging at the
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.23: Torture and other cruel, United Nations that consisted in attempts to amend through
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment resolutions the provisions of treaties adopted by

eplenipotentiaries at diplomatic conferences. Attempts were

36. The Chairman said that the statement of th . ! o
S . . thus being made to undermine the sovereign right of States
programme budget implications of the draft resolution, whic : .
to formulate reservations, and to accord treaty bodies the

had been submitted by the Secretary-General in accordance
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power to pass judgement on the admissibility or scope of  enjoyment of human rights and fundamental
reservations. Similarly, it was being openly suggested that  freedoms(continued (A/C.3/53/L.33, L.39, L.40,
treaty bodies should consider the reports siited by States L.46, L.49 and L.50)

in their absence although the aim was to arrive through ] ]
dialogue at an objective and impartial appraisal of the repoﬁ&tmd“cnon of draft resolutions

and to enhance cooperation with the State concerned in or@gaft resolution A/C.3/53/L.39: Situation of human
to achieve more effective and more comprehensivgjhtsin Cambodia

implementation of the various human rights instruments. lel% Ms. Kerr (Australia), introducing draft resolution

sponsors of the draft reso_lutlon had also attempted, r)C.3/53/L.39, said that Belgium, Costa Rica, Denmark,
paragraph 11, to broaden improperly the mandate of the

Special Rapporteur and the scope of the resolutions of t ermany, Latvia, Liechtenstein and Portugal also wished to

Commission on Human Riahts and the General Assembl Sonsor the draft resolution. The text, which was based on the
calling on States to reg ond positivelv to the S e?:/i r:?port of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General
9 , P P > P ?chr human rights in Cambodia (A/53/400), emphasized the
Rapporteur’s requests to visit their countries, a demand Whlg olution of the situation in that country since the adoption
had no basis in law whatever. His delegation dissociated itsg‘{‘ resolution 52/135. It took note of the progress made

completely from that pqragrgph but had agree'd to jon ¢ ﬁfltional elections in July 1998, the formation of a provisional
consensus because it believed that the internatio

. mbodian human rights committee, the appointment by the
community must combat torture and all other cruel treatme

. ! : ecretary-General of a group of experts to evaluate the
with the utmost rigour. Algeria would never accept the

fraudulent amendment of the provisions of internation xisting evidence concerning the crimes committed by the

. . hmer Rouge) and of the areas where more needed to be
instruments, whether by means of consensus resolutions or

any other inadmissible manoeuvre. It was prepared to have" _ _
open and transparent discussions on the mandate of ffe The formation of a Government had long been awaited
various bodies and believed that countriesggling with the and Australia, like other countries, had done all it could to
enormous challenges of underdevelopment and poverty whifecourage the Cambodians to resolve their political problems.
embarking simultaneously upon the process dfwelcomed inthat respect the agreement concluded recently

democratization should not be blackmailed where humayhich should make it possible to put in place a new
rights were concerned. Government, to convene a meeting of the National Assembly

41. Ms. Mekhemar (Egypt), speaking in explanation ofon..25 November, to promote pol|t|cgl stab|!|t¥ and to
" . . . facilitate the task of a Governmeratded with rebuilding the
position, said that Egypt was ready to work with the various . :
. " . country and protecting human rights.
committees and special rapporteurs and that she wished to see
a cooperation mechanism which would clearly define tt#b. The sponsors of the draft resolution had agreed to make
duties and obligations of all concerned in order to avoidie following revisions: paragraph 4 should be divided in two,
violating the principles enshrined in the Charter of the Unitei##e first part concluding with “elections” and the second part
Nations. Paragraph 11 flouted an important principle of- new paragraph 5 — reading as follows\dtesthat the
international law, that of State sovereignty, which conferreglections demonstrated the clear desire of the Cambodian
upon States the power to agree to or refuse visits by spedigople for democracy, stresses the need for the constructive
rapporteurs. That provision of the draft resolution introducegngagement of all parties in order to fulfil the objective of the
a new concept. Her delegation therefore dissociated itsélections, the formation of an elected, constitutional
from the consensus with respect to paragraph 11. Government, and, in this context, welcomes the agreement
reached between political parties to convene the national

