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Information provided by stakeholders

A. Background and framework

1. Scope of international obligations?

1. JS6°%, JS24 JS415, JS11°, JS267, AlS, FLG® and JS20%* recommended the ratification
of ICESCR.

2. JS29', 38212, JS41%, JS11, JS26%, UNA™, JS19, AI*®, WILPFY, FLG® and JS6%
recommended ratifying CEDAW.

3. JS16%, JS2%, JS41%, JS26%, UNAZ, AI¥, JS1%, WILPF®, FLG* and JS6*
recommended ratifying CRC.

4. JS8%, JS2%, JS41%, JS11%, JS45% JS26%7, UNA®®, FLG® and JS6*° recommended
the ratification of CRPD.

5. Al* and JS2%? recommended the ratification of OP-CAT and ICPPED.
6. JS3% and JS2* recommended the ratification of OP1-ICCPR.

7. SCU/IHRC®, JS41* and JS6* recommended considering the ratification of
ICRMW.

8. HRW recommended ratifying the Rome Statute of the ICC.*®

9. SCU/IHRC recommended the ratification of the ILO Convention concerning Forced
or Compulsory Labour n° 29 and its 2014 Protocol.*°

10. IACHR indicated that the United States of America (US) had not ratified the
American Convention on Human Rights.*

11. Al noted that in its first UPR the US rejected calls to withdraw reservations to
international human rights treaties, despite UN treaty monitoring bodies’ calls to withdraw
certain reservations because they defeat the object and purpose of the treaty.>' Al
recommended that the US review its current ratifications, with a view to withdrawing all
reservations, understandings and declarations.

12.  JS8 recommended reviewing laws at the federal and state levels with a view of
bringing them in line with US’s international human rights obligations.®® JS14>
recommended that the Government fully adopt UPR first cycle recommendations 92.52%
and 92.227%,

2. Constitutional and legislative framework

13.  CIVICUS recommended revising Section 805 of the 2001 USA PATRIOT Act to
ensure that civil society organizations undertaking legitimate humanitarian activities cannot
be sanctioned for supporting groups designated as terrorist entities.>’

14.  HRW recommended passing legislation to reduce incidents of profiling, such as the
End Racial Profiling Act® JS43 made a similar recommendation.® Al noted that
legislation prohibiting racial profiling nationwide has been pending before Congress since
2001.%

3. Institutional and human rights infrastructure and policy measures

15, JS6% and JS44% recommended the creation of a national human rights institution in
accordance with the Paris Principles. ISHR made a similar recommendation.® JS26 made
remarks in connection with the same subject.®
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16.  JS8 recommended the establishment of a human rights institution at the federal
level.®* WI® and WSNC® made similar recommendations. JS8 also recommended
incorporating human rights training and education strategies in public policies.®

17.  JS7 recommended that the Government support: the establishment of federal
mechanisms mandated to coordinate with state and local officials around human rights
monitoring and implementation at the federal, state and local levels; a reinvigorated Inter-
Agency Working Group on Human Rights; and a national human rights monitoring
mechanism, such as the US Commission on Civil and Human Rights.*

18.  JS6, JS26™ and JS41™ recommended the implementation of a national plan of
action for human rights education, as called for in the UN World Programme for Human
Rights Education.

19.  FLG recommended adopting and implementing a national racial justice plan
consistent with the Durban Declaration and Programme of Action.”™

20.  JS11 recommended the increase of funding to programs focusing on women with
disabilities under the Violence against Women Act.”

21.  JS5 recommended implementing programs to protect the most vulnerable children
from exploitation, including children living in poverty, minority children and
undocumented children.”™

Cooperation with human rights mechanisms

22. HRW indicated that the US had failed to implement many recommendations from
the prior review, including on human rights treaties ratification, national security, criminal
justice, treatment of immigrants and privacy.™

23.  AC noted that in order to fulfil its obligations under the UN Guiding Principles on
Business and Human Rights, the US should reform existing grievance mechanisms to lower
barriers and increase transparency with a view to providing remedies for business-related
abuses at home and abroad.”” AC urged the US Government to take steps towards the full
implementation of the Guiding Principles.™

Cooperation with treaty bodies

24. Al recommended reviewing all outstanding recommendations from UN treaty bodies
and experts with a view to implementing them.”

