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I
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Context
At the invitation of Antonio Maria Costa, Executive Director of the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC), the fourth meeting of the Judicial Integrity Group ("the Group") took place at the Vienna International Centre, Vienna, Austria on 27-28 October 2005.  The purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss materials prepared to provide further support to Member States in strengthening judicial integrity and capacity.  Foremost amongst the papers for consideration was a proposal for a draft Guide to the Application of the Principles of Judicial Conduct, previously adopted by the Group; a draft of a Manual on Judicial Reform; and draft Principles for the Conduct of Judicial Employees.  The meeting took place under the framework of the Global Programme Against Corruption.  This is the record of the meeting.

1.2 Membership
The Group was chaired by HE Christopher Weeramantry (former Vice-President of the International Court of Justice) (Sri Lanka).  The participants were:  Chief Justice M L Uwais (Nigeria); Chief Justice Pius Langa (South Africa); Chief Justice B J Odoki (Uganda); Deputy Chief Justice Adel Omar Sherif (Egypt); Chief Justice J E Gicheru (Kenya); Justice John A Mroso (Tanzania); Dr Johann Rzeszut (President, Constitutional Court, Austria); Dr Robert Fremr (Czech Republic); Justice P N Bhagwati (past Chief Justice of India, Member of the UN Human Rights Committee); and Justice M D Kirby (Australia).  Justice Kirby acted as rapporteur for the Group.  Apologies were received from Chief Justice Hilario Davide Jr (The Philippines).
Other participants in the meeting included Mr Stuart Gilman (UNODC); Ms Sonia Cronin (Office of the UN Special Rapporteur on the Independence of Judges and Lawyers); Dr Dedo Geinitz (DGTZ); Mr Robert Husbands (OHCHR); and Professor Giuseppe Di Federico (Director, Research Institute on Judicial Systems).
Dr Nihal Jayawickrama acted as co-ordinator of the Judicial Integrity Group.  Mr Oliver Stolpe (UNODC) assisted in the co-ordination.

1.3 Introduction
An address of welcome was given by Ms Sumru Noyan (Deputy Executive Director, UNODC).  On behalf of the Executive Director she welcomed the Members of the Group on their return to the United Nations Office in Vienna.  She emphasised the vital importance of building judicial capacity and integrity in Member States.  She paid tribute to the work of the Group and noted the success that had been achieved in acceptance of the Principles of Judicial Conduct adopted by the Group (sometimes known as the Bangalore Principles).  She declared that UNODC stood ready to expand its support for the Group.  She said that UNODC offered the Group its services to assist in the development and dissemination of its work products; the preparation and organisation of its meetings; and the raising of funds as necessary to facilitate its activities.  The Members of the Group welcomed the commitments given on behalf of UNODC by Ms Noyan.

1.4 Opening Statements
There followed opening statements by Mr Stuart Gilman (UNODC) and Judge Weeramantry (the Chair).  Mr Gilman declared that judicial integrity was critical for the success of a democratic society.  He pointed to the guardianship role of UNODC under the proposed United Nations Convention Against Corruption.  By Article 11 of that Convention, each State Party is obliged to "take measures to strengthen integrity and to prevent opportunities for corruption among Members of the judiciary".  Such measures "may include rules with respect to the conduct of Members of the judiciary".  It was in this respect that UNODC envisaged that the Group had a present and future role of importance for the intended operations of the Convention.
Judge Weeramantry declared that the work of the Group was vital for the welfare of humanity.  The judiciary, he said, was the sheet anchor for humanity's welfare and survival.  The need for statements on judicial conduct, the conduct of court personnel and other topics was pressing.  However, such statements had to be prepared and made by judges, for the judicial branch, in accordance with the differing traditions and cultures of the world.  Great progress had been made since the Judicial Group first met in Vienna five years earlier.  In particular, the Principles of Judicial Conduct (hitherto the Bangalore Principles) had been adopted in a number of countries and used in still more in the development of domestic rules to underpin judicial integrity.

