Attachment:

To the Alternative Report – 2005 by the Coalition of Russian NGOs - Comments to Russia’s Federal  "Third Periodic Report on Realization in Russian Federation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1998-2002" (FR-3
)

February 2005

Comments by the Coalition of Russian NGOs
 to the Russia’s fulfillment of the 

“Concluding Observations of the Committee on the Rights of the Child: Russian Federation”, 

CRC/C/15/Add.110, adopted at the 586-th meeting, 8 October 1999

Comments to “A. Introduction”
a) To the Art. 2 of Concluding Observations (CO-2). Representatives of the Coalition of Russian NGOs – authors of the previous Alternative Report (1998) who participated as observers at the “Russian” meeting of the Committee on 23.09.1999, also - as well as Committee, highly appreciated the constructive position of Russian Delegation which Head, Galina Karelova, on behalf of the Government of Russian Federation assured Committee that:

· The Decision of Russian Government on the establishment in Russia of an Office of Federal Commissioner (Ombudsman) for Child Rights is in preparation;

· The package of draft laws designed for establishment in Russia of juvenile justice is prepared in accordance with recommendations of the «Final Notes of the Committee on the Rights of the Child to the Russia’s 1992 Periodical Report «On Realization...»» (28 January 1993).

Today, more than 5 years later, we must say with deep regret that the Office of Children’s Ombudsman of Russian Federation is not yet created, and that the package of draft-laws on juvenile justice named in September 1999 by the State-Party Delegation, is still “waiting” to be adopted by State Duma because of the negative Conclusions by President of Russia (April 2002) and by Administration of Russian President (December 2004) (see in more detail in the item “w” below and in AR-3: comm. to the items 320-322 of FR-3).

Comments to “B. Follow‑up measures undertaken and progress 

achieved by the State party”

b) To the Art. 3. Most important amendments and additions to the Family Code (which Elena Chepurnykh, Deputy Head of Russian Delegation, spoke about to the Committee on 23.09.1999) legalizing of so called “social patronage” (“family patronage” – in the later version of the law) which gives vitally needed legal grounds for early social intervention to the families at risk and their social accompanying, creating new form of foster care – “patronage family” (which is crucially important for de-institutionalization of minors above 8-10 years), and permitting to strengthen the guardianship and trusteeship bodies (unacceptably week at present) unfortunately did not become a law until now (see also in the item “m” below and AR-3: comm. to 18, 147). Amendments to the Criminal and Punishment Codes adopted in 2002, 2003 really humanized Russian justice towards minors-delinquents; however they did not prove to be a break-through in the practice of criminal justice towards minors in Russia (cf. item “x” and AR-3: comm. to 292-329). It is difficult to overcome the deep punitive tradition without having complex general system of juvenile justice. The positive phenomenon of certain decrease in number of minors brought to criminal justice and number of minors sentenced to deprivation of freedom emphasize the problem of their repeated crimes and necessity to perfect the “preventing system” (AR-3: comm. to 332-339). The 1999 Federal “Prevention of child neglect and juvenile crime” act (Federal Law # 120-FL), named in the Art. 3 of CO-2, did not justify hopes reposed in it. The commissions on affairs of minors and protection of their rights authorized by the # 120-FL to fulfill the coordinating functions in practical individual preventing-restoring work with families and children at social risk are still working according the out of date Regulations dated 1967. (AR-3: comm. to 18). The effective, complex and well coordinated “preventing system” of social accompanying and social rehabilitation still waits to be created in Russia. The strategic task today is to trigger the building of such system on the regional level – in every of 89 regions of Russian Federation; there is positive experience in some regions (Moscow Region, Saratov Region…) but it is difficult to distribute it all over Russia without having certain standards of this construction fixed by the Federal Law.
c) To the Art. 3. Commenting the Federal acts and laws demands to name the most important new ones – Federal Law # 122-FL dated 22 August 2004 and Federal Law # 213-FL dated 30 December, 2004 (both laws came into force in January 2005) which introduced essential amendments and additions to more than 100 basic Russian laws, regulating protection of children in particular. Summing up: Federal Law # 122 (so called “monetization of benefits law”) cancelled many of responsibilities of Federal Government for fulfillment of demands of the Convention on the Rights of the Child on protection of children’s rights; the Law delegated the fulfillment of these responsibilities at discretion of authorities of every of 89 regions of Russia without establishing any Federal demands or standards. In particular Item 9 of the Clause 105 of the Federal Law # 122-FL amended the Clause 15 of the 1998 Federal Law “On the basic guarantees of the rights of the child” (Federal Law # 124-FL) cutting out any obligations of the Federal center to assist and to protect children in difficult situations, and handing over the fulfillment of these obligations to authorities of every of 89 subjects of Russia – again leaving it totally to their discretion (AR-3: comm. to 19). This creates unconstitutional disparity, and in this way Russian Federation in practice excluded itself from being a State party of the Convention on the Rights of the Child (although it is not declared officially yet). New Federal Law # 122-FL is a serious  blow to the interests and prosperity of vulnerable groups of children deprived now of free-of-charge transportation, school breakfasts, necessary equipment for the deaf and the blind, etc. (cf. items “f, g, i ,o, q, r” below and AR-3: comm. to 16 and to other FR-3 items named therein).

