2013 AGM RESOLUTIONS AND BOARD BACKGROUND NOTES

WORKING PARTY A: Campaigns

A1

Proposer:

Seconder:

A2
Proposer:
A3
Proposer:
Ad

Proposer:

Seconder:

A5
Proposer:
Seconder:
A6

Proposer:

Chittagong Hill Tracts (Bangladesh)
Jeremy Allen

Paul Webb

British UAVs (Drones)

Canterbury Local Group

Improving the Rights of Migrant Workers
UNISON (Affiliate)

Human Rights Violations in Ethiopia
Dr Trevor Trueman

Mrs Susan Wolfendale

Disability and Human Rights in the UK
Rick Burgess

Nancy Farrell

Reporting on AIUK AGM Decisions

Paisley Local Group

WORKING PARTY B: Finance and Assessment — AIUK

B1
Proposer:

Seconder:

B2

Proposer(s):

B3
Proposer:
B4

Proposer:

AIUK Finances

Paul Gadd

Gitti Dunham

AIUK and International Secretariat Salary Limits
Malvern Hills and Waltham Forest Local Groups
Management Consultants

Malvern Hills and Waltham Forest Local Groups

Assessment Payments to the International Movement

UNITE The Union (Affiliate)



WORKING PARTY C: GOVERNANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY - IS

C1
Proposer:
C2

Proposer:

Seconder:

C3

Proposer:

Seconder:

C4

Proposer:

Seconder:

C5

Proposer:
Cé6

Proposer:

Financial Transparency of the International Executive Committee
Welwyn Hatfield & East Herts Local Group

International Secretariat Finances

Paul Gadd

Liesbeth ten Ham

International Secretariat Senior Management Salaries

Mike Reed

Marion Hunt

External Review Mechanism of the International Executive
Committee

Chiara Sangiorgio
Wayne Minter

Accountability, Governance and Management at the International
Secretariat

Caroline Butler
Transparency and Accountability of the International Secretariat

AIUK Board

WORKING PARTY D: STRUCTURE OF AlUK

D1
Proposer:
D2
Proposer:
D3
Proposer:
D4

Proposer:

Financial Stability of AIUK
AIUK Board

Stability and Structure A
AlIUK Board

Stability and Structure B
AIUK Board

Restructuring at AIUK
UNITE The Union (Affiliate)

WORKING PARTY E: MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANISATION — AIUK

E1

Amnesty Magazine



Proposer:
E2
Proposer:
E3

Proposer:

Seconder:

E4

Proposer:

Seconder:

E5
Proposer:
E6
Proposer:
E7

Proposer:

Seconder:

ES8
Proposer:
E9

Proposer:

Hexham

Regional Trade Union Networks

NI Public Service Alliance (NIPSA) (Affiliate)

Groups Lists on AIUK Website

Ros Topley

Liesbeth ten Ham

AIUK Governance

Michael Reed

Susan Walley

12-Month Governance and Role Task Group

AIUK Board

Consultation on Material Reorganisation

Liesbeth ten Ham

Restructure Implications on Crisis Response at AIUK
Jeni Dixon

Paul Dawson

Increase in AIUK Membership Fees

AIUK Board

Restricted Giving Resolution to the International Council Meeting

AIUK Board



Introduction:

The Board asks the AGM to note that there are a number of resolutions that call for
an emergency resolution to be raised at the International Council Meeting (ICM). In
terms of the Board’s ability to submit this as an emergency resolution to the ICM, we
refer the AGM to the ICM Standing Orders which state that in order for an
emergency resolution to be submitted the following must apply:

5.2 Resolutions may be submitted by a section or structure or by the International
Executive Committee. The closing date by which proposed resolutions must
reach the International Secretariat is seven months before the opening of the
International Council. This is to give the movement the opportunity to discuss the
issues in preparation for the Council.

5.6 A resolution received after the closing date for the receipt of resolutions is not
considered an emergency resolution unless it is such that it could not have been
formulated and submitted before the closing date.

5.7 Any proposed emergency resolution is submitted to the Preparatory Committee,
which decides whether or not to include it on the agenda of the International
Council.