Dr Nihal Jayawickrama recorded appreciation for the support of UNODC.  He recalled the work of Dr Petter Langseth in the early stages of the work of the Group.  He emphasised the need for the Group to diversity whilst continuing to retain its present high-level membership.  He identified a number of Chief Justices of relevant countries who had expressed interest in participating in the Group.  The urgent need was to find an institutional base for the ongoing work of the Group.  This is where the initiative of UNODC was both vital and welcome.

1.5 Implementation of Principles of Judicial Conduct
Dr Jayawickrama outlined the various ways in which the Principles of Judicial Conduct, adopted by the Group, had been utilised in the judiciaries of the Philippines, the Netherlands, Serbia, Jordan, Uzbekistan and other countries.  In several countries the Principles were being used to teach basic rules of ethics to trainee judges:


Resolution 4.1
It was agreed that Members of the Group would inform the coordinator and UNODC of the use being made of the Principles of Judicial Integrity as they became aware of such use.

The Members of the Group outlined, in respect of their own countries, the procedures adopted for the training or education of new judges; the existence or absence of Codes of Judicial Conduct; the differing procedures of recruitment and appointment; and the problems that had to be tackled.  The rapporteur emphasised the need to recognise the different requirements of countries that recruited the judiciary from senior members of the private legal profession and those that recruited a career judiciary from young graduates following university studies.  The different systems would require different methods and levels of instruction, depending upon the experience and exposure of new judges.


Resolution 4.2
It was agreed that the Members of the Group would inform the coordinator and UNODC of the arrangements for judicial education that existed in their countries and the potential for utilising, in the course of such education, the Principles of Judicial Conduct and other Principles devised by the Group.
II
DRAFT OUTLINE COMMENTARY ON THE PRINCIPLES
2.1 Materials for the Outline
The participants turned to a consideration of the proposed Explanatory Memorandum on the Bangalore Principles of Judicial Conduct.  A number of the participants emphasised the utility of examples and illustrations that would indicate the way in which the Principles of Judicial Conduct were intended to work.


Resolution 4.3
It was agreed that Members of the Group would inform the coordinator of illustrations of various provisions in the Principles of Judicial Conduct taken from local case law and other examples.  It was agreed that illustrations of this kind would be provided for the preparation of the Memorandum and supplied within six months.  The coordinator would then include such examples, as appropriate, in the elaborated Memorandum.

2.2 Human Rights Law

The use of decisions of the European Court of Human Rights and of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights and other like bodies was also agreed, so long as relevant to the terms of the Principles adopted by the Group.  The participants considered that the Explanatory Memorandum, elaborating and explaining the Principles of Judicial Conduct, should include reference to relevant provisions of international law and in particular the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  Where necessary, reference might be made to case law and decisions of treaty bodies.  The rapporteur referred to S Joseph, J Schultz and M Castan (eds) The International Covenant on Civil and  Political Rights - Cases, Materials and Commentary (2nd ed, 2005) and Lord Lester and D Pannick (eds) Human Rights Law and Practice (2nd ed, 2005), as useful texts.

It was agreed that the Memorandum on the Principles of Judicial Conduct should draw upon the contextual provisions of international instruments and on the decisions of courts and treaty bodies in elaborating and explaining the purposes of the Principles or analogous rules.  In particular, textual analysis would be offered to explain the meaning of the rules and sub-rules contained in the Principles.

There was discussion on whether the document should include hypothetical questions.  However, this idea was rejected as inappropriate to the purpose of the Explanatory Memorandum.

Care was urged against substituting case law for the text of the Bangalore Principles.  It was generally agreed that the Memorandum should set out the history of the development of the Principles and of their elaboration.


Resolution 4.4
It was agreed that the commentary on the Principles of Judicial Conduct would be prepared by the coordinator with the assistance of Mr Stolpe of UNODC.  However, it would be necessary for the commentary to be approved by Members of the Group.  This would require circulation of the commentary to Members of the Group in good time to permit consideration and approval.
The Members of the Group generally agreed that the commentary would be a supplementary document of use in teaching and applying the Principles adopted by the Group.  However, in so far as the Principles themselves were to be recommended to the United Nations system, they would go forward without the elaboration intended in the commentary which served a different purpose.

