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I nfor mation provided by other stakeholders

A. Background and framework

1. Scope of international obligations

1. Joint Submission 1 (JS1) recommended that Beldieere to recommendations
made by the UPR in 2009.

2. JS1 recommended that Belize ratify the Inteomati Covenant on Economic, Social
and Cultural Rights (ICESCR); sign optional protiscm both the International Covenant
on Civil Political Rights (OP-ICCPR) and ICESCR (MPESCR); and withdraw the

reservation to article 14 of the International Cemion on the Elimination of All Forms of

Racial Discrimination (ICERD].

3. International Human Rights Clinic of University Oklahoma (IHRC-OU) noted
that the 2009 UPR report had recommended that Betiify the| CESCR and consider
ratifying the Convention on the Rights of PersorithviDisabilities (CRPD). IHRC-OU
indicated that Belize still had not ratified theBSECR, but had signed and ratified the
CRPD in 201%.

4. Joint Submission 2 (JS2) indicated that, in 2@lize had signed, but not ratified
ICESCR, and it had not signed the Optional Prott@dCESCR. The Optional Protocol to
the Convention against Torture and Other Crueluhmén or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment (OP-CAT) had not been acceded to an@¢liee’s report to the Committee
against Torture remained overdue. The Internati@uivention for the Protection of All
Persons from Enforced Disappearance had not bepredsior ratified despite Belize
accepting to consider the UPR recommendation fification.

5. JS1 recommended that Belize sign and ratify tiernational Labour
Organization’s Convention concerning Indigenous damal Peoples in Independent
Countries (ILO Convention no. 169).

2. Constitutional and legidative framework

6. JS2 stated that national legislation to impletmte substantive rights set out in
international human rights law had not been fortmala JS2 recommended that Belize
develop and amend national legislation in ordeerteure it was harmonized with regional
and international treaties ratified by Belize.

7. JS1 recommended that Belize implement the UriMatlons Declaration on the
Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRI) through nadidagislation’
3. Institutional and human rightsinfrastructure and policy measures

8. JS2 indicated that there was no functioningomati human rights institution (NHRI)
in Belize!® JS2 recommended that Belize set timelines and coment to take specific
actions with regard to the development of an NHRtecommended in the first UPR
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Cooperation with human rights mechanisms

Cooperation with treaty bodies

9. JS1 recommended that Belize submit all reportelevant treaty bodies in a timely
manner?> IHRC-OU recommended that Belize submit all overdeports to the United
Nations human rights treaty bodi€és.

10. JS2 stated Belize had recognized its tardimessporting to the treaty bodies, but
had not mapped out a plan of action to addressnitoider to implement the
recommendations formulated by several countriemduhe UPR of 2009 and accepted by
Belize™

Cooperation with special procedures

11. JS1 recommended that Belize extend an opemafiori to all thematic special
procedures, including the United Nations Specigbpgoateur on the situation of human
rights and fundamental freedoms of indigenous peedpl

| mplementation of international human rights obligations

Equality and non-discrimination

12.  Joint Submission 3 (JS3) stated that, undentésnational obligations, Belize was
required to ensure the right to equality beforelélvg equal protection of the law, and non-
discrimination. By failing to recognize the colleet rights of the Maya, while continuing
to recognize and grant individual rights over labdth in general and over the Maya
traditional lands, Belize was acting in clear vima of the principle of equal treatment.
This particularly affected those communities th&wed land as a communal good.
Consequently, the failure to recognize collectied rights disproportionately affected the
Maya villages in southern Belize. This discrimingtdreatment, as the 2007 and 2010
Supreme Court judgments affirmedtems largely from the fact that the[y] are Maya and
practice the customary land tenure system of their people” (Aurelio Cal and Others v
Attorney General of Belize and Others, 18 October 2007).1¢

13.  JS3 noted that the discriminatory treatmentttef Maya communities had a
particularly negative impact on Maya children. B08, the Committee on the Rights of the
Child (CRC) had raised concerns at the inadeques@urces allocated to meeting the needs
of children and the non-implementation of equaliyvs, particularly with respect to
vulnerable children, including those from minomtiand indigenous groups. CRC had
recommended that Belize prioritise “effective measuo reduce poverty” among them, in
order to enable such children to enjoy their eqiggits. Such concerns remained in 261.3.
JS3 recommended that Belize take immediate andte#esteps to implement existing
anti-discrimination laws, including through the ptlon of a detailed strategy to eliminate
discrimination against children from minority amtligenous group¥.