42, Mr: AI-Har|r.|. (Syngn Arab Republic), speaking in ssembly and to establish a coalition Government”. Also, the
explanation of position, said that the amendments made to ?1 . i
olfowing words should be added at the end of paragraph 6:

draft resolution had not taken account of his delegatlon%hnd takes note of the statements of the joint international

concerns with respect to paragraph 11. That parag.ragbserver group regarding the polling and counting processes
changed the mandate of the Special Rapporteur, necessnaolrﬁle elections”

the implementation of special procedures which were no
provided for in the draft resolution. His delegation thereforé6. Having emphasized the contribution made by various
could not join the consensus on the draft resolution. countries, particularly those of South-East Asia, she said her
delegation hoped that the draft resolution would be adopted

(b) Human rights questions, including alternative by consensus.

approaches for improving the effective
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Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.49: The human genome and
human rights

47. Mr.Doutriaux (France), introducing draft resolution
AIC.3/53/L.49, said that the Bahamas, Belize, Croatia,
Ghana, Honduras, Iraq, Luxembourg, Panama, Thailand and
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia wished to join
the sponsors of the draft resolution.

48. The adoption of the draft resolution by the General
Assembly would demonstrate the importance accorded in the
political arena to the implications of the mostent scientific
progress in the field of genetic engineering, broaden the
consensus which had already emerged on the matter within
the international community, thus reinforcing the universal
nature of the UNESCO Declaration, and emphasize the need
to work together to meet the challenges in a field which
touched upon the protection of human rights.

49. It was vital that the international community should

reach a greater understanding of the moral implications Rf ainst:

genetic engineering and continue its efforts to arrive at
common response, built on consensus, to the ethical problems
raised by scientific progress.

50. His delegation hoped that the draft resolution would be
adopted by consensus.

51. Mr. Al-Hariri  (Syrian Arab Republic) said that the
Arabic version contained an error in the title of the draft
resolution.

52. The Chairman said that Burundi, Djibouti, Nepal,
Sierra Leone, Slovakia and Tunisia also wished to sponsor
the draft resolution.

Action on draft resolutions

Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.33: Human rights and

unilateral coercive measures 56

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Democratic
Republic of the Congo, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El
Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau,
Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Jamaica, Kenya, Lao People’s Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Qatar, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint
Lucia, San Marino, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
Solomon Islands, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,
Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United
Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Albania, Andorra, Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Micronesia
(Federated States of), Monaco, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Moldova, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, Sweden, The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Turkey, United IKigdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United States of America.

Abstaining:

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Jordan, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Malta, Marshall Islands, Ukraine,
Uzbekistan.

Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.33 was adopted by 104

53. The Chairman invited the Committee to take actionygtes to 44, with 10 abstentiofs

on draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.33, which had no programmg7
budget implications. :

Ms. Faetanini (San Marino) said that the electronic

voting machine had not correctly registered the fact that her

54. Mr. Mofokeng (South Africa) said that China haddelegation had voted against the draft resolution.

joined the sponsors.
55. Arecorded vote was taken

In favour: 58.

Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.40: Human rights and extreme
poverty

The Chairman said that the draft resolution had no

Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentinaprogramme budget implications. At the time of its
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belarisgtroduction, Benin, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Burundi,

Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei

Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape .

Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Comoros, Costa Rica, Cote d’lvoire, Cuba,

The delegation of Niger subsequently informed the
Committee that it had intended to vote in favour of the draft
resolution.
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Cameroon, China, Croatia, Cyprus, Ethiopia, Guinea, 6Mr. Carle (United States of America), introducing the
Guinea-Bissau, Italy, Japan, Mali, Nepal, Pakistan, Portugal, draft resolution, said that Australia, Denmark, Germany,
Sierra Leone and Ukraine had become sponsors, and Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Slovakia and
Comoros, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Sweden had become sponsors of the draft resolution and that
Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritania, amendments had been made to the draft. At the end of the
Nigeria, Senegal and Uganda wished to do so. seventh preambular paragraph the words “the former
dYugoslavia” $ould be replaced by “the region”, and in
paragraph 42 the words “in the former Yugoslavia” should

be replaced by “in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia
60. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.40 was adopted withoujng Montenegro)”. Furthermore, the word “greater” in

