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TO THE READER

The Parliamentary Ombudsman has acted as the National Preventive Mechanism 
(NPM) under the Optional Protocol to the UN Convention against Torture and  
Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT) since 7  
November 2014. Separate sections on these activities have been included in the  
Parliamentary Ombudsman's annual reports for 2015, 2016 and 2017. In addition, a 
more extensive English-language publication was prepared on the 2016 operations.

It is not possible to detail all the findings and recommendations made by the 
NPM in the Parliamentary Ombudsman's Annual Report. Therefore, this more  
expensive report on the activities of the NPM has been prepared and published  
on the Ombudsman's website in Finnish, Swedish and English.

In Finland, the Parliamentary Ombudsman has a strong mandate in matters  
concerning fundamental and human rights, and the Ombudsman is part of Fin- 
land’s National Human Rights Institution (NHRI) established according to the  
Paris Principles. Inspection visits to closed institutions have been one of the Om-
budsman’s special tasks even before receiving the NPM mandate. However, over-
sight of the treatment of people deprived of their liberty has been further diversi-
fied under the OPCAT. Oversight of legality has been complemented with a pre-
ventive approach and constructive dialogue with public authorities and the staff 
of institutions. These elements have been present in the Ombudsman’s inspection 
visits long before NPM duties, but the new mandate has further emphasised their 
importance.

Visits and the related activities are an effective tool and a central area of focus 
for the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman. The use of external experts on 
visits has expanded the NPM’s expertise, helped view issues from various view-
points and diversified dialogue. International cooperation and training activities 
have also increased substantially.

Overall, it can be said that the Ombudsman's opinions and recommendations 
are complied with fairly well. Non-compliance is usually explained by a lack of  
resources or shortcomings in legislation.

Petri Jääskeläinen
Parliamentary Ombudsman of Finland

Iisa Suhonen
OPCAT Coordinator, Senior Legal Advisor
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ed would remain considerably smaller. Participation in the visits and the other tasks of 
the Ombudsman, especially the handling of complaints, are mutually supportive activi-
ties. The information obtained and experience gained during visits can be utilised in the 
handling of complaints, and vice versa. For this reason, too, it is important that those 
members of the Office’s personnel whose area of responsibility covers facilities with-
in the scope of the OPCAT also participate in the tasks of the NPM. In practice, this 
means the majority of the Office’s legal advisers, some 25 people.

The OPCAT requires the States Parties to make available the necessary resources 
for the functioning of the NPM. The Government proposal concerning the adoption of 
the OPCAT (HE 182/2012 vp) notes that in the interest of effective performance of ob-
ligations under the OPCAT, the personnel resources at the Office of the Parliamentary 
Ombudsman should be increased. Regardless of this, no additional personnel resources 
have been allocated for the Ombudsman to perform its duties as the NPM. In the re-
port on its visit to Finland in 2014, the European Committee for the Prevention of Tor-
ture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CPT) recommended that 
steps be taken to significantly increase the financial and human resources made availa-
ble to the Finnish Parliamentary Ombudsman in his role as the NPM. The Committee 
also suggested that consideration be given to setting up a separate unit or department 
within the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman to be responsible for the NPM 
functions.

In its recommendations issued in December 2016 on the basis of Finland’s seventh 
periodic report, the UN Committee against Torture (CAT) expressed its concern about 
the Ombudsman having insufficient financial or human resources to fulfil the mandate 
of the NPM. The CAT recommended that the State strengthen the NPM by providing  
it with sufficient resources to fulfil its mandate independently and efficiently. The CAT  
also recommended that Finland should consider the possibility of establishing the NPM 
as a separate entity under the Parliamentary Ombudsman. The State has been requested 
to respond to the recommendations by 7 December 2017.

