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 I. Background 

1. The present report was prepared pursuant to Human Rights Council resolutions 5/1 

and 16/21, taking into consideration the periodicity of the universal periodic review. It is a 

summary of 58 stakeholders’ submissions1 for the universal periodic review, presented in a 

summarized manner owing to word-limit constraints. A separate section is provided for the 

contribution by the national human rights institution that is accredited in full compliance with 

the Paris Principles. The report has been prepared taking into consideration the outcome of 

the previous review.2 

 II. Information provided by the national human rights 
institution accredited in full compliance with the Paris 
Principles 

2. CHRP stated that the Philippines should take time-bound and tangible actions to 

implement the recommendations made by the United Nations High Commissioner for Human 

Rights in her report to the Human Rights Council.3 

3. Referring to supported recommendations from the previous review, CHRP stated that 

the human right agenda should be set through a national human rights action plan.4 

4. The withdrawal of the Philippines from the Rome Statute of the International Criminal 

Court was regrettable; ICPPED, OP-ICESCR, OP-CRC-IC and OP-CRPD had not been 

ratified; and despite ratification of OP-CAT, no law had been enacted establishing a national 

preventative mechanism.5 

5. Attempts to reintroduce the death penalty should cease. The systematic “red-tagging”6 

of and disinformation about activists, human rights defenders and civil society organizations, 

including members of indigenous peoples’ communities, by the National Task Force to End 

Local Communist Armed Conflict (NTF-ELCAC), had resulted in threats, harassment, and 

targeted killings. Counter-terrorism measures must respect fundament freedoms and should 

not be used against legitimate dissenters and human rights activists.7 
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6. Journalists and media workers, human rights defenders and critics of government 

policies had been subjected to reprisals and killings. Acts of intimidation against diplomatic 

actors, donor organizations and international organizations supportive of human rights 

advocacy, had been observed.8 

7. CHRP stated that that continued incitement to kill suspected drug offenders from the 

highest levels of the government had invalidated efforts towards strengthening accountability 

mechanisms.9 

8. The severe overcrowding in detention facilities should be addressed, and 

accountability for alleged cases of torture and other cruel, inhuman, degrading treatment 

should be pursued.10 

9. The punitive response to the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) had exacerbated 

existing inequalities, affecting persons and groups already facing multiple and intersecting 

forms of discrimination.11 

10. The barriers that prevent access to reproductive health services for women and girls 

must be addressed and the public must be education on reproductive health rights.12 

11. Technology and the internet have been used to perpetrate online sexual abuse and 

exploitation of children and efforts must be intensified to ensure the safety of vulnerable 

groups, especially children.13 

12. In relation to Overseas Filipino workers, the Philippines should work closely with 

receiving countries to recognize the disproportionate application of the death penalty against 

migrant workers; and should assist those who have been repatriated.14 

13. Durable solutions had yet to be found for thousands of persons that had been displaced 

by Typhoon Haiyan and the Zamboanga Siege in 2013, as well for those displaced by the 

Marawi Crisis in 2017.15 

 III. Information provided by other stakeholders 

 A. Scope of international obligations16 and cooperation with human rights 

mechanisms 

14. HRF noted that no significant progress had been made in implementing the supported 

recommendations from the previous review.17 

15. JS13 stated that at the three previous reviews, recommendations to ratify ICPPED, 

had not enjoyed the support of the Philippines. This was a departure from the official 

statement made by the Philippines during its candidature to the Human Rights Council in 

2007, where it had made a voluntary pledge to strengthen domestic support for the signing 

and ratification of this Convention.18 

16. HRW stated that the Philippines had declined a request by the Special Rapporteur on 

extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions to visit the country.19 

 B. National human rights framework 

 1. Constitutional and legislative framework 

17. JS6 stated that following opposition from an association of Catholic schools and 

universities, the Senate had suspended plenary debates on Senate Bill No. 1334, which 

provided, inter alia, for a comprehensive, age-appropriate sexuality education.20 