25. AA4RR stressed that the US lacks any national mechanism to review government
policies for compliance with CERD and ICCPR.%

Cooperation with special procedures

26.  JS25 recommended providing follow-up to the Special Rapporteur on the human
right to safe drinking water and sanitation 2011 report on her mission to the US and to the
recommendations therein.®*

27.  JS30% recommended implementing the recommendations of the Special Rapporteur
on the implications for human rights of the environmentally sound management and
disposal of hazardous substances and wastes concerning Marshall Islands.®
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C.

Implementation of international human rights obligations, taking into
account applicable international humanitarian law

Equality and non-discrimination

28. JS29 recommended that the Government prohibit federal law enforcement
authorities from engaging in racial profiling; support an anti-racial profiling law, and
investigate the disproportionate use of deadly force against individuals of colour by state
and local police.®

29. LL recommended adopting measures to address profiling, including passing and
implementing legislation such as the End Racial Profiling Act, amended to additionally
prohibit profiling individuals based upon sexual orientation and/or gender identity.®® JS41
stated that black people experience discrimination in employment, housing and education.

30.  JS17 called upon the US to identify the root causes of ethnic disparities pertaining to
the death penalty and ethnically disparate sentencing, with the objective of developing
means to eliminate ethnic or racial bias in the criminal justice system.®” JS27% and JS43%
noted that the vast majority of the youth who are criminalized and incarcerated in adult
facilities are racial and ethnic minorities.

31. In connection with US’s acceptance of UPR WG recommendations 92.65%° on
compliance with international obligations, 92.107°* and 92.111% on racial discrimination,
and 92.225% on UPR follow up, JS33 called upon the US Attorney General to provide all
the resources necessary to ensure timely and thorough investigations of unsolved civil
rights murders.*

32.  ODIHR noted that the US did not report on the number of prosecutions and
sentences related to hate crime cases.*

33.  JS20 stated that women have continued to experience higher rates of poverty and to
make less money for comparable work than their male peers throughout the recession and
recovery periods.®

34. JS5 recommended taking measures to eradicate discrimination against women and
children.”” EN recommended amending the Immigration and Nationality Act and all other
relevant provisions so that men and women could transfer their nationality to their children
on an equal basis.®

35.  Noting that the US accepted recommendations 92.109, 92.133 and 92.197%, and
partially 92.62, 92.67 and 92.100', JS34 stated that barriers to employment, housing, civic
engagement and education for detainees should be removed.'*

36. NCLR observed that the rights of LGBT families may change by crossing a state
line or by passing from a state to a federal jurisdiction.’* JS43 made similar remarks.'%®
JS28 recommended investigating discriminatory practices based on race, gender, sexual
orientation, homelessness, and other categories.’® WI recommended prohibiting any form
of discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity.'® JS41 made similar
recommendations.’® WI'*" and UNA® recommended passing legislation prohibiting LGBT
discrimination in employment. HRC recommended the adoption of legislation covering
sexual orientation and gender identity in both the public and private sectors.'%

Right to life, liberty and security of the person

37. Al observed that the US capital justice system is marked by arbitrariness,
discrimination and harsh conditions on death rows. People with serious mental illness
continue to be subjected to the death penalty. Al recommended that federal and state
authorities impose a moratorium on executions with a view of abolishing death penalty
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nationwide."® HRW noted that the US accepted recommendation 92.95'! on the death
penalty and recommended recommitting to undertaking studies on racial disparities in
application of the death penalty to end discriminatory practices.*** JS29 recommended
urging the Congress to eliminate capital murder from federal law.*® JS41'** and JS17'%
made similar recommendations.

