
MALAYSIA: UNDERMINING NHRI THROUGH BUDGET CUT 
Suara Rakyat Malaysia (SUARAM)1 

 
1. Context 
 
2016 has been an eventful year for the Human Rights Commission of Malaysia 
(SUHAKAM). The successful programmes by SUHAKAM in 2015 and the ‘retaliation’ 
by the Federal Government of Malaysia in late 2015 placed SUHAKAM in rather curious 
circumstances over 2015/2016. On one hand, SUHAKAM now enjoys an increased 
support and recognition by civil society; on the other, SUHAKAM suffered from the ire 
of the Federal Government and has been forced to severely restrict its operational 
capacity as a result of the drastic budget cut imposed upon it. 
 
On top of the sanctions imposed by the Government of Malaysia, SUHAKAM was also 
restricted in its contribution to the developments of laws that hold dire consequences for 
Malaysia. As a case in point, the government claimed that SUHAKAM was consulted in 
the drafting of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 20152. The claim was swiftly rebutted by 
the former chairperson of SUHAKAM, Tan Sri Hasmy Agam who stated that the 
government merely informed SUHAKAM of their intention3. In a closed door conference 
in early 2016, a government official mentioned that SUHAKAM was not consulted in the 
drafting of the law as SUHAKAM was not seen as expert on the matter and thus 
consultation was deemed unnecessary. The decision to exclude SUHAKAM from the 
drafting of laws that holds substantial human rights concerns clearly prevents 
SUHAKAM from executing its duties under Section 4(1)(b) of SUHAKAM’s governing 
act4. 
 
Despite the operational restriction that resulted from the budget cut and general 
uncooperative stance adopted by the Government of Malaysia, SUHAKAM managed to 
retain its accreditation of ‘A’ status during its review in late 2015. In brief, the 
accreditation was made with concerns on the appointment process in which the Prime 
Minister of Malaysia has discretion in the appointment of new commissioners; the 

1 Chew Chuan Yang, Documentation & Monitoring Coordinator, monitoring@suaram.net. Our deepest 
gratitude to all individuals and organisations that made the preparation of this report possible. Special 
thanks to SUARAM Executive Director Sevan Doraisamy for the guidance and inspiration. 
2 A law which grants police power to detain individuals without trial for upward of 60 days and grants the 
terrorism board power to sentence an individual to imprisonment for upward to 2 years (and renewal as 
necessary). 
3 Christine Cheah and Victoria Brown, “Suhakam: We were not consulted”, The Star, 16 April 2015, 
http://www.thestar.com.my/news/nation/2015/04/16/suhakam-we-were-not-consulted-hasmy-no-
consultation-on-pota/. 
4 “…to advise and assist the Government in formulating legislation and administrative directives and 
procedures and recommend the necessary measures to be taken…”. 
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absence of ‘full-time’ position for commissioners; inadequate funding; security of tenure; 
and emphasis on the need for state recognition of the NHRI report5. It is noted that the 
concerns raised by the Sub-Committee of Accreditation should be attributed to the 
Government of Malaysia as many of the issues raised had been raised by SUHAKAM in 
their proposed amendments to SUHAKAM’s enabling act6. 
 
The key highlights of ANNI’s recommendations in ANNI’s 2015 report outlined the need 
for SUHAKAM to increase engagement with civil society in Malaysia; to ensure timely 
response to developing human rights situation; and for SUHAKAM to utilise its unique 
position and act as a bridge to help facilitate discussion between government agencies 
and civil society on human rights. On this note, most of the recommendations made to 
SUHAKAM have been adopted and some of the changes made have come to fruition. 
 
As for the recommendation made to the Government of Malaysia in regards to 
SUHAKAM in the ANNI report, none of the recommendations have been adopted. To 
make the matter worse, the recommendation for SUHAKAM’s budget to be increased to 
ensure the effectiveness of SUHAKAM’s operation was disregarded completely. In 
November 2015, SUHAKAM’s budget was officially slashed by close to 50% for the 
year 2016. Despite SUHAKAM’s representations to the Minister as well as Ministry of 
Finance, the commission’s budget cut remains inadequate. The Minister in charge was 
found to be misrepresenting the comments and feedback7 by SUHAKAM’s 
commissioners on the matter. 
 