18. JS7 stated that a bill regulating public assemblies had been adopted by the House of 

Representatives and was currently before the Senate. Concerns had been raised that this bill 

prohibited people under the age of 15 years from organizing a public assembly.21 



A/HRC/WG.6/41/PHL/3 

 3 

19. JS32 stated that there were 13 draft bills before the House of Representatives and 11 

draft bills before the Senate proposing the death penalty for a range of offences including 

drug offences, treason, plunder, rape and murder.22 

20. JS15 stated that House Bill 7814, which was under discussion at the Senate, 

establishes a presumption of guilt for persons charged with certain drug-related activities, in 

violation of fair trial rights, and envisages the reinstatement of the death penalty.23 

21. JS5 stated that none of the bills addressing anti-discrimination on the basis of sexual 

orientation, gender identity, gender expression and sex characteristics had been approved by 

the Senate and the House of Representatives.24 

 2. Institutional infrastructure and policy measures 

22. AI expressed concern over the lack of progress in establishing a national preventative 

mechanism in compliance with OP-CAT, which had been ratified.25 

 C. Promotion and protection of human rights 

 1. Implementation of international human rights obligations, taking into account 

applicable international humanitarian law 

  Equality and non-discrimination 

23. GABRIELA stated that on several occasions, President Rodrigo Roa Duterte had 

exhibited a feudal-patriarchal attitude treating women as inferior and as sex objects and had 

used public events to denigrate women, particularly women political dissenters. This 

misogynist attitude would have contributed to a culture of impunity.26 

  Right to life, liberty and security of person, and freedom from torture 

24. JS20 stated that despite numerous recommendations in the previous review, killings, 

enforced disappearances, arbitrary arrests and detention, torture, threats and harassment, had 

continued with impunity.27 

25. JS3 stated that the extrajudicial killings of suspected drug offenders had been linked 

to orders given to the police by President Duterte with the assurance of immunity for their 

actions.28 Referring to a number of alleged raids and operations, DPN stated that summary 

executions and mass arrests had been carried out under the pretext of serving search 

warrants.29 JS1 stated despite statements by Government officials that the drug watch list, 

which had contained the names and aliases of alleged drug users in the community, had not 

operated as a hit-list for the police, the families believed that once a person was on that list, 

that person was likely to be targeted.30 JS1 considered relevant supported recommendations 

from the previous review to have not been implemented.31 

26. JS15 stated that the trend of outsourcing drug law enforcement to non-state actors had 

intensified with the announcement of the creation of a militia of armed citizens to support 

drug control efforts by President Duterte in 2021.32 

27. L4L stated that the extrajudicial killings of lawyers had continued unabated and in 

most of these cases, lawyers had been killed as a result of them discharging their professional 

duties.33 

28. JS23 stated that torture had continued to be frequent and committed with impunity, 

and that the campaign against illegal drugs had left a trail of torture and extrajudicial killings, 

with the main perpetrators being law enforcement personnel and vigilante groups.34 

29. JS13 called for accountability for human rights abuses in the implementation of the 

COVID-19 protocols, stating that the government had calibrated its response to the COVID-

19 pandemic with its counter-terrorism strategy, and its campaign against illegal drugs.35 

JS10 stated health protocols had been enforced by the police, with the authority to warn, fine 

or arrest individuals. Punishments had varied, with some having significant psychological or 
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emotional impact, and others constituting physical harm such as torture and gender-based 

violence.36 

30. JS23 stated that most places of detention were severely overcrowded which resulted 

in conditions that amounted to ill-treatment and in some cases torture. There was also an 

increasing number children in detention.37 

  International humanitarian law 

31. DPN stated that in the context of its counter-insurgency campaign, the Philippines had 

violated the Geneva Conventions and their Additional Protocols, the ICCPR and international 

customary law, particularly in its treatment of civilians, non-combatants and hors de combat. 

On 15 August 2018, a joint police-military operation in Antique province had led to the 

killing of 7 unarmed members of the National Democratic Front of the Philippines. The 

