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1. This submission focuses on the People’s Republic of China and its practice of forced returns as a form of transnational repression which exposes individuals to a significantly heightened risk enforced disappearances inside the country. 
2. The submission is based primarily on official policies from Chinese authorities and (limited) data made available by those authorities. 
3. In that regard, the organization continues to draw attention to UNODC’s ongoing cooperation with China under a Memorandum of Understanding on cooperation in combating corruption[footnoteRef:1] (the MoU) signed between the parties in October 2019. Based on the information contained in this and previous submissions, the ongoing cooperation appears in direct violation of the Human Rights Due Diligence Policy on United Nations support to non-United Nations Security Forces (HRDDP) issued by the UN Secretary General on February 23, 2015.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, The United Nations and China sign agreement on combating corruption, 17 October 2019, https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/frontpage/2019/October/the-united-nations-and-china-sign-agreement-on-combating-corruption.html. See an analysis of the MoU against the mandatory HRDDP in, and a copy of the full MoU as an annex to, the below-cited report Chasing Fox Hunt.  ]  [2:  United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, Human Rights Due Diligence Policy, https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/humanrights/hrddp.html. ] 

4. As bi- and multilateral cooperation continues to play a significant role in China’s ability to refoul individuals, and such cooperation makes it less likely individual victims trust host country authorities or international institutions to seek assistance to defend against such activities, UN agencies should lead in abiding by mandatory human rights policies and practices, rather than enable perpetrator States. 
5. This submission builds on the organization’s 2024 report Chasing Fox Hunt[footnoteRef:3] - which contains poignant first-hand examples from Chinese authorities on its extrajudicial operations overseas and in-depth information on the actors and operations -, as well as its periodic submissions to the UN Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances, UN Committee Against Torture, UN Special Rapporteur on Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, and UN Working Group on Arbitrary Detention on the scale and actors behind widespread and systematic enforced disappearances in China[footnoteRef:4]. [3:  Safeguard Defenders, Chasing Fox Hunt - Tracing the PRC’s Forced Return Operations around the Globe, 15 April 2024, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/blog/new-report-chasing-fox-hunt. ]  [4:  Latest submissions: Safeguard Defenders, Follow-up Submission - Enforced Disappearances in China: Update on Actors and Scale of Liuzhi Use, 12 December 2024; Safeguard Defenders, Follow-up Submission - Enforced Disappearances in China: Update on Scale of Liuzhi Use, 6 July 2025. [A copy of each of these submissions was shared with the UN Office and Drugs and Crime.]] 

[bookmark: _Toc220768385]Transnational Repression (TNR)
[bookmark: _Toc220768386]1. Definition and Scope
6. In its June 2025, Civic Space Brief, the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights describes TNR as denoting “acts conducted or directed by a State, or its proxy, to deter, silence or punish dissent, criticism or human rights advocacy towards it, expressed from outside its territory. These acts often target civil society actors abroad, such as human rights defenders (HRDs), journalists, and whistle-blowers as well as their families or associates who remain in the repressing country. Non-state actors such as private companies and technology firms, criminal networks, private militia or paramilitary groups and media organizations, can also play a role in transnational repression, at the request or with the acquiescence of the repressing State.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, Civic Space Brief – Transnational Repression, 18 June 2025, https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/tools-and-resources/transnational-repression. ] 

7. Among the methods employed, the Brief outlines: 
· Acts of violence and intimidation outside the country, such as overt surveillance, kidnappings, [...], arbitrary arrests, enforced disappearances and renditions;
· Harassment through extradition requests, unlawful arrests or deportations based on bilateral or regional cooperation, often involving economic or judicial cooperation agreements or the abuse of INTERPOL red notices, as well as the misuse of ‘terrorist’ labelling and formal designation (watchlists and sanctions lists), criminal prosecutions in absentia, [...];
· Abuses of (security) laws with extra-territorial provisions as the basis for arrest warrants;
· Impediments to mobility, such as arbitrary refusal of consular services or passport renewal, revocation of nationality, [...];
· Proxy punishment of in-country relatives or associates, which can include causing loss of livelihood, threatening, imprisoning, torturing or even killing family members, close associates or colleagues.
8. Similarly, the Kananaskis G7 Leaders’ Statement of June 17, 2025, defines TNR as “an aggressive form of foreign interference whereby states or their proxies attempt to intimidate, harass, harm or coerce individuals or communities outside their borders. TNR undermines national security, state sovereignty, the safety and human rights of victims, and principles of international law. It has a chilling effect in our countries. TNR often impacts dissidents, journalists, human rights defenders, religious minorities, and those identified as part of diaspora communities.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Prime Minister of Canada, G7 Leaders’ Statement on Transnational Repression, 17 June 2025, https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/statements/2025/06/17/g7-leaders-statement-transnational-repression. ] 

