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Background

This is the Twenty-fifth Bi-annual Report from tB®SAC Secretariat.

COSAC Bi-annual Reports

The XXX COSAC decided that the COSAC Secretariaukhproduce
factual Bi-annual Reports, to be published aheaghoh ordinary meeting
of the Conference. The purpose of the Reports gsvim an overview of the
developments in procedures and practices in thed@an Union that are
relevant to parliamentary scrutiny.

All the Bi-annual Reports are available on the C@S#ebsite at:
http://www.cosac.eu/documents/bi-annual-reportsasfac/

The three chapters of this Bi-annual Report areedbam information provided by the national
Parliaments of the European Union Member Statesla@&uropean Parliament. The deadline for
submitting replies to the questionnaire for then2Bitannual Report was 29 March 2016.

The outline of this Report was adopted by the meetif the Chairpersons of COSAC, held on 8
February 2016 in The Hague.

As a general rule, the Report does not speciffPalliaments or Chambers of which the case is
relevant for each point. Instead, illustrative epéas are used.

Complete replies, received from 41 out of 41 natidParliaments/Chambers of 28 Member States
and the European Parliament, can be found in theeRon the COSAC website.

Note on Numbers
Of the 28 Member States of the European Union, éfe fa unicameral Parliament
and 13 have a bicameral Parliament. Due to thisbamation of unicameral and
bicameral systems, there are 41 national parliaangif@hambers in the 28 Member
States of the European Union.
Although they have bicameral systems, the nati®aaliaments of Austria, Ireland
and Spain each submitted a single set of repliisetguestionnaire.




ABSTRACT

CHAPTER 1: MODES AND EXPERIENCES OF NATIONAL SCRUTI NY

The first chapter of the 25th Bi-annual Report @$AC gives some insight into the methods and
procedures used by Parliaments/Chambers in sgminEU affairsfocusing on (new) forms and
tools of interparliamentary cooperation and coaation appreciated and employed by national
Parliaments. In this context, it sheds light onsjioms related to parliamentary procedures, such as
the role of rapporteurs, and also gives an updatational Parliaments' experiences in exercising
parliamentary oversight within the scope of thee&gr card" (enhanced political dialogue). It further
explores the topic of transparency of trilogues gwdsents Parliaments' views on sharing
parliamentary priorities, as well as informationtrgaed about the kind of information and the
channels used by Parliaments for collecting ancha&axging information on EU related matters.
Finally, it provides an overview of Parliamentsews on how to improve the COSAC plenary
meeting in order to allow for sufficient room foformal networking.

All the responding Parliaments/Chambers indicateat they wanted to play either a somewhat
active role or a very active role or at EU levelh®d exercising parliamentary scrutiny over EU
affairs, a vast majority of responding ParliameDksimbers declared that it was important to hold
their government accountable regarding EU affarsnajority indicated it was also important to
influence their governments’ position and to adfivexchange with other national Parliaments as
well as to communicate with the public on EU aHair

A majority of Parliaments/Chambers stated that fdroontacts took place between Members of
European Parliament (MEPs) and Members of Parliar(MP), either on a regular or irregular
basis, while in a few cases MEPs were memberdfrapean Affairs Committee.

Appointing a rapporteur on EU dossiers was a practised by a minority of responding
Parliaments/Chambers. In case a rapporteur wasrdpgpits mandate would include collecting
information on substantial/technical aspects of EAth dossier and drafting a position for the
Parliament as a majority of respondents underlinéd. vast majority of responding
Parliaments/Chambers welcomed an active exchangpinions between rapporteurs as a useful
tool.

While a few Parliaments/Chambers indicated thay theed not adopted an official position on the
"green card" (enhanced political dialogue), a majarf respondents expressed their support for
introducing a threshold, either of 1/4 or 1/3 of tihambers. According to the findings, there was
no majority of responding Parliaments/Chambers stipmm the proposals concerning deadlines to
participate in or a timeframe to conclude a "greand" (enhanced political dialogue). Fifteen
Parliaments/Chambers expressed the view that itlghe left to the initiating Parliament/Chamber
to propose a deadline.

At the time of receipt of replies to the questianmdor the 25th Bi-annual Report of COSAC, the
vast majority of respondentsad not responded to the public consultation onsparency of
trilogues launched by the European Ombudsman dsopdwer on-going inquiry OI/8/2015/JAS.
Parliaments'/Chambers' response to the consuliatioare there was one was, focused on the lack
of transparency and the need to increase it throngimly publishing the working documents of
trilogues. The vast majority of the respondents swered the exchange among
Parliaments/Chambers of information on triloguasseful tool to improve parliamentary scrutiny
on EU affairs.



The majority of the respondents had set parlianmgrgdorities on the basis of the Commission
Work Programme (CWP) of 2016, and a few intendediateo.When all Parliaments who set such
priorities do so, the overview for 2016 will be sddwith all Parliaments/Chambers and sent to the
European Commission, as was done in 2015 on thiativé of the DutchTweede KamerA
majority of the respondents considered it eithemswhat useful' or 'very useful' to produce such
an annual overview based on the CWP to be shardaliParliaments/Chambers and sent to the
European Commission and other EU institutions. Tingority of the Parliaments/Chambers
responding thought that the Presidency Parliamemvery first half of the year, assisted by the
COSAC Secretariat, should be asked to compile auamoverview of Parliaments' priorities, to
share this overview amongst all Parliaments/Chamlageid send it for information to the EU
institutions.

Regarding the exchange of information among Padi@sthrough specific channels, the network
of parliamentary permanent representatives in Btassas mostly 'very often' used, followed by
interparliamentary conferences, such as COSAC, @FSPP, and SECG. The channels most
mentioned as 'never used' were the social medi) as Facebook and Linked-in, and video
conferences. Regarding the kind of information exged, the information on political dialogue
and subsidiarity contributions on EU proposals wasstly 'very often' exchanged, followed by
information on parliamentary positions on EU dossi@he information most mentioned as 'never’
exchanged was information on trilogues, on findin§garliamentary rapporteurs and on national
government positions.

On the parts of the COSAC plenary that could berawgd in order to allow for sufficient room for
informal networking, the majority of the respondententioned the Plenary. The majority of the
respondents would not consider organising an indbreide session during one of the upcoming
COSAC meetings.

On interpretation provided at COSAC plenary sessidaking into consideration the established
rules of procedure of COSAC, the majority of thep@ndents supported the existing full language
regime of 24 official languages of the EU.

Parliaments' views as to best practices from ceifitaierparliamentary assemblies that could be
inspirational for COSAC varied. While several Pamients/Chambers highlighted such best
practices, a few expressed the view that COSACneasomparable to those assemblies or did not
see any best practices that could be followed.

CHAPTER 2: THE RULE OF LAW AND THE ROLE OF PARLIAME NTS

The second chapter of the 25th Bi-annual Reportides on the rule of law and the role of
Parliaments and their tasks with regard to the ailéaw and human rights. It explores which
committees/bodies are involved in these actividied identifies different forms of a debate present
in Parliaments/Chambers. Moreover, the chapter shine use of expertise and information by
Parliaments, as well as their cooperation withdtharties. It describes national Parliaments'
attention to European and international bodiesrardhanisms, and concludes with best practices
and possible trends on the rule of law and theabRarliaments.

As for their tasks, the responding Parliaments/Gieas were greatly engaged in drafting the
legislation in accordance with the standards of ilile of law, ratifying human rights treaties,
raising issues relating to the rule of law and hamghts and contributing to effective functioning
of relevant national institutions active in protagtthe rule of law and human rights.



When asked about the forms in which the assessoh¢imn¢ draft legislation was taking place, more
than half of the Parliament/Chambers had no staitt set of criteria or a checklist to follow.
Many responded that the draft legislation was msessed and checked against their Constitution,
international agreements ensuring that the rulewfenshrined in these documents was respected.
According to the findings, the entities responsiliée perform such a check varied greatly
(Constitutional Committee, Joint Committee on Hunkights, Committee on Legal Affairs were
amongst those mentioned).

The majority of the responding Parliaments/Chambedicated they had specialised (sub)
committees with an exclusive mandate on humangightl/or the rule of law. These met mostly on
regular basis (weekly, bi-weekly) or their meetingsre triggered by presenting (a) special
report(s). Those Parliaments where such commitiese not established, the issues of human
rights and rule of law were often discussed in ditegn committees, mainly in the Committees on
Home Affairs, Justice, Foreign Affairs or Europésiairs.

The rule of law and human rights' situation in &eotMember State, the EU at large and candidate
countries sometimes appeared in debates in malse dtarliaments/Chambers. Less than half of the
respondents often discussed the situation in tveir countries and very few Parliaments/Chambers
never debated the issues linked to the human rigraaother Member State(s). When asked about
recurrent thematic debates on the national statelefof law including human rights, over 1/3 of
the respondents indicated that they did so regulankinly on a yearly basis following a specific
report).

The majority of the responding Parliaments did indgtate research on the rule of law and human
rights in their own countries. Around two thirdsdheupporting research services and expert advice
on human rights and rule of law issues at theipaBbal, mostly available through in-house
specialised research staff.

The report shows that a vast majority of Parliars#&ttambers maintained structural contacts with
third parties for the promotion and protection bé trule of law and human rights in their own
countries, in most cases the contact with the Omsitmatch being mentioned. The cooperation with
third parties was organised in many different wdgsgeneral, it ran between the third parties and
the relevant committees in Parliaments/Chambers,that did not exclude the possibility for
individual members to establish contacts with them#ies. The form and shape of this cooperation
also varied; the most referred to were the useeafihgs with third parties and attendance of third
parties at meetings in Parliaments/Chambers taeptagports, findings and exchange views with
Members on relevant topics. Written reports andrimition were also often used by committees
and members of Parliaments/Chambers.

When asked about the participation of members, fRagiaments/Chambers had members active
in the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of &pe (PACE) and the Inter-Parliamentary Union
(IPU). In addition to those two fora, most of tlesponding Parliaments/Chambers also mentioned
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation imopa (OSCE) Parliamentary Assembly where
their members were involved in. The results of nmétional parliamentary fora were not
disseminated and discussed by all Parliaments/Caami@he report shows that it was the
recommendations, resolutions, reports and/or casewlith regard to the rule of law and human
rights issued by the European Commission, the dbohd&urope and the European Parliament
which were mostly considered. Furthermore, seveaaliaments/Chambers did not always discuss
all documents, in some cases only whenever deesmzssary.



When asked about best practices in their Parliaif@bamber on how to deal with the rule of law
and human rights, many examples were highlightée. tdpic of the migration crisis and refugees
was regarded as one of the developments and trenida could mean a danger to the rule of law
in EU Member States that Parliaments/Chambers widuddo raise awareness about in the coming
years.