Federal Law dated 30.12.2004 # 213-FL named above introduced amendments to Clause 292 ("Rights of members of family of proprietors of premises") of the Civic Code of Russian Federation. These changes state that in case the premises are sold to new owner then all the inhabitants registered in this apartment, including children, are obliged to vacate the premises. Federal Law # 213-FL cancelled the previously existed municipal governments tool of protection child’s right for housing (this was the obligatory permission of the guardianship and trusteeship body for the transaction with apartment where children are living). New Law did not identify at all where these children must go together with their toys after they are evicted from their homes (see AR-3: comm. to 16).

d) To the Art. 4 (and Art. 8, 9). During five years the experiment on establishing children’s ombudsmen in Russian regions developed from 5 to 18 regions (where it proved its effectiveness especially in the regions where it was established by the Law, like e.g. in Moscow). However this is slow development, this is explained in particular by the weakness and formal nature of the 1998 Federal law “On the basic guarantees of the rights of the child” (Federal Law # 124-FL). This basic Law even does not mention at all Federal or Regional Children’s Ombudsmen (Commissioner for Child Rights) as an important tool of protection of rights of children. (See AR-3: comm. to 19, 24-25).

Comments to “C. Principal subjects of concern, suggestions and recommendations”

GENERAL MEASURES OF IMPLEMENTATION

e) To the Art. 6. Certain humanization of criminal justice procedure for minors (see item “x” and AR-3: comm. to 292-329) and some other acts listed in item “u” below must be considered as positive steps. At the same time problems of building of juvenile justice, of guaranteeing of rights of children with disabilities for rehabilitation and education, of protection of children from all kinds of violence and abuse and of establishing of corresponding standards and monitoring mechanisms still need to be resolved.

f) To the Art. 10, 11. Coordination. The Governmental Interdepartmental Coordinating Committee to implement the Convention on the Rights of the Child, restored in a structure of the Government of Russia after first elections of President Putin in 2000, was again abolished in March 2004 when new Government was formed. The problem of strengthening coordination of the work in the interests of children is still at hand (cf. item “b” above). The Committee’s concern “that the decentralization of responsibilities and actions from the Federal authorities to their regional counter-parts lacks sufficient guarantees to prevent disparities in the protection of children’s rights” became most hot topic after coming into force on January 1, 2005 of the Federal Law # 122-FL - see item “c” above.

g) To the Art. 12-17. More than 50 billions rubles debt in benefit payments to children of poor families which existed in 1999 went down 10 times now after the responsibility for these payments was taken from regional governments to Federal Government in 2000. Now Federal Law # 122-FL described in the item “c” again moved this responsibility to regional authorities and to regional budgets without establishing any guaranteed federal minimum of these benefits. The Federal Law # 122-FL also delegated to budgets of 89 regions of Russian Federation the obligation to provide budgetary allocations targeted at protection of most vulnerable groups (orphans etc.). Children with disabilities are the only exception from this new “decentralization” approach – their financial benefits (although very small) are remained the responsibility of the Federal budget. However children with disabilities also suffer from the Federal Law # 122-FL (see items “o, r”).