Government’s claim that all 7 persons had been killed in a firefight, was inconsistent with 

the autopsy reports.38 

32. JS11 considered a supported recommendation from the previous review relating to 

children affected by armed conflict, to have not been implemented, noting that millions of 

children were living in conflict zones, with some as young as 15 years of age recruited as 

child soldiers39 

33. Noting that the Philippines had withdrawn from the International Criminal Courts, 

JS1 stated that cases up until the withdrawal in March 2019, would still be subject to the 

jurisdiction of the court and should be investigated. However, such cases had been suspended 

due to a request for a deferral by the Government.40 

  Human rights and counter-terrorism 

34. ECLJ stated that since the previous review, Islamic State affiliated terrorism had taken 

root in the south regions of the Philippines.41 

35. JS21 stated that the NTF-ELCAC was the official machinery for the counter-

insurgency campaign;42 and according to DPN, had been given a wide berth in crafting and 

implementing its programmes and policies.43 JS24 stated that instead of addressing the root 

causes of the armed conflict and building durable peace, the NTF-ELCAC had remained 

militaristic in its approach with a focus on the annihilation of the revolutionary movement.44 

36. JS3 stated that the Anti-Terrorism Act45 contained a vague definition of terrorism 

undermined the presumption of innocence and allowed for the Anti-Terrorism Council to 

declare individuals and organizations as “terrorists” without any evidence. Also, bank 

accounts of suspected organizations could be frozen without due process.46 

37. JS24 stated that the “red-tagging” campaign had become the de facto justification for 

a series of killings that targeted not just combatants in the armed struggle, but also unarmed 

peace consultants, as well as those not directly involved in the conflict such as activists, 

community organizers, and members of indigenous peoples’ groups, among others.47 

38. JS20 stated that as of December 2021, it had documented 427 victims of extrajudicial 

killings that had allegedly been committed under the counter-insurgency campaign. Prior to 

the killings, victims or their organizations had been labelled as “members,” “supporters,” or 

“front organizations” of the Communist Party of the Philippines or the New People’s Army.48 

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

39. JS1 considered that relevant supported recommendations from the previous review 

had not been implemented.49 DPN stated that court proceedings were slow and marred by the 

frequent adjournments, with trials and bail proceedings lasting for years.50 NUPL1 stated 

prolonged pre-conviction detention had forced detainees to plea-bargain for reduced 

sentences.51 

40. NUPL1 stated that the writ of habeas corpus had proven to be ineffective because 

security forces had undermined this recourse by rushing the filing of indictments based on 

manufactured evidence. The courts had automatically dismissed victims’ petitions for being 

“moot and academic” and had refused to address the illegality of the arrest.52 
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41. JS1 stated, in the context of the campaign against illegal drugs, the authorities had 

utilized the “palit-ulo” scheme, under which the police had threaten to imprison or kill 

individuals who had often been illegally arrested, unless those individuals identified other 

persons who could replace them. This scheme was in violation of the right to due process.53 

42. NUPL1 stated that state security forces and agencies had routinely filed trumped-up 

charges against human rights defenders, activists, political opposition, critics and dissenters, 

through shortcuts and legal anomalies in blatant disregard of due process.54 JS3 stated that 

there had been reports of prosecutors and judges being pressured into upholding unfounded 

charges, which violated the independence of the judiciary.55 ICHRP stated that the 

employment of legal processes as a weapon against the rights of the people undermined the 

credibility and stability of proper judicial functions and the fair trial of an accused.56 

43. L4L stated that lawyers representing clients accused of terrorist or drug-related 

offences, as well as government critics, were particularly at risk of being attacked or killed.57 

Lawyers had been “red-tagged” and publically branded as “communists”, “leftists” or 

“terrorists”, regardless of their actual beliefs or affiliations.58 

44. Noting that at the previous review, recommendations to combat impunity had not 

enjoyed the support of the Philippines, JS3 stated that impunity had remained a major 

problem in the country.59 ICHRP stated that the climate of impunity had contributed to the 

occurrence of extrajudicial killings, enforced disappearances, torture and other human rights 

abuses.60 

  Fundamental freedoms  

45. HRF stated that, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the government had used 

strict lockdowns and curfews to clampdown on freedoms and civil liberties.61 JS27 stated that 

during these lockdowns, churches had provided humanitarian aid to underprivileged and 

underserved communities, resulting in some church leaders being labelled “leftist”.62 

46. JS33 stated that the Revised Penal Code provided for “Crimes against religious 

worship”, and “Offending the religious feelings” which it considered to be a de facto 

blasphemy law; and highlighted cases of related religious-motivated violence.63 

47. JS14 stated that libel had been used to supress freedom of expression.64 JS3 stated that 

libel, as defined in the Revised Penal Code, was problematic, in light of the presumption that 

every defamatory imputation was malicious, even if it was true, thus placing the burden of 

proof on an accused.65 

48. JS7 stated that Karapatan, a human rights group, had experienced cyberattacks on its 

website. The attack in August 2020 had been traced by a Sweden-based media foundation to 