59. Mr. Chuquihuara (Peru) said that Indonesia an
Tunisia had also become sponsors of the draft.

avote paragraph 25 of the draft should be rapéd by “additional”.
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.46: Question of enforced or 7. The draft resolution was only one of the long-term
involuntary disappearances efforts made by the United Nations in order to help Bosnia

61. The Chairman said that the draft resolution had ncand Herzegovina, the Republic of Croatia and the Federal
programme budget implications. At the time of itdRepublic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) to emerge
introduction, Cuba, Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Portugal, tH&om years of war and to develop democratic and tolerant civil
Republic of Moldova, Senegal, Sweden and the United Stagggieties with full respect for international human rights

of America had become sponsors, and Benin, Comoros, N&t@ndards.

Zealand, the Niger and Romania wished to do so. 68. However, the situation of human rights varied from one
62. Ms. de Carné de Trécesson(France) said that country to another, as did the steps taken by their
Liechtenstein and the former Yugoslav Republic dfovernments in order to meet their obligations under the
Macedonia had become sponsors of the dratft. Dayton Agreement. While there had been some progress in
. Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, the situation in the
63. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L..46 was adopted Federal Republic of Yugoslavia had worsened in some
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.50: United Nations Decade respects.
for Human Rights Education, 1995-2004, and public

. . L . . 69. The Governments of those three countries were
information activities in the field of human rights

responsible for creating an atmosphere conducive to the
64. The Chairman said that the draft resolution had noyoluntary return of their minority populations. In September
programme budget implications. At the time of its1998, Bosnia and Hergevina had held elections that had
introduction, Austria, Benin, Botswana, Burundi, Cotelemonstrated a move towards pluralism, and the Government
d’lvoire, Guinea, the Philippines, the Russian Federatiowas endeavouring to restructure its police forces. However,
Togo, Ukraine and Venezuela had become sponsors, arghould accelerate the reintegration process and the creation
Antigua and Barbuda, Burkina Faso, the Democratic Repubt¢ a multi-ethnic police force that would enhance public
of the Congo, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, the Federateelcurity and encourage the return of minority populations.
States of Micronesia, France, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Indizroatia had assumed control of Eastern Slavonia and was
Indonesia, Madagascar, Malawi, Nepal, Peru, Rwandaorking to bring its legislation into line with international
Senegal, Sierra Leone and Suriname wished to do so.  standards, but it still needed to implement rapidly its new
65. Ms.de Wet(Namibia) said that Argentina, Cameroor €fugee return programme. Although there were still
and Finland had also become sponsors. problems with rgspect to the Repub_llka Srpska_, both_Bosma
and Herzegovina and the Republic of Croatia, unlike the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, had increased their

(c) Human rights situations and reports of special i i X X
cooperation with the International Tribunal for the Former

rapporteurs and representatives(continued

(A/C.3/53/L.38, L.43, L.51, L.60 and L.61) Yugoslavia.
) o 70. However, the problems concerning internationally
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.60: Situation of human recognized standards of human rights were the most

rights in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Republicof = immediate. Freedom of speech and of assembly remained
Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia ynderprotected in the Republic of Croatia, the return of its

and Montenegro) Serbian residents was not proceeding at an acceptable pace
and progress towards democracy was slow. Bosnia and



A/C.3/53/SR.49

Herzegovina, for its part, should facilitate the return of mentioned in paragraph 11 of the draft, was not prohibited
refugees. As to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, itsnder international law, as seen from article 6 of the
Government’s actions in Kosovo were so egregious that they International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; it was
had warranted the introduction of a separate resolution. Theogn&ed by the Sharia, there was no consensus on its repeal
authorities of that country had used excessive force against and the issue was one to be settled under the domestic
the civilian Albanian population and had refused to legislation of individual States.

i\r(nplen;en_t thedDe;]ytoig AgrL)elimeSnt. Tkhe Fed_eraIdReprl]Jinbc 9f7. Mr. Bhatti (Pakistan) said that human rights should not
ugosiavia an the Republika Srpska c_ontmue . to har W& used to put pressure on States, nor should double standards
war criminals and refused to cooperate with the Tribunal. beee applied in considering the human rights situation in

Federal Re_public of Yugoslaviz_i had also attacked the freed%erent countries. The general view was that the situation

of academics and of the media. of human rights in the Islamic Republic of Iran had improved

