
UNION INTERPARLEMENTAIRE 

 

INTER-PARLIAMENTARY UNION 

 

 

Association of Secretaries General of Parliaments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MINUTES OF THE AUTUMN SESSION 
 

 
 
 
 
 

GENEVA 
 

 

28 – 30 SEPTEMBER 2004 



 2



 3

ASSOCIATION OF SECRETARIES GENERAL OF PARLIAMENTS 

Minutes of the Autumn Session 2004 
 

Geneva 
28 – 30 September 2004 

 
LIST OF ATTENDANCE  

 
MEMBERS PRESENT 

 
Mr Artan Banushi Albania 
Dr Hafnaoui  Amrani  Alger ia 
Mr Ian Harr is  Austral ia 
Mr Khondker Fazlur Rahman Bangladesh 
Mr Gleb Bedri tsky Belarus 
Mr Robert  Myttenaere Belgium 
Mr Luc Blondeel Belgium 
Mr Ognyan Avramov Bulgar ia 
Mr Prosper Vokouma Burkina Faso 
Mr Samson Ename Ename Cameroon 
Mr Car los Hoffmann Contreras Chi le 
Mrs Mart ine Masika Katsuva Congo (Dem. Rep) 
Mr Br issi  Lucas Guehi  Cote d’ Ivoi re 
Mr Bruno Hal ler  Counci l  of  Europe 
Mr Constant inos Chr istoforou Cyprus 
Mr Peter Kynstetr  Czech Republ ic 
Mr Paval  Pelant  Czech Republ ic  
Mr Heike Sibul  Estonia 
Mr Samual  Alemayehu Ethiopia 
Mr Asnake Tadesse Ethiopia 
Mr Seppo Ti i t inen Finland 
Mrs Hélène Ponceau France 
Mrs Mar ie-Françoise Pucett i  Gabon 
Mr Dirk Brouer Germany 
Mr Kenneth E.K. Tachie Ghana 
Mr G.C. Malhotra India 
Dr Yogendra Narain India 
Mr Ar ie Hahn Israel  
Mr Ha-Sung Jun Korea (Rep of)  
Mr Sher idah Al-Moshar j i  Kuwait  
Mr Adnan Daher Lebanon 
Mr Abdul  Wahab Abdul lah Malaysia 
Mr Mamadou Santara Mal i  
Mrs Patr ic ia Flores El izondo Mexico 



 4

Mrs Jambalsuren Narantuya Mongol ia 
Mr Abdel  Jal i l  Zerhouni  Morocco 
Mr Moses Ndjarakana Namibia 
Mrs Panduleni  Shimutwikeni  Namibia 
Mr Surya Kiran Gurung Nepal  
Mr Wi l lem H. De Beaufort  Nether lands 
Mr Ibrahim Sal im Niger ia 
Mr Oluyemi Ogunyomi Niger ia 
Mr Mahmood Sal im Mahmood Pakistan 
Mr Ano Pala Papua New Guinea 
Mrs Hal ima Ahmed Parl iament of  the 

ECOWAS 
Mr Vladimir  Aksionov Par l iamentary 

Assembly of  the Union 
of Belarus and the 
Russian Federat ion 

Mr Oscar Yabes Phi l ippines 
Mr Artemio Adasa Phi l ippines 
Mrs Isabel  Corte-Real  Portugal  
Mr Constant in  Sava Romania 
Mrs Ceci l ia Paduroiu Romania 
Mr Francisco Si lva Sao Tome & Pr incipe 
Mrs Mar ie-Josée Boucher-Camara  Senegal 
Mr P.O. Ram Singapore 
Mrs Jozica Vel iscek Slovenia 
Mr Manuel  Cavero-Gomez Spain 
Mr Manuel Alba Navarro Spain 
Mrs Pr iyanee Wi jesekera Sr i  Lanka 
Mr Ibrahim Mohamed Ibrahim Sudan 
Mr Anders Forsberg Sweden 
Mr John Clerc Switzer land 
Mr Hans Peter  Gerschwi ler  Switzer land 
Mr James J.  Warburg Tanzania 
Mr Pi toon Pumhiran Thai land 
Mr Montree Rupsuwan Thai land 
Mr Phicheth Ki t is in Thai land 
Mr Sompol  Vanigbandhu Thai land 
Mrs Roksa Georgievska The FYR of  Macedonia 
Mr Valentyn Zaichouk Ukraine 
Mr Roger Sands Uni ted Kingdom 
Mr Michael  Pownal l  Uni ted Kingdom 
Mr Hugo Rodriguez Fi l ippini  Uruguay 
Mr Eike Burchard Western European 

Union 
Ms Helen Dingani  Zimbabwe 



 5

 
SUBSTITUTES 

 
Mr José Antonio ( for  Mr Diogo De Jesus) Angola 
Ms Claressa Surtees ( for  Mr B.  Wright)  Austral ia 
Mme Mart ine Boi tard ( for  Mr X. Roques France 
Mr Alain Delcamp  ( for  Mr J.  C. Becane) France 
Mr Gaston Rembendambya ( for  Mr F.  Owassango 
Daeken) 

Gabon 

Mrs Stavroula Vassi louni  ( for Mr G. Karabatzos) Greece 
Mrs Winantuningtyas Ti t i  ( for  Mr.  F.  Djamal)  Indonesia 
Ms Cai t  Hayes ( for  Mr Kieran Coughlan) I reland 
Mr Francesco Posteraro ( for  Mr Ugo Zampett i )  I ta ly 
Mr Paolo Santomauro ( for  Mr Antonio Malaschini )  I ta ly 
Mr Yoshikazu Koor iyama ( for Mr Y.  Komazaki)  Japan 
Mrs Susan Mpesi  ( for  Mr.  M.G. Maluke) Lesotho 
Ms Kate Horrey ( for  Mr David McGee) New Zealand 
Mr Artemio A.  Adasa ( for  Mr Roberto Nazareno) Phi l ippines 
Ms Anna Szklennik ( for  Mr A.  Witalec)  Poland 
Mr Wieslaw Staskiewicz ( for Mr J.  Mikosa) Poland 
Mr Yury Bezverkhov ( for  Mr.  A.  Lotorev) Russia 
Ms Madeleine Nirere ( for  Mr F.  Rwigamba) Rwanda 
Mr Kasper Hahndiek ( for  Mr Z.  A.  Dingani)  South Afr ica 
 
 
 

ALSO PRESENT 

 
Mr Juan Hector Est rada Argent ina 
Mr Mar iano Ogoutolou Benin 
Mr J i r i  Krbec Czech Republ ic 
Ms Luisa Accar ino I ta ly  
Mr Naohiro Yoshida Japan 
Mr James Mwangi Kenya 
Mr Choon Taek Kong Korea (Republ ic of)  
Mr George Vel la Malta 
Mr Jesus Cabrera Cast i l lo Mexico 
Mr Emi l io Suarez Licona Mexico 
Mr Samuel  Rodr iguez Mora Mexico 
Mrs Rahi la Ahmadu Niger ia 
Ms Adr iana Badea Romania 
Mr Gabriel  Stecoza Romania 
Mr Dhammika Ki tulgoda Sr i  Lanka 
Mrs Ani ta Ognjanovska The FYR of  Macedonia 



 6

Mrs Samonrutai  Aksornmat Thai land 
Mr Ki t t i  Saereeprayoon Thai land 
Mr Ignat ius Kasirye Uganda 
Mr Jose Pedro Montero Uruguay 
Mr Enr ique Vivas Venezuela 
Mr Tran Ngoc Duong Vietnam 
 
 
 

APOLOGIES 
 
Mr Diogo De Jesus Angola 
Mr Bernard Wright Austral ia 
Mr Paul  Bel is le Canada 
Mr Gary O’Br ien Canada 
Mr Jean-Claude Becane France 
Mr Yves Michel  France 
Mr Xavier  Roques France 
Mr Fel ix  Owassango Daeken Gabon 
Dr Zeh Germany 
Mr George Karabatzos Greece 
Mr Faisal  Djamal  Indonesia 
Mr Kieran Coughlan I reland 
Mr Antonio Malaschini  I ta ly  
Mr Ugo Zampett i  I ta ly  
Mr Takeaki  Ishido Japan 
Mr Yoshihi ro Komazaki  Japan 
Mr M. G. Maluke  Lesotho 
Mrs Valer ie Viora-Puyo Monaco 
Mr David McGee New Zealand 
Mr Hans Brattesta Norway 
Mr Roberto Nazareno Phi l ippines 
Mr Rafael  De Guzman Phi l ippines 
Mrs Emma Lir io Reyes Phi l ippines 
Mr Adam Witalec Poland 
Mr Jozef Mikosa Poland 
Mr Alexander Lotorev Russia 
Mr Fidele Rwigamba Rwanda 
Mr Zingi le A.  Dingani   South Afr ica 
Mr Sune K. Johansson Sweden 
Mr Chr istoph Lanz Switzer land 
Mr Paul  Hayter Uni ted Kingdom 
Mr Col in Cameron Western European 

Union 
 



 7

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS   
 

Page No 
FIRST SITTING – Tuesday 28 September [10.00 am] 

 
1.  Opening of  the Meet ing .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    9 
2.  Orders of  the Day . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    9  
3.  New Members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   11 
4.  Communicat ion from Mr José ANTONIO (on behalf  of  Mr Diogo DE JESUS, 

Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  Assembly of  the Republ ic  of  Angola)  on 
Financial  Autonomy of  the Nat ional  Assembly wi thin the State Budgetary 
System .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 

5.  Communicat ion from Mr Seppo TI ITINEN, Secretary General  of  the 
Par l iament of  Finland on The Commit tee for  the Future in the Par l iament of  
Finland .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17 
 
 

 
SECOND SITTING – Tuesday 28 September [3.00 pm]  
 
1.  Elect ion of  a member of  the Execut ive Committee .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 

 
 
 
THIRD SITTING – Wednesday 29 September [10.00 am] 
 
1.      New Members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
2.  General  debate:  Financial  Control  in Par l iament 
 (Moderator :  Mr Hafnaoui  AMRANI,  Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  
 Counci l  of  Alger ia) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 
 
 
FOURTH SITTING – Wednesday 29 September [3.00 pm]  
 
1.  Intervent ion of  the President of  the Inter-Par l iamentary Union . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  52 
2.  General  debate:  The tension between the wish to deal as speedi ly  as 
 possible wi th passing bi l ls  and the need to ensure that  they are proper ly 
 scrut in ised . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  52 
 (Moderator :  Mr Roger  SANDS, Clerk of  the House of  Commons of  the 
 Uni ted Kingdom) 
 
 



 8

FIFTH SITTING – Thursday 30 September [10.00 am] 
 
1.  Communicat ion f rom Mr G.C. MALHOTRA, Secretary General  of  the Lok 
 Sabha of India,  on Departmental ly  Related Standing Commit tees:  the  
 Indian Experience . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   99 
2.  Communicat ion from Mr Mart in CHUNGONG on the Recent Act iv i t ies of  the 
 IPU . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  108 
3.  Communicat ion f rom Dr Yogendra NARAIN, Secretary General  of  the Rajya 
 Sabha of India,  on Ensur ing Ethical  Conduct  in the Indian Par l iament . . . . . . . . .  109 
4.  Presentat ion by Mr Oscar YABES, Secretary General  of  the Senate of  the 
 Phi l ippines,  on the organisat ion of  the Mani la Session .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  117 
5.  New Members . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  118 
6.  Administrat ive and Financial  Quest ions .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  118 
7.  Draf t  Agenda for  Spr ing session (Mani la,  Apr i l  2005) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  118  
8.  Closure of  the meet ing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  119 
 
  



 9

 
FIRST SITTING 

Tuesday 28 September 2004 (Morning) 
 

Mr Ian HARRIS, President, in the Chair 
 

The sitt ing was opened at 10.00 am 

 
 
1. Opening of the Meeting 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  welcomed members to the 111th Assembly of  the ASGP.  
The staf f  of  the IPU had, as usual ,  worked very wel l  and ef f ic ient ly .   The members of  
the ASGP were extremely grateful  to them for  al l  that  they had done. 
 
He also indicated that the elect ion to f i l l  the vacant post on the Execut ive Commit tee 
would take place that  day at  3 p.m.  Not i f icat ion of candidates had to be received by the 
Bureau before noon. 
 
 
2. Orders of the Day 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  read the draf t  Orders of  the Day,  as agreed by the 
Execut ive Committee,  as fol lows:  
 
Tuesday 28 September (morning) 
 
9.00 am Meet ing of  the Execut ive Committee 
 
10.00 am Opening session. 