The second chapter concludes with the possibleabl@OSAC as a platform for Parliaments to
discuss more often the rule of law and human rightee EU and to raise awareness in the coming
years. Two thirds of the responding Parliamentsidyexs replied that it should play this role. The
majority of those responding mentioned that COSAGIa be a platform for Parliaments to further
a dialogue on safeguarding the rule of law. A migostated thalCOSAC may not be the best
forum to discuss these topics, as there was tHe aisduplication with the work of other
institutions/bodies.

CHAPTER 3: PARLIAMENTARY DIPLOMACY IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE
EUROPEAN NEIGHBOURHOOD POLICY (ENP)

The third chapter of the Bi-annual Report of COSg@sents national Parliaments’ views on the
role they had thus far played in the field of parientary diplomacy. The geographical scope of the
inquiry was concentrated on the area of the EumopiEaghbourhood Policy (ENP).

According to the findings of the Report, all resgimy Parliaments/Chambers engaged in
parliamentary diplomacy. The reasons for engagingarliamentary diplomacy varied, but the vast
majority of responding Parliaments/Chambers inéidathe promotion of fundamental values
(democracy, the rule of law and human rights), itheease of mutual understanding between
countries, as well as the exchange of informatiwh lkenow-how.

Parliaments engaged in different forms of diplomatitivities with regard to the EU's neighbouring
countries, however, members were mostly engagedeaeiving and sending parliamentary
delegationdor example headed by the Speaker/Deputy Speakeusdertaken at the committee
level, participated in interparliamentary assentbb®d meetings (namely the PACE, NATO PA,
OSCE Parliamentary assembly and other such melthtora and bodies) and received high-
ranking foreign officials (e.g. Heads of State and/Governments); meetings between
parliamentarians and accredited ambassadors wsyenatedThe majority of the respondents had
no established set of rules to coordinate actwitieparliamentary diplomacy.

The vast majority of the responding Parliamentsfalbers indicated primarily the Speaker and/or
Deputy Speakers, the Foreign Affairs committee, tred European Affairs committee as actors
engaged in parliamentary diplomacy towards the Eldighbouring countries.

Regarding the extent to which parliamentary diployn&as coordinated with other players in the
field of foreign policy diplomacy, the picture wdsserse. According to the findings of the Report,
the majority of the respondents often coordinatetth whe actors of traditional diplomacy of the
executive branch (i.e. cooperated with the goventroe governmental diplomatic services), while
a bit more than half never did so with the EuropPamliament. The majority of the responding
Parliaments/Chambers sometimes coordinated wittr ailtional Parliaments in the EU.

Finally, this chapter presents best practices tdgvéne EU's neighbouring countries, as well as the
biggest challenges for effective parliamentary ahphcy as highlighted by Parliamentf©ie most
mentioned as a challenge was the coordination tiéhexecutive branch, especially as far as
priorities were concerned, or with other internagibactors.
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CHAPTER 1: MODES AND EXPERIENCES OF NATIONAL SCRUTI NY

The first chapter of the 25th Bi-annual Report @$AC, building upon the insighgsesented by
previous Bi-annual Reports, especially the 22n@diual Report, focuses on Parliaments' national
scrutiny systems of EU affairs and their difference

In this context, it explores the different modegpafliamentary scrutiny and, building upon the 21st
Bi-annual Report, focuses on how (new) forms aralsto@f interparliamentary cooperation and
coordination are appreciated and employed by nalti®arliaments. In this regard, it presents
information on the appointment of rapporteurs imliBaents on EU dossiers, while it gives an
update on the positions of Parliaments/Chamberseotain aspects of the "green card" (enhanced
dialogue) building upon the results of the 24thaBrual Report. It further explores the topic of
transparency of trilogues. What is more, it presdparliaments' views on sharing parliamentary
priorities through an annual overview of all Parlients' priorities based on the Commission Work
Programme, as well as information gathered abaukitid of information and the channels used by
Parliaments for collecting and exchanging informatbn EU related matters. Finally, it provides an
overview of Parliaments' views on how to improve (OSAC plenary meeting in order to allow
for sufficient room for informal networking.

A. Modes of parliamentary scrutiny*

All the responding Parliaments (35) indicated thaty had the ambition to play an active role at EU
level. About half of the respondents (17 out of @8&nted to play a very active role, whereas the
rest wanted to play a somewhat active role. Incts®e of the AustriaNationalrat andBundesrat

the Green party replied that they wanted the Rudi# to play a very active role, while another
party the "Team Stronach" responded that the Paei should not play an active role.

As far as Parliaments’ scrutiny activities and Whatements were important to them in scrutinising
EU affairs were concerned, a vast majority (34 &f @eclared thagovernment oversiglt{holding

the government accountable regarding EU affawss important, only a few (4) considered this to
be moderately important. A majority considered be&policy shaper(actively influencing the
government's EU positior(R7 respondents out of 38), beinguablic forum(communicating with
the public on EU affairs)27 out of 38) and aactive exchange with other national Parliamef#§

out of 38) as important. Only one Parliament/Chantdomsidered that active exchange with other
national Parliaments was not importa®f. few Parliaments/Chambers (three) replied that
government support (supporting the position ofgbeernment in the EU decision makinggs not
important, whilst for the majority (20 out of 3f)was importarft

Almost half of the respondents (17 out of 37) comioated that being aactive Brussels' player
(interacting directly with the EU institutionsyas important, many stated that it was moderately
important whereas a few (three) expressed thewpait that being an active Brussels' player was
not important.

Parliaments/Chambers were asked how formal contagtart from (partly) political contacts,
between members of national Parliaments (MPs) hacdhationally elected members of European
Parliament (MEPSs) were organised.

! The European Parliament did not reply to the daestof the first chapter since they were not aiie.
2 The Green Party in the Austridvationalrat and Bundesratconsidered policy shaping, being a public forund an
active exchange with other national Parliamentseiisg important.
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A majority of responding Parliaments/Chambers drpld that formal contacts between MPs and
MEPs took place through the organisation of mesting it of regular or irregular nature. Thirteen
out of 39 Parliaments/Chambers responded thataegutetings were organised between MPs and
MEPs. The Frenclssemblée nationalexplained that its European Affairs Committee arged
regular meetings with the MEPs during their constiicy week together with the European Affairs
Committee of the FrencBénat It also mentioned that it fostered its relatiavith the European
Parliament through the organisation of common camteimeetings via videoconference. The UK
House of Lordsand the CzeclBenatpointed out that there were 'tripartite’ meetimgiween
Members of both chambers and the MEPs twice a Jémr CzectSenatadded that the MEPS may
attend the European Affairs Committee and that theye entitled to an advisory vote. The UK
House of Lordsadded that othead hoccontacts took place, including on Committee visds
Brussels, evidence sessions and meetings in LofidenCroatiarHrvatski saborstated that MEPs
were invited to all sessions of the European Aféf&lommittee with a possibility to be invited to
sessions to other committees.

Twelve Parliaments/Chambers stated that those ctsnigere upheld through irregular meetings. In
the AustrianNationalrat and Bundesrat MEPs were also entitled to take part in meetingshef
European Affairs Committee of both chambers, otate part in certain debates in plenary. The
Dutch Eerste Kameexplained that a yearly meeting with the MEPs ar@mnised as part of a visit
to the EU institutions in Brussels. The Itali@amera dei deputathighlighted that MEPs were
either invited or heard by videoconference durihg scrutiny of a legislative proposal in the
committee, in particular when they were rapporteua specific act.

A few (five out of 39) Parliaments/Chambers cladfithat MEPs were formally members of the
European Affairs Committee. The Maltdsemra tad-Deputatadded that the MEPs were members
ex officioof the Foreign and European Affairs Committeehwatt the right to vote.

In three Parliaments/Chambers, contacts betweensMiaE MPs were organised informally. The
GermanBundesratspecified that it transmitted all Bundesrat Damsi on EU draft legislation to
the German MEPs.

Besides, the SloveniaDrzavni zbor both chambers of the Polish Parliament, the Libamg
Chambre des Députéand the HungariaOrszaggylés underlined that MEPs may attend the
meetings of the European Affairs Committee. The dduiran Orszaggyilés and the Luxembourg
Chambre des Députésided that MEPs could also attend sectoral comenitieetings, and, in the
case of the Hungarian Parliament, they could ewtma plenary sessions if the point of agenda
was related to EU matters. The PolSajmreplied that the European Union Affairs Committee
invited MEPs to be the rapporteurs on the mostifseigmt EU matters. The Portuguessembleia
da Republicahighlighted that contacts were established in ihgaron the basis of a law. The
SpanishCortes Generalesrgued that, in order to fulfil its duties regeldtby a law, the Joint
committee on EU Affairs held joint meetings. The&shgh Riksdagunderlined that the contacts
mainly took place through political groups. It addbat the MEPs could not participate in debates
in the Chamber of thRiksdag but they could be invited to attend committee tings following a
special decision by the committee in question.

B. Rapporteurs

A majority of responding Parliaments/Chambers (8 af 37) reported that they did not appoint
rapporteurs on EU related dossiers.
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Some of the Parliaments/Chambers gave additiof@lnration on which EU dossiers rapporteurs
were appointet! The ItalianSenato della Repubbliand the SloveniaBrzavni zborspecified that
each standing committee appointed a rapporteunétters falling into their competence and, in the
case of the latter, the rapporteur had to repoth&oEuropean Affairs Committee. The Belgian
Chambre des représentamisinted out that it had adopted a system in whaththe beginning of
each legislative period, a "europromoteur" was appd in every standing committee. This
"europromoteur” was responsible for ensuring thplémentation of the opinions, proposals for
resolution, recommendations and other final teax¢swell as proposals for normative proceedings
and other documents from the European Commissiaintsénim by the secretariat of the Advisory
Committee. Thedungarian Orszaggjlés clarified that rapporteurs were appointed on EUstos

of key importance, but that their role was inform@he CzechSenét the ItalianCamera dei
deputati,the GermarBundesratthe PolishiSejmand the RomaniaBenatstated that they appointed
a rapporteur for every EU dossier treated. The sRdejm added that the appointment of
rapporteurs followed on the basis of interestsated by the committee members at the beginning
of the legislature. The Gre&kouli ton Ellinonexplained that members of government were usually
responsible for presenting an EU dossier, occalyorfeowever MPs were appointed. The
Portuguese Assembleia da Republegplained that they had recently adopted a newtiggr
method which still had to come into force.

A majority of the responding Parliaments/Chambgypomting a rapporteur specified that the
mandate of the rapporteur generally comprised ciilg information on substantial/technical
aspects of an EU dossier (14 out of 21) and diaiposition for the Parliament/Chamber (14 out
of 21). A large number of Parliaments/Chambers (L2 of 21) underlined that collecting
information on the positions of other Parliament&@bers also was also part of the mandate of the
rapporteur. About half of the respondents (10 oud) indicated that the rapporteurs were
collecting information on the position of other Mieen States. In some Parliaments/Chambers (six
out of 21) the rapporteurs collected information molitical positions within their Parliaments.
Lobbying for their position was part of the mandatfehe rapporteur in six out of 21 responding
Parliaments/Chambers.