71. Lastly, he noted that the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia considerably. Existing mechanisms and procedures for the
(Serbia and Montenegro) was not the successor State to the protection of human rights had been strengthened and the
former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. Other Government was taking new measures in that respect. His
republics which had emerged from that State had become delegation would vote against the draft resolution, which did
Members of the United Nations, and the steps necessaryto not fully reflect such progress.

do so were clear. 78. Ms. lbrahim (Sudan) denounced the international

72. Mr. Bhatti (Pakistan) said that Pakistan wished to community’s selectivity and lack of objectivity when it
become a sponsor of the draft resolution. considered the situation of human rights in various countries,
s well as the pressure it put on States in the name of human
rights. Her delegation could not accept paragraph 11 of the

73. The Chairman said that Estonia had also become

sponsor.

P ) . ) draft resolution, since international law did not prohibit
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.38: Situation of human  capital punishment, which was recognized under Sharia law
rights in the Islamic Republic of Iran and other legal systems. She would therefore vote against the

74. The Chairman said that draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.38draft resolution.

had no programme budget implications and invited theg, Mr. Rabuka (Fiji) said that, since hisauntry ascribed
Committee to vote on it. great importance to the principle of non-interference in the
75. Mr. Garcia (El Salvador), speaking in explanation ofdomestic affairs of States, it would abstain during the voting.

vote before the vote, said that his Government shared magyy  mr. Alaii (Islamic Republic of Iran) said that, contrary
of the concerns which the representative of Austria hag the impression that the draft resolution might give, the
expressed on behalf of the European Union when introduciggyation of human rights in the Islamic Republic of Iran had
the draft resolution. In particular, he was concerned at “ﬂﬁproved considerably. In keeping with the tenets of Islam
discrimination against religious minorities and thend the values of Iranian civilization, his Government had
persecution of Baha'is. However, since the Government gfdertaken to further strengthen nationatituions for the

the Islamic Republic of Iran had undertaken a major proceggotection and promotion of human rights and fundamental
of domestic reform intended to promote human rights, hgsedoms, involve civil society in the political life of the
would abstain from voting in order to encourage Iraniagountry, promote the advancement of women and ensure
society and the Iranian Government in their endeavours #9spect for the rule of law in the administration of justice and
remove all obstacles to the exercise of human rights apflother areas. The draft resolution, which played down all
fundamental freedoms, the consolidation of democracy afifhse positive developments and disregarded in particular the
the achievement of national reconciliation as quickly afportance of the internal and indigenous mechanism for the
possible. protection and promotion of human rights, was not

76. Ms. Mekhemar (Egypt) said that, generally speakingconstructive and was counter-productive.

it was undesirable to politicize human rights issueg1.  His delegation had tried to work with the sponsors of
consideration of which should be based on three majgfe draft resolution in order to produce a consensus text. In
principles: non-interference in the internal affairs of Stategygt regard, it had put forward practical proposals that would
refusal to use human rights as a means of pressure or coerqjgr&way with old and outdated mindsets and pave the way for
and the display of objectivity and respect for culturahnovative approaches. Albugh those efforts had not been
differences. Furthermore, she noted that capital punishmegiccessful, his Government would nevertheless resolutely
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continue its efforts to promote human rights in the country in
accordance with Iranian values and culture and with its
determination to improve the living conditions of the Iranian
people.

82. While the promotion of human rights was a noble
objective, using human rights for political purposes was
deplorable. Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.38, which tended to
favour the political interests of certain countries at the

Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan,

Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,

Lebanon, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico,
Mozambique, Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Korea,
Republic of Moldova, Saint Lucia, Senegal, Singapore,
South Africa, Suriname, Swaziland, Thailand, The
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Togo,

expense of purely human rights considerations, and Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates,

disregarded the improvements in the situation of human rights United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay.

in the Islamic Republic of Iran and the cooperation of the 8M®{raft resolution A/C.3/53/L.38 was adopted by 63
Iranian Government, was unacceptable. He therefore invitedtes to 35, with 60 abstentions.

members of the Committee to vote against the draé%_ Mr.