Bright Data, an Israel-based company that offered proxy networks and data services to 

corporate clients. Other cyberattacks to the websites of Karapatan, and two alternative media 

organizations, had been traced to the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence of 

the Philippine Army and the Department of Science and Technology.66 

49. HRF stated that reporting had become increasingly difficult for the media, as 

journalists had been subjected to harassment, threats, arbitrary arrest, and even extrajudicial 

killings.67 

50. JS3 stated one of the major driving forces behind threats to human rights defenders 

had been conflicts over agrarian land and natural resources, including mining projects and 

related environments issues. These threats had been exacerbated by the recent lifting of the 

moratorium on new mining contracts. Also, human rights defenders who had been falsely 

accused of being members of, or supporting the New People’s Army had been particularly 

threatened.68 

51. NUPL1 stated that a de facto nationwide crackdown against activists and progressive 

organizations was being carried out as “anti-crime”, “counter-insurgency” or “counter-

terrorism” operations.69 
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  Right to privacy 

52. JS14 stated that the multiple databases that had been created for contact tracing during 

the COVID-19 pandemic, had exposed the personal data of millions of people to a heightened 

risk of unauthorized use.70 

53. JS26 stated that the Privacy Data Act did not effectively regulate the processing of 

API71 and PNR72 data.73 

  Right to marriage and family life 

54. JS5 stated that the family code did not give the same legal recognition to same-sex or 

transgender-heterosexual marriages, as compared to marriages between heterosexual 

couples.74 

  Prohibition of all forms of slavery, including trafficking in persons 

55. JS31 stated that there was an increase in prosecution for trafficking in persons, but 

that there was a lack of prevention, protection, and redress. Violations of economic, social 

and cultural rights of women and the demand for prostitution were the root causes of 

trafficking.75 

56. Referring to relevant supported recommendations from the previous review, JS11 

stated that online sexual abuse and exploitation, especially to children, had been exacerbated 

by the COVID-19 pandemic with reports of significant increases in such abuse.76 

57. PIMAHT stated that poverty was a driving force behind migration, subjecting 

Overseas Filipino Workers to the vulnerabilities of human trafficking, highlighting the cases 

of the 53 Filipino women who had been recruited in a third country and trafficked to another 

country as maids.77 

  Right to work and to just and favourable conditions of work 

58. IBON stated the enforcement of COVID-19 related lockdowns had resulted in the 

Philippines having the highest unemployment increase in South East Asia. JS21 stated that 

although unemployment gradually declined in January 2022 due to a relaxation of travel and 

work restrictions, many of those employed were in temporary jobs or in elementary 

occupations, were below minimum wage earners and in unpaid family work.78 

59. JS2 stated that amid the increasing cases of COVID-19 in March 2020, the 

government had neglected the safety and protection of health care workers by failing to 

provide sufficient supply of personal protective equipment.79 

60. JS21 stated that the Inter Agency Task Force had issued a ruling that unvaccinated 

workers would not be allowed to work which had led to thousands of workers losing their 

jobs. Economic zone workers had been mandated to work even during the lockdown, which 

had led to workers contacting the Covid-19 virus at work.80 

61. JS21 stated that workers had been paid a wage based on workers output and not on 

hours of work, which discriminated against women and older people. Contractualization 

violated workers’ right to security of tenure and circumvented their right to self-organize and 

to collective bargaining.81 

62. ICTUR stated that trade unions had experienced stigmatisation that had been 

perpetuated by the police and the military.82 JS18 stated that the Philippines was notorious 

for repressing and intimidating worker efforts to organize and collectively bargain.83 

  Right to social security 

63. IBON stated that despite having the resources, the government had implemented 

insufficient measures to mitigate the social and economic distress caused by the COVID-19 

related lockdowns.84 

64. Salinlahi stated that the poverty alleviation programs such as the conditional cash 

transfer for the indigent families, had not significantly lowered the number of children 

suffering from poverty and inequalities.85 
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  Right to an adequate standard of living 

65. JS8 stated that the COVID-19 pandemic had reinforced the economic marginalization 

of the poor, who had lost their incomes and jobs as a result of the lock-downs with limited 

and selective assistance from the government.86 

66. Salinlahi stated that access to clean and safe water had remained a problem, especially 

in rural areas. The privatization of water services had led to the supply of water being 

expensive, particularly for poor families.87 

67. CWR-PH stated that the conversion of the use of land had displaced families from 

their sources of livelihood and threatened their communities and the country’s food security. 

