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1. The Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission (the Commission) is a statutory body created by the Northern Ireland Act 1998.  It has a range of functions including reviewing the adequacy and effectiveness of Northern Ireland law and practice relating to the protection of human rights,
 advising on legislative and other measures which ought to be taken to protect human rights,
 advising on whether a Bill is compatible with human rights
 and promoting understanding and awareness of the importance of human rights in Northern Ireland.
  In all of that work the Commission bases its positions on the full range of internationally accepted human rights standards, including the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR), other treaty obligations in the Council of Europe and United Nations systems, and the non-binding ‘soft law’ standards developed by the human rights bodies.

2. The Commission has considered the consultation document recently issued by the Northern Ireland Office (NIO) on draft guidelines for community-based restorative justice (CBRJ) schemes.  It wishes to respond to the proposals in terms of the human rights principles that ought to determine the resourcing of CBRJ and its relationship with other justice mechanisms, rather than addressing all the matters of detail identified in the document as the “key issues”.    
3. In summary, the Commission is supportive of restorative justice methods and of the objective of establishing guidelines for the operation of the CBRJ schemes alongside the mainstream criminal justice system.  Commissioners appreciate the reference to international human rights standards in framing the guidelines.  However there are concerns.  Firstly, the draft may place too much emphasis on integration, tending even towards control, as opposed to allowing a range of models to operate; as noted below, the draft does not fully reflect the international standards, embodied in the UN Basic Principles; and there is no indication from the text that a period of transition is envisaged to allow for the wider political developments, particularly in the policing arena, that would facilitate the development of new ways of working for those schemes whose community acceptance and effectiveness could be compromised by imposition of a single model.  
4. That said, the Commission regards the development of guidelines, operational protocols and funding arrangements as matters for negotiation and agreement between the authorities and the schemes themselves, and the Commission would be content with any agreed guidelines that were fully compatible with human rights standards.  These do not have to prescribe identical ways of working for every scheme.  That would lose sight of the ‘community-based’ advantage that CBRJ offers, and it also undervalues the flexibility of approach that is a fundamental characteristic of restorative justice generally: “the essence of restorative justice is not the adoption of one form rather than another; it is the adoption of any form which reflects restorative values and which aims to achieve restorative processes, outcomes and objectives”.
  
5. The Commission is aware that some in the NGO community are uncomfortable with the notion of local variations where this may have the consequence that, for example, a client of a scheme in one area may have a different experience and outcome than one in another area.  The Commission is not persuaded that such considerations should dictate a uniform approach: the principal issue is whether each scheme conforms to human rights and equality standards, and some variation in experience and outcome is to be expected in local community-based schemes.   
6. It is of course legitimate to raise equality considerations, and it is regrettable that there is no indication of a full section 75 Equality Impact Assessment having been conducted; this should have been part of the drafting process and must form part of the  consideration of responses to the present consultation, and it will of course need to pay particular attention to the impact on children and young people, since young people are over-represented among referrals to restorative schemes.  For the Human Rights Commission, the bottom line is whether each independent scheme, operating under its own management and within its own catchment area, meets its obligations to respect and protect the human rights of victims and offenders, and treats fairly all those who come before it.  So long as each scheme operates in accordance with the human rights standards and without discrimination, we do not regard it as essential that all schemes operate in exactly the same way with exactly the same user experience and outcomes, and the same relationship with the formal criminal justice system.  One would have to ask whether such a degree of uniformity is even compatible with the community ethos of CBRJ.  Over time, the Commission would expect and welcome movement towards consistency and equivalence, with consolidation of best practice; this is not the same as homogenisation via the imposition of a regulatory framework that fails to allow the flexibility and responsiveness to local social and cultural circumstances that are identified in the international standards as fundamental characteristics of CBRJ.     
Community-based restorative justice
7. The Commission accepts the evidence from practice in many parts of the world that restorative justice, whether administered through the statutory sector (as in youth conferencing) or by community-based organisations, can offer an effective and relatively inexpensive response to low-level criminality.  It can reduce crime, reoffending and the fear of crime, and can impact positively on non-criminal antisocial behaviour.  The ethos of restorative justice, in all its varieties, is the repairing of harm done.  It aims to address the needs of the victim and of the offender and divert, in particular, children and young people with offending behaviour away from what can become a lifetime of confrontation with authority and alienation from their community.  Its outcomes, when successful, include acknowledgement of responsibility, apology and redress to victims, mediation to restore relationships within the community, and the release of public resources that would otherwise be expended in the delivery of traditional retributive justice.  
8. Most importantly from the Commission’s standpoint, the restorative approach has proven capable of being delivered, through a very wide variety of models, in ways that are compatible with the human rights of all the parties.  While there are differences in methodology between CBRJ practitioners, the experience of such schemes in community settings in Northern Ireland since the late 1990s has demonstrated some sensitivity to human rights considerations (although it is acknowledged that there have also been allegations of abuses).  There have been several contacts made between community-based schemes and the Human Rights Commission, and the Commission is keen to ensure that future developments in this field continue to reflect human rights principles.   
UN Basic Principles and other standards