14. JS2 indicated that Belize had accepted the W&fmmendation directed at
strengthening activities directed to HIV preventioms well as against stigma and
discrimination of people living with HIV/AIDS? However, no specific legislative
measures or amendments had been introduced tosaditigma and discrimination against
people living with HIV/AIDS, in particular, men whbave sex with mef!. IHRC-OU
stated that stigmatization of and discriminatioraiagt those infected remained a major
obstacle to treating and combating the spread af/ADS.?* JS2 recommended that
Belize implement all necessary measures to addhesserious problem of stigma and
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discrimination against people living with HIV/AID$hcluding through the enactment of
legislation to eradicate this phenomeribn.

2 Right tolife, liberty and security of the person

15.  Global Initiative to End All Corporal Punishntesf Children (GIEACPC) stated

that corporal punishment of children was lawful Belize, despite the Government's
acceptance of recommendations on the issue madegdtie UPR in 2009 and repeated
recommendations by CRE.

16. GIEACPC noted that, when accepting the UPRmeaendations, Belize had stated:
“Government has instituted strict limitations taethse of corporal punishment. Corporal
punishment has been abolished from all child casétutions, and the relevant authorities
are actively exploring measures to effect the cetephbolition of corporal punishment.”

17. GIEACPC acknowledged that some progress had imaele towards prohibiting all
corporal punishment since the first review in 200@th the prohibition of corporal
punishment in schools included in the Education &raining Act 2010. However, further
reform was necessary, as today, as in 2009, cdrparashment was lawful in the home
and in some alternative care settings and pentiitisns?® GIEACPC expressed the hope
that a recommendation would be made to Belize ey WPR Working Group to enact
legislation to explicitly prohibit corporal punistemt of children in all settings, including in
the home as a matter of priorfy.

3.  Administration of justice and therule of law

18. JS1 indicated that the 2009 UPR had recommeritiati Belize improve
accountability for allegations of misconduct, abas& violence by public agents. Belize
had supported this recommendation. However, JStdnthere had been numerous
examples of misconduct by public agents in respdos®aya assertions of communal
property right’ In a number of Maya villages throughout 2011 &@d2, police and
government officials had provided no supportAcaldes who had attempted to enforce
Maya customary norms against loggers cutting rosewtimber on their land&. JS4
indicated that Belize was not a party to the Uniiations Convention against Corruption
and reported alleged threats of intimidation aimad people who challenged the
Government regarding environmental issties.

4. Right to privacy, marriage and family life

19. IHRC-OU noted that, although Belize had acatple UPR recommendation to
implement the recommendations of the CommitteehenElimination of Discrimination
against Women (CEDAW), the State had not raisedrtilémum age of marriage from 16
to 18 years?

20. JS2 indicated that Belize Criminal Code Chafitét stated in section 53: "Every
person who has carnal intercourse against the afeature with any person or animal
shall be liable to imprisonment for 10 years", amdatonstitutional challenge had been
launched directed to repeal or amendment of theigiom, and a related case was before
the Supreme Court. In the first UPR, Belize reedivecommendations to take appropriate
legislative measures in order to ensure that nsgmecould be subject to criminal sanctions
for same-sex activity between consenting adtilf&2 recommended that Belize conduct a
legal review to define how enacted national legistareflected substantive rights set out in
international human rights obligations ratified Bglize and carry out the necessary actions
to address gaps.

21. JS2 stated that Belize had retained its discatary immigration law that affected
homosexuals. The Immigration Act, Chapter 156,ig8& Edition 2000, under categories
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of prohibited immigrants - Section 5 (1) (2) (3)ncluded the following .... “(e) any
prostitute or homosexual or any person who mayivegl on or receiving or may have
been living on or receiving the proceeds of prottin or homosexual behaviou?'.

22. JS2 also indicated that, in the first UPR, Behad accepted the recommendation to
provide human rights training for the protectionvatnerable groups, including persons of
minority sexual orientation or gender identity, @~ enforcement officials, judicial
officials, and all state officials. However, ovéetpast two years, human rights violations
against LGBT people had taken place involving useiaence, threats, humiliation, and
discrimination in villages, cities and towns and patlice stations by police agerifs.
According to JS2, most of these cases remainedpartesl, due to lack of trust in the
police and judicial agents by the LGBT populatiailure of officials to carry out their
duties had a penalty under the police act. Howeaetims of police abuse were influenced
by fear of negative repercussions and therefoeretivas no accountability for abuse by
law enforcement official¥