 
Orders of  the day of the Conference 

 
 New members  
 

Presentat ion by Mr.  José ANTONIO (subst i tute),  of  the communicat ion 
f rom Mr Diogo de JESUS, Secretary General  of  the Nat ional Assembly of   
the Republ ic of  Angola :  
 « Financial  autonomy of the Nat ional  Assembly wi thin the State 
budgetary system » 
 

12.00 am Deadl ine for  nominat ions for  the vacant post  on the Execut ive Commit tee 
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 Communicat ion from Mr Seppo TIITINEN, Secretary General  of  the 
Par l iament of  F inland :  « The Committee for  the Future in the Par l iament of  
Finland » 

 
Tuesday 28 September (afternoon) 
 
3.00 pm Elect ion of a member of the Execut ive Commit tee 
 
 
Wednesday 29 September (morning) 
 
9.00 am Meet ing of  the Execut ive Committee 
 
10.00 am General  debate :  « Financial  Control  in Par l iament »:  
 -  The relat ionship between Par l iament and the highest  state f inancial  bodies 

-  Expert ise in Par l iament in relat ion to f inancial  scrut iny of  government 
expendi ture 
 
Moderator  :  Mr.  Hafnaoui  AMRANI,  Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  
Counci l  (Alger ia)  

 
Wednesday 29 September (afternoon) 
 
3.00 pm General  Debate on the tension between the wish to deal  as speedi ly  as 

possible wi th passing bi l ls  and the need to ensure that  they are proper ly 
scrut in ised 
 
Moderator  :  Mr Roger SANDS, Clerk of  the House of Commons of Uni ted 
Kingdom 

Thursday 30 September (morning) 
 
9.00 am Meeting of  the Execut ive Commit tee. 
 
10.00 am Communicat ion from Mr G.C. MALHOTRA Secretary Generalof  the Lok 

Sabha ( India)  :  
« Departmental ly  Related Standing Commit tees – The Indian Perspect ive » 
 
Communicat ion from Mr Mart in CHUNGONG on the recent act iv i t ies of  the 
IPU 
 
Communicat ion f rom Dr Yogendra NARAIN, Secretary General  of  the Rajya 
Sabha ( India):  
« Ensur ing Ethical  Conduct  in Indian Par l iament » 
 

 Presentat ion by Mr.  Oscar YABES, Secretary general  of  the Senate of  the 
Phi l ippines,  on the organisat ion of  the Mani la Session 
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New members. 
Administrat ive and f inancial  quest ions.  
Examinat ion of  the draft  agenda for  the next  meet ing (Mani la,  Spr ing 
2005).  
Closure.  

 
The orders of  the day were adopted .  
 
 
3. New Members 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President  said that  the fol lowing requests for  membership had been 
received: 
 
Mr Boubeker ASSOUL    Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  People’s  
      Assembly of  Alger ia 
      ( replac ing Mr Abderrachid TABI)  
 
Mr Gleb BEDRITSKY    Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  Assembly  
      of  Belarus 
      ( replac ing Mr Dimitry SHILO) 
 
Mrs Emma DE PRINS    Deputy Secretary General  of  the House  
      of   Representat ives of  Belgium 

(replac ing Mr Robert  MYTTENAERE  
who had become Secretary General)  

 
Mr Luc BLONDEEL     Secretary General  of  the Senate of  Belgium 
      ( replac ing Mr Wi l ly  HENRARD) 
 
Mrs Martine MASIKA KATSUVA   Secretary General  of  the Senate of  the Democrat ic  
      Republ ic of  the Congo 
 
Mr George KARABATZOS    Secretary General  of  the Hel lenic Par l iament of  
      Greece 
      ( replac ing Mr Panayot is  TZORTZOPOULOS) 
 
Mr Makoto ONIZUKA  Deputy Secretary General  of  the House  
      of  Representat ives of  Japan 
      ( replac ing Mr Yoshihi ro KOMAZAKI  

who had become Secretary General)  
 
Mr Abdullah ABDUL WAHAB   Secretary General  of  the Par l iament of  Malaysia 
      ( replac ing Mr Datuk Mohd SALLEH bin Haj i  Hassan) 
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Mrs Valérie VIORA-PUYO  Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  
 Counci l  of  Monaco 

(replac ing Mrs Mart ine PROVENCE) 
 
Mr Józef MIKOSA  Secretary General  of  the Sejm of  Poland 
 (replac ing Mr  Krzysztof  CZESZEJO-SOCHACKI) 
 
Mr Zingile A. DINGANI    Secretary to the Par l iament of  the Republ ic  of  
      South Afr ica 

(replac ing Mr Sindiso MFENYANA) 
 
Mr Manuel ALBA NAVARRO Scretary General  of  the Congress of  Deput ies of  

Spain 
      ( replac ing Mrs Piedad GARCIA-ESCUDERO) 
 
Mr Phicheth KITISIN  Deputy Secretary General  of  the Senate 
 of  Thai land 
 (replac ing Mrs Suvimol  PHUMISINGHARAJ) 
 
Mr Sompol VANIGBANDHU   Deputy Secretary General  of  the House of   

Representat ives of  Thai land 
(replac ing Mr.  Chinda CHAREONPUN) 

 
The new members present were invi ted to stand and be ident i f ied.  
 
The candidates were approved as new members .  
 
 
4. Communication from Mr José Antonio (on behalf of Mr Diogo DE 

JESUS, Secretary General of the National Assembly of the Republic 
of Angola), on Financial Autonomy of the National Assembly within 
the State Budgetary System 

 
Mr José ANTONIO  gave the fo l lowing communicat ion:  
 
“INTRODUCTION 
 
Parl iament is  general ly  considered as an organ wi th ful l  legis lat ive, representat ive and 
oversight  funct ions through which the const i tuents`  expectat ions are normal ly met.  In 
order to accompl ish with ef f ic iency and ef f icacy i ts v i ta l  social  ro le,   to Par l iament 
should be suf f ic ient ly  al located certain formal  and mater ial  condi t ions.  For this cal ls  
into quest ion the need to guarantee the pr incip le of  f inancial  and administrat ive 
autonomy, inc luding the autonomy over i ts  estate.   
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This presentat ion deals only wi th the f inancial  autonomy vis-à-v is the Nat ional  
Assembly of  Angola.  The very issue of  f inancial  autonomy of Par l iaments does not  seem 
to be seen and equal ly  implemented by al l  Assembl ies – some do enjoy i t  de jure e de 
facto,  others in a re lat ive way and for others i t  is  just  a real i ty impossible to 
accompl ish.  This  status quo over the pr inciple of  autonomy of Parl iament is  competent ly  
deal t  wi th in the Report  of  Associat ion of  Secretar ies  General  of  Par l iaments ent i t led 
“ the Administrat ive and Financial  Autonomy of  Par l iamentary Assembl ies” ,  adopted in 
i ts  Moscow session,  in September 1998.1  
 
The above Report  does suggest  that  the issue of  f inancial  autonomy is st i l l  r is ing great  
di f f icul t ies in a large number of  Par l iaments,  being many t imes a source of  inst i tut ional  
conf l ic ts,  especial ly  between Par l iament  and the Government.  This is  so in Angola as 
we shal l  now see. 

 
 

I .  THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY´S EXPERIENCE 
 
The current  Nat ional  Assembly,  which replaced the former People’s Assembly,  is  the 
Angolan Par l iament that emerged f rom the general  elect ions held in 2002. I t  gets i ts  
pr imary legal  basis f rom the support   the Fundamental  Law of  Angolan, designated as 
the Const i tut ional  Law, that   was revised in that same year.  I t  is  in that  Law that the 
Nat ional  Assembly is  regarded as an organ of  the State and i ts  organisat ion and 
funct ioning provided for ,  inc luding the sel f - regulat ion power of  the Assembly to govern 
i tsel f  through special  laws.   
 
Consequent ly,  the pr inciple of  autonomy of  the Nat ional  Assembly over i ts  f inances,  
administrat ion and estates enjoys const i tut ional  and legal  digni ty,   c lear ly expressing 
the organic and funct ional  autonomy of  Par l iament,  wi thout  prejudice to the 
const i tut ional  pr inciple of  separat ion and interdependence of  powers among the organs 
of the State.  
 
I t  fo l lows,  therefore,  that f rom the legal  standpoint  the autonomy of  the Nat ional  
Assembly over i ts  f inances,  administrat ion and estates is  unquest ionable,  the records of  
the history shows a di f ferent  panorama when i t  comes to the pract ical  implementat ion of  
that autonomy, part icular ly  the f inancial  one.  On the lat ter ,  over many years the 
Nat ional  Assembly has been regarded as a budgeted uni ty on equal  c i rcumstances as 
the other uni ts and abiding by the same rules,  short -comes and cont ingencies imposed 
by the Government .  This meant that even af ter  i ts  approval ,  even the execut ion of  the 
Par l iament budget was heavi ly  dependent on the Government (Ministry of  Finance).   
Al though the funds were avai lable to Par l iament in the General  Budget of  the State,  in  
fact  Par l iament could not  f reely dispose them unless “author ised” by the Ministry of  
Finance.  I t  was an era of  an autonomy de jure,  but  not  an autonomy de facto.   
 

                                                       
1 The Report is available at the IPU Website (www.ipu.org). 
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However,  the s i tuat ion substant ial ly  changed for  bet ter  between the years 2000 and 
2003, when the Nat ional  Assembly achieved progress on secur ing a real  f inancia l  
autonomy. For the relevant par l iamentary organs and departments besides their  al ready 
exist ing responsibi l i ty  for  the preparat ion of  the draf t  budget,  a lso were put  in charge 
for  i ts  implementat ion as prescr ibed in the Nat ional Assembly Administrat ion Law. This 
Law, i t  should be noted,  regulates al l  the budgetary process – the draw-up,  approval ,  
publ icat ion implementat ion and oversight .  
 
However,  star t ing f rom the second semester of  2003, the Nat ional  Assembly began to 
exper iment  ser ious constra ints in the execut ion of  i ts  budget.  These constraints bared 
the Par l iament  to honour many of i ts  obl igat ions and planned act iv i t ies for  shortage of  
funds.   
 
In January 2004, these constraints reached the c l imax when the Nat ional  Assembly was 
l inked to the State Financial  Management Integrated System  (SIGFE).  This is  a system, 
concentrated on the Ministry of  Finances,  which includes both the author isat ion of  funds 
for  uni ts of  the State Budget and the oversight   of  thei r  expenses. 
 
In fact ,  the SIGFE undoubtedly changed the exist ing procedures for  the execut ion of  the 
Nat ional  Assembly’s budget.  Consequent ly,  the Assembly ’s  budget knew consecut ive 
cuts in the course of 2003 economic year which negat ively ref lected in i ts  operat ion and 
in i ts  capaci ty  to t imely meet the f inancial  obl igat ions v is-à-vis i t ’s  par tners.  
 
Al though Par l iament recognised the importance of  SIGFE as a valuable tool  for  the 
execut ion of  the State Budget,  a careful  analysis al lowed us to conclude that the object  
and purpose of  SIGFE was,  above al l ,  l imited to the Publ ic Administrat ion in general ,  
that is  to say excluding Par l iament.  Admit t ing the opposi te was almost equivalent  to say 
that the Government,  in general ,  and the Minister  of  Finance, in part icular ,  could 
control  the execut ion of  the Nat ional  Assembly ’s budget.  This is  a scenar io that t ruly 
undermined the pr inciple of  f inancia l  autonomy, hence one has to the very 
independence of Par l iament had been chal lenged. 
 
Thus,  several  working meet ings have been conducted at  a h igh level  between 
Par l iament and the Government,  in order to f ind out  a c lear and common understanding 
of the pr inciple of  f inancial  autonomy. The outcome of these meet ings pointed to the 
necessi ty of  preserv ing that autonomy for  Par l iament in the course of the second 
semester of  2004 and this is  an ongoing task.    
 
I t  is  now much c lear that nei ther  the Government nor the Minister  of  Finance can pass a 
legis lat ion that  may jeopardise the pr inciple autonomy of  Par l iament,  in order to avoid 
the undermining of  one of  the foundat ions of  the Rule of  Law. 
 
Final ly ,  one has also to say that  the pr incip le of  autonomy does not  mean a complete 
absence of  control  over the budget of  Par l iament.  Indeed, this budget has a twofold 
control  -  internal  and external .  The internal  control  is  guaranteed by the Administrat ion 
Counci l  (Board),  a body entrusted, among other things,  wi th the considerat ion and 
approval  of  the draft  budget of  Par l iament and i ts  Annual  Account Report  before being 
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tabled to the House for  a f inal  decis ion.  One that Annual  Account Report  is  passed by 
the House, i t  is  legal ly  required that  i t  be sent to the Accounts Court .  This is  the 
external  control .   
 

I I .  CONCLUSION 
 

The pr inciple of  f inancial  autonomy is indeed an essent ial  ingredient for  the 
independence of Par l iament.   
 
The exper ience of  Angola shows that i t  is  not  enough to proclaim in the relevant  
legis lat ion the independence and autonomy of  Par l iament.  Above al l ,  such 
independence and autonomy must be exercised in the pract ice and that may requi re 
change of  at t i tudes f rom the s ide of  some Governmental  of f ic ials.   
 