The AGM will be discussing a number of complex issues. In order to help the AGM
navigate this information, we have used the following conventions:

= All titles, names and reports are written in full with any acronyms noted at the
beginning of each individual resolution. At the beginning of the next resolution,
we will revert to using any titles in full before using acronyms. Please also see
the glossary on page x for a full list of all abbreviations in the conference
pack.

= All relevant reports and documents will be clearly identified throughout the
document by being italicised, for example ‘The Reference Group Report’ (RG
report). Please note that all documents, unless marked confidential and
internal, are available at www.amnesty.org/agm. Copies of all documents will
be available at the AGM or can be ordered by calling the Supporter Care
Team on 020 7033 1777.

= All references to web links will be underlined, for example,
‘www.amnesty.org.uk’.



http://www.amnesty.org/agm

Working Party A: Campaigning
A1 Chittagong Hill Tracts (Bangladesh)

Proposer:  Jeremy Allen

Seconder;: Paul Webb

The AGM decides that a researched action be conducted into the worsening human
rights situation in the Chittagong Hill Tracts (CHT) of Bangladesh. The researched
action should report on:

* The continuing failure of the Bangladesh Government to implement the 1997 Peace
Accord

 The continuing violence against indigenous people by settlers and the inability of
the security forces to stop the violence

* The continuing violence against indigenous women and young girls and the inability
of the authorities to convict perpetrators
* The increased restrictions on foreigners visiting the area

* Much needed development projects.

This researched action should result in a campaign and a public statement being
sent to the Bangladesh Government take action on all human rights issues in the
CHT.

Proposers Background note:

In the CHT the population of indigenous peoples is now approximately equal to the
population the settlers who continue to take land as part of a Bangladesh
Government project. (The Indigenous communities made up approximately 98% of
the population in 1941 and 88% in 1961.) This migration has been associated with
considerable inter-ethnic tension.

More than two decades of insurgency in the area ended when the government
signed the Peace Accord in December 1997. However the most important provisions
of the accord have not been implemented.

* A functioning land commission to identify land taken away from the indigenous
people during the insurgency and to resolve land issues has not been established as
agreed in accord.



* 400 temporary army camps still remain in the area 16 years the Peace Accord.

» Crucial powers have not been delegated to the 3 local Hill District Councils as
agreed. These include: law and order, land and forest management, local police,
secondary education, etc. Local elections to these councils have not been held.

There are at least 11 indigenous communities in the CHT with distinct culture,
customs, languages, however as of 2011, the constitution of Bangladesh no longer
recognizes these minorities as ‘Indigenous Peoples’. This undermines internationally
sanctioned human rights and fundamental freedoms.

Human rights violations against indigenous communities have intensified in 2012.
These include rape and sexual assault against women and children, killings, arson,
gabbing of lands, unlawful arrest and discrimination based upon ethnicity and
religion.

In 2012, the numbers of incidents of human rights abuse against Indigenous Peoples
increased drastically. Around 300 indigenous houses were demolished in land
grabbing incidents and settlers made 4 communal attacks on indigenous
communities. Witnesses report that security forces played a role that was either
passive or collaborative in these incidents.

BOARD BACKGROUND NOTE:

Amnesty International’s (Al) main work on this issue is the project ‘Advancing
Indigenous Peoples’ rights in the CHT, Bangladesh’, which will run until the end of
2013 as part of our overall work on ‘Ending Discrimination and Persecution of People
based on Race, Ethnicity, Religion, Sexual Orientation or Gender’.

Our focus is on the effective operation of the CHT Land Commission — now defunct —
established by the Peace Accord in 1997. The Peace Accord was initiated following
decades of conflict in the CHT over local indigenous efforts to secure greater
autonomy and recognition of their rights to traditional lands and natural resources.
During the conflict up to 50,000 Jumma fled into the forest interior and India. Many of
their homes and lands were taken up by in-migrating Bengali settlers brought to the
CHT through a state sponsored counter insurgency measure facilitated by the
military. During this period of conflict, Amnesty International and other Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGOs) documented massacres, arbitrary detention,
torture, rapes and extrajudicial executions. Most of these massacres and attacks
involved ordinary villagers in retaliation for attacks by armed insurgents.



