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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) for two full 
years. The activities have been discussed in separate sections of the Ombudsman’s 
annual reports for 2015 and 2016. These overviews are complemented by the present 
report, published in English, on the activities of the NPM in 2016.

In Finland, the Parliamentary Ombudsman has a strong mandate in matters con-
cerning fundamental and human rights, and the Ombudsman is part of Finland’s 
National Human Rights Institution (NHRI) established according to the Paris Prin-
ciples. Inspection visits to closed institutions have been one of the Ombudsman’s 
special tasks even before receiving the NPM mandate. However, oversight of the 
treatment of people deprived of their liberty has further diversified under the OPCAT. 
Oversight of legality has been complemented with a preventive approach and con-
structive 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 viewpoints and 
diversified dialogue. International cooperation and training activities have also in-
creased substantially.

Petri Jääskeläinen
Parliamentary Ombudsman of Finland

Iisa Suhonen
OPCAT Coordinator, Senior Legal Advisor
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As any separate unit within the Office of the Ombudsman would in any case be very 
small, it would be impossible to assemble all the necessary expertise in such a unit 
and the number of visits conducted would remain considerably smaller. Participation 
in the visits and the other tasks of the Ombudsman, especially the handling of com-
plaints, are mutually supportive activities. 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 personnel whose 
area of responsibility cover facilities that fall within the scope of the OPCAT also par-
ticipate in the tasks of the NPM. In practice, this means the majority of the Office’s 
legal advisers, i.e. 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 
obligations under the OPCAT, the personnel resources at the Office of the Parliamen-
tary Ombudsman should be increased. Regardless of this, no additional personnel re-
sources have been granted for the Ombudsman to perform the duties of the NPM.

In the report on its visit to Finland in 2014, the European Committee for the Pre-
vention of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CPT) rec-
ommended that steps be taken to increase significantly the financial and human re-
sources made available to the Finnish Parliamentary Ombudsman in his role as the 
NPM. The Committee also suggested that consideration be given to setting up a sepa-
rate unit or department within the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman to be re-
sponsible for the NPM functions.

In budget proposal for 2014, the Ombudsman requested that funding for one new 
post focusing on supervisory tasks be added to the Office’s operating appropriation. 
No such addition was made. To save costs, the Ombudsman did not propose a new 
post of a legal adviser in his budget proposal for 2015. In the budget proposal for 2016, 
the Ombudsman has again requested funding for establishing one post of a legal ad-
viser to discharge the duties of the NPM. No additional funding was allocated for this 
purpose.

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 for 
the Ombudsman’s insufficient financial or human resources to carry out the man-
date of the NPM. The CAT recommended that the State should strengthen the NPM 
by providing it with sufficient resources to enable it to carry out its mandate inde-
pendently and efficiently. The CAT also recommended that Finland should give con-
sideration to the possibility of establishing the NPM as a separate entity under the 
Parliamentary Ombudsman. The State has been requested to provide a response to 
the recommendations by 7 December 2017.
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NPM mandate visits 2016 - the list of visits, see annex 2. Finland is one of the most sparsely 
inhabited country in Europe. Population distribution is very uneven. Most of the population 
and the places where persons are deprived of their liberty are concentrated on the southern 
and western part of Finland.





In the field of criminal sanctions, reports on visits have been published in full 
on public websites. All visit reports are sent for information to the Central Adminis-
tration of the Criminal Sanctions Agency, the management of the criminal sanctions 
region in question and the Ministry of Justice. The central and regional administra-
tion are also often requested to notify the measures taken due to the observations. 
The Parliamentary Ombudsman, in turn, receives the reports drawn up on the facili-
ties visited as part of the internal oversight of legality in the criminal sanctions field.

In 2016, the Deputy-Ombudsman visited the Central Administration of the Crim-
inal Sanctions Agency to discuss the situation of remand prisoners, facility projects 
and certain issues concerning the restraint of prisoners. In the most problematic pris-
ons (Riihimäki and Mikkeli), a representative from the relevant Region Centre was 
invited to participate in the final discussion of the visit.