38.  CNUUS expressed concerns about excessive use of force by the police and indicated
that Stand Your Ground laws allow the use of deadly force whether or not the party for
which the violence was being used was armed. It recommended reviewing these laws.™®
JS51 made reference to a number of fatal shootings in which citizens of Afro American
descent were unlawfully killed by the police.*”” JS13 noted that despite UPR
recommendations, excessive use of force has been a continuing problem since 2010,
especially by the Customs and Border Protection (CBP)."® WILPF recommended taking
federal measures to enforce transparency into any case of death of an immigrant brought
against the Department of Homeland Security.**

39.  AAAN urged upon the US to condemn practices of torture.’”® PHR recommended
the holding of public hearings and investigations into the alleged torture and ill-treatment of
detainees and compensate those who have been tortured or abused, including access to
medical care.’* JS2 recommended investigating torture allegations, extrajudicial executions
and other violations of human rights committed in Guantanamo, Abu Ghraib, Bagram,
NAMA and BALAD camps, and those carried out by the Joint Special Operations
Command and the CIA.** JS38 recommended completing investigations and prosecutions
of high-level officials for war crimes and torture in Iragq.® AI** and JS43'® made similar
recommendations. PHR recommended ending the practice of force-feeding detainees and
allow independent medical monitoring of hunger-striking prisoners.*® JS43 also
recommended appointing an independent body to provide compensation and rehabilitation
services to those who suffered torture or other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.**’

40. Al recommended reviewing conditions in federal maximum security prisons and
developing national standards to ensure humane conditions in all such units, with adequate
monitoring procedures.?® HRW recommended reviewing the length and proportionality of
criminal sentences at the federal and state level, and develop alternatives to incarceration,
and pass laws that eliminate mandatory minimum sentences.’® JS41%° and JS24'*
recommended banning prolonged solitary confinement. In connection with US’s support to
UPR WG recommendation 92.177*%2, PHR recommended ceasing the use of solitary
confinement as a disciplinary tool and allow independent organizations to visit inmates.**

41. ]SS5 expressed concerns about the phenomenon of violence against women.*** JS19
recommended removing discriminatory legal barriers that fail to protect American Indian
and Alaska Native women and children against violence.’® Al made a similar
recommendation.’*® JS26 stated that the US should adopt legislation to protect women from
violence in the military.**

42.  EN welcomed the US commitment to address Female Genital Mutilation
domestically and abroad. It recommended ensuring victims access to services, including
healthcare and emergency shelters.**® AIC stated that intersex people in the US suffer harm
from genital-normalizing surgery in childhood and recommended that enforcement
agencies take action to enforce laws prohibiting FGM and involuntary sterilization and
investigate violations to protect children with intersex conditions. AIC also recommended
that US Courts recognize genital-normalizing surgery and involuntary sterilization
performed on intersex children as violations of federal civil rights and offer remedies for
these harms.**

43. JS41 recommended repealing laws against prostitution and prostitution-related
offenses, and eliminating “zero tolerance” policies.**® SCU/IHRC noted that LGBTQ youth
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are up to five times more likely than heterosexual youth to be victims of trafficking.'*
JS2'2 and JS1'* recommended punishing trafficking in persons and child prostitution.

44.  ]S50 noted that the US accepted recommendation 92.86* on combating stereotypes
and violence particularly against sexual workers and recommended decriminalizing
children and adults victims of trafficking in the sex trade, ensure they are neither arrested
nor detained, and develop policies to address discrimination against sex workers.#® JS414
and SCU/IHRCY made similar recommendations. UNA recommended increasing
resources for nationwide anti-trafficking awareness programs, including law enforcement
training.'*® EN recommended improving access to comprehensive services for all victims,
regardless of age.'*

45,  SCU/IHRC stated that the Government has not addressed adequately labour
trafficking. The US labour laws explicitly exclude farm and domestic workers from key
aspects of protection. SCU/IHRC recommended reviewing laws and regulations to ensure
protection against exploitation and forced labour for all categories of workers.*

46.  WI stated that sexual orientation-based hate crimes make up approximately 30% of
the reported hate crimes in the US.*** ICAAD recommended allocating sufficient resources
to states to provide comprehensive training for law enforcement officers on bias and hate
crimes. 2

47.  GIEACPC stated that in the US, corporal punishment of children was lawful, despite
a recommendation by the Human Rights Committee to abolish it in all settings. GIEACPC
noted that no recommendations were made in this area during the first UPR and hoped that
the matter will be addressed during the second review.'%®

3. Administration of justice, including impunity and the rule of law

48.  JS2%% HRW™S and PHR™® recommended the closure of the Guantanamo prison. Al
recommended the release of all detainees still held in Guantdnamo, unless they are to be
charged and tried without further delay in ordinary federal civilian courts.™ HRW
recommended that the US transfer the remaining detainees home or to third countries,
unless they have been charged with a credible criminal offense.’® JS43 recommended
taking all necessary measures to end the practice of indefinite detention, including
opposition to any efforts to broaden the practice of indefinite detention beyond
Guantanamo Bay.™

49.  JS43 recommended that Congress ban the CIA from operating any detention facility
or holding any person in its custody.'® HRW recommended that the US hold accountability
those responsible for the CIA secret detention program and the mistreatment of prisoners.