9. In that context, the Commission is pleased to note that the draft guidelines explicitly refer to relevant human rights instruments, namely the Human Rights Act 1998 which gives further effect to the ECHR, and the UN Basic Principles on Restorative Justice.
  The Basic Principles, appended for ease of reference to this submission along with a Resolution of endorsement from the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) making reference to other relevant human rights standards, should be read as supplementing the specific responses of the Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission.  Every scheme operating in Northern Ireland ought to reflect the values and standards set out in the Basic Principles, the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child and the other international human rights obligations of the state.  The guidelines within which the schemes operate should themselves conform to the Principles.  
10. It is, therefore, appropriate to identify those elements of the NIO proposals that raise issues of compliance with this major standard, developed relatively recently from a global trawl of best practice.  The first point to note is that the NIO document quotes selectively from the Basic Principles (at paragraph 6) and makes adherence to these human rights standards “subject to the other provisions of these guidelines”.  We reiterate that the guidelines should be subject to the Basic Principles.  
11. The Commission additionally notes that the NIO draft guidelines are specific to the handling of low-level criminal offences, and thus do not apply to the mediation work and other interventions that CBRJ schemes carry out in relation to, for example, nuisance behaviour and neighbourhood disputes.  While it is entirely appropriate to exclude this type of work from the degree of oversight and regulation proposed for criminal cases, the Basic Principles are applicable also in that arena.  

12. Before considering some matters of detail, it is interesting to contrast the overall thrust of the Basic Principles with that of the draft guidelines.  It appears to us that the Basic Principles are designed on the premise that restorative justice schemes will normally operate in a context of fairly limited interaction with the formal or mainstream criminal justice system, while recognising that there are circumstances in which the restorative approach should not be used at all, and others where a case should be referred out of the restorative process into the mainstream.  Normally, however, the process is complementary to the mainstream.  In contrast with that approach, the draft guidelines stress a high degree of integration between CBRJ and the mainstream, giving the statutory sector rather more than a partnership status.  The starting point appears to be that the mainstream system must always control access to restorative processes, and must have a high level of operational involvement in them, notably in terms of referral decisions being the exclusive domain of the Public Prosecution Service (PPS), and with a very significant role for the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI).  
13. The Commission is not saying that the roles proposed for the PPS, the PSNI and other public agencies are necessarily incompatible with the Basic Principles, which explicitly provide for “a range of measures that are flexible in their adaptation to established criminal justice systems”.  Rather, we would make the point that the Principles nowhere require the involvement of, for example, the police or public prosecutors in the ways prescribed in the guidelines.  The Basic Principles nowhere refer to police, and are certainly broad enough to encompass schemes that operate without any police involvement – as many schemes do in other jurisdictions, including in other parts of the United Kingdom.  The draft guidelines already provide for involvement by other agencies, notably the Probation Board and the Youth Justice Agency, and these are capable of acting as the primary points of contact between CBRJ and the mainstream system.    
14. There are two points where the draft guidelines appear to be incompatible with the Basic Principles.  Specifically:

· At paragraph 22, support for victim and offender, “in the case of young offenders this might be the parents/guardian” – the Basic Principles provide at Principle 13(a) that minors, whether victims or offenders, “have the right to the assistance of a parent or guardian” as well as legal counsel “and, where necessary, to translation or interpretation”.  That ought to include, in the Commission’s view based on other relevant human rights standards, any measures needed to ensure that the young person fully understands all the language and terminology used in the process.
· The level of access to information envisaged as essential to CJI inspection (para. 25), and to be retained and made available at any time to CJI (para. 27), is in conflict with Basic Principle 14: “Discussion in restorative processes that are not conducted in public should be confidential, and should not be disclosed subsequently, except with the agreement of the parties or as required by national law.”  