The Ombudsman submitted his statement on the matter to the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs on 13 October 2017. In giving his opinion, the Ombudsman states that the Of-
fice has so far received no additional human resources to fulfil its remit as the NPM, al-
though such increases were included in the 2014 and 2016 budget proposals. In line with 
the parliamentary guidance restricting the creation of new government posts, the Om-
budsman did not include additional human resources in the 2017 budget proposal. In-
stead, the Ombudsman proposed an increase in financial resourcing to allow, for exam-
ple, the consultation of external experts. The Ombudsman also states that its duties in-
cluded visits to closed institutions and monitoring of the treatment of persons deprived 
of their liberty long before its designation as the NPM. The Ombudsman therefore had 
the resources required for these operations before it assumed the duties of the NPM. 
However, more resources are required for the development of the operations. With in-
ternal organisational changes and the reallocation of resources from other oversight 
activities, the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman has been able to appoint one 
full-time legal adviser to coordinate the NPM’s operations. A further two new posts, a 
coordinator and an assistant, are still needed.
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The revised Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners, known as the 
Nelson Mandela Rules, were adopted by the UN General Assembly in December 2015. 
The rules are recommendations intended to ensure that all prisoners in the world are 
treated humanely and in accordance with generally accepted principles and practices. 
The Finnish translation of the rules and the introduction were published in February 
2017. The publication seminar of the Finnish edition was attended by several legal advis-
ers from the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman. The UN representative attend-
ing the seminar was Mr Philipp Meissner, Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Of-
ficer.

In March 2017, the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman organised internal 
training on the removal of foreign nationals from the country and return flights. The 
trainers were representatives of the Helsinki Police Department and the Office of the 
Non-Discrimination Ombudsman. Another training event held in May focused on hu-
man trafficking, with trainers from the Office of the Non-Discrimination Ombudsman 
and Victim Support Finland.

One of the on-duty lawyers of the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman partic-
ipated in a seminar in Copenhagen in April 2017 entitled “The Use of Solitary Confine-
ment as a Disciplinary Measure”, which was organised by Dignity – Danish Institute 
Against Torture. The other on-duty lawyer attended the four-day training course “De-
tention monitoring applying the UN Nelson Mandela Rules”, held in Bristol in August 
2017.

In 2017, two officials from the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman attended 
a three-day training event in Vienna, jointly organised for NPMs by the Austria NPM, 
IOI (International Ombudsman Institute) and APT (Association for the Prevention 
of Torture). The training event was a continuation of similar sessions held in previous 
years in Riga and Vilnius. The theme of this year’s training was “Communications skills 
and techniques”.

Three legal advisers attended the criminal sanctions field seminar on the theme of 
appeals, organised by the Criminal Sanctions Agency and the Department of Criminal 
Policy at the Ministry of Justice in October 2017. The target group of the meeting and 
training event were lawyers from the Criminal Sanctions Agency and the administra-
tive courts, and its focus was on prisoners’ right of appeal.

In November 2017, the on-duty lawyer at the Office of the Parliamentary Ombuds-
man attended a training course on the self-determination of the intellectually disabled 
and the use of restrictive measures, organised by Valvira and the Regional State Admin-
istrative Agencies.

In addition, the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman held several information 
events during 2017, aimed at the entire staff and communicating the main content of 
the above training events and meetings. Whenever necessary, the OPCAT coordinator 
also provides training for new staff members at the Office on the duties of the NPM.
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NPM visits 2017. Most of the population and the sites visited are located in Southern and 
Western Finland A full list of all visits and inspections is provided in Appendix 2.
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within the field of institutional foster care. Nearly all institutions have had problems in 
communicating their decisions to children. There is also a lack of awareness of the dif-
ference between restrictive measures and acceptable childrearing methods. Restrictions 
may be imposed on the children as part of their normal upbringing, but most such re-
strictions require an administrative decision. During visits, it has been noted that ar-
rangements for the psychiatric care of a child and collaboration between the institution, 
social services and health care are not always made in a manner that would be in the 
best interests of the child. Attention is also paid to the children’s school attendance and 
the interest taken by local authorities in the tuition provided at the institution.

All the NPM visit reports are sent to the visited unit and the local Regional State 
Administrative Agency (AVI), which is responsible for the regional guidance and super-
vision of social services. The report is also occasionally sent to the National Supervisory 
Authority for Welfare and Health (Valvira), which is responsible for the national guid-
ance and supervision of social services. A copy is always sent to the local authorities in 
the municipality responsible for the placement of the child. The Deputy-Ombudsman 
had also found it necessary to inform the social workers in charge of the placed children 
of the observations and recommendations made as a result of the visit. In addition, the 
Deputy-Ombudsman has required that social workers discuss the content of the report 
with the placed child.

The institutions tend to have a constructive attitude to the Deputy-Ombudsman’s 
opinions and comply with the recommendations given. In most cases, they react to the 
observations and recommendations promptly, either while the visit is ongoing or up-
on receiving a draft copy of the inspection report. One example of this is an institution 
where the documentation of restrictive measures was incomplete or nonexistent. The 
director of the unit reported that documentation and its importance had been discussed 
with the staff immediately after the visit and the making of administrative decisions on 
restriction had been practiced. Staff will receive regular training in the future, to ensure 
that similar shortcomings in documentation can be avoided.