50. Regarding military commissions at Guantdnamo, Al stated that trial of civilians by
military tribunals is inconsistent with international standards, especially when civilian
courts are available.'®? JS32 noted that the US military justice system systematically fails to
prosecute cases of sexual violence against its service members.’®® JS3 recommended that
the US bring all aspects of its military justice system into compliance with the ICCPR, that
under no circumstances civilians be subject to trial by court-martial, that court-martial
jurisdiction be confined to military offenses and exclude human rights violations.**

51.  JS34 noted that the US accepted recommendations 92.70, 92.96, 92.97, 92.177 and
92.179'% on racial bias in the criminal justice system and living conditions in prisons. JS34
stated that reliance on detention should decrease in favour of alternatives to incarceration
and that excessive sentencing should be reduced for all non-violent, non-serious and non-
sexual offences.'®® JS43 recommended abolishing the sentence of life without parole for
nonviolent offenses. ™
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52.  JS13 expressed concern for the lack of accountability for CBP officers engaging in
excessive force.® Al recommended ensuring that all victims of human rights violations
have full access to meaningful remedy.*®

53.  JS9 stated that the arrest and incarceration of pregnant women and mothers deprive
women of their fundamental rights, and threaten maternal, foetal and child health. The
effect of these policies is most devastating to women who are marginalized on the basis of
race and socioeconomic status.’™ JS9 recommended protecting families by ensuring that
pregnant women and mothers of young children are prioritized for alternatives to
incarceration, such as community supervision.'* JS9 also recommended eliminating
criminal penalties for personal use and possession of drugs and review the sentences of
people incarcerated for nonviolent drug-related offenses.*’

54.  JS45 stated that in all 50 states, provisions in local penal codes allow children to be
tried as adults.™ Al stated that the imposition of a sentence of life without parole against
minors is a violation of international law.™ JS18 noted that US did not adopt UPR WG
recommendation 92.180%° and recommended abolishing the sentence of life without parole
for child offenders at the federal level. JS18 also urged the states to do likewise, and
encouraged them to prevent the transfer of offenders younger than 18 to adult court.'™
JS43Y" and AI*"® made similar recommendations. JS27 recommended ensuring that: youth
in conflict with the law are not subjected to adult criminal procedures; that juveniles are not
transferred to adult courts, and are separated from adults during pre-trial detention and after
sentencing.'”® JS41'%, CRIN™! and HRW*2 made similar recommendations. CRIN further
recommended raising the minimum age of criminal responsibility in all states.®®

55.  HRDC stated that US prisons continued to censor books and magazines, limit
correspondence to and from prison facilities to postcards, and impose exorbitant fees to
phone calls.®®* HRDC recommended that state and local commission boards restrict funding
to jails and other detention facilities that continue to enforce unconstitutional mail
censorship policies, and that all jails allow personal communication via letter and
envelope.’® JS16 recommended the protection of federal prisoners’ human right to artistic
freedom.'®

56. JS49 noted that the US accepted UPR WG recommendations related to and
implicating access to counsel in civil cases, including 92.109%, 92.116'8 92.185'°,
92.198'° and 92.214."! JS49 recommended increasing efforts to provide access to legal
representation in civil cases, including in immigration proceedings and establish a right to
counsel for individuals in federal civil cases.'*?

57. HRA NGO recommended restoring the integrity of the IT systems of the courts,
under accountability to the Congress, with the goal of making such systems as transparent
as possible to the public at large.*

Right to privacy, marriage and family life

58. JS36 indicated that the US Government has been secretly sweeping up digital
communications and personal data around the world with little oversight from either the
judiciary or legislature,** and recommended that the US respect the privacy of individuals
outside its territorial borders.’*®* HRW made a similar recommendation.*® JS15 stated that
the US authorities, on a daily basis, are intercepting the private communications and other
personal electronic data of hundreds of millions people across the globe.* JS15
recommended that the US discontinue all indiscriminate interception, retention, use and
dissemination of individuals’ private communications both within and outside US territory
and jurisdiction.'%®
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59. JS10 stated that indigenous children are removed from their families and
communities at disproportionate rates as compared to other children'® and once removed
they often suffer psychological, economic and cultural harms.?®

60. NCLR stated that LGBT people in the US are denied marriage rights to same-sex
couples, and parental and custodial rights to LGBT parents.”® WI recommended
recognizing same-sex relationships, including removal of bans on marriage.?®

5. Freedom of expression, association and peaceful assembly

61.  JS35 stated that the Government’s prosecutions of leakers of classified information
have created a chilling effect on journalistic reporting and free speech. The Government has
sought to limit access to sensitive national security-related trials and documents on key
issues of public interest.?® JS35 recommended that the Government guarantee that
journalists will not be prosecuted for receiving confidential and/or classified information,?*
and to end indiscriminate surveillance programs that collect either communications
metadata or content.?®

62. JS41%° and JS39%" recommended the implementation of previous related UPR
recommendations 92.94%%, 92,153 and 92.154*°, to end the criminalization, incarceration
and exile of Counter Intelligence Program - Civil Rights Era political activists, including
immediate release of all the aged, terminally, or chronically ill. CIVICUS made a similar
recommendation.?°

63. ISHR recommended enacting laws and policies to recognise and protect human
rights defenders and prohibit intimidation or reprisal by giving full force and effect to the
International Declaration on Human Rights Defenders.?** ITHACA expressed concerns
about attacks against human rights defenders and stressed that attorneys attempting to
address these issues were suspended from the practice of law.?'?

64. JS4 reported that recently there have been efforts to silence college campuses’
viewpoints in favor of Palestinian rights, branding that expression as anti-Semitic and
thereby worthy of censorship.?® CIVICUS made similar remarks and recommended
terminating all unwarranted investigations into the activities of university student groups
who advocate for the rights of Palestinians.?*

65.  JS37 expressed concern at the difficulties encountered by serving members of the
armed forces who develop a conscientious objection to such service, and harsh treatment of
those whose claim to be conscientious objectors.?*®

66. CIVICUS recommended amending all federal, states and municipal laws and
policies requiring explicit approval to hold public protests and recommended ensuring that
all journalists are permitted to report on protests without undue interference.?®

6. Right to work and to just and favourable conditions of work

67. JS5 noted with concern discriminatory practices in the labour market towards
women and migrant workers, and indicated that women are disadvantaged in pursuing work
promotions and reaching the highest management positions. JS5 recommended taking
measures to combat inequalities in the labour market especially regarding young people,
women and migrants.?*” UNA recommended passing legislation to ensure women receive
equal pay for equal work.?®

68. AHR indicated poor treatment and workplace violations against immigrants,
primarily in unskilled labor positions: employers are taking advantage of undocumented
immigrants’ fear of deportation by engaging in various levels of exploitation, from low
wages and wage theft, to physical and sexual assault, to outright imprisonment.?* AHR
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recommended increasing resources devoted to training, investigation, and prosecution of
these crimes under state and federal laws.?

69.  JS12 stated that a significant number of Hispanic children, age twelve and younger,
are hired to work in agriculture exposing them to serious health hazards, in violation of ILO
Conventions 138 and 182, and recommended a change of the Fair Labour Standard Act to
increase the minimum age for hazardous work in agriculture.”> HRW made a similar
recommendation.??

Right to social security and to an adequate standard of living

70. JS41 recommended prohibiting evictions of persons living in homeless
encampments.??® JS22 recommended ensuring that public resources are wisely used for the
improvement of the quality of life.?*

71.  JS20 recommended providing additional federal relief to state and local
governments to prevent cuts to education, health and core social services.?®

72.  MSU observed that water and sanitation services are not economically accessible
and recommended enhancing programmes to ensure greater access to these basic
services.??®* MGA recommended engaging civil society and communities to ensure that all
residents enjoy the human right to water and sanitation.”” MWRO made similar remarks
and recommended prohibiting the termination of basic water services for lack of ability to
pay and for vulnerable population.?® Noting that the US accepted recommendations on
homelessness and housing, JS23 recommended ensuring that every person can afford
adequate housing and that no person loses access to water or sanitation.?® JS25
recommended convening a national inter-agency consultation on drinking water with the
aim of developing responses to water challenges in the country.?®

Right to health

73.  VWOC stated that the US should allow everyone within its borders to enjoy the right
to health, and that universal healthcare laws should be passed on a federal level.?*

74. Al recommended ensuring that all women have equal access to quality maternal
health care services.?*

75. FLG expressed concerns about the over-medication of psychotropic drugs on
African descent girls in foster care and recommended collecting data categorized by race
and ethnic origin among children in foster care.?*®

76.  GJC indicated that the US noted recommendation 92.228%** to remove blanket
abortion restrictions on humanitarian aid for girls and women raped in war, and stated that
these restrictions violate US obligations under, among others, CAT and ICCPR.%** It
recommended permitting US foreign assistance to be used for safe abortion services in the
cases of rape, life endangerment or incest.?*®

77.  UNA recommended that the Government continue to support universal access to
voluntary sexual and reproductive health services.?*’

78. LTCCC recommended enforcing longstanding standards of care and treatment of
nursing home residents and, particularly, of the numerous residents suffering from
Alzheimer’s disease or other forms of dementia.?®

Right to education

79.  JS16 noted that the US accepted a number of recommendations related to the right to
education and recommended protecting young people’s freedom to choose text and
books.?*
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10.

11.

12.

80. AHR stated that many immigrant students attend “high-poverty, low-performing
schools” due to increasing segregation®® and recommended creating a plan that meets the
educational and mental health needs of all refugee students.?*

81. JS5 welcomed acceptance of UPR WG recommendation 92.109** aimed to
promote, inter alia, educational opportunities, and commended attempts by the Government
to facilitate the equal integration of all students in the education system. However, JS5
remained concerned that particularly African American, Hispanic and Native American
children face a high level of discrimination. Schools in low-income neighborhoods tend to
have the fewest resources, funding, and least experienced teachers compared to schools in
more affluent neighborhoods. High school drop-out rates remain high for African American
and Hispanic students.?”® JS12 stated that the school dropout rate for Hispanic children who
labour in agriculture is four times the national rate.**

82. JS21 indicated that African Americans still suffer from disproportionately lower
standing in social indicators including education.?* JS5 recommended increasing measures
to combat discrimination, particularly against children from poor families and minority
children, through programmes and policies to reduce inequalities in access to education and
health.®

Cultural rights

83. QR drew attention to the precarious conditions of the Quindaro Ruins and
Underground Railroad site, which has a high historical value related to slavery.?*’

Persons with disabilities

84.  JS11 stated that women with disabilities are two to three times more likely than non-
disabled women to experience violence, including but not limited to sexual and domestic
violence and recommended that the funding to programs focusing on women with
disabilities under VAWA is increased.*®

85.  JS8 stated that violations, including denial of legal capacity, and discrimination
against persons with disabilities are still occurring.*

Minorities and indigenous peoples

86.  JS46 stated that Alaska and Hawaii were each a state of peoples recognized under
the law of nations and international law as nations, claiming self-determination and self-
governance. According to JS46, the US submitted misleading reports to cloak the violations
of the Charter of the United Nations and international law.°

87.  While acknowledging the efforts made by the Government in recent years to
advance the rights of indigenous peoples, JS5 noted with deep concern that indigenous
peoples, including American Indian, Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian peoples, still face
significant challenges that are related to historical discrimination, acts of oppression, and
inadequate government policies.?®* JS5 recommended the Government to adopt measures to
effectively protect sacred areas of indigenous peoples against environmental exploitation
and degradation.?? JS19 made similar recommendations.?*

88. JS48 requested that the UPR Working Group recommend that the US fully
implement the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples without seeking to
diminish the inherent rights of Indigenous Peoples to, inter alia, self-determination, free,
prior and informed consent, rights to traditionally owned, occupied and used lands,
territories and resources, cultural rights and sacred areas.®* JS44 made similar remarks and
recommended protecting cultural landscapes and sacred areas of indigenous peoples and
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13.

ensure that consultations are held with the communities affected by development projects
and exploitation of natural resources.?®® JS42 made a similar recommendation.?®

89. JS26 stated that the principle of free, prior and informed consent relating to
indigenous peoples must be central to domestic and foreign policy. Sacred sites must be
protected across the country.?®’

90.  JS40 stressed that the reclamation of traditional lands and natural resources is a
primary goal for the Nipmuc Nation and the Chappaquiddick Wampanoag Tribe.?®® Tribal
members are continually challenged in their right to hunt and fish without license. Some
cases have resulted in arrests of tribal members.®® WSNC recommended that the
Government respond to WSNC requests for negotiation on treaty and land rights.*®°

91. JS48 indicated that the US continues to make unilateral decisions to extract
resources (gold, uranium, coal, timber, water, etc.), and to carry out development projects
with devastating impacts on the sacred areas, including waters and other resources.?*

92.  JS48 requested that the UPR WG recommend that the US reconsider its rejection, in
its first UPR review, of recommendation 92.154?% regarding the end of the incarceration of
the Indian activist Leonard Peltier.?%

93.  JS42 asked the UPR WG to recommend that the US engage in peace processes with
Indigenous Peoples by providing safe access to land, water and education, and safety from
violence.?®

Migrants, refugees and asylum seekers

94.  JS47 highlighted that the US immigration system fails to protect fundamental human
rights to fair deportation proceedings, humane detention conditions, freedom from
persecution or torture, and family unity.®® NIJC stated that the Government denied
immigrants the right to a fair hearing and judicial review though summary removal
processes in contradiction with its support of UPR WG recommendation 92.185.%¢ JS41
recommended halting the practice of prosecuting, in the criminal justice system, people
charged with immigration offenses.?®” Al recommended detaining migrants only in
exceptional circumstances, in humane conditions, with such detention justified in each
individual case and subject to judicial review.?® PHR?°® and JS43°° made similar
recommendations.

95.  JS47 stated that the US should ensure respect for the right to family unity for
detained migrants.? VIVAT International recommended revising detention and
deportation policies to avoid separating family members.?? JS29 recommended minimizing
the use of expedited removal against unaccompanied children.?”® JS43 noted that the US
Government has expanded the detention of immigrant families and has failed to protect
children from abuse in CBP custody.?* NIJC recommended eliminating the use of family
detention and improving detention conditions at the border.?”® JS43 made similar
recommendations.?’® JS2 recommended avoiding the criminalization of migrants, end
police brutality, guarantee migrants access to basic services.?”’

96. JS47 indicated that the sexual abuse of migrants in detention, including pregnant
women, nursing mothers, and LGBTI migrants is a serious concern.?”® VWC noted that in
spite of US’s acceptance of UPR WG recommendation 92.195%”°, no executive or
administrative action has been taken to provide access to healthcare for non-citizens.?®

97. AHR indicated that eligibility for most public benefits hinges on immigration status
denying benefits to qualified immigrants or family members. The exclusion of
undocumented immigrants from almost all public benefits violates their basic human
rights.?*

11
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14.

15.

Environmental issues

98.  JS30 recommended supporting engagement and international partnership to sustain a
comprehensive health treatment system in the Marshall Islands.?*

99.  JS52 suggested stopping new uranium mining in minority communities, and
enforcing domestic environmental law consistent with human rights standards.?®®

100. GN requested the UPR WG to ask the Government to discuss with them ways to
promote together adaptation measures to climate change and mitigation of climate change
through the development of renewable energy and protection of ecosystems by empowering
GN to manage human interaction with GN lands.?*

Human rights and counter-terrorism

101. JS31 stated that the US accepted but failed to implement UPR recommendations
92.58 and 92.65%* by which all domestic counterterrorism legislation and action should
have been made consistent with international human rights standards and laws.?® JS31
recommended engaging with the civil society in a realignment of national security and
counterterrorism laws in order to lower barriers to humanitarian access to civilians in armed
conflict.?
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