This report shall reflect on the general progress and development experienced by 
SUHAKAM and shall evaluate the endeavours by SUHAKAM in regards to the issues 
and state harassment against human rights defenders (HRD) in Malaysia and the efforts 
to protect and promote civil and political rights in Malaysia by SUHAKAM. This report 
would evaluate SUHAKAM based on several complaints of human rights violations put 
forward by SUARAM on behalf of the family of victim of human rights violations with 
several cases relating to the status of human rights defenders. 

5 International Coordinating Committee of National Institution for the Promotion and Protection of Human 
Rights, ‘Report and Recommendations of the Session of the Sub-Committee on Accreditation (SCA)’, 16-20 
November 2015, 
http://nhri.ohchr.org/EN/AboutUs/ICCAccreditation/Documents/SCA%20FINAL%20REPORT%20-
%20NOVEMBER%202015-English.pdf. 
6 Act 597, Human Rights Commission of Malaysia Act 1999. 
7 Nawar Firdaws, “Reduced budget sees Suhakam confined to Klang Valley”, 17 May 2016, Free Malaysia 
Today, http://www.freemalaysiatoday.com/category/nation/2016/05/17/reduced-budget-sees-suhakam-
confined-to-klang-valley/. SUARAM is given to understand that SUHAKAM explained that the current 
budget allocated would restrict SUHAKAM’s operation and limit its operation to the Klang Valley area 
(that is Kuala Lumpur and surrounding areas in Selangor state). The Minister in charge, Paul Low 
answered the Parliament suggesting that SUHAKAM had voluntarily confinedits activities to one small 
part of the country. 
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2. Mandate to Protect and Promote Human Rights 
 

2.1 General 
 

In general, SUHAKAM is endowed with the power to look into complaints received by it 
or to initiate its independent inquiry into human rights violations. Unfortunately, 
restriction on resources and operational structures renders the practice of independent 
inquiry uncommon. As for lodging complaints, individuals or groups who believe that 
their rights have been infringed can approach SUHAKAM by visiting its office or 
through other means of communication.  
 
In addition to these powers, SUHAKAM has the discretion to act upon complaints and 
visit victims of human rights violations who are detained. However, in some cases, this 
power has been curtailed by the need for notification to the relevant government 
agencies. While the need for notice can be justified, the current practice requiring 
substantial pre-notice makes it not viable for surprise visit to be conducted. The 
requirement for pre-notice also allows room for enforcement agencies to ‘clean-up’ their 
act before SUHAKAM’s visit or investigations. 
 
This report will seek to evaluate SUHAKAM’s performance through the following case 
studies as a starting point for evaluation. 
 
Case Study 1: Arrest and Detention of Khalid Ismath 
 
Khalid Ismath, a well-known activist was arrested in October 2015 for allegedly insulting 
the royal family of Johor (southern state in Malaysia)8. He was later charged on three 
counts under the Sedition Act 1948 and 11 counts under the Communications and 
Multimedia Act 1998. After his arrest in Kuala Lumpur, he was subsequently brought to 
Johor and was remanded there. When he was charged, the court denied his bail which 
resulted in his detention in solitary confinement for three weeks. During his detention, he 
was reportedly ill-treated and subjected to mental torture and other inhumane treatment, 
including being forced to sleep on the floor of a ‘dark’ cell with no bedding, toilet and 
light. After his release in late October, Khalid Ismath lodged a complaint to SUHAKAM 
in regardto his detention and the inhumane treatment and conditions to which he was 
subjected. 
 
