Despite of the fact that the CRPD and other documents have meant a big step forward towards the protection of the rights of persons with mental disabilites, abuses against these people are still occurring. The fact that “full respect” of human rights on the mental health field is far from being achieved turns the implementation of effective measures in different levels of the social structure in a very pressing issue. Some of the measures on this regard are the monitory mecanisms, which by detecting deviations from human rights standards and by making recommendations for change, can promote actual changes to prevent violations of human rights to happen. This is the purpose of the regulatory mecanisms that will be analyzed in this paper: Mental health Inspectorates and international non-governmental organizations specializing in mental health and human rights. Given the ideosincrasy of each one of them, the comparison of the advantages and disadvantages of both mecanisms will be developed following three axis of analysis: “concrete-structural”, “local-international” and “governmental-non-governmental” that will be explained in the next paragraphs.

The “line” between the “concrete” level to the “structural” level constitutes the first axis of the comparative analysis. As I have mentioned in the introduction, violations of human rights of persons with mental disabilites can occur in any area of the social-health sector, so monitoring actions should be implemented in all levels of mental health care. The spectrum of the structures which are subject to be “overseen” by the monitoring bodies is quite wide as it goes from the“concrete” level refering to any facility where mental health care is given, such as hospitals or other mental health institutions, to the “structural” level including legal provisions and government policies. 
Since Mental Health Inspectorates and international non-governmental organizations specializing in mental health and human rights will be able to perform different roles while “overseeing” the same situation, the capacity to act, or the access to evaluate of both mechanisms  will be different and will depend on the level (“concrete” or “structural”) in which the monitoring action takes place. As far as the Mental Health Inspectorates are concerned, they can be very useful to scrutinize all facilities where mental health services are provided, but the main drawback at this point is that the reach of this mechanism depends on the powers and functions given it by the law. Furthermore, although some inspectorates have powers to directly impact on services, like closing down institutions or refusing accreditation, etc, others need to give the findings and recommendations to a higher institution which can act directly against a facility. However, although at the “structural” level this mechanism has this limitation, on the “concrete” level it has the power to reduce the abuses thanks to its “sheer existence”. The reason why this happens is because the awareness in the staff of a mental health facility that they can be supervised at any time, in all likelihood will influence on the quality of care provided in such facility. On regard of the international non-governmental organizations specializing in mental health and human rights, since they are not set up by national legislation they do not have the limitation of the Inspectorates which depend on the power given by the national law. Due to that, on the “structural” level they are free from the limitations imposed by the country legislation, but on the contrary their recommendations can be ignored,  and plans for change should be agreed by the governments and what is more, findings of violations can be denied by the national authorities. On the “concrete” level, they can have a major impact since they may have closer links with international organizations which can also generate more pressure and “awareness of being watched” in the staff of mental health facilites. Nevertheless, as the inspectorates are mainly “permanent” mecanisms, the international organizations may not have this continuity which can constitute a disadvantage in order to maintain the pressure arisen from persistant supervision.
Secondly, the interdependency between a specific mental health monitoring mechanism within a country (mental health inspectorates), and an international organization (an international non-governmental organization specializing in mental health and human rights) establishes the basis for the next axis of analysis, the one which goes “from the local level to the international level”. The mentioned monitoring bodies, in order to assess whether or not human rights violations are happening in the situations they evaluate, they need a reference or standard from which to compare what is actually occurring. This is the point where the local and international level of the regulatory mechanisms intertwines, as the international and regional human rights conventions can be used as standards by the monitoring mecanisms within countries.
As far as international non-governmental organizations are concerned, they can address a widespread and broad spectrum of human rights violations occurring in the area of mental health but, on the contrary they may not have the capacity to investigate the most concrete problems that happen at the local level. On the other hand, this limitation can be overcomed thanks to the information provided by the local monitoring bodies, which can be very useful for the international organizations so that they can update and improve the documents that will be used as reference for the human rights protection of persons with mental disabilities. Mental Health Inspectorates can examine actual cases in a very practical way by utilizing checklists, conduct interviews with staff and users of services as well as undertake observations. However, the main limitation here is that once they have detected human rights violations the means they have to actually “act” can be hindered by the local authorities and national legislation because these monitoring bodies may need to appeal to higher authorities such as the national parliament, instead of a more independent authority such as an international institution. 

Finally, apart from the axis “concrete-structural” and “local-international” that we have previously discussed, we also need to take into account another line of analysis to complete the comparison between both monitory mechanisms. That is the axis “governmental-non-governmental”. Given that the Mental Health Inspectorate is one of the mechanism set up by national legislation, and therefore are linked to the government, it will have the advantages and disadvantages arisen from this condition. On this regard, this mechanism has a quite difficult role to play as it should be independent of government in terms of the inspections they conduct, but at the same time have the authority to have an impact on government services and policy. Due to this, the power of this mechanism to promote changes seems to vary according to the national law that has set up such bodies. In case it is allowed to operate independently from the government it has the double advantage of being able to investigate without interference and has direct access to political and health authorities, service providers as well as the media and lobby groups. However, if this is not the case they can be forced to appeal to the government they belong to, which paradoxically has established these monitoring bodies without allowing them to act by themselves. This aspect constitutes a serious limitation of Mental Health Inspectorates in terms of enforcing sanctions or changes whenever human rights violations are detected, which can be made up for the independency of a NGO. In fact, unlike the Mental Health Inspectorates, an international non-governmental organization specializing in mental health and human rights will have the advantages and disadvantages that the fact of being non governmenally linked brings along. One of the most significant advantages of monitoring by NGOs is their independence. This makes their reports more impartial enabling the staff and service users to denounce situations to them in a freer way which increases the veracity of the reports. However, this positive aspect of NGOs has the important drawback that activist can be put at risk of violence or detention while denouncing human rights violations. In the case of countries where governments work closely with NGOs, the independence is likely to give pace to complacency which becomes an important limitation. Likewise, since NGOs are very often lack of budget their support may depend on government founding so their economical support may be at risk if they do denounce something against the government.
In conclusion we can say that although none of the mechanisms discussed are alone perfect to ensure the protection of human rights of person with mental disabilities, both measures are necessary and complementary in order to tackle all the “angles” so that the combination of different regulatory mechanisms are able to “oversee” the hole picture of any given situation.