The CzechSenéathighlighted that the rapporteur had to draft aresent a report on the dossier to
the European Affairs Committee, including his/heogmsal for a resolution. It added that the
rapporteur may pursue all of the other above maatiactivities, but it was not his/her formal task
to do so. The GermaBundesratexplained that the mandate of the rapporteur dedusubmitting
requests for support to recommendations drawn ughéystanding committees, provided that the
Committee on EU Questions was in agreement witbetlhecommendations. The mandate extended
to monitoring the Federal Government's follow-uptld GermarBundesrat'sopinions in subject
matters in which théundesrathad enhanced rights of participation, as wellaseviewing the
European Commission’s responses within the framlewbpolitical dialogue.

The UKHouse of Lordexplained that it did not appoint rapporteursifmlividual EU dossiers, but
the sub-committees of the overarching EU Select i@ittee carried out many of the tasks outlined
above. Nevertheless, it suggested opening such éansm to other members in national
Parliaments where rapporteurs were not appointedthe case of thélouse of Lordsthis would
normally involve the Chair of the EU Committee @hd Chairs of its six subject sub-committees.

? Six Parliaments/Chambers enumerated precisely iohwEU dossiers rapporteurs had been appointesfer@ces
and titles are to be found in the Annex to the tjaesaire.

11



A vast majority of the responding Parliaments/Charal{20 out of 22)as well as the Green party
of the AustrianNationalrat and Bundesrat, expressed the opinion that active exchange betwee
parliamentary rapporteurs on EU dossiers would tdoms a useful tool in order to improve
parliamentary scrutiny within their own Parliamé&tiamber.

C. The "green card" (enhanced political dialogue)

One third of the responding Parliaments/Chambe2soidt of 36) were in favour of setting the
minimum threshold for introducing a "green cardil{@nced political dialogue) at 1/3, whilst fewer
(seven out of 36) indicated that the thresholdukhbe established at 1/4. None of the respondents
wanted a threshold of more than 1/3 or of less lidn

While both Chambers of the German, the SpanishthedJK Parliament, as well as the Dutch
Tweede Kameand the SwedisRiksdag explained that they had not adopted an officaifoon,
the Frenct5énat the DutchEerste Kamerand the ItaliarBenato della Repubbligaointed out that
there was no necessity to introduce a threshold. AlenchSénatadded that it wanted a formula
that would be very flexible and reactive. The Duteérste Kamerconsidered the "green card"
(enhanced political dialogue) to be an informalgedure, which was why a threshold was not
needed. The Italiagenato della Repubblicstressed that the "green card" was not a "collettiv
position, and that each Chamber was free to sendpihion to the European Commission in the
framework of the political dialogue.

Some Parliaments/Chambers proposed another thdeshgl. the Hungaria®@rszaggyilés who
proposed one fifth or the Romanidamera Deputglor who indicated that 80% would be
necessary to launch a "green card". The Bel@hambre des représentarggpressed the opinion
that the current thresholds foreseen for the "yélland "orange cards" should be used, in order to
avoid confusion.

The European Parliament's AFCO Committee welcontiediatives aimed at enhancing political
dialogue with national Parliaments, while respeagtthe competences of different actors in the
decision making process as defined in the treatds.informal mechanism allowing national
Parliaments to call the attention of the relevastitutions regarding the importance of taking a
legislative initiative in a given matter would cartly constitute an important contribution in that
sense. Furthermore, the AFCO Committee would wedceabmissions that did not just concentrate
on a defensive approach as the mechanisms of sarfityidontrol tended to induce.

Although not having adopted an official positiohe tBelgianSénatrecommended the creation of
an enhanced "green card" allowing national Parli@sé submit draft legislative acts to the EU
and to constrain the European institutions to retxtthose proposals. If 1/3 of the
Parliaments/Chambers proposed to adopt new legislatr modify existing legislation the
proposed procedure would foresee that this drgilEtion was put on the agenda of the European
Commission. The European Commission would spechiy W supported or rejected this proposed
draft. TheSénatargued that the same right should be given t&tirepean Parliament.

Less than half of the responding Parliaments/Chasnfd® out of 34) indicated that it should be left
to the discretion of the initiating Parliament/Chaanto fix the deadline to participate in a "green

* The governing majority parties SPO and OVP didarsiwer the question.
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card" (enhanced political dialogue). The Maltdé@mra tad-Deputatiadded that, even if the
deadline should be fixed by the initiating Parliantaét should not be less than eight weeks.

Some Parliaments (seven out of 34) expressedsbpport for a fixed deadline between eight and
12 weeks, while two were in favour of introducingleadline between four and 16 weeks. The
CzechPoslanecka sitmovnaproposed a deadline between 10 to 12 weeks. TthednianSeimas
recalled that the same deadline should apply feryelgreen card” (enhanced political dialogue).
The UK House of Commonsecommended that deadlines should be fixed longugm to
accommodate parliamentary recess periods.

While some of the responding Parliaments/ChamblEtso(it of 33) indicated the timeframe for
concluding a "green card" should be between 16 sveekl 6 months, almost the same number
(nine out of 33) declared that it should be lefthe discretion of the initiating Parliament/Chambe
to set the timeframe. Four Parliaments/Chambensgifiothat no formal set period was necessary.
The Romaniaif€amera Deputglor proposed setting a timeframe of two to three n&nth

About half of the Parliaments/Chambers replied uery diverse way to the question on the lessons
that could be learnt from the recent initiativesrafation to a "green card" (enhanced political
dialogue). While some Parliaments/Chambers, sudheasrenchSénatwelcomed the creation of
this new tool, the UKHouse of Lordsthe Italian Senato della Repubblicand the French
Assemblée nationaleunderlined that it appeared to be an effectivel aiseful tool, other
Parliaments/Chambers were more critical; for instathe CzecPoslanecka sitmovnapointed out
that it seemed difficult to find ownership of thigol amongst Parliaments. For the Portuguese
Assembleia da Republicthe "green card" was an important contributioratoin-depth political
dialogue with the European institutions and, foe tWaltese Kamra tad-Deputati it could
contribute positively to the legislative framewarkthe EU. In the eyes of the SloveniBrzavni
svet the "green card" allowed national Parliamentpley an important role at the EU level. The
UK House of LordsLithuanianSeimasand the Hungaria@rszaggyllésunderlined that any "green
card" should focus on European-wide issues andonlyt on a particular national problem. The
Dutch Tweede Kamerstated that Parliaments/Chambers initiating such'card” should
communicate, shortly after the deadline for pgsation, to all Parliaments/Chambers the results
and follow-up of the initiative.

Several questions and concerns were raised byepondents. The Lithuani&@eimasthe Italian
Senato della Repubblicand the RomaniaBenatrecalled that the new tool should be developed
without changing the EU treaties and respecting thestitutional balance. Some
Parliaments/Chambers indicated that internal praeedhad to be adopted in order to integrate this
new tool. While the Belgia€hambre des représentargated that the internal procedures could be
adopted, the DutclEerste Kamerexplained that the tool had raised the questioretidr a
committee could issue an opinion on behalf of thml chamber. The Estoni&iigikogu stated
that its EU scrutiny system was based on reactm@tds government positions, so reflexions on
how to integrate this new tool into the system wamgoing. The FrencBénatpointed out that it
was important to add a résumé of the motivatiortheéotext sent out to the Parliaments/Chambers.
The Bulgarian Narodno sabraniesuggested formalising the communication channeid a
elaborating the question to what extend it showdpbssible to submit amendments to a "green
card" initiative. While the Maltesikamra tad-Deputatproposed to keep the language of the "green
card" simple and general in order to gather a fangenber of Parliaments/Chambers signing up to
a "green card", the Czec®enatproposed to use a language as clear and precipesasle, in
particular when modifications to existing legistatiwere proposed. The Hungari@mszaggylés
suggested holding video conferences in order thaxge information. Finally, the Italig®enato
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della Repubblicaemarked that it was too early to draw conclusiand to wait for further "green
card" initiatives before assessing the results.

D. Trilogues

Parliaments/Chambers were asked whether they hsmbmded to the public consultation on
transparency of trilogues launched by the Europ@arbudsmaras part of her on-going inquiry
OI/8/2015/JAS for which the deadline for receiptsafbmissions was 31 March 2016. The vast
majority of respondents (33 out of 38) gave a negaeply.

Five Parliaments/Chambers, which gave a positige/r@rovided information on the main focus of
their response to the consultation. A recurringessoted was the lack of transparency and the need
to increase it through publishing the working doemts of trilogues (e.g. Committee on European
Affairs, FrenchAssemblée nationgleThe Committee of the UKlouse of Commonexpressed
concern about the lack of transparency of decisiaking in trilogues, while the Committee of the
UK House of Lordsargued that the transparency of trilogues needdxktincreased, emphasising
that national Parliaments needed to have a greastersight of and influence over the trilogue
process if they were effectively to fulfil their retiny function. The latter called on national
governments and the European Parliament to showngviess and commitment to sharing
information with national Parliaments and the wigeblic. The DutchTweede Kamementioned
that enhancing transparency not only helped theskldo oversee the government's functioning in
the Council, but also enabled the general publimomitor trilogues, thus facilitated trustilding.

It also gave proposals regarding the type of indram to be published, such as the trilogue
agenda’'s or mandate of the Council, and on commatoircof the results via a single user-friendly
and public webpagelhe RomanianSenatstated that better transparency would ensure egreat
accountability for the Member States and the Eumopestitutions and that it should strengthen the
relationship between EU policymakers and citizens.

The vast majority of the respondents (29 out of 3IBnsidered the exchange among
Parliaments/Chambers of information on triloguassaful tool to improve parliamentary scrutiny
on EU affairs.

The UKHouse of Lordstated that any mechanism for information shattrag would shed light on
the trilogue process would be beneficial, as warlg mechanism that strengthened the role and
influence of national Parliaments in relation te thlogue process. The European Parliament could
also be encouraged to take the initiative and beenansparent on its activities in the trilogue
process, including sharing information directly hitational Parliaments. Similarly, according to
the CroatianHrvatski sabor as trilogues were the least transparent parthefBEU legislative
process, every initiative aimed at increasing ttramsparency was welcome.

As to the benefits on this exchange, accordinghéoMalteseKamra tad-Deputati information
exchange among Parliaments would help nationalddaehts to follow up on proposals during
their evolving stages before they change into Imigdiegulations and directives, while for the
Estonian Riigikogu information about the final steps on trilogues dodielp to prepare the
implementation of the EU law and to start thinkiagout the next steps to transpose the EU
legislation into domestic law level. For the Fren8Bnat the information would support the
European Affairs Committee’s thinking so that iuttb possibly adopt a position on a text that it
had not considered necessary to consider beforehand
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The Dutch Tweede Kamerexpressed the view that combining information wietd through
different channels would enable Parliaments totpgéther the puzzle of where negotiations were
headed. This would be especially helpful on setepteposals shared among Parliaments.