III
DISCIPLINE - THE KENYAN EXPERIENCE
3.1 Action Against Corrupt Judges
Chief Justice J E Gicheru outlined the initiatives that had been taken to combat the widespread problem of corruption in the Kenyan judiciary, since his appointment as Chief Justice in March 2003.  He explained the urgency of the need to weed out corrupt judges and the pain of the process which necessarily involved tackling past colleagues and friends.  Initial procedures of in camera hearings had been adopted to keep threshold investigations confidential.  However, the result was that five of nine judges of the Court of Appeal, eighteen of thirty-six High Court judges, eighty-two of two hundred and fifty four magistrates and a number of paralegals were found subject to the requirement to respond to allegations of corruption.  

Chief Justice Gicheru emphasised the need to establish judicial accountability; to enforce accountability in a way consistent with judicial independence; to remove impunity from investigation; to establish proper mechanisms for receiving complaints; to provide means of detecting offences; and to reach timely conclusions both for the protection of the judiciary and of the rights of judicial officers under accusation.  Those rights had been defended by provisions maintaining the payment of the salaries of the judicial officers under investigation until final determinations were made confirming or dismissing allegations of corruption in particular cases.
3.2 Discipline Investigations
There was a thorough examination by the Members of the Group of the procedures that had been adopted in Kenya.  Reference was made during discussion to the importance of ensuring due process for judicial officers subject to accusation.  The vulnerability of judges to malcontents and false accusations was noted.  Chief Justice Gicheru explained the ways in which the Kenya process had sought to deal with such problems.  

The Members of the Group considered the differing models for the removal of corrupt judges that had been observed in other countries, represented at the meeting.  The need for transparency and fairness in the process had to be balanced with the need to defend the judicial institution and protect judges under accusation until a stage was reached in the investigation warranting suspension from duty and response to a charge.

The participants thanked Chief Justice Gicheru for his candid report on the situation in Kenya.  The Chief Justice tabled a printed copy of his speech which was made available to all participants.  He paid tribute to the work of the Group and the "immense value" of developing "truly universal principles and approaches to address the common concerns of the independence, competence, authority and effectiveness of the judiciary".  He urged that a "permanent partnership" be formalised by which UNODC "will facilitate projects through which the partnership will pioneer the formulation of judicial reform initiatives" and implement them in pilot schemes where they could be tested before being adopted by judiciaries throughout the world.

IV
IMPLEMENTATION OF PRINCIPLES OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT
4.1 Appropriate Procedures
The Members of the Group considered the procedures that would be appropriate for investigating complaints of corruption against Members of the judiciary and also complaints that judges had breached the Principles of Judicial Conduct.  It was recognised that breach of some Principles would be regarded as much more serious than breach of others.  The procedures to be adopted for investigating and sanctioning breaches were considered.  In some instances an informal letter from the designated disciplinary authority would be sufficient.  In others, a formal investigation would be required, carried out by judges, or retired judges, who were not disqualified by inappropriate familiarity with the complaint, the complainant or the judicial officer concerned.
The coordinator suggested that it was important to establish within each national judiciary mechanisms for the enforcement of the Principles of Judicial Conduct.  Otherwise, such Principles might have little or no effect in practice.  On the other hand, participants reminded themselves of the debates that had occurred in the discussions of the Group with judges of the civil law tradition, held at the Hague.  Differentiating between broad principles of judicial conduct and effective mechanisms of judicial discipline was a point that had been insisted upon by some of the judicial participants at the Hague.  