h) To the Art. 18-21. We must note positively the certain measures aimed at publicizing and dissemination the knowledge about Convention and its principles. The strengthening partnership with NGOs is a controversial process: it is strongly declared at the top level (e.g. Civil Forum in Kremlin in December 2001 under umbrella of Russian President) and at the same time the practical tools of partnership (including financial channels of support of civil initiatives in the interests of children) are not elaborated and implemented yet, and Federal Law #122-FL essentially deteriorated now this situation. Also NGOs’ monitoring of care and juvenile justice institutions is drastically insufficient since it is not legalized by the law.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

i) To the Art. 22-25. Priciple of non-discrimination. Adoption of the Federal Law # 122-FL (see items “c, f, g, h” above) will inevitably result in great disparities between different regions and hence in discrimination depending on child’ place of residence; this Law violates the Constitutional principle of equality of all Russian citizens since social standards will essentially depend on will and possibilities of authorities of different regions. The children with disabilities remain strongly discriminated group in Russia (AR-3: comm. to 186-199). We also pay attention to the strongly discriminated group of HIP-children (see item “q” below) and relatively small group of about 600 children in need of special protection – 0-3 years old children of mothers-convicts who live in Baby Homes near the women corrective institutions and are practically separated from their mothers (AR-3: comm. to 69).

j) To the Art. 26-27.The right to life. It is difficult to agree with statement of the item 81 of the Third State Report about Russia’s fulfillment of Committee’s recommendations to take all appropriate measures to decrease child suicide (AR-3: comm. to 81-83) and killing (AR-3: comm. to 173-175); the mechanisms of preventing measures, crises intervention etc. are still essentially underdeveloped (AR-3: comm. to 18 and other items shown therein). The terrible violation of the right to live was terrorist capture of school in Beslan in September 2004; one of two reasons why this disaster could happen was “corruption in Russian law enforcement agencies” – as President Putin put it (see AR-3: comm. to 78). 

CIVIL RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS 

k) To the Art. 28-30. Protection from torture. The widespread practice of torture and ill-treatment is still there and it evidently roots (like also widespread corruption which even may violate right to live - cf. item “j”) in lack of accountability in the work of employees of law enforcement agencies. The statistics is dreadful and persuade. And recent mass-scale police abuse of power towards youngsters and minors in Republic of Bushkiriya demonstrates how deep and serious is the decease and shows also that Chechen Republic is perhaps not the worst place in Russia with regards to arbitrariness of law enforcement agencies and power structures (see AR-3: comm. to 117-119).  The remedies from this ancient decease were repeated again in 2003 in Proposals by the Commission on Human Rights under President of Russia; unfortunately they are left without attention so far. These Proposals basically use in particular the UN Committee Against Torture recommendations - UN doc. CAT/C/XXVIII/Concl.5, 16.05.2002. (See AR-3: in the concluding Chapter “Our Proposals”).

FAMILY ENVIRONMENT AND ALTERNATIVE CARE 

l) To the Art. 31-35. Neglect/ mal-treatment/ violence. The Committee’s recommendation “to promote child-friendly procedures for complaint, investigation and presentation of evidence for child victims of violence and abuse” was many times repeated publicly in Russia during last 5 year. Every specialist and leader who wants to do good understands the vital necessity of such procedures. In some municipalities and even regions the real efforts are undertaken to organize working system of revealing and early prevention of the socially dangerous situations in families, including violence and abuse towards children. However the all-Russia “preventing system” capable to meet and to heel this large scale problem still must be created in every of 89 regions of Russia - cf. item “b” above. (See AR-3: comm. to 18, 165-171, 173-175).

m) To the Art. 36-38. De-institutionalization and domestic adoption. “National policy on de-institutionalization” is not formulated in Russia until now regardless of recommendations of Committee given in 1993 and repeated in 1999. In October 2004 All-Russian Conference “Development of Permanent Family Placement for Orphaned Children in Russia” (this was Russian-American non-governmental initiative where top rank officials spoke and almost 200 delegates from 38 Russian regions took part) repeated the appeal to formulate such a National Program; at the Conference the rich experience in realization of different programs of de-institutionalization – from Short Stay models to permanent family placement of orphans was presented. Thus there are hopes and soil for reforms, but no real de-institutionalization reform so far, whereas children population of institutions is stably growing (AR-3: comm. to 146-148). “The strengthening of adoption and foster care as alternatives to institutionalization” remains the main yet unrealized priority. Russian system of alternative family care must be made more “friendly” to potential substitute parents. The amendments to the Family Code named above in the item “b” propose necessary measures capable to trigger active de-institutionalization; it is difficult to comprehend but adoption of these vitally important amendments was stopped with negative Conclusions by the Government of Russian Federation in 2002 and in 2004. The important amendment to Family Code decreasing income and lodging barriers for potential adopters was adopted in the end of December 2004 (Federal law № 185-FL); unfortunately the same Law introduced the additional inhuman barrier for inter-country adoption – see below in the item “p”. (AR-3: comm. to 148, 152-158).