 
 

8 Amnesty International Malaysia, ‘Release Khalid Ismath (UA238/15)’, 21 October 2015, 
http://www.amnestyusa.org/get-involved/take-action-now/malaysia-release-khalid-ismath-ua-23815. 
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Case Study 2: Arrest and Detention of Datuk’ R. Sri Sanjeevan 
 
Datuk R. Sri Sanjeevan was first detained on 22 June 2016 for allegedly extorting money 
from operators of illegal gambling dens in Malaysia. He was arrested and subsequently 
remanded for investigation. After the conclusion of his first remand, he was subjected to 
a series of chain remand9 (Sanjeevan was subjected to eight arrests in total). His 6th, 7th 
and 8th remand application by the police was summarily rejected by the court. Following 
the end of his 8th arrest, he was placed under detention under the Prevention of Crime Act 
195910 (POCA). A complaint to SUHAKAM was made by the family on 29 June. 
SUARAM followed up with a memorandum on 1 July 2016. Subsequently, after 
Sanjeevan’s court appearance and signs of physical violence, SUARAM and family 
members of Sanjeevan paid SUHAKAM another visit on 19 July 2016. 
 
Case Study 3: Arrest and Detention of an Asylum Seeker11 
 
An asylum seeker who entered Malaysia without suitable travel documents was arrested 
for violating the immigration conditions imposed on him and was subsequently detained 
under immigration law for more than a month. Due to difficulties in physically locating 
and verifying the security of the person, SUARAM on behalf of his next of kin contacted 
SUHAKAM to assist with the efforts to locate the said individual. Official request for 
assistance and complaint was put to SUHAKAM on 2 June 2016. 
 
Case Study 4: Arrests and Chain Remand for ‘Lese Majeste’12 
 
In May 2016, six individuals were arrested and subjected to chain remand in Johor for 
online comments that allegedly insulted a member of the Royal Family. When the first 
chain remand started, SUARAM on behalf of the victims and their next-of-kin submitted 
a complaint with SUHAKAM calling for active monitoring and intervention when 
necessary. The request for further monitoring was made on 2 June 2016. 
 
2.2 Addressing human rights violations in a comprehensive and timely manner 
  
In case study 1, the complaint was lodged following the release of Khalid Ismath. 
According to the complainant, SUHAKAM has communicated via written letters 

9 Locally known as ‘Tukargari’, chain remand occurs when an individual is arrested immediately upon 
release from remand. Victims of this practice are rearrested for a ‘different’ police report for the same 
crime or in some cases a different matter. 
10 The Prevention of Crime Act 1959 grants police power to detain someone without trial for upwards of 60 
days. 
11 Name withheld due to security and safety concerns. 
12 Strictly speaking, there is no law for lese majeste. The Sedition Act 1948 and the Communications and 
Multimedia Act 1998 is the usual law used to prosecute those who insult members of the royalty. 
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detailing the status of the investigations. Thus far, the letter has detailed the inquiries put 
forward to the Royal Malaysian Police and the lacklustre replies given by the police. 
 
In case study 2, the initial complaint to SUHAKAM by family was lodged on 29June 
2016.Soon after, a commissioner from SUHAKAM visited Sanjeevan in detention. On 
30June, Sanjeevan was produced in court to be charged for extortion. During the 
preliminary hearing, Sanjeevan informed the court that he was physically beaten and 
tortured after the visit by the SUHAKAM commissioner. 
 
In case study 3, following the complaint and request for assistance lodged with 
SUHAKAM on 2 June 2016, SUHAKAM’s complaint and monitoring division 
successfully located the ‘missing’ asylum seeker and reverted back to SUARAM on 
3June 2016.  
 
In case study 4, after SUARAM put forward the request for active monitoring and 
intervention, no further updates were received from SUHAKAM on the matter. Those 
detained were subjected to chain remand for upwards of 12 days. SUARAM was given to 
understand that there were no additional follow up thus far. It is noted that no official 
complaints have been lodged by those detained as there is a substantive threat to their 
safety at this juncture. 
 
3. HRDs and WHRDs 
 
Despite the volatile work environment that is prevalent in civil society in Malaysia, the 
protection afforded to human rights defenders is still relatively scarce in Malaysia. With 
Malaysia’s support for the United Nations General Assembly resolution in 201513, 
preliminary steps have yet to be initiated by civil society and the NHRI to adopt the 
concepts advocated by the resolution. 
 