9. Among the methods employed the Statement highlights:
· Threats or acts of physical violence such as harassment, assault, abduction or assassination;
· Misuse of cooperation with other foreign states, international bodies and intergovernmental organizations, in order to detain, forcibly return, or repress targets, such as leveraging extraterritorial law application and counterterrorism and investigative tools;
· Forced return by confiscating passports, invalidating documents, or denying consular services;
· Direct or implicit threats against family members. 
10. While far from a lone actor, China is frequently described as the most prolific perpetrator of TNR. According to Freedom House, China’s government is responsible for “the most sophisticated, global, and comprehensive campaign of transnational repression in the world”.[footnoteRef:7] This includes the adoption and implementation of official policies and guidelines formalizing the above listed methods as State practice.  [7:  Nate Schenkkan, Zselyke Csaky, Emile Dirks, Alexander Dukalskis, European Parliament Study: Perpetrators and methods of transnational repression and possible counter strategies, 22 January 2026, https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EXAS_STU(2026)775286. 
] 

[bookmark: _Toc220768387]2. Official Policies
11. In 2018, China adopted its national Supervision Law[footnoteRef:8], in which Chapter VI focuses on International Cooperation Against Corruption.  [8:  The National People’s Congress of the People’s Republic of China, Supervision Law of the People’s Republic of China, 20 March 2018, http://en.npc.gov.cn.cdurl.cn/2018-03/20/c_1020382.htm. ] 

12. In July 2018, the Central Commission for Discipline Inspection and National Commission of Supervision [a single entity operating under two distinct names] publish a Written Legal Interpretation to its article 52: “The National Commission of Supervision shall strengthen the organization and coordination of anti-corruption efforts, such as international pursuits of fugitives, recovery of proceeds of crime, and escape prevention, and urge relevant work entities to properly complete relevant work.”
13. The Written Legal Interpretation formalizes standing practices employed by Chinese authorities to force individuals back to China for persecution (emphasis added): “In terms of conducting [anti-corruption] international fugitive repatriation, extradition is a formal channel and ideal way to acquire international criminal judicial assistance to carry out overseas fugitive repatriation. Repatriation, persuading to return, and remote prosecution are alternatives to extradition.
· Firstly, extradition means, based on bilateral or multilateral treaties or reciprocity, requesting the country where the fleeing overseas suspects are located, and transferring the suspected criminals back for prosecution and punishment. Extradition has strict criteria. The current main principles include the principle of non-extradition of political prisoners, the principle of non- extradition of death row prisoners, the principle of non-extradition of national citizens, and the principle of double criminality.
· The second category is repatriation, also known as repatriation under immigration laws, which means that our country provides clues about fugitives’ illegal and criminal activities and forging passports or other false identities to the countries where they are located so that these countries would deprive them of their residency status and compulsorily repatriate them to our country or the third country in accordance with immigration laws.
· The third category is remote prosecution, which means, under the condition that our country cannot exercise its jurisdiction, and through transferring jurisdiction to the countries where our country’s fugitives are located, to support these countries to convict and sentence them based on local laws and evidence provided by us. After being convicted and sentenced, fugitives would usually be compulsorily repatriated and then deported back to our country and brought to book.
· The fourth category is persuading to return, which means persuading and educating fugitives so that they would return voluntarily to face prosecution, trials, or penalties. Persuading to return is ideological and political work. Its primary method is to persuade and educate criminal suspects, including convincing them with reasons, touching them with emotion, making them know the law, and giving them the prerequisites for lighter punishments to change their minds.
· The fifth category is irregular measures. There are two common ways: (1) kidnapping, which means using methods of kidnapping to arrest fugitives and return them to the country; (2) trapping and capturing, which means luring criminal suspects to the territories of the destination country, the high seas, international airspace, or a third country which has an extradition treaty with the destination country, and then to arrest or extradite them.” [footnoteRef:9] [9:  Commission for Discipline Inspection of the CPC Central Committee, 《中华人民共和国监察法》释义:第六章反腐败国际合作第五十二条, 4 July 2018, https://web.archive.org/web/20220328145410/https:/www.ccdi.gov.cn/djfgn/fgsy/201807/t20180704_33962.html. ] 