Al is working to ensure that indigenous communities in the CHT enjoy their rights to
ancestral lands, recognition of their indigenous identity, and their right to consent to
developments/legislation that will impact on their communities and lands.
Specifically, Al is trying to ensure the CHT Land Commission functions effectively.
Access to land rights through this process is key to the enjoyment of a broad range
of human rights for local indigenous peoples, including the right to adequate housing,
livelihoods, freedom of movement.

A report launch on the rights of Indigenous Peoples in the CHT is currently
scheduled for April 2013, and has a strong gender analysis throughout. A Campaign
Briefing will also be produced by the International Secretariat (IS), and another
mission is planned to conduct more research on access to justice and violence
against indigenous women.

Campaigning is also planned that will target the government of Bangladesh,
particularly those responsible for implementation of the Peace Accord, and
advancing the rights of CHT indigenous tribal peoples. Other targets will include the
United Nations (the three indigenous specific bodies), the International Labour
Organisation, the USA and EU, and the United Nations Peacekeeping force.

AIUK is not currently signed up to the project on the IS database. Currently, we are
in the process of building up the South Asia Country Coordinator team as we would
need a Coordinator in place to take this forward.

Resource implication: £1-2K for campaign materials. Staff time would need to be
dedicated to support activist campaigning.

A2 British UAVs (Drones)

Proposer.  Canterbury Local Group

This AGM agrees that :

The use of UAVs constitutes a new and dangerous escalation in the technology of
warfare. The claims by its proponents that they operate with “surgical accuracy ”,
only killing those who have been targeted are belied by the evidence emerging from
different sources of the number of civilian casualties. The New America Foundation

estimates that in Pakistan between 1,953 and 3,279 people have been killed since
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2004 — and that between 18% and 23% of them were not militants. Stanford
University and New York University Law Schools’ exhaustive report in 2012 says that
an estimated 176 children have been killed by drone strikes.

The programming of drones from remote bases thousands of miles from their targets
distances those controlling the drones from any understanding of the effects of their
operation on those living in the target area and very much desensitises combatants
from warfare.

The use of UAVs is currently outside the jurisdiction of the Geneva Conventions on
warfare and therefore the leaders of those countries that authorise their use could be
found guilty of War Crimes.

The UK Government, through its use of British personnel in an RAF base, is fully
involved in this programme, and could in future be prosecuted for War Crimes
alongside the US Government.

The use of drones as weapons of war should immediately be the subject of a UN
moratorium pending the development of a convention which regulates their use.

Such a convention should aim to put very strict limits on the use of drones as an

offensive weapon.

In the meantime, the use of drones in theatres of conflict should be limited only to
reconnaissance.

The AGM instructs the board to:

Do all in their power to request that the British Government:

1. Show complete transparency and accountability regarding the involvement of
British personnel in the use of drones, by providing assurance that British
personnel are operating British drones within international law, and with
respect for Article 20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

2. Call for the establishment of an international convention on the use of drones
in areas of conflict.



3. Inform the US Government that British-controlled drones will not be used for
any purpose other than reconnaissance until the development of an
international convention on their offensive use.

Proposer Background note:

At the moment, American and British personnel programme Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles (UAVs ) based in Afghanistan from Creech Air Force Base in the Nevada
Desert. Shortly, British personnel will be operating from RAF Waddington in
Lincolnshire, where they will be programming 5 British Reaper aircraft (UAVs ) that
are based in Afghanistan. The British drones were mainly used for surveillance in
Helmand province, but the American drones are armed with Hellfire missiles and
bombs and they operate in areas of the world that are not in a state of war with the
USA, as well as operating in Pakistan and Afghanistan.

According to American Law Professor Mary Ellen O’Connell these are “ carrying out
extra-judicial killing, and none of this can be squared with international law .

American drones are particularly active in N.W.Pakistan ( Waziristan ) where they
circle endlessly until the ‘ target ‘ is sighted and a missile is fired. Local villagers
rush to the scene to dig out those under the rubble: the drone then returns and fires
a secondary strike, killing all those giving assistance. Arguably, this contravenes the
4™ Geneva Convention which defines protections for civilians in war zones, and
would constitute a War Crime.