Dealing with the first matter should not be problematic in that redefining parental involvement as a right – of the young person, who might of course choose another advocate – would be quite consistent with the rest of the guidelines; so would adding wording about enabling the participants to understand the language used.  The second issue requires further consideration by the NIO and the Commission would wish to see further proposals to align the CJI role with the Basic Principles.    

15. Where the draft guidelines refer to the individuals involved in operating CBRJ schemes, it is not clear whether references to criminal or paramilitary involvement are intended to mean current or past involvement.  The Commission considers that past involvement, including criminal convictions, should not necessarily be a barrier to involvement in CBRJ.  A process founded on notions of reintegration, rehabilitation and restitution must itself be open to the participation of ex-offenders who wish to make a positive contribution to society, subject to their presenting no ongoing risk and that, as indicated by Principle 10, the restorative process ensures the safety of participants.  There must, of course, be POCVA vetting of anyone involved in relevant roles.  
16. A reference appears in the guidelines, more precisely in a footnote, to what is proposed as a condition of access to CBRJ: “An offence will only be suitable to be dealt with by a community-based scheme if the offender consents to providing fingerprint and DNA samples.”  This appears somewhat disproportionate, particularly if the intention is that DNA and fingerprints are to be stored permanently.  Most offenders eligible for CBRJ are likely to be young persons, and particularly for first and minor offences, it is not apparent that restorative outcomes are likely to be facilitated by first subjecting the offender to what can be a traumatic and humiliating process.  Whether an offence is suitable for disposal by CBRJ ought to depend on the nature of the offence, the suitability of the offender and the views of those affected by the offence, rather than the person’s consent to being subjected to a particular forensic technique and to analysis and storage of their fingerprints and DNA record.  
Other policy considerations

17. Looking to the longer term, the Commission is broadly in favour of the formalisation of CBRJ schemes under a single framework of relationships with other criminal justice bodies, while allowing each scheme to retain methodologies appropriate to their own communities.  Public policy should generally seek to promote consistency and best practice in such a rights-sensitive area, to ensure that the schemes operating in different community settings all achieve high standards of quality and equality.  However, the Commission is concerned that the drive to integrate CBRJ schemes with the formal criminal justice system should not seek to impose an unnecessarily high degree of uniformity, without due regard to the particular circumstances of each local community and with respect for the distinctive character of community-based NGOs.  The introduction of guidelines should allow for a reasonable period of transition to encourage existing schemes to maintain dialogue with one another, learn from best practice and move voluntarily towards common ways of working at a pace that reflects the changing environment in which they work.  

18. Consultees are, of course, aware of two fundamental considerations underlying the present consultation, neither of which is directly referred to in the consultation document.  The first is the uncertainty regarding future European and/or philanthropic funding for CBRJ projects, and the second is the question of the political acceptability of the involvement of official agencies, in particular the PSNI, in CBRJ schemes that operate in areas where the police do not as yet command the full confidence of the local population.  

19. On the first matter, and having regard to the clear recommendation from the Criminal Justice Review as to the positive role of CBRJ, the Commission considers that schemes ought in principle to receive public funding.  It follows that the authorities have a duty to ensure that schemes are managed properly and subject to appropriate mechanisms of inspection and audit.  The Criminal Justice Inspectorate, as indicated in the Review, appears to be best placed to fulfil the inspection role.  