Right to social security and to an adequate standard of living

23. Joint Submission 4 (JS4) indicated that Belieal international obligations to
provide access to clean water and basic sanitagorices, as per commitments adhered to
through its ratification of the Convention on thdintthation of All Forms of
Discrimination against Women and the Convention tbe Rights of the Child, and
signature of ICESCR. In addition, Belize's natiotegjislation provided for the right to
access proper sanitation and clean and safe dgnkiter. Lack of Government oversight,
limitations on access, and inadequate water qualtye the primary areas of concern
raised®

24.  JS4 reported that the central government lackeddinated, comprehensive policies
and institutions to deliver water and provide saioh services and that the system often
left too much control in the hands of local wateratd members who might lack the

education and formal training necessary to run emdelivery system. Access to clean
drinking water was limited by high prices and lafkadequate infrastructure. These two
factors were significant in preventing communitymiieers from accessing enough water to
meet their basic household needs. Most commuriggsa basic water delivery system,

which pumped water from groundwater sources intergral holding tank, however, these

systems were often underfunded and overused, iresuft reduced access. Water quality
was adversely affected by inadequacies in watetrtvent and the presence of various
contaminants, including industrial pollutants, dodind human waste. There were also
issues of transparency and corruption. The Goventrwas opaque when it provided

information regarding its expenditures and prasti¢e

25. JS4 recommended that Belize enforce wateregtlaegulations, such as clear
parameters for dumping and removing waste; ande&s® investment in water
infrastructure, government accountability and tpamency, and community involvement
and access to information. At the local leveljdests needed to know where they could
obtain information about their community’s waterssm and how they could file
complaints relating to water quality or access4 dtated that Belize needed to ensure that
local water boards were free of corruption andfstaby well-trained elected or appointed
members of the community. Increased community wemmlent could be accomplished
through translation of documents into local lang@sgand broadcasting important
information over the radio. Increased informatiauld be disseminated through schools
and community health clinics in instructional letsiand in written materiaf®.
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6. Right to health

26. IHRC-OU stated that indigenous peoples faced),l@ostly treks to clinics and
continued lack of access to affordable treatmemtrtelased funding from the Government
had been focused on urban centres, while ruralligateinics remained understaffed and
underfunded. The Government had failed to engagadequate communication and
consultation with the Maya that would enable Betzserve the medical needs of the rural
communities? IHRC-OU recommended that Belize allocate resoutcethe health sector
in order to improve access to quality health careural areas; and implement measures to
regularly compile health statistics for indigena@mmunities in order to identify their
healthcare need$.JS3 recommended that Belize give proper considerad indigenous
medical knowledge and traditional healthcare stmest; and put in place mechanisms to
ensure that the Government would consult and cadgen good faith with indigenous
peoples in order to obtain their free, prior arfdimed consert

27. IHRC-OU noted that both the maternal and infaatrtality rates had decreased
slightly since 2009. The number of births attendwdskilled personnel had increased
steadily. Typically, Mayan women gave birth at homigh a midwife attending. They
reported discrimination when giving birth at thgiomal hospitals due to language barriers
and negative stereotypes about Maya culture beamgvsard?? IHRC-OU recommended
that Belize initiate cultural sensitivity trainirfgr medical personnel in order to diminish
discrimination in the provision of healthcare seeg?

28. IHRC-OU indicated that Mayan women reported ofeontraceptives at half the
rate of the general population. Additionally, cudtubarriers related to women'’s perceived
proper place in society prevented some Mayan woifnem making family planning
decisions”? IHRC-OU recommended that Belize consider identifyipersons in the
villages, with whom Mayan women would be comforgghib train them in various health
areas, including reproductive health c&re.

29. IHRC-OU reported that, although the first URRammended that Belize consider
eliminating the required parental consent for H&g¢ting for minors under the age of 16,
the law had not been amended in line with this meoendatiorf?

30. IHRC-OU noted that, in 2007, CEDAW had recomdezhthat Belize remove a
statutory provision punishing women who had abodi@nd although Belize had accepted
the UPR recommendation to implement CEDAW recomragods, the State had not
removed the punitive provision from its abortiow!&

7. Right to education

31. IHRC-OU stated that primary education was nommgletely free because of
associated fees, including required uniforms, caemsy and registration. These fees often
caused financial difficulties for many families,rpeularly in rural areas where incomes
tended to be lower. IHRC-OU recommended that, cbeisi with the United Nations
Millennium Development Goal no.2, Belize ensuret,they 2015, all children would be
able to complete a full course of primary schoolwghout fees keeping them from
completing their coursés.