As of July 2016, the legal recognition and protection for human rights defenders is still 
largely an aspiration. However, SUHAKAM has in the past worked closely with human 
rights defenders14 and civil society organisations and the issue of recognition has not 
been a matter of contention. On a more positive note, SUHAKAM grants a shortlisted 
NGO and individual who has made a substantive contribution to the human rights 
discourse in Malaysia, an award on an annual basis15. 

13 FIDH, ‘United Nations General Assembly adopts resolution on the protection of human rights defenders 
by increased majority’, 18 December 2015, https://www.fidh.org/en/issues/human-rights-defenders/united-
nations-general-assembly-adopts-resolution-on-the-protection. 
14 In the past there was an officer to oversee matters relating to human rights defenders. 
15 SUHAKAM, ‘Human Rights Award 2016’, http://www.suhakam.org.my/berita-peristiwa/human-rights-
award-2014/. 
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Between 2015 and 2016 (up to July), SUHAKAM has issued a total of 63 statements of 
which two statements had direct or substantive mention of issues relating to human rights 
defenders. The issues raised in this statement includes the restriction on freedom of 
movement of human rights defender16 and the arrest of human rights defenders during a 
protest against the implementation of new tax policies17. 
 
Between 2015 and 2016 (up to July) SUARAM has lodged three complaints relating to 
human rights defenders operating in Malaysia. The complaints related to case study 1; the 
arrest and detention of Mr. Khairul Nizam; and case study 3.  
 
In case study 1, SUHAKAM informed the complainant Khalid Ismath that it had 
contacted the Royal Malaysian Police inquiring about the detention conditions and that 
the police denied any wrong-doing in the case; In the case of Khairul Nizam, no further 
information was given to the complainant or his family member on the matter. As for 
case study 3, the complaint was submitted by the family of the detained and the detained 
was visited by a SUHAKAM commissioner within a week. 
 
A cursory examination of the three cases specifically pertaining to human rights 
defenders would suggest that SUHAKAM has not performed to its best in addressing the 
threat against human rights defenders. However, if we look at the specifics, in the cases 
involving Khalid Ismath and KhairulNizam, where SUHAKAM were performed under 
the expected standard, this could be the result of the distance between SUHAKAM 
headquarters in Kuala Lumpur and the detention centre in Johor Bahru. Further, it should 
be noted that no complaint was lodged with SUHAKAM immediately after their arrest. 
However, this should not justify the lack of proactive intervention as both cases were 
well documented and reported in the media. 
 
As for preventive measures, SUHAKAM has not engaged with human rights defenders 
and civil society in establishing preventive practice to provide additional protection to 
human rights defenders. Considering the context and scope of powers available to 
SUHAKAM in Malaysia, effective preventive measures protecting human rights 
defenders is unlikely to be viable. 
 

16 SUHAKAM, ‘SUHAKAM Deplores the Curtailment of Fundamental Rights of Malaysians’, 27 July 
2015, http://www.suhakam.org.my/suhakam-deplores-the-curtailment-of-fundamental-rights-of-
malaysians/. 
17 SUHAKAM, ‘The Human Rights Commission of Malaysia Expresses Deep Concerns over the 
Continued Violation of the Right to Freedom of Peaceful Assembly’, 3 May 2015, 
http://www.suhakam.org.my/the-human-rights-commission-of-malaysia-expresses-deep-concern-over-the-
continued-violation-of-the-right-to-freedom-of-peaceful-assembly/. 
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However, this does not exclude the possibility of a robust mechanism to proactively 
monitor and intervene in cases involving human rights defenders. Thus far, SUHAKAM 
has issued statements relating to the persecution of human rights defenders and begun 
investigating the complaints lodged by human rights defenders. While the work in this 
regard has certainly been fruitful for human rights defenders, much more can be done. As 
an example, SUHAKAM can and should develop mechanisms to actively engage with 
human rights defenders who have been summoned for police questioning or arrested as 
part of their activism. This mechanism could potentially include notice of concerns to the 
police station in question or physical presence of commissioners or designated officers at 
the police station during inquiries. 
 