n) To the Art. 39. Public inspectorate. The recommendation of the Committee to establish the regular inspections of children’s institutions “in particular by reinforcing the role and powers of independent inspection mechanisms, and ensuring their right to inspect, without warning” became a guideline for Russian NGOs and for some authorities during 5 years after this recommendation was formulated. The draft-law “On Public Observance of Rights of Children” elaborated by children’s rights NGOs, which also includes procedures of such inspections, was distributed to all Russia being given in particular to every of 1000 participants of huge All-Russian Conference “Civil Society – for Children of Russia” (March 2001), and was distributed in many other ways. There were many conferences and seminars organized by Ministry of Labor and Social Development dedicated to developing of children’s ombudsmen and public inspectorate systems. In practice however only in Perm’ Region there is visible progress in developing of mechanism of independent public inspections of children’s institutions. (AR-3: comm. to 24-25, 164).

o) To the Art. 40-42. Children with disabilities. There was no improve of MSE (MSE – bureaus of medical-social expertise) system of diagnostics of children with physical or mental disabilities during 5 years; however the cautious positive expectations for its improvement, shared also by top chiefs in the Ministry of Health Care and Social Protection, may be connected with stronger federal centralization of all MSE system introduced by the item 4 of the Clause 63 of the 2004 Federal Law # 122-FL (cf. items “c, f, g, i, r, s”). At the same time after January 1, 2005 when the Law # 122-FL came into force disabled children began to meet many dramatic problems with receiving vitally necessary medicine and equipment, with transportation (the Law cancelled benefit of free transportation of adult accompanying disabled child), with organization of their rehabilitation and education (which now are declared an obligation of regional authorities and rather poor regional budgets). Also this will inevitably result in strong disparity depending on place of residence of disabled child. We’ll comment now other recommendations of these items of CO-2 (on development, treatment and rehabilitation, social inclusion etc.): although the Law declared in 1995 the necessity of elaboration and implementation of IPR (individual programs of rehabilitation) they are not provided to disabled children on a mass scale (this was confirmed also by Prosecutor General and other Prosecution Offices); many parents, especially of 96,3 thousand of mentally disabled children and parents of children with complex disturbances meet firm refusals of State authorities to provide treatment, support and counseling aimed at rehabilitation and social inclusion of their children. Official answers to parents’ appeals traditionally advise to pass the child to live in social internat “for education”. 

Meanwhile most of these internats even are not officially accredited as educational establishments and there is wide illegal practice to stamp their inmates as “uneducatable”, not to mention general unacceptable conditions in these institutions not once described in different reports. It must be also noted that total expenditures of budget for the child living in the institution is $500 per month in average, whereas the sum provided for disabled child living at home is 10-15 times less. Also the system of inclusion in mainstream education of children with disabilities (658.000 officially admitted as disabled ones and much more with smaller defects) is so far absent in Russia; contrary to the idea of “inclusion” the practice of direction of these children to corrective “auxiliary schools” and “correcting classes” is flourishing. (See also item “r” and AR-3: comm. to 186-199).