20. On the second matter, the Commission would recommend a degree of flexibility in timing.  The objective should of course be to work towards a single model for relations between the state and CBRJ.  Nevertheless some schemes claim to have achieved a significant positive impact in the absence to date of police involvement, and this has been borne out by independent evaluation.  The new policing arrangements do not yet command universal public confidence and have not yet been endorsed by all parties.  That issue is not something that is to be resolved by denying recognition and resourcing to CBRJ schemes that operate in certain communities, nor should that issue of itself be allowed to deny those communities the benefits that CBRJ has proven itself able to offer.  
21. The decline in ‘punishment’ attacks has been particularly noticeable in Republican areas (as documented in the published security statistics which seek to attribute responsibility for such attacks).  The CBRJ schemes operating in such areas do not as yet have PSNI involvement.  Without suggesting a unique causal link between CBRJ and that decline, it can at least be affirmed that the continuing availability of CBRJ undermines any possible claims that could be advanced, however fallaciously, to ‘justify’ as a response to antisocial behaviour the use of beating, shooting and other inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, in some instances arguably reaching the definition of to torture.  In that context, the dismantling of CBRJ schemes on the sole ground of non-cooperation with the PSNI is a matter that requires the most careful judgment.  If it can be shown by independent evaluation that CBRJ in some areas has had a positive impact, CBRJ schemes that are human rights-compliant should be positively encouraged, and especially so in areas where ‘punishment’ attacks have occurred.  
22. The Commission therefore recommends that serious consideration be given to transitional arrangements for the funding of CBRJ schemes that, for reasons that are to do with the bigger political picture, are not ready to integrate with the formal system.  There appears to be a general perception that the obstacles to Republican involvement in the policing arrangements are diminishing over time, and that further significant change may be achievable through political negotiation.  While CBRJ is likely to remain for some time only a relatively minor component of the criminal justice apparatus, it is a valuable one, and it is surely better to maintain the existing infrastructure with its imperfections than to present all schemes with an ultimatum to conform.  Many hundreds of offenders and victims have benefited from CBRJ schemes and this positive impact, for a relatively small investment as compared with other interventions, needs to be borne in mind.     
Advisory and ombudsman functions

23. The Commission agrees that CBRJ schemes ought to have systems in place to provide advice on human rights matters, and to handle complaints.  While others have raised this with the Commission it does not put itself forward in either role, although it is more than willing to engage in discussions as to the best way forward in both matters.  
24. At present the Commission suggests that CBRJ schemes ought to be able to source human rights advice from their own legal advisors.  The Commission would be happy to review human rights training materials and to discuss other possible supporting or advisory roles, which, subject to resources, could include direct provision of human rights training.     

25. The adjudication of complaints – a matter that is, in any case, beyond the statutory capacity of the Commission – would best be situated in an ombudsman office.  That might, by analogy with England and Wales, be accommodated in an extension of the remit of the Prisoner Ombudsman (whose counterpart in England and Wales is the Prisons and Probation Ombudsman), or it may be that a specialist ombudsman could be appointed, perhaps on a part-time basis.  This is probably a matter that should be negotiated and agreed between the schemes and the NIO, and the Human Rights Commission is happy to participate if required in any further discussions on this, and any other, aspect of the future arrangements for CBRJ.

26. In conclusion, the Human Rights Commission welcomes the level of attention given to human rights principles and their explicit, albeit limited, inclusion in these draft guidelines.  We would like to see this approach applied across all parts of the criminal justice system, the formal system including the courts, prisons and police should demonstrate a willingness to explore other ways of working with the restorative principles that underlie CBRJ.
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Appendix

UN ECOSOC Resolution 2002/12

Basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters

The Economic and Social Council,

Recalling its resolution 1999/26 of 28 July 1999, entitled “Development and implementation of mediation and restorative justice measures in criminal justice”, in which the Council requested the Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice to consider the desirability of formulating United Nations standards in the field of mediation and restorative justice,

Recalling also its resolution 2000/14 of 27 July 2000, entitled “Basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters”, in which it requested the Secretary-General to seek comments from Member States and relevant intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations, as well as institutes of the United Nations Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Programme network, on the desirability and the means of establishing common principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters, including the advisability of developing a new instrument for that purpose,

Taking into account the existing international commitments with respect to victims, in particular the Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power,

Noting the discussions on restorative justice during the Tenth United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders, under the agenda item entitled “Offenders and victims: accountability and fairness in the justice process”,

Taking note of General Assembly resolution 56/261 of 31 January 2002, entitled “Plans of action for the implementation of the Vienna Declaration on Crime and Justice: Meeting the Challenges of the Twenty-first Century”, in particular the action on restorative justice in order to follow up the commitments undertaken in paragraph 28 of the Vienna Declaration,