 14. Due to the nature of the methodologies and because of the overall situation in China’s judicial and prison/detention system, these official policies and their implementation pose a concrete and immediate risk to human rights protections under international law.
15. Whereas the blatant illegality of the irregular measures is self-evident, we will briefly outline main violations associated with three of the five methods in the next paragraphs (more information can be found in the above-cited report Chasing Fox Hunt) and highlight some of their links to official bi- and multi-lateral cooperation mechanisms. 
16. Note that all five methods are often used in combination (for example, using persuasion techniques through collective punishment of family members in China to dissuade an individual from exercising their full rights to a judicial defense from extradition) and that violations ramp up accordingly. 
17. The ensuing chapter will provide additional information on China’s State-sanctioned policy of enforced disappearances in the context of (extra-)judicial investigations and prosecutions to which individuals forced to return to the country face heightened exposure.
[bookmark: _Toc220768388]2.1. Extraditions 
18. The ius cogens principle of non-refoulement obliges States to protect individuals, under all circumstances, from any form of removal or transfer to a country where there are substantial grounds for believing the returnee would be at risk of irreparable harm upon return on account of torture, ill-treatment or other serious human rights violations. 
19. The principle applies to all persons, irrespective of their citizenship, nationality or statelessness or the legal, administrative or judicial status of the person, and wherever a State exercises jurisdiction or effective control: “No State has the right to expel, return or otherwise remove any individual from its territory whenever there are ‘substantial grounds’ for believing that the person would be in danger of being subjected to torture in the State of destination, including, where applicable, the existence in the State concerned of a consistent pattern of gross, flagrant or mass violations of human rights.”
20. To assess the existence of such substantial grounds, the UN Committee Against Torture (CAT) has outlined a non-exhaustive series of human rights situations to which States should give particular consideration when deciding on the removal of a person from their territory, including:
· Condition d: Whether the person [...] would be judged in the State to which the person is being deported in a judicial system that does not guarantee the right to a fair trial;
· Condition e: Whether the person concerned [...] would be detained or imprisoned, if deported to a State, in conditions amounting to torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment;
· Condition k: Whether the person concerned would be deported to a State where the inherent right to life is denied, including the exposure of the person to extrajudicial killings or enforced disappearance, or where the death penalty is in force;
· Condition m: Whether the person concerned would be deported to a State where reprisals amounting to torture have been or would be committed against the person, members of the person’s family or witnesses of the person’s arrest and detention, such as violent and terrorist acts against them, the disappearance of those family members or witnesses, their killings or their torture;
· Condition n: Whether the person concerned would be deported to a State where the person was subjected to or would run the risk of being subjected to slavery and forced labor or trafficking in human beings.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  UN Committee Against Torture, General comment No. 4 (2017) on the implementation of article 3 of the Convention in the context of article 22, CAT/C/GC/4, Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 4 September 2018, available at: https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/general-comments-and-recommendations/catcgc4-general-comment-no-4-2017-implementation.] 

21. As it is outside the scope of this submission, we will not examine these conditions in detail here. However, numerous statements and reports from UN human rights mechanisms, Governments and NGO’s have repeatedly found these conditions to be systematically present in China’s judicial and detention system. Increasingly, so have Courts.
22. In October 2022, the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) asserted that “The extent to which torture and other forms of ill-treatment are credibly and consistently reported to be used in Chinese detention facilities and penitentiaries, may be equated to the existence of a general situation of violence. Thereby the applicant is relieved from showing specific personal grounds of fear, it being enough that it is established that he will be placed in a detention centre or penitentiary.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  European Court of Human Rights, Case of Liu v. Poland (Application no. 37610/18), 6 October 2022, available at https://hudoc.echr.coe.int/fre?i=001-219786.] 