The NPM made 12 visits to child welfare units in 2017. In the case of one of the insti-
tutions, the initial visit was followed by a repeat visit after a couple months. All of the 
visits were made unannounced. The follow-up visit was pre-announced. Owing to the 
nature of the institutions, visits were also made outside office hours, for example on a 
Sunday. An external expert (a specialist in adolescent psychiatry) participated in one of 
the visits, which was made to a child welfare unit for children and adolescents suffering 
from neuropsychiatric disorders. In addition, one of the visits to a youth home for resi-
dents with special needs was attended by an expert by experience.

Children's and youth home 
Kimppa in Paltamo has a 
hobby space for a wide range 
of activities and some of the 
residents also attend hobbies 
outside the home.
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The sites visited were:
–	 Sirkunkuja residential unit (14 places), Kainuu social welfare and health care joint 

authority, Kajaani
–	 Leivola serviced housing (13 places), Kainuu social welfare and health care joint au-

thority, Kajaani
–	 Pikkupihlaja institutional care unit (6 places), Eskoo social welfare joint authority, 

Seinäjoki
–	 Kotomarkki and Helakoti residential service units for intellectually disabled (20 and 

21 places), Eskoo social welfare joint authority, Seinäjoki
–	 Tuulentupa and Neliapila institutional care units (19 and 20 places), Eskoo social 

welfare joint authority, Seinäjoki
–	 Vanamo children’s and youth home (12 places), Eskoo social welfare joint authority, 

Seinäjoki
–	 Aurinkolahti group home (13 places), City of Helsinki Social Services and Health 

Care Division, Helsinki
–	 Turva, psychiatric examination and rehabilitation unit for intellectually disabled 

people (8 places), Rinnekoti Foundation, Espoo
–	 Annala group home for intellectually disabled children (10 places), Rinnekoti Foun-

dation, Espoo
–	 Koivukaarre residential unit for disabled people (8 places), Betania children’s home 

foundation, Suomussalmi
–	 Honkatähti intensified support unit (20 places), North Karelia social welfare and 

health care joint authority (Siun Sote), Joensuu
–	 Tuulikello inpatient services for disabled people (11 places), North Karelia social wel-

fare and health care joint authority (Siun Sote), Joensuu
–	 Inpatient services for disabled people, Muksula – Pauliina – Majakka (16 places), 

North Karelia social welfare and health care joint authority (Siun Sote), Joensuu 
–	 Leppälä residential unit (20 places), North Karelia social welfare and health care 

joint authority (Siun Sote)
–	 Luotain rehabilitation unit for adolescents (9 places), Vaalijala joint authority, 

Pieksämäki
–	 Jolla, residential unit for children with special needs (6 places), Vaalijala Joint Au-

thority, Pieksämäki
–	 Satama rehabilitation unit for adults (20 places), Vaalijala joint authority, Pieksämäki
–	 Reimari rehabilitation unit for adults (10 places), Vaalijala joint authority, 

Pieksämäki
–	 Kaisla examination and rehabilitation unit for adults and a terraced house unit (10 

and 3 places), Vaalijala joint authority, Pieksämäki

A physician specialising in intellectual disabilities participated in nine of the visits as 
an external expert. A specialist in intellectual disabilities and an expert by experience 
participated in five of the visits. An expert from the Human Rights Centre also partici-
pated in some of the visits.

Presented in the following are some of the observations made during the visits, and 
statements and recommendations based on them:
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OTHER ACTIVITIES













The Deputy-Ombudsman proposed that the State pay compensation to a prisoner for 
inappropriate treatment that violated his dignity. The prisoner had been made to stay 
in an isolation cell naked and without a cover while under observation. Such conduct is 
particularly reprehensible due to its duration, the fact that the prisoner was held naked 
for five hours, and that the events took place under camera observation. Moreover, re-
straining and attaching the prisoner to the bars of the isolation cell by his arms and legs 
was illegal.

Follow-up:
In July 2017, the State Treasury decided to pay the prisoner compensation of EUR 
2,500 for the violation of basic rights and EUR 1,000 for pain and suffering and other 
temporary disability.
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