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Addendum

1. ORGAN ZATI ONAL AND OTHER MATTERS

G Report of the pre-session working group

1. The Chai rperson of the working group indicated that questions regarding
reports had been submitted by Committee menbers. She regretted the fact that

not all menbers had taken the opportunity to submt witten questions in advance
and stated that subm ssion of questions in advance was inportant for the
formul ati on of concl uding comments and enhanced the work of the group, which
nmeets for a short time only.

2. The Chai rperson of the working group indicated that nost States parties had
followed the Committee's guidelines, but recommended that States parties that
had not followed them be requested to do so when next reporting. She also nade
clear that sonme progress in inplenmentation could be discerned in the periodic
reports.

3. The Chai rperson of the working group nmade clear that the working group had
been given full support by the Secretariat and drew the Committee's attention to
the di scussion the working group had had with the Director of the Division for

t he Advancenment of Wonen concerning the nethods of work of the group. She noted
that the Secretariat would, in future, integrate questions sent by experts and
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classify themin advance, which would allow the group to di scuss inplenentation
in greater depth.

4. The Chai rperson suggested that at future sessions, her working group m ght
neet with non-governnental organizations to conduct a thenmatic discussion on a
particul ar area. She suggested that Wrking Goup | should discuss the rol e of
the pre-session, in particular given that the Conmittee woul d now have two
sessions per year. She suggested that reports for consideration by the

Conmi ttee would now need to be identified two sessions in advance and that it

m ght well be nore appropriate for the pre-session to be held at the end of the
previous session, as is the practice of sonme other hunman rights treaty bodies.
In addition, she raised the question of specialization of Committee nenbers and
the use of concluding comments in future consideration of inplenentation of the
Convention in individual States parties.

5. A nunber of nenbers of the Commttee commented on the suggestions put
forward by the Chairperson of the working group. One nenber suggested that if
the group net at the end of the previous session, the work of the States parties
and non-governnmental organi zations would be facilitated and a di al ogue coul d be
entered into with States parties.

6. One nmenber suggested that there was no reason to enploy different
procedures for initial and periodic reports. Oher nenbers suggested that the
nost difficult task was to conpare first and periodic reports. Another
suggest ed that the pre-session working group, which nmet before the current
session, should have reviewed reports selected for consideration for the July
session, as this would allow for richer questions fromthe Committee, give
non- gover nmental organi zati ons an opportunity to intervene and States parties
tine to answer the questions. It was stressed that as the working group

consi sted of only four nenbers of the Conmttee, all other Conmttee nenbers
shoul d send their questions with regard to periodic reports well in advance so
that they could be integrated by the Secretariat. She also urged the dispatch
of non-governnmental organization reports well in advance.

7. The Chairperson of the pre-session working group explained that in previous
sessions the Committee had decided not to consider initial reports in the
wor ki ng group because it was inportant to establish a direct constructive

di alogue with the State party. She noted that the Conmittee's concl udi ng
coments facilitated the maintenance of that dial ogue and urged that those
fornmul ated at the current session should follow the articles of the Convention
and be as conplete as possible. She noted that the concluding comments were an
i nval uabl e basis for the consideration of the subsequent report of the States

party.

8. A nunber of nenbers suggested that the pre-session working group shoul d
continue to review periodic reports only and not initial reports. A nunber of
nenbers urged the devel opment of specialization anbngst Committee menbers,
making it clear that specialization would not preclude general discussion by
nenbers. Support was expressed for specialization anongst nmenbers and it was
suggest ed that experts should identify annually the area in which they w shed to
speci al i ze.
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9. O her menbers urged that reports for consideration be selected 12 nmonths in
advance and be considered at a working group at the session in advance of the
session at which they were to be considered. In that context, one nenber
suggested that the analysis of reports provided by the Secretariat be sinplified
and contain the text of reservations entered by the State party, and whether

t hey had been amended or withdrawn, and the concludi ng comments of the Comittee
and other treaty bodies with regard to the State.

10. It was noted that the Commttee required nore organi zed procedures and that
steps were needed to ensure that questions for the State party were sent well in
advance so that witten replies could be provided, allowing the Comittee duly
to discuss issues with the State party. Sone nenbers noted that the Conmmttee
was a | arge one and that nenbers should speak once, rather than repeat questions
al ready posed. The Comm ttee concluded that the issues raised were properly the
province of Wirking Goup |, but that if a decision were nade to change the
procedures of the Commttee, sone bridging nmeasures would be required. In that
context, it was suggested that the guidelines for reporting m ght warrant
revision, as mght the methods of work of the Comittee.