23. The ECtHR concluded that if it were established that an individual would be placed in a detention center or penitentiary upon their return to China, such refoulement would constitute a violation of Article 3 of the European Convention under the international principle of non-refoulement. Since the ECtHR’s October 2022 decision, which became final on January 31, 2023, numerous Courts in Council of Europe Member States have followed the doctrine. 
24. Despite a slowly growing awareness of Article 3 risks associated with extraditions to China, the country’s abuse of INTERPOL Notices continues to put individuals at risk of prolonged arbitrary detention and limitations to their freedom of movement – including fear-induced self-limitations due to repeated threats and publicity campaigns by Chinese and Hong Kong authorities of extra-judicial persecution (chilling effect). 
25. Moreover, whereas INTERPOL’s Notices are issued with the express goal of seeking cooperation for the extradition, surrender or similar action[footnoteRef:12], the organization is mandated by Article 2 of its Constitution to ensure all police cooperation activities comply with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights[footnoteRef:13]. Given the persistent general situation of violence repeatedly found in China’s prison and detention system, an evident contradiction between the two operating principles arises.  [12:  INTERPOL, Red Notices, https://www.interpol.int/How-we-work/Notices/Red-Notices. ]  [13:  INTERPOL, Constitution of the ICPO-INTERPOL, https://www.interpol.int/Who-we-are/Legal-framework/Legal-documents. ] 

26. Furthermore, as China does no longer allow for the full publication of INTERPOL Notices it requested[footnoteRef:14], Individuals often become aware of an existing INTERPOL Notice only when they are detained or objections to their immigration status or asylum request are filed, harming their right to effectively seek humanitarian protection. Too often, the onus for removing abusive INTERPOL Notices remains on the individuals themselves - adding to their vulnerable status.  [14:  See: https://www.interpol.int/How-we-work/Notices/Red-Notices/View-Red-Notices. ] 

27. Lastly, China’s use of diplomatic assurances as a means to bypass the substantial grounds limitations in bilateral extradition proceedings is a growing reason for concern, in particular against the backdrop of its continued refusal to allow independent international investigations and country visits to periodically assess and continuously monitor conditions.  
[bookmark: _Toc220768389]2.2. Repatriation
28. Under the 2018 Written Legal Interpretation, China uses repatriation as a means of disguised extraditions, often limiting the enhanced judicial safeguards allowed by formal extradition proceedings.
29. It makes further abuse of international and bilateral cooperation mechanisms to employ this method, for example by requesting INTERPOL Notices it then uses – in violation of INTERPOL’s Constitution and Rules – to undermine an individual’s immigration proceedings or residence status, rather than seeking the mandated extradition.
30. Its most concerning occurrence takes place in the form of mass handovers, often without little or any discernable judicial or administrative safeguards for the targeted individuals. While not an exhaustive overview, they notable include the mass handover of 77 individuals from Fiji in 2017, 6 from Vanuatu in 2019, 88 from Indonesia and 164 from Laos in 2023, as well as over 30,000 individuals from Myanmar between September and December 2023 alone.[footnoteRef:15] In February 2025, some 40 Uyghurs were deported to China after more than 10 years in Thailand’s detention centers[footnoteRef:16], despite the OHCHR’s express call on all Member States to refrain from forcefully returning Uyghurs in its August 2022 Assessment of the situation in Xinjiang[footnoteRef:17]. [15:  Safeguard Defenders, Chasing Fox Hunt - Tracing the PRC’s Forced Return Operations around the Globe, 15 April 2024, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/blog/new-report-chasing-fox-hunt.]  [16:  UNHCR, UNHCR condemns forced returns from Thailand, 27 February 2025, https://www.unhcr.org/news/press-releases/unhcr-condemns-forced-returns-thailand. ]  [17:  Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, OHCHR Assessment of human rights concerns in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region, People’s Republic of China, 31 August 2022, https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/country-reports/ohchr-assessment-human-rights-concerns-xinjiang-uyghur-autonomous-region.] 