p) To the Art. 43-44. Inter-country adoption. The governmental decrees from March, 2000, named in the item 154, 155 of FR-3, really created transparent and “rule of the law” system of international adoption from Russia, capable to prevent “the potential misuse of inter-country adoption for purposes of trafficking, inter-alia for economic and sexual exploitation”, and established “procedures regarding inter-country adoption with a view to protecting the best interests of the child”. The Hague Convention of 1993 on the protection of children and cooperation in respect of inter-country adoption was signed by Russian President on 7 September 2000 but is not ratified by State Duma yet, although this would create additional protection tools against misuse of inter-country adoption. Ministry of Education and Science of Russia, Ombudsman for Human Rights of Russia, top people around President of Russia actively support the ratification of Hague Convention; however it meets strong (so called “patriotic”) opposition in the Parliament. The same opposition used the recent adoption of the positive Federal law № 185-FL (see in the item “m”) as a chance to increase the legal “moratorium” for the child’s international adoption from 3 to 6 months, which in practice proves to be the discrimination of many of Russian institutionalized children and evidently comes into contradiction with “the strengthening of efforts to establish procedures regarding inter-country adoption with a view to protecting the best interests of the child” recommended by the Committee. (AR-3: comm. to 152-158, 161).

BASIC HEALTH AND WELFARE 

q)  To the Art. 45-48. The efforts “to improve maternal health care and reduce infant mortality rates” may be essentially undermined with adoption in 2004 of the Federal Law # 122-FL which transferred the responsibility of support of this work to authorities and budgets (rather poor as a rule) of 89 of Russian regions – at their discretion. Figures given in the item 218 of FR-3 (“not more than 17-18 % of aborted teenagers had consultations on contraception before beginning of sex life, 45% did not use contraception…”) show that recommendations of the Committee in this field were not fulfilled, the measures described in FR-3 are insufficient and tragic sexual ignorance of the population, including teenagers, is not less a problem today than 5 year ago. Hence the wider distribution of HIV/AIDS is at hand; we also pay special attention to tragic situation with HIV-infected children and abandoned children of HIV-infected mothers. (AR-3: comm. to 213, 215, 217, 218).
EDUCATION, LEISURE AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

r)  To the Art. 50. Teaching of human rights and children rights was inserted into school curricula in frames of subject “Citizenship”. We consider it very important to introduce in schools the organizational tools of practical application of the acquired  knowledge about children’s rights – like establishing of position of school children’s ombudsmen (practiced in some schools of Moscow and of Saratov) or creating of “school peacemaking services” (experience of the towns of Velikii Novgorod and Volgograd). In the year 2002 there were taken serious measures aimed at decreasing of drop-out of pupils from schools. On the other hand amendments and additions to the Federal Education Act introduced by the Clause 16 of the 2004 Federal Law # 122-FL (see item “c”) actually declined the responsibility of State Russian Federation for organization and support of education of children in Russia, including also preschool education, transferring this responsibility to authorities and budgets of Russian regions. Law # 122-FL also cancelled the privileges to the teachers working at rural schools, cancelled state support of education of disabled child in case he/she receives this education in the non-governmental educational institution (item 17, Clause 63, # 122-FL - which is evident manifestation o conservative etatizm protecting state monopoly and suppressing any non-governmental activity), and introduced many other changes which come in drastic confrontation with Committee’s appeal encouraging “the State party to continue its efforts to shelter the education system from the impact of the economic crisis, and in particular to give further attention to the serving conditions of teachers…”. (AR-3: comm. to 248, 249, 251).

EDUCATION, LEISURE AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES

SPECIAL PROTECTION MEASURES

s) To the Art. 51-55. Refugees and internally displaced children. Adoption of Federal Law “On citizenship of Russian Federation” (19.04.2002) and Federal Law “On legal status of foreign citizens on the territory of Russian Federation” (25.07.2002) momentarily increased number of  residents of Russian Federation deprived of demanded legal status by 450 thousands (according to the Ministry of Interior data) or perhaps by 1-3 millions (according to estimations of independent experts). This happened because new laws declared as “foreigners” plenty of those ones who arrived to Russia from other countries of Former Soviet Union after 1992. Former Soviet passports which they used lawfully were declared by new laws as invalid, but these people were rejected in new Russian passports before they go through long bureaucratic procedure of receiving Russian citizenship. Correspondingly the children of these now illegal “foreigners” (including the kids who were born already in Russia, they are considered as “children of foreigners”) lost their legal status with many unpleasant consequences, including problems with militia, access to health, education and other social services. The problem of such access for “illegal”, including those without residence permit, children became even more keen after January 1, 2005 because the Federal Law # 122-FL enrolled all responsibility of providing these services to regional budgets. (AR-3: comm. to 273-283).