Par l iament f rom i ts  s ide has to ensure that  the autonomy has a funct ional  dimension 
and,  therefore,  does need to be implemented in order to maximise i ts  representat ive,  
legis lat ive and oversight  funct ions.  Therefore,  as regards f inanc ial  autonomy Angola is  
in a process of  t ransi t ion f rom non -  autonomy to autonomy, a process that  is  not  easier  
and faster enough but  whose f rui ts  have star ted to be fel t . ”  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr José ANTONIO for  h is communicat ion and 
invi ted members to put  quest ions to him.  
 
Mr Ibrahim SALIM (Nigeria)  asked who could restr ict  the r ights of  Par l iament i f  such a 
power was not  recognised as being wi th the Government or  a minister .  
 
Mr José ANTONIO repl ied that the power to lay down legis lat ion was div ided between 
Government and Par l iament.   Par l iament had the power to delegate to the Government 
the duty of  implement ing laws. 
 
Madame Hélène PONCEAU (France)said the key quest ion deal t  wi th by the Speaker 
was one of the most important  subjects for  Par l iamentary assembl ies.  
 
In France, the f inancial  autonomy of assembl ies was a fundamental  pr inciple,  which was 
l inked to the separat ion of  the Execut ive and the Legis lat ive branches.  
 
Since each assembly had i ts  own f inancial  autonomy, i t  prepared i ts  own budget under  
the author i ty  of  i ts  three Quaestors according to the Const i tut ion of  1958 and the 
relevant laws apply ing to i t .   A Joint  Commit tee composed of Quaestors of  each 
assembly and chaired by the President of  the Chamber of  the Court  of  Accounts 
decided the amount of  money which should be given to Par l iament in each year.   This 
was the system which had been in force for  50 years.  
 
The decis ions of  the Commit tee were sent to the Minister of  Finance who must inc lude 
the requested credi ts in the draf t  law on f inance for  that  year.   The money was paid 
over at  the start  of  the year to each of the assembl ies in one go and in total .  
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The assembl ies themselves control led their  accounts by way of  a Committee of  
Sett lement of  Accounts,  on which al l  the pol i t ical  part ies were represented, which 
examined the work of  the Quaestors.  
 
Mr Asnake TADESSE (Ethiopia)  asked how the Counci l  of  Administrat ion was made up 
and, in part icular ,  whether i t  inc luded members of  the major i ty  party and the opposi t ion 
or Members of  Par l iament  who were special is ts .  
 
M Hafnaoui AMRANI (Algeria)  asked who was the manager of  the budget and whether 
there was a chief  manager and deputy managers.   He wanted to know how control  was 
carr ied out  – by way of a Quaesture,  i f  i t  was internal  control ,  or  by way of  an external  
organisat ion.  
 
Mr Arie HAHN (Israel)  said that  there was a Budget Commit tee in the Knesset,  which 
was made up of f ive selected Members of  Par l iament and f ive members of  the 
Commit tee of  Finance. The Secretary General  sent  proposals to  the Commit tee which 
decided on them in a way which was not  open to chal lenge. 
 
Mr Mahmood Salim MAHMOOD (Pakistan)  said that  in Pakistan there was a Financial  
Commit tee,  which was chai red by a representat ive of  the major i ty  party,  and on which 
sat  members of  the opposi t ion.   The budget of  Par l iament was decided by that 
Commit tee and the accounts were submit ted to the Commit tee on Publ ic  Accounts each 
year.  
 
Mr Moses NJARAKANA (Namibia) asked whether the Execut ive could change the 
budget and make cuts in i t  wi thout  the author i ty  of  Par l iament.  
 
Mrs Madeleine NIRERE (Rwanda)  said that the Const i tut ion agreed in 2003 in Rwanda 
recognised the f inancial  independence of Par l iament.   The House budget was prepared 
each year and sent  to the Counci l  of  Ministers and included in the draf t  law on publ ic  
f inances.   The al locat ion of  funds was on the basis of  a three-year programme. 
 
Mr Yogendra NARAIN ( India)  said that  the was no prov is ion relat ing to the f inancial  
autonomy of  Par l iament in the Indian Const i tut ion.   This explained why the f inancial  
autonomy of Par l iament was the subject  of  a debate which had started in 1921. Today, 
both Houses had ful l  independence in managing their  af fa i rs.  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  said that  reference had been made in the Communicat ion 
by Mr Diogo de JESUS to a report  which had been agreed at the session in Moscow in 
autumn 1998 and that  i t  would be useful  to be able to br ing up-to-date the informat ion 
contained in that  report .  
 
Mr José ANTONIO  in response to the di f ferent  quest ions,  said that preparat ion of  the 
budget was organised by the Government secretar iat .   The draf t  budget was submit ted 
to the Counci l  of  Administrat ion,  which was made up of  Members of  Par l iament f rom the 
Government party and the Opposi t ion,  as  wel l  as the Secretary General .   This body 
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examined the draf t  budget,  which had been prepared by the Secretary General ,  before i t  
was examined and agreed to in p lenary session.  
 
Most  of  problems arose dur ing the execut ion of  the budget:  delay in money being 
del ivered was a common feature and Par l iament was of ten the v ict im of  late payment as  
resul t  o f  i l l  wi l l  – even pure and s imple refusal  to pay – when i t  asked for  del ivery of  
funds.  
 
Internal  for  his wi l l  control  was carr ied out  by the Counci l  of  Administrat ion and external  
control  by the Court  of  Accounts.  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked al l  members present for  their  numerous relevant  
quest ions.  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  said that  the Joint  Secretar ies had received three not ices 
of candidates for elect ion to the Execut ive Commit tee,  and that an elect ion would take 
place that day at  3 p.m. 
 
 
5. Communication from Mr Seppo TIITINEN, Secretary General of the 

Parliament of Finland, on The Committee for the Future in the 
Parliament of Finland 

 
Mr Seppo TI ITINEN  gave the fol lowing communicat ion:  
 
“Main task: Dialogues with the Prime Minister 's Off ice and Government on 
future-related issues 
 
A commit tee that  can be descr ibed as a unique invent ion of  Finnish democracy and 
i ts  core,  the country ’s par l iament ,  has been at  work in the Eduskunta for  the past  
ten years.   
 
Like most  of  the other standing commit tees,  i t  has 17 members.  What makes i t  
di f ferent  is  the nature of  i ts  funct ions and i ts  new f ields of  tasks.  I t  nei ther  
prepares legis lat ion nor reviews the Government 's annual  budget  proposal ,  but  in 
other respects i t  resembles the other commit tees. I ts  task is to conduct an act ive 
and ini t iat ive-generat ing dialogue wi th the Government on major  future problems 
and means of  solv ing them. Each of the standing commit tees has i ts  corresponding 
ministry,  and in the case of  the Commit tee for  the Future th is is  the Pr ime 
Minister ’s  Off ice.  Since the problems of  the future and above al l  i ts  oppor tuni t ies 
cannot be studied through t radi t ional  par l iamentary procedures and work methods 
alone,  the Commit tee has been g iven the speci f ic  task of  also fo l lowing and using 
the resul ts  of  futures research.  Indeed, the Commit tee can be said to be making 
pol icy on the future,  because i ts  goal  is  not  research,  but  rather pol icy.  
 
The current  tasks of  the Commit tee for  the Future are:  
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- to prepare mater ial  to be submit ted to the Eduskunta,  such as Government  

Reports on the Future 
- to make submissions on future-related issues (especial ly  such long-term ones 

as c l imate pol icy,  energy pol icy and informat ion society pol icy)  to other 
standing commit tees when requested to do so  

- to debate issues relat ing to future development factors and development  
models 

- to undertake analyses pertaining to future-related research and IT methodology 
- to funct ion as a par l iamentary body for  assessing technological  development  

and i ts  consequences for  society.  
 
 
Genesis of  the Committee  
 
Par l iaments are general ly  qui te t radi t ion-bound, for  which reason giv ing a 
committee within the Finnish par l iamentary system a new, future-or iented role of  
this k ind was not  at  a l l  easy.  What has been remarkable in l ight  of  this is  that the 
in i t ia t ive to include examinat ion of  future-related matters in the work of  the 
Eduskunta came from legis lators themselves.  As ear ly as 1986, 133 of the 
Eduskunta’s 200 members presented a c i t izen’s in i t iat ive to the President  of  the 
Republ ic,  the Speaker ’s Counci l  of  the Eduskunta and the Government  proposing 
the creat ion wi thin the legis lature of  a futures research uni t .  The proposal ,  which 
did not  lead to measures being taken, was deal t  wi th then (1986) as a wr i t ten 
par l iamentary quest ion.  Again in  the ear ly 1990s,  a number of  members real ised 
that the Eduskunta needed a new type of  forum for  discussion,  a new means of  
guidance -  a mechanism which would not  be t ied to the Government 's detai led,  
separately submit ted, and in most  cases narrowly focused bi l ls .  This insight was 
prompted by the Eduskunta’s recogni t ion that  in a smoothly funct ioning 
par l iamentary system opportuni t ies to amend Government  bi l ls  or  budget proposals  
are natural ly  rather  l imi ted. This conf igurat ion has become more pronounced s ince 
the end of  the 1970s,  because Finland has had a succession of  broadly-based 
Governments,  each serving for a ful l  par l iamentary term.  In addi t ion, EU 
membership has created a new operat ing environment for  legis lat ive work and the 
use of  state funds.  The 1992 legis lat ive proposal ,  which l ike the ear l ier  one had 
the support  of  166 members,  was l ikewise rejected.  Nevertheless,  a process of  
maturat ion towards acceptance of  a new kind of  task had got ten under way,  
because the Const i tut ional  Law Commit tee i tsel f  expressed support  for  the matter  
in i ts  own submiss ion.  I t  wrote:   
 

“The Commit tee requires,  however,  that a l ready in the course of  the 
current  par l iamentary term the Government provide the Eduskunta 
wi th a report  contain ing percept ions,  which have been shaped by 
means of  futures research, of  essent ial  features and al ternat ives in 
future development as wel l  as out l in ing the goals set  by the 
Government,  i .e.  a general  out l ine of  the k ind of  model  of  society the 
Government aspires to achieve through i ts  own act ions dur ing i ts  term 
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of of f ice.  Draf t ing a report  of  this nature wi l l  cal l  for  interdiscip l inary  
mater ial  of  a k ind not  necessar i ly  avai lable to the Government.  
Therefore i t  would be advisable to  organise wi thin the Government  
administrat ion a system of informat ion procurement that  would make 
use of ,  in addi t ion to t radi t ional  economic forecasts,  also the means 
that  futures research offers.”  

 
In the same year (1992) the Eduskunta adopted a resolut ion request ing the 
Government to provide i t  wi th a report  concerning nat ional  long-term development  
t rends and related opt ions.  The legis lature appointed a Commit tee for  the Future 
on a temporary basis in 1993 for  the purpose of  evaluat ing the Government 's  
v iews and responding to them. 
 
The Commit tee for  the Future funct ioned on a temporary basis unt i l  2000. Then, in 
conjunct ion wi th i ts  adopt ion of  new Rules of  Procedure compat ible wi th the new 
Const i tut ion,  the Eduskunta decided on 17 December 1999 to grant  the Commit tee 
for  the Future permanent status,  wi th ef fect  f rom the beginning of  March 2000. 
 
 
The work of the Committee for the Future to date 
 
Government reports on the future.   
 
Four Government reports on the future have been submit ted.  The f i rs t ,  presented 
in 1993, deal t  wi th Finland and i ts  re lat ionship to changes in i ts  operat ing 
environment.  The next  Government submit ted two reports:  one in 1996 on the 
future of  Finland and Europe and another in 1997 on Finland's economy, the 
Finnish employment s i tuat ion,  sc ience and technology in Finland,  the Finnish 
environment,  and the country 's general  wel lbeing.  In 2001, the Government formed 
after  the 1999 elect ions submit ted a report  on the future wi th regard to regional  
development.  The out look for  demographic development,  product ion and 
employment over the next  f i f teen years were the part icular focuses of  examinat ion 
in this  report .  
 
The Commit tee for  the Future has draf ted a relat ively  lengthy (over 100 pages) 
report  of  i ts  own in response to each of the four Government reports.  Each of the 
Commit tee’s response documents was adopted,  wi th minor addi t ions,  by the 
Eduskunta af ter  a debate at  a plenary session. 
 