This also inhibits the provision of medical assistance from humanitarian workers, and
has also resulted in the case of Noor Khan v. the Pakistani Govt. ( for allowing
drones the use of Pakistani air-space ) and the British Foreign Secretary ( GCHQ
info. given to the Americans ) over the death of his father and all those attending a
peaceful jirga ( assembly ) to discuss a dispute over a local chromite mine. (Article
20 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights states that * Everyone has the right
to freedom of peaceful assembly and association ).

Those living underneath the drones have to face the constant fear that a deadly
strike may be fired at any moment and that they are unable to defend themselves. In
addition, although it is claimed that drones have removed some terrorists, expert
observers believe that the anger that is caused by their use is breeding a new
generation of terrorists. “ UAVs are creating a new generation of people with huge



resentment against the West “ to quote Lord Macdonald, the retired Director of
Public Prosecutions. “ Young men step forward very readily to take the place of the
dead targets “ ( Jane Corbin, highly respected reporter for Panorama ).

BOARD BACKGROUND NOTE:

Amnesty International’s (Al) work to date on drones has been very country-specific
and has mainly been directed at the United States (US) Administration. The most
recent statement we gave about drones was on 21 January 2013 when we called on
the USA to disclose their manual on their use of drones, reminding the USA that their
use of lethal force must be in accordance with international law
(http://www.amnesty.org.uk/news _details.asp?NewsID=20585).

Al would argue that the use of drones per se isn’t outside the jurisdiction of the
Geneva Conventions. The main issue for us is the way drones have been used, for
example US strikes in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and the policy that underpins that
use. Al has repeatedly called on governments to disclose the legal and factual basis
for their use of lethal drone strikes, particularly by the US administration in its
continuing armed attacks against suspected Al Qaida operatives, including much
greater transparency in the monitoring of civilian casualties. We have called on
government that use armed drones to demonstrate that their use of these weapons
is compliant with their international legal obligations.

We remain deeply concerned that the US define their operations against Al Qaida
and associated groups in terms of a global armed conflict and therefore apply the
Geneva Conventions and the laws of war to its drone attacks against these targets
and not international human rights law or other international standards relating to the
use of force in non-armed conflict situations. In this instance, the laws of war are
more permissive than human rights law that protects the right to life, prohibits extra-
judicial killings and other unlawful killings, freedom of association and peaceful and
lawful assembly and specifies that use of lethal force must be the last resort and only
in situations where there is no lethal alterative to prevent imminent threats to life.

Under the laws of armed conflict, as codified by the Geneva Conventions, armed
attacks are permitted against military targets as long as the perceived military
advantage outweighs potential civilian harm. That said, under the Geneva
Conventions there are general prohibitions on any attack that has failed to take all
feasible measure to protect civilians.
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Al would not necessarily limit its work on drones to armed attacks. Drones continue
to play a key role in targeting and intelligence for lethal strikes, via reconnaissance
and surveillance. We argue that the use of drones in this context continues to play a
key facilitating role in the commission of these armed attacks and have documented
human rights violations facilitated by drones in this role.

One area where several human rights Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs)
have concluded that international law is weak on drones is that of increased use of
robotics and automated systems and technologies. Amnesty has not yet developed a
clear policy position on the use of robotics and automation, including in the use of
drones.

Resource implication: Minimal. However staff capacity would need to be allocated to
prioritise drones within our Arms Controls Programme.

A3 Improving the Rights of Migrant Workers
Proposer:  UNISON (Affiliate)

This AGM welcomes the emphasis given to labour exploitation of migrant workers
within the movement's global priority of ‘people on the move’;

This AGM notes that there is a growing tide of racism towards, and intolerance of,
migrants in the UK;

This AGM further notes that there is significant labour exploitation in the UK of
migrant workers compounded by a ruthless determination to exploit their
vulnerabilities on the part of some employers, and the failure of the immigration and
other public authorities to adequately recognise and enforce the rights of migrants;

This AGM applauds the extensive work undertaken by unions to organise, empower
and give voice to migrant workers, including for instance low-paid workers delivering
public services, to assert their human and labour rights;

This AGM calls on AIUK to work together with UK trade unions, their migrant worker
membership and their diasporas, in a spirit of active participation, to mitigate and
minimise labour exploitation of migrant workers at home and abroad through
collaborative campaigning, activism and advocacy in support of our aim of improving
the human rights of ‘people on the move’.
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Proposer Background note:

UK trade unions have been especially active in defending migrant workers' rights in
the economic sectors in which they are often concentrated, including health, social
care, private contract cleaning, agriculture and food processing. UNISON has played
a big part in defending migrant workers, and we count many amongst our members.