SPECIAL PROTECTION MEASURES.

t) To the Art. 56, 57. Children in Chechen Republic.  The present situation in Chechen Republic is a situation “between war and peace” (which is much better than wide-scale war like it was in 1999, but worse than peace). It is first of all characterized by legal and social chaos which has essential impact upon children. There are great problems with their nutrition, assessment to medical service and education, there is great need in special rehabilitative assistance, including psychological aid. The situation is also quite insecure, for children in particular, because of “involuntary disappearances”, because arrests and detainments are performed as a rule without observation of any legal procedures. This practice especially threatens to teenagers who really beware to meet any person in the uniform. (AR-3: comm. to 285-291).

SPECIAL PROTECTION MEASURES 

u) To the Art. 58-64. Child labour: There were positive moves in this field – like ratification on 8 December 2003 of the ILO Convention # 182 and adoption on 30.12.2001 of new Labor Code which essentially toughened requirements to employers regarding protection of minors against harmful conditions of work. At the same time many problems with “informal” sector of child labor remain at hand (AR-3: comm. to 340-349). Drug abuse and other forms of substance abuse: The positive events were the adoption of number of laws which limit the advertising of alcohol and beer and their free consumption by minors (FR-3: comm. To 62); also the important decisions of 2004 permit to overcome the punitive approach of law enforcement agencies with regards to drug-consumers, including children, and hence will permit to follow more effectively the Committee’s recommendations to develop their rehabilitation and support (AR-3: comm. To 62, 350-357). Sexual exploitation and abuse: Federal Law dated 8 December 2003 # 162-FL introduced important amendments  to the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation which at last introduced serious responsibility for use of children in manufacturing of pornography production. The same law increased punishment for the use of minors in prostitution, and also increased so called “age of the consent” from 14 to 16 years old. (AR-3: comm. to 364-365).

v) To the Art. 65-66. Children of minorities or of indigenous peoples: Item 372 of FR-3 informed about special Federal program “Children of the North”. Unfortunately later this program was cancelled. The hot present day problem of indigenous children of Chukotka as well as of many rural regions with small population of settlements is the State politics of closer of schools with small number of pupils. (AR-3: comm. to 372).

w) To the Art. 67, 69. To set up a system of juvenile justice. As it was already said in the item “a” above this persistent recommendation by the Committee is not implemented in Russia during 12 years after it was first addressed to the Government of Russian Federation. The important step in this direction was made on 15 February 2002 when State Duma with absolute majority of its votes passed in the First Reading the addition to the Federal Constitutional Law “On the System of Courts in Russian Federation” which goal was to introduce into this basic Law the very notion of Juvenile Court. This was the first one of three laws from the package of laws on juvenile justice which Head of Russian delegation spoke about at the CRC “Russian” session on 23.09.1999. However the negative Conclusion to the juvenile justice package of laws signed by President of Russia came very quickly to State Duma (Letter # Pr-564 from 2 April 2002). Because of this Letter all the process of adoption of laws on juvenile justice was stopped, and until now the laws are not considered in State Duma, regardless of plenty of efforts (mainly initiated by the NGO “No to Alcoholism and Drug Addiction”) which triggered officially expressed support by Supreme Court, by the Government etc. However in December 2004 new negative Conclusion came to State Duma from State-Legal Department under President. Meanwhile there is certain progress in establishing juvenile justice in some Russian regions, in Rostov Region especially where first in Russia Juvenile Court was opened in the town of Taganrog. However we can not expect essential progress in regions without adoption of federal laws on juvenile justice. (AR-3: comm. to 320-322). Note of the last moment: On February 7, 2005 President of Russia commissioned Administration of President to support in State Duma the first one from the package of laws on juvenile justice. 
x) To the Art. 68-71. In 2002 number of minors brought to criminal justice and number of minors’ sentences connected with deprivation of freedom went down essentially. This is connected with “humanizing” amendments to Criminal-Procedure Code of Russia passed on 1 July 2002. However the percentage (about 20%) of sentences connected with deprivation of freedom among all sentences to minors remains too high and reflects the punitive tradition which is not easy to overcome. In 2003 new humanizing amendments (with regards to minors-delinquents accused in not too serious crimes) were introduced into Criminal-Procedure and into Criminal Codes. At the same time unmotivated pre-trial arrests and detention of minors practiced by investigators and confirmed by courts is flourishing. The average term of minor’s pre-trial detention is 7 months. And after these months of pre-trial detention 70% of minors are sentenced by courts (which follow humane laws) to punishment not connected with deprivation of liberty! Thus these minors served the destroying personality 7-months term of pre-trial imprisonment just “for nothing” – for convenience of investigators.