The GermarBundesratstated that such an exchange might enable thefarits/Chambers, via
their respective governments, to exert influence tba Council’s position in negotiations.
According to the ItaliarBenato della Repubblicanformation sharing enhanced the quantity and
quality of information, which was a condition fdfextive scrutiny.

As to who should be providing information, accoglio the Hungaria®rszaggyilés throughout
the whole EU decision making process, the Europgammission as the key initiator of the
legislative process should ensure information fatiamal Parliaments regarding the respect of the
principles of subsidiarity and proportionality, whicould highly contribute to the transparency of
the trilogues. The CzecBenatsaid that information on trilogues must be prodide each
Parliament by its government in the first placee HolishSejmrecognised that the exchange could
improve the scrutiny of EU matters, identifying ththere was the question as to who should
provide the Parliaments with the information.

However, the UKHouse of Commonswvhile acknowledging that sharing information abude
helpful, expressed concern that the speed and whinbusiness was likely to mean it was only
sometimes possible.

E. Sharing parliamentary priorities

In 2015, the Dutcifweede Kameproduced an overview of 16 Parliaments' prioribased on the
Commission Work Programme (CWP) 2015. The overviemas shared with all
Parliaments/Chambers and sent to the European Gsiomi This year a repetition of the exercise
takes place. When all Parliaments who set priaribie the basis of the CWP 2016 have done so, the
complete overview for 2016 will be shared withRdlrliaments/Chambers and sent to the European
Commission. Against this background, Parliamentaftiers were asked whether they had set
priorities on the basis of the CWP 2016. Twenty-twb of 37 respondents had done so, 10 had not,
while five intended to do séccording to the Spanisfiortes Generaléseply, the Joint Committee

for EU Affairs did not fix a generic and abstraet sf priorities; it fixed its priorities on aad hoc
basis, after a systematic analysis of the all thesigrs and their given context when received.

Less than half of the respondents (15 out of 3Asictered it somewhat useful to produce an annual
overview of all parliamentary priorites based ohet CWP to be shared with all
Parliaments/Chambers and sent to the European Gssiomiand other EU institutions, while 14
considered it very useful. Six respondents hadpisian, while two said it was not useful.

The majority of the Parliaments/Chambers respon@tgout of 33) thought that the Presidency
Parliament in every first half of the year, assisby the COSAC Secretariat, should be asked to
compile an annual overview of Parliaments' priegtirom the data received from each national
Parliament, to share this overview amongst alli@ants/Chambers and send it for information to
the EU institutions.
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F. Exchange of information among Parliaments

Parliaments/Chambers were asked how often (neveetsmes/very often) they used specific
channels for gathering and exchanging informatiom BU related matters with other
Parliaments/Chambers.

The network of parliamentary permanent represemsitin Brussels was the most mentioned
channel as 'very often' used (by 35 out of 39)rpdrliamentary conferences, such as COSAC,
CFSP/CSDP, and SECG, were the second most mentaragthel as 'very often’ used (31 out of
39). On the other hand, the channels most menti@secthever used' were the social media:
Facebook, Linked-in (29 out 38) and video confeesn@4 out of 38).

Question: How often do you use the following chante for gathering and exchanging information on
EU related matters with other Parliaments/Chambers?
. Responding

Never Sometimes Very often Parliaments/Chambers
Network of _parlle_lmentary permanent 0 4 35 39
representatives in Brussels
Interparliamentary conferences, sugch 0 8 31 39
as COSAC, CFSP/CSDP, and SECG
Video conferences 24 14 0 38
Contacts during interparliamentary 1 30 8 39
meetings in the European Parliament
IPEX website (www.ipex.eu) 0 15 24 39
Party political / group meetings 5 29 4 38
Commlttee V\_/orklng visits to other 3 33 3 39
national Parliaments
Administrative staff working visits 12 26 1 39
Social media: Facebook, Linked-in 29 8 1 38
Total respondents 39
Respondents who skipped this 0
guestion

Other channels cited by Parliaments/Chambers iedudgional meetings, such as the Meeting of
the Committees on European Affairs of the NatidPatliaments of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and
Poland; Conference of the Speakers of the NB8 gRahl Sweden, Denmark, Norway, Iceland,
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia) Parliaments (Latvi8aeimg, networking among members' assistants
and assistants to the parliamentary groups (GerBuamdestayy as well as informal contacts
between the Chair, rapporteurs and coordinatorsh vetl hoc delegations of national
parliamentarians (European Parliament).

Parliaments/Chambers were asked what kind of iritionrelating to EU affairs and how often
(never/sometimes/very often) they exchanged tlicgnmation with other Parliaments/Chambers.

Information on political dialogue and subsidiarttyntributions on EU proposals was most cited as
'very often' exchanged (by 20 out of 38). Informaton parliamentary positions on EU dossiers
ranked second as 'very often' exchanged (by 1»fdd8).On the other hand, the information most
mentioned as 'never' exchanged was informationritogies (by 29 out of 37), on findings of
parliamentary rapporteurs (23 out of 34) and ofonat government positions (18 out of 36).
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Question: What kind of EU information does your Patiament/Chamber exchange with other
Parliaments/Chambers on EU affairs?

. Responding

Never Sometimes| Very often Parliaments/Chambers

EU consultations, Green and White 4 30 4 38
papers
PoI|t|paI (_j|alogue and subsidiarity 0 18 20 38
contributions on EU proposals
National government positions 18 18 0 36
Parhgmentary positions on EU 1 o5 12 38
dossiers
Inforrr_]at'lon on developments in EU 14 21 1 36
negotiations
Findings of parliamentary rapporteurs 23 10 1 34
Information on trilogues 29 8 0 37
Evidence/information from meetings
with Commissioners or MEPs 12 22 3 37
Total respondents 38
Respondents who skipped this 1
guestion

The SwedishRiksdagspecified that it made the information availablelBEX and that, regarding
national government positions and parliamentaryitipos on EU dossiers, its Brussels-based
representative sometimes provided the informatmonuequest.

Other kind of information exchanged included a slsommary in English prepared by the IPEX
correspondent, member of the Secretariat of ther@itiee on European Affairs on the IPEX news,
following the meetings with members of the Europgammmission, as well as information
provided by the permanent representative via thengeent representatives’ network, on the
occasion of special conferences on EU issues sutheaEuro-Atlantic Conference of Speakers of
Western-Balkan Countries (Hungari@nszaggylés).

G. Interaction at COSAC

Parliaments/Chambers were asked which parts o€M®S8AC plenary could be improved in order
to allow for sufficient room for informal networkgn Out of 31 respondents, the majority (22)
mentioned the Plenary, while 12 chose the informigle sessions; only 8 mentioned the
breakfast/lunch/dinners during COSAC.

When asked to specify, the respondents providddrdiit replies, in many cases providing general
comments as to the improvement of the COSAC mesting

Many Parliaments/Chambers concentrated on the agefhdhe meetings. General comments
included, among others, allowing sufficient time fwolitical debates (GermaBundestay and
more room for discussion (Green Party, AustrMationalrat and Bundesrat The Slovenian
Drzavni zborsupported that less points on the agenda so thpadicipants could express the
opinion on the topic being discussed and the AmBiduskuntastated that the agenda should not
include more subjects than can be debated duriag¢tithe available. The UKdouse of Lords
recommended a reduction in the number and lenggeoéral reports from the Presidency and the
Commission, and presentations from third partilewang plenty of scope for contributions from
delegates, also supported by the HKuse of Commonshe RomaniarCameraDeputgilor and
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the GermanBundesrat as well as focused agendas with specific topars debate, perhaps
including a topical debate. The Latvi@aeima on the other hand, supported that high level
speakers from the European Commission should alwasticipate and share their positions. The
HungarianOrszaggyillés emphasised that the texts of the Contribution @odclusions should be
restricted to the essentials and should not bédotogp and recommended determining the maximum
length of the documents. The Bulgaridarodno sabranieemphasised that off topic interventions
should not be tolerated and that the number ofuatdions per participant should be limited to
enable everyone's participation; reducing the fioneeach speaker to less than two minutes was not
acceptable.

Many Parliaments/Chambers focused more specificailthe informal exchange among delegates.
The CroatiarHrvatski saborargued that introducing current EU legislativegmeals on the agenda
of every COSAC plenary would open a forum for bédhmal and informal exchange of views
between parliamentarians. The Iridlouses of the Oireachtadentified that, although the plenary
could provide greater opportunity for informal eggment generally, the networking aspect of
COSAC was sometimes limited due to the formal maturd duration of the plenary session and
Chairs' meeting. The Dutchweede Kamesupported exploring ways of improving interaciyit
including parallel workshops/sessions, interviewmd @lenary breaks, suggesting that delegations
could take more advantage of opportunities to asgamformal side/lunch sessions. The Dutch
Eerste Kamestood in favour of creating possibilities for infeal networking during the COSAC
meetings either by providing the possibility foganising informal side meetings on specific topics
amongst interested participants during lunch orfeeotboreaks or informal lunches and dinners.
Along similar lines, the Italiasenato della Repubblicsaw the organisation of side events during
the plenary sessions of COSAC as a good practick atvocated for its extension to the
Chairpersons’ meetings which would contribute te timansformation of COSAC into a real
political Assembly and would channel the politipaéssure of the 'clusters of interests' into a more
institutionalised framework. The HungariaDrszaggylés saw informal side sessions as an
excellent framework for the exchange of views osgile "green card” or "yellow card" initiatives.
Other proposals included more time for debate englenary without formal speaker registration
arrangements (Maltes€kamra tad-Deputa)i encouraging participants to open, more informal
discussions to cultivate a spirit of cooperatiomrflRainianCameraDeputgilor) not based on 'strict
home prepared story lines' (EstonRingikoky and introducing some kind of seating arrangements
at one of the meals during each plenary meetinggxample by allocating a few countries to each
table to encourage interaction and networking (SsveRiksdag.

The European Parliament's Committee on Constitatigkffairs (AFCO) stated that working
lunches had not proved to be an efficient way ganise fruitful discussions, although sometimes
the issues programmed were very important. It wosdeem more adequate to have those
discussions in formal or informal thematic sidesgass. Emphasising the lack of time for a
comprehensive debate of all issues on the agehgapposed extending the session, as either
formal or informal, by half a day, or at least aipte of hours.

Despite the comments above, the Polsgnatsaid that the present informal networking worked
well, and the Cypru¥ouli ton Antiprosoporargued that all abovementioned fora were sufficien
The CzechSenéatunderlined that there was no need for improvenn€OSAC to allow for
sufficient room for informal networking; this wastnthe aspect of COSAC meetings that would
benefit from improvements.

The majority of the respondents (23 out of 35) wlonbt consider organising an informal side
session during one of the upcoming COSAC meetiAgs.IrishHouses of the Oireachtapecified
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that it would consider organising an informal sg#ssion, however, not in the near future, in view
of the current lack of a political mandate. The fygVouli ton Antiprosoporspecified that it
would consider organising an informal side sesditims was deemed necessary.