Farmer families had received very little government support.88 

68. SEARICE stated that the imposition of intellectual property rights had prohibited the 

age-old practice of farmers saving, sharing, and using seeds. The Magna Carta for Small 

Farmers should be amended in conformity with UNDROP;89 and the Nagoya – Kuala Lumpur 

Supplementary Protocol on Liability and Redress to the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety 

should be ratified. Legislation on liability and redress for damage arising from genetically 

modified organisms should be adopted.90 

  Right to health 

69. JS4 stated only 4.8 percent of the national budget for 2022 had been allocated to the 

health sector, which equated to 1.25 percent of the gross domestic product for 2021.91 

70. JS10 stated that there had been a massive cut for epidemiology and disease 

surveillance in the health budget for 2020, which had contributed to a COVID-19 pandemic 

response that could not immediately and adequately prevent, treat, and control the spread of 

epidemics. Access to testing, contact tracing, quarantine, treatment and vaccinations had 

remained inequitable for many parts of the population.92 

71. JS10 stated that the chronic neglect of the health infrastructure, and an overwhelmed 

health system, brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic, had resulted in an increasing 

number of people being unable to access essential and immediate care.93 CWR-PH stated that 

essential healthcare services became limited, with quarantine restrictions affecting the 

delivery and utilization of maternal health care.94 

72. FPOF stated that there was a lack of access to sexual and reproductive health.95 JS11 

stated that access to sexual and reproductive health services for adolescents had not been 

facilitated by The Responsible Parenthood and Reproductive Health Act of 2012 and 

considered relevant supported recommendations from the previous review to have not been 

implemented.96 

73. JS6 stated that the maternal mortality ratio had remained high and was one of the top 

five causes of death among adolescent girls. The Philippines had failed to guarantee pregnant 

women access to misoprostol, as recommended by the World Health Organization.97 JS6 

stated that adopted additional measures had been adopted to further restrict access to 

abortions.98 

74. Referring to relevant supported recommendations from the previous review, JS6 

stated that the COVID-19 pandemic had significantly impaired access to contraception and 

with the decline in modern contraceptive use, there was likely to be a significant increase in 

unintended pregnancies, unsafe abortions and maternal deaths.99 

75. JS1 stated that the use of illegal drugs had not been recognised as a public health issue, 

and there were no programmes for drug users.100 

76. JS5 stated that the Philippines had consistently failed to protect the sexual and 

reproductive health rights of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and queer 

persons.101 

77. JS2 stated that at the community level there was rampant corruption and poor 

governance in the health care system. Physicians who attempted to institute reforms to 

address systematic corruption had become targets of those who had benefitted from the 

existing practices.102 
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  Right to education 

78. Referring to relevant supported recommendations from the previous review, JS16 

stated that despite the enactment of laws and policies, challenges had remained in relation to 

the quality of education and access to education.103 

79. JS29 stated that that public education only received 3 percent of the gross domestic 

product, and considered relevant supported recommendations from the previous review to 

have not been implemented.104 

80. JS16 expressed concern about the negative impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the 

enjoyment of the right to education.105 JS8 stated that the shift to online learning had burdened 

the economically disadvantaged children who had no access to the internet and personal 

computers.106 

81. JS29 stated that the implementation of the Alternative Learning System had not been 

widespread and had not covered senior high school.107 

82. BCN noted the lack of access to quality education for persons with disabilities.108 

83. CRCN-P noted the occupations of schools by the military and that children and 

teachers had been threatened and physically armed by military personnel. These violations 

had escalated following the order of President Duterte to bomb and close the indigenous 

peoples’ schools in Mindanao.109 

  Development, the environment, and business and human rights 

84. JS17 stated that economic targets had favoured businesses and had allowed the 

expansion of foreign and private large-scale projects for mining, hydropower dams, 