X Sepelev (Russian Federation), speaking in
resolution.

explanation of vote after the voting, said that given the

83. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolutiomnquestionable improvementin the situation of human rights

A/C.3/53/L.38. in the Islamic Republic of Iran, the draft resolution on the

In favour: matter should have been adopted by consensus. He hoped,
Algéria Andorra, Argentina, Australia, Austria however, that the sponsors of the text would intensify their
Bahamas. Barbados Belgi’um Bolivia. BrazilcOnsultations aimed at reaching a consensus at the

Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia CZeé?]rthcoming session of the Commission on Human Rights in

Republic, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuadoﬁ)rderto settle that issue.
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala,
Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan,
Latvia, Lesotho, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, Marshall Islands, Micronesia (Federated States
of), Monaco, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Russian Federation, Samoa, San Marino,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Solomon Islands, Spain, Sweden,
Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Venezuela.

BB.Cordeiro (Brazil) said that his delegation shared
a number of the concerns expressed in the draft resolution,
including those relating to discrimination against religious

minorities and persecution against the Baha'is, and had voted
wolar of the draft resolution. However, it regnized that

the situation of human rights in the Islamic Republic of Iran

had improved in recent years, as noted by the Special

Representative of the Commission on Human Rights
(A/83B), and it encouraged the Iranian Government to
continue its efforts, especially as far as religious minorities
were concerned.

Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.43: Human rights in Haiti
Bahrain87

Against:

Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan,

. ) . The Chairman, noting that the draft resolution
Bapgladesh, Belarus, Benin, I_3rune| D?russala@ontained no programme budget implications, said that, at the
China, Comoros, Cupa, Demoqratlc People’s Repu,blfﬁ‘ne of its introduction, the delegations of Australia, Belgium,
of Korea, Democratic Republic of the Congo, InOII""Belize, Brazil, Denmark, the Dominican Republic, Hungary,

Indonesia, Ira.n.(lslam|c Repubhc Of)’. Kuwalit, I"by"’mlceland, Israel, Saint Lucia and Trinidad and Tobago had also
Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives, Moroccobecome Sponsors

Myanmar, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines, Qatar, Saudi )
Arabia, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syrian Ara8. Ms. Newell(Secretary of the Committee) read out the

Republic, Turkmenistan, Viet Nam, Zambia Oral revisions made by the representative of Venezuela to the

Zimbabwe. text of the draft resolution. In the eleventh preambular

. paragraph, the phrase “be able to express their wishes fully
Abstaining:

Albania. Anaola. Anti d Barbuda. Bh through free, honest and transparent elections” should be
B ania, ggok",’" FntlguaB an di arbuaa, ut"’mreplaced by the phrase “be able to fully express their will
otswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, CaFEﬁroughfree, fair and transparent elections”. In the first line

VeArde, Ceptral African Ffepuplio Chad, Colombia, operative paragraph 5, the word “statement” should be
Cote d’lvoire, Cyprus, Djibouti, Egypt, El Salvador’replaced by the word “stalemate”

Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon,

10
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89. Ms. DiFelice (Venezuela) announced that Nicaragua by the phrase “la création d'une auto-gouvernance
had become a sponsor of the draft resolution. véritablement démocratique au Kosovo”. In the Spanish
90. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.43, as orally revised, Waé/ersion, the phrase “el esFalbIecimiento de un autogobierno
adopted without a vote. verdaderamente demogratlco“ should be replaced py the
phrase “el establecimiento de una autogobernabilidad
91. Ms. Romulus (Haiti) said that, as noted by theyerdaderamente democratica”. The translation into the

independent expert of the Commission on Human Rights @f}ganization’s other official languages was closer to the
the situation of human rights in Haiti (A/53/355), the humagnglish term and did not pose any problems.