In reply to the question how interpretation shobédprovided at COSAC plenary sessions taking
into consideration that the rules of procedure GfS2\C stated that 'simultaneous interpretation into
the official languages of the EU is provided duritng plenary meetings', the majority of the
respondents (22 out of 35) supported the full lagguregime of 24 official languages of the EU, 13
replied upon the request of delegations, and oeMers supported the use of French and English
only, in conformity with the COSAC Chairpersons fieg

The HungariarOrszaggyilés emphasised, in this regard, that all participdrdsn Member States,
candidate countries and the European Parliamemntiedisas special guests, had the possibility to
express their views and actively contribute to dedates, while the PolisBejm explained its
response as a step towards the reduction of costsfaxilitating the organisation of COSAC
meetings however without formal amendment of theeRof Procedure of COSAC relating to the
language regime; every Parliament would have tlghtrio interpretation, but, if a certain
Parliament did not need it, the Presidency wouldhawe to provide it.

Parliaments/Chambers were asked to present besicesafrom interparliamentary assemblies such
as the NATO Parliamentary Assembly (NATO PA), thrg@nisation for Security and Co-operation
in Europe (OSCE) Parliamentary Assembly and thdidPaentary Assembly of the Council of
Europe (PACE) that could be inspirational for COSA®Ge respondents’ replies varied.

On the one hand, several Parliaments/Chambers npeelsdest practices emanating from the
abovementioned assemblies. Among those, theHdKse of Lordsexplained its reasoning thiat
may be time to review the rules of procedure forSAQ@, in order to provide clearer guidance on
the conduct of debates. Such guidance could drath@mules that already existed, for instance in
respect of the PACE. In this context, it suggestedpng others, clearer rules on the role of the
troika in preparing and amending the draft conttdouand conclusions, deadlines for submission
of amendments, limits on speaking time/numberspafakers on amendments, and rules on the
admissibility of oral amendments. The Lithuan@&imasthe ItalianSenato della Repubblicand

the HungariarOrszaggyilés suggested the appointment of rapporteurs. TheifueseAssembleia
da Republicgproposed following the NATO PA's best practiceseggrds the creation of standing
committees and field visits when there were isseéged to European affairs in the territories of
one or several Member States (for example, theentimefugee crisis). The Maltegamra-tad
Deputatisaid that COSAC should seek methods to give mpaatits more time to be involved in the
discussion along the lines of PACE providing fouinamtes for each intervention. The Latvian
Saeimaproposed adopting the system of motions and adamumber of reports along the lines of
the practice in PACE. Inviting external speakershajh quality (DutchTweede Kamérand
international experts (Hungaria@rszaggyilés), and preparing good quality preparatory papers
(DutchTweede Kamémwere also proposed.

On the other hand, a few Parliaments/Chambers didhink COSAC was comparable to those
assemblies or did not see any best practices thad be followed. The Hungaria@rszaggylés,
although it did see room for following best praes@and did make concrete proposals, drew caution
stating that the assemblies mentioned were funagoim a more complex way than COSAC and
that the comparison required deeper analysis. MpeuSVouli ton Antiprosoponthe Czecltsenat
and Poslaneckd stmovnasaw no best practice that could be adopted; tis $ipecified that
COSAC was a biannual meeting of the House Stan@mmgmittees on European Affairs, whereas
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the others were Parliamentary Assemblies that Radcmittee and Plenary meetings, and the
Czech Senatsaw COSAC as a more effective interparliamentamurh. Finally, the Finish
Eduskuntaquestioning whether COSAC was comparable withafrtjre assemblies mentioned in
terms of statutory/treaty position and secretaeaburces, focused on COSAC'’s special strength,
i.e., the flexibility that allowed each Presidencyfocus on what was most topical.

CHAPTER 2: THE RULE OF LAW AND THE ROLE OF PARLIAME NTS

The second chapter of the 25th Bi-annual Reportsde#dh the role of national Parliaments in
upholding and fostering the rule of law both at kel of Member States and at the EU level. In
this chapter, a broad notion of the rule of lanapplied, not only including standards such as
legality, legal certainty, prohibition of arbitragss, access to independent and impartial judges,
non-discrimination and equality before the law, &isb including respect for human rights.

Against this background, this chapter presents érd®arliaments are currently engaged in dealing
with domestic issues of the rule of law and througtich fora and tools; it presents information on

Parliaments' involvement, debates held, the ussipporting expertise and information, as well as
national Parliaments' attention for European aneérivational bodies/ mechanisms. Finally, it

presents best practices highlighted by Parliament$aling with the rule of law and human rights

and provides an overview of Parliaments' viewsoaghiether COSAC can be a platform for them

to further a dialogue on safeguarding the ruleawf. |

A. Parliaments' tasks

When asked what they considered to be their taskslation to the rule of law, including human

rights, all responding Parliaments/Chambers, bet(@8 out of 39), considered drafting legislation
in accordance with the standards of the rule of tawbe their task. The two tasks the least
mentioned were monitoring the rule of law and humghts (issues) in other countries (24 out of
38) and investigating alleged human rights violagian their own country (21 out of 39).

Question: What do you consider to be your Parliamet's/Chamber's tasks in relation to the rule of law,
including human rights?

Responding
Yes | No Parliaments/Chambers

Drafting legislation in accordance with the stawmidaof the rule of 38 1 39
law
Ratifying human rights treaties that have beenesidvy the

. 36 3 39
Executive
Raising issues relating to the rule of law and humghts in the 36 3 39

public debate in your own country

Contributing to the creation and effective functianof relevant
national institutions that promote and protectrtile of law and 36 3 39
human rights

Monitoring the Rule of Law situation in your ownueudry by

. : , 35 4 39
exercising oversight of the Executive
Monlto_rlng the rule of law and human rights (isguasther 24 14 38
countries
Investigating alleged human rights violations imyown country 21 18 39
Total respondents 39
Respondents who skipped this question 0
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More than half of the responding Parliament/Cham28 out of 38 respondents) did not assess the
draft legislation according to a standardised $eafriteria or a checklist regarding the rule of law
However, according to the UKouse of Commorend the GermaBundestaghe rule of law was
always taken into consideration. Amongst those @igouse some set of criteria or checklist (14
Parliaments/Chambers out of 35), some drafted ternal set of criteria including the legality,
effectiveness and efficiency of draft legislatidbu{ch Eerste Kameér or used a set of criteria
prepared by the Ministry of Justice (Hungari@rszaggylés). The body responsible for
compatibility check with the rule of law and humaghts issues varied significantly; for example,
in the EstoniarRiigikoguit was the Constitutional Committee, in case of th€ House of Lordst
wasthe Joint Committee on Human Rights, and the GerBwardesratsought the opinion of the
Committee on Legal Affairs. The European Parlianrehed on impact assessments attached to all
draft proposals from the European Commission aind,|aer stage, continuously assessed the draft
legislation involving several actors and servicegy. Impact Assessment Unit, Legal Service,
committee secretariats and Committee Chairs. M@edhe European Parliament had an internal
procedure for checking the respect of the CharfeFundamental Rights of the proposals for
legislative acts and it may exercise pressure ofalaw instruments for the Commission to take
action. For many Parliaments/Chambers, the chealnsigtheir constitution and the EU legislation
was performed at the early stage of the legislaix@cess via assessment of draft legislation
(Italian Senato della Repubblica)r issuing a preliminary opinion or conclusion l{Blo Sejm
LithuanianSeimas)

B. Parliamentary Committees

Twenty-four of the Parliaments/Chambers (out of V880 responded) declared that they had
specialised committees or subcommittees with afmuskx® mandate on human rights and/or the
rule of law. The mandate specified by some Parli@si€hambers included discussing complaints
and motions, examining requests and other inigatisddressed by citizens, informing competent
bodies of the national Parliament, monitoring ahadging issues to ensure human rights and
fundamental freedoms, monitoring the realisationtleé international obligations (Slovenian
Drzavni Zbo), securing human rights without discrimination amy ground, carrying out
parliamentary scrutiny of public institutions erdiorg human rights (LithuaniaBeimay Most of
these met on a regular basis (23 Parliaments/Chajnbe a majority of cases, these committees
were established decades ago. The most import@aswme for establishing such committees were to
ensure the compliance with the country's own Ctutgin, the European Convention on Human
Rights and other relevant international conventidgascombat discrimination and defend human
rights.

The respective committees with an exclusive mandatduman rights and, where available, the
year of establishing of committees according tordsponses form Parliaments/ Chambers were the
following:

 Commission for Petitions, Human Rights and Equab@®junities (SloveniarDrzavni
Zbor);

« Committee on Constitutional Affairs and three pemera commissions (Belgig®énal;

* Joint Committee on Human Rights and Constitutiorm@ittee (UK House of Lords
established in 1998 and 2001 respectively;

» Committee on Human and National Minority Rightsd@ranHrvatski saboy established
in 1992;

® EstoniarRiigikogu,Dutch Eerste KamerltalianCamera dei deputatiGermarBundesratGreekVouli ton Ellinon
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» Committee on Civil Rights and Ethnic Minorities {luuanianSeima} established in 1992;

* Religious Denominations and Human Rights Commiit@elgarian Narodno sabranige
established in 2014;

« Committee on Constitutional Affairs, Rights, Fres®o and Guarantees (Portuguese
Assembleia da Republicastablished in 1976;

» Special Committee on Human Rights (ltal@nato della Repubblitastablished in 2001,

» Justice Committee, Public Administration and Cduosbnal Affairs Committee and Joint
Committee on Human Rights (UKouse of Commois

* Human Rights and Public Affairs Committee (Latvisaeima established in 1993;

» Committee on Constitution (SwediBliksdag established in 1809;

* Committee on Justice (Hungari@nszaggylés);

 Committee for Human Rights, Cults and National Mites Issues (RomaniaGamera
Deputailor) established in 1990;

« Committee on Legal and Constitutional Affairs andn@nittee on Education, Science,
Culture, Human Rights and Petitions (Cz&ena} established in 1996;

» Committee for Justice and Human Rights (Po8sim);

 Committee on Human Rights and Equal Opportunitiesveen men and women (Cyprus
Vouli ton Antiprosoponestablished in 1976;

» Constitutional Law Committee (Finnigduskuntaestablished in 1906;

* Subcommittee on Human Rights (European Parliament);

» Committee on Equality, Youth and Human Righ@&sdek Vouli ton Ellinopestablished in

2013;

« Committee on Human Rights (Austridsationalrat, Austrian Bundesrat established in
1999;

 Committee on Human Rights and Minority Rights, Qudugonal Affairs Committee
(SlovakNarodna rada.

* Human Rights Committee (established in 1991), Cabtemion Constitutional Affairs, Civil
Liberties and on Monitoring the Execution of Judgiseof the European Court of Human
Rights (established in 2015) (RomanBena}.