In May 2012, Amnesty UK local groups and our trade union network lobbied the
government to restore visa rights to migrant domestic workers who, under current
regulations, lose their right to remain in the UK and to access justice if they are
forced to leave their employer due to labour exploitation or sexual harassment.

Amnesty International has a proud record of achievement in support of the rights of
refugees and asylum seekers, and Amnesty UK has huge influence and impact
through our domestic advocacy and activism and legal work. This resolution would
compliment that other aspect of our ‘people on the move’ work.

Amnesty has also advocated for the rights of migrants, especially women, over many
years and through many reports, and urgent actions but challenging the labour
exploitation of migrant workers is a new priority for the movement, so the resolution
doesn’t propose particular activities or priorities, but rather encourages an effort for
us to come together towards a common goal.

One area of work, which last years’ AGM agreed, was to promote work in Amnesty
on the human rights obligations of international sporting bodies, and Amnesty UK are
asking our international council this summer to take up that challenge. If we do, then
labour exploitation of construction workers, and in sports goods supply chains, is
likely to be a theme. Unions are ahead of Amnesty globally in advocating for and
advancing migrant workers’ rights, for instance here in the UK the TUC had a big
influence with the Olympic organisers, so it makes sense to make common cause.

Trade unions have also been active in supporting international initiatives in support
of the rights of migrant workers, including campaigning for the ratification of the UN
convention which calls for the protection of all migrant workers and their families, and
ratification of ILO conventions which are internationally-recognised standards that
provide safeguards for workers, including migrant workers.
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Internationally, Amnesty is campaigning for the rights of transient migrants in Mexico,
who face extortion, kidnapping and sexual violence, and Al has recently published a
report on the exploitation of migrant agricultural workers in Italy in collaboration with
Italian unions. Amnesty is also addressing the plight of migrant construction workers
in the Gulf, ahead of the football world cup in 2022. As global movements our
solidarity and support needs to be global, so we propose that the AGM agree to work
on the labour exploitation of migrant workers both ‘at home and abroad’. UNISON is
saddened that we have submitted this proposal so soon after the shocking execution
in Saudi Arabia of 24-year-old migrant worker Rizana Nafeek.

BOARD BACKGROUND NOTE:

As the proposers note, there are a number of Amnesty International (Al) current and
proposed projects and appeals that address the rights abuses faced by migrant
workers, and collaboration with trade unions, locally and globally, is likely to increase
our impact. Some migrant workers, at home and abroad, are subject to sexual
violence as well as labour exploitation, and are often exceedingly vulnerable due to
restrictions on their movements, lack of civic rights, and crack-downs on unionising
efforts.

In January 2013, the International Labour Organization (ILO) published a report that
estimated a global total of 52.6 million domestic migrant workers, an increase of 19
million since 1995. Research carried out for this report shows that only 10 per cent of
all domestic workers (or 5.3 million) are covered by general labour legislation to the
same extent as other workers. By contrast, more than one-quarter — 29.9 per cent, or
some 15.7 million domestic workers — are completely excluded from the scope of
national labour legislation. Internationally, construction, agriculture and processing
and assembly account for significant numbers of migrant workers.

In 2012, the World Bank estimates that migrant workers sent $406 billion in savings
to their families in developing countries. These remittances were three times greater
than aid budgets to the developing world.

In addition to the examples cited, in early February 2012, Al issued an appeal to the
Singaporean authorities to drop strike-related charges against four migrant Chinese
bus workers, and to ensure that migrant workers in Singapore have the right to join
and form trade unions of their choice in line with the ILO’s core conventions which Al
recognises as fundamental human rights. As the Proposers note, our work on labour
exploitation of people on the move is currently under development and the eventual
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priorities, whether domestic or international, would need to be subject to
consultation.

Resource implication: Approximately £3-4k per annum plus 15% - up to 20%
occasionally — of trade union campaigns post and budget and would need to
reallocate priorities within the trade union plan.