32. JS2indicated that LGBT children and young &detuld not fully enjoy the right to
education because of violence and discriminati@®BT students (or those perceived as
such) had encountered homophobic and trans-phobiiging in schools and lacked
support from school officials and teach&dS2 recommended that Belize: elaborate and
implement a national plan to invest in stigma arstrimination reduction strategies in the
education system, including the elimination of hg@imobic bullying; document and punish
discriminatory behaviour on the part of educatorsards LGBT children; and ensure that
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LGBT students and parents had access to legal atb/oounsellor to support them in
addressing discriminatory experiences in the edutcatstent!

33. JS2 reported that Catholic and Evangelical glshbad a problematic relationship

with sexuality issues that damaged the governmmrésiment in comprehensive sexual
education. There was a history of denominationhbst management, expelling girls for

being pregnant and firing female teachers for hgnanbaby out of wedlock, while the

former Catholic Bishop had strongly spoken agaowmtdom use. General managers of
denominational schools considered that their teacheere uncomfortable with sexual

education. JS2 indicated that the Catholic Chumh an estimated 60 per cent of the
country’s school§?

Cultural rights

34. IHRC-OU stated that Belize did not have a laggupolicy to integrate indigenous
languages in the national curriculum. While lessntlone in twenty-five Belizeans spoke
English as a first language, English was the @fitanguage and the primary language of
instruction throughout the education system. Thn¢ercultural bilingual schools existed
with limited support from the Government, but m@ehools of this type needed to be
created in additional locations around the courfthe Government also needed to increase
resources provided to existing schools. In addjtadthough there was teacher training at
the universities, there was no teacher trainingrfidigenous languages and culture and no
major research was being done in these afeas.

35. IHRC-OU recommended that Belize consult wite thdigenous peoples to work

toward the creation of a plan for integrating iraigus languages into the national
curriculum, in accordance with article 14 of UNDRIRvest in research into indigenous

languages and cultures at the national univeraitgt ensure that the training of teachers,
particularly in the areas of indigenous languaged eulture, were in accordance with

international standards on indigenous peoples, aathose found in the UNDRPP.

36. JS3 stated that Belize had failed to abidehgyrecommendation of the CRC in
2005 that it allocate sufficient resources and pggcial attention to the needs of
indigenous and minority children in order to saf@gutheir right to education at all levels.
Any real movement towards reform had been led by Maya themselveS. JS3
recommended that Belize establish, in consultatisith the affected indigenous
communities, a system of bilingual and intercultuelucation utilising culturally-
appropriate learning methods and curricula anaritise resource allocations to protect the
rights of children from minority and indigenous gps>®

37. JS3 reported that there was a general neetidanput of indigenous communities
in the process of recognition of the diverse calthistories of Belize, and a willingness on
the part of the Government to adopt a culturallys#éve cultural policy following proper
consultation. While there were on-going consultaiahere was a concern that these were
directed more at the links between the economys/afture and tourism. JS3
recommended that Belize take immediate and effectteps to develop and implement a
policy which was sensitive to the cultural histarly Belize's indigenous and minority
groups, following consultation and cooperation veitith groups’

Per sons with disabilities

38. JS2 indicated that the immigration law discnated against mentally challenged
people (described as “any idiot or any person vehmsane or mentally deficient...”) and
physically disabled persons (described as “deafdamdb or deaf and blind, or dumb and
blind...”) even though, Belize had signed and radif@RPD in 2012
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10.

Minorities and indigenous peoples

39. JS1 and IHRC-OUdoted that the 2009 UPR had recommended that Beldmuble

its efforts to recognize and respect the rightgsofndigenous peoples in accordance with
the UNDRIP. Belize had made a commitment to engége United Nations Special
Rapporteur on the rights of Indigenous Peoplegingta“The situation of the Maya of
Belize is a matter of national importance. Beliatends to engage the Special Rapporteur
on the situation of human rights and fundamentekdoms of indigenous people.”
However, there was no indication that Belize haglemented any measures in order to
protect the rights of indigenous peoples in linehvihe UNDRIP provisions’

40. JS1, JS3, and IHRC-OU underscored that, afe2007 decision that recognized
Maya customary property rights for the communitésonejo and Santa Cruz under the
Belize Constitution and ordered the Governmenteiindt, demarcate and document Maya
title to their lands, the Supreme Court had reaiid, on 28 June 2010, customary land
rights of all Maya villages in the Toledo Distri¢fehe Maya Leaders Alliance, the Toledo
Alcaldes Association and Others v. Attorney General of Belize and Others). The 2010
judgment included an injunction against the Governininterfering or allowing
interference by third parties in the use and octtiopeby Mayan people in all the Maya
villages in the Toledo District, unless the affectéllage expressly consented to such
activities. Issuing logging or oil extraction pats was explicitly enjoineéf.