31. The lack of procedural safeguards and swiftness of proceedings away from public eyes in such handovers significantly increase the ensuing risk of enforced disappearances once returned to China.    
[bookmark: _Toc220768390]2.3. Persuasion to Return 
32. The methods for persuasion have been described in detail in our January 2022 report Involuntary Returns[footnoteRef:18] and include online surveillance, threats and harassment; surveillance, extensive interrogation and repeated visits of and to family members in China; collective punishment of relatives in China[footnoteRef:19] (also see our report Families in Fear[footnoteRef:20]); or direct threats, surveillance and harassment of the target abroad by (undeclared) PRC agents or their proxies. [18:  Safeguard Defenders, Involuntary Returns, January 2022, https://safeguarddefenders.com/sites/default/files/pdf/INvoluntary%20Returns.pdf. ]  [19:  Methods include: Suspension of family members’ eligibility for healthcare subsidies; Placement of limitations on their family members’ banking use; Barring them from obtaining bank loans; Denying their children access to schools; Banning their family members from public-sector employment; Restrictions on new housing; extended interrogation, surveillance and/or detention of family members; prosecution of family members. See more: Safeguard Defenders, Chasing Fox Hunt - Tracing the PRC’s Forced Return Operations around the Globe, 15 April 2024, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/blog/new-report-chasing-fox-hunt.]  [20:  Safeguard Defenders, Families in Fear: Collective Punishment in 21st Century China, 9 December 2023, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/publications/families-fear-collective-punishment-21st-century-china. ] 

33. It is by far the most pervasive among the means deployed by Chinese authorities not only for their overseas pursuits, but for exercising long-arm control over the rapidly growing diaspora in general, creating a global chilling effect on their free expression.
34. The same effect is obtained or enhanced through the inevitable ties that link overseas nationals to the State apparatus. Administrative sanctions such as the refusal to renew passports may not only come in handy for persuade to return operations, but also serve as a powerful deterrent to any Chinese national residing abroad: every so many years, they are forced to engage with authorities boosting their ability to keep an eye on community activities.
35. By all official accounts, persuasion accounts for the vast majority of forced returns to China. As the Central Commission for Discipline Inspection put it in April 2019: “The means for fugitive pursuit are relatively singular. Most of them are persuasion to return.”[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Commission for Discipline Inspection of the CPC Central Committee, 从4个关键词看2019全国追逃防逃追赃工作新布局, 13 April 2019, https://archive.ph/nI8Be. Also see data analysis in Safeguard Defenders’ Stakeholder Submission to China’s Fourth Universal Periodic Review. ] 

36. Individuals targeted by this method have no judicial or administrative recourse against their refoulement whatsoever. Unless their coerced return is used in publicity campaigns – violating privacy laws and the right to a fair trial -, information on their fate or successive whereabouts is more often than not lacking in the short to medium term. 
37. It should be of particular concern that Chinese authorities actively seek to inscribe such methods in bi- and multilateral cooperation mechanisms. For example, in 2016, in relation to the G20 High-Level Principles on Cooperation on Persons Sought for Corruption and Asset Recovery, then Deputy Director of the CCDI’s International Cooperation Bureau Cai Wei stipulated that its “articles 6 to 10 are focused on the operational level, requiring each member country to create favorable conditions for fugitive recovery and asset recovery efforts. This includes conducting cooperation in areas such as information and intelligence exchange, individual case collaboration, persuasion for return, and asset restitution.”[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Xinhua News Agency, 二十国集团反腐败工作组共同主席、中央纪委监察部国际合作局有关负责同志专访, 6 September 2016, https://web.archive.org/web/20230825040914/https://www.gov.cn/xinwen/2016-09/06/content_5105811.htm. 
] 