In addition to implementing plans and procedure to better facilitate SUHAKAM’s 
capacity for protection and intervention, SUHAKAM should explore possible avenues of 
strengthening human rights advocacy in Malaysia. Traditionally, SUHAKAM has been 
tasked with human rights education in Malaysia. This unique role grants SUHAKAM an 
opportunity to reach out to public education institute of suitable level to deliver human 
rights education and training. Recognising SUHAKAM’s initiative and contribution in 
organising talk sessions in education institutes and the Amalan Terbaik Hak Asasi 
Manusia (ATHAM)18 programme in several schools, this report proposes a more robust 
and sustained training programme could train and build cadre of young human rights 
defenders from all walks of life.  
 
The training programme could materialise in the form of a ‘camp’ during semester breaks 
for students of secondary or tertiary level. The camp could focus on empowering students 
and youths on knowledge of human rights and how to participate in the human rights 
discourse in their position. The programme could also include participation of civil 
society organisations and relevant government agencies who are equipped to address and 
educate students and youths on human rights related topics. 
 
4. Torture and Illegal Detention 
 
The use of torture is one of the key human rights violations that plague Malaysia on a 
daily basis. With no clear regulations or legal provisions criminalising the use of 
torture19, those who are accused of torture are often charged for lesser offences of causing 

18 ‘Best Practices for Human Rights’: a programme in conjunction with the Ministry of Education. 
19 The only known regulation against the use of torture is a special order from the Inspector-General of 
Police, which was revealed in the report on the investigation into the death of N. Dharmendran by the 
Enforcement Agency Integrity Commission. 
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hurt or subject to civil suits. With such weak protection in place, enforcement officers can 
and have inflicted torture against detainees20 with varying degrees of impunity.  
 
Another key reason why torture is so prevalent in Malaysia can be attributed to the lack 
of access to the detainee by family members and lawyers during prolonged detention. In 
Malaysia, there is the practice of chain remand where an individual is re-arrested 
immediately after release for a similar crime. More often than not, this allows police 
unobstructed access to detainees for prolonged period that can extend indefinitely (with 
detention of 80 days recorded in recent years)21. While legal counsel is still available to 
detainees in theory, those detained in such conditions are often beaten by police officers 
and threatened with the use of further physical violence if they request for lawyers or 
reveal the treatment they received in court. 
 
Similar circumstances are also found in situations involving alleged criminals and terror 
suspects as the legal provisions developed to counter terrorism and organised crime 
utilise provisions that permit detention without trial with police discretion in detention 
period for upward of 60 days22. During these periods, detainees often report that they are 
forced to confess to crimes that they may or may not have committed under duress. With 
these two factors in mind, it is perhaps not surprising that cases of custodial death with 
signs of physical violence, such as those of N. Dharmendran23, A. Kugan24, Teoh Beng 
Hock25 and many others, surface at regular intervals.  
 
In light of the conditions that give rise to the use of torture in Malaysia, it is of paramount 
importance for lawyers and family members of detainees to be given adequate access in a 
timely manner. In the event that lawyers or family member is restricted or prevented from 
meeting with the detainees26, it becomes crucial for SUHAKAM to exercise its power to 