41. JS1, JS3 and IHRC-OU indicated that the Goventnihad appealed the 2010
judgement, and the appeal was heard in March and 2011, but the decision was still
pending as of March 2013. The Government made tied it would appeal to the highest
court® It continued to assert in Court and publicly thya land rights did not exist or
did not merit legal protectiofi.

42. JS1 stated that, since the first UPR in 2008ljizB had granted an oil company
drilling rights in protected Maya lands inside tBarstoon-Temash National Park in the
Toledo District, in defiance of the 2007 and 20lpieme Court decisions, the 2004
recommendations of the Inter-American CommissionHoiman Rights (IACHR), and
those of the UPR Working GrodpThe affected Maya villages were not informed & th
oil exploration activities, or asked for their cens The presence of the company and its
equipment was a direct violation of existing donwestourt injunctions and Belize's
Petroleum Act, which required the company to obth@consent of the Maya landowners
before entering their lands.

43. JS3 indicated that, by granting leases anduresoconcessions to third parties
without an adequate framework to protect the Mayambrers against the consequential
destruction of their traditional lands and wateurses, the Government threatened the very
existence and survival of the Maya people. Thisesented a severe violation of the right
to life of the Maya, and their right to be secunetlie enjoyment of their own means of
subsistence and developmé&hiThere was a manifest failure by the State to ensoe
provision of an effective remedy in response tas¢heiolations. The State’s violation of
this obligation was further reinforced by its fa#uto protect the rights of the Maya
communities against abuses by business enterpngb implement effective remedies to
redress violations of indigenous rights by suclitiest pursuant to the Guiding Principles
on Business and Human Rights.

44.  JS3 stated that the granting of the concessiegistheir lands continued to severely
violate their rights to property, and enjoy theittare and spiritual practices in community
with each other. It also severely violated the vidlial and collective rights of the Maya to
participate in, contribute to, and enjoy econonsogcial and cultural developmefit.

Furthermore, the State’s failure to consult repneessd a manifest breach of its obligation to
protect the rights of the members of the Maya comitias, in particular, to ensure the
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Notes

effective participation of members of minority comnities in decisions which affect them.
This obligation was further informed by Article B UNDRIP, which required States to
consult and cooperate in good faith with indigenpasples to obtain their free, prior and
informed consent before adopting and implementeygslative measures that may affect
them, which the Government is also failing to fuff¢

45. JS1 indicated that Belize had committed itsekfiphold the human rights standards
contained in UNDRIP, including the right to freeign and informed consent (articles 10,
11, 19, 29, 32). These rights were also set odhéninternational Labour Organization’s
Convention concerning Indigenous Peoples in Independent Countries (ILO Convention no.
169). Belize, however, had not signed nor ratifieid convention that protected the rights
of a large portion of its populatidf.

46. JS1 stated that the UPR recommendations relateidya land rights and respecting

the rights articulated in the UNDRIP had been lgriggmored. Three main examples of this

were oil exploration/extraction, logging, and raamhstruction® JS1 and JS3 requested the
UPR Working Group to recommend that Belize respact implement the Supreme Court

judgments and the recommendations of the IACHR véfipect to Maya land and resource
rights, including the injunctions against interfece by state agents or third parties with the
use, value and enjoyment of lands used and occlyi¢de Maya; and cease its efforts to
overturn domestic judicial recognition of Maya riglof land and resourcés.

47.  Additionally, JS3 urged the UPR Working Groageécommend to Belize to, among
others: design and implement a regulatory framevtbai fully recognized and protected
indigenous peoples’ collective rights affected biractive operations; re-open good faith
dialogue with the Toledo Maya communities to ensthreir full participation in all
decision-making processes concerning their landsynait, in future dealings with the
Maya villages of Toledo, to operate through a ppiecof consultation with a view to
obtaining free, prior and informed consé&nitiRC-OU made similar recommendatiofis.

48. JS3 noted that, in 2005, the CRC had expregaditular concern regarding the
difficulties for indigenous girls to be heard incggty and highlighted that their right to
participate and to be heard in proceedings affgctiem was often limited. The CRC
recommended that Belize take measures “to pronegpect for the views of children,
especially girls, belonging to minorities and ireligus peoples and facilitate their
participation in all matters affecting them.” Hovegythe State had failed to take adequate
steps to secure the participation of Maya difl9S3 recommended that Belize take
immediate and effective steps to promote respedhtoviews of children, especially girls,
belonging to minorities and indigenous peoples, néacilitate their participation in all
matters affecting therfs.

The stakeholders listed below have contributedrimétion for this summary; the full texts of all
original submissions are available at: www.ohcly..or
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