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SECRETARY GENERAL’S REPORT  
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1. GENERAL 
 

1.1 Council 
Sadly, former Council Member, Mrs Gloria Millwood passed away in April 2021.   
 
The Executive Committee, composed of the President, Executive Vice President, Treasurer, Director of 
Programmes and the Secretary General and Regional Vice Presidents, Sheriff Douglas Allan, Mrs Sybil Roach 
Tennant and Sheriff Andrew Normand has continued to meet quarterly since 2018 and deal with issues in 
relation to management, finance or policy of the CMJA.  The CMJA’s Steering Committee, now chaired by 
Sheriff Andrew Normand, following the retirement as chairman of Sheriff Douglas Allan, has also continued 
to meet quarterly to deal with the organisation and preparation of the CMJA Conferences. These meetings 
have been held virtually since March 2020. 
 
In addition, the CMJA held a virtual Council Meeting in September 2020 and September 2021.  
 

1.2 Staff and CMJA Administration 
 
When the pandemic started, the CMJA had to adapt quickly to changing circumstances and to working 
remotely. The CMJA has followed UK regulations in relation to the various lockdowns imposed around the 
country.  The physical office was closed from 17 March 2020 but opened between 1 September 2020 - 4 
November 2020 and again in early December 2020 for a short period of time.  From 4 January to 17 May 
2021, I worked remotely at home in line with the recommendations of the UK government.  A COVID 19 
Safety at Work Policy was put in place in September 2020 and this has been updated regularly in line with 
government requirements 
 
The Executive and Administrative Officer left the CMJA on 26 February 2021. The CMJA’s Secretary General 
has been operating as the sole employee of the Association since October 2020.   The CMJA is hoping to 
recruit a new Executive Assistant in the forthcoming months to assist the CMJA Secretary General for up to 
six months.  In addition, the CMJA has continued to sub-contract Jo Twyman to deal with the 
administration of the registrations for the CMJA’s Conferences and since April 2021 to revamp and 
administer the membership database for the CMJA.   Prior to the pandemic, the CMJA continued to have 
the assistance of interns from the CAPA (Centre for Academic Programmes Abroad) but for obvious reasons 
this hasn’t been renewed to date although we hope to have interns starting in September 2022.  
 

1.3 Communications 
The CMJA has continued to try and improve its communications by email on a variety of issues of concern.  
It is important that all Members, individual or Member Associations inform the CMJA about any changes of 
address and especially email addresses as soon as possible to the CMJA so that communication lines are 
kept open.  The CMJA also set up a COVID 19 Forum in March 2020 for members to share experiences on 
how they were coping with COVID 19.   
 
In 2021, before the CMJA’s Council Meeting and Virtual Conference, the CMJA updated its main website: 
www.cmja.org  
 

1.4 Governance 
The CMJA has continued work to ensure that it complies with the GDPR Rules (which will still apply even if 
the UK leaves Europe) in relation to Data Protection.  Under this legislation, anyone on the CMJA databases 
must opt-in to receiving information about the CMJA. The CMJA updated its terms and conditions of 
membership and its Privacy Policy (which is on the CMJA website) in 2018 in anticipation of the changes 
and is looking at ways of encrypting its information further.  

http://www.cmja.org/
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In addition, the CMJA, as a charitable organisation registered in the UK, is complying with the Charity 
Governance Code published in 2017 and this is reviewed annually by the Council.    

 

2. MEMBERSHIP 
Please see separate Report on membership.  
 
3. FUNDING 

 

3.1 General 
The CMJA currently receives no other grant funding and has to source all funding for projects that it 
undertakes.  This has proved to be a difficult task.   In 2020, the CMJA Council Meeting disbanded the 
Fundraising Committee as it hadn’t been able to produce any alternative sources of funding. However, the 
CMJA and CMJA Endowment Trust continue to seek legacies via their legacy leaflet and advertising on the 
CMJA website.  The Treasurer will report fully on this issue.    
 

3.2 CMJA Endowment Trust 
The CMJA receives the income on capital and the expendable income from the Trust. The Endowment Trust 
made two donations, in 2019, the CMJA received £650 towards core costs of the CMJA and £4000 which 
was allocated to the Dorothy Winton Travel Bursary for attendance at CMJA Conferences and in 2021 it 
made a donation of £7,000 to the CMJA as well as £700 towards the administrative costs incurred by the 
CMJA on its behalf.   
 

3.3  Other sources of funding 
The CMJA has also received income from the Training Course on Case Management and Judicial Ethics held 
jointly with the UK Civil Service College. The surplus has been used to build up a Training Development 
Fund for judicial officers.  In February 2021, the first virtual Judicial Case Management and Ethics Course 
was held. This attracted 8 participants.  In November 2021, the first virtual course for Coroners and Judges 
was held and the CMJA received income from this course as well.    The CMJA received £2400 from the 
British High Commission for the participation of 2 Gambians in the course in February 2021.  
 
With the reduction in the Commonwealth Secretariat’s budget and particularly in the voluntary 
contributions by governments to the Commonwealth Fund For Technical Cooperation (currently less than 
£12.4 Million as opposed to £23 Million in 2013), this previous source of funding for training of judicial 
officers, is no longer available.  However, in 2022, the Commonwealth Secretariat kindly contributed 
towards the participation of 5 persons in the Judicial Case Management and Ethics Course which was held 
in March 2021 (3 from the Gambia and 2 from the Solomon Islands).   
 
The CMJA continue to be grateful to individuals who have contributed to the Dorothy Winton Travel 
Bursary.  The fund will assist judicial officers from the lower judiciary to participate in future CMJA 
Conferences.    
 

4. JUDICIAL INDEPENDENCE 
 

4.1 Threats against judicial independence 
The CMJA continues to monitor threats against judicial independence and the rule of law around the 
Commonwealth.  Since the last meeting the CMJA has been monitoriing developments across the 
Commonwealth and has continued to monitor judicial independence issues in Cameroon, Kiribati, Lesotho, 
Malawi Malaysia, Nauru, Nigeria, Samoa, Sri Lanka and South Africa.  The CMJA has issued statements 
(some jointly with the Commonwealth Lawyers Association (CLA) and the Commonwealth Legal Education 
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Association (CLEA) and/or other International organisations since the last meeting.  The CMJA issued two 
statements since September 2018. 
 

• 1 Statement in relation to the proposed changes to the Zambia Constitution (August 2019); 

• 4 Statement in relation to the threats against the Malawi Judiciary following the annulment of the 
Presidential Elections  (February 2020, June 20202 (x 2), July 2020 (good news statement). The 
CMJA also sent a letter to the Chief Justice following the elections in July 2020.  

• On the Constitutional amendments proposed in Sri Lanka (22 September 2020); 

• On the Legislative and Constitutional Amendments proposed in Kiribati (16 April 2021); 

• On the Situation of the Judiciary in Kenya (7 June 2021); 

• On the Rule of Law in Samoa (16 June 2021); 

• CMJA, CLA, CLEA Statement on the Tribunal set up in Kiribati to investigate High Court Judge David 
Lambourne (24 May 2022).  

 
The CMJA has continued to work closely with the UN Special Rapporteur on the Independence of Judges 
and Lawyers and it assisted members in submitting responses to the request for information submitted a 
response to the request for information on disciplinary cases in April 2020 on the impact of COVID 19 on 
Judicial independence in October 2020 and on gender equality in the judiciary in April 2021.      

 
The CMJA has continued to brief representatives from the Commonwealth Secretariat in relation to threats 
against the independence of the judiciary. 
 
Following the Council Meeting in September 2019, the CMJA drafted a “Statement on Acting 
Appointments”  which it is due to  be issued  in due course. It was agreed to postpone the distribution of 
this during the pandemic.  
 

4.2 Capacity Building for the Judiciary  
 
Principles for the Funding and resourcing of the Judiciary 
At the CMJA’s Council Meeting in September 2020, it was suggested that the CMJA consider compiling a set 
of Guidelines for the Funding of the Judiciary.  At its meeting in November 2019, the Executive Committee 
tasked me, based on the research she had gathered to date from a number of sources,  with the drafting of 
these Principles. The Principles on Funding and Resourcing the Judiciary in the Commonweatlh were 
circulated to Chief Justices, Council and CMJA Members in July 2020 and more widely.  Funding and 
Resourcing the Judiciary across the Commonwealth became an even more serious challenge during the 
pandemic and it was the main topic of discussion at the Chief Justices’ Meeting held virutally in the wings of 
the CMJA’s virtual Conference in September 2021. The CMJA is hoping to set up a taskforce to discuss this 
issue further and will hopefully be able to submit the Principles and recommendations to Commonwealth 
Law Ministries who met virtually later in 2022.  
 