The Director General of the Criminal Sanctions Agency was invited to partici-
pate in a meeting held at one of the prisons to discuss observations made during vis-
its and matters that had emerged from complaints against the prison in question 
(Riihimäki). The topics discussed included the distance between prisoners and staff, 
atmosphere problems, the insufficiency of facilities for unsupervised visits, long pe-
riods between visits, the cancellation of activities, the closed conditions of students, 
tight schedules (overlapping activities), limited leisure-time activities, the issuance of 
decisions concerning the possession of property, and access to the library.

A meeting was also held with Kriminaalihuollon tukisäätiö (Krits), a na-
tionwide non-governmental non-profit aftercare organisation, with a view to begin 
exchanging information and learn about the work of the organisation’s Ombuds-
man Office for Offenders. Krits visits approximately 10 prisons each year. Thus, it 
gains plenty of information on the treatment, conditions and health care of prison-
ers. Since the meeting, Krits has provided the NPM with valuable information before 
its visits to prisons on the problems that prisoners and their families have reported 
about the institution in question. Krits, in turn, has been given copies of reports on 
visits to prisons and outpatient clinics.

In the health care sector, collaboration partners include the National Super-
visory Authority for Welfare and Health (Valvira) and regional state administrative 
agencies (AVI). Before visits, the competent regional state administrative agency is 
regularly contacted to receive information on its observations about the facility in 
question. Moreover, the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman, Valvira and region-
al state administrative agencies try to organise a cooperation meeting once a year. 
The last meeting was held in June 2016. The agenda included the flow of information 
between the supervisory authorities, collaboration in the supervision of psychiatric 
hospitals as well as the division of powers and duties in the supervision of prisoners’ 
health care.

Since the beginning of 2016, Valvira and the regional state administrative agencies 
have also been responsible for supervising the organisation of prisoners’ health care. 
In practice, the supervision tasks have been centralised and assigned to AVI North-
ern Finland, which conducts guidance and assessment visits to the Prisoners’ Health 
Care Unit independently or together with Valvira. In 2016, the target of 12 visits was 
achieved. Supervision plans and reports on visits are sent to the Parliamentary Om-
budsman for information. In turn, the Ombudsman sends its own supervision plans 
and reports for information to Valvira and the regional state administrative agency.

In March 2016, legal advisers from the Office of the Parliamentary Ombudsman 
visited Valvira to agree on collaboration in the supervision of prisoners’ health care. 
Representatives of AVI Northern Finland participated in the discussion via Skype. 
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mentation of the Convention. The statement was part of the Committee’s consider-
ation of the seventh periodic report of Finland. The delegation of the Finnish NPM, 
led by the Parliamentary Ombudsman, also met the CAT in a private meeting held in 
Geneva in November 2016. The delegation stayed for another day to hear the ques-
tions that the Committee’s rapporteurs addressed to the State of Finland regarding its 
periodic report. Many of the issues raised were discussed in the NPM’s statement to 
the Committee.

Before the meeting with the CAT, the representatives of the NPM visited the of-
fice of the Association for the Prevention of Torture (APT) and met its Chief of Op-
erations Barbara Bernath and other staff. The parties discussed, among other things, 
the Finnish NPM’s statement to the CAT, which the representatives of APT had al-
ready familiarised themselves with.

The NPM’s report on 2015, its first year of operation, was submitted for informa-
tion to the CAT and its Subcommittee on Prevention of Torture (SPT). In November 
2016, the SPT addressed a few comments and questions to the NPM on the annual re-

port. Overall, the SPT considered the annual report to be of good quality and illustra-
tive. The NPM will send its reply to the SPT during the first part of 2017.

In December 2016, the coordinators of the NPM met SPT member Mari Amos, 
who is the subcommittee’s rapporteur for Finland. The parties discussed, among oth-
er things, the resources of the NPM and touched upon some of the issues that the 
SPT had asked about.

In November 2016, the Nordic ombudsmen adopted a joint Nordic letter ad-
dressed to the subcommittee. The letter was signed by the ombudsmen of Denmark, 
Finland, Greenland, Norway and Sweden. In the letter, the ombudsmen expressed 
their critical view on plans to establish the NPM Observatory, an NGO monitoring 
the national preventive mechanisms.

On the second day of their meeting (5 October 2016), Baltic and 
Nordic ombudsmen focused on the activities of national preventi-
ve mechanisms.
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