A4

Human Rights Violations in Ethiopia

Proposer:  Dr Trevor Trueman

Seconder: Mrs Susan Wolfendale

This AGM calls for AIUK

A

To commit to working on Ethiopia, through a programme of government
lobbying and membership campaigning;

This AGM calls for AIUK to lobby the UK government:

A

For a more critical approach to Ethiopia, calling to account those responsible
for human rights abuses

To be more supportive of civil society and oppose legal restrictions to it

To review aid to Ethiopia to ensure all programs are consistent with UK policy
of promoting democracy, stability and sustainable development

To cease citing ‘investigations’ into the politicisation of aid, which are neither
comprehensive, independent nor impartial, and which contradict the findings
of human rights organisations, to the detriment of accurate reporting and
documentation of human rights violations

For DfID to establish benchmarks and monitoring of human rights in relation
to its programmes, in line with stated policy

To make repeated, strenuous efforts to negotiate the amending or rescinding
of the Charities and Societies Law (so that Ethiopian human rights civil society
could be funded directly by DfID) and the Press and Anti-Terror Laws, which
are used to silence dissent and imprison journalists.

This AGM calls for AIUK to support the International Secretariat in lobbying at the
European Parliament for greater attention to human rights in Ethiopia and criticism of
Ethiopia’s failure to comply with human rights law.
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This AGM calls for AIUK to include journalist Eskinder Nega or the Ethiopian Human
Rights Council in its campaigning for individuals at risk and in the 2013 Write for
Rights campaign.

Proposers Background Note:

The Ethiopian government continues to be responsible for widespread violations on
a vast scale across the country, as documented and reported by Amnesty
International. Yet donors to Ethiopia remain consistently silent on the human rights
situation in the country, and thereby comply with the Ethiopian authorities’ stifling of
freedom of expression and information exchange and accurate representation of the
situation inside the country.

Ethiopia is the top recipient of aid from the UK Department for International
Development (DfID), receiving £324 million in 2011/2012. It is one of the four top
recipients of aid worldwide, receiving over $3 billion from the USA per year.

The approach of the donors and their silence on Ethiopia’s human rights record are
enormous obstacles to human rights change and to the efforts of organisations and
activists working for that change, including Amnesty International. Other donor
countries attest behind closed doors that the UK (and DfID in particular) is one of the
main obstacles preventing any kind of consensus criticism from the donors of human
rights violations in the country.

The UK government should be challenged and publicly embarrassed over its close
relationship with one of the most repressive governments in Africa and the world. As
a leading donor, the UK government also has significant potential influence on the
Ethiopian authorities and therefore the human rights situation in the country.

Despite these facts, AIUK conducts no work on Ethiopia and has not taken up any
Ethiopia campaign actions for members.

Despite more than one quarter of Ethiopia’s annual budget being in aid for over a
decade, millions remain in need of food aid. Over the same period Ethiopia has
developed and maintained one of the largest and best-equipped armies in Africa.
DfID now intends to train Ethiopian security forces in the Somali Region.
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Notwithstanding the country’s food insecurity, tens of thousands have been displaced
to accommodate land leases to foreign companies.

War crimes and crimes against humanity by Ethiopian government troops and proxy
militia have been reported in Somalia and the Somali region of Ethiopia by Human
Rights Watch. Mass killings in the Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples’
Region of Ethiopia have been classified as genocide by Genocide Watch.

UNHCR reports that at the end of 2011 Ethiopia was 3rd in the world for producing
asylum- seekers (38,755, compared to DRC 52,119, Colombia 42,569 and
Afghanistan 37,801). It was the 22nd country for producing refugees, with figures
similar to Iran (70,586 Ethiopia; 72,347 Iran). The vast majority of these refugees
and asylum-seekers have fled from human rights abuses.

Whenever the Ethiopian government is criticised in the European Parliament, Britain
speaks in its defence. The British embassy in Addis Ababa and the government in
Whitehall speaks in defence of the performance of the Ethiopian government — a
government that has remained in power without democratic elections for 23 years.

Currently, there is one senior researcher who covers Ethiopia and Eritrea at the
International Secretariat. The post of Research and Campaign Assistant who
supports the Horn of Africa and East Africa teams has been vacant since October
2012. The Ethiopia and Eritrea researcher is responsible for lobbying in the UK,
Europe and the USA, as well as the African Commission on Human and Peoples
Rights, and other targets, also for conducting research, writing reports, refugee work,
media work and responding to urgent issues in Ethiopia and Eritrea.