These established committees in most cases measttdnce per welr once in a fortnight For
some Parliaments/Chambers, the activities of suchnuttees depended on the situation in the
country and in the world and they met ath hocbasis when deemed necessary on top of regular
meetings, which were mostly linked to the plenaggssons of the Parliaments/Chambers (Slovak
Narodna rada PolishSejn). The AustrianNationalrat andBundesratstated that their committees
covering the issues of human rights met threevimtimes per year.

In Parliaments/Chambers which did not have a spgethcommittee, rule of law issues, including

human rights, were dealt with in other standing eottees, e.g. regularly in 11 out 18 respondents
in the Committee on Justice and incidentally indLt of 17 respondents in the Committee on
European Affairs.

® UK House of Lordsl.ithuanian SeimasBulgarianNarodno sabraniePortugueseéAssembleia da Republichalian
Senato della Repubblicd)K House of CommonswedishRiksdag,HungarianOrszaggylés, RomanianCamera
Deputgilor, GermanBundestagCyprusVouli ton AntiprosoponFinnishEduskuntaRomaniarSenat

" Belgian Sénat, Croatian Hrvatski sabor,Latvian Saeima,Czech Senat, Italian Camera dei deputatiEuropean
Parliament
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Question: If your Parliament/Chamber does not havea specialised committee, are rule of law issues,
including human rights, dealt with in other (standing) committees? How often?
No/Not . Responding

applicable Incidentally | Regularly Always Parliaments/Chambers
Committee on Justice 1 4 11 2 18
Commlttee on Home 4 4 9 0 17
Affairs
Committee on
European Affairs 1 11 S 0 L
Commlttee on Foreign 1 9 7 0 17
Affairs
Commlttee on Social 4 8 5 0 14
Affairs
In all committees 5 6 4 0 15
Total respondents 21
Respondents who 18
skipped this question

In some Parliaments/Chambers, other committeesidmilinvolved in discussing human rights or
dealing with rule of law issues. Those were mosither Constitutional Affairs committees and
Home Affairs committeésor wider range of sectorial committéemd, in the case of the European
Parliament, the Committee on Civil Liberties, Jostand Home Affairs (LIBE).

C. Debate on the Rule of Law and Human Rights

When it came to the frequency of debating humarhtsigand rule of law issues the
Parliaments/Chambers from the perspective of thgiome covered, most of the answering
Parliaments/Chambers indicated that they sometiisissed the situation enother Member
State(35 out of 39)the EU at large(34 out of 39), incandidate countrie$33 out of 39) and in
third countries (31 out of 39). Debates on human rights and rufe laav issues in
Parliaments'/Chambers' own countrieien took place in 15 Parliaments/Chambers antetmes

in 22.

Some respondents highlighted that these discussitted to the rule of law could be convened
whenever necessary in an appropriate committedemap/ meeting in different forms, ranging
from oral and written questions, resolutions orftdiagislative proposals (BelgiaGhambre des
représentants,German Bundestal) debates (Czecl&end), considering petitions in motions,
interpellations and questions to government mirss{8wedisiRiksdag and during the ratification
process of accession treaties or association agr@srfHungaria®®rszaggylées). According to the
Italian Senato della Repubblicahe debates may affect very specific items, sashrights of
immigrants or detained persons.

When asked about holding recurrent thematic debateshe national state of the rule of law
including human rights, less than a half (15 ouB®f of the Parliaments/Chambers responded that
they did on a regular basis. Those debates, asiardl by Parliaments/Chambers, were often
taking place on a yearly basis after submittingpecsgic report(s), e.g. in case of the Lithuanian
Seimasit was an annual activity report, governmentalorepn the FinnishEduskuntareport on
situation of fundamental rights in the EU (Europ&arliament) annual report of Ombudsman in

8 EstoniarRiigikogu,BelgianChambre des représentanimth SpanisiCortes Generaleand Senado
° Lithuanian Seimas,Maltese Kamra tad-Deputati,Dutch Tweede KamerGerman Bundesrat,Cyprus Vouli ton
Antiprosopon SlovenianDrzavni Zbor
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Slovak Narodna rada Latvian Saeima,Croatian Hrvatski saborand HungarianOrszaggylés,
where in the case of the latter other reports ftbe President of Curia, Prosecutor General and
President of the National Office for the Judiciamgre presented and debated as well. Some
Parliaments/Chambers pointed out that they metnduthe year when a report from state
institutions was presented (Sloveniarzavni Zbo) or upon the request of their members. In case
of the DutchEerste Kamerthe state of rule of law debate was organisedyetweo years. The
GermanBundestagand the Cypru¥ouli ton Antiprosoporad these debates linked to the plenary
sessions.

D. Expertise and information

The majority of Parliaments/Chambers (26 out of B&) not initiated research on the rule of law
and Human Rights in their own countries.

Regarding available expertise and information iatien to the topic of rule of law, Parliaments/
Chambers were also asked if they had supportirearel services and expert advice, provided with
necessary resources, on human rights and rulewiskues at their disposal. Around two thirds of
the Parliaments/Chambers (26 out of 39) answerat those services and advice were at their
disposal. For most of them (21 out of 27), thoseewavailable through in-house specialised
research staff. For 13 Parliaments/Chambers, sSeareh services and expert advice were available
through the use of external expertise, for which bodget was required. Only eight
Parliaments/Chambers had the support of outsowpedalised research staff.

In response to the question whether they maintagtedtural contacts with third parties for the
promotion and protection of the rule of law and lammights in their own countries, 31 out of 37
responding Parliaments/Chambers replied that they tone so with the Ombudsman. In
decreasing order, there were contacts with thevafg third parties: the national human rights
institutions (21 out of 33), human rights organmas (NGOs) (23 out of 36), judiciary (18 out of
35), advocacy (17 out of 35), think tanks (16 du8®), scholars specialised in human rights (16 out
of 35); the least mentioned were the media (1406G4).

The IrishHouses of the Oireachtasd the Dutclicerste Kameadded that structural contacts were
also maintained with citizens, while the Belgi@hambre des représentantsentioned the High
Council for Justice as a third party. The Dulitheede Kameadded their contacts with the Bar
association. Finally, the European Parliament's @atee on Civil Liberties, Justice and Home
Affairs (LIBE) explained that there were also catsawith members of the PACE, the Secretary
General of the Council of Europe and the Venice @ssion.

Parliaments'/Chambers' replies, explaining therpatfl this cooperation with third parties, showed
that there were different ways in which this wagamised. In general, the cooperation/exchange of
information ran between the third parties and #levant committees in Parliaments/Chambers, but
that did not exclude the possibility for individuakembers to establish contacts with these paities.
also showed that different forms/ways were usedhi@pe this cooperation. The most mentioned
form was the use of hearings with third parties attdndance of these third parties at meetings in
Parliaments/Chambers to present reports, findimgsexchange views with Members on relevant
topics. Also mentioned by several Parliaments/Clamtwas the use of written reports and
information, such as annual reports from thirdiparby committees and members of Parliament.

Some Parliaments/Chambers explicitly explainedrteebperation with the Ombudsman which
entailed, for example, discussing the annual repodf the Ombudsman in their
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Parliament/Chamber. The FinniBduskuntgointed out that the Ombudsman, to which the Bimni
Centre for Human Rights was attached, was an imdkge actor attached to tHeduskunta to
which he/she reported.

The European Parliament mentioned that more ‘straltcontacts existed with the European
Ombudsman, who was elected by the European Parltaraad submitted an annual report on
his/her activities, as well as with Members of PW&CE, with whom cooperation was expressly
provided for in the European Parliament’s Rules Rvbcedure. Also, the SwedisRiksdag
mentioned that an annual report was submitted laatit elected, according to the Constitution of
Sweden, ombudsmen supervising the application gislEion and other regulations in public
activities. Their supervision covered the courtd ather public authorities, as well as those baodies
officials.

The MalteseKamra tad-Deputatiexplained that the Ombudsman was an autonomotituiits
answerable to Parliament. Besides tabling the dmepart in the House, the Ombudsplan (a work
plan and draft financial estimates at the Officéhef Ombudsman) was also presented to the House
Business Committee prior to its approval from by House.

The RomanianCamera Deputglor referred to its relevant committees’ contact with the
Ombudsman regarding human rights cases and itampartary sub-committee on monitoring the
execution of European Convention on Human Righ®HR) judgments establishing the Romanian
State’s violations of ECHR. This committee had tagpublic hearings and consultations with the
inter-ministerial committee, as well as several tings with members of Government, within the
framework of parliamentary control of the executadrECHR judgments.

The PolishSejmexplained that it elected and appointed severfadesf, like the deputy chairmen
and members of the Tribunal of State, judges of @oastitutional Tribunal, members of the
Monetary Policy Council and members of the NatioBabadcasting Council, as well as those
Deputies of theSejmwho were to be members of the National Councilth@ Judiciary and
Deputies of theSejmwho were to be members of the National CounciPuoblic Prosecutors. It
added that it appointed and dismissed, in casedfigoeby statute, the President of the Supreme
Audit Office, the Human Rights Defender, and thel@dsman for Children and Inspector General
for Personal Data Protection.

The CroatiarHrvatski saborexplained that the Committee on Human and Natibhabrity Rights

had four so called appointed members, represeagafiom the ranks of religious communities and
NGOs dealing with human rights with the same rigind duties as the MPs, who were members of
the Committee, except the right to vote and enacistbns.

E. National Parliaments' attention for European andinternational bodies/ mechanisms

Several national and international mechanisms leaa put in place to monitor the rule of law and
human rights in specific countries, such as thrailghCouncil of Europe or United Nations bodies
(through country reports and/or on individual cases

When asked if their members were active in intéonal parliamentary fora of the PACE and the
Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU), all responding IRanents/Chambers (36), except one (no
members active in the PACE), replied positively. dddition to those two fora, 18 out of 21
Parliaments/Chambers also mentioned the Parliameatsembly of the OSCE as a forum their
members are active in. Only four Parliaments/Chambeentioned the NATO PA in this context.
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Other fora that were mentioned were those withcaugoon a specific region, of which the most
mentioned was PA of the Union for the Mediterranean

Not all Parliaments/Chamber disseminated and désclithe results (resolutions, recommendations,
contributions etc.) of those international parliamt@ey fora their members were active in. Whereas
25 out of 36 Parliaments/Chambers did that forRW&EE, only 17 out of 36 did disseminate and
discuss the results of the IPU. Some Parliamengsiibers explained that, although the results were
available for interested members and/or dissentnateose were not usually/systematically
discussed.

Parliaments/Chambers were also asked if they cerexidhe recommendations, resolutions, reports
and/or case law with regard to the rule of law hadhan rights of the following actors:
» European Commission (30 out of 35)
 Council of Europe: such as Committee of MinistelSbmmissioner for Human
Rights/Venice Commission/European Court of HumaghRi (28 out of 34)
» European Parliament (27 out of 34)
* United Nations: such as General Assembly and theetdiNations Human Rights Council
(24 out of 32)
* EU Fundamental Rights Agency (24 out of 33)

Several ParliamentSexplained that not all of the documents were aswdigcussed. Discussions
were held only whenever seemed necessary by teardl actors in the Parliament/Chambers.