Dialogue between the Government and the Eduskunta in the case of  reports on the 
future fol lows largely the same l ines as the associated legis lat ive draf t ing. Af ter  a 
general  debate in the chamber,  the matter is  referred to the relevant specia l  
commit tee for  del iberat ion.  The commit tee hears the v iews of  experts and draf ts a 
report ,  which is  presented in session.  There i t  is  e i ther adopted as such or  
amended, rarely tota l ly  rejected.  The Eduskunta’s response to the Government can 
contain demands, which are presented ei ther unanimously or af ter  a vote,  for  
act ion on the part  of  the Government.   A report  cannot lead to a mot ion cal l ing for  
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a par l iamentary vote of  conf idence in the Government.  When the measures 
proposed in the Commit tee for  the Future’s report  have been approved at  a 
plenary session,  the progress of  their  implementat ion is  fol lowed by means of  the 
annual  reports which the Government  must submit  to the Eduskunta.  Thus the 
dialogue is constant .     
 
Through i ts  del iberat ion of  the four Government reports on the future and i ts  own 
reports in response to them, the Commit tee has s igni f icant ly  deepened and 
expanded the Government ’s v iew of the future.  I t  has also ini t iated technology 
assessment in the Eduskunta. Both of  these new par l iamentary tasks have meant a 
lot  of  work on the level  of  publ ic  opinion -  the level  of  values and att i tudes  -  such 
as organis ing seminars,  regional  and Internet  conferences,  and so on.  For 
example,  the Committee has emphasised that global isat ion and modern technology 
are not  isolated phenomena in our society.  They are not  s imply problems faced by 
businesspeople or  engineers;  they are factors which permeate the ent i re society  
and affect us al l .  
 
 
Assessment of technology’s effects on society 
 
What is  meant by technology assessment in a par l iamentary context  is  appraisal  of  
the ef fects  on society of  using the resul ts of  sc ient i f ic  research and technology.  
The quest ions and needs st ipu lated by the par l iament prov ide the point  of  
departure.  Technology assessment general ly  encompasses broader sectors of  
sc ience and technology,  such as biotechnology,  mass communicat ions,  t ransport ,  
energy, etc.  From the very beginning, the Committee for the Future has examined 
technology and such phenomena of  change in the structure of  our society as  
global isat ion,  innovat ion and governance as a development feature permeat ing the 
whole of  Finnish society.  
 
In 1997 the Commit tee was given a second of f ic ial  pr incipal  task,  that of  assessing 
the ef fects of  technology on society.  A working group appointed by the 
Par l iamentary Commission,  which is  made up of par l iamentar ians and is the 
highest  administrat ive body,  made i ts  submission in 1995 and in i t  presented the 
fol lowing reasons as evidence that a need for  assessment work ex isted:  
 

“The argument that  there is  a need for  technology assessment in the 
Eduskunta can be just i f ied in two ways.   The accelerat ing development  
of  sc ience and technology is  having substant ial  ef fects on society,  
economic development and the l i fe of  the indiv idual .  Technology 
assessment helps par l iamentar ians understand these inf luences bet ter  
and take them into account in pol i t ical  decis ion making.  The other 
just i fy ing factor relates to the Eduskunta’s tasks and democracy.  
When legis lat ive and budgetary proposals of  s igni f icant  import  for  
society are submit ted for  i ts cons iderat ion,  the Eduskunta must,  i f  i t  is  
to be able to exerc ise overs ight  of  the Government ’s act ions,  al ready 
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have a good enough foundat ion of  knowledge on which to assess 
these proposals.”  

 
In the way recommended by the working group,  assessment work began to be done 
fol lowing a procedure resembl ing the one used by the Bundestag in Germany.  
However,  once central ly  important  deviat ion f rom the German model  was made 
r ight  at  the beginning.  No uni t  independent of  the Eduskunta has assumed 
responsibi l i ty  for  technology assessment as had been done by TAB, the 
Bundestag’s Off ice of  Technology Assessment;  instead, the task is  performed by 
the Commit tee i tsel f .  To support  i ts  work,  the Commit tee can commission studies  
f rom var ious research inst i tutes or  think tanks.  In some cases,  reports have been 
carr ied out  by only one person. 
 
Technology assessment l inked in one way or another to par l iamentary work has 
proved i tsel f  to be a successful  solut ion in several  European countr ies.  This is  
demonstrated by the fact  that,  in addi t ion to the European Par l iament ’s technology 
assessment uni t  STOA, there are other uni ts working in thi r teen European 
countr ies and under the auspices of  the Counci l  of  Europe. These have joined the 
EPTA (European Par l iamentary Technology Assessment)  network ei ther as ful l  
members or with observer status. EPTA, which uni ts  l inked to European 
par l iaments and engaged in par l iamentary technology assessment can jo in,  is  now 
wel l  into i ts  second decade of act iv i t ies.  I t  does not  have a f ixed organisat ion;  
instead, each member country runs the pres idency for  one year at  a t ime. EPTA’s  
central  task has been to swap exper iences.   
 
The subject  of  the most recent  technology assessment (2004) model  was the 
Finnish knowledge society model ,  more spec i f ical ly  i ts  sustainabi l i ty  in i ts  second 
phase.  The person invi ted to do the background research was Dr.  Pekka Himanen 
of the Univers i ty  of  Cal i fornia at  Berkeley (where Manuel  Castel ls  is  a professor) .  
But  what was an essent ial  feature also in th is project  was that  the Commit tee as a 
whole acted as the steer ing group for  the work and del iberated the researcher ’s  
resul ts at  i ts meet ings.  The Commit tee also used the resul ts as an aid to  preparing 
the presentat ion i t  made as the basis for  a discussion at  a plenary session.  This  
report  and i ts  del iberat ion in the Eduskunta at t racted an except ional  amount of  
publ ic at tent ion. 
 
 
Power to set the agenda 
 
I t  is  an adage of  pol i t ical  l i fe at  any level  that  the f i rs t  step to power is  to take the 
ini t ia t ive and put  yoursel f  in a posi t ion where you can set  the agenda. In the 
Eduskunta,  the Committee for  the Future has taken th is  adage ser iously f rom the 
very beginning.  The Commit tee has been working for  only 10 years,  so i t  is  too 
ear ly to say i f  i t  has been a success.  One thing is  certain,  however;  the Commit tee 
has taken i ts  place in the Finnish par l iamentary system as an innovat ive pol i t ical  
body and, over the years,  i t  has created a new forum that works at  the core of  the 
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parl iamentary system and – st i l l  more important – i t  has demonstrated that  
par l iamentary measures can st i l l  be used to take the in i t iat ive wi th in democracy.  
 
The Commit tee has made act ive use of  i ts  power of  in i t iat ive also in def in ing i ts  
own work.  Af ter  every elect ion,  the agenda of each new Commit tee takes shape in 
the minds of the 17 par l iamentar ians elected onto i t .  Ten years ago,  the 
Commit tee was most interested in g lobal  threats to the environment.  The next  
major theme total i ty  was economic global isat ion and Finland’s opportuni t ies in i t .  
Energy is  l ikewise an issue that has come up in one form or another  every  
par l iamentary term. Dur ing the last  (1999-2002),  the 3r d  Commit tee for  the Future 
descr ibed i ts  task as fol lows: “Our internat ional  operat ing environment is  current ly  
undergoing a number of  changes.  What wi l l  be the impact on pol i t ical  decis ion-
making at the nat ional  level? What types of  future chal lenges are to be expected 
as a resul t  of  foreseeable demographic development? What are the success 
factors in regional  development? What are the opportuni t ies and threats brought 
about by rapid scient i f ic  and technological  development?” 
 
The fol lowing is a cross-sect ion of  the issues that  the Commit tee for  the Future 
has highl ighted in Finnish democracy:  
 
I  Reports on the future,  i .e.  responses to Government reports on these themes:   

-  Major global  environmental  and other st ructural  problems 
-  The ef fects  on Finland of  European economic and other development 
-  Factors in Finland’s compet i t iveness and success 
-  Regional  development.  

  
I I  Topical  themes taken up on the Commit tee’s ini t iat ive for  discussion at  p lenary  
sessions 

-  Plant gene technology in food product ion (1998) 
-  Ten pain points in the future of  work (2000) 
-  The future of  work in Finland – out ines of  pol icy on the future (2001) 
-  The future of  the Finnish knowledge society:  “A car ing,  encouraging and 

creat ive Finland – review of chal lenges facing our knowledge society”  
(2004) 

 
The f i rst  of  these was a project  to assess technology and other general  
pol i t ical  themes. 

 
I I I  Technology assessment  
 
The assessment projects carr ied out  by the Eduskunta to date can be grouped into 
three generat ions.  
The f i rs t -generat ion projects  were completed dur ing the 1995–98 term. They 
included the fol lowing:   
1) Plant gene technology and i ts effects in food production 
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2) Information and communications technology in teaching and learning  
3) Prel iminary study of gerontechnology  
The f i rst -generat ion assessment projects were commissioned f rom outs ide 
research inst i tutes,  whose work was overseen by the Commit tee for the Future’s  
technology sect ion and a steer ing group, composed of members of  the Eduskunta,  
appointed by the Commit tee.  The assessment project  on the theme of informat ion 
and communicat ions technology in teaching and learning addi t ional ly  had a 
separate management  theme compris ing experts represent ing var ious sectors.  
The assessment projects completed dur ing the 1999–2002 term can be grouped 
into two generat ions.  The second-generat ion projects were decided on by the 
Commit tee towards the end of  1999 and completed in  2001. They were as fol lows:  
4) Knowledge management 
5) Actual assessment of gerontechnology  
6) Energy 2010 
In the second-generat ion assessment projects ,  the ful l  Committee rather  than i ts  
technology sect ion was the steer ing body. However,  the actual  steer ing work was 
done by a group compris ing members of  the Eduskunta chosen f rom several  
di f ferent  permanent commit tees.  The chairs of  the steer ing groups were members  
of the Committee for the Future.  Parl iamentar ians’  part ic ipat ion in assessment  
work was appreciably c loser  dur ing the second-generat ion projects than dur ing the 
f i rst -generat ion ones.   I t  was especial ly  c lose in the knowledge management 
project,  in which the assessment mater ial  was mainly  col lected in conjunct ion with 
v is i ts  by the steer ing group. The most important  of  these v is i ts  were to some of  
the USA’s best  univers i t ies (MIT,  Harvard, Stanford and Berkeley)  and major  
research inst i tutes in Boston,  Washington and Cal i fornia’s Si l icon Val ley .  When 
gerontechnology was being assessed, the par l iamentar ians,  alongside their  qui te 
c lose involvement in the work of  the steer ing group, also had a ro le in def ining the 
relat ive weights of  the cr i ter ia used in assessment.  In the Energy 2010 project ,  the 
par l iamentar ians formed one of  the arguing panels in a Del foi  s tudy,  alongside 
representat ives of  the world of  sc ience, major energy producers and users as wel l  
as shapers of  publ ic  opinion (NGOs, journal is ts) .     
The Commit tee decided in autumn 2001 to launch thi rd-generat ion  assessment 
projects.  With the except ion of  one on the theme of  new and non-renewable 
energy sources,  which did not  go beyond a prel iminary study,  the f inal  reports on 
these projects were publ ished in the course of  spr ing 2003. 
7) Social  capital  and information technology 
8) Regional innovation systems 
9) Human genome and stem cel ls  
10) Renewable and new energy sources  
Of  the thi rd-generat ion projects the par l iamentar ians had a part icular ly  act ive 
involvement in the one deal ing wi th regional innovat ion systems. For example, i t  
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organised meet ings wi th companies and discussion events for  members of  the 
Eduskunta and author i t ies represent ing four regions.  They also contr ibuted texts  
for  use when wr i t ing the f inal  report .  Part ic ipat ion in the other projects was 
through act ive involvement in the work of  the steer ing groups.  In the human 
genome and stem cel ls  project ,  the par l iamentar ians v is i ted research inst i tutes  
working in the f ie ld in Heidelberg,  but  unl ike what  had been done in the case of  
the Energy 2010 project ,  they did not  take part  in the Del foi  expert  panel  
discussions. 
 
Only one technology assessment report  has been completed by the Commit tee that  
began i ts  work in 2003: 
 
11) A caring, encouraging and creative Finland – a review of profound 
challenges facing our knowledge society  
 
These are themes that  the Commit tee has decided on i ts  own ini t iat ive to deal  
wi th.  Somet imes deal ing wi th a theme means no more than arranging an 
internat ional  or  nat ional  seminar or a ser ies of  meet ings in var ious regions,  but  i t  
can also mean years of  constant  study-based work wi th an expert  inst i tut ion in 
such a way that the steer ing group is ei ther the Committee for the Future or part  of  
i t  in col laborat ion with representat ives designated by other commit tees.  The 
Commit tee has i ts  own smal l  research budget for  these commissioned studies.  The 
Committee’s aim is to avai l  i tsel f  of  the latest  methods that futures research has 
provided.  Each Commit tee both chooses i ts  themes and decides how they are to 
be deal t  wi th.  
 
The topics  discussed by the Commit tee in the ten years s ince i t  was establ ished 
have ranged f rom the global  to the local ,  f rom values to the pract ical  ef f ic iency of  
the machinery of  state,  f rom lef t  to r ight,  f rom his tory to the future, f rom structural  
long-term economic problems to the everyday di f f icul t ies that  fami l ies have in 
arranging chi ld care,  f rom stat is t ics to weak signals.  The only  rule in sett ing an 
agenda has been that  i t  has to be something that  is  new and important  to people.  
 
 
The newest Committee 
 
The current  Commit tee,  which was formed af ter  the elect ions in March 2003, has 
started wi th f ive special  issues: 
 
1.  The Future of  the Finnish Informat ion Society Model  
2.  The Future of  Publ ic Heal th Care 
3.  Human Secur i ty  as an Extensive Long-term Phenomenon 
4. Regional  Innovat ion Systems 
5. Social  Capital  in View of  Future Risks for  Chi ldren and Young People 
 
The current  Commit tee for  the Future has conducted an advance dialogue also 
wi th the Pr ime Minister  on the Government report  on the future to be submi t ted to 
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the Eduskunta dur ing the present par l iamentary term. As has become customary,  
the report  is  being drafted at the Prime Minister ’s Off ice and the theme this  t ime is 
demographic pol icy.  The Eduskunta wi l l  receive the report  for  del iberat ion towards 
the end of  2004. 
 
 
Good vantage point 
 
I t  has been said of  the Commit tee for  the Future that  i t  is  a good forum where 
par l iamentar ians can broaden their  v iews beyond everyday pol i t ics and their  own 
country ’s problems.  The Commit tee’s work has become qui te internat ional  in 
character – i t  goes on i ts own ini t iat ive to var ious parts of  the world to fami l iar ise 
i tsel f  wi th the latest  social  and technological  innovat ions,  i t  is  inv i ted increasingly  
of ten to descr ibe i ts  work to internat ional  conferences and i t  is  an i tem that  many 
foreign delegat ions v is i t ing Finland want to include in thei r  i t inerary.  Qui te a large 
proport ion of the ministers in the present  cabinet are former members of  the 
Commit tee.  They include the Pr ime Minister and the ministers of  f inance,  labour 
and the environment.  The present  chair  of  the Commit tee was chosen as the 
leader of  the biggest  opposi t ion party in summer 2004, one year af ter  the 
elect ions.  He enjoys his work on the Commit tee for  the Future so much that  he has 
cont inued to chair  i t .  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr TIITINEN for  his communicat ion and invi ted 
members to put  quest ions to him. 
 
Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden) ,  said that  a s imi lar  quest ion had been asked several  
months before in Sweden and i t  had been decided that  a commit tee of  that  k ind would 
t respass on the remit  of  s tanding commit tees which already were pursuing a 
relat ionship wi th univers i t ies.  Discussion had nonetheless led to a reinforcement of  the 
relat ions between Par l iament and the univers i t ies relat ing to the basic quest ion:  what  
k ind of  the wor ld do we wish to leave to young people who wi l l  be 18 in 2023? 
 
Mr Ari  HAHN (Israel )  said the problems of this k ind were deal t  wi th in Israel  by the 
Commit tee on Future Generat ions of  the Knesset,  which was pres ided over  by a ret i red 
judge.  This Commit tee expressed opinions,  i ts  role was only consultat ive and i t  
addressed recommendat ions to the Knesset .  
 
He wished to know whether the Commit tee on the Future had a permanent staf f ,  i f  i t  
took part  in the process of  preparat ion of  laws, and,  i f  so,  how. 
 
Mrs Stavroula VASSILOUNI (Greece)  said that in the Greek Par l iament there were 
several  commit tees which were carry ing out studies in part icular on technical  issues.   
What was interest ing in the Finnish exper ience was the c lose l ink maintained wi th the 
Government c iv i l  serv ice.  
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She wanted to know more about the impact  of  the Commit tee reports – in part icular,  
how they were publ ished and whether there was always a debate on them in plenary 
session. 
 
Mr Alain DELCAMP (France)  asked: what was the legal  basis for  agreements wi th the 
Government?  How long did they last  – for  a year,  longer,  var ious lengths of  t ime?  
Were the Commit tee reports debated in plenary session? 
 
Mr Yogendra NARAIN (India)  asked:  how were members of  the Commit tee chosen – 
were they experts,  or  was i t  in proport ion of  part isan al legiance?  Did the Commit tee 
have i ts own special is t  secretar iat  to ass ist  i t?  How was the problem of  t respass on the 
remit  or  responsibi l i t ies of  other Commit tees solved – in part icular ,  was there a 
procedure for  consul tat ion? 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  asked whether the Commit tee had i ts  own budget.  
 
Mr. Seppo TIITINEN responding to the var ious quest ions,  said:  
 
The plan had not  been to create a body which only was made up of  experts,  s ince the 
Commit tee was not  designed to be one which had special is t  expert ise, but  was only the 
response of  Par l iament to reports  f rom the Government;  
 
The Commit tee recrui ted members who understood scient i f ic  matters and who c losely 
cooperated wi th other special is t  Commit tees,  on which, moreover,  i t  depended to some 
extent  for  i ts  informat ion;  
 
The Government reports were prepared under the responsibi l i ty  of  the Pr ime Minister ;  
 
The Commit tee reports were discussed in plenary session and agreed to – of ten 
unanimously.   The reports were publ ished, and some were even t ranslated into Engl ish;  
 
The Commit tee,  in pr inc iple publ ished a report  each session; 
 
Select ion of  members of  the Commit tee was under  the usual  procedure (select ion in 
proport ion of  the pol i t ical  part ies) ;  
 
The Commit tee had i ts  own secretar iat ,  which was made up of  h ighly qual i f ied people.  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked members for  their  many pert inent  quest ions.  
 
 
The si t t ing ended at  12.30 pm 
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SECOND SITTING 
Tuesday 28 September 2004 (Afternoon) 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitting was opened at 3.00 pm 

 
 
1. Election to the vacant post on the Executive Committee 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  said that  the next  i tem on the agenda was the elect ion of  
an ordinary member of  the Execut ive Commit tee.   One post  was vacant .   The Joint  
Secretar ies  had received 3 nominat ions for candidates for elect ion as ordinary 
members: 

 
-  Mr Abdul lah ABDUL WAHAB (Malays ia)   
-  Mrs Patr ic ia FLORES ELIZONDO (Mexico) 
-  Mrs Isabel  CORTE REAL (Portugal)  

 
The Rules relat ing to e lect ions and a l is t  of  candidates were on the tables at  the 
entrance to the Plenary Hal l .  
 
The si t t ing was suspended to al low for  preparat ions for  elect ion.  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  inv i ted those ent i t led to vote to col lect  a vot ing paper f rom 
in front of  the plat form and to take the paper back to thei r  seats and f i l l  them in by 
t ick ing the box next  to the names for  which they wish to vote.   Each member or  
subst i tute might  vote only once.   They could indicate abstent ion.   The candidate wi th an 
absolute major i ty  of  votes would be elected ( i f  necessary on a second round between 
the top two candidates).    
 
He invi ted the Vice-Presidents to come to the plat form to assist  in the electoral  
process. 

 
He inv i ted those able to vote to approach the plat form and cast thei r  vote,  giv ing their  
names to the Joint  Secretar ies as they did so. 
 
The votes were counted by the Joint  Secretar ies and the Vice Presidents;  the President  
announced the resul t :  
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Resul ts of  the vote – f i rs t  round 
 
Number of  voters:    64 
Number of  votes cast :    63 
Absolute major i ty :     32 
 

Isabel  CORTE-REAL   30 
Patr ic ia FLORES ELIZONDO 24  
Abdul  ABDULLAH WAHMAN   9 

 
Abstent ions      1 

 
There being no major i ty  the Pres ident announced a second round of vot ing wi th the two 
candidates being:  
 

Isabel  CORTE-REAL  
Patr ic ia FLORES ELIZONDO 

 
Resul ts of  the vote – second round 
 
Number of  voters:     61 
Number of  votes cast :   60 
Absolute major i ty :    30 
 

Isabel  CORTE-REAL    33 
Patr ic ia FLORES ELIZONDO  27  

 
Abstent ions       1 

 
There being an absolute major i ty  the Pres ident  announced that  Mrs Isabel  CORTE-
REAL was elected as an ordinary  member of  the Execut ive Committee.  
 
 
The si t t ing ended at  4.30 pm. 
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THIRD SITTING 
Wednesday 29 September 2004 (Morning) 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitt ing was opened at 10.00 am 

 
 
 
1. New Members  
 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President  said that  the fol lowing requests for  membership had been 
received: 
 
Mr Samual  ALEMAYEHU    Secretary General  of  the House of Federat ion 
      of  Ethiopia 
 
Mr JUN Ha Sung  Deputy Secretary General  of  the Nat ional   
 Assembly of  the Republ ic  of  Korea 
 ( replac ing Mr Choong Suk KONG) 
 
The new members present were invi ted to stand and be ident i f ied.  
 
The candidates were approved as new members .  
 
 
2. General Debate: Financial Control in Parliament 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  inv i ted Mr Hafnaoui  AMRANI,  Secretary General  of  the 
Nat ional  Counci l  of  Alger ia,  to the plat form to open the debate on Financial  control  in  
Par l iament.  
 
Mr Hafnaoui AMRANI (Morocco)  opened by saying that  the present s i t t ing would 
concentrate on f inancial  control  by Parl iament,  and that th is  would be addressed as 
much f rom the point  of  v iew of relat ions between Par l iament and the higher f inancial  
author i t ies  of  the state as on the point  of  v iew of the expert ise and capaci ty with in 
Par l iament relat ing to budgetary and f inancial  matters.  
 
There were many aspects to this  interest ing subject,  s ince the methods of survei l lance 
and control  of  governmental  act ion by Par l iament var ied according to the t radi t ions and 
pol i t ical  and const i tut ional  history of  each country.   In general  terms, Par l iaments voted 
on and supervised the administrat ion of  laws relat ing to State f inances.   In addi t ion,  
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most countr ies had speci f ic  inst i tut ions which had the duty of  a poster ior i  control  over  
the regular i ty  of  the appl icat ion and use of  publ ic  money. 
 
F inancial  control  by Par l iament  depended on several  factors:  
 
 The importance of  the role of  Par l iament in vot ing and control l ing the appl icat ion 
of  the budget;  
 
 The status of  inst i tut ions ,  charged wi th the ver i f icat ion of  accounts and proper 
appl icat ion of  publ ic money; 
 
 The extent  to which a part icular regime is democrat ic .  
 
The importance of control  exercised by Par l iament depended essent ial ly  on i ts  inf luence 
on the preparat ion and vot ing of  the state budget,  but  also on the human and legal  
resources which i t  possessed to oversee act ion by the Government.  
 
For these reasons,  this debate would permit  the associat ion to have a bet ter  idea of  the 
way in which Par l iament was able to exercise proper f inancial  control  over  the 
Execut ive wi thin our di f ferent  inst i tut ional  backgrounds.  
 
Mme Hélène PONCEAU  (France) gave the fol lowing presentat ion on behal f  of  Mr Jean-
Claude BÉCANE, Secretary General  of  the Senate of  France,  ent i t led:  “The French 
Par l iament ’s changing Role in the Financial  Control  of  Government”  

“Introduction 
The statutory instrument of  January 2,  1959 for  the const i tut ional  law cover ing Finance 
Acts st ipulates the terms and condi t ions for  present ing, debat ing and enforc ing Finance 
Acts(LOLF).  I t  fo l lows the logic of  " rat ional ized Par l iamentar ism" of  the V t h  Republ ic  
which is  marked by the wish to str ic t ly  organize Par l iament ’s powers,  especial ly  in  
f inancial  matters.  This legis lat ion which is  a real  “Financial  Const i tut ion” in France, was 
the subjec t  of  wide ranging reform in 2001 aimed at moderniz ing publ ic  f inancial  
management and giv ing the Par l iament  back i ts  place in the budget procedure.   

The “Financial  Const i tut ion” reform for  France sought to reconci le two goals 

The f i rs t  goal  is  the modernizat ion of  publ ic  f inancial  management by giv ing more 
f reedom to managers by improving the decis ion-making and steer ing tools for  the 
State’s budget.  

The second goal  is  to rebalance powers in Par l iament ’s favour,  by str ic t ly  observing the 
Const i tut ion and especial ly  the Government ’s ini t iat ive in f inancial  matters and the 
restr ic t ion on  Par l iament reducing the balance of  the State budget.  

The role of  the French Par l iament in budget matters and especial ly  i ts  f inance 
commit tees wi l l  be reinforced wi thin the scope of  implement ing the LOLF.  The reform 
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has al ready borne i ts  f i rst  f rui t ,  as the const i tut ional  law’s provis ions concerning 
par l iamentary informat ion and audi t  have already come into force.   

 

A. – THE CHANGE FROM A  CULTURE OF MEANS TO A  CULTURE OF  RESULTS 
 
1)  The current  budgetary nomenclature has numerous disadvantages 

The current  nomenclature div ides the credi ts between the ministr ies,  s ix expendi ture 
i tems (which apport ion the expendi tures in accordance wi th their  nature :  funct ioning,  
intervent ion,  investment…) and 850 budgetary chapters (which apport ion thei r  
expendi tures in accordance wi th their  use) which const i tutes the budget ’s uni ty of  
special i ty .  This nomenclature does not  give Par l iament a c lear v iew of  the resources 
al located to a publ ic  pol icy and above al l  does not  al low the managers to  easi ly  adapt 
to constraints or  to grasp the  opportuni t ies which may occur dur ing the year.  

2)  The new budgetary nomenclature 

The budgetary nomenclature set  up by the LOLF is focused on the object ives and the 
evaluat ion of  the resul ts of  publ ic  act ions and gives managers greater  f reedom in 
managing the credi ts entrusted to them. From next  year the vote on the budget wi l l  no 
longer be by ministry but  by mission (47 in a l l ,  10 of  which are inter-minister ial ) ,  
compr is ing a much smal ler  number of  programmes (158 in al l )  compared to the current  
chapters and determined in accordance wi th the goals of  the State’s act ion.  The 
managers are f ree to use the credi ts wi thin the programmes, except for  staf f  
expendi ture which cannot be increased dur ing management .   

This new def ini t ion of  the vot ing uni t ies and the special i ty  uni t ies aims :  

-  to give greater  f reedom to managers through the special izat ion of  credi ts  by 
programme; 

-  to “quash” the negot iat ion of  credi ts by minist ry and to di rect  the debates towards 
object ives and the resul ts  of   publ ic  pol ic ies,  wi th the vote by mission. 

3) The switch to a cul ture of   per formance assessment  

The new nomenclature brought in by the LOLF st ipulates that “precise object ives 
determined in accordance wi th general  interest  goals,  and the expected resul ts and 
which have been the subject  of  an assessment ” ,  wi l l  be associated wi th the programme. 

The f inal  set t lement b i l l  for  year n-1  wi l l  now be discussed before the f inance bi l l  for  
year n+1 ,  and wi l l  be the t ime for  managers to report  to Par l iament on the performance 
of thei r  budget and the resul ts of  thei r  management.  The debate on the Sett lement Act  
wi l l  therefore become a high point  in par l iamentary l i fe and the opportuni ty for  
Par l iament to learn the lessons f rom past  management.  
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B. -  PARLIAMENT WILL  HAVE MORE INFLUENCE OVER THE STATE BUDGET 
 
1) A greater abi l i ty  to modi fy the State budget 

The LOLF aims to restore more power at  the budget author izat ion stage to Par l iament.   

From now on,  each year,  when the changes in the nat ional  economy and the or ientat ion 
in the publ ic  f inances are reported on and debated before the summer,   Par l iament can 
recommend modi f icat ions to the budget nomenclature and the object ives which are 
associated wi th i t  several  months before the Finance Bi l l  is  presented.  

In addi t ion,  Par l iament can have more inf luence on the State budget dur ing the debate 
on the Finance Bi l l .  The r ight  of  the members of  Par l iament to amend wi l l  be enlarged :  
whereas they can only propose reduct ions in credi ts today,  they can now present  
amendments aimed at  modify ing the apport ionment of  the credi ts between the 
programmes of  the same mission, or  even propose the creat ion of  a new programme, 
when these proposi t ions do not  resul t  in increasing the amount of  the mission’s credi ts.   

2)  A greater  involvement in moni tor ing how the budget is  spent  

The f inance committees wi l l  be informed of  al l  the measures aiming to modi fy  how the 
credi ts are apport ioned between programmes, the amount of  which is  l imi ted.  They wi l l  
be consul ted on cancel lat ion of  credi ts,  and there wi l l  be a l imi t  on carry ing credi ts over  
f rom one year to the next.    

C. -  A PARLIAMENT WHICH IS  BETTER INFORMED AND BETTER ARMED TO AUDIT  THE 
GOVERNMENT 

1)  More informat ion  

The informat ion which wi l l  be suppl ied to Par l iament  wi l l  be enr iched so as to give 
overviews of the broad strategies of  the publ ic f inance by :  

-  before the Summer,  a report  compris ing a descr ipt ion of  the broad strategies of  i ts  
budgetary pol icy and a medium term assessment  of  i ts  resources ;  

-   in the Autumn, a report  t rac ing al l  of  the obl igatory deduct ions and their  evolut ion ;  

a report  in the appendix to the f inance bi l l  on the nat ion’s posi t ion and i ts  economic ,  
social  and f inancial  out look including “ the presentat ion of  the assumpt ions,  methods 
and project ions which are the basis on which f inance bi l l  for  the year is  drawn up” 
and the forecasts for  changes in revenue and expendi ture for  at  least  the next  four  
years.   
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Par l iament wi l l  now be asked to vote on a cei l ing for  the evolut ion of  the debt in the 
ini t ia l  F inance Act  in addi t ion to the t radi t ional  vote on the level  of  the def ic i t .  I t  wi l l  
author ize borrowing and wi l l  vote on a cei l ing of  author ized appropr iat ion.  The 
author izat ion to col lect  ex ist ing taxes wi l l  be accompanied by documents which 
exhaust ively detai l  a l l  the taxes as wel l  as the legal  persons other than the State they 
may be earmarked for .  The f inancial  guarantees granted by the State wi l l  be author ized 
by Par l iament.  Last ly ,  the Finance Bi l l  wi l l  have an unchanging structure to enable 
comparisons to be made f rom one year to the next  and wi l l  have an investment sect ion 
and a funct ioning sect ion to establ ish whether,  as unfor tunately has been the case in  
France for  several  years,  the State is  becoming indebted to f inance i ts  normal  
operat ional  expendi ture.   

2)  Reformed account ing  

The State current ly  uses a cash basis of  account ing which means that i t  knows  i ts  cash 
posi t ion in real  t ime.  However,  th is does not  provide any useful  informat ion on i ts 
f inancial  posi t ion.    

The LOLF makes far  reaching reforms of  the State’s account ing by adding the fol lowing 
to the cash basis of  account ing :   

-  f inancial  account ing based on the pr inciple of  recording r ights and obl igat ions.  The 
rules here  only d i f fer  f rom those apply ing to companies because of the speci f ic i t ies of  
the State’s act ion ;  

-  account ing which analyzes the cost  of  di f ferent  act ions in the programme. 

This reform is essent ial  because i t  wi l l  enable Par l iament to know the State’s f inancial  
heal th and not  just  i ts  budgetary heal th.  The State must enter  prov is ions for  i ts  future 
expendi ture and depreciate i ts  equipment and members of  Par l iament  wi l l  now be able 
to know the State’s commitments,  the r isks to which i t  is  exposed, and whether the 
State is  get t ing r icher  or poorer.   

This reform requi res a considerable amount of  work surveying and valuing the State’s 
assets which is  current ly ongoing,  as wel l  as set t ing up a new f inancial  informat ion 
system.  I t  is  essent ial  in order to al low Par l iament to vote in an informed way on the 
great  f inancial  chal lenges facing the State.  

The Court  of  Accounts wi l l  be responsible for cert i fy ing the State’s accounts so that  
their  accuracy is  total ly  guaranteed.  

3) Increased audi t ing powers 

The LOLF consol idates and strengthens the powers of  control  of  the f inance commit tees 
in both assembl ies which “ fo l low up and inspect  the implementat ion of  Finance Acts and 
assess any quest ion concerning publ ic  f inances” .  These special  powers include :  
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- the r ight  for  special  reporters2 to obtain “al l  the f inancial  and  administrat ive 
informat ion they request” ,  inc luding reports f rom inspect ion bodies ;  

-  the possibi l i ty  of  compel l ing any person whose evidence appears to be necessary to 
submit  to examinat ion.  The duty of  professional  secrecy does not  apply to them. 

-  the obl igat ion for  the government to reply to let ters f rom the special  reporters af ter  
their  audi t  and assessment assignments have been completed.   

F inal ly ,  the f inance commit tees now receive assistance of  the Court  of  Accounts to 
perform their  audi ts.  The Senate’s Finance Committee asks i t  to perform four or f ive 
invest igat ions each year and then holds a meet ing dur ing which the members of  the 
Court  of  Accounts and the managers of  the inspected organizat ions and departments  
are brought face to face.   In addi t ion,  the f inance commit tees can also benef i t  f rom i ts 
assistance to carry out assessment and audi t  assignments,  special ly when these 
require special  technical  sk i l ls .  

The French Par l iament and i ts  f inance commit tees therefore have considerable legal  
means, but  the extent  of  their  f inancial  control  wi l l  depend on how they are used.”  

 

Mr Paolo SANTOMAURO  ( I taly)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion,  

“Art ic le 81 of  the Const i tut ion of  the I tal ian Republ ic lays down that the Chambers – the 
Senate and the Chamber of  Deput ies – must each year agree the budget and State 
accounts which are presented by the Government.  A l l  management by the publ ic  serv ice 
must have as i ts  author i ty  this “Budget law”.   Only Par l iament can author ise rais ing and 
spending money for  the fol lowing year.  The Const i tut ion does not  a l low the Budget law 
to set  new taxes or to set t le new expendi ture and any law which involves new charges 
or an increase of expendi ture must indicate the resources which wi l l  be used.  

From the 1980s i t  was thought that the budget law – because of  i ts  nature as a formal  
law and a pure and s imple regis ter of  pre-exist ing legis lat ive acts – was no longer an 
adequate instrument for  management of  publ ic  f inances.   Therefore,  Par l iament ’s 
intervent ion in the annual  f inancial  programme of  the Government was separated into 
two documents:  the f i rs t  was the budget law and the second was the law on f inance. 
The second law aimed to give form to the economic and social  decis ions of  the 
Government and to put  i ts  programme into ef fect .  The law on f inance al lows changes 
and addi t ions to the legis lat ive arrangements which af fect  the State budget and those of  
autonomous businesses or organisat ions which wi l l  are l inked to the budget of  the 
State.  

The draf t  law on f inances is presented by the Government to Parl iament on the 30t h  of  
September each year and is debated wi th the draf t  budget for  that  year .   With the draf t  
law on the budget the three-year budget plan is  also agreed. 

                                                       
2 Each member of the finance committee in the Senate is responsible for auditing a sector of the State’s budget. 
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The importance of the law on f inance in the Par l iamentary pol i t ical  l i fe of  I taly has 
grown enormously in the course of  t ime s ince the 1980s.  Par l iamentary  ru les have 
taken account of  th is change and put  into place speci f ic  procedural  instruments for  the 
examinat ion and agreement of  the law on f inance.  Examinat ion of  the law on f inance 
takes place in the course of a special  sess ion,  known as the “budgetary session”,  which 
involves both Assembl ies of  the I tal ian par l iament,  the Senate of  the Republ ic  and the 
Chamber of  Deput ies,  which have ident ical  powers and funct ions.  Under the 
Const i tut ion the Par l iamentary system in I taly is  a joint  bicameral  one.   The budgetary 
session has a maximum t ime l imi t  of  40 days for  Fi rst  Reading f rom when the budgetary 
documents are placed in the Senate ( in the Chamber of  Deput ies the t ime l imi t  is  45 
days) and 35 days for  Second Reading.  Dur ing this per iod the Commit tees may not  to 
any other work except those which are l inked to the draf t  laws proposed under the law 
on f inance.   As an except ion to this rule they may examine draf t  bi l ls relat ing to the 
rat i f icat ion of  decrees,  that  is  to say extraordinary and urgent measures which the 
Government agrees to whi le wai t ing for Par l iamentary approval ;  is  also possib le to deal  
with matters or  draft  bi l ls which the Conference of  Pres idents of  the Parl iamentary 
part ies unanimously agree should not  be deferred.  

The budgetary session takes on average up three months of  Par l iamentary t ime, that is  
to say over a quarter  of  i ts  total  act iv i ty .  

In the course last  few years i t  has been decided that the debate on the law on f inance 
should be preceded by the presentat ion of  a document known as the “Document on 
Economic and Financial  Planning” (DPEF).   This document set  a programme for  the 
object ive,  and development of  publ ic  f inances for  the fol lowing four years on the basis 
of  the prevai l ing macro economic background.  The Government sends the DPEF to both 
Chambers,  before 30t h  of  June each year,  that is  to say before the budget and the law 
on f inance.   Par l iamentary debate f in ishes by agreement on a resolut ion which indicates 
the publ ic  f inance object ives and the pr ior i t ies for  act ion in terms of  the budget which 
wi l l  be brought into ef fect  by the law on f inance. 

The Court  of  Accounts oversees the accounts of  the State.   Al though this is  a system of 
control  which is outs ide Parl iament,  there is  a part icular ly c lose inst i tut ional  l ink 
between Par l iament and the Court  of  Accounts and therefore this area of  oversight  is  an 
important  part  of  the scrut iny which is  p laced on the f inancia l  work of  the Government.  

The obl igat ions which are placed on the I tal ian government in respect  of  i ts  membership 
of  the European Community have an important  impact  on the system of f inancia l  
overs ight .   Par l iamentary overs ight  inc ludes respect  for  the Government ’s programme in 
del iver ing on i ts  obl igat ions as a member state which ar ise f rom agreements at  the 
decis ion-making level  of  the European Union relat ing to coordinat ion of  f inancial  af fai rs.  

The impact  of  federal ism on f iscal  cooperat ion has taken on more and more importance.  
Since 2001, wi l l  af ter  a const i tut ional  reform of regions,  provinces and communes have 
asked that  supplementary resources be placed at  their  disposal ,  and this has created 
geographical  uni ts which play an increasingly important  role in the publ ic  f inances.”  
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Mrs Roksa GEORGIEVSKA  (Macedonia)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion,  ent i t led 
“Financial  control  in the Assembly of  the Republ ic  of  Macedonia” .  

Financial  oversight in the Assembly of the Republic of Macedonia over  
Government expenditure.  

Under the Const i tut ion of  the Republ ic  of  Macedonia which was agreed in 1991 the 
pol i t ical  and legal  organisat ion of  the State,  the funct ion of  State bodies,  thei r  
organisat ion and act ion,  and al l  the relat ions between each other are based on the 
pr inciple of  the separat ion of  powers.   On that basis,  the Const i tut ion lays down 
separat ion of  powers between the Legis lat ive,  Execut ive and Judic iary.   Each one 
carr ies out  i ts  dut ies independent ly.  

This div is ion of power between the legis lat ive, execut ive and jud icial  branches makes 
necessary a proper balance between each one of them and mutual  overs ight .   I t  is  
therefore essent ial  that the Legis lature maintains oversight over the Execut ive.  The 
procedures which have been laid down have been arranged in such a way that  this 
aspect  of  Par l iamentary act iv i ty  is  aimed at  achiev ing i ts object ives of  oversight in the 
most democrat ic  way possible.  

Financial  overs ight  by the Assembly of  the Republ ic  of  Macedonia over Government 
expendi ture is  carr ied out  by way of amendments which are put  down in the course of  
the debate on the budget – that  is  to say by proposed modi f icat ions of  the budget of  the 
Republ ic  of  Macedonia.   On the basis of  this procedure,  which is  set  down in the Rules 
of  the Assembly,  the budget is  proposed by the Government and debated once – as a 
draf t  budget.  

Before the debate in the Assembly the budget is  examined by the relevant bodies – the 
Commit tee on Finance and the Budget,  the Chairman of  which is  elected by the 
opposi t ion,  and the Commit tee on Legis lat ive and Legal  Af fai rs of  the Assembly of  the 
Republ ic  of  Macedonia.  The draf t  budget may also be examined by other relevant  
bodies of  the Assembly wi thin the l imits  of  their  powers.  

Proposals to change the draf t  budget are presented in the form of  amendments.   These 
are sent  to the Speaker of  the Assembly in wr i t ing, and they must be just i f ied and 
s igned by the authors.   I f  an amendment to the draf t  budget contains provis ions which 
involve expenditure i ts  author must indicate the possible means by which Finance can 
be obtained. 

The Speaker of  the Assembly immediately  sends the amendments to Members of  
Parl iament and the Government.   He also wi l l  send i t  to the body which is charged wi th 
examining the budget and f inances so that  the Commit tee can judge the impact  of  the 
amendment  on the avai lable f inancial  means and poss ible resources for  f inancing the 
proposal .   The Commit tee then informs the Assembly of  i ts  v iews. Debate wi l l  then take 
place on the amendment .   An Amendment may be agreed to buy major i ty  of  votes of  
those deput ies present,  represent ing at  least  a thi rd of  elected Members.  
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The Assembly may decide to organise debate each chapter of  the draf t  budget.   Before 
deciding on how to vote on the budget,  the Assembly wi l l  decide whether a vote wi l l  
take place on each chapter  or  on the whole text .   A vote on each chapter  may be 
organised at the request  of  a Member of  Par l iament who is supported by at  least  10 of  
his col leagues.   The Rules of  the Assembly relat ing to the procedure for  agreeing the 
budget also apply to the procedure for  agreeing the annual  Table for  balancing the 
budget.  

The Minister of  Finance decides on the div is ion of  expendi ture in the course of a f iscal  
year,  the level  of  act ions and programmes wi thin each departmental  budget;  div is ion 
between the var ious departments is  based on a decis ion by the Assembly – that is  to 
say at  the level  of  autonomous budgetary uni ts – wi thin the l imi ts f ixed by the budget.  

Relations between the Assembly of the Republic of Macedonia and the Chief 
Financial Bodies of  the State  

Payment for  Act iv i t ies of  the Assembly comes f rom i ts  own budget,  which is part  of  the 
global  budget of  the Republ ic  of  Macedonia.  Financial  oversight  of  the expendi ture of  
the Assembly is  ensured by the Minist ry of  Finance and the Nat ional  Audit  Off ice.  

The Secretary General  of  the Assembly appoints an internal  audi tor  in agreement wi th  
the Government.   As a benef ic iary of  the publ ic  budget,  the Assembly cannot take on 
f inancial  obl igat ions internal ly  or make any payment wi thout  the s ignature of  the 
internal  audi tor .   I f  there is  no internal  audi tor ,  the audi t  funct ion is done by the 
Ministry of  Finance. The Minister of  Finance, wi th the previous agreement of  the 
Government,  selects audi tors for  a central  internal  audi t .   I f  an audi tor  detects 
i r regular i t ies in the use of money is al lowed, he prepares a report  and asks that the 
error be corrected wi thin a certain t ime. 

I f  such i r regular i t ies are not  corrected the auditor  instructs that no payments be made 
from the budget unt i l  th is mat ter  is  deal t  wi th.  

The Ministry of  Finance has set  up a Treasury Department to deal  wi th management of  
the budget.  The Treasury Department the records al l  operat ions,  receipts and 
expendi ture,  re lat ing to the budget and i ts  benef ic iar ies.   In relat ion to al l  f inancial  
deal ings of  benef ic iar ies of  the budget the Ministry keeps a register of  a l l  operat ions 
involv ing debits or  credi ts on account of  the Treasury Department.   The Minist ry 
manages the account  of  the Treasury Department and al l  i ts  act ions.  

The Nat ional  Audi t  Off ice has oversight  of  the use of money under the budget – 
including the budget  of  the as Assembly – f rom the point  of  v iew of compl iance with the 
law.   The Audi t  inc ludes an evaluat ion of  how ef f ic ient ly money has been used. 

Mr Jósef MIKOSA  (Poland)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion,  ent i t led “The Relat ionship 
between Par l iament and the highest  state f inancial  bodies in Poland”.  
 
Expert ise in Par l iament in relat ion to f inancial  scrut iny of  government expendi ture.  
The subject wi l l  inc lude discussion of  the fol lowing topics:   
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- assistance given by the highest  s tate f inancial  bodies to par l iamentary scrut iny 
of  the Budget;  

- avai labi l i ty  of  expert ise in Par l iament apart  f rom the system for  matters re lated 
to the Budget;  

- special is t  f inancial  contro l  wi th in Par l iament.  
 
1.  The Const i tut ion,  which is  the highest  law in the Republ ic of  Poland,  sets  forth basic  
pr inciples of  the relat ionship between the Sejm [ lower chamber of  Par l iament]  and the 
government in the f ie ld of  publ ic  f inances.  Among other th ings i t :  

- speci f ies obl igat ions of  the government  to the Sejm in submit t ing a Budget Bi l l  
and present ing a report  on the implementat ion of  the Budget Act ;  

- speci f ies obl igat ions of  the Supreme Chamber of  Control  [chief  author i ty  of  state 
audi t ]  in respect  of  the analysis of  the implementat ion of  the State Budget and of  
the purposes of monetary pol icy,  as wel l  as  the opinion concerning the vote to 
accept the accounts for the preceding f iscal  year presented by the Counci l  of  
Ministers [discharge] ;  

- speci f ies obl igat ions of  the Counci l  for  Monetary Pol icy,  which is an organ of  the 
Nat ional  Bank of  Poland, to the Sejm in formulat ing and present ing the aims of  
monetary pol icy and in submit t ing to the Sejm a report  on achievement of  the 
purposes of  monetary pol icy;  

-  invests in the Counci l  of  Ministers exclusive r ight of  in i t iat ive in relat ion to a  
Budget Act ,  an inter im budget,  amendments to the Budget Act ,  A stature on the 
contract ing of  publ ic  debt ,  as wel l  as a statute grant ing f inancial  guarantees by 
the State,  and also l imi ts Sejm’s discret ion in changing spending and revenues 
from those planned by the Counci l  of  Ministers in such a way that  the Sejm is not  
al lowed to adopt a budget def ic i t  exceeding the level  provided in the Budget Bi l l .  

- imposes a prohibi t ion against  cover ing a budget def ic i t  by way of  contract ing 
credi t  obl igat ions to the State’s central  bank. 

 
2.  Speci fy ing more detai led pr inciples is  delegated by the Const i tut ion to appropr iate 
statutes,  including part icular ly the Act  on Publ ic  Finances,  the Act  on the Exercise of  
the Mandate of  a Deputy or  Senator and the Act  on the Supreme Chamber of  Contro l .  
As far  as the above-ment ioned topics for  discussion are concerned, of  importance are 
also i ts   rules of  procedure adopted by the Sejm by means of  a resolut ion.  
 
3.  Par l iamentary scrut iny over publ ic f inances is exerc ised with the use of  the fol lowing 
instruments:  Sejm commit tees,  Deput ies’  quest ions (wr i t ten and oral )  and 
interpel lat ions.  Pursuant to the exist ing provis ions:  

- Deput ies are ent i t led to lodge interpel lat ions and Deput ies ’  quest ions and have a 
r ight  to obtain f rom members of  the Counci l  of  Ministers and the representat ives 
of  relevant  agencies and inst i tut ions of  State and local  government,  informat ion 
and explanat ions related to matters ar is ing f rom the performance of  the dut ies of  
a Deputy.  

- Members of  the Counci l  of  Ministers and representat ives of  relevant agencies 
and inst i tut ions of State and local  government,  soc ial  inst i tut ions,  establ ishments 
and enterpr ises of  the State and local  government,  commercial  companies wi th 
partnership of  State or communal  legal  persons,  are obl iged to present 
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informat ion and explanat ions on request  of  permanent and special  commit tees of  
the Sejm related to matters fal l ing wi thin the scope of  their  act iv i ty.  

- The Chancel lery of  the Sejm performs organizat ional  and technical  as wel l  as 
consul tat ive tasks related to the act iv i ty of  the Sejm and i ts  organs.  I t  provides 
adequate condi t ions to the Deput ies for  exercis ing their  mandate and is obl iged 
to render serv ices for  Deput ies necessary for  the performance of  their  dut ies.  To 
this a im, i t  del ivers reports and mater ials to the Deput ies and enables them to 
take advantage of  professional  l i terature, analyses and expert  reports.  

 
4.  As concerns the above-ment ioned tasks,  they are performed by organizat ional  uni ts 
of  the Chancel lery of   Sejm, act ing wi thin their  scope of  competence. They include in  
part icular:  

- the Bureau of  Research,  which provides legal  consultancy and informat ion to the 
Deput ies and prepares -  on request  of  Deput ies and the Sejm organs -  expert  
opinions and informat ion on selected subjects.  I t  carr ies out  analysis of  
economic consequences of legis lat ion adopted by the Sejm and research in the 
f ie ld of  interest  of  Par l iament.  I t  prepares study and research papers along wi th 
expert  reports relat ing to the adopt ion and implementat ion of  the State Budget  
and provides assessment of  monetary pol icy of  the State and purposes of  
macroeconomic pol icy.  I t  renders professional  serv ices to the State Finances 
Commit tee which is  competent  for  matters of  State Budget.  Sejm commit tees 
have the abi l i ty  to appoint  thei r  own advisers and ut i l ize their  expert ise.  The so-
cal led Deput ies’  c lubs, i .e.  pol i t ical  groups wi thin the Sejm [which do not  belong 
to the structure of  the Sejm bodies,  but  p lay important  role in formulat ing the 
posi t ion of  the Sejm],  may also benef i t  f rom serv ices of  thei r  own experts.  
Somet imes Sejm commit tees receive opinions f rom interest  groups concerning 
part icular matters under considerat ion in Par l iament.  

 
- the Legis lat ive Bureau, which renders serv ices for  the State Finances Commit tee 

relat ing,  inter  al ia,  to the provis ion of  opinion about a Budget Bi l l  and Bureau of  
Sejm Commit tees which organizes – joint ly  wi th the Bureau of  Research – 
cooperat ion wi th experts and advisors.  

 
5.  There is no s ingle uni t  (organ) wi thin the Sejm responsible for  control  of  State 
f inances.  However,  the Sejm exercises i ts  powers in th is respect  through the Supreme 
Chamber of  Control  [NIK] which – according to the Const i tut ion – is  the chief  organ of  
state audit  and is  subordinate to the Sejm.  
The Supreme Chamber of  Control  audi ts the act iv i ty  of  the organs of  government 
administrat ion,  the Nat ional  Bank of  Poland, State legal  persons and other State 
organizat ional  uni ts regarding the legal i ty ,  economic prudence,  ef f icacy and di l igence. 
 
The Supreme Chamber of  Control  presents to  the Sejm an analysis of  the 
implementat ion of  the State Budget and the purposes of  monetary pol icy as wel l  as 
informat ion on the resul ts of  audi ts,  conclusions and submissions speci f ied by statute.  
 
I t  is  worth not ing that  the Act  on the Supreme Chamber of  Control  prov ides that ,  i t  
audi ts the above-ment ioned uni ts and invest igates in part icular the implementat ion of  
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the State Budget and execut ion of  laws and other legal  acts wi th respect  to the 
f inancial ,  economic and administrat ive act iv i ty  of  these uni ts.   I t  undertakes audi ts on 
the order of  the Sejm or i ts  organs,  on request  of  the President of  the Republ ic of  
Poland, the Pr ime Minister,  or at  his own ini t iat ive.  
 

6.  The Sejm exercises i ts  powers in the sphere of  publ ic  f inances at  the stage of  
a Budget Bi l l ,  the stage of execut ion of  the Budget  Act  and the stage of  a 
report  on i ts  implementat ion.  

 
The stage of a Budget  Bi l l  
 

The t ime l imi t  for  submission of  a Budget B i l l  to the Sejm as wel l  as i ts  contents and 
just i f icat ion is regulated by statutory provis ions. 

- Budget Bi l ls  and other f inancial  plans of  the State submit ted to the Sejm are 
referred for  considerat ion to the Publ ic  Finances Commit tee ( the commit tee 
competent  for  budgetary matters)  and indiv idual  parts of  the drafts and reports 
are also considered by the appropriate ( “sectoral ”)  committees of the Sejm, 
which del iver statements of  thei r  posi t ion,  inc luding conclusions,  opinions or 
proposals of  amendments to the Publ ic  Finances Commit tee.  The comments of  
the Supreme Chamber of  Control  on the reports are also referred to the 
appropr iate Sejm commit tees consider ing part icular  sect ions of  the reports.  
Moreover,  the representat ives of  the Publ ic  Finances Commit tee also part ic ipate 
in s i t t ings of  the appropr iate Sejm commit tees.  The Publ ic  Finances Commit tee 
and “sectoral ”  commit tees may request  addi t ional  opinions f rom the appropr iate 
Sejm commit tees and may pose them quest ions.  

 
The stage of implementat ion of  the Budget Act 

-   in the course of implementat ion of  the Budget the Government is  obl iged to 
request  the Sejm commit tee competent  for  budgetary matters for  opinion on any 
change of  the appropr iat ions speci f ied in the Budget Act  (expendi ture on 
investment  and mul t i -annual  programmes, earmarked reserves,  as wel l  as 
creat ing a new earmarked reserve in the event that the planned budgetary 
expendi tures have been blocked),  in such a s i tuat ion the government is  a l lowed 
to change the appropr iat ion of  an earmarked reserve after  obtaining a posi t ive 
opinion of  the committee competent  for  budgetary matters.   The government is  
also requi red to obtain a posi t ive opinion of  the commit tee competent  for 
budgetary matters in the case of  a threat to the execut ion of  the Budgetary Act ,  
resul t ing in the need for  blocking of  the expendi tures.  The commit tee competent  
for  budgetary matters expresses opinion on a l is t  of  the expendi tures that do not  
expire wi th the end of  the budgetary year.  

 
The stage of a report  on implementat ion of  the State Budget 
 

- As concerns report ing obl igat ions,  the Act  on Publ ic Finances speci f ies the 
scope of  informat ion to be presented to the Sejm by the Counci l  of  Ministers 
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together wi th the report  on implementat ion of  the State budget  and the t ime 
l imi t  for  such presentat ion.  I t  a lso speci f ies the scope of  informat ion to be 
contained in the above-ment ioned report  and obl iges the Minister  of  Finance to 
present to the Sejm commit tee competent  for  budget matters informat ion on the 
course of  execut ion of  the state budget for  the 1st  hal f -year.  

 
7.  Final ly ,  i t  is  worth not ing that  – apart  f rom par l iamentary supervis ion –internal  audi t  
is  carr ied out  in the uni ts of  the sector  of  publ ic  f inances ( including,  inter  al ia,  the 
Chancel lery of  the Sejm) which includes in part icular:  examinat ion of  account ing 
records and account ing book entr ies,  appraisal  of  the system of col lect ion of  publ ic 
resources and their  use, as wel l  as evaluat ion of  asset  management and evaluat ion of  
the ef fect iveness and economy of  f inancial  management.  
 
Mr Christian AYER  (Switzerland)  said that  the Federal  Const i tut ion of  Switzer land laid 
down that Par l iament had supreme budgetary author i ty ,  and that  th is conferred upon i t  
a l imi t less r ight  of  amending texts which were put  before i t  (except for  related 
expendi ture).  

The draft  budget was examined by the Commit tee on F inance,  before being voted on by 
Par l iament.   On average, four months elapsed between presentat ion and agreement of  
the budget.  

Since 1902 the quest ion had been asked whether Switzer land should create a Court  o f  
Accounts s imi lar  to that  that  which existed in France or  whether i t  was preferable to 
give Par l iament  the power to have oversight  over  publ ic  accounts.  

In Switzer land there was also a Contrôle federal  des f inances,  which was s imi lar  to the 
Inspect ion des f inances in France,  which was at  the disposal  of  Par l iament and the 
Government.  

Dr Yogendra NARAIN  ( India)  said that  f inancial  control  was one of the most important  
funct ions of  a Par l iament.  Therefore,  the Indian Par l iament had oversight  of  the 
Execut ive in matters of  money and f inance.  This was covered in an obvious way by 
var ious provis ions of  the Const i tut ion.  Accordingly,  under ar t ic le 265, no tax could be 
raised or  col lected i f  i t  was not  based on law. Under ar t ic le 112,  the President of  India 
must lay an Annual  F inancial  Statement in each House of Par l iament which set  out  the 
est imated revenue and expense of  the Government of  India,  usual ly  known as the 
Budget.   Art ic le 266 of the Const i tut ion prov ides for  a Consol idated Fund of  India,  
which received al l  the money col lected by the Government.  Expendi ture was included in 
the budget in so far  as i t  covered the means necessary to pay for  expendi ture which the 
Const i tut ion la id down must be made out  of  the Consol idated Fund of  India and also in 
so far  as other expendi ture must  be covered which i t  was proposed to take out  of  the 
Consol idated Fund of  India.  Supply could only be voted by the Lok Sabha. The 
Const i tut ion also lay down that  no money could be debi ted to the Consol idated Fund of  
India except under the Appropr iat ion Act  voted by Par l iament.  
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The Budget was presented before Par l iament in two parts:  the Rai lway Budget re lat ing 
to f inancing the rai lways and the General  Budget.   The Rai lway Budget was presented 
before the Lok Sabha by the Minister of  Rai lways,  but  the General  Budget was 
presented by the Minister of  Finance.  The Budget was presented wi th a “budget speech” 
which was one of the most important  speeches in Par l iament.  A copy of  the Budget was 
placed in the of f ice of  the Rajya Sabha at  the end of the speech of  the Ministry of  
Finance. 
 
General  debate on the Budget started af ter  the presentat ion of  the Budget in the 
fol lowing three or four days before both Houses.   The Pres ident f ixed the day and hour 
of  the general  debate before both Houses.   The two Houses debated the genera l  
aspects of  the f iscal  and economic pol ic ies of  the Government.   The Minist ry of  Finance 
answered at  the end of  the budget debate.  
 
Once the general  debate on the Budget before both Houses had ended, the two Houses 
adjourned for  a f ixed per iod of  t ime to al low the Department-related Standing 
Commit tees (DRSC) to examine the di f ferent departmental  requests for  money and to 
present their  reports to both Houses of  Par l iament . 3 The Commit tees did not  deal wi th  
the day-to-day administrat ion of  the Departments.   Af ter  presentat ion of  the reports on 
the requests for  f inance f rom the var ious Departments,  the Speaker of  the Lok Sabha, 
af ter  consul t ing the leaders of  the party groups in the Lok Sabha,  decided on dates and 
chose which of  the requests for  money which ministr ies had put  forward should be sent  
for  c lose examinat ion and agreement by the House (Lok Sabha).   The Rajya Sabha had 
a l imi ted ro le in f inancial  matters,  s ince request  for  Supply was not  discussed there.  On 
the other hand, in the Rajya Sabha debate on the operat ion of  certain ministr ies was 
organised on the basis of  recommendat ions of  the Business Advisory Commit tee.  
 
Another means by which Par l iament exerc ised oversight  over f inances was by way of  
the Cut Mot ion.   These mot ions were aimed at  reducing the credi ts asked for  by the 
Government and might  be on the basis of  saving money (Economy Cut) ,  or  of  a 
di f ference of  opinion re lat ing to  pol icy (Pol icy Cut) ,  or s imply to express discontent  
(Token Cut) .  
 
Since no money could be taken out  of  the Consol idated Fund of India wi thout  the 
author i ty  of  Par l iament,  an Appropr iat ion Act  which covered al l  the demand for  supply 
voted by the Lok Sabha and al l  the expenses to be debi ted to the Consol idated Fund 
was laid before the Lok Sabha. This Bi l l  gave the legal  author i ty  to the Government to 
spend money f rom that moment f rom the Consol idated Fund. Af ter  the Lok Sabha had 
passed the Bi l l  i t  was sent to the Rajya Sabha where i t  was debated and then sent  back 
to the Lok Sabha. 
 
In the same way,  the Finance Bi l l ,  which included provis ions of  a f iscal  nature,  was laid 
before the Lok Sabha immediately af ter  presentat ion of  the Budget by the Minist ry of  
Finance,  agreed to by the House and sent  to the Rajya Sabha. Since this was a Finance 
Bi l l ,  the Rajya Sabha might  propose amendments but  the Lok Sabha was f ree to accept  
                                                       
3 On Department-related Standing Committees (DRSC) see the contribution of Mr G.C. Malhotra. 
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or reject  these.  Debate on the Finance Bi l l  a l lowed Members  of  Par l iament to ra ise 
quest ions relat ing to the Government,  par t icular complaints with in Government 
responsibi l i ty ,  or  matters to do wi th the monetary or f inancial  pol ic ies of  the 
Government.   Once the Finance Bi l l  was agreed by both Houses of  Par l iament i t  was 
sent  to the Pres ident  for  assent.  
 
 
The role of  Department-related Standing Committees 
 
Par l iament had set  up Departmental -Related Standing Commit tees in 1993, in order to 
make the Government more answerable to Parl iament and to make Parl iamentary 
examinat ion of  the budget and publ ic  f inances more detai led.  The number of  such 
Commit tees had recent ly been increased f rom 17 to 24 in order to broaden and deepen 
oversight  of  the Execut ive by Par l iament .  
 
The staf f  such Commit tee was exper ienced.  These of f ic ials had acquired considerable 
expert ise and exper ience as a resul t  of  having worked for  long t ime for  such 
Commit tees.   I t  was the duty of  the Secretary General  to ensure that such Commit tees 
had competent  of f ic ia ls who were exper ienced and ef f ic ient .   Apart  f rom the assistance 
of the Secretar iat ,  the Commit tees also benef i ted f rom research staf f  who could carry  
out  work on subjects which were examined by the Commit tees.  I t  was also worth not ing 
that in some such cases the Chairman or  members of  such Committees were former 
Ministers of  Finance or formerly had held a port fol io in the economic sphere.  Some of  
the members were also exper ienced in the economic or f inancial  areas which al lowed 
the Commit tees to carry out  their  overs ight  of  f inance and publ ic  expendi ture very 
ef fect ively.  
 
The role of  f inancial  committees 
 
Apart  f rom the Department-related Standing Commit tees there were three f inancia l  
commit tees – the Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee,  the Commit tee on Publ ic  Works and the 
Commit tee on Supply.   The Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee and the Commit tee on Publ ic  
Works each had 22 members,  15 f rom Lok Sabha and 7 f rom Rajya Sabha.  The 
Commit tee on Supply had 30 members,  al l  of  which came from Lok Sabha.  The Publ ic 
Accounts Commit tee and the Commit tee on Publ ic  Works carr ied out  ex post  fac