Because Britain provides significant moral and financial support to the Ethiopian
government, the UK government should be a focus for campaigning activity. The UK
section of Al is well-placed to lobby for raising the profile of human rights concerns in
Ethiopia, with the UK government and with the European Parliament. Al UK is also
well placed to increase the profile and understanding of the human rights situation in
one of the UK’s main allies in Africa, with the British public, via the national and local
media.

BOARD BACKGROUND NOTE:

16



Amnesty nternational UK’s (AIUK) work on Ethiopia has focused on liaising with the
International Secretariat’s (IS) Horn of Africa research team in order to ensure that
human rights concerns are raised with the UK Government and Parliament. This has
involved meeting with Ministers and senior officials from the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office (FCO) and Department for International Development (DFID).
Issues raised in these meetings included the Charities Societies Law, the Anti—
Terrorism Proclamation, the treatment of political opposition and journalist and
human rights abuses in the Oramia and Ogaden regions (April 2012). Whilst
Amnesty International (Al) does not have a policy that ties development aid to
human rights, we do seek to ensure that aid given to any country should not have a
detrimental impact on human rights.

In line with this position, AIUK raised concerns with the UK government over recent
reports that millions of pounds of Britain's foreign aid budget were to be spent on
training an Ethiopian paramilitary Liyu security force accused of numerous human
rights abuses and summary executions in the Ogaden region
(http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2013/jan/10/ethiopia-forces-human-rights-
funding?INTCMP=SRCH). We received assurances from DFID and the FCO that no
funding would be given to the Liyu force and that any such assessments would be
subject to the FCO’s Overseas Security and Justice Assistance (OSJA).

AIUK continues to press the UK government to take a robust stance on human rights
in Ethiopia and the Horn of Africa researcher recently met with the All Party
Parliamentary Group in June 2012 to discuss our concerns, which were followed by
a number of Parliamentary questions on these issues. Lobbying on this issue at the
European Parliament is undertaken by the Brussels office of Amnesty International.

The case of Eskinder Nega, as referred to in the resolution, is an individual who was
arrested on 14 September 2011 shortly after the Ethiopian New Year after making
speeches and writing articles criticising the government and calling for freedom of
expression to be respected. He was charged with terrorism offences and on 27 June
2012 found guilty of charges of ‘preparation or incitement to terrorist acts’,
‘participation in a terrorist organisation’, ‘high treason’. He was sentenced to 18
years in prison on 13 July 2012. He is already considered by Amnesty International
(Al) a prisoner of conscience. There is an IS casefile but it not currently part of the
AIUK portfolio of 106 Individuals at Risk cases.

Normally, in order for the case to be added to AIUK’s portfolio, Local Groups would
need to indicate interest in working on the case on a long term basis via the relevant
Country Coordinator (Catherine Grasham) and there would need to be adequate
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support that could be provided by the Horn and East Africa Country Coordinator
team. The AIUK Case Management Group would then be able to consider and
discuss a request for the case of Eskinder Nega to be added to the AIUK portfolio. If
this resolution passes, the Board will make a request to the Case Management
Group directly for its inclusion.

In terms of using the case in 2013 Write for Rights; all cases must be discussed with
IS colleagues to determine if it is safe to use certain cases for this particular type of
mass campaigning and solidarity action to ensure we do not in any way endanger
the individuals chosen. We have checked the relevant consents on the case and
whilst solidarity action is possible for the case of Eskinder Nega, surveillance in
Ethiopia is particularly tight and people suspected of communicating with
international Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) on sensitive subjects can risk
severe repercussions. At this stage, the Horn of Africa team advise sections to
contact them if they wish to set up solidarity actions. The team will then advise
sections on how messages can be securely communicated to Eskinder Nega’s
family. If passed, AIUK will liaise with the Horn of Africa team to see if it is possible to
include the case in Write for Rights, and enquire as to whether any work is planned
with the Ethiopian Human Rights Council, but we cannot guarantee its inclusion. The
final decision on this would need to come from the IS Horn of Africa Team.