[bookmark: _Toc220768391]3. Operations and Official Numbers
38. Given the persistent lack of independent international access to the country and the growing lack of transparency in official data, no exhaustive overview of active operations using the CCDI’s mandated methods or the effective numbers of forced returns is available. 
39. However, official information is occasionally made public as a means of propaganda and/or to instill fear in the wider community.  An additional source of (partial) information are annual work reports by the Central Commission for Discipline Inspection or statements by the Supreme People’s Court.  
40. Such annual reports include regular numbers on the “success” rate of Operation Fox Hunt and overarching operation Sky Net, the extra-territorial arm of Xi Jinping’s signature anti-corruption drive led by the Central Commission for Discipline Inspection (CCDI) and its State front the National Commission of Supervision established under the 2018 Supervision Law. 
41. International observers have consistently expressed concern over the exact nature of that campaign. While corruption is without doubt a persistent issue in China, the drive appear – at least in part – motivated by political reasons. Perhaps it is best expressed by the CCDI itself in a 2024 Communiqué - “Put the political discipline and political rules of the Party in a prominent position, focus on political loyalty, political security, political responsibility and intra-party political life, resolutely correct political deviations, and eliminate political hidden dangers in a timely manner”[footnoteRef:23] -, or in its 2023 annual work report where it stresses its task of “forging strong political consciousness, ideological consciousness and action consciousness of loyalty to the Party”.[footnoteRef:24] [23:  Commission for Discipline Inspection of the CPC Central Committee, 中国共产党第二十届中央纪律检查委员会第三次全体会议公报, 10 January 2024, https://www.ccdi.gov.cn/xxgkn/hyzl/202401/t20240115_322074.html. ]  [24:  Commission for Discipline Inspection of the CPC Central Committee, 在中国共产党第二十届中央纪律检查委员会第二次全体会议上的工作报告, 9 January 2024, https://www.ccdi.gov.cn/xxgkn/hyzl/202302/t20230224_248811.html. ] 

42. Based on official (partial) data, at least 13,889 individuals have been forcefully returned to China from “over 120 countries and regions” since the start of Operation Fox Hunt in the second half of 2014[footnoteRef:25] and the latest annual report for 2024[footnoteRef:26].  [25:  See a compilation of all available Fox Hunt/Sky Net data, their official sources and data analysis at: Safeguard Defenders, Chasing Fox Hunt - Tracing the PRC’s Forced Return Operations around the Globe, 15 April 2024, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/blog/new-report-chasing-fox-hunt, p. 37. ]  [26:  Commission for Discipline Inspection of the CPC Central Committee, 李希在二十届中央纪委四次全会上的工作报告, 6 January 2025, https://www.ccdi.gov.cn/toutiaon/202502/t20250227_408088.html.  ] 

43. Other partial data points to (temporary) operations with an even vaster scope. For example, in response to the endemic crime of telecom fraud – also related to human trafficking -, in 2019 public security authorities launched Operation Cloud Sword, leading to the mass persuaded return of no less than 230,000 individuals between April 2021 and July 2022 alone.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  Global Times, Cross-border telecom fraud cases sharply reduced in China, 18 August 2022, https://www.globaltimes.cn/page/202208/1273266.shtml. Also see: Safeguard Defenders, 110 Overseas, 12 September 2022, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/publications/110-overseas. ] 

44. Very little information is usually made available on the ensuing fate of these subjects. Once returned, individuals are or can be subjected to the conditions against which the CAT warns in its General Comment No. 4, including the risk of enforced disappearances. This is the case in particular for individuals targeted under financial crimes or corruption charges – often the case for former officials and whistleblowers – as these cases fall directly under the provisions of the Supervision Law. 
45. Official policies, including the above-cited Supervision Law provide for prolonged periods of solitary arbitrary detention at secret locations which have been repeatedly denounced by UN human rights mechanisms as tantamount to enforced disappearances. This includes Residential Surveillance at a Designated Location – RSDL, often used on HRD’s - and Liuzhi. 