20 Fahirul N. Ramli, “Malaysia: Police Tortured Detainee, Government Commission Finds”, BenarNews, 
24 April 2016, http://www.benarnews.org/english/news/malaysian/torture-report-04282016142715.html. 
21 “Six men allege torture during 80-day remand”, Free Malaysia Today, 15 March 2016, 
http://www.freemalaysiatoday.com/category/nation/2016/03/15/six-men-allege-torture-while-in-80-day-
remand/. 
22 Security Offences (Special Measures) Act 2012 permits effective police detention upward of 29 days; 
Prevention of Crime Act 1959 and Prevention of Terrorism Act 2015 allows police detention of upward to 
60 days. 
23 Mayuri Mei Lin, “EAIC: Police Officers beat Dharmendran to death during violent interrogation”, Malay 
Mail, 28 April 2016, http://www.themalaymailonline.com/malaysia/article/eaic-police-officers-beat-
dharmendran-to-death-during-violent-interrogation. 
24 “Ex-cop in Kugan custodial death jailed three years”, Malay Mail, 23 May 2015, 
http://www.themalaymailonline.com/malaysia/article/ex-cop-in-kugan-custodial-death-jailed-three-years. 
25 “Six years on, Teoh Beng Hock probe still ongoing”, MalaysiaKini, 22 October 2015, 
https://www.malaysiakini.com/news/316672. 
26 Provisions in Security Offences (Special Measures) Act 2012 allows police to prevent detainee from 
meeting family and lawyers for a maximum of 48 hours. 
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visit detainees and ensure that detainees under security laws or chain remand are not 
subject to torture or other forms of ill-treatment.  
 
Acknowledging the fact that SUHAKAM does conduct visits and initiate investigations 
on a case by case basis, it is noted that it may not be feasible for SUHAKAM to address 
each and every violation that arises on a case by case basis. In order to drive a change of 
policy and practice, frequent and consistent visits to key detention centre and police lock-
ups would need to be common practice in order to mitigate and prevent possible abuses 
by enforcement agencies. In addition, SUHAKAM ought to establish procedures and 
practices on conducting surprise visits.  
 
Traditionally, SUHAKAM lacked the power to conduct surprise visits or spot checks as 
SUHAKAM is required to give due notice before any visit. Fortunately, this restriction is 
not imposed on the Enforcement Agency Integrity Commission (EAIC)27. SUHAKAM 
and EAIC have made it known that they had collaborated on this matter and that they 
were successful in coordinating a joint surprise visit with no challenges posed by the 
enforcement agency in question28. The ability to conduct such visits would play a 
significant role in prevention of torture in the Malaysian context as this could enable 
immediate intervention whenever any individual cases of report is lodged with 
SUHAKAM and allows the collection of physical evidence of torture from detainees. 
 
Further, rather than spearheading an investigation on their own, SUHAKAM can and 
should increase cooperation with other statutory bodies such as EAIC when it is 
appropriate. The recent collaboration between SUHAKAM and EAIC in conducting 
investigations into the allegation of torture by detained terror suspects shows great 
promise and potential. Such initiatives are highly welcome as it allows both agencies with 
interest in the matter to pool resource and expertise and would undoubtedly contribute to 
a more comprehensive investigation, and subsequent report on the matter. 
 
In the absence of political will by the legislature to implement laws that would prevent 
and reduce the occurrence of torture, SUHAKAM should also look into developing ‘best 
practices’ for enforcement agencies and have memorandum of understanding with 
enforcement agencies in regards to developing operating procedures that would mitigate 
and minimise human rights violations and abuses.  
 
 
 

27 A statutory body that was established to investigate and report on any wrong doings committed by 
enforcement agencies. 
28 SUHAKAM, ‘Annual Report 2015’, http://www.suhakam.org.my/pusat-media/sumber/laporan-tahunan/.  
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5. NHRI engagement with Civil Society 
 
In the ANNI 2015 report, one of the key recommendations put forward is that 
SUHAKAM should look to expand further its role and capacity to be an intermediary and 
mediator between civil society and government agencies. In 2015 and 2016, SUHAKAM 
took further steps to fulfil this recommendation. In 2015, SUHAKAM organised a round 
table discussion between civil society and the government agency involved with the 
negotiation on the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement. SUHAKAM also organised a 
round table session between all government agencies and civil society organisations on 
the implementation of the Universal Periodic Review which was attended by most 
government agencies and well received by CSOs. 
 