Mr S Gilman (UNODC) suggested that any mechanism for the implementation of the Principles of Judicial Conduct would require consideration to be given to such factors as:  (a) respect for a scale of seriousness of the complaint; (b) respect for the risk of permanent damage to the name and effectiveness of a judicial officer charged, even if later acquitted; and (c) respect for the principle of transparency in the handling of such complaints.
4.2 Keeping the Balance
There was general discussion of whether a Chief Justice could adequately perform all of the functions of upholding the Principles of Judicial Conduct or whether a more elaborate system was required.  The participants acknowledged that, where such an elaborate system was established, according to domestic law, it would be essential to comply with its requirements.  In some jurisdictions, the institution would be a parliamentary committee.  In others it would be a statutory commission, perhaps with a lay component.  In still others it would involve nothing but an internal committee comprising judges investigating judges.  To the complaint that the last procedure was out of step with contemporary values of transparency and civic equality, the point was made that, to some extent, obstacles against a too easy system of complaints might be required in order to defend the overwhelming majority of judges in the courageous decisions they are required to make, thereby tolerating at least occasional minor infractions lest heavy-handed investigative procedures undermine the effectiveness and dent the courage of members of the judicial branch.  Some participants saw the response to such issues as inter-related with the adoption of greater transparency in the appointment of judges and hence with their accountability to stated standards and subjection to discipline in the event of proved infractions.
For a time the Members of the Group discussed issues such as judicial appointment mechanisms; the provision of adequate judicial salaries and allowances; training mechanisms; and protections of whistle-blowers who make complaints.  Based on analogies with United States experience, Professor Di Federico explained that the great majority of complaints against judges were not concerned with breach of the principles of integrity, as such, but with alleged error in the judicial outcome arrived at in a particular case.  This statistic led one participant to point to the particularly difficult subject presented by erroneous fact-finding by a judge.  Whereas errors of law are generally more readily capable of being corrected on appeal, errors of factual finding are less readily susceptible to appellate correction.  It is in decisions of this kind, and particularly incompetent, neglectful or corrupt decisions on matters of fact that the judicial branch faces one of its greatest challenges in affording effective redress.
V
DRAFT MANUAL ON THE JUDICIAL REFORM PROCESS

5.1 The Singapore Manual
On the second day of its meeting the Judicial Integrity Group turned to an examination of the Guide to Strengthening Court Integrity and Capacity.  The Guide was presented and explained by Mr O Stolpe (Anti-Corruption Unit, UNODC).  He explained the background of the report, based initially on a study tour to Singapore.  
Whilst expressing appreciation for the Guide, some participants indicated reservations about aspects of it.  The reservations included (a) the apparent acceptance in the Guide of competitiveness and economic considerations as the sole, or major, criterion for an acceptable judiciary; (b) the concern expressed in some quarters over inadequate protection for human rights in the financially uncorrupted judiciary of Singapore.  Mention was specially made of defamation proceedings brought by present and former Ministers ostensibly to suppress criticism and the expression of political opinions by Opposition spokespersons and groups; and (c) the unattributed references to interviewees' condemnation of national judiciaries as corrupt without sufficient backup and documentary evidence in support.
Whilst appreciating the desire of UNODC for a clear yardstick by which to guide the judiciary in various developing countries towards financial incorruptibility, UNODC was urged to take into account the need for the protection of a wider set of values than purely economic ones.


Res 4.5
It was agreed that Members of the Group would send any additional comments on the draft Guide to Mr Stolpe so that he could take them into account in a revision.  Such comments are to be sent within three months and to be accompanied by any examples considered helpful.
5.2 Extrapolating Experience
It was the view of the participants that the undue concentration on Singapore was a weakness of the present draft Guide.  It was suggested that attention should be paid to the judiciaries of Europe which had enjoyed success in supporting judicial integrity according to the criteria mentioned in the Guide.  Thus attention to the judiciaries of Austria, Finland and the Netherlands would be appropriate and, if necessary, the study tour technique should be broadened to include an examination of the procedures used in such countries, including for handling complaints about judicial integrity.
The coordinator explained how the Guide had arisen from the earlier surveys conducted in the Uganda judiciary.  The rapporteur reflected on the respective, and sometimes differing, concerns of the Judicial Group and UNODC.  Although each was vitally concerned with ensuring a judiciary of integrity, capable of responding effectively to complaints of corruption, the focus of each body was not quite the same.  UNODC was primarily concerned with issues of corruption, especially financial corruption.  The Group was primarily concerned with instilling strong principles of integrity in the judiciary, which Principles went far beyond issues of financial corruption.  In the inter-relationship between UNODC and the Group it would be necessary to advance the interests of the Group whilst at the same time contributing to the mission of UNODC.