The BelgianChambre des représentaritsthermore explained that the output on humahtsigind
rule of law of those and any other institutions evelisseminated in the House and discussed
whenever deemed necessary, moreover, every yeaGdkernment was submitting a report on the
human rights situation in the partner countriesHelgian development cooperation programmes.
The GermarBundestagnentioned the existence of a Parliamentary Comonssifor the Armed
Forces who acted on his own initiative in caseiafumnstances suggesting violations of the basic
rights of service personnel or the principle ofn&ne Flhrung" (leadership and civic education); the
annual reports were subject to a parliamentarytdeba

F. In conclusion
Best practices

Highlighting best practices used in their own Ramlent/Chamber in dealing with the rule of law
and Human Rights, some respondents referred todbgeration they had with third parties, such
as the Ombudsman, as mentioned before. In additfen,FrenchSénat mentioned that their
Committee on Law, the European Affairs Committed e Foreign Affairs Committee dealt with
the issue of human rights respectively at natidBafppean and international level.

The UK House of Commonsentioned that all primary legislation was scrig@d by the Joint
Committee on Human Rights for its conformity witbnhan rights, including the rights under the
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) proteateUK law by the Human Rights Act

° The SloveniarDrzavni zbor,UK House of Lordsand House of Commongelgian Chambre des représentants,
HungarianOrszaggylés,CzechSenat European Parliament, AustriddationalratandBundesrat
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1998; common law fundamental rights and libertied also the human rights contained in other
international obligations of the UK.

The CroatiarHrvatski saborreferred to joint meetings of relevant parliamepteommittees with
the Croatian Representative to the European CduHumnan Rights to discuss the position of
Croatia and the implementation of Court decisiagarding Croatia.

The LithuanianSeimaspointed out that relevant committees consideredréports of public and
other human rights institutions established by $eénasas well as draft proposals on improving
the work of those institutions. The Committee omtdim Rights submitted proposals to 8&mas

for example on activities, of the Ombudsman ingsbns and in close cooperation with them, as
well as collaborated with other quasi-judicial ihgions of the State Data Protection Inspectorate
and the State Consumer Rights Protection Author@pmmittees particularly focused on
cooperation with non-governmental organisations bwtien drafting legislative amendments and
when considering other human rights improvementsyTalso scrutinised the Government as
regards the implementation of the provisions ofiotgs international conventions that Lithuania
was a party to.

Since 2014 the DutcBerste Kameprganised a plenary debate, every two years, ®nule of law

in the Netherlands. Such a wide-ranging debatet &mmn a specific legislative proposal, offered
the possibility to consider and take into accouantnalative constitutional and rule of law
implications of already accepted bills and billsb® scrutinised, to reflect upon trends in society
and politics in the field of rule of law and humaghts and to assess the status quo of the rule of
law in the Netherlands. Those debates were precbgedearings with experts in science and
practice. The debates resulted in the responsibl@sters making commitments aimed at
strengthening and / or safeguarding the rule of lsvfollow-up was subsequently monitored by
the Senate. The Senate also held plenary themabiatels on the rule of law, though not on a
regular basis.

The Portugues@ssembleia da Republishared the practice of their Committee on Consgbibad
Affairs, Rights, Freedoms and Guarantees that dtdxinito the President of the Portuguese
Parliament proposals for the granting of the HurRaghts Award, with a view to rewarding the
merit of actions by non-governmental organisatians literary, scientific or journalistic or
audiovisual works that had contributed to the probomoand respect of human rights or denouncing
human rights violations in Portugal or abroad.

The Italian Senato della Repubblicanentioned the establishment, at the beginning adhe
legislature since 2001, of the special Committeélaman Rights. The Germ@undestageferred

to their Human Rights Committee and the reportiaquirements of the federal government
concerning its human rights policy in foreign redas, as well as the global state of religious
freedom. The members of the Committee on HumantRighd Humanitarian Aid had launched the
Parliamentarians Protect Parliamentarians campdgarliamentarians in safety should help
parliamentarians who were at risk in other cousjriilfilling its voluntary commitment in the
framework of the IPU to contribute to the proteotamd promotion of human rights.

The SwedishRiksdagpointed out the committees’ possibility to inigafollow-ups/evaluations
relating to, among others, the rule of law and humghts and to invite researchers to participate i
public hearings and to carry out overviews and ieges of research conducted within their
respective areas of responsibility.
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The Ministry of Justice, as was explained by thengstarianOrszaggyilés, submitted a report on
annual basis about the number of applications coimge Hungary at the European Court of Human
Rights (ECHR), as well as the implementation of H@HR judgements by the Hungarian national
authorities. The above-mentioned report was debatec public and open meeting of the
Committee on Justice.

The RomanianCamera Deputglor stressed that, according to Article 112 of the Rom@n
Constitution, the Sub-committee on monitoring theeaaition of ECHR judgments addressed
demands, questions and interpellations to the Govent's members, to the National Authority for
Property Restitution’s President, to Romania's Guwental Agent for ECHR and other public
authorities concerning human rights issues. Thec©®ftif Governmental Agent responsible for the
execution of judgments of the ECHR was obliged tesent to the Sub-committee regular
information on the judgments to be executed.

The European Parliament's Sub-Committee on Humaht&i(DROI) stated that the European
Parliament adopted three resolutions each montbecoimg urgent situations involving breaches of
human rights, democracy or the rule of law in thomlntries. These made it possible for the
Parliament to address both the situations in ttanghtries and the policies adopted by the executive
institutions of the EU towards the situations dmddt countries in question. The Sub-committee had
consequently adopted a practiceiofcamerafollow-up sessions, where the European External
Action Service and the European Commission wergddwto report on the follow-up that they had
given to the concerns raised in the Parliamengsluéons.

Developments and trends

Parliaments/Chambers were also asked if there aeyedevelopments and trends which could
mean a danger to the rule of law in EU Member Stttat they would like to raise awareness about
in the coming years. Thirteen Parliaments/Champegsented their views.

The topic of the migration crisis and refugees wamst mentioned. Among those
Parliaments/Chambers referring to this topic, théhdanian Seimasstated that there was a
possibility that the current migration crisis maygeavate the issues concerning the free movement
of persons, the assurance of asylum seekers' rightsocial guarantees. The Cypndsuli ton
Antiprosoponadded the developments on issues pertaining to woomédren, elderly, vulnerable
groups. The right of minors was also mentioned Hey DutchTweede KamerThe DutchEerste
Kamerexpressed the need to prevent that refugees/immgweere treated as second-class citizens.
The Italian Senato della Repubblicenentioned the actions taken by some States omgeefl
treatment, Schengen suspension and on the freetipress and the Constitutional Court to be not
in line with the principles and values of the EUheTAustrianNationalrat and Bundesratbesides
the refugee crisis and terroriSilnmentioned the independence of justice, freedorpre$s and
human rights issués

The DutchTweede Kamementioned developments as the independence ofmaedijudiciary, net
neutrality and internet freedom, fair trial righits the EU, the fight against corruption and the
balance between fundamental rights protection andbatting terrorism effectively. The fight
against terrorism and the protection of persontd das also pointed out by the Frerg@#natand

' Mentioned by the Green Party.
12 Mentioned by SPO and OVP.
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the Irish Houses of the Oireachtahe DutchEerste Kamementioned the privacy and legal
protection of individual citizens in the digitaltgan processestressing also the need to uphold the
freedom of press in Europe and its neighbouringntrées.

The Portugueséssembleia da Republictated that their European Affairs Committee fokaol
with concern the rise and consolidation of radarad xenophobic parties at European level.

The UK House of Commorargued that the rule of law was fundamental toa®atic nations and
depended on mutual respect between the courtshenddmocratic institutions and the recognition
of each other's rights and competence. Accordintg taew, the delicate balance which allowed the
rule of law to flourish may be disrupted by peroeps that either party did not respect the proper
function of the other. Some countries did not sugfitly observe the rule of law. Human rights law
and the Charter of fundamental Rights were nostie test of human rights and could be counter-
productive, e.g. on terrorism.

The RomaniarCamera Deputglor stated that the rule of law involved applying treional law
and the EU legislation, noting that implementatiwas not satisfactorily achieved in plenty of
Member States benefitting from old and consolidadedhocracies and sufficient financial and
administrative resources (by way of example, on0#04of the return decisions were being
enforced).

The European Parliament's LIBE Committee mentidtedork on ways to strengthen the current
EU tools in the field, by reference to objectiveagable factors and indicators. In this contexe th

idea of a European pattern of governance had beerfopvard which included a number of

elements, still under discussion, the correlatibwioich was important if a rule of law system was
not to be degraded.

The relevant Committee in the FinniBlduskuntasaw no need for a proactive role, but followed
closely the initiatives of the Commission basediaticle 7 TEU.

Twenty-four out of 36 Parliaments/Chambers repltadt COSAC should be a platform for
Parliaments to discuss more often the rule of lad/leuman rights in the EU and to raise awareness
in the coming years. Of those Parliaments/Chamli3sreplied that COSAC could be a platform
for Parliaments to further a dialogue on safegumydhne rule of law, such as on working towards a
common understanding with regard to compliance Wiérule of law.

However, seven Parliaments/Chambers explainedd®&AC may not be the best forum to discuss
these topics, mentioning the risk of duplicatiothathe work of existing institutions, such as the
PACE.

CHAPTER 3: PARLIAMENTARY DIPLOMACY IN THE FRAMEWORK OF THE
EUROPEAN NEIGHBOURHOOD POLICY (ENP)

Parliamentary diplomacy can be described as 'theafuge of international activities undertaken by
parliamentarians in order to increase mutual undeding between countries, to assist each other in
improving the control of governments and the repméstion of a people and to increase the
democratic legitimacy of inter-governmental ingtiins®®. In this context, the third chapter of the
Bi-annual Report of COSAC presents national Pasiatsi views on the role they had so far played

13 F W Weisglas and G. de Boer, 'Parliamentary Diployh(2007) Zrhe Hague Journal of Diploma®B8, 93-94.
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in this field of activities, more specifically comming the reasons and goals, the institutional
bilateral or multilateral channels and bodies ust@ actors engaged in such activities, the
existence of rules or guidelines upon which Pariate' activities are based, and the level of
coordination with other players. In addition, itepents best practices towards the EU's
neighbouring countries, as well as the biggestiehgés for effective parliamentary diplomacy
highlighted by Parliaments. The geographical sooipthe exercise was concentrated on the area
concerned by the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP

A. Modes of Parliaments' engagement in parliamentar diplomacy

All the 39 responding Parliaments/Chambers repiesitively to the general question whether they
engaged in parliamentary diplomacy.

Parliaments'/Chambers' replies regarding theirviiets in the field gave a more detailed and
diversified picture of the situation.