Sentencing Guidelines 
The CMJA, together with the Judicial Office of England and Wales has continued to assit the Gambian 
Judiciary with the development of Sentencing Guidelines following the work undertaken in January 2019 
and July 2020.  A further virtual session of the interim Sentencing Guidelines Council was held in November 
2020 and two guidelines on theft and assault were drafted with the assistance of  HH Judge Martin Picton, 
Justice Robin Knowles and Grace Karrass.   In April 2021, the CMJA held a virtual meeting with the Chief 
Justice of the Gambia as well as Justice Awa Bah of the Supreme Court to diiscuss the way forward for the 
implementation of these guidelines pending the approval by Parliament of the new Criminal Justice Bill.   A 
Sentencing Council has now been established by the Chief Justice. The CMJA has also been assisted by the 
Consultancy firm EUNOIA with a programme to develop the judicial registry in the Gambia. With the suport 
of the British High Commission in the Gambia, the CMJA and Judicial Office of England and Wales were 
invited by the Sentencing Council to assist the judiciary with a third Sentencing Guideline on rape and to 
train the magistracy on the previous sentencing guidelines.  This took place in Banjul in February 2022. In 
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additon, the CMJA and EUNOIA undertook the second phase of the programme to support the 
development of the registry in the Gambia.   
 

4.3 Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles 
 
4.3.1  Implementation 
The CMJA continues to monitor the implementation of the Principles around the Commonwealth.    
Following the Joint Colloquium held in Edinburgh in 2008 which led to the Edinburgh Plan of Action being 
formulated, the Latimer House Working Group (LHWG) has continued to update the Commonwealth 
Secretary General on challenges faced in the implementation of the Principles.   
  
At the Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting held in Botswana in May 2014, Ministers agreed that:   
“As a paper by the Latimer House Working Group was not presented by Senior Officials to Ministers, due to the 
fact that Senior Officials could not reach a consensus on the paper, it was agreed that, rather than as a 
separate agenda item, Ministers could raise the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles in their discussions 
throughout the agenda wherever relevant. Ministers later, during the presentation of the report by the 
Commonwealth Magistrates’ and Judges’ Association (CMJA), agreed to mandate the Secretariat to prepare a 
paper on the implementation of the Latimer House Principles in the Commonwealth for consideration at the 
next Law Ministers’ Meeting. In preparing the paper, the Secretariat should consult widely with member 
countries and with the Latimer House Working Group.”  The CMJA has continued to provide information to 
the Rule of Law Section on issues of concern in relation to the implementation.  At their last meeting held in 
the Sri Lanka in November 2019, Commonwealth Law Ministers re-iterated their commitment to the 
implementation of the Principles.   
 
The Latimer House Working Group was invited to organise a Webinar on Latimer House and the Rule of Law 
during COVID 19 which was organised by the Commonwealth Secretariat and took place in July 2021.  
 

4.3.2. Judicial Appointments Commissions 
The Principles outline the necessity for an independent, transparent appointment system.  The CMJA, CLA 
and CLEA finalised their report on the ‘Judicial Appointments Commissions:  Model Clause for Constitutions’ 
in May 2013.  Following on from this report, the Rule of Law Section of the Commonwealth Secretariat 
developed a Model Law on Judicial Services Commissions which was approved by the Commonwealth Law 
Ministers meeting in the Bahamas in October 2017.  The CMJA was involved in the regional consultations 
with the Judiciary and provided assistance in the drafting of the Model Law. The Model Law was finally 
published on the website of the Office for Civil and Criminal Justice Reform of the Commonwealth 
Secretariat in early 2019. 
 

4.3.3 Latimer House Dialogue Toolkit 
In April 2018, Commonwealth Heads of Government, meeting in London “reaffirmed their commitment to 
the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles on the Accountability of and Relationship between the Three 
Branches of Government (2003) as an integral part of the Commonwealth’s fundamental political values. 
Heads requested the Commonwealth Secretariat work in partnership with other Commonwealth 
organisations in promoting dialogue between the three branches of government, including through the full 
application of the Latimer House Principles Toolkit, which provides a practical guide to enhancing the 
separation of powers.“  (Paragraph 13 of the CHOGM Declaration).     The roll out has been delayed due 
initially to the Commonwealth Secretariat’s budgetary constraints, and then due to changes in personnel 
and to the outbreak of COVID 19.    
 
The Latimer House Working Group has continued to work with the Rule of Law Section of the 
Commonwealth Secretariat on the promotion of the Principles and the toolkit.    
 
In May 2022, the Latimer House Working Group submitted a paper to the Commonwealth of the Whole 
Meeting of senior officials of governments who met in London urging the governments to implement the 
Latimer House Principles (Annex 1).    
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The CMJA has cooperated with the Rule of Law Section on a series of webinars on Rule of Law issues during 
2020-2021.  
 

4.3.4 Submission on Freedom of Expression 
Following the publication of “The Commonwealth Principles on freedom of expression and the role of the 
media in governance” (2018) by the Commonwealth Working Group on Media and Good Governance, with 
input from the CMJA and other organisations, the Working Group on Media and Good Governance have 
been trying to ensure that the Principles are on the agenda of the Law Ministers Meeting.  In February 
2021, the Latimer House Working Group sponsoring organisations (i.e.: CMJA, CPA, CLA and CLEA) put 
together a joint statement to the Rule of Law Section of the Commonwealth Secretariat for consideration 
by the CLMM who met on 18 February 2021.  Whilst this was not placed before the CLMM at the time, it 
was agreed at the SOLM that a Working Group should be set up to examine the points raised.  A Working 
Group has now met several times and has come up with a draft which it is hoped will be placed before the 
Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting later in 2022.   In addition, the Principles featured in the 
presentations by accredited Commonwealth associations during the Commonwealth of the Whole Meeting 
in May 2022.    Freedom of Expression is included in the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles.   
 

4.4  Status of Magistrates  
 
Former CMJA President, the Hon. John Lowndes updated the “Guide for the Magistrate in the 
Commonwealth: Fundamental Values and Recommended Practices” first published in 2017 in August 
2021 as  part of the process for supporting the magistracy (lower judiciary) in the Commonwealth and this 
was widely circulated widely around the Commonwealth.  .  
 
The CMJA has continued to work to support the lower courts and the CMJA General Assembly meeting in 
Brisbane on 13 September 2018, agreed “The Brisbane Declaration on the independence and integrity of 
the Lower Courts”.  

 

4.5 NGO Network for Judges and Lawyers Independence 
 
Since 2015, the CMJA has been a member of a growing network of NGOs led by the International 
Commission of Jurists (ICJ) and the International Bar Association’s Human Rights Institute (IBAHRI) the aim 
of which is to ensure that the UN and in particular the Human Rights Council considers issues relating to the 
independence of lawyers and judges.  It has supported fringe sessions at the Human Rights Council 
Meetings since 2015.  It has also supported written and oral submissions to the Human Rights Council.  
 

5. THE FIGHT AGAINST CORRUPTION 
 

5.1 Combating Corruption in the Judiciary  
 
Since the formulation of the Limassol Conclusions in 2002 on Combating Corruption in the Judiciary, the 
CMJA has continued to work on combating corruption in the Commonwealth.     The CMJA has continued to 
work with the Commonwealth Secretariat on the Commonwealth Anti-Corruption Benchmarks, in 
particular in relation to the section on the administration of justice.  These Benchmarks have now been 
finalised and were endorsed by Commonwealth Law Ministers in Sri Lanka in November 2019 and were 
submitted to the CHOGM in June 2022.   The CMJA are indebted to Keith Hollis for his continued input on 
this.   Copies of the final Benchmarks are available from the CMJA secretariat.  The Benchmarks were 
launched virtually on 2 June 2021 and the Commonwealth Secretariat have been consulting on the 
implementation of the Benchmarks.  
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5.2 Global Judicial Integrity Network 
 
The CMJA has continued to work as a partner organisation with the United Nations Office on Drugs and 
Crime (UNODC) as a partner in the Global Judicial Integrity Network  set up under the auspices of  the 
Doha Declaration of 2015 (which re-affirms Member States commitments to  “prevent and counter 
corruption, and to implement measures aimed at enhancing in public administration and promoting the 
integrity and accountability of our criminal systems, in accordance with the United Nations Convention 
against Corruption”).  Justice Lynne Leitch continues to be the CMJA’s representative on the Advisory 
Committee for the GJIN.    The CMJA is cooperating with the International Bar Association (IBA) and 
International Association of Judges (IAJ) on a panel session at the Second Conference to held in November 
2019 in Doha, Qatar, with the assistance of Keith Hollis. 
 