infrastructure, agribusiness, and logging, all of which had threatened Indigenous Peoples’ 

land rights and had undermine indigenous customary land practices.110 

85. JS19 stated that the Philippines had been ravaged by storms, experiencing on average 

of 20 typhoons annually. The dismal preparation and response of the Government in light of 

climate change-induced disasters had led to massive relocation, loss of livelihoods and 

homes, and deaths of hundreds of people since the previous review.111 

86. JS19 stated that substantial deforestation had occurred in many critical watersheds, 

with 130 of the 142 critical watersheds in the county already degraded.112 

87. Referring to a relevant supported recommendations from the previous review, JS3 

stated that the Mining Act had not been reviewed. Mining companies have been granted the 

rights to logging and to the use of water, which compromised the socio-economic rights of 

indigenous communities. In 2021, the moratorium on new mines, which had been in place 

since 2012, had been lifted, leading to an increase in mining activities, which could further 

endangered the rights and lives of indigenous peoples.113 

88. JS12 stated, in relation to the mining of black sand at the mouth of the Alusiis river, 

that the offshore exploitation of black sand would pave the way for coastal erosion, flooding, 

changes in water flows, increased intensity of tropical storms, drying rivers, diminished 

harvests, higher salinity in ground water and arable land, loss of marine life and loss of 

revenues for sustainable farming communities, the tourism industry and conservation 

groups.114 

89. JS4 stated that tax avoidance and evasion by corporation and wealthy individuals and 

other types of illicit financial flows had resulted in staggering amounts of foregone 

revenues.115 

90. JS4 stated that the two tax reform packages namely, the Tax Reform for Acceleration 

and Inclusion (TRAIN) and the Corporate Recovery and Tax Incentives for Enterprises 

(CREATE) had eroded the Government’s capacity to mobilize domestic resources, had 

limited the fiscal space, and had put into question the capacity for progressive budget 

spending. In addition, CREATE had fallen short in terms of distributive justice and was set 

to exacerbate inequalities, as it, inter alia, functioned as tax relief for incorporated businesses, 

equivalent to a subsidy and left little gains for microenterprises and unincorporated small and 

medium enterprises. Both TRAIN and CREATE had reinforced the tax system’s overreliance 
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on regressive taxes, such as indirect taxes, which were burdensome to ordinary people and 

disproportionately affected the poor. TRAIN had weakened people’s purchasing power, 

negatively impacted household spending.116 

91. JS9 stated that in 2021, the Philippines’ Commission on Audit revealed that several 

Government agencies had mismanaged their COVID-19 response funds.117 

 2. Rights of specific persons or groups 

  Women 

92. GABRIELA stated that the COVID-19 pandemic and the economic crisis had created 

conditions for increased violence against women.118 Referring to a supported 

recommendation from the previous review on ending violence against vulnerable groups, 

particularly women and children, JS11 stated that implementation of plans of action to 

address this issue had been delayed by the impact of the pandemic.119 CWR-PH stated that 

poor women had been more vulnerable to violence.120 

93. JS14 stated that the rapid development of technology had given rise to different and 

new manifestations of violence against women. Cases of online gender-based violence had 

been continuously rising, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic.121 

  Children 

94. JS8 stated that the campaign against illegal drugs had violated the rights of those 

suspected of being involved with drugs, including children;122 and that children had 

reportedly been targeted and had not merely been collateral damage as stated by the 

Government.123 

95. JS8 stated that the Government’s militarist approach in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic had led to children being arrested and tortured for curfew and health protocol 

violations.124 

96. JS11 stated that implementation of the Philippine Plan for Action to End Violence 

Against Children (PPAEVAC) 2017-2022 had been adversely impacted by the COVID-19 

pandemic.125 

97. EV stated that corporal punishment was lawful in the home. The consolidated bill to 

prohibit corporal punishment that had been adopted by the House of Representative and the 

Senate during a bicameral committee conference had been vetoed by President Duterte.126 

98. Referring to a relevant supported recommendation from the previous review, JS16 

expressed concern about the insufficient efforts made by the Philippines to combat child 

labour.127 There had been challenges in the effective enforcement of the legislation which 

protected children from economic exploitation.128 Child labour had increased during the 