VI
EVALUATION OF JUDICIAL PERFORMANCE

6.1 Recruitment, Advancement and Evaluation
Professor Di Federico tabled his report Recruitment, Professional Evaluation and Career of Judges and Prosecutors in Europe:  Austria, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain (Report of the Research Centre for Judicial Studies, University of Bologna, Italy, 2005).
Professor Di Federico stated that the greatest problem for the judiciary, at least in most European countries, was not financial corruption but mediocrity, poor and delayed performance.  He explained the moves throughout Europe towards more transparent arrangements in the recruitment phase of the judiciary.  In most European countries trainee judges are recruited at a young age and remain in service during their entire working life.  They are subjected to judicial training courses varying initially from three to five years in Germany to six years in the Netherlands.  In some countries trainee judges are obliged to undergo psychological testing to demonstrate suitability for the judicial office.  None of these routine systems are common in countries of the common law.  

Nevertheless, judicial education is spreading in common law countries.  Similarly, systems of judicial discipline are now being introduced that are more open and transparent.  The rapporteur said that the systems adopted in the civil law countries could not simply be borrowed and applied in common law jurisdictions.  One of the strengths of the common law recruitment of judges from the private legal profession in middle years was securing a Bench of talented lawyers of high independence and experience who were not part of (and did not regard themselves as part of) a judicial bureaucracy.  Systems for handling complaints of departure from the Principles of Judicial Integrity had to take into account the different procedures for recruitment, training and discipline that existed in different countries and the different status, role and expectations of judges in different countries.
Professor Di Federico explained the movement for the recruitment of more women to the European judiciary.  He also explained the procedures designed to reduce political influence in the choice of judicial Members.  
The Chair stressed the importance of seeing the two systems of judicial recruitment in the civil law and common law in historical perspective.  He traced the differing role of leading lawyers to the jurisconsult of Roman law who enjoyed a status quite distinct from that of the more humble judex.  The particular role of the common law judiciary in developing and expanding the law was, in part, a reflection of the higher civic status typically enjoyed by the judge of that tradition.  The Chair explained the ways in which the different systems were obliged to operate together within international tribunals such as the International Court of Justice.  He suggested that, to some extent, a merger was in progress between the two traditions.  This was reflected in approaches in international tribunals to the gathering of evidence, to the use of previous precedents of decision-making and to the exposition of reasons for decision.

6.2 Implications for the Guide
The participants turned to consider the implications of their discussions for the proposed Guide for Strengthening Court Integrity and Capacity.  Reference was made to the manner in which the Singapore judiciary facilitates very rapid mediation of disputes.  The growing use of plea bargaining in criminal cases was also a reflection of the economic costs and uncertainties of lengthy trials.  The imposition of incentive payments for judges who get through more trials was considered although some participants expressed disagreement with such procedures and concern about the risks that they introduced.

Chief Justice Langa described the work of the Judicial Service Commission in South Africa and the shift towards more transparent procedures for judicial appointment at every level in that country.  There was a lively discussion concerning the South African innovations.  Generally speaking, Chief Justice Langa said that the judiciary and the community in South Africa were content with the new system.

The Deputy Chief Justice of Egypt drew a distinction between the actual work of judging and the relationship of the judiciary with the Executive.  He said that it was important for judges not to be too close to the Executive Government and not generally to mix in the circle of the Executive.  Corruption, he pointed out, could occur not simply by financial means but also by propinquity and the inappropriate sharing of values and outlooks.  Litigants were entitled to secure judges who were truly independent of the Executive even though they were also actors in the broad sense in the Government of the State.
6.3 Criteria for Evaluation
The Chair asked whether it was possible to expound criteria of an objective character by which to evaluate judicial performance.  Such considerations as efficiency, timeliness, punctuality, courtesy to advocates and accuracy of decisions were mentioned.

Justice Bhagwati explained that it was difficult to lay down universal criteria because of the myriad of decisions that judges have to perform.  The judicial function was not readily reducible to a production line mentality or fixed requirements.  Nebulous considerations (such as commitment to human rights, creative development of the law to overcome injustice and courage in the face of challenges) were not easily rendered into a simple quantitative formula.  