Noting with appreciation the work of the Group of Experts on Restorative Justice at their meeting held in Ottawa from 29 October to 1 November 2001,

Taking note of the report of the Secretary-General on restorative justice
 and the report of the Group of Experts on Restorative Justice,

1.  Takes note of the basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters annexed to the present resolution;

2.  Encourages Member States to draw on the basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters in the development and operation of restorative justice programmes;

3.  Requests the Secretary-General to ensure the widest possible dissemination of the basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters among Member States, the institutes of the United Nations Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Programme network and other international, regional and non-governmental organizations;

4.  Calls upon Member States that have adopted restorative justice practices to make information about those practices available to other States upon request;

5.  Also calls upon Member States to assist one another in the development and implementation of research, training or other programmes, as well as activities to stimulate discussion and the exchange of experience on restorative justice;

6.  Further calls upon Member States to consider, through voluntary contributions, the provision of technical assistance to developing countries and countries with economies in transition, on request, to assist them in the development of restorative justice programmes.

37th plenary meeting

24 July 2002

Annex

Basic principles on the use of restorative justice programmes in criminal matters

Preamble

Recalling that there has been, worldwide, a significant growth of restorative justice initiatives,

Recognizing that those initiatives often draw upon traditional and indigenous forms of justice which view crime as fundamentally harmful to people,

Emphasizing that restorative justice is an evolving response to crime that respects the dignity and equality of each person, builds understanding, and promotes social harmony through the healing of victims, offenders and communities,

Stressing that this approach enables those affected by crime to share openly their feelings and experiences, and aims at addressing their needs,

Aware that this approach provides an opportunity for victims to obtain reparation, feel safer and seek closure; allows offenders to gain insight into the causes and effects of their behaviour and to take responsibility in a meaningful way; and enables communities to understand the underlying causes of crime, to promote community well-being and to prevent crime, 
Noting that restorative justice gives rise to a range of measures that are flexible in their adaptation to established criminal justice systems and that complement those systems, taking into account legal, social and cultural circumstances,

Recognizing that the use of restorative justice does not prejudice the right of States to prosecute alleged offenders,

I.  Use of terms

1.  “Restorative justice programme” means any programme that uses restorative processes and seeks to achieve restorative outcomes.

2.  “Restorative process” means any process in which the victim and the offender, and, where appropriate, any other individuals or community members affected by a crime, participate together actively in the resolution of matters arising from the crime, generally with the help of a facilitator.  Restorative processes may include mediation, conciliation, conferencing and sentencing circles.

3.  “Restorative outcome” means an agreement reached as a result of a restorative process.  Restorative outcomes include responses and programmes such as reparation, restitution and community service, aimed at meeting the individual and collective needs and responsibilities of the parties and achieving the reintegration of the victim and the offender.

4.  “Parties” means the victim, the offender and any other individuals or community members affected by a crime who may be involved in a restorative process.

5.  “Facilitator” means a person whose role is to facilitate, in a fair and impartial manner, the participation of the parties in a restorative process.
II.  Use of restorative justice programmes

6.  Restorative justice programmes may be used at any stage of the criminal justice system, subject to national law.

7.  Restorative processes should be used only where there is sufficient evidence to charge the offender and with the free and voluntary consent of the victim and the offender.  The victim and the offender should be able to withdraw such consent at any time during the process.  Agreements should be arrived at voluntarily and should contain only reasonable and proportionate obligations.

8.  The victim and the offender should normally agree on the basic facts of a case as the basis for their participation in a restorative process.  Participation of the offender shall not be used as evidence of admission of guilt in subsequent legal proceedings.

9.  Disparities leading to power imbalances, as well as cultural differences among the parties, should be taken into consideration in referring a case to, and in conducting, a restorative process.

10.  The safety of the parties shall be considered in referring any case to, and in conducting, a restorative process.

11.  Where restorative processes are not suitable or possible, the case should be referred to the criminal justice authorities and a decision should be taken as to how to proceed without delay.  In such cases, criminal justice officials should endeavour to encourage the offender to take responsibility vis-à-vis the victim and affected communities, and support the reintegration of the victim and the offender into the community.