[bookmark: _Toc220768392]Enforced Disappearances as State Policy
[bookmark: _Toc220768393]1. Liuzhi
46. Article 22 of the Supervision Law provides for the system of Liuzhi (retention in custody). Operated by the CCDI-National Commission of Supervision, there is no external entity to provide independent oversight, approval or review of a decision to place an individual into the system. As the system exists wholly outside the bounds of the PRC’s formal criminal justice system, victims do not have the right to access legal counsel and no external appeal mechanisms are available.
47. Per regulations, any individual placed inside the system must be held in solitary confinement. The vast majority of victims are kept from any type of communication with the outside world and their family members are not informed of their whereabouts (or even the retention itself) as the system makes use of undisclosed “designated” locations (e.g., custom-built facilities to CCP-run hotels, guesthouses, offices, etc.).
48. Based on partial available data, the use of liuzhi has been officially acknowledged in at least 76,501 instances between 2018 and 2022. Since 2024, work reports from the CCDI have contained official numbers on the annual use of Liuzhi across the entire territory. These full data show Liuzhi was used in at least 26,000 cases in 2023, while at least 38,000 individuals were subjected to the measure in 2024. Based on conservative extrapolation, Safeguard Defenders estimates that since 2018 the form of widespread and systematic enforced disappearances, arbitrary detention and torture or other inhuman or degrading treatment has been used on well over 100,000 individuals and likely closing in on 200,000. 
49. The rapid expansion in the number of disciplinary investigations and equally growing use of Liuzhi is of particular concern given recent amendments to the 2018 National Supervision Law. Among the amendments which came into force on June 1, 2025, we note in particular the possibility of extending the period of reclusion in Liuzhi from six to eight months if the suspect faces the possibility of a prison sentence of 10 years or more. 
50. The system has been formally denounced by the UN WGEID in a General Allegation Letter of September 2019[footnoteRef:28] and reiterated in its 2020 report to the 45th Human Rights Council[footnoteRef:29], as well as its 2021 Fall Session report[footnoteRef:30]. [28:  https://www.ohchr.org/Documents/Issues/Disappearances/Allegations/119_China.pdf.]  [29:  https://undocs.org/pdf?symbol=en/A/HRC/45/13.]  [30:  https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/2021-12/A_HRC_WGEID_125_1_AdvanceEditedVersion.docx.] 

51. The rapid expansion in the number of disciplinary investigations and equally growing use of Liuzhi is of particular concern given recent amendments to the 2018 National Supervision Law. Among the amendments which came into force on June 1, 2025, we note in particular the possibility of extending the period of reclusion in Liuzhi from six to eight months if the suspect faces the possibility of a prison sentence of 10 years or more. 
52. Furthermore, for cases handled by the National Commission of Supervision - or by provincial supervision commissions upon approval by the National-level one -, that period may be reset once if new, serious duty-related offenses are alleged. This would make it possible to retain an individual in Liuzhi for up to 16 months. 
[bookmark: _Toc220768394]2. Residential Surveillance at a Designated Location
53. Similar to Liuzhi is the incommunicado detention system of RSDL operated by the Ministry of Public Security (MPS). 
56. Civil society groups have documented dire conditions for those held under RSDL, including unsanitary conditions, constant surveillance, deprivation of access to outdoor spaces or exercise, forced solitary confinement and oppressive interrogations with the aim of extracting confessions.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Also see: Safeguard Defenders, Locked Up: Inside China's Secret RSDL Jails, 21 June 2021, https://safeguarddefenders.com/en/publications/locked. ] 

59. In a detailed communication[footnoteRef:32] to the government sent in August 2018, ten UN Special Procedures asserted that RSDL “denies the fundamental right to fair trial, potentially undermines the right to physical and mental integrity, and denies persons held under these conditions of their rights to counsel and family visits”. They stressed that RSDL gives the police and public security too much power, that is abused in order to allow arbitrary arrest, and that it is being used to muzzle peaceful and legitimate rights to freedom of expression, assembly, association and the right to defend rights.  [32:  https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/TMResultsBase/DownLoadPublicCommunicationFile?gId=23997.] 

60. The experts underscored that, by allowing individuals “to be held incommunicado, for long periods, in undisclosed location”, RSDL “may per se amount to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, or even torture, and additionally may expose [those held under RSDL] to an increased risk of further abuse, including acts of torture”. 
61. In a March 2020 public statement,[footnoteRef:33] six UN Special Procedures – including the UN’s Working Group on Enforced or Involuntary Disappearances – “expressed their alarm at the ongoing use of RSDL in China, despite having for many years reiterated the position that RSDL is not compatible with international human rights law.”  [33:  https://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=25735&LangID=E. ] 

62.  The PRC’s official court records database[footnoteRef:34] points to an exponential growth of the RSDL system with a logged use of 24,223 cases. Taking into account all caveats on missing data, Safeguard Defenders assumes a conservative average of close to 64,900 victims since 2013.  [34:  https://wenshu.court.gov.cn/. It must be highlighted that this official database has significant gaps (notably in relation to national security cases) and has increasing restrictions on access. 
] 

63. While not all these individuals are human rights defenders, this is commonly recognized as a tactic used to intimidate and coerce individuals detained for their human rights-related work. 
***
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