The coordinator reverted to some observations of the rapporteur concerning the special value of recruiting to the judiciary independent lawyers trained in the senior private legal profession.  He said that this tendency had been reduced in many developing common law countries in recent decades so that judges are now more commonly recruited in lower ranks and promoted by Executive Government patronage to the higher judiciary.  Inculcating a spirit of true independence from the Executive Government would require new techniques, including judicial education devoted to the expression and maintenance of such values.


Recommendation 4.6
It was agreed that the coordinator will analyse the Principles of Judicial Conduct and other sources to consider whether any checklist to measure judicial performance can be recommended so as to reflect objective considerations whilst at the same time respecting the immeasurable values which the judiciary defends.

VII
DRAFT PRINCIPLES OF CONDUCT FOR COURT PERSONNEL
7.1 The Principles Considered
The coordinator tabled the draft Principles of Conduct for Court Personnel.  He explained the origins of this document in discussions of the Group held in Colombo and the inspiration and encouragement received from Chief Justice Davide (The Philippines).  He referred to comments that had been received for the improvement of the draft.  The participants turned to a consideration of the draft.  They adopted recommended changes proposed by the Chief Executive and Principal Registrar of the High Court of Australia.  They then considered recommendations made by the participants themselves.

7.2 Adoption of the Draft 
After a number of amendments to the draft were proposed and agreed to the Members of the Group formally adopted the draft.


Resolution 4.7
The draft Principles of Conduct for Court Personnel, as amended at the Fourth Meeting, were approved by the Group.  As so amended the Principles will be commended to the participating judges for introduction and trial in their jurisdictions, as appropriate in accordance with law.  The Members of the Group are to report any difficulties and also merits of the draft Principles which will be reconsidered at the next meeting of the Group.  Meantime, the draft Principles, as amended, are to be given widespread publicity and opportunities for consultation towards final improvement.

VIII
GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION

8.1 Draft Resolution on Strengthening Judicial Integrity
At the invitation of the Chair, Mr Stolpe tabled a document which contained initial proposed language designed to encapsulate a resolution for the strengthening of judicial integrity.  There was consideration of whether the resolution should request the Secretary-General to report to the Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice at its 16th Session in 2006 on the implementation of the resolution urging Member States, in accordance with their respective constitutional provisions and laws and as appropriate to adopt the Principles of Judicial Conduct when reviewing and developing rules with respect to the professional and ethical conduct of Members of the judiciary.

8.2 Adoption of Resolution
The Members of the Group concurred that it would be desirable to present the Principles on Judicial Integrity to the political organs of the United Nations.  


Resolution 4.8
It was agreed that the draft resolution on Strengthening Judicial Integrity, as amended, should be adopted and approved by the Group.  As amended, the resolution would be commended to UNODC with a view to its being reported to the Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice at its 16th Session in 2006.  

There was consideration of the possibility of variation of the language of the Principles of Judicial Conduct.  The Chair emphasised the importance of preserving the statement made by judges for judges and the essential need for Member States to respect the integrity of the document as so developed.  Assurances were given by officers of UNODC that, although the language of the resolution might be changed and adapted, the annex containing the draft Principles of Judicial Conduct would not themselves be changed, being an historical document which had derived from the Group.  

There followed some consideration of the title of the Principles of Judicial Conduct, hitherto the Bangalore Principles.  


Resolution 4.9
It was agreed that the Principles of Judicial Conduct should be so named and that the reference to their adoption in Bangalore should be removed from the title but included in historical annotations.  The description of the Principles by a generic title was accepted by the Group on the understanding that a preambular statement or other means would be found to refer to the former title as the "Bangalore Principles".