III.  Operation of restorative justice programmes

12.  Member States should consider establishing guidelines and standards, with legislative authority when necessary, that govern the use of restorative justice programmes.  Such guidelines and standards should respect the basic principles set forth in the present instrument and should address, inter alia:

(a) The conditions for the referral of cases to restorative justice programmes;

(b) The handling of cases following a restorative process;

(c) The qualifications, training and assessment of facilitators;

(d) The administration of restorative justice programmes;

(e) Standards of competence and rules of conduct governing the operation of restorative justice programmes.

13.  Fundamental procedural safeguards guaranteeing fairness to the offender and the victim should be applied to restorative justice programmes and in particular to restorative processes:

(a) Subject to national law, the victim and the offender should have the right to consult with legal counsel concerning the restorative process and, where necessary, to translation and/or interpretation.  Minors should, in addition, have the right to the assistance of a parent or guardian;

(b) Before agreeing to participate in restorative processes, the parties should be fully informed of their rights, the nature of the process and the possible consequences of their decision;

(c) Neither the victim nor the offender should be coerced, or induced by unfair means, to participate in restorative processes or to accept restorative outcomes.

14.  Discussions in restorative processes that are not conducted in public should be confidential, and should not be disclosed subsequently, except with the agreement of the parties or as required by national law.

15.  The results of agreements arising out of restorative justice programmes should, where appropriate, be judicially supervised or incorporated into judicial decisions or judgements.  Where that occurs, the outcome should have the same status as any other judicial decision or judgement and should preclude prosecution in respect of the same facts.

16.  Where no agreement is reached among the parties, the case should be referred back to the established criminal justice process and a decision as to how to proceed should be taken without delay.  Failure to reach an agreement alone shall not be used in subsequent criminal justice proceedings.

17.  Failure to implement an agreement made in the course of a restorative process should be referred back to the restorative programme or, where required by national law, to the established criminal justice process and a decision as to how to proceed should be taken without delay.  Failure to implement an agreement, other than a judicial decision or judgement, should not be used as justification for a more severe sentence in subsequent criminal justice proceedings.

18.  Facilitators should perform their duties in an impartial manner, with due respect to the dignity of the parties.  In that capacity, facilitators should ensure that the parties act with respect towards each other and enable the parties to find a relevant solution among themselves.

19.  Facilitators shall possess a good understanding of local cultures and communities and, where appropriate, receive initial training before taking up facilitation duties.

IV.  Continuing development of restorative justice programmes

20.  Member States should consider the formulation of national strategies and policies aimed at the development of restorative justice and at the promotion of a culture favourable to the use of restorative justice among law enforcement, judicial and social authorities, as well as local communities.

21.  There should be regular consultation between criminal justice authorities and administrators of restorative justice programmes to develop a common understanding and enhance the effectiveness of restorative processes and outcomes, to increase the extent to which restorative programmes are used, and to explore ways in which restorative approaches might be incorporated into criminal justice practices.

22.  Member States, in cooperation with civil society where appropriate, should promote research on and evaluation of restorative justice programmes to assess the extent to which they result in restorative outcomes, serve as a complement or alternative to the criminal justice process and provide positive outcomes for all parties.  Restorative justice processes may need to undergo change in concrete form over time.  Member States should therefore encourage regular evaluation and modification of such programmes.  The results of research and evaluation should guide further policy and programme development.

V.  Saving clause

23.  Nothing in these basic principles shall affect any rights of an offender or a victim which are established in national law or applicable international law.
� Northern Ireland Act 1998, s.69(1).


� Ibid., s.69(3).


� Ibid., s.69(4).


� Ibid., s.69(6).


� Morris, A. (2002) “Critiquing the Critics: A brief response to critics of Restorative Justice”, British Journal of Criminology 42, 596-615, at p600.


� Basic Principles on the Use of Restorative Justice Programmes in Criminal Matters, ECOSOC Res. 2000/14, UN Doc. E/2000/INF/2/Add.2 (2000).


� General Assembly resolution 40/34, annex.


� See Tenth United Nations Congress on the Prevention of Crime and the Treatment of Offenders, Vienna, 10-17 April 2000: Report prepared by the Secretariat (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.00.IV.8), chap. V, sect. E.





� General Assembly resolution 55/59, annex.


� E/CN.15/2002/5 and Corr.1.


� E/CN.15/2002/5/Add.1
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