The wider use of alternatives to deprivation of liberty is a challenge to the effectiveness of “preventing system” because minor-delinquent not sentenced to deprivation of liberty returns as a rule to the same environment which made him a delinquent. In 2002 the number of such minors who perpetrated repeated crime was 25,5 thousands, this is 18,1% from general number of minors punished by the courts in 2002. About deep reasons of non-effectiveness of preventing system see in the item “b” above. 

Coalition of Russian NGOs – authors of these Comments and of the 

Alternative Report – 2005 to the UN Committee on the Rights of the Child:

1. Regional NGO “Right of the Child”:
Boris Altshuler

Address: Russia, Moscow, 119019, Novyi Arbat st., of. 19-18, 19-20;

Tel.: (7-095) 291-5872;     tel/fax: 291-9176;

e-mail: right-child@mtu-net.ru   &   altshuler@mtu-net.ru    Web-site: www.pravorebenka.narod.ru
2. “Down’s Syndrome Association”:
Sergei Koloskov, Marina Tsar’kova

Address: Russia, Moscow, 101000, Myasnitskaya st., 13-3;

Tel./fax: (7-095) 925-6476; 

e-mail: ads@rmt.ru          Web-site: www.mdrr.org.ru
3. Regional Charity NGO “Center for Curative Pedagogic” 

Roman Dimenshtein, Irina Larikova

Address: Russia, Moscow, 119311, Stroitelei st., 17 «B»; 

Tel./fax: (7-095) 131-0683, (7-095) 133-8447; 

e-mail: ccpmain@online.ru  

4. NAN – “No to Alcoholism and Drug Addiction”, Russian Charitable Foundation:

Oleg Zykov

Address: Russia, Moscow, 117449, Shvernika st., 10-A;

Tel.: (7-095) 126-3475 / 310-7076,          Fax: (7-095) 126-1064

e-mail: nan@nan.ru  &  zykov@nan.ru
5. Moscow Center for Prison Reform (MCPR): 

Valery Abramkin

Address: Russia, Moscow, 101000, Luchnikov pereulok, 4, of. 7;

Tel.: (7-095) 206-8684/229-0457;         Fax: (7-095) 206-8971;

e-mail: mcpr@front.ru                           Web-site: www.prison.org/index.shtml
6. Committee “Civic Assistance for Refugees and Forced Migrants”:

Svetlana Gannushkina, Lyudmila Gendel’

Address: Russia, Moscow, 103051, Maly Karetny pereulok, 12;

Telephone: (7-095) 200-6506, 251-5319, 790-7455;          Fax: (7-095) 251-5319, 917-8961
e-mail: Refugee_Memo@mtu-net.ru                                   Web-site: http://refugee.memo.ru
7. Committee “For the Civil Rights”:

Andrei Babushkin

Address: Russia, Moscow, 127562, Sannikova st., 7, apt. 21;

Tel.: (7-095) 478-9515;

e-mail: comitet@online.ru
8. “Independent Psychiatric Association of Russia”: 

Yurii Savenko, Elena Vrono

Address: Russia, Moscow, 119019, Novyi Arbat st., of. 19-22; 

Tel.: (7-095) 291-9081; 

e-mail: info@npar.ru
9. S-Petersburg Early Intervention Institute (EII):

Elena Kozhevnikova, Victoria Ryskina, Ekaterina Klochkova

Address: Russia, St. Petersburg, 191104, Chekhova st., 5;

Тел./факс: (7-812) 272-9015, 272-9030;
e-mail: ekozhev@eii.spb.ru      Web-site: www.eii.ru
� FR-3 – Federal Russia’s Third Periodic Report on Realization of Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1998-2002; AR-3 – Russian NGOs 2005 Alternative Report – comments to FR-3; CO-2 – 1999 CRC Concluding Observations to Second Russia’s Report to CRC.


� List of the Coalition is given in the end of this Document.
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