Resource implications: There is no additional resource requirement for the
membership campaigning aspect of this resolution, as the case or cases could
become part of AIUK existing Individuals at Risk programme. In order to take
forward the advocacy element of the resolution we would need to reallocate staff
time from another area of policy and government work.

A5 Disability and Human Rights
Proposer:  Rick Burgess

Seconder:  Nancy Farrell

Ths AGM

Calls for urgent action to halt the abrogation of the Human Rights of sick & disabled
people by the ruling Coalition government and its associated corporate contractors.
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Calls for AIUK to urgently work with grassroots human rights campaigns by and for
sick and disabled people, carers and their families.

And to set up a specialist Disability Human Rights network akin to the already
existing-

A Children's Human Rights network

A Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender network
A Teach Rights

A Trade Union network

A Women's Action network

To protect the human rights of People with disabilities , ill people and carers to halt
this regressive & lethal assault on our rights.

Proposers Background Note:

Since signing the UN Convention on the Rights of Disabled People in 2009,
successive British governments have not fulfilled their responsibilities. This has now
resulted in between 1,300 to 10,600 people dying after having had their health
benefits withdrawn over the last 3 years. Researchers and NGO'’s have catalogued
multiple abuses and malpractice by government agencies and contracted private
corporations who administer unnecessary medical tests, which the British Medical
Association has unanimously voted for to be ceased immediately. Yet they continue
daily, causing immense terror in the disabled community.

Two thirds of people affected by cuts to housing and council allowances (420,000),
are sick and disabled people, putting specially adapted homes and consequently
health at risk. Legal aid has been withdrawn, making appeals to the court tribunal
service against government administered entitlement tests all but impossible.
Independent living and support will be withdrawn breaching the fundamental ethos
and many articles of the Convention.

This will mean further deaths amongst vulnerable groups already victimised with
rising levels of hate crime, government officials briefing media to create
stigmatisation in order to enable these policies, forced labour programmes that have
been ruled illegal and abusive and degrading practices administered by unqualified
medical personnel.
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The most recent Human Rights Joint Committee (Twenty-Third Report) by the
Parliamentary Human Rights Committee found serious failings by the State to follow
the UN Convention on the Rights of Disabled People and concluded the cumulative
effect of polices were ‘regressive’, the UNCRPD had been ignored and had not been
incorporated into UK law with the government falsely describing it as ‘soft law’ that
did not need statutory standing.

BOARD BACKGROUND NOTE:

Amnesty International (Al) works against grave abuses of the right to freedom from
direct or indirect discrimination on the basis of race, sex/gender, sexual orientation,
gender identity, religion or belief, political or other opinion, ethnicity, national or social
origin, disability, or other status. Legal guarantees of non-discrimination and legal
guarantees of equality, though expressed differently, are articulations of the same
obligation. Both the right to non-discrimination and the right to equality require
measures that prohibit discrimination as well as positive steps to address long-
standing disadvantages, and to prevent discrimination by non-state actors.

Specifically, Al's work on disability rights has had a global focus raising issues such
as the discrimination of Roma children and in particular their mis-diagnosis with
mental health problems which denies them access to education. In 2012 we joined
with UK civil society organisations to write to the Prime Minister and Deputy Prime
Minister expressing our shared concerns for human rights in the UK, which could be
undermined by the political debate around proposals for a Commission on a UK Bill
of Rights (http://www.disabilityrightsuk.org/humanrightsopenletter.htm). We sought
assurances that the protection of universal human rights, including disability rights,
which are safeguarded under the 1998 Human Rights Act, are safeguarded.

However, the work of AIUK in this area is limited as the UK Government has signed
and ratified both the UN Convention on Disabled People and the Optional Protocol
making it subject to oversight by the Equality and Human Rights Commission
(EHRC). The EHRC is Britain's National Human Rights Institution and has been
designated alongside the Scottish Human Rights Commission, the Northern Ireland
Human Rights Commission and the Northern Ireland Equality Commission to fulfil
this role in UK.

As the UK has ratified the Optional Protocol of the UN Convention individuals are
able to take a petition to the UN Committee on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(UN Committee) if they believe that their Convention rights have been breached and
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they have exhausted means of redress via the UK or European Courts. This step
also gives the relevant UN Committee authority to undertak