Regarding the reasons for engaging in parliamerdgipmacy, the vast majority of responding

Parliaments/Chambers (36 Parliaments/Chamberg)ateti as primary goals of their action in this
field the promotion of fundamental values (demogrdbe rule of law and human rights), and the
increase of mutual understanding between couni{®s respondents), and the exchange of
information and know-how (32 Parliaments/Chambers).

The promotion of common understanding in conflitdagions, having better information available
and preparation to scrutinise the government’sigor@olicy, the support of the foreign policy of

the government and the assistance to other Pariiame the scrutiny of their executive, law-

making and representation of citizens were goafgpeted by 23, 21, 19 and 18 responding
Parliaments/Chambers respectively. Thirteen PadrieiChambers indicated the goal of
influencing foreign policy.

On the different forms of diplomatic activities tvitegard to the EU's neighbouring countries,
members were mostly engaged in receiving and sgnplamliamentary delegatiorfer example
headed by the Speaker/Deputy Speakers or undertakeéne committee level (38 out of 39
respondents). An equal number (37 out of 39) irtdotaheir members' active participation in
interparliamentary assemblies and meetings (namhelyPACE, NATO PA, OSCE Parliamentary
assembly and other such multilateral fora and )dsad the reception of high-ranking foreign
officials (e.g. Heads of State and/or Governmentghile 36 indicated meetings between
parliamentarians and accredited ambassadors. Onae (18 out of 39) noted conflict resolution
through the use of bilateral meetings or meetirfgaterparliamentary organisations. Additionally,
the Irish Houses of the Oireachtasnentioned the possibility for political parties to
organise/facilitate activity separate to activitegported by the Parliamentary Service, while the
European Parliament referred to the activitieshef $tanding interparliamentary delegations based
on EU agreements with third countries and multilteagreements, as well as parliamentary
democracy support actions.

Question: Parliamentary diplomacy with regard to the EU's neighbouring countries can have many
forms. If members of your Parliament/Chamber are egaged in such diplomatic activities, which forms
of diplomatic activities are they engaged in?

Form of diplomatic activity Responding
Parliaments/Chambers

Receiving and sending parliamentary delegatiomseample headed by the

Speaker/Deputy Speakers or undertaken at the coeentevel 38
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Active participation in interparliamentary asserabland meetings, such as

PACE, NATO PA, OSCE PA, and others 37
Receiving high-ranking foreign officials (e.g. Heaaf State and/or 37
Governments)

Meetings between parliamentarians and accreditdzhssadors 36
Bilateral friendship groups 33
Envoys to peace processes or electoral observers 33
Organising or attending international colloquiums 30
Technical and capacity-building assistance (excharfdgnow-how) between 29
Parliaments

Contacts with international civil society (e.g. demics, NGOs, interested youth 23
groups)

Attending transnational party meetings 22
Conflict resolution through the use of bilateraletiegs or meetings of 13
interparliamentary organisations

Other 2
Total respondents 39
Respondents who skipped this question 0

Moreover, some responding Parliaments/Chambersdhggneral comments on this topic. For
instance, the UKHouse of Lordseferred to the planned appointment of an Intéonat Relation
Committees (IRC) for the 2016-2017 session of Rawdint. The Portugues@ssembleia da
Republicamentioned the adoption of the Resolution no. 648261Guiding principles of the
revision of the European Neighbourhood Policy asdpiosition on the EU Global Strategy as
transmitted to the High Representative. The Belgidrambre des Représentamtgentioned its
established cooperation with the Parliaments ofessvthird countries where the aspect of
multilingualism was important. The SwediRliksdagstressed its active monitoring of the ENP and
mentioned its consideration of several consultadonuments, namely Towards a New European
Neighbourhood Policy and the Communication Review of the European Nmigrhood Policy’.

As to which actoran Parliaments/Chambers were mainly engamegarliamentary diplomacy
towards the EU’s neighbouring countries, 35 indidahe Speaker and/or Deputy Speakers, 32 the
Foreign Affairs committee, and 31 the European idfacommittee. Twenty-six respondents
indicated individual members, 25 indicated the @jaisons of Standing Committees, little less
than a half (19 out of 39) referred to specialisechmittees, and 11 respondents mentioned the
Political Parties. The UKlouse of Commonsdicated the Parliamentary Staff, while the Halte
Vouli ton Ellinonreferred to Parliamentary Friendship Groups.

As far as the existence of a set of rules whengngan parliamentary diplomacy (namely rules of
procedures or guidelines) to coordinate activiiethe political level, one third (twelve out of)36
replied positively. Twenty-four Parliaments/Chanseplied they had no established set of rules to
coordinate activities in parliamentary diplomacy.

When asked about the content of rules or guidelih@sParliaments/Chambers referred mainly to
budget specifically allocated to parliamentary dipacy, 9 respondents mentioned the composition
of outgoing delegations, 8 of them referred to ety diplomatic activities in the mainstream
activities of the Parliament through mandates praotravelling an reporting back afterwards, 6
mentioned the choice of the countries to visit wpport,the general objectives of the diplomacy
and the cooperation with the executive branch. nemtioned setting forth the priorities for the

4 JOIN(2015) 6 final
15 JOIN(2015) 50 final
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following year, as well as the evaluations of intronal activities. Only four mentioned that the
guidelines included a definition of the nature lo¢ tdelegation received. When asked to provide
additional comments, the Belgi&eénatindicated the importance of pluralism in assocratmth
analysis of international priorities of the countijne UKHouse of Lordsndicated that, although
the budgets for bodies dealing with interparliaraentcooperation were provided by the two
Houses of the UK Parliament, those bodies enjoyladge extent of autonomy in the determination
of their own priorities. Finally, the GermaBundestaghighlighted the way the international
activities were discussed and agreed by the Cowfiddlders and the Bureau of the Chamber.
Reports "printed papers" on the international ailapns and commitments of thBundestag,
including the legal framework of all such activiizzere submitted regularly by its President.

Regarding the extent to which parliamentary diployn&as coordinated with other players in the
field of foreign policy diplomacy, the picture wabverse. Twenty-five out of 38 responding
Parliaments/Chambers communicated that they oftawdmated with the actors of traditional
diplomacy of the executive branch (i.e. cooperatéll the government or governmental diplomatic
services), while 20 respondents out of 35 commueicéhat they never did so with the European
Parliament. Twenty-six out of 38 indicated thatytls®mmetimes coordinated with other national
Parliaments in the EU.

Question: To what extent is parliamentary diplomacycoordinated with other players in the field of
foreign diplomacy, e.g. to avoid duplication or competition in international activities?
Never Sometimes Often Responding

Parliaments/Chambers
Coordination with other national
Parliaments in the EU 10 26 2 38
Coordlnatlo_n with national Parliaments |n 15 22 0 37
ENP-countries
Coordlnatlon with the European 20 15 0 35
Parliament
Coordination with traditional diplomacy
of_ the executive branch (i.e. cooperation 1 12 o5 38
with the government or governmental
diplomatic services)
Total respondents 39
Respondents who skipped this question 0

B. Best practices and challenges

Concerning what the Parliaments/Chambers consideoedbe the best practices in their
parliamentary diplomacy towards the EU’s neighbagircountries, some respondents underlined
aspects related to the functioning and organisaifoactivities, namely the nomination of specific
rapporteurs responsible with the follow-up of titeation in the countries of the ENP, as indicated
by the FrenchSénat the involvement and cooperation of relevant gatt@ommittees, as
underlined by the LithuaniaBeimasthe coordinated and intensiparticipation of members of the
Dutch Eerste Kameto PACE'sactivities, including participation in PACE miss®mas well as to
the activities of the Parliamentary Assembly of @®CE, or the establishment of regular exchange
of visits to and from countries of the ENP, as datiéd by several Parliaments/Chamifers

16 CroatianHrvatski sabor Italian Senato della Repubblic€zechSenat CyprusVouli ton AntiprosoponPolishSenéat
EstonianRiigikogu,SwedishRiksdag GermanBundesratand the European Parliament
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Other replies referred to general principles gujdime activities of the Parliaments/Chambers in the
field of parliamentary diplomacy, such as focustsisn concrete issues where MPs' involvement
could add value, as indicated by the PolB#nat,a systematic stress on aspects related to rule of
law and human rights during the Speaker’s visibatiror when receiving foreign delegations, as
mentioned by the Dutckerste Kamerthe principle of never expressing divergent posg from
those adopted by the EU and by the governmentiasesdsby the FrencAssemblée Nationgle
balanced, transparent agenda setting and signifiGarety of interlocutors for inward visitors, as
stressed by the UKlouse of Commonsnvolvement of and cooperation with civil socieand
NGOs, as underlined by the European ParliamentrentatvianSaeima

The LatvianSaeima and the Romania@amera Deputdor's replies echoed their experiences
from recent pre-accession processes.

Some respondents referred to more specific besttipea. That was the case of the Croatian
Hrvatski saborthat indicated the participation, now as observingpecial guest, in the meetings of
COSAP (Conference of Parliamentary Committees iargdn of European Integration in the
countries included in the Stabilisation and AsstmmProcess), founded following the model of
COSAC. The Hungaria®rszaggyilés mentioned a parliamentary twinning project impleteen
between 2008 and 2010 together with the Frexesemblée Nationala the Republic of Moldova

It also referred to the Interparliamentary Cooperation A&gments with the ENP countries’
parliaments (namely with Moldova and with MoroccBjnally, the European Parliament stressed
its initiatives for Parliamentary democracy supponticluding capacity building, election
observation and follow-up to recommendations.

Among the biggest challenges for an effective paréntary diplomacy, several responding
Parliaments/Chambers highlighted the coordinatidth the executive branclespecially as far as
priorities were concerned, or with other internatibactors’. Special attention was given to the
need to strengthen and rationalise the interpa€éidgary cooperation with the view to better
ensuring the scrutiny of the relative executivenbharegarding the follow-up of decisions or
resolutions adopted within the institutional franoekvof international fora. Some respondents also
stressed the need to provide sufficient informatarthe MPs taking part into such missions and to
the need of a plural political composition of viisif delegations.

Some respondents stressed time and budget cotswaiack of capacities as challenfes

The promotion of voices convergent with the EU’tuea and institution was another challenge, as
well as the goal, indicated both by the FreAskemblée nationaknd the Polisisejm

Finally, some respondentgeferred to the challenges that differences iiitipal culture, electoral
systems, parliamentary competences, control of rgovent by the parliament and the
representation of people implied.

" FrenchSénat LithuanianSeimasBulgarianNarodno sabranieMalteseKamra tad-Deputatiltalian Senato della
Repubblicaand BelgiarChambre des Représentants

18 UK House of Lords CroatianHrvatski sabor,EstonianRiigikogu, Latvian Saeima GermanBundesratand the
European Parliament

% This was reflected in the replies by the Latv@aeima Dutch Tweede KamemungarianOrszaggylés, Romanian
Camera Deputglor and theEuropean Parliament
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