rights situation had been improving for some years in her | . -
country. However, muchtél remained to be done and Haiti 97. Mr. Le Blet (France) said that he was not fully satisfied

counted on the cooperation of the international community Y§th the translation proposed by the United States

address the legitimate demands of the Haitian people. S"ﬁgresentative and would later contact the Secretariat in that
thanked all the sponsors of the draft resolution, especiaf@gard'
Venezuela, for their support and steadfast commitment to the 88. Arda (Turkey) said that, since the early 1990s, his
Haitian cause. country, as a Balkan State, had been closely following
Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.51 Situation of human developments en_suing from the d_isintegration of the Socialist
fights in Nigeria Federal Republic _of Yugoslavia. From th_e onset_of the
_ massacres committed by the Serbs in Bosnia and
92. The Chairman informed the Committee that the drafterzegovina, his Government had done its utmost to motivate
resolution contained no programme budget implications. the international community to find a rapid solution to the
93. Draftresolution A/C.3/53/L.51 was adopted withougonflict. Unfortunately, during the three-year period of
a vote. conflict, many had merely looked on, comforting themselves
. . . with the idea that their countries had provided military
?iéilrﬁsﬁgg?op‘lc‘3/53”“61' Situation of human personnel to the United Nations for the defence of the victims.
His delegation feared that the international community might
94. The Chairman, noting that the draft resolution show the same indifference towards Kosovo as it had towards
contained no programme budget implications, said that at tBesnia and Herzegovina and that history would repeat itself.
time of its introduction, Croatia, Iceland and the United Arag9

. His delegation had participated actively in the
Emirates had also become sponsors. g b b Y

negotiations on the draft resolution. It had made every effort
95. Ms. Newell(Secretary of the Committee) read out theo make the draft resolution as realistic as possible by clearly
oral revisions that had been made to the draft resolution byposing the nature of the conflict — which was but the
the United States representative when it had been introducedntinuation of the ethnic cleansing operation begun by the
Paragraph 14 (c) should be rapkd with the following: “To Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina — and had also attempted
allow complete, unimpeded access for the Internation@ make the voice of the people of Kosovo heard.
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and its forensic expertf
tq K.OSOV,(,)’ to examine thgscently alleged atrocities agams‘fobjectives and believed that the international community had
civilians;”. In the second line of paragraph 32, the phrase “in. .
. S missed an opportunity to send a clear and strong message to
the territory of the former Yugoslavia” should be replaced b¥| :
o . . the Serbs. In that connection, paragraphs 7 and 16 of the draft
the phrase “in the territories of Bosnia and Herzegovina, thg . ; . .
. . . reésolution had serious shortcomings and, in paragraph 9, the
Republic of Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia . . : -
Serbia and Montenearo)” condemnation of violence by armed ethnic Albanian groups
(Se €gro)”. concealed the actual nature of the violence cottad in
96. Mr.Kuehl (United States of America) announced thakosovo, which was attributable to the policy of the Belgrade
New Zealand had become a sponsor of the draft resolutidBovernment. Had there been a separate vote on those three
The sponsors of the draft resolution had paid careful attentiparagraphs, his delegation would have voted against them.
to its wording. The word “self-governance” in paragraph 18s that had not been the case, it preferred, in a spirit of

of the English version of the draft resolution was a case gobmpromise, to join the consensus.

point. lts translation into French and Spanish was n‘ibl. Mr. Sepelev (Russian Federation) said that his

accurate. He proposed that, in the French version, the phr%%‘?egation could not join the consensus referred to by the

d,e. favoriser l? creatlgn d’une admlnnlstratlon autonomree resentative of Turkey and requested a recorded vote on the
véritablement démocratique au Kosovo” should be replaccc=jngt resolution

00. Unfortunately, his delegation had not achieved its

11
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102. Mr. Spirollari (Albania) said that he would explain his  1081r. Sepelev (Russian Federation) said that his
delegation’s position before the General Assembly voted on  delegation had voted against the draft resolution because it

the draft resolution in plenary meeting. discussed the human rights situation in Kosovo without ever
103. A recorded vote was taken on draft resolutior‘?Xpres_Sly recognizing th_at KOSOVQ was part of the Fed(_aral
AJC.3/53/L.61. Republic of Yugoslavia. His delegation had also voted against

it in the belief that the draft resolution should promote
In favour: universal respect for human rights rather than aggravate, if

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Antigua anthnly indirectly, the violence committed in Kosovo, by
Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgiugbparatism.