COVID-19 pandemic.129 

99. JS11 stated that the Anti-Child Marriage Law (RA 11596), which prohibits the 

facilitation, arrangement, and solemnization of child marriage, and cohabitation of an adult 

with a child outside of wedlock, had been met with resistance from a significant number of 

members of the Bangsamoro Transition Authority, the interim regional government of the 

Autonomous Region in Muslim Mindanao, issuing a resolution appealing to the President to 

stop its implementation.130 

100. JS5 stated that discriminatory policies coupled with social stigma had translated into 

acts of violence against gender-diverse children. Intersex children had continued to be at risk 

of forced medical interventions which aimed to align their body with normative definitions 

of ‘male’ and ‘female’.131 

101. JS11 stated that the forced removal of children from the streets and their placement in 

centres outside their city of residence, without parental knowledge or consent, had led to the 

disruption of family connections and education.132 
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  Older persons 

102. JS9 stated that older persons were particularly vulnerable during the COVID-19 

pandemic and that there was no government programmes to provide efficient social services 

to older persons.133 

  Persons with disabilities 

103. JS11 stated that children with disabilities were less likely to attend school, access 

medical services, or have their voices heard in society. They were also at a higher risk of 

physical abuse and discrimination, and often did not receive proper nutrition and 

humanitarian assistance in emergencies. JS11 considered relevant supported 

recommendations from the previous review to have been partially implemented.134 

  Indigenous peoples  

104. JS28 stated that the Philippines had not taken decisive steps to implement supported 

recommendations from the previous review relating, inter alia, to the effective 

implementation of laws, policies and programmes to protect the human rights of indigenous 

peoples.135 

105. JS17 stated that the situation of Indigenous Peoples had not improved since the 

previous review and had, in fact, worsened with the onslaught of the COVID-19 pandemic, 

highlighting the Government’s failure to deliver adequate and basic services to Indigenous 

Peoples during this health crisis.136 

106. JS3 stated indigenous peoples had been harassed, vilified as terrorists and murdered 

because they had defended their right to their ancestral lands. Their schools had been attacked 

and denounced as terrorist hubs and they had been caught in the middles of the conflict 

between the Government and the New People’s Army.137 

107. JS22 stated that the Dumagat-Remontado indigenous people had protested against the 

memorandum of agreement for the controversial Kaliwa Dam project, which had not fulfilled 

the “Free, Prior and Informed Consent” requirement. In the northern part of the Philippines, 

Tuwali-Ifugao indigenous peoples had continued to oppose the operation of the multinational 

mining giant OceanaGold. In southern part of the Philippines, the Tampakan mining project 

threatened rich biodiversity and integral headwaters of multiple communities in various 

provinces.138 

  Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and intersex persons 

108. JS5 stated that Revised Penal Code had been used to criminalize the activities of 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and queer persons; and transgender or gender 

diverse people had been prevented from using their “lived” names.139 

109. JS11 stated that lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex and queer/questioning 

children had experienced verbal harassment, neglect and sexual assault, often been 

perpetrated by parents, siblings and relatives, which went unreported.140 

110. JS30 highlighted that transgender men had not been accepted by their families, 

colleagues and fellow church; their work policies were not inclusive of transgender 

experiences; and social services did not provide for their needs and the health care centres 

were not transgender friendly.141 

  Migrants 

111. MI stated that many Filipino migrants who had experienced violations of their human 

rights while overseas, were denied their right to consular protection, access to justice, 

comprehensive social and welfare protection. During the COVID-19 pandemic, consular 

services had been inaccessible to hundreds of Filipino migrant seafarers who had been strand 

on fishing vessels.142 
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  Internally displaced persons 

112. JS28 stated that the militarization of indigenous communities through a heavy 

deployment of troops and prolonged combat operations, had resulted in the displacement of 

indigenous peoples.143 

113. JS22 stated that in 2021, in the southern part of the Philippines, a series of bombings 

in Mt. Firis and its surrounding areas, as part of the intensified military operations against the 

Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom Fighters, had resulted in 250 families from the Teduray, 

Lambangian and Dulangan Manobo Non-Moro indigenous communities being forced to 

evacuate from their homes, leaving behind their farms and their livestock.144 

114. JS24 stated that the Lumad had long been the victims of displacement and forced 

evacuation due to large-scale corporate mining, and were being targeted by the military and 

paramilitary groups.145 
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