While it remains questionable whether the meeting facilitated a change of approach by 
the relevant government agencies, the space for further discussion and exchange of ideas 
facilitated by SUHAKAM is helpful and provides a neutral platform for engagement. 
Unfortunately, the reduction in SUHAKAM budget for 2016 may significantly alter the 
status quo and affect SUHAKAM’s current initiatives. However, it should be noted that 
resources for such programmes need not only come from SUHAKAM, as civil society 
organisations and other interest groups could be engaged as partners when necessary. As 
SUHAKAM may not have established extensive procedures and/or regulations on the 
matter, SUHAKAM should look to develop these procedures as soon as possible in order 
for such meetings to continue unabated. 
 
On a more positive note, SUHAKAM has worked on the recommendation for more 
consultation and engagement with civil society. To this end, SUHAKAM has 
collaborated with statutory bodies and CSOs for the ratification of international 
conventions. As an example, SUHAKAM is collaborating with the Malaysian Bar, 
Lawyers for Liberty, Amnesty International Malaysia, SUARAM and other civil society 
organisations on the campaign for Malaysia’s accession to the United Nations 
Convention Against Torture (CAT). While the joint campaign has met various challenges 
along the way, the resilience and capacity to adapt to cooperation and collaboration with 
civil society is greatly welcomed and would undoubtedly strengthen SUHAKAM’s 
standing as an ‘A’ status accredited NHRI. 
 
In line with these positive developments, the 2016 ANNI report welcomes the initiative 
shown by SUHAKAM in this regard and recommends additional programmes that could 
further consolidate SUHAKAM’s role as a mediator and partner of collaboration in the 
advocacy effort for better human rights protection and mechanisms in Malaysia. 
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6. Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
SUHAKAM has undertaken initiatives to address some of the recommendations put 
forward in the 2015 ANNI Report. The areas of key progress include: the appointment 
and selection process for commissioners; timely and comprehensive response to human 
rights violations especially on crackdown against freedom of expression; maximise 
involvement with civil society; and fully utilise its unique position as interlocutor. 
 
It should be noted that despite the positive developments, some areas such as active 
advocacy for the implementation of its recommendations and communications in terms of 
timely status updates on SUHAKAM’s investigation can be improved still further. 
 
Contrary to the positive development undergone by SUHAKAM, the government’s 
callous treatment of SUHAKAM in the recent years left more to be wanted by many. 
Between the startling budget cut imposed on SUHAKAM, and the delay in the 
appointment of new commissioners for SUHAKAM, the government has failed in the 
legal obligations imposed by SUHAKAM’s enabling act.  
 
Further, the consistent manner in which the Parliament of Malaysia led by the ruling 
coalition, Barisan Nasional has failed to table and debate the annual SUHAKAM reports 
can be seen as a lack of political will to empower SUHAKAM and include human rights 
as part of the law making process. The lack of political will to empower SUHAKAM and 
adopt human rights as a new dimension in Malaysia legislature is also reflected in 
Government of Malaysia’s one directional engagement with SUHAKAM in the drafting 
of the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2015.  
 
6.1 Recommendations to the Government of Malaysia: 

6.1.1. Cease the intended or unintended sabotage of SUHAKAM’s functions 
caused by dereliction of the legal obligations imposed by the SUHAKAM 
enabling act; 

6.1.2. Accept and adopt the amendments proposed by SUHAKAM in regard to 
its enabling act; 

6.1.3. Provide full cooperation to SUHAKAM in roundtable discussions and 
other engagements; 

6.1.4. Acknowledge and accept SUHAKAM’s expertise and capacity to advise 
on the drafting of laws that has human rights ramifications; 

6.1.5. Ensure SUHAKAM receives adequate funding for its operations and 
campaigns. 
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6.2 Recommendations to SUHAKAM: 
6.2.1. Implement policy and operating procedure on managing individual 

complaints with clear timeline and deadlines for response and feedback; 
6.2.2. Further develop capacity to conduct surprise visits in conjunction with 

EAIC; 
6.2.3. Further develop or establish clear principles and procedures for joint 

investigations with EAIC and other related agencies or statutory bodies; 
6.2.4. Further strengthen collaboration and cooperation with civil society; 
6.2.5. Develop measures to proactively engage with known cases of human 

rights  violations without need for complaints from victims or civil 
society. 

 
*** 
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