During the COVID 19 pandemic, the CMJA has supported the GJIN webinars.  It also participated in the 
Fireside Meeting with legal and judicial organisations in October 2020 and the Third International Meeting 
of the GJIN in April 2021.  
 

6. OTHER ACTIVITIES 
 

6.1 CMJA COVID 19 Forum 
 
Following the governments of the Commonwealth announcements of lockdowns and putting in place 
emergency legislation to combat the COVID 19 outbreak, the CMJA set up a Forum for Members to 
exchange information on COVID 19 issues and how the courts were dealing with the issues.   The CMJA has 
also attended a number of Webinars on the impact of the Pandemic organised by other international 
organsations. 
    

6.2 Cybercrime  
 
Following my participation in the above Working Group, the CMJA has been continuing to work with 
members of the Working Group to advance knowledge amongst the judiciary of cybercrime. It has 
facilitated cybercrime sessions at its own conferences.  It is in discussions with the Commonwealth 
Telecommunications Organisation (CTO) in relation to joint projects on the issue.   It is hoped that the CMJA 
will be able to assist the Commonwealth in relation to the implementation of the Commonwealth 
Cybersecurity Declaration.  
 

6.3 Handbook on Domestic Violence 
 
The CMJA was approached in July 2018 by the UNODC’s Justice Section in relation to the formulation of a 
Handbook on Domestic Violence for use by Judges.  Linda Bradford Morgan was chosen by the UNODC to 
contribute to the expert group drafting the Handbook in November 2018.  The Handbook was published in 
November 2019.  In addition, the UNODC’s Justice Section approached the CMJA in relation to getting 
experts on Non-Custodial Sentences for women offenders to draw up a toolkit for use in this field.   
 

6.4 Terms and Conditions of Service 
 
A Survey on Terms and Conditions of Service was distributed to those participating in the Conference in 
2018 held in Brisbane, Australia. The summary results of this survey were published in the April issue of the 
CMJA News.  The full survey report which was compiled earlier in the year is attached below (Annex 2) 
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6.5 Guide to the Use of Social Media for Judges 
 
The CMJA contributed to the Guide to Social Media by Judges formulated by the UNODC which was 
published in 2019.    
 

6.6 UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights 
 
The CMJA has been exploring with SIFoCC (the Standing International Forum on Commercial Courts) a 
project in order to develop judicial training in relation to the above Guiding Principles. It had been hoped to 
undertake a preliminary pilot scheme in Kigali in the wings of the Commonwealth Heads of Government 
Meeting (CHOGM) but this was put on hold for COVID 19 reasons in 2020.  In July 2021, The CMJA together 
with SIFoCC organised a virtual webinar with some members of the Judiciary in Rwanda led by the Hon. 
Chief Justice and it is hoped that a further programme on this issue can take place in Kigali in 2023. The 
CMJA has also been working with other partners for a similar project in the Gambia. 
 

6.7 Judicial Visits 
 
The CMJA was involved in hosting a number of visitors and delegations prior to the pandemic.  These are 
slowly resuming and the CMJA hosted a meeting with a delegation led by the Hon. Chief Justice of Kenya in 
April 2022.   

 
7. RELATIONS WITH OTHER ORGANISATIONS 
 

7.1 Relations with other international judicial bodies 
 
Links with other international judicial organisations have continued. 

 
7.1.1 The CMJA has also continued to liaise the Pacific Judicial Development Programme funded by 

AusAid and NZAid. Although the funding from AusAid terminated in December 2015, the Federal 
Court of Australia has managed to renew its funding and the CMJA has been asked to work with 
them on training in the Pacific.  The CMJA is still looking into this. 

 
7.1.2   Standing International Forum on Commercial Courts (SIFoCC)  
 In 2019, the CMJA met with judicial officers on the SIFoCC observation programme during their visit 

to the UK.  The first observation programme since the pandemic will take place in June 2022 and 
the CMJA has been invited to meet with the judges.   

 
On 3 November 2020, the CMJA worked with the Standing International Forum on Commercial 
Courts (SIFoCC) which is administered by the Judicial Office of England and Wales, on a virtual 
seminar on “Commonwealth Commercial Courts - Establishing the new normal”. 

 
 The Third Meeting of the Standing International Forum on Commercial Courts (SIFoCC) took place 

from 11-12 March 2021 virtually and was hosted by the Hon. Chief Justice of Singapore, Justice 
Sundaresh Menon.   I attended the Meeting on behalf of the CMJA.  

 
 The CMJA has also been co-operating with SIFoCC on the promotion of the UN Guiding Principles on 

Business and Human Rights (see above).        
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7.2 Relations with non-governmental organisations 
 
Links with other Commonwealth and international non-governmental organisations such as the 
International Bar Association Human Rights Institute, the International Commission of Jurists, etc… have 
continued to strengthen over the last three years, so that further co-operation on training and other 
projects has been achieved. 
 
7.2.1 International Commission of Jurists  
 Both Justice Patrick Kiage and I participated in the annual Geneva Forum for Judges and Lawyers 

which was held virtually in December 2020.  The Theme for the Forum was: “The Role of 
Indigenous and other Traditional or Customary Justice Systems in Access to Justice, the Rule of 
Law and Human Rights”.    The ICJ has held a number of fora on traditional and customary justice 
systems and has worked on the issue for four years and has published an updated edition of its 
“Compilation of International Sources on Indigenous and other Traditional or Customary Justice 
Systems”, including relevant provisions of global and regional treaties, UN and other inter-
governmental declarations, and the jurisprudence and recommendations of expert Committees and 
Special Procedures established by treaties and the UN Human Rights Council. 

 
7.2.2 Red Cross and International Red Cross and Red Crescent (ICRC) 
 The 5th Meeting of Representatives of National Committees on International Humanitarian Law 

from Commonwealth countries took place in the week of 26 April 2021.   Justice Patrick Kiage and I 
represented the CMJA at this meeting. The main focus of the meeting was threefold: the protection 
of the environment during armed conflict; gender-based violence during armed conflict and 
starvation and famine in times of armed conflict.   

 
7.2.3 Commonwealth Legal Forum (CLF) 
 The CMJA been the secretariat for the CLF for a number of years now. The CLF is an informal group 

of Commonwealth legal organisations which meets to exchange information and work together for 
the mutual benefit of those promoting the core Commonwealth fundamental values.   The Forum 
meets about twice a year.  The Forum has met virtually since the beginning of the pandemic. The 
CMJA representatives are Tim Workman and me.  Other organisations represented on this forum 
are the Commonwealth Lawyers’ Association, Commonwealth Legal Education Association, British 
Institute of International and Comparative Law (BIICL), Commonwealth Association of Law Reform 
Agencies (CALRAS), the Commonwealth Association of Local Government Lawyers (CALGF) and the 
Commonwealth Association of Legislative Council (CALC).  

 

7.3 Intergovernmental organisations 
 
7.3.1 Commonwealth 

General 
The relationship with intergovernmental organisations has been reinforced and in particular 
relations with the Commonwealth Secretariat have continued to develop with the new Head of the 
Governance and Peace Division and the new Head of the Rule of Law Section.   
 
The CMJA has been in regular contact with the Commonwealth Secretariat on the judicial 
independence issues.    It has also been assisting the Commonwealth Secretariat’s Working Group 
on Civil Procedure law reform which was set up following the Commonwealth Law Ministers 
Meeting held in Sri Lanka in November 2019.  Names of 5 judicial officers were put forward to assist 
the Working Group and these have all now been approached to assist by the Commonwealth 
Secretariat.  
 
The CMJA continues to be accredited as a civil society organisation with the Commonwealth 
although a submission to become an Associate Organisation was submitted in September 2015 and 
August 2017.  The Commonwealth Secretariat is currently reviewing its accreditation criteria and 
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categories and is due to report to the next CHOGM on the issue.   The CMJA has continued to 
participate in twice yearly consultations organised by the Commonwealth Secretariat for civil 
society organisations. It participated in 2 virtual consultation meetings since the last Council 
Meeting.    The CMJA has also participated by providing speakers for some of the Rule of Law 
webinars organised by the Commonwealth Secretariat. 
 
It is co-operating with the Commonwealth Secretariat on a Military Justice Transformation project.   
 