The Members of the Group considered the procedures that would be followed to ensure an understanding of the process of the work of the Group at any consideration of a Draft Resolution by the Sixteenth Session of the Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice.  Members of the Group generally favoured having the Chair and the coordinator present at the time of any such consideration, to help UNODC with consultations.  The possible future presentation of the resolution to the General Assembly of the United Nations for endorsement of the Principles of Judicial Conduct was favoured by the Group.  Members saw this as a natural elaboration of the G.A Resolution 40/32 of 29 November 1985 and 40/146 of 13 December 1985 on the Principles of the Independence of the Judiciary, adopted by the General Assembly.  Members of the Group asked to be kept informed of the developments in the consideration of the foregoing resolution which, as amended, was agreed to and recommended to UNODC.  The possibility of describing the Group's Principles as "Basic Principles on Judicial Integrity" or "Basic Principles on Judicial Conduct" was discussed but not finally resolved.
IX
FUTURE PROGRESS

10.1 Media Release
Mr Stolpe tabled a draft Media Release which had been prepared in the media office.  Various suggested changes were made to the release but it was generally approved.

10.2 Programme of Work
It was noted the coordinator will prepare the commentary on the Principles of Judicial Conduct and distribute this for consideration by the Members. They will be invited to add comments to the draft once received.

10.3 Relations with UNODC 
Mr Gilman reported on the need to centralise any fund raising for the future activities of the Group.


Resolution 4.10
The Members of the Group agreed that UNODC should be accepted as the sole agency for raising funds from donors for the ongoing work of the Judicial Integrity Group and authorised, on its behalf, to seek funds for such future work to the exclusion of any other agency or institution.

Mr Gilman reported on the possibility of establishing an Internet Webpage on the activities of the Group including the Principles of Judicial Conduct and the now adopted Principles of Conduct for Court Personnel together with information on the Members of the Judicial Integrity Group, its methods of work and contact with its coordinator and with UNODC.


Resolution 4.11
The Group approved the creation of an Internet Webpage on the activities of the Group and invited UNODC to look into the establishment of such an outreach in consultation with the Chair and the coordinator, details to be provided to Members of the Group.

10.4 Future Meetings
The Members of the Group welcomed the support for its activities promised by UNODC.  However, all Members expressed the view that the value of the Group lay in its exclusive judicial composition and functioning.  Mr Gilman indicated that this was fully appreciated by UNODC.  He said that UNODC would bring back to the Group proposals for future meetings and activities as well as questions and issues requiring consideration by the Group.  If necessary this could be done by email contact between Members between meetings.

Chief Justice Lange raised the question of expansion of Members of the Group to reflect differing geographical interests; different legal systems; gender and like considerations.  Members of the Group supported an expansion of the Group to reflect such considerations.  
The coordinator asked for guidance as to what should occur when a Chief Justice, who was a Member of the Group, retired from office.  Various views were expressed on this point obliging fresh consideration of the criteria for Membership of the Group.  There was general agreement that such considerations should be discussed between the Chair and the coordinator, on the one hand, and UNODC, on the other.  The high desirability of the participation of currently serving Chief Justices and senior judges was recognised by all participants.

11.
CLOSURE OF THE MEETING
In their closing remarks, Mr Gilman (UNODC) emphasised the need for UNODC to attend to the raising of funds to ensure the fulfilment of the present and future objectives of the Judicial Integrity Group.  The expansion of the influence of the Principles of Judicial Conduct was an important objective of the Group and a key component in the strategy of UNODC to render the proposed United Nations Convention Against Corruption a practical reality in respect of the judiciary everywhere.

Mr Gilman said that it was desirable that the Group should not become too large.  On the other hand, there were gaps in the reflection of the diversity of judicial systems, geography and gender that needed to be attended to.  These considerations would be taken into account by UNODC.

The Chair stressed the great utility to the judiciaries of the world of the work of the Group and even greater potential utility as the work expanded and developed.  He welcomed the possible steps designed ultimately to place the Principles of Judicial Conduct before the General Assembly of the United Nations.  If the General Assembly endorsed the Principles, this would be of great importance for the future significance of the Group and its work.  It would be of benefit to judicial officers everywhere.
The Chair thanked the participating judges, the special guests, the officers of UNODC and the coordinator.  The meeting closed in a session which was attended by some Vienna-based members of national delegations of the judges present, interested in the possible follow up of the Principles of Judicial Conduct adopted by the Group.
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