Bolivia, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Canada

Cape Verde, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cyprus, CzeéIQG' His delegation welcomed the constructive approach

Republic, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,take” _by the European Union with regard to the draft
Jesolution and the atmosphere of transparency and

Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, : X
Estonia, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia, Germa&poperaﬂon which the sponsors had created. The amendments

Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, |Ce|anafoposed by the I_European U_nion_ had considerably improved
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Israelt,he draft resolution by making it more balanced and more

ltaly, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kuwait, KyrgyzstaHbjeCtive' His delegation would have supported them had they

Latvia, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriyageen in_corporated in_a .drqft resolution conceming the Federal
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malawi epublic of Yugoslavia; since they had been incorporated in

Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands’a draft resolution concerning Kosovo alone, it had abstained.

Mauritania, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of), 1Bf. Chuquihuara (Peru) said that his country had
Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, New abstained in the voting because the draft resolution did not
Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, expressly recognize that Kosovo was part of the sovereign
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, State of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Romanliosl Mr. Ren Yisheng (China) andMr. Mukhopadhaya

Saint Lucia, Samoa, San Marino, Saudi Arabi . . . . .
’ ! ! India) said that they would explain their delegations’
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Slovakia, Slovenia, SOIOm}’b ) y p g

sitions when the General Assembly voted on the draft
Islands, South Africa, Spain, Sudan, Surinam y

Swaziland, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad ancFSOlutIon In plenary meeting.
TobagO' Tunisia, Turkey, United Arab Emiratesl Unn:eé.og Ms. Di Fe“ce (Venezuela) said that her delegation had
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Unitec@bstained in the voting because, like the delegations of the
States of America, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Zambia. Russian Federation and Peru, it believed that the draft
resolution dealt with the human rights situation in Kosovo as
if the latter were not part of a sovereign State. It would have
voted otherwise, had the question been addressed in the
Abstaining: framework of a draft resolution concerning the territory of the
Benin, Bhutan, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

g:ilmeronl),clm,_Cent(r:alt;AfricSn Republ-ic, ghinat,)l(.iolofmkr):aﬂol Ms. Riederer (Austria), speaking on behalf of the
Cote Ev_0|re, EE' a g[‘nocragc_ ep13 Ic o tLeEuropean Union, welcomed the adoption of the draft
ongo, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, Jamaica, ?Qsolution, which all members of the European Union had

People’s Democratic Republic, Madagascaéponsored. Nonetheless, the name of the Federal Republic of

Mo.z.am.blque, Myaqmar, Namibia, Nepal, Peru.YugosIavia tould not be followed by the names in
Philippines, Republic of Moldova, Singapore, Srbarentheses
Lanka, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, '
Uganda, Ukraine, United Republic of Tanzani

Venezuela, Zimbabwe.

Against:
Belarus, India, Russian Federation.

aAgenda item 104: Implementation of the outcome of
the Fourth World Conference on Women(continued
104. Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.61 was adopted by 11$A/C.3/53/L.27)

votes to 3, with 34 abstentions.
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Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.27: Follow-up to the Fourth
World Conference on Women and full implementation of
the Beijing Declaration and Platform for Action

111. Ms. Newell (Secretary of the Committee) said that,
according to a memo she haglceived from the Programme
Planning and Budget Division, the cost of the activities
outlined in paragraph 41 of the draft resolution wouldoasmit

to approximately $630,000-$480,0001i899 and $150,000

in the year 2000. The requirements for 1999 would be met
from extrabudgetary resources and there would thus not be
any additional requirements arising under the programme
budget for the bienniu998-1999. Requirements for the
year 2000 would be reflected in the proposed programme
budget for the biennium 2000-2001, which would be
submitted to the General Assembly for adoption at its fifty-
fourth session.

112. With regard to the human and financial resources
requested in paragraph 27 of the draft resolution, the
Programme Planning and Budget Division drew the
Committee’s attention to General Assembly resolution
45/248, Part B, section VI, in which the Assembly had
reaffirmed that the Fifth Committee was the appropriate Main
Committee entrusted with responsities for administrative
and budgetary matters; expressed concern at the tendency of
its substantive Committees and other intergovernmental
bodies to involve themselves in administrative anddetary
matters; and invited the Secretary-General to provide all
intergovernmental bodies with the required information
regarding procedures for administrative and budgetary
matters.

113. Draft resolution A/C.3/53/L.27 was adopted without
a vote.

114. The Chairman said that the Committee had thus
concluded its consideration of agenda item 104.

The meeting rose at 6.20 p.m.
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