Senior Officials of Law Ministries Meeting (SOLM)  
The last meeting of the SOLM took place in February 2021. This took place virtually.  A report was 
included in the newsletter in May 2021.  I attended the meeting on behalf of the CMJA.    Freedom 
of Expression and COVID 19 featured more prominently on the agenda of the meeting although 
other issues were discussed.    
 
Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting (CLMM) 
An extraordinary virtual Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting was held on 18 February 2021 to 
discuss how COVID 19 had affected the Rule of Law. I attended the meeting on behalf of the CMJA.   
The next SOLM and CLMM will take place later in this year.  
 
Commonwealth Heads of Government Meetings 

 The next CHOGM was due to be held in Rwanda in June 2020. However, this was postponed due to 
the pandemic.   This will now take place in June 2022. The Latimer House Working Group made a 
submission to the Commonwealth of the Whole (COW) of Senior Officials for the Heads of 
Government Meeting in May 2022 (Annex 1).  The CMJA has also contributed to the Civil Society 
Paper on Governance and Peace which was presented to the COW in May 2022.  

   

7.4 Other Conferences 
Workshop on Human Trafficking 
This Workshop which was organised by the DPP Office of Mauritius for Women’s Day in March 
2021.  The theme of the Workshop was Human Trafficking.   Justice Jackie Kamau of Kenya, 
President of the Kenya Magistrates’ and Judges’ Association at the time, spoke at this workshop on 
the recommendation of the Regional Gender Section representative on behalf of the CMJA.     

  
Workshop on Foreign Judges in Domestic Courts 

 This Workshop was organised by Anna Dziedzic from Hong Kong University and took place at the 
beginning of May 2021.  I was invited to participate and speak about the experience of Foreign 
Judges working in the Commonwealth.  The papers from the Workshop are due to be published in 
2022 by Cambridge University Press.  

 

8. JUDICIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMME 
 
A separate report from the Director of Programmes is attached to the Council papers.  The Secretariat has 
been working closely with the Director of Programmes in relation to the organisation of the conferences 
(virtual, regional and triennial) and training courses.   

 
9. GENDER SECTION 
 
A separate report from the Chairperson of the Gender Section is attached.   
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10. PUBLICATIONS 
 
The Commonwealth Magistrates’ and Judges Association 1970-2020 
In January 2022 the CMJA published the history of the Association which was I drafted and edited with the 
assistance of former President, His Hon. John Lowndes.  The CMJA is extremely grateful to former Executive 
Vice President and Hon. Treasurer, Mr Michael Lambert CBE, for his generous donation to enable the 
production of this publication.  The publication is available for purchase on the CMJA website: 
www.cmja.org  
 
Commonwealth Judicial Journal 
Former Provincial Court Judge, Thomas Woods has continued as the Editor of the Journal.   Dr Peter Slinn 
continues to Chair the Board which meets twice a year.  See separate report by Tom Woods.   
 
The Editorial Board is particularly interested in getting articles and having foreign correspondents to 
contribute to its publication.  
 
The Editorial Board has continued to try to find funding for the production and distribution of the Journal 
but to date has been unsuccessful. Since September 2020, issues of the journal have been published 
virtually due to COVID 19 and the CMJA has made this more permanent except for a number of issues that 
will be sent to libraries.     The CMJA is exploring other possibilities for funding as well due to the increased 
costs of postage from the UK. 
 
Newsletter 
The Newsletter continues to be valued by members.  In March 2015, the CMJA stopped publishing the 
paper version and only send out an electronic copy by email.  Copies are produced twice a year however; 
contributions are still required from outside the Secretariat and all Members and Individuals Members are 
asked to send contributions. 
 
 

DR KAREN BREWER 
SECRETARY GENERAL 

June 2022 
 
 

http://www.cmja.org/
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Annex 1 
COMMONWEALTH LAWYERS ASSOCIATION 

COMMONWEALTH LEGAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

COMMONWEALTH MAGISTRATES’ AND JUDGES’ ASSOCIATION 

COMMONWEALTH PARLIAMENTARY ASSOCIATION  

 

SUBMISSION ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF  

THE COMMONWEALTH (LATIMER HOUSE) PRINCIPLES 
 

The following is a submission made on behalf of the Latimer House Working Group to the 

Commonwealth of the Whole (COW) and to Heads of Government Meeting in Kigali, Rwanda in 

June 2022.   

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

2023 will mark the 25th anniversary of the adoption of the Commonwealth Latimer House 

Guidelines on Parliamentary Supremacy and Judicial Independence and the 20th Anniversary of the 

Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles on the Accountability of and Relationship between the 

Three Branches of Government.  The four associations, who have been members of the Latimer 

House Working Group since its creation in 1998, are concerned that, despite their work in 

advancing the Principles, there continue to be challenges in the implementation of the Principles 

across the Commonwealth and that respect for the Commonwealth fundamental values has been 

eroded since the adoption of the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles.   The implementation 

of the fundamental values of:  “democracy, democratic processes and institutions which reflect 

national circumstances, the rule of law and the independence of the judiciary, just and honest 

government; fundamental human rights, including equal rights and opportunities for all citizens 

regardless of race, colour, creed or political belief” as outlined in the Harare Declaration of 1991 

and which are essential for good governance in the Commonwealth are a road-map for 

Commonwealth countries to ensure the rule of law and good governance are respected by all 

institutions and that each institution is accountable for its actions and respects the independence and 

integrity of the other organs of state.    

The Associations suggest: 

• a review of the implementation of the Principles in Commonwealth countries (including the Plans 
of Action on the Principles of 2005 and 2008);   

• awareness training of government officers and officials, parliamentarians, lawyers and judicial 
officers on basic constitutional principles, human rights and their primary roles within the 
constitutional process;  

• respect for the independence of parliamentarians and the judiciary in particular (including 
allocation of adequate funding for the judiciary in line with the Principles); 

• transparency of appointments to the public service and to the judiciary based on merit. 

The Associations in turn have pledged to continue to promote good governance within their sectors 

through projects and training courses to enhance integrity and better standards.  They also hope that 

the Commonwealth Secretariat will roll out the Latimer House Toolkit with their assistance in the 

near future.   

 

BACKGROUND 
The Latimer House Working Group is composed of the representatives from four of the original 
sponsors of the 1998 Latimer House Colloquium: the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association 
(CPA), the Commonwealth Magistrates’ and Judges’ Association (CMJA), the Commonwealth 
Lawyers Association (CLA), and the Commonwealth Legal Education Association (CLEA), together 
with representation from the Commonwealth Secretariat. The Colloquium produced the 



 

 12 

Commonwealth (Latimer House) Guidelines on Parliamentary Supremacy and Judicial 
Independence which led in turn to the formulation of the Commonwealth (Latimer House) 
Principles on the Accountability of and Relationship Between the Three Branches of Government, 
endorsed by Heads of Government in 2003, integrated into the Commonwealth fundamental 
values in 2005 and which now form part of the Commonwealth Charter.    
 
The Associations have continued to work on the implementation of the Principles in their spheres 
of activities and in support of the Commonwealth Secretariat’s mandate to promote the 
Commonwealth fundamental values.    To this end, at the request of the Commonwealth 
Secretariat, the four Associations developed a Latimer House Toolkit to enhance the dialogue and 
understanding between the three branches of government.      This Toolkit was launched by 
Baroness Scotland, Commonwealth Secretary General, in July 2017.  
 
At the Senior Officials of Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting held in London in October 2016, 

Senior Officials agreed:  

“31. Pursuant to a 2014 Law Ministers’ mandate, the Secretariat placed before Senior Officials a 

paper on the implementation of the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles.1 

 

32. Whilst Senior Officials considered that the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group 

(CMAG) has general oversight of the Commonwealth fundamental political values 

and principles, the implementation of the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles and good 

practice should remain within the purview of Commonwealth Law Ministers. 

 

33. Senior Officials agreed that the Secretariat, with its ability and experience to synthesise issues, 

and having regard to the sensitivities of member countries, should prepare a discussion paper on 

the implementation of the Latimer House Principles for submission to the meeting of Law 

Ministers.” 

 

Whist a  short discussion paper was presented to CLMM in The Bahamas in October 2017, the 
focus of this paper was the key challenges that had been brought to the attention of the 
Commonwealth Secretariat  where the spirit of the Principles  “are perceived to have been violated 
or are at risk of being violated, in some instances to the extent that a constitutional crisis or 
political instability could result if not addressed through a sensitive and inclusive manner, including 
through dialogue between competing parties and appropriate law reform”.    The four original 
sponsoring organisations who are members of the Latimer House Working Group namely the 
Commonwealth Lawyers Association, the Commonwealth Legal Education Association, the 
Commonwealth Magistrates’ and Judges’ Association and the Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association were not involved in the drafting of the paper which only discussed key challenges at 
the time, which were identified as: 

a. “Constitutional or other reforms that could be introduced to prevent the misuse of the 
power of prorogation; 

b. The role of attorneys-general in protecting the judiciary when criticized for a judgment in a 
manner which undermines public confidence in the judiciary; 

 
1 Communiqué from Commonwealth Law Ministers Meeting, Botswana May 2014:   

“2. As a paper by the Latimer House Working Group was not presented by Senior Officials to Ministers, due to the fact 

that Senior Officials could not reach a consensus on the paper, it was agreed that, rather than as a separate agenda item, 

Ministers could raise the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles in their discussions throughout the agenda wherever 

relevant. Ministers later, during the presentation of the report by the Commonwealth Magistrates’ and Judges’ 

Association (CMJA), agreed to mandate the Secretariat to prepare a paper on the implementation of the Latimer House 

Principles in the Commonwealth for consideration at the next Law Ministers’ Meeting. In preparing the paper, the 

Secretariat should consult widely with member countries and with the Latimer House Working Group.” 
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c. Appropriate safeguards, measures and legislative reform to ensure security of tenure for 
judges and their institutional independence, and to share experiences from their 
jurisdiction; 

d. The importance of participation in democratic processes and in exercising the individual’s 
franchise during an election, along with the responsibility of government and political 
parties to promote a democratic culture 

e. The strengthening of the electoral management bodies (EMB) as a democratic institution, 
by suggesting measures to ensure their independence and their capacity in terms of human 
and financial resources to manage and conduct peaceful transparent and credible 
elections.”2  
 

The Outcome Statement from the Meeting provided:  

“Law Ministers considered a discussion paper on the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles. 

The paper highlighted issues relating to parliamentary democracy, judicial independence and the 

participation of citizens in the democratic process through elections. Law Ministers emphasized the 

independence of the judiciary and judicial accountability. Law Ministers also noted that the 

Secretariat had produced the Latimer House Principles Toolkit and encouraged its work to promote 

the Principles.”3 

 
Despite the fact that the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles (“The Principles”) were made 
an integral part of the Commonwealth fundamental values in 2005 and are included in the 
Commonwealth Charter, and some progress has been made (as outlined below) there continue to 
be a number of challenges in the compliance with these Principles.   
 
It is appropriate 19 years after the Principles were integrated into the fundamental values, that 
there is a full review of what has happened to date and where the challenges lie.  So far, only the 
Australian Capital Territory has made efforts to implement the Principles within its jurisdiction.  
 
The Coronavirus pandemic which has affected all Commonwealth jurisdictions has highlighted the 
need to ensure that the rule of law, good governance and democratic principles are respected by 
all institutions across the Commonwealth whether in times of crisis or not.  Emergency legislation 
for health, social and economic reasons need to be balanced against considerations of access to 
justice, freedom of expression, freedom of movement, judicial and parliamentary independence.   
All institutions have a duty to protect the rights of their citizens against abuse and safeguards have 
to be put in place to ensure that the institutions do not overreach their powers and damage the 
democratic values and principles that have been hard-earned.     The Commonwealth (Latimer 
House) Principles and subsequent Plans of Action should not be seen merely as an inspirational 
document but roadmaps to implementation of the Commonwealth fundamental values in every 
country.  The following outline some of the ways in which our four organisations have contributed 
towards the implementation and the challenges that are continued to be faced in ensuring that 
the Principles agreed to by Heads of Government are respected.   
 

I.   THE THREE BRANCHES OF GOVERNMENT 
 
At the CHOGM in 2018 “…Heads requested the Commonwealth Secretariat work in partnership with other 
Commonwealth organisations in promoting dialogue between the three branches of government, including through the 

 
2 LMM (17) 18: The Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles- A discussion paper.  
3 Article 29- Outcome Statement of the Meeting of Commonwealth Law Ministers and Senior Officials, Nassau, The 

Bahamas, October 2017 
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full application of the Latimer House Principles Toolkit, which provides a practical guide to enhancing the separation of 
powers.” 4 

Unfortunately, the Commonwealth Secretariat were unable to go ahead with the first proposal to 
“roll out” the Toolkit in 2019 and in 2020 due to COVID 19. The Associations have been working 
with the Commonwealth Secretariat to roll out the Toolkit in at least one country before the end 
of the current financial year.  
 
At their meeting in The Bahamas in 2017, the CLMM discussed the challenges faced by Legislatures when 
prorogation has been used to frustrate votes of no confidence amongst other issues.  Parliamentarians 
must be able to carry out their legislative and constitutional functions without unlawful interference or 
hindrance.  Prorogation should not be used to halt parliamentary oversight of government and public 
agencies or to hinder the protection of the rights of citizens.  
 
Each new generation of government Officers and Officials, Parliamentarians, lawyers and judicial officers as 
well as members of civil society should be given awareness training on basic constitutional principles, 
human rights and their primary roles within the constitutional process as well as the imperatives of, and 
balance between, the independence and accountability of the Judiciary, Parliament and The Executive.  

 
II.    PARLIAMENT AND THE JUDICIARY 

 
It is paramount that the Executive and Legislature respect the Judiciary’s responsibility for the 
interpretation and application of the law and, equally, that Parliament’s primary function for law making is 
respected.  
 
Parliaments are encouraged to take effective steps to implement their countries’ international human 
rights obligations by enacting appropriate legislation in a timely manner and judicial officers play a vital role 
in ensuring that human rights are respected.   
 

III.    INDEPENDENCE OF PARLIAMENTARIANS 
 
The Commonwealth Latimer House Principles, among other things, advocates for the 
independence of the institution of Parliament to allow Parliamentarians effectively carry out their 
legislative and constitutional functions in accordance with the Constitution, free from unlawful 
interference.  
 
The CPA has continued to strengthen the capacity of legislatures in the Commonwealth through 
the development and delivery of parliamentary strengthening programmes including post-election 
seminars. These programmes allow parliamentarians to share good practice from other 
Commonwealth jurisdictions, drawing on a wealth of expertise and experience from across the 
180-member national and sub-national Commonwealth legislatures. 
 
In order to enhance the independence of legislatures in the Commonwealth, it is important for the 
Commonwealth to continue to strengthen democratic culture, governance and institutions through, 
amongst other things, applying the doctrine of separation of powers between branches of Government and 
recognising the important role that parliaments play in enhancing democracy and democratic processes. 
 
In 2021, the CPA launched its new online Parliamentary Academy to strengthen and expand opportunities 
for learning and development within the CPA membership. 
 
 

 
4  Paragraph 13 Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting Communiqué, “Towards a Common Future”, April 2018 
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IV.    INDEPENDENCE OF THE JUDICIARY 

 
4.1 Appointments and Removals of Judicial Officers 
Whilst progress has been made in relation to the appointments of judicial officers (judges and magistrates 
at all levels) across the Commonwealth with the increase in the numbers of independent Judicial 
Appointments /Services Commissions being set up and more transparency in the appointments systems 
across the Commonwealth, there continue to be threats in a number of Commonwealth countries of 
interference by the Executive in the appointments process as well as the removal of judicial officers 
without consideration of constitutional or international precepts. Appointments must be made in line with 
the Principles.   We would commend the Model Law on Judicial Services Commissions produced by the 
Commonwealth Secretariat and approved by Commonwealth Law Ministers in 2017 to Commonwealth 
governments in any revision of the processes currently being used for appointments to the Judiciary.   All 
appointments should be made on merit by an independent process which provides equality of opportunity 
and with the appropriate consideration given to the need for the progressive attainment of gender equity, 
and the removal of other factors of discrimination in appointments.  
 
There have been a number of removals of judicial officers which have ignored, the constitutional, and 
legislative provisions, due process, and this has adversely affected the independence of the Judiciary.  In 
order to fulfil their responsibilities as “guarantors in their respective spheres of the rule of law, the 
promotion and protection of fundamental human rights and the entrenchments of good governance”5 the 
judiciary must be institutionally independent.  Judicial officers should only be removed for reasons of 
incapacity or misbehaviour which clearly renders them unfit to discharge their duties and any proceedings 
against them must follow due process and constitutional or legislative provisions set down for such 
removals. Judicial officers, like all other citizens have the right to a fair hearing.   
 
Whilst constitutional provisions may provide security of tenure for judicial officers at the higher level and to 
protect them from removal of office, those in the lower courts continue to be removed without such 
protections in many cases.  The CMJA, at its Triennial Conference in Brisbane Australia in 2018, adopted 
“The Brisbane Declaration on the Independence and Integrity of Magistrates”6,  the objective of which 
was to ensure that the independence of judicial officers at all levels is protected.  
 
4.2 Resources and funding of the Judiciary 

The provision of adequate financial resources and autonomy in finance and administration are 

fundamental to institutional independence.  The proper funding and repair of the court estate, the 

provision of adequate computer systems for courts and court users, and the provision of adequate 

numbers of court staff, and the training of judicial officers and staff, help access to justice, the rule 

of law, and the independence of the judiciary.  Whilst institutions need to be accountable for the 

funding allocated any assessment in the allocation of funding must not impact adversely on the 

independence of the judiciary or the quality of justice. 

 

The CMJA has been concerned with the funding of the Judiciary for many years.   In order to 

safeguard the independence, integrity and accountability of the judiciary, it is imperative that 

adequate funding is allocated to the judiciary.  Whilst there may be reasons for budgetary 

constraints imposed by the Executive Branch, the judiciary cannot be treated like a department of 

state.  

 

Limitations imposed on resources allocated to the Judiciary undermine the rule of law and access to 

justice.  Sufficient resources must be allocated to the judiciary in order for it to manage its functions 

in an efficient and effective manner.  Without adequate funding, access to justice and the right to a 

fair trial within a reasonable time limit may be jeopardised.  The existence of an impartial, honest, 

and competent judiciary and the observance of the law are essential to economic growth and 

 
5  Principles 1, Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles.  
6 https://cmja.org/downloads/judicialindepedence/Declaration-LowerCourts.pdf 

https://cmja.org/downloads/judicialindepedence/Declaration-LowerCourts.pdf
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investment.  The Judiciary should have budgetary autonomy so that it can allocate resources as is 

required to make it more efficient. It should be able to submit its budget directly to parliament and 

no ministry should be able to decrease budgets allocated by the Legislature.   

 

In July 2020, the CMJA published the “Commonwealth Principles on the Funding and 

Resourcing of the Judiciary”7 which will hopefully provide a framework for the Legislature and 

Executive Branches of State to follow in relation to the funding of the Judiciary and to assist to 

better understand and support the judiciary in the fulfilment of their functions.  The Principles will 

also provide a guide to the Judiciaries of the Commonwealth in their requests for sufficient funding 

to fulfil their functions.    

 

Whilst alternatives to the formal structures have been developed thanks to digitalisation and the use 

of ADR to encourage better access to justice, it is important that such techniques do not 

compromise the integrity of a trial.   

 

In addition, the reduction of legal aid in some Commonwealth countries has had an adverse effect 

on access to justice and has also led to more litigants in person (at all levels) appearing in court.   

This can have an adverse effect on the good administration of justice with judicial officers having to 

explain procedures more thoroughly that when qualified advocates are present in court.   

 

4.3 The Role of Lawyers 

The Principles provide that: “An independent, effective and competent legal profession is 

fundamental to the upholding of the rule of law and the independence of the judiciary.”8 

 

In recent years, we have seen a number of attacks on lawyers who are acting in defence of their 

clients especially those who are human rights defenders.  Commonwealth countries are urged to 

ensure that they comply with the UN Basic Principles on the Independence of Lawyers especially in 

volatile legal jurisdictions and on human rights issues. Principle 25 of the UN Basic Principles on 

the Role of Lawyers provides that professional associations of lawyers shall cooperate with 

governments to ensure that everyone has equal access to legal services and that lawyers are able 

without proper interference to counsel and assist their clients in accordance with the law and 

recognised professional standards and ethics. Governments have a fundamental duty to ensure that 

practitioners are not subjected to intimidation through office raids and surveillance, threats through 

abuse of disciplinary procedures, or physical attacks and imprisonment. Such actions undermine the 

independence of the profession and the rule of law. The CLA continues to cooperate with national 

law associations and issue public statements where appropriate jointly with partner organisations, 

where such issues arise.   

 

V.    PUBLIC OFFICE HOLDERS 
 
The Latimer House Working Group welcomed the development of a Model Act on Integrity in Public Life9 
and Code of Conduct which was formulated in 2017 following regional seminars on the issue.    It is 
paramount that appointments to public office are made on merit through a transparent procedure with set 
criteria for selection.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
7https://cmja.org/downloads/judicialindepedence/FUNDING%20AND%20RESOURCING%20OF%20THE%20JUDIC

IARY%20IN%20THE%20COMMONWEALTH-%20FINAL.pdf 
8 VI- Independence of the Judiciary, Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles. 
9 https://thecommonwealth.org/sites/default/files/key_reform_pdfs/P15370_1_ROL_Model_Act_Integrity.pdf 

https://cmja.org/downloads/judicialindepedence/FUNDING%20AND%20RESOURCING%20OF%20THE%20JUDICIARY%20IN%20THE%20COMMONWEALTH-%20FINAL.pdf
https://cmja.org/downloads/judicialindepedence/FUNDING%20AND%20RESOURCING%20OF%20THE%20JUDICIARY%20IN%20THE%20COMMONWEALTH-%20FINAL.pdf
https://thecommonwealth.org/sites/default/files/key_reform_pdfs/P15370_1_ROL_Model_Act_Integrity.pdf
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VI.     ETHICAL GOVERNANCE 
 

Paragraph 6 of the Latimer House Principles provides that ‘Ministers, members of Parliament, 

judges and public office holders in each jurisdiction should respectively develop, adopt and 

periodically review appropriate guidelines for ethical conduct.  

 

Such guidelines are designed with a view to enhancing transparency, accountability and public 

confidence and are incorporated in codes which are now the norm in Commonwealth Member 

States. However, they are ineffective if the public are unaware of them, and adequate resources are 

not provided for their oversight and enforcement. Provisions requiring the disclosure and 

registration of interests and assets together with adequate public access are an essential part of the 

codes but need the support of wider provisions for the registration of beneficial ownership if they 

are to be fully effective.  

 

The Latimer House Working Group welcomes the work of the Commonwealth Secretariat: 

 
1. In providing technical assistance and development support in the Caribbean and Commonwealth Africa 

in establishing integrity commissions and national anti-corruption agencies together with training 
centres to build their effectiveness and to promote inter-agency collaboration and learning; 

 
2. in developing the Commonwealth Anti-Corruption Benchmarks, with a view to their being presented to 

the CHOGM in Rwanda in June 2022. Members of the Latimer House Group were privileged to host a 
side event on the Benchmarks at the Commonwealth Law Conference in The Zambia in April 2019 and 
participated in the meeting to review the Draft Benchmarks in May 2019 and contributed to the final 
version placed before Law Ministers in November 2019. 

 
3. In completing a detailed study of anti-corruption standards in member countries.10 It is to be hoped that 

the results of the study will assist member countries in assessing their progress in combating corruption 
in the various sectors in which it occurs (See Oversight of Government, para IX).  
 

VII.     ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS 
 
Judicial Accountability:  The CMJA has continued to be the repository of the Codes of Conduct 

for Judiciaries across the Commonwealth which are used by Commonwealth judiciaries to review 

or update existing codes.   It is essential that the judiciaries have a sense of ownership of the codes.   

The CMJA has continued to work on anti-corruption measures and are currently partnering with 

UNODC on the Global Judicial Network in supporting measures to raise standards within the 

judiciary across the Commonwealth and contributed to the Commonwealth Anti-Corruption 

Benchbook due to be placed before the CHOGM in Kigali in June 2022. 

 

Judicial Review:  This is an important tool for the public to ensure that both the Executive and 

Legislature are held to account for their actions and is an essential element of modern democracies 

in order to avoid abuse of process.  

 

VIII.    THE LAW-MAKING PROCESS 
 
The Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles call for adequate parliamentary examination of 

proposed legislation, and public input into the legislative process. The Latimer House Principles 

also advocates for Parliaments to consider, where relevant, international instruments or regional 

conventions agreed by their governments. 

 
10 Commonwealth anti-corruption initiative pushes progress on SDGs, 10 December 2019 

 

https://climate.thecommonwealth.org/news/blog-commonwealth-anti-corruption-initiative-pushes-progress-sdgs


 

 18 

In line with these principles the CPA Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures, 

published in 2006 and revised in 2018 stress the importance of public input into the legislative 

committee process, as well as the provision of information to the public a timely manner regarding 

matters under consideration by the Legislature. 

 
Under the Commonwealth Partnership for Democracy Project funded by the UK FCO as Chair in Office of 
the Commonwealth, the CPA has continued to work with a number of legislatures assisting them to 
conduct self-assessment using the Recommended Benchmarks for Democratic Legislatures which provide 
important standards on how Parliament should function and operate. These Benchmarks are therefore 
fundamental to the wider values and principles of the Commonwealth Charter. 
 

IX.               OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT  
 
Zero Tolerance of Corruption. Promoting zero tolerance is vital to good government. Without it here can 
be no public confidence in the integrity of the three branches of power.11  
 
Although the monitoring of corruption and the ranking of countries based on perception of levels of 
corruption prevailing in them has raised awareness of the problem of corruption generally, it is important 
to improve the methodological basis of such quantitative assessment and to chart the progress of 
individual countries on a sectoral basis thereby indicating the sectors where progress has or has not been 
made. It is to be hoped that the Commonwealth Secretariat’s detailed study of anti-corruption standards in 
member countries12 will assist member countries in achieving this objective.   
 
Bearing in mind the “supply/demand” dimension of corruption in international business transactions, it 
would be useful to rank multinational corporations and their subsidiaries in terms of their track records on 
corruption, thus providing exposure of those known to be engaging in corrupt practices.13 
 
Freedom of Expression. The Latimer House Principles refer to freedom of expression as encouraging the 
full participation of citizens in the democratic process. Furthermore ‘Government’s transparency and 
accountability is promoted by an independent and vibrant media which is responsible, objective and 
impartial and which is protected by law in its freedom to report and comment upon public affairs’. To 
further elaborate these objectives, and in the light of persistent attacks on journalists where perpetrators 
have not been brought to justice and other threats to press freedom including overbroad security 
legislation, a working group of Commonwealth organizations (including three members of the Latimer 
House Working Group) adopted a set of Commonwealth Principles on freedom of expression and the role 
of the media in good governance in April 2018.  These Principles seek to achieve a balance between the 
protection of media freedom, the safety of journalists and the responsibility of the media, for example in 
not undermining the authority and independence of the judiciary. 
 
In February 2021, the Senior Officials of Law Ministers Meeting (SOLM) gave the Commonwealth 
Secretariat a mandate to set up an expert working group (EWG) to review the substantive issues behind 
these media principles and make appropriate recommendations. The EWG met nine times in the second 
half of 2021 and produced a revised version of the media principles which is to be submitted to SOLM and 
Law Ministers for their review and approval at their next meetings later this year.  As these meetings will 
now take place after this year’s CHOGM, which is to be held in Kigali in June 2022, the Latimer House 
Working Group hope that, in the CHOGM communiqué, Heads will welcome the progress that has been 
made by the EWG and look forward to considering the media principles at the next CHOGM after Law 
Ministers have reviewed them.  It is hoped that the need for such a Commonwealth statement of media 
principles will be endorsed by Heads of Government and that a final text will, in due course, be endorsed by 
Heads through processes analogous to those which led to the endorsement of the Latimer House 
Principles. 

 
11(Practitioners Handbook p.49). 
12 See 10 above 
13 (Practitioners Handbook page 137).   
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X.   CIVIL SOCIETY  

 
In addition, at the Latimer House Colloquium in Edinburgh in 2008, it was suggested that a 

Standing Committee of the four Associations should be set up “for the purpose of gathering 

relevant information, reporting on implementation of the Principles, best practice and areas of 

concern to inform the deliberations of the Commonwealth and the Commonwealth Ministerial 

Action Group….”14  This Standing Committee has not been sent up. However, it is proposed that 

the CMAG might consult more widely through written and oral submissions with accredited 

Commonwealth Associations on issues that arise in relation to violations of the Commonwealth 

fundamental values than it currently does to ensure that it is fully cognisant of all aspects of such 

violations. 

 

In a world where resources are increasingly scarce, civil society organisations can play an important 

role in informing decision-making processes at community, national, regional and international 

level.  

 

A user-friendly version of the Principles is still an ambition of the Latimer House Working Group 

so that the Commonwealth fundamental values can be included in civic education in all tiers of 

education. 

 

GOING FORWARD 
 

The Group would highly recommend that there should be a comprehensive review of the 

implementation of the Commonwealth (Latimer House) Principles.  We would urge the 

Commonwealth Heads of Government to mandate the Commonwealth Secretariat through the 

Commonwealth Law Ministers to undertake this review and consider further steps to enhance 

respect for the Principles, including through the roll out of the Latimer House Toolkit.   

 

 

April 2022 

 

 
14 1.1- Action, Edinburgh Plan of Action on the Implementation and Development of the Latimer House Principles July 

2008.  
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Annex 2 
Terms And Conditions Of Service- Survey Responses Gained From The 

Breakout Session At The CMJA Triennial Conference In Brisbane In 2019. 
 
All Respondents: 87 Respondents 

• 40 out of 87(46%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by 
an independent commission on salaries (Some specified that the decisions are made by either 
the Judicial or recommendations to Parliament) 

• 13 out of 87(15%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by 
Parliament alone (Some specified that the decisions are made from CA to SC and vice versa) 

• 22 out of 87(25%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by 
the recommendation from the Executive (Some specified that the decision are made through 
entitlements, district judges, or magistrates) 

• 62 out of 87(71%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing 
allowance or houses that are provided (Some specified that they are only fixed or limited 
allowances, or that it is only available in certain locations[circuit] or certain personnel [ 
judges or chief registrar]) 

• 56 out of 87(64%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle 
with or without a driver (Some specified that this is only an allowance, only for certain 
personnel [ judges], or only for business) 

• 30 out of 87(34%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a 
mileage/kilometre allowance (Some specified that this is limited or only available for 
travelling or circuits) 

• 38 out of 87(44%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a security 
officer/bodyguard (Some specified that this is limited to certain locations or personnel) 

• 28 out of 87(32%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical 
insurance 

• 43 out of 87(49%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 83 out of 87(95%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 55 out of 87(63%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is a minimum of 60-65 
years of age (Some distinguished between Lower courts, High courts, magistrates, Court of 
Appeal, Lower bench, and Supreme Court) 

• 47 out of 87(54%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 70(Some distinguished 
between Appellate Courts, Grand Court, Court of Appeal, Federal Judiciary, Supreme Court, 
Higher Bench and Upper Bench) 

• 83 out of 87(95%) stated that there is no retirement age difference between women and men 

• 37 out of 87(43%) stated that pension allowances do not differ according to the grade of a 
judicial officer 

• 37 out of 87(43%) stated that pension allowances do not differ according to age (Some 
specified that this is based on years of service) 

• 45 out of 87(42%) stated that pension allowances do not differ according to gender 

• 70 out of 84(83%) stated they had access to a library or online facilities at work (Some 
specified that this is limited or partial access) 

 
Anonymous Respondents: 45 Respondents 

• 20 out of 45(44%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by 
an independent commission on salaries (Some specified that the decisions are 
recommendations to Parliament or decided by the executive or a committee) 

• 32 out of 45(71%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing 
allowance or houses that are provided (Some specified that they are only fixed allowances 
and only available in certain locations[circuit] or to certain personnel) 

• 31 out of 45(69%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle 
with or without a driver (Some specified that this is only an allowance or only for business) 
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• 21 out of 45(47%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 32 out of 45(71%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 42 out of 45(93%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 29 out of 45(64%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is a minimum of 60-65 years of 
age (Some distinguished between Lower courts, High courts, magistrates, Court of Appeal, Lower 
bench, and Supreme Court) 

• 22 out of 45(49%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 70(Some distinguished 
between Appellate Courts, Grand Court, Court of Appeal, Federal Judiciary, Supreme Court, Higher 
Bench and Upper Bench) 

• 44 out of 45(98%) stated that there is no retirement age difference between women and men 

• 19 out of 45(42%) stated that pension allowances do not differ according to gender 

• 34 out of 45(76%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work (Some 
specified that this is limited or partial access) 

• 31 out of 45(69%) stated that provisions were made for flexible working (Some specified that the 
provisions are only for maternity leave) 

 
Australia: 4 Respondents 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 

• 3 out of 4(75%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided (Some specified that they are only available in certain locations[circuit] 
or to certain personnel) 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 2 out of 4(50%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include mileage/kilometre 
allowance 

• 3 out of 4(75%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 3 out of 4(75%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country included a contribution 
towards their professional education 

• 3 out of 4(75%) stated that such allowances are taxable (Some specified that it is a fringe benefit 
tax) 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 70 years of age 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 4 out of 4(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working (Some specified the specific 
manner in which maternity/paternity leave are conducted) 

 
Botswana: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that such allowances are taxable 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their terms and conditions have not been affected in any way by 
changes in policy in relation to the way the court is administered 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they do not have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any 
form of clerical assistance 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they do not have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated they have access to a library or online facilities at work 
 
Canada: 3 Respondents 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 
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• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a 
mileage/kilometre allowance (Some specified that this is only available for circuits) 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a contribution 
towards their professional education 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that such allowances are not taxable 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 75 years of age 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that there is no retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances does not differ according to age 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances does not differ according to 
gender 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that they have not been in any way affected by changes to resources in 
within the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that they do have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any form 
of clerical assistance 

• 2 out of 3 67%) stated that they do have time allocated within the court timetable for them to write 
up decisions or judgements 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that provisions are not made for flexible working (Some specified the 
specific manner in which maternity/paternity leave are conducted) 

 
UK- England and Wales: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a 
mileage/kilometre allowance (Some specified that this is only available for certain destinations) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 70 years of age (One 
respondent specified that the minimum age is 65) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that there is no retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers (One respondent specified that it is based on pay and length of service 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances did not differ according to 
gender 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their terms and conditions have not been affected by changes in policy 
in relation to the way the court is administered, in regard to more time spent on court 
administration than in hearings 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their terms and conditions have not been affected by changes in policy 
in relation to the way the court is administered, in regard to changing to a new court, function 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have not been affected by changes to resources in within the 
judiciary in terms of numbers of judicial officers per population 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have been affected by changes to resources in within the 
judiciary in terms of court premises available 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have been affected by changes to resources in within the 
judiciary in terms of support from court administration (Provision of materials/ technology/ 
transcripts/ translation- If required, to ensure good case management) 
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• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have been affected by changes to resources in within the 
judiciary in terms of provision of opportunities for training and/or participation in international 
educational conferences 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 
 
Nigeria: 5 Respondents 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a security 
officer/bodyguard 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a contribution 
towards their professional education 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that such allowances are taxable 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years of age for High Court 
and 70 years for Appellate Courts (Some specified that the age is in regard to judges) 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 
(Some specified that this is in High Court and Appellate Courts) 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 3 out of 5(60%) stated that they do have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any form of 
clerical assistance 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that they do have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 5 out of 5(80%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 3 out of 5(60%) stated that they do not undertake any social responsibility/charitable projects 
either as an individual (Code of Conduct Permitting) or as part of the judiciary organisation that 
they belong to.  

 
Namibia: 3 Respondents 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a mileage/kilometre 
allowance (Some specified that this is only available for periodical courts) 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that such allowances are taxable 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that are salaries and benefits are part of the judiciary budget 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years of age 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that there is not a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that they do have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any form of 
clerical assistance (Some specified that this is only for High Courts, Supreme Courts, judges, and 
justices) 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that they do have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 
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• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 
 
 
Papua New Guinea: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided (One respondent specified that this is a fixed allowance) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver (One respondent specified that this is only an allowance) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 
(One respondent specified that this occurs only when the budget/funding allows) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary (The respondents 
specified that the benefits differ between National/Supreme Court and District Court, as well as 
between judges and magistrates) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 75 years of age (Both 
respondents specified that this pertains to judges) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 
(One respondent specified that magistrates retire at 60) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers (One respondent specified that this is between a CJ, DCJ, and judge) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their terms and conditions have not been affected by changes in policy 
in regard to increased caseload, less time being able to concentrate on research/writing 
judgements, and changing to a new court, function 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they do not have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

 
Uganda: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a security 
officer/bodyguard (One respondent specified that this is only for judges) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that such allowances are not taxable 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years for High Court judges 
and 70 years of age for Supreme Court and Court of Appeal Justices 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that that their terms and conditions have not been affected in any way by 
changes in policy in relation to the way the court is administered 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work (One 
respondent specified that it is not adequate) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working (One respondent specified 
that maternity leave is 60 days and paternity leave is 4 days) 

 
Zambia: 6 Respondents 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by another 
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• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a mileage/kilometre 
allowance 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that that such allowances are taxable (Some specified that this only applies 
to certain allowances) 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is between 65-70 years of age 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers 

• 4 out of 6(67%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances do not differ according to age or 
gender 

• 4 out of 6(67%) stated that they do not have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any 
form of clerical assistance 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that they do not have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that they do not have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that they do not undertake any social responsibility/charitable projects 
either as an individual (Code of Conduct Permitting) or as part of the judiciary organisation that 
they belong to judiciary in terms of support from court administration (Provision of materials/ 
technology/ transcripts/ translation- If required, to ensure good case management) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have been affected by changes to resources in within the 
judiciary in terms of provision of opportunities for training and/or participation in international 
educational conferences 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 
 
Nigeria: 5 Respondents 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a security 
officer/bodyguard 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a contribution 
towards their professional education 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that such allowances are taxable 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years of age for High Court 
and 70 years for Appellate Courts (Some specified that the age is in regard to judges) 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 
(Some specified that this is in High Court and Appellate Courts) 

• 5 out of 5(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 3 out of 5(60%) stated that they do have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any form of 
clerical assistance 

• 4 out of 5(80%) stated that they do have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 5 out of 5(80%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 
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• 3 out of 5(60%) stated that they do not undertake any social responsibility/charitable projects 
either as an individual (Code of Conduct Permitting) or as part of the judiciary organisation that 
they belong to 

 
Namibia: 3 Respondents 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a mileage/kilometre 
allowance (Some specified that this is only available for periodical courts) 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that such allowances are taxable 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that are salaries and benefits are part of the judiciary budget 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years of age 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that there is not a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that they do have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any form of 
clerical assistance (Some specified that this is only for High Courts, Supreme Courts, judges, and 
justices) 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that they do have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 3 out of 3(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 2 out of 3(67%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 
 
Papua New Guinea: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by an 
independent commission on salaries 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided (One respondent specified that this is a fixed allowance) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver (One respondent specified that this is only an allowance) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include medical insurance 
(One respondent specified that this occurs only when the budget/funding allows) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include holidays 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary (The respondents 
specified that the benefits differ between National/Supreme Court and District Court, as well as 
between judges and magistrates) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 75 years of age (Both 
respondents specified that this pertains to judges) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 
(One respondent specified that magistrates retire at 60) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers (One respondent specified that this is between a CJ, DCJ, and judge) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that their terms and conditions have not been affected by changes in policy 
in regard to increased caseload, less time being able to concentrate on research/writing 
judgements, and changing to a new court, function 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they do not have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 
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Uganda: 2 Respondents 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a vehicle with or 
without a driver 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a security 
officer/bodyguard (One respondent specified that this is only for judges) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that such allowances are not taxable 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that women and men in the same function receive the same benefits 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is 65 years for High Court judges 
and 70 years of age for Supreme Court and Court of Appeal Justices 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that that their terms and conditions have not been affected in any way by 
changes in policy in relation to the way the court is administered 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that they have access to a library or online facilities at work (One 
respondent specified that it is not adequate) 

• 2 out of 2(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working (One respondent specified 
that maternity leave is 60 days and paternity leave is 4 days) 

 
Zambia: 6 Respondents 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that their salaries/benefits and any other increments are decided by another 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include housing allowance 
or houses that are provided 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that the benefits of the judiciary in their country include a mileage/kilometre 
allowance 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that that such allowances are taxable (Some specified that this only applies 
to certain allowances) 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that the benefits differ for different levels of the judiciary 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that the retirement age for judicial officers is between 65-70 years of age 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that there is a retirement age difference between levels of the judiciary 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that the retirement age does not differ between women and men 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances differ according to the grade of 
the judicial officers 

• 4 out of 6(67%) stated that pensions(superannuation) allowances do not differ according to age or 
gender 

• 4 out of 6(67%) stated that they do not have access to a researcher for judgment writing or any 
form of clerical assistance 

• 5 out of 6(83%) stated that they do not have time allocated within the court timetable for them to 
write up decisions or judgements 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that they do not have access to a library or online facilities at work 

• 6 out of 6(100%) stated that provisions are made for flexible working 

• 3 out of 6(50%) stated that they do not undertake any social responsibility/charitable projects 
either as an individual (Code of Conduct Permitting) or as part of the judiciary organisation that 
they belong to 

 
 
 
 

 


