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Introduction
In its December 2015 Concluding Observations (COB) issued after reviewing China’s Fifth
Periodic Report, the Committee against Torture requested the Chinese government submit
information to address the Committee’s concerns stipulated in paragraphs 13, 19, 23, and 31 of
the COB within one year of the review.1 The Chinese government submitted its follow-up report
to the Committee on January 24, 2017. 2 Our joint civil society report is intended to provide the
information requested by the Committee and respond to the government’s report. We highlighted
persistent discrepancies between the government’s on-going practices and its obligations under
the Convention Against Torture.
The government’s report inadequately addressed the Committee’s concerns expressed in those
specific paragraphs in the COB. The picture that the government’s report presented of the
situation involving torture in China is far from accurate. Provisions in existing legislation that the
Committee asked China to amend have not been changed to comply with the Convention. This
legislation remains incompatible with the Convention against Torture and other international
human rights treaties that China has ratified. New legislation or regulations introduced since
2015 have not provided additional legal protection, and in some cases, have undermined existing
safeguards for detainees. In practice, Chinese police and other government personnel routinely
sidestep such safeguards in the law with impunity.
In the crackdown on lawyers and activists that began in July 2015, families and lawyers have
released accounts of torture that the detained lawyers and activists were subjected to in police
custody. The government has not allowed any independent investigations into these torture
allegations. The People’s Procuratorates and the People’s Courts cannot independently or
impartially conduct such investigations: they are subservient to the Chinese Communist Party.
The government continues to refuse to provide comprehensive data on investigation into torture
allegations or prosecution of suspected torturers.
In collecting information and conducting research for this report, CHRD worked with many
China-based independent groups and over a dozen Chinese lawyers. This report has been jointlyproduced with these Chinese groups and lawyers. Their names have been withheld to protect
them from government reprisals. We wish to acknowledge their valuable contribution and their
courage in cooperating with a UN treaty body at great personal risk.
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1. Restrictions on Access to a Lawyer and Notification to Families (Para. 13, COB)
(1.1)

On Access to a Lawyer

(1.1.1) Restrictions involving “endangering state security” crimes & “residential
surveillance at a designated location”
1. The Chinese government did not amend nor repeal Article 37 of the Criminal Procedure Law
(CPL) and related regulations, as recommended by the Committee Against Torture, to ensure
that detainees are guaranteed the right to access a lawyer irrespective of the charge.3 Article
37 of the CPL allows restrictions on the right of counsel to meet with detainees during the
investigation stage in cases involving “endangering state security,” “terrorism,” or “serious
bribery.” The government highlighted in its follow-up report that the law allows for lawyers
to apply for permission to see a detainee suspected of a crime in one of these categories.4
However, efforts by lawyers to obtain permission to meet their clients accused of crimes
under these categories are usually futile.5 The government claimed that the denial of lawyers’
visits on “national security” or “terrorism” grounds was used “only in a very few,
extraordinary cases.”6 But it did not provide data on the specific instances when authorities
invoked this restriction, making it difficult to verify the accuracy of this claim. We have
documented numerous cases in which this restriction has been applied.7
2. The government has also failed to repeal Article 73 of the CPL as a matter of urgency, which
the Committee specifically asked the government to do. Article 73 allows PSB officials to
deny detainees access to legal counsel by putting them under “residential surveillance at a
designated location” (RSDL). Detainees could be held in secret locations for up to six
months (under de facto “enforced disappearance”) if they are suspected of “endangering state
security,” “terrorism,” or significant bribery crimes. The government’s report doesn’t provide
comprehensive statistics on the number of individuals held under RSDL or the number of
RSDL detainees granted a visit by their lawyer. We have not found a single case of RSDL
where a lawyers’ visit was granted.
3. Of particular concern is that authorities have continued to put individuals under RSDL since
the Committee issued its COB in December 2015. Seven individuals held under RSDL in the
2015 crackdown on human rights lawyers and activists (hereafter, 709 Crackdown) have
alleged that police tortured or ill-treated them.8 Three, prominent lawyer Li Heping (李和平)
and activists Gou Hongguo (沟洪国) and Zhai Yanmin (翟岩民), were convicted and given
suspended sentences after pleading guilty. Li and Gou told their families that they were
subjected to torture to extract their confession.9 In another case in Hunan Province, detained
human rights lawyer Xie Yang (谢阳) told his lawyer in January 2017 of being tortured to
extract a confession while he was kept in RSDL.10 Torture techniques allegedly used against
Xie included beatings, sleep deprivation, long interrogations, and death threats. Xie said that
the apparent aim was to force him to confess to criminal behavior and to incriminate other
lawyers.11
(1.1.2) Access denied even to detainees who do not face state security charges
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4. The government claims that only under strict conditions detainees could be denied access to
lawyers, including when an individual is charged with a crime that involves “endangering
state security,” terrorism, or bribery. However, we have documented cases of denied access
to detainees who have not been charged with such crimes. For example, police detained nine
individuals in Suzhou, Jiangsu Province, between September 2016 to February 2017 for their
role in a peaceful demonstration outside a courthouse or for their comments posted online,
and denied them access to their lawyers for months.12 Eight were held under RSDL on
charges of “picking quarrels and provoking trouble” (Article 293, Criminal Law (CL)) and
“disrupting court order” (Article 309, CL). These crimes fall under the category of
“obstructing the administration of public order,” yet police told lawyers they could not visit
their clients because their cases involved “national security.”13
5. In December 2015, Guangdong police detained several staff members of labor NGOs on
suspicion of “gathering a crowd to disrupt social order.”14 For an extended period of time,
Guangzhou PSB refused to allow the lawyers for three of the detainees—Zeng Feiyang (曾飞
洋), Peng Jiayong, (彭家勇), and Deng Xiaoming (邓小明)—to meet with them, even
though they were held on suspicion of a “obstructing the administration of public order”
crime.15 In another example, Hubei authorities denied human rights defender Liu Yanli (刘艳
丽) access to her lawyer for the eight-month duration of her detention from September 2016
until her release in May 2017. She had been held on suspicion of “slander” after she shared
posts on social media about former Chinese leader Mao Zedong. 16
(1.1.3) Access denied to lawyers of detainees’ own choice
6. The Chinese government stated that any restriction on access to legal counsel, even in
national security or terrorism cases, are lifted after the detainee is formally indicted by
prosecutors as the restrictions “apply only in the investigation stage.”17 However, we have
found that authorities have ignored the law and continue to deprive access to legal counsel
for detainees who have been formally charged. For example, detained lawyer Wang
Quanzhang (王全章) was indicted in February 2017 but, as of the completion of this report,
in June 2017, he has not been granted a single meeting with his lawyers.18
7. There has been a dozen or so documented cases where authorities told the detainees’ familyhired lawyers or the families that the detainees have “fired” the family lawyers and instead
agreed to be represented by government-appointed lawyers. However, in these cases,
authorities refused to provide the legally required written documents or allow for in-person
attorney-client meetings to verify that the detainees had decided on their own to switch
lawyers.19 According to our documentation, authorities used this tactic in at least 15 cases in
2016, mainly tied to the detainees in the 709 Crackdown.20 It has been impossible to confirm
if such “decisions” have been made voluntarily by the detainees since their families and
lawyers are barred from visiting them. Families and lawyers involved in these cases have
strong suspicions that the detainees have been coerced to accept the arrangement. Authorities
then used the “dismissals” of the lawyers to justify the ongoing denial of the detainees’
access to legal counsel even after the end of the investigation period.
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8. In 2017, authorities continued to use the tactic of forced “firing” of family-hired lawyers in
other cases that are not tied to the 709 Crackdown.21 In one such case, two human rights
activists and UNHCR-recognized refugees Dong Guangping (董广平) and Jiang Yefei (姜野
飞) were forcibly repatriated from Thailand in November 2015, and then arrested and
charged with “inciting subversion of state power” and “illegally crossing national borders.” 22
As their cases headed to trial, Chongqing authorities claimed that the two had dismissed the
lawyers hired by their families and denied meetings with these lawyers. There has been no
way to verify whether the two had any access to legal counsel or if the government-imposed
lawyers have been able to represent them independently from government interference.
9. In cases that we have documented involving HRDs, government-appointed lawyers do not
act to ensure that the detainees’ rights are safeguarded. Such lawyers often refuse to speak
with family members or share case status updates with them.23 In some instances,
government-appointed lawyers act more like security agents than defense attorneys. For
instance, the government-appointed lawyer for detained lawyer Li Heping did not even
attend the sentencing hearing for his client. Tianjin No. 2 Intermediate People’s Court
convicted lawyer Li Heping of “subversion of state power” on April 28, 2017, following a
secret trial three days prior, and sentenced him to three years (suspended for four years). Li’s
wife, Wang Qiaoling (王峭岭), was not informed of the trial or the sentencing hearing. She
only learnt about them after they took place. Instead of attending the hearing at the court in
Tianjin, the government-appointed lawyer Wen Zhisheng (温志胜) was in Beijing attempting
to force Ms. Wang to come to Tianjin with her daughter. When she refused, Wen cursed at
her, attempted to grab her phone, and even tried to hit her.24
10. In cases of detained HRDs who were represented at their trials by such government-imposed
lawyers, State media reported that these defendants confessed to the crimes as charged,
pleaded guilty and vowed not to appeal. This scenario was repeated in the cases of lawyers Li
Heping, Xie Yang and Zhou Shifeng (周世峰), activists Gou Hongguo, Hu Shigen (胡石根),
and Zhai Yanmin, and NGO director Zeng Feiyang.25 In comparison, detained HRDs who
were represented by their own lawyers very rarely pleaded guilty and most of them filled
appeals to contest their convictions. We have not found evidence suggesting that, either
during pre-trial detention or court proceedings, the government-appointed lawyers defended
or acted in the best interest of their clients.26 Moreover, as many of the HRDs that pled guilty
had also been held in secret detention, their confessions were likely coerced through torture
or ill-treatment. The government-appointed lawyers never raised allegations of torture by
detainees or filed for such testimony to be excluded from trials. Many individuals held in
secret detention then went on to make allegations of torture after they were released.
(1.2)

Failure to Notify Detainees’ Families or To Do So Within Legal Time Limit

(1.2.1) Chinese laws & regulations leave room for secret detention
11. The Chinese government did not implement the Committee’s recommendation to repeal
Article 83 of the CPL that permits restrictions on notifying families.27 The government
claimed in its follow-up report that there are “strict rules” on the notification of families, but
cited Article 83.28 Article 83 allows restrictions on notification of families if “the notification
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cannot be processed or where the detainee is involved in crimes endangering state security or
crimes of terrorist activities, and such notification may hinder the investigation.” Article 83
does not explicitly say that the family must receive the notification within 24 hours.
According to Chinese lawyers interviewed for this report, police have interpreted this to
mean that they can send out notifications via the slowest communication channels possible,
which means that families may not receive notifications for days or weeks. 29 In some cases,
police seem to deliberately send written notices through the post to slow down the
notification process, even though they could also use a telephone to alert families.30
12. The government cited in its follow-up report the “Rules for Criminal Procedure of the
People’s Procuratorate (for Trial Implementation)” (Article 133) and the “Public Security
Organs Procedures for Handling Criminal Cases” (Article 123) as containing “clear
provisions specifically defining what constitutes a hindrance to the investigation and when
notification is impossible.” 31 According to these instruments, police and prosecutors have
broad powers to decide if certain conditions are met, which leaves ample room for them to
interpret the rules and make arbitrary decisions. Under these rules, families do not need to be
notified if “it is impossible to get in touch with the detainee’s family,” a provision that is
open to abuse, especially for families in remote or small towns and rural areas.
(1.2.2) Detainees’ families learnt about their detention from state media
13. The government asserted in its follow-up report that the rules exempting police notification
of family members only applied during the investigation stage and that “once the possibility
of hindrance of the investigation passes, the family of the detainee must be notified
immediately of the situation in question.”32 In several cases involving detained HRDs, the
news of their detention and details of the state’s case against them appeared on state-run
media before their families had received any notification. This was the case with the families
of detained lawyers Huang Liqun (黄力群) and Xie Yuandong (谢远东), and activists Xing
Qingxian (幸清贤) and Tang Zhishun (唐志顺).33 In some instances, detainees who had been
held incommunicado were shown on state TV “confessing” to a crime or criminal activity,
without their families having been notified that they were detained or the facts of the case.34
In all of the above cases, police cited possible “hindrance to an investigation” as grounds for
not granting meetings with a lawyer, but broadcast details of the case and “confessions” on
state media.
14. In one example, disbarred human rights lawyer Jiang Tianyong (江天勇) disappeared from a
Hunan train station in November 2016.35 His family filed a “missing persons” report with the
police, but police refused to accept it. Meanwhile, police refused tell Jiang’s family whether
Jiang was in custody. On December 16, 2016, state-run media published a report confirming
that Jiang had been detained on suspicion of “endangering state security” crimes, and falsely
claimed that his family had been notified. 36 Jiang’s father filed a lawsuit against the
newspapers for making that false claim, but the courts refused to accept the case. 37
Authorities continued to hold Jiang incommunicado under RSDL and then showed him on
state TV “confessing” to criminal activity in March 2017. 38 On April 1, 2017, authorities
denied Jiang’s attorney a meeting with him on the grounds that it might “hinder the
investigation,” despite the fact that police had previously granted state media access to film
Jiang’s “confession.”39 Once Jiang’s six-month RSDL came to an end in May 2017,
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authorities claimed Jiang had “fired” his family-appointed lawyers and accepted governmentimposed lawyers.40
(1.2.3) Failure to notify families of detainees who don’t face “national security” or
“terrorism” charges
15. The government claimed that police and prosecutors “strictly implement the relevant
provisions of the CPL [Article 83]” related to notifying families.41 Authorities have,
however, have violated Article 83. For instance, some detainees’ families have not been
notified even when the detainees did not face “national security” or “terrorism” related
charges. In an egregious case of enforced disappearance, Zhao Suli (赵素利) has been
missing since January 9, 2015, when Hubei police seized her and her husband, Qin Yongmin
(秦永敏), a long-time democracy advocate. 42 Although it was confirmed in 2016 that her
husband was held in Wuhan No. 2 Detention Center, Zhao’s whereabouts remain unknown.
Police and local government officials have refused to notify her family of her status. Her
family’s lawyer filed several “open government information disclosure” requests with the
government to seek information about her whereabouts. The government did not respond.
The family then filed a lawsuit against the government for violating the Regulation on the
Disclosure of Government Information by refusing to provide any information about Zhao. A
court decision on this lawsuit is pending at the time of this report, though the family’s lawyer
was not optimistic. 43 As of writing, Zhao remains missing and her family has no information
about her fate.
16. In two other related cases, the detainees were held on suspicion of “picking quarrels and
provoking trouble,” a charge that is unrelated to “national security.” Police did not notify the
families of the two detained citizen journalists, Lu Yuyu (卢昱宇) and Li Tingyu (李婷玉),
for nine days.44 Their lawyers were not allowed to meet them for almost one month after
their detention.
(1.3)

Lax Supervision of Law Enforcement & Accountability for Abuses
(1.3.1) Complaints about abuses rejected or ignored

17. The government claimed that “to ensure effective supervision and provide for redress, law
enforcement authorities have also issued dedicated rules and taken the relevant measures.”45
The problem is that the rules the government referred to have not been effectively
implemented. There is also lax implementation of the newer rules released since 2015, which
contain provisions prohibiting obstruction of detainees’ access to lawyers and on disciplining
guards at detention facilities.46 Other regulations cited by the government do not comply with
international norms. For example, the 2016 “Opinion on Standardization to Improve the
Scope of Law Enforcement” requires law enforcement to “preserve” the leadership of the
Chinese Communist Party. 47
18. Procuratorate officials have refused to file complaints about breaches of detainees’ rights or
lawyers’ professional rights. In one case, the Suzhou procuratorate refused to accept a
complaint filed by lawyer Sui Muqing (隋牧青) in February 2017 over a detention center’s
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preposterous claim that his client did not want a lawyer while the case was under
“investigation.”48 Procuratorate authorities often do not respond to complaints even if they
file them, despite rules stipulating that they must respond within 10 days of the filing of a
complaint.49 In the cases of lawyers Li Heping, Jiang Tianyong and Wang Quanzhang, all
held in the 709 Crackdown, the local procuratorate failed to respond to each of their lawyers’
complaints over violations of their right to meet their clients.50 Lawyer Yu Wensheng (余文
生), who represents Wang Quanzhang, was frustrated by the lack of response from Tianjin
No. 2 Procuratorate. He sent 21 complaint letters in March 2017 to the National People’s
Congress, State Council, and various national level government offices, detailing the failures
of Tianjin law enforcement officials to investigate alleged abuses.51
19. In another example from the 709 Crackdown, several lawyers filed complaints over the
abusive behavior of Tianjin public security officer Li Bin (李斌), who was in charge of the
Tianjin No. 1 and No. 2 detention centers, where several of the detained lawyers were held.
Officer Li orally told several family-hired lawyers that they had been “fired,” but he did not
produce any corroborating documentation nor did his department allow the lawyers to visit
their clients to verify this claim.52 Prosecutors did not respond to the complaints.
20. Some lawyers interviewed for this report told us that, on occasions even when the
prosecutors filed the complaints and responded, the responses tend to be brief messages that
simply stated that investigators found no unlawful conduct. 53 Their responses did not include
an explanation whether there has been an independent and impartial investigation.
21. In some cases, even when the procuratorate accepted the facts of the complaint and asked
police to halt illegal activities, the officers ignored the requests and continued the abuses
without facing any consequences. In one case in Yunnan Province, the lawyers of detained
citizen journalist Li Tingyu filed a complaint about officials at the detention center, who had
told the lawyers that their client had “fired” them, but refused to allow them to meet Li to
verify this claim.54 An official at the Dali City People’s Procuratorate later told the lawyers
that the procuratorate had accepted their complaint and had “recommended” the detention
center allow the lawyers to visit their client. The police at the detention center ignored this
recommendation.
(1.3.2) Reprisals for complaining about torture or abuses of legal safeguards
22. The Committee recommended China ensure that detainees, their legal representatives, and
relatives can challenge in court the restrictions on access to clients or notification of
families.55 The government has not implemented this recommendation. In many instances,
Chinese courts simply refused to docket lawsuits filed by lawyers on behalf of detainees or
their families over blocked access or failures to notify. Moreover, the plaintiffs who filled
such lawsuits could face reprisals by government authorities. For example, the 71-year old
mother of labor NGO director Zeng Feiyang withdrew her lawsuit two weeks after she had
filed it, because she faced police threats.56 A Beijing court refused to accept a lawsuit
brought by Wang Qiaoling (王峭岭), the wife of detained lawyer Li Heping, against police
departments for depriving her husbands’ legal right to access lawyers.57 In retaliation for her
lawsuit, police broke into her home on August 6, 2015 and took her in for questioning,
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warning her to stop taking such actions.
23. Complaining about torture in general may lead to retaliation and punishment in the hands of
police. In May 2017, Jiangsu police put activist Zhang Kun (张昆) under criminal detention
on suspicion of “picking quarrels and provoking trouble.” He had posted online accusations
that police tortured him on multiple occasions during his detention and imprisonment
between 2013 and 2016.58
2. Crackdown on Lawyers and Activists Continues (Para. 19, COB)
(2.1)

Government Denies Ongoing Crackdown

24. In its follow-up response, the government dismissed the Committee’s concerns and claimed
that “there has been no ‘crackdown’ by the Government of China on human rights lawyers
and activists.”59 Government officials have on other occasions labelled human rights lawyers
as “criminals,” and the chief justice of the Supreme People’s Court cited punishing human
rights lawyers as a key achievement of the court’s judicial work in 2016.60 We have
documented numerous cases of detention, trials, imprisonment, torture and intimidation of
lawyers and activists since the crackdown began in July 2015. Some of the families of
victims of the ongoing crackdown on lawyers and activists have spoken publicly that their
relatives have been tortured and ill-treated in detention centers and RSDL.61 On May 5, 2017,
the UN Office of the High Commissioner on Human Rights expressed “dismay by this
continuing pattern of harassment of lawyers, through continued detention, without full due
process guarantees and with alleged exposure to ill-treatment and coercion into selfincrimination.”62
25. We have tracked the detentions in the ongoing 709 Crackdown on lawyers and activists. 63
Six individuals remain in custody (either prison or pre-trial detention or awaiting a verdict).
Of the total affected, eight have been put on trial and six of them convicted, of whom three
are serving prison sentences and the other three have been released on suspended sentences;64
one detainee has been put on trial but a verdict has not been issued; and another detainee was
released on bail after a trial without a verdict.65 Another two are in pre-trial detention,
awaiting their first hearing. 66 Out of 28 individuals who authorities “released” on bail or on a
suspended sentence, we documented 17 who were immediately put under some form of
residential surveillance in unknown locations; 11 of these individuals remain under strict
police control—they are not allowed to leave their residences, receive visitors, speak to
reporters, or go online. Those who are serving suspended sentences could be put in prison at
any time if police decide that they have broken certain rules.
26. The Chinese government claimed in its follow-up report that “there have been just a few
cases of lawyers who have been held to account and subjected to sanctions because they have
violated professional ethics and discipline and have gone beyond the legal and regulatory
scope of the practice of their profession.” 67 Many of the detained lawyers were charged with
“subversion of state power” or “inciting subversion of state power,” which are classified as
“endangering state security” crimes. These grave criminal charges, which carry harsh prison
sentences, are a serious escalation of the government’s claim that these lawyers “violated
professional ethics,” which in and of itself would not be considered a crime that would
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“endanger national security” under any stretch of the Chinese law.
27. The government defended its criminal persecution of lawyers by declaring in its follow-up
report that “no one can claim any special privileges based on the fact that he or she is a
lawyer.”68 The detained human rights lawyers had tried to defend the due process rights of
their clients, such as other human rights defenders, families affected by poisoned milk,
dissident writers, labor organizers, victims of land grabs, and members of persecuted
religious groups or ethnic minorities. 69 They had tried to do their job despite the
government’s abuses of power and interference in the independency of the judiciary.
Through state media, the government publicly smeared the detained lawyers and activists to
delegitimize their work in promoting and defending human rights and discredit them.70 These
smear campaigns were intended to shape public opinion about these lawyers prior to any
court trial, thus depriving them of the presumption of innocence. The government’s case
against the lawyers, as published in state media and selected court transcripts from the
August 2016 trials of several lawyers and activists, made it clear that the lawyers were being
prosecuted for their professional work and the activists for their advocacy for human rights.71
The State’s case is clear retaliation against these individuals for exercising their rights to free
expression, association, and peaceful assembly.
28. The government responded to the Committee with information about four such detainees:
lawyer Zhou Shifeng and activists Zhai Yanmin, Hu Shigen and Gou Hongguo. The Tianjin
No 2. Intermediate People’s Court convicted all four in August 2016 following closed-door
trials. The government claimed that the defendants’ rights were protected,72 which is
factually false. The August 2016 trials violated both international standards on fair trials and
relevant provisions in Chinese law. Police detained the four men in the summer of 2015 and
put them under secret detention in RSDL for six months. Their families did not receive any
written notification until their formal arrests in January 2016 and Zhai Yanmin’s family
wasn’t notified until April 2016.73 During their pre-trial detention period, none of the four
was granted a single meeting with a lawyer hired by their families. They were represented at
trial by government-appointed lawyers. The court failed to give three-day advance public
notice of the trials as required by Chinese law; instead, the court posted the trial notices on
its social media account either on the day of the trial or the night before. 74 Authorities
prevented the men’s family members from attending the trials; police detained Hu Shigen’s
brothers and put family members of Gou Hongguo, Zhai Yanmin and Zhou Shifeng under
house arrest.75 Only selected media received permission to attend the trails, while foreign
journalists reported that they were met with a heavy police presence after arriving at the
courthouse.76 The court swiftly convicted all four of “subversion.” Each trial lasted for about
three hours, despite the severity of the charges against them. The wife of Gou Hongguo has
since made public accusations that her husband was tortured in police custody, collaborating
strong suspicions that his “confession” during trial was coerced. 77
(2.2)

Violence against Lawyers & Interference in Independence of the Legal Profession

29. The government claimed in its follow-up response to CAT that it “has always respected and
protected the rights of lawyers to practice.”78 There is a large gap between this claim and the
reality of how the government treats lawyers who try to practice law independently, uphold
rule of law principles, and defend the legal rights of the accused. These lawyers have been
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subjected to intimidation, harassment, violence, and criminal prosecution. 79 Lawyers should
have been protected by the Chinese government from such mistreatment, as the Committee
recommended, but they have not been. The government cited in its follow-up report the
September 2015 “Provisions on the Legal Protection of Lawyers’ Practicing Rights” as an
indication of its protection of lawyers’ rights.80 In practice, these provisions have been
routinely ignored or violated by judicial authorities and law enforcement personnel with little
or no accountability.81 One Chinese lawyer described them to us as “useless.”82 Another
regulation cited by the government as evidence of its protection of lawyers’ rights is the June
2016 “Opinion on the Strengthening of the Reform of the Bar.”83 However, the Opinion
emphasizes that the “guiding ideology” of China’s legal system reform is “adhering to the
[Chinese Communist] Party’s leadership” and that the fundamental requirement for a
lawyer’s practice is to “support socialist rule of law.”84
30. Since 2015, the government has introduced troubling revisions to regulations that govern the
legal profession. These revisions provide more room for government interfere in the freedom
of lawyers to practice their profession independently. The Ministry of Justice put out revised
versions of the “Administrative Measures for Law Firms” and “Administrative Measures for
the Practice of Law by Lawyers,” both of which went into effect in November 2016. 85
According to newly added provisions, lawyers can be dismissed by their law firms for
challenging violations of their clients’ rights, for gathering to discuss defense strategies,
complaining about abusive police behavior, or even expressing dissent with government
policies.86 The amended “Measures on the Practice of Law by Lawyers” includes a new
provision (Article 2) that stipulates: “…as a basic requirement to practice, lawyers should
endorse Communist Party leadership and socialist rule of law,” and the “Measures for Law
Firms” requires lawyers to “support the leadership of the Chinese Communist Party” (Article
3).87 A new pilot program introduced by the Ministry of Justice on March 31, 2017 in four
provinces requires lawyers to be evaluated, in part, on their “political performance.” 88
31. Chinese authorities have begun prosecuting human rights defenders under the crime
“disrupting court order” (Article 309, CL), an amendment to the law in 2015, despite the
Committee’s concerns that the amendment is “overbroad, undermines the principle of legal
certainty and is open to abusive interpretation and application.” 89 The government claimed in
its follow-up report that Article 309 had been reworded in the drafting process to be clearer
as applying to “conduct involving the destruction of court facilities or plundering, damaging
or destroying litigation documentation or evidence, when the circumstances are serious.” 90
However, as feared, the law has been broadly applied to free speech or peaceful assemblies
in or around courts.91
32. The government further claimed that Article 309 “ensur[es] the personal safety of
participants in legal action, including lawyers.” 92 However, we have documented four
incidents of violence against lawyers while they were working in and around the court
buildings since the amended Criminal Law went into effect in 2015. 93 None of the alleged
perpetrators of violence against lawyers have been investigated or prosecuted for “disrupting
court order.” In one incident, which took place in October 2016, bailiffs violently assaulted a
lawyer for trying to bring case files into a courtroom. The lawyer’s complaint was dismissed
by prosecutors, who said a bailiff hitting a lawyer in court was not a “serious” incident.94
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33. In September 2016, 115 Chinese lawyers signed a petition addressed to the National People’s
Congress.95 They requested the legislative body introduce legislation to make it a crime to
“obstruct lawyers’ defense of their clients,” arguing that such measures are urgently
necessary. As they stated in the petition, they have become gravely concerned that lawyers’
speech has often been interrupted in court, and when lawyers protest, they have been accused
of “disrupting court order.”
3. Lack of Independent Investigations into Torture Allegations (Para. 23, COB)
(3.1) People’s Procuratorates Tasked with Investigating Torture Not Independent
34. The Committee recommended China establish an independent oversight mechanism to
ensure prompt, impartial, and effective investigations into all allegations of torture and illtreatment. The existing mechanism, the people’s procuratorate, which is tasked with
receiving complaints and conduct investigations into torture allegations, lacks impartiality
and is not independent from the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) or the CCP-led
government.96 Especially in political cases, the procuratorate tends to ignore or refuse to
investigate torture allegations or complaints about obstruction of lawyers’ professional work.
International standards state that an independent authority is one with no relation to the body
that is investigating or prosecuting criminal allegations.97 However, people’s procuratorates
prosecute cases investigated by public security organs.
35. In the aforementioned case of detained lawyer Xie Yang (para. 3), family and lawyers do not
know of any independent investigation into his allegations of torture. 98 Xie and his lawyers
filed complaints twice with the procuratorate demanding investigations into torture, once in
November 2016 and again in January 2017. 99 Since they filed these complaints, there has
been no indication that any of the accused perpetrators had been suspended pending an
investigation. Instead, Xie Yang, his family, and his lawyers faced retaliation. Changsha City
officials summoned Xie’s wife Chen Guiqiu for questioning; judicial authorities made
surprise “inspections” of the law firm where one of the lawyers works; and Xie’s lawyers
were blocked from visiting him at the detention facility.100 Authorities also attempted to
refute the accusations through an elaborate propaganda campaign in state media. 101 A state
media report from March 3, 2017 stated an investigation had been conducted, though this
was only after international media had widely reported on the case.102 However, Xie’s
lawyers never received a report from such an investigation, nor has such a report been made
public. Xie’s lawyers filed a complaint, asking for a copy of the report, but did not receive a
response.103 Under these circumstances, it is impossible to verify if a genuinely independent
and impartial investigation was ever conducted. No individual has been charged with torture
in relation to Xie Yang’s case. In May 2017, Xie Yang, represented by government-imposed
lawyers, appeared in a close-door trial.104 He confessed to “crimes” and denied he was
tortured, according to clips broadcast by state media. Xie was released on bail following his
“confession,” but has since disappeared into police custody and his current whereabouts are
unknown.105
(3.2) Chinese Communist Party Bodies Interfere in Judicial System
36. The government asserted “The people’s procuratorates are not subordinate to the public
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security organs.”106 However, procuratorates are subordinate to the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP). CCP functionaries directly interfere in legal cases. The government did not
deny in its report that the Central Politics and Law Committee (PLCs) play a role in
meddling with legal cases, stating that they “carry out such tasks as coordinating the
functions of the various organs, supervising and urging the performance of duties in
accordance with the law and establishing appropriate conditions for the proper administration
of justice.”107 However, the government’s claim that “they [PLCs] do not coordinate
individual cases” is false.108 For example, in a case in Guiyang, Guizhou Province,
prosecutors told defence attorneys they could not approve medical parole for a prisoner
without authorization from the local PLC.109
37. The so-called “610 Office,” a CCP-directed body that is led by the Central Politics and Law
Committee, interferes in cases involving members of the Falun Gong spiritual group. Named
for its date of creation (June 10, 1999), this Office has no legal authority in the criminal
justice system. Yet, Chinese lawyers who have represented detained members of Falun Gong
reported encountering many incidents of interference by the “610 Office,” which ultimately
decides the outcome of the trials and the severity of the punishment.110 According to one
Chinese lawyer interviewed for this submission, who has handled many such cases, the “610
Office” played a role in deciding every single Falun Gong case he defended.111 Another
lawyer said that the “610 Offices” “control and manipulate [sensitive cases] from behind the
scenes.”112
(3.3) Investigations into Deaths in Custody Even Rarer
38. In 2016-2017, there have been several cases involving death in police custody, which raised
strong suspicion of torture. The way in which government authorities have handled these
cases demonstrates a pattern of lax investigations, which shelters perpetrators from
punishment that fits the severity of the crime. In May 2016, an environmental researcher, Lei
Yang (雷洋), died in custody following a police operation outside a Beijing brothel. Police
initially said he died of a heart attack, but following widespread public outrage challenging
the official narrative, prosecutors opened an investigation.113 According to state media, the
investigation found that Lei had died from choking on his own vomit, which may have been
caused by the officers involved using excessive force.114 The procuratorate recommended the
five officers face “dereliction of duty” charges.115 However, a month later, prosecutors
declined to press criminal charges, claiming that Lei had “disrupted” police work by trying to
flee, and that officers’ breach of duty was “minor,” even though it resulted in the death of the
suspect.116 The police officers reportedly admitted wrongdoing and regretted their actions,
which apparently was cited for leniency and the dropping of charges.
39. In March 2017, Henan police released a statement on social media about a detained criminal
suspect’s death in custody. The statement said that police were suspected of using torture to
coerce a confession, which led to the death.117 Chinese state media reported that the case had
been transferred to the local procuratorate for investigation and that four officers involved
were suspended and under criminal detention. However, since then there has been no
information made public about the investigation or any outcome.
40. Other cases indicate that credible investigations into deaths in detention are rare. In two cases
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from November 2016, families raised concerns after their loved ones died in police custody.
Authorities had kept the bodies from the families, who had demanded an autopsy by credible
medical professionals, which raised suspicion that torture was involved. In one of these cases,
petitioner and a former Re-Education through Labor camp victim, Chen Shenqun (陈沈群),
died on November 21, 2016 as she was being escorted home to Liaoning by police from
petitioning in Beijing.118 Police claimed that her death was the result of a “road accident” but
then reportedly detained Chen’s sister when she tried to view her body. In the other case,
dissident Peng Ming (彭明) died in November 2016 while serving a life sentence in Hubei
Province for his democracy advocacy. 119 His brother told a journalist that, within 24 hours of
his death, his body had reportedly already been prepared for burial with cosmetics covering
his face.
41. Two other cases in 2017 follow the same pattern. In March, bus driver Hu Shiyu (胡树义)
died in custody in Wuxi City, Jiangsu Province. 120 His family said local police tried to cover
it up and claimed that he died of “sudden cardiac arrest.” The family viewed visible injuries
to his body. Officials denied torture was involved but claimed that there were no video
recordings for the period when he was in custody, even though Chinese law requires that
video cameras be installed in all detention facilities and interrogation chambers. In May 2017,
an ethnic Zhuang villager, Luo Jibiao (罗继标), died in a detention center in Guangxi.121 His
family said his body had numerous bruises and injuries on his head, neck, chest, arms and
legs, and blood around his nose and mouth. The family alleged that Luo was tortured to death
during police interrogation. After Luo’s family and lawyers demanded an investigation,
authorities immediately removed Luo’s body to an unknown location and deployed dozens of
armed riot police officers to surround the family’s village. Police visited the law firms of
lawyers representing the family to intimidate them, forcing one lawyer to drop the case.
4. State Secrets Law & Lack of Transparency on Torture (Para. 31, COB)
(4.1) Far-reaching State Secrets Law Could Conceal Information About Torture
42. In its follow-up response to CAT, the government tried to clarify that information about
torture “does not fall within the scope of state secrets” as laid out in relevant provisions of
the Law on Guarding State Secrets. 122 However, the government did not indicate if there
were other laws, regulations, rules, policies, or CCP documents that did or did not classify
information about torture as “state secret.” The Law on Guarding State Secrets includes a
catchall category of “other matters that are classified as state secrets by the state secretguarding department” (Article 9(7)). Information on torture or cases involving torture could
potentially be retroactively classified as a state secret under this provision. One lawyer
interviewed for this report said that while he does not think data related to torture is
technically classified as a state secret, authorities never make public data about torture.123
43. When authorities systematically block lawyers’ access to meet with their clients at detention
facilities, any information about the detainees’ conditions, including being subjected to
torture, is effectively hidden. A common justification given is that granting access to the
detainee might leak “state secrets.” For example, NGO director Huang Qi (黄琦) was
arrested for “illegally providing state secrets to foreign entities” for publishing a photo of a
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government document that listed Huang as a target of an upcoming crackdown; authorities
then retroactively classified the document as a “state secret” and arrested Huang. 124 Police
have denied every meeting request from Huang’s lawyers since detaining him in November
2016, citing as grounds that his case involves “state secrets.” Huang suffers from an
incurable and potentially fatal kidney disease and had been repeatedly hospitalized prior to
his arrest; however, his lawyers cannot find out whether he has received adequate medical
treatment or whether he has been subjected to torture. Deprivation of medical care has been
found to be a systemic form of torture used against some incarcerated HRDs. 125
(4.2) Persistent Refusal to Provide Data on Torture
44. The Chinese government has consistently ignored the recommendation from the Committee
made in 2008 and again in 2015 requesting detailed and broken-down information related to
torture and torture investigations. 126 In response, the government made the claim in it’s
follow-up report that “owing to the country’s vast size, large population and uneven level of
development among regions, and the fact that human and other resources are limited, the
statistics produced by the regions are of different calibers. It is thus difficult in a short time
frame to collect and synthesize detailed, analytical data.” 127 One lawyer interviewed for this
report called such a claim made to a UN body “beyond belief,” citing the expansive and
complicated nationwide control the government has over China’s media, Internet, and mobile
networks.128 The government’s refusal to provide concrete data and specific information
requested by UN human rights bodies has been a longstanding problem. This lack of
cooperation with UN human rights mechanisms operations effectively undermines treaty
body reviews and efforts to assess China’s implementation of human rights treaties and UPR
recommendations. 129
45. The government claimed it “attaches great importance to public access to information” and
cited the Regulation on the Disclosure of Government Information as a venue for citizens to
file a lawsuit if they believe their right to information has been infringed. 130 One Chinese
lawyer described this claim as “deliberately deceptive.”131 The lawyer said that the
government has refused to provide information about torture when lawyers filed
“government information disclosure” requests.132 Another lawyer interviewed for this report
told us that, in general, government departments respond to such requests with uniform
rejections; courts routinely refuse to docket lawsuits against government agencies for
rejecting requests for information on torture related issues; and even if a lawsuit was initially
accepted, it would normally be quickly dismissed.133 In June 2017, the government released
new draft revisions to the Regulations which would greatly expand the list of causes that
officials could cite in denying requests from citizens for government information disclosure.
The draft expanded list includes information that is not fit for public disclosure if it touched
upon foreign affairs, ethnic minorities, religion, territorial affairs, and a vaguely defined
“national interests.”134 It appears that the revisions are retroactive justification for previous
practices of government officials’ refusals to disclose information and the persistent lack of
transparency. Prior to the Committee’s 2015 review, the government had categorically
rejected dozens of requests filed by Chinese citizens for information and data concerning the
claims made by the government in its state report submitted for CAT review. Authorities
retaliated against some of the citizens who had made the requests.135

15

Notes
1

UN Committee Against Torture (CAT), Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of China,
CAT/C/CHN/CO/5, December 2015, para. 61.
2
UN Committee against Torture (CAT), Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding
observations, January 24, 2017, CAT/C/CHN/CO/5/Add.1.
3
CAT, Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of China, December 2015, para. 13 (a).
4
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 2.
5
CHRD, NGO Mid-Term Assessment of China’s Implementation of 2nd Universal Periodic Review (UPR)
Recommendations, Chapter 4: Civil & Political Rights, p. 57, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/11/ngo-assessment-ofchinas-implementation-of-2nd-upr/.
6
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 2.
7
CHRD, Gallery: Chinese Police Deny Requests for Lawyer Visits With Detainees, December 24, 2015,
https://www.nchrd.org/2015/12/gallery-chinese-police-deny-requests-for-lawyer-visits-with-detainees/.
8
They are: Gou Hongguo, Li Chunfu, Li Heping, Li Shuyun, Wu Gan, Xie Yang, and Zhai Yanmin. There may be
more, as others are still in police custody or too afraid to speak out. CHRD, Individuals Affected by July 9
Crackdown on Rights Lawyers (last updated May 29, 2017), https://www.nchrd.org/2015/07/individuals-affectedby-july-10-crackdown-on-rights-lawyers/.
9
The wives of Li Heping and Gou Hongguo alleged that their husbands had been forced to take medication while in
RSDL. AFP, “Jailed Chinese lawyer force-fed medication, wife says,” May 24, 2017,
https://www.yahoo.com/news/jailed-chinese-lawyer-force-fed-medication-wife-says-035633472.html; CHRD,
Portrait of a Defender – Gou Hongguo, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/01/gou-hongguo%E5%8B%BE%E6%B4%AA%E5%9B%BD/.
10
Xie was detained in July 2015 and held incommunicado on suspicion of “inciting subversion of state power.”
Police granted him access to his lawyer in January 2017 after months of incommunicado detention and he gave a
detailed, sworn statement alleging that he had been tortured and forced to confess. According to his testimony,
during the period of RSDL, which stretched from July 11, 2015, to January 9, 2016, police held Xie in a guesthouse
and prevented him from communicating with his lawyers or family. He said as many as 40 individuals from the
Changsha public and national security bureaus and eight prosecutors from the Changsha No. 2 Procuratorate had
been involved in torturing him. CHRD, China: Investigate Torture Allegations of Detained Lawyer Xie Yang, Hold
Torturers Accountable, January 24, 2017, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/01/china-investigate-torture-allegations-ofdetained-lawyer-xie-yang-hold-torturers-accountable/.
11
CHRD, Update to UN on arbitrary detention and torture of Chinese lawyer Xie Yang, January 31, 2017,
https://www.nchrd.org/2017/02/january-31-2017-chrd-update-on-arbitrary-detention-and-torture-of-chinese-lawyerxie-yang/.
12
CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing March 20-23, 2017, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/03/chrb-detentions-insuzhou-new-measures-curb-free-expression-320-23-2017/.
13
PSB officials have arbitrarily utilized Article 374 of the “Ministry of Public Security Provision on Procedures for
Handling Criminal Cases,” which has a very flexible definition of “endangering national security,” and includes a
catch-all phrase that PSB officials can use to label nearly any behaviour as “endangering national security.” This
provision has been used to deny access to lawyers by labelling peaceful expression and promotion of human rights
as behaviour that endangers national security. See, CHRD, NGO Mid-Term Assessment of China’s Implementation
of 2nd Universal Periodic Review (UPR) Recommendations, p. 57.
14
CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing January 8-21, 2016, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/01/chrb-freedom-ofassociation-under-assault-in-china-arbitrary-detentions-disappearances-18-212016/; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender –
Zeng Feiyang, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/08/zeng-feiyang/.
15
PSB authorities released Peng Jiayong and Deng Xiaoming on bail on January 9, 2016, without granting a single
meeting with their lawyers. Authorities did not allow Zeng to meet his family-hired lawyer until June 29, 2016.
However, Zeng’s lawyer was abruptly told he had been “fired” the next month, though no official documentation
was produced to substantiate this. The government then appointed Zeng another lawyer. CHRD interviews 2017;
Radio Free Asia (RFA), “Zhu Xiaoming Application Bail Denies; Peng Jiayong Illegally Denied Access to Lawyer;
Dozens of Guangdong Workers Brought in for Police Questioning” (朱小梅申请取保被拒彭家勇无法见律师 广

16

东多名劳工人被约谈), December 14, 2015, http://www.rfa.org/mandarin/yataibaodao/renquanfazhi/yf112142015100611.html.
16
Rights Defence Network (RDN), “Jingmen, Hubei Province Citizen Liu Yanli Criminalized over Free Speech;
Released on Bail Today” (湖北荆门因言获罪的公民刘艳丽今取保获释), May 28, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/05/blog-post_752.html; RDN, “Jingmen, Hubei Liu Yanli Free Speech Case
Deprived of Right to Access a Lawyer” (湖北荆门刘艳丽言论案律师会见权被持续剥夺), May 11, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/05/blog-post_70.html.
17
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 2.
18
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Wang Quanzhang, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/01/wang-quanzhang%E7%8E%8B%E5%85%A8%E7%92%8B/.
19
Under Article 8 of the September 2015 “Provisions on Ensuring the Practice Rights of Lawyers in Accordance
with Law,” if a detainee terminates their representation, the detention center must provide a written notice within 3
days. The lawyer can demand a meeting with the client, which the detention center must facilitate. If the detainee
declines the meeting, the detention center must pass on relevant material to the lawyer. Supreme People’s Court,
Supreme People’s Procuratorate, Ministry of Public Security, Ministry of State Security, Ministry of Justice,
“Provisions on Ensuring the Practice Rights of Lawyers in Accordance with Law,” (关于依法保障律师执业权利的
规定), September 20, 2015, http://news.xinhuanet.com/legal/2015-09/20/c_1116616593.htm; CHRD, China Human
Rights Briefing March 15 – 21, 2016, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/03/chrb-forced-switch-to-police-appointedlawyers-further-erodes-protections-for-detained-rights-defenders-315-321-2016/.
20
CHRD, “They Target My Human Rights Work as a Crime”: Annual Report on the Situation of Human Rights
Defenders in China (2016), p. 5, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/02/chrd-releases-they-target-my-human-rights-workas-a-crime-annual-report-on-the-situation-of-human-rights-defenders-in-china-2016/.
21
Citizen journalist Li Tingyu was reportedly put on trial in secret after police told her lawyers she had “fired” them.
See: CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Li Tingyu, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/02/li-tingyu/.
22
RFA, China to Try Political Refugee Forcibly Repatriated by Thailand For Subversion,” April 20 2017,
http://www.rfa.org/english/news/china/refugee-04202017120108.html.
23
See, for example, the cases of lawyers Li Heping, Xie Yang, and Xie Yanyi. China Change (translation), “As
China Blocks Xie Yang’s Own Lawyers Following the Torture Revelation, Wife Reprimands the Lawyer Who Met
Him Without Consent, ” April 9, 2017, https://chinachange.org/2017/04/10/as-china-blocks-xie-yangs-own-lawyersfollowing-the-torture-revelation-wife-reprimands-the-lawyer-who-met-him-without-consent/; RDN, “709 Case
Lawyer Xie Yanyi’s Wife Yuan Shanshan Sues ‘Government-Appointed’ Lawyer Chen Wenhai” (709 案谢燕益律
师妻子原珊珊起诉“官派”律师陈文海), August 19, 2016, https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2016/08/709_19.html;
RDN, “709 Lawyer Li Heping’s Wife Wang Qiaoling Lawsuit Against Government-Appointed Lawyers Appeal
Successfully Accepted” (709 李和平律师妻子王峭岭起诉官派律师案上诉获立案成功), October 24, 2016,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2016/10/709_63.html. Such behavior violates the UN Basic Principles on the
Role of Lawyers, Adopted by the Eighth United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of
Offenders, Havana, Cuba, 27 August to 7 September 1990,
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/RoleOfLawyers.aspx.
24
See English translation of video statement by Wang Qiaoling. China Change (translation), “‘Screw Your
Suspended Sentence’: ‘The 709 Cases Are Far From Over,’ Says Li Heping’s Wife,” April 28, 2017,
https://chinachange.org/2017/04/28/screw-your-suspended-sentence-the-709-cases-are-far-from-over-says-lihepings-wife/; RFA, “709 Crackdown: Li Heping Sentenced in Secret, Government Lawyer Curses at Family” (709
大抓捕：李和平律师遭秘密宣判 官派律师指骂家属), April 28, 2017,
http://www.rfa.org/mandarin/yataibaodao/renquanfazhi/xl4-04282017103347.html.
25
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Gou Gongguo; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Hu Shigen,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/01/hu-shigen-%E8%83%A1%E7%9F%B3%E6%A0%B9/; CHRD, Portrait of a
Defender – Xie Yang, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/09/xie-yang/; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Zeng Feiyang,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/08/zeng-feiyang/; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Zhai Yanmin,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/07/zhai-yanmin/; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender, Zhou Shifeng,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/01/zhou-shifeng-%E5%91%A8%E4%B8%96%E9%94%8B/.

17

26

As expected under Articles 13 and 15 of the UN Basic Principles on the Role of Lawyers, Adopted by the Eighth
United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders, Havana, Cuba, 27 August to 7
September 1990, arts. 13 & 15, http://www.ohchr.org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/RoleOfLawyers.aspx.
27
CAT, Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of China, December 2015, para. 13 (d).
28
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 4.
Article 83 states that “the family of the detainee shall be notified of the detention within 24 hours after the detention,
unless the notification cannot be processed or where the detainee is involved in crimes endangering state security or
crimes of terrorist activities, and such notification may hinder the investigation.”
29
CHRD interviews 2017.
30
CHRD interviews 2017.
31
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 4;
Supreme People’s Procuratorate, “Rules for People’s Procuratorates in Criminal Proceedings (for Trial
Implementation)” (人民检察院刑事诉讼规则（试行）), 2012,
http://www.spp.gov.cn/flfg/gfwj/201212/t20121228_52197.shtml; Ministry of Public Security, “Procedural
Provisions on Handling Criminal Cases by Public Security Organs” (公安机关办理刑事案件程序规定), 2012,
http://www.law-lib.com/law/law_view.asp?id=406053.
32
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 4.
33
CHRD, Individuals Affected by July 9 Crackdown on Rights Lawyers.
34
For example, Xie Yuandong’s family did not know where he was after police seized him on July 10, 2015. It was
only on July 18, 2015 that they learnt he had been placed under compulsory criminal measures, as his name was
listed in a state media article. The next day, his “confession” was printed in state media, giving his family the first
indication of the charges against him. CHRD, Individuals Affected by July 9 Crackdown on Rights Lawyers.
35
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Jiang Tianyong, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/02/jiang-tianyong/.
36
CHRD, “China: Free Rights Lawyer Jiang Tianyong, Investigate His Enforced Disappearance and Torture,”
December 16, 2016, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/12/china-free-rights-lawyer-jiang-tianyong-investigate-hisenforced-disappearance-and-torture/.
37
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Jiang Tianyong.
38
Ibid.
39
Ibid.
40
RDN, “Jin Bianling [Jiang Tianyong’s Wife]: Stern Statement Concerning Jiang Tianyong Being Coerced to Fire
Lawyer” (金变玲：关于江天勇被胁迫辞去辩护律师的严正声明), May 31, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/05/blog-post_194.html.
41
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 4.
42
CHRD, “They Treat My Human Rights Work as a Crime”: Annual Report on the Situation of Human Rights
Defenders (2016), p. 27.
43
CHRD interviews 2017; RFA, “Qin Yongmin’s Wife Zhao Suli Missing for Two Years, Family Administrative
Lawsuit Appeal Hearing Opens” (秦永敏妻赵素利下落不明两年 家属行政诉讼上诉开审), March 16, 2017,
http://www.rfa.org/mandarin/yataibaodao/renquanfazhi/ml1-03162017110959.html; RDN, “Lawyer Qin Chenshou
Files Lawsuit Against Wuhan Government and Wuhan Public Security Bureau in Case of Missing Zhao Suli” (就赵
素利失踪案覃臣寿律师状告武汉市政府、武汉市公安局), March 30, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/03/blog-post_817.html.
44
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Lu Yuyu, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/02/lu-yuyu/ ; CHRD, Portrait of a
Defender – Li Tingyu.
45
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 5;
Two of the rules cited include the previously mentioned “Public Security Organs Procedures for Handling Criminal
Cases” and “Rules for Criminal Procedure of the People’s Procuratorate (for Trial Implementation),” which were
released in 2012 and have clearly been violated, as evidenced by previous submissions. CHRD, Joint Civil Society
Report Submitted to UN Committee against Torture – October 2015, https://www.nchrd.org/2015/11/joint-civilsociety-report-submitted-to-un-committee-against-torture-october-2015/.

18

See, Rule 5, Supreme People’s Procuratorate, “Eight Prohibitions of the Supreme People’s Procuratorate on Dutyrelated Crime Investigations” (最高人民检察院职务犯罪侦查工作八项禁令), August 6, 2015,
http://www.spp.gov.cn/xwfbh/wsfbt/201508/t20150806_102571_1.shtml; and Chapter 4, Ministry of Public
Security, “Provisions On Liability Of Public Security Organs' Police Officers For Fault In Law Enforcement” (公安
机关人民警察执法过错责任追究规定), January 14, 2016,
http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2016/content_5067924.htm.
47
It also states that law enforcement must “guarantee from beginning to end the proper political direction.” Xinhua
News Agency, “General Office of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, State Council General
Office Release ‘Opinions on Deeping Public Security Law Enforcement Standardization” (中共中央办公厅、国务
院办公厅印发《关于深化公安执法规范化建设的意见》), September 27, 2016,
http://news.xinhuanet.com/politics/2016-09/27/c_1119634702.htm.
48
CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing March 20-23, 2017.
46

Article 42, “Provisions on Ensuring the Practice Rights of Lawyers in Accordance with Law,” (关于依法保障律
师执业权利的规定), September 20, 2015; CHRD interviews 2017.
49

CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Li Heping; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Wang Quanzhang; CHRD interviews
2017.
50

RFA, “Lawyer Yu Wensheng Sends Complaint Letters to 21 Departments” (余文生律师向 21 部门发控告函问
责), March 7, 2017, http://www.rfa.org/cantonese/news/lawyer-03072017083129.html.
51

CHRD interviews 2017; CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing March 15 – 21, 2016,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/03/chrb-forced-switch-to-police-appointed-lawyers-further-erodes-protections-fordetained-rights-defenders-315-321-2016/.
53
CHRD interviews 2017.
54
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Li Tingyu.
55
CAT, Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of China, December 2015, para. 13 (e).
56
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Zeng Feiyang.
57
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Li Heping; In another suit filed later, Wang Qiaoling sued the governmentappointed lawyers Wen Zhisheng and Guo Ming. Her suit was not accepted, but the court did accept the appeal filed
against the initial decision. RDN, “709 Lawyer Li Heping’s Wife Wang Qiaoling Lawsuit Against GovernmentAppointed Lawyers Appeal Successfully Accepted” (709 李和平律师妻子王峭岭起诉官派律师案上诉获立案成
功), October 24, 2016, https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2016/10/709_63.html.
52

RDN, “Wu Lijuan: Jiangsu Xuzhou Citizen Zhang Kun Criminally Detained for ‘Picking Quarrels and Provoking
Trouble” (伍立娟：江苏徐州公民张昆被以寻衅滋事罪刑事拘留), May 29, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/05/blog-post_410.html.
59
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 7.
58

People’s Daily, “Uncovering Dark Secrets in “Rights Defence” Incident” (揭开“维权”事件的黑幕), July 12,
2015, http://politics.people.com.cn/n/2015/0712/c1001-27290030.html; Al Jazeera, “Punishing rights lawyers a top
achievement, says China,” March 12, 2017 http://www.aljazeera.com/news/2017/03/punishing-rights-lawyers-topachievement-china-170312044612735.html. For the original Chinese see, Supreme People’s Court, “Supreme
People’s Court Work Report’: Full Text and Appendices” (《最高人民法院工作报告》全文及附件发布), March
19, 2017, http://www.court.gov.cn/zixun-xiangqing-37852.html.
61
See, BBC, “Chinese lawyer 'wore torture device for a month,” May 13, 2017, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/blogschina-blog-39893359; The New York Times, “In China, Wives Fight Back After Their Activist Husbands Are
Jailed,” May 18, 2017, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/05/18/world/asia/china-lawyers-detained-wivesfamilies.html; The Guardian, “China's 'war on law': victims' wives tell US Congress of torture and trauma,” May 19,
2017 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/may/19/chinas-war-on-law-victims-wives-tell-us-congress-oftorture-and-trauma; AFP, “Jailed Chinese lawyer force-fed medication, wife says,” May 24, 2017,
https://au.news.yahoo.com/world/a/35621952/jailed-chinese-lawyer-force-fed-medication-wife-says/#page1.
60

19

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR), “Press briefing notes on China Spokesperson for
the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights: Ravina Shamdasani,” May 5, 2017,
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=21587&LangID=E.
63
CHRD, Individuals Affected by July 9 Crackdown on Rights Lawyers.
64
Those convicted include: Tianjin No. 2 Intermediate People’s Court: Gou Hongguo (3 year prison sentence,
suspended for 3 years), Hu Shigen (7.5 year prison sentence), Li Heping (3 year prison sentence, suspended for 4
years), Zhai Yanmin (3 year prison sentence, suspended for 4 years), and Zhou Shifeng (7 year prison sentence);
Hubei Province Daye City People’s Court: Yin Xu’an (3.5 year prison sentence).
65
Activist Wang Fang is awaiting a verdict in Wuhan, Hebei Province. Lawyer Xie Yang was released on bail after
a trial in Changsha, Hunan Province.
66
Lawyer Wang Quanzhang and activist Wu Gan, both previously employees at Beijing Fengrui Law Firm.
67
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 7.
68
Ibid, para. 7.
69
OHCHR, “UN Human Rights Chief deeply concerned by China clampdown on lawyers and activists,” February
16, 2016, http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=17050.
70
CHRD, reply to Chinese government’s response to UN regarding the cases of Zhou Shifeng, Hu Shigen, Xie
Yang, Li Heping, Wang Quanzhang, Li Chunfu, and Jiang Tianyong – March 28, 2017,
https://www.nchrd.org/2017/05/reply-to-chinese-government-response-on-zhou-shifeng-hu-shigen-xie-yang-liheping-wang-quanzhang-li-chunfu-and-jiang-tianyong-march-28-2017/.
71
CHRD, “China: End Show Trials, Free Human Rights Lawyers & Other Defenders,” August 8, 2016,
https://www.nchrd.org/2016/08/china-end-show-trials-free-human-rights-lawyers-other-defenders/.
72
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 7.
73
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Gou Hongguo; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Hu Shigen; CHRD, Portrait of a
Defender – Zhai Yanmin; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Zhou Shifeng.
74
CHRD, reply to Chinese government’s response to UN regarding the cases of Zhou Shifeng, Hu Shigen, Xie
Yang, Li Heping, Wang Quanzhang, Li Chunfu, and Jiang Tianyong.
75
Ibid; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Gou Hongguo; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Hu Shigen; CHRD, Portrait
of a Defender – Zhai Yanmin; CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Zhou Shifeng.
76
Los Angeles Times, “China puts activists, lawyer on trial for subversion,” August 2, 2016,
http://www.latimes.com/world/asia/la-fg-activist-trial-china-20160802-snap-story.html.
77
She also said police have threatened them against speaking out. RDN, “709 Family Member Fan Lili (Wife of
Gou Hongguo Serving Three Year Sentence, Suspended for Three Years: We Want Genuine Freedom!” (709 家属
樊丽丽（判三缓三的勾洪国之妻）:我们要真自由！), May 14, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/05/709_14.html.
78
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para 6.
79
CHRD, NGO Mid-Term Assessment of China’s Implementation of 2nd Universal Periodic Review (UPR)
Recommendations, Chapter 2.8. Independence of Lawyers & Access to Justice, pps. 54-58.
80
Ibid, paras. 3, 5-6.
81
For example: Under Article 41 of the Provisions, a specialized department must be set up to handle complaints
about infringement of lawyers’ professional rights. However, lawyers interviewed for this report claim that either no
such department exists or, if it does, it is not clearly publicized to lawyers, as required by law. Article 44 states that
justice bureaus or lawyer’s associations should assist lawyers who submit complaints about illegal violations.
However, one lawyer interviewed for this report said that lawyers are unlikely to try and get assistance from such
bodies, because they won’t offer “genuine assistance to safeguard lawyer’s professional rights.” CHRD interviews
2017.
82
CHRD interview 2017.
83
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 6.
62

20

84

General Office of the Central Committee of the Chinese Communist Party, State Council General Office
“Opinions on Deeping Legal System Reform (abbreviated form)” (关于深化律师制度改革的意见 以下简称《意
见》), June 13, 2016, http://politics.people.com.cn/n1/2016/0614/c1001-28441595.html.
85

Ministry of Justice (MOJ), Administrative Measures for the Practice of Law by Lawyers (律师执业管理办法),
2008, amended 2016, http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2016/content_5113014.htm; MOJ, Administrative
Measures for Law Firms (律师事务所管理办法), 2008, amended 2016,
http://www.gov.cn/gongbao/content/2016/content_5109321.htm.
86
CHRD, They Target My Human Rights Work as a Crime”: Annual Report on the Situation of Human Rights
Defenders in China (2016), p. 12. For full analysis on the Administrative Measures on Law Firms, see: CHRD,
China Human Rights Briefing September 21-October 3, 2016, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/10/chrb-revisedmeasures-on-law-firms-further-curb-independence-of-chinese-lawyers-921-103-2016/.
87
The Administrative Measures for Law Firms also includes a provision requiring law firms to establish a CCP cell,
which will be involved in policy and management decisions of the firm (Article 4).
88
The scheme is called “Test Plan for Lawyers’ Specialized Standards Evaluation System and Assessment System”
(律师专业水平评价体系和评定机制的试点方案). South China Morning Post, “China’s Communist Party to
evaluate lawyers based on ‘political performance,” April 14, 2017, http://www.scmp.com/news/china/policiespolitics/article/2087515/chinas-communist-party-evaluate-lawyers-based-political; Caixin, “Exclusive: Four
Provinces to Test Lawyers’ Professional Evaluation Scheme” (独家|四省份试水专业律师评定), April 21, 2017,
http://china.caixin.com/2017-04-21/101081260.html.
89
CAT, Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of China, February 2016, Para. 18.
90
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 9.
91
In the aforementioned case in Suzhou, (paras. 4, 18) some of the detained and disappeared individuals had been
demonstrating peacefully outside the Suzhou City Intermediate People’s Court on September 8, 2015, in protest over
the handling of a criminal case. Their conduct could not have fallen under the conditions cited by the Chinese
government. They were peaceful protesting about a case that had concluded months prior. They did not enter the
courthouse during the trial or during their protest, nor did they have access to or destroyed litigation documents.
CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing March 20-23, 2017.
92
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 9.
93
The cases are: Bailiffs at Feixiang Country People’s Court in Handan City, Hebei assaulted lawyer Dong
Qianyong (董前勇) on October 11, 2016; Bailiffs at Qingxiu District People’s Court in Nanning City, Guangxi
Zhuang Autonomous Region assaulted lawyer Wu Liangshu (吴良述) on June 3, 2016; On March 28, 2016, Beijing
lawyer Zhang Xinsheng (张心升) was attacked by a mob of approximately two dozen unidentified thugs outside the
Xiangyang City Intermediate People’s Court in Hubei Province; and the presiding judge and several court bailiffs
attacked lawyer Wang Zichen (王子臣) at Liang County People’s Court in Tieli City, Heilongjiang Province on
March 24, 2016. CHRD, End Violence Against Lawyers (last updated October 13, 2016),
https://www.nchrd.org/2015/10/end-violence-against-human-rights-lawyers/.
94

Lawyer Dong Qianyong (董前勇) attempted to bring case files into the courtroom at the Feixiang Country
People’s Court in Handan City, Hebei Province on October 11, 2016. The bailiffs refused to allow him to bring the
files into the courtroom, so Dong moved to another room to discuss the situation with a judge. A bailiff then came
up to him and slapped him twice in the face, breaking his glasses. Dong reportedly asked the bailiff why he had hit
him, and the man responded, “Hitting is one type of enforcement method.” Dong’s efforts to get the bailiff
sanctioned were not successful; the procuratorate merely responded that a bailiff hitting a lawyer in court was “not a
serious” incident and a court complaint has gone unanswered. CHRD, End Violence Against Lawyers; CHRD
interview 2017.
95
RDN, “Chinese Lawyers: Vigorously Request Standing Committee of National People’s Congress Enact
Legislation to Punish the Criminal Violation of Citizen and Lawyers Defense Rights—Concerning a
Recommendation to Add to the Criminal Law a Crime of “Impeding Lawyers’ Defense Rights” (中国律师：强烈
要求全国人大常委会立法惩治践踏公民、律师辩护权的犯罪行为—— 关于在刑法中增设“妨害辩护罪”的立
法建议), September 20, 2016, https://wqw2010.blogspot.com/2016/09/blog-post_20.html.
96

CHRD, Joint Civil Society Report Submitted to UN Committee against Torture – October 2015, para. 38-66.

21

97

OHCHR, Istanbul Protocol: Manual on the Effective Investigation and Documentation of Torture and Other
Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, 2004, p. 6,
http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Publications/training8Rev1en.pdf.
98
CHRD, “China Must Drop All Charges Against Lawyer Xie Yang ,” May 9, 2017,
https://www.nchrd.org/2017/05/china-must-drop-all-charges-against-lawyer-xie-yang/; CHRD, Update to UN on
arbitrary detention and torture of Chinese lawyer Xie Yang, January 31, 2017; The Globe and Mail, “Canada, 10
other countries call out China for torturing human rights lawyers,” March 20, 2017,
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/canada-10-other-countries-call-out-china-for-torturing-human-rightslawyers/article34346186/.
RDN, “Criminal Accusation Over Brutal Torture of 709 Lawyer Xie Yang” (709 谢阳律师遭残暴酷刑的刑事控
告状), January 20, 2017, https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/01/709_20.html; RDN, “Xie Yang Handwritten
Note: Complaint Concerning Discipline Officer Yuan Jin Beating Detained Xie Yang (November 19, 2016)” 谢阳
亲笔：关于管教袁进警官打在押人员谢阳的报告（2016 年 11 月 19 日）, January 22, 2017,
https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/01/20161119.html.
100
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Xie Yang, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/09/xie-yang/; Human Rights Campaign
in China (HRCC), “709 Crackdown: Xie Yang Defence Lawyer Chen Jiangang Suffers Beijing Chaoyang District
Judicial Authorities Continued Investigation” (709 大抓捕 谢阳其辩护律师陈建刚遭北京市朝阳区司法局继续调
查), April 10, 2017 https://www.hrcchina.org/2017/04/709_54.html.
99

State media began broadcasting reports about Xie Yang’s case between March 1-3, 2017. An interview with a
Hunan provincial prosecutor was shown, in which he claimed that an investigation had been opened on February 17
and that they had not discovered evidence of torture. However, no meetings were conducted between the attorneys
that submitted the complaints and procuratorate officials, casting doubt that a credible investigation was conducted.
Furthermore, Hunan Provincial People’s Procuratorate cannot conduct an independent and impartial investigation
into Changsha City People’s Procuratorate staff because they are investigating their direct subordinates. For the state
media broadcast, see: CCTV, “The Truth Behind Lawyer Xie Yang’s Claims of Torture: An Intricate Fabrication”
(律师谢阳“遭遇酷刑”真相调查 酷刑是故事加细节想象出来的), March 2, 2017,
http://m.news.cctv.com/2017/03/02/ARTIc5iYdiyPNSlJZGwhB5mI170302.shtml.
102
See, for example: The New York Times, “Punches, Kicks and the ‘Dangling Chair’: Detainee Tells of Torture in
China,” January 20, 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/jan/23/lawyer-torture-china-secret-jails-xieyang; The Guardian, “'Your only right is to obey': lawyer describes torture in China's secret jails,” January 23, 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/jan/23/lawyer-torture-china-secret-jails-xie-yang. The timing of the state
media propaganda campaign, which labelled the reports as “fake news,” also came after a letter dated February 27,
2017 from 11 countries calling on China to investigate the torture allegations. The Globe and Mail, “Canada, 10
other countries call out China for torturing human rights lawyers,” March 20, 2017.
103
The state media broadcast showed a brief image of the prosecutor’s final report, on which the only legible words
were its title and the word “Conclusion.” HRCC, “709 Crackdown: Lawyer Xie Yang’s Defence Lawyer Chen
Jiangang Requests Evidence in Xie Yang Case from Changsha Intermediate People’s Court & Requests Entire
Video Recording to Confirm Torture Allegations ” (709 大抓捕 谢阳律师其辩护律师陈建刚向长沙市中级法院
申请谢阳被构陷案调取证据 要求调查谢阳是否遭受酷刑并制作全程的录像视频), March 8, 2017,
https://www.hrcchina.org/2017/03/709_58.html; English translation of lawyer Chen Jiangang’s statement. ‘The Ball
Is in Your Court!’ Questions for the Hunan Procuratorate Regarding Its ‘Independent Investigation’ into Xie Yang’s
Torture. (translated by China Change), https://chinachange.org/2017/03/22/the-ball-is-in-your-court-questions-forthe-hunan-procuratorate-regarding-its-independent-investigation-into-xie-yangs-torture/.
104
CHRD, “China Must Drop All Charges Against Lawyer Xie Yang,” May 9, 2017.
105
CHRD, Individuals Affected by July 9 Crackdown on Rights Lawyers.
106
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 10.
107
Ibid, para. 11.
108
Ibid, para. 11.
101

109

On March 24, 2017, lawyers Yang Mingkua (杨名跨) and Wang Xinxin (王欣欣) met with two prosecutors at
Guiyang City People’s Procuratorate and submitted a written application for medical parole for their client, an
imprisoned Christian pastor. While the prosecutors listened to the lawyers’ request, and spoke with a lower-level

22

procuratorate official to verify case details, they told the lawyers that they could not make a decision on the
application because it was a “sensitive” case. The procuratorate officials said they must first receive approval from
the head judge and the local PLC. RDN, “Guiyang Living Stone Church Case Li Guozhi Suffers Outbreak of
Serious Illness in Prison and Urgently Hospitalized” (贵阳活石教会案当事人李国志牧师狱中突发重病紧急送
医), March 25, 2017, https://wqw2010.blogspot.com.au/2017/03/blog-post_557.html.
110

CHRD interviews 2017; Human Rights Watch, Dangerous Meditation: China's Campaign Against Falun Gong,
2002, https://www.hrw.org/reports/2002/china/index.htm#TopOfPage.
111
CHRD interviews 2017.
112
CHRD interview 2017.
113
The Sydney Morning Herald, “China struggles to suppress debate around Lei Yang case and police brutality,”
December 30, 2016, http://www.smh.com.au/world/china-struggles-to-suppress-debate-around-lei-yang-case-andpolice-brutality-20161230-gtjv9c.html.
114
Global Times, “Police officers not charged over death of Lei Yang: procuratorate,” December 23, 2016,
http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1025378.shtml
115
Global Times, “5 police officers to be charged over death of Lei Yang,” November 29, 2016,
http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1020928.shtml.
116
Global Times, “Police officers not charged over death of Lei Yang: procuratorate,” December 23, 2016.
117
IPTV, “Xiaochang Man Dies While Interrogated in Henan Wen County Custody, Four Police Officers Detained
on Suspicion of Torture to Extract Confessions” (孝昌男子在河南温县审讯时死亡 四名警务人员涉刑讯逼供被
刑拘), March 14, 2017, http://news.cnhubei.com/xw/hb/xg/201703/t3800484.shtml; AFP, “Chinese police 'admit
torture' of dead suspect,” March 21, 2017, https://sg.news.yahoo.com/chinese-police-admit-torture-dead-suspect101923033.html.
118
RFA, “Chinese Labor Camp Victim-Turned-Activist Dies in Police Custody,” November 11, 2016,
http://www.rfa.org/english/news/china/petitioner-deaths-11222016124905.html.
119
RFA, “Prominent Democracy Activist Dies Suddenly in Chinese Jail,” November 30, 2016,
http://www.rfa.org/english/news/china/dies-11302016124702.html; RFA, “Chinese Dissident Warned of 'Accidents'
Years Before His Sudden Death in Prison,” December 2, 2016, http://www.rfa.org/english/news/china/chinesedissident-warned-of-accidents-years-before-his-sudden-death-in-prison-12022016094755.html.
120
RFA, “Jiangsu Man Suddenly Dies in Police Station; Evidence Destroyed and Police Request it be “Settles
Privately” (江苏一男子派出所猝死 证据遭销毁警方要求“私了”), March 23, 2017,
http://www.rfa.org/mandarin/yataibaodao/renquanfazhi/ql2-03232017110720.html.
121
CHRD, China Human Rights Briefing June 1-8, 2017, https://www.nchrd.org/2017/06/police-cover-up-ofsuspicious-death-of-detained-ethnic-villager-government-crackdown-on-citizens-remembering-tiananmen/.
122
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 13.
123
CHRD interview 2017.
124
CHRD, Portrait of a Defender – Huang Qi, https://www.nchrd.org/2016/12/huang-qi/.
125
CHRD, “Watch List of Detainees and Prisoners of Conscience in Need of Medical Attention,” (last updated April
12, 2017) https://www.nchrd.org/2014/06/medical-watch-list-of-chinese-detainees/.
126
CAT, Concluding Observations by the Committee against Torture on the Fourth Period Report of China,
CAT/C/CHN/CO/4, December 2008, para. 16 (a, b); CAT, Concluding Observations on the Fifth Periodic Report of
China, December 2015.
127
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 14.
128
CHRD interview 2017.
129
CHRD, NGO Mid-Term Assessment of China’s Implementation of 2nd Universal Periodic Review (UPR)
Recommendations, Chapter 1 – Cooperation with UN Human Rights Bodies, pp. 18-20.
130
CAT, Information received from China on follow-up to the concluding observations, January 24, 2017, para. 15.
131
CHRD interview 2017.
132
CHRD interview 2017.

23

133

CHRD interview 2017.

134

Article 14 in the draft revisions to Regulation on the Disclosure of Government Information, (中华人民共和国
政府信息公开条例 （修订草案征求意见稿）), June 6, 2017, http://www.gov.cn/hudong/201706/06/content_5200287.htm.
135
See CHRD, Joint Civil Society Report Submitted to UN Committee against Torture, October 2015, Chapter V Citizens Seeking Information From Government for CAT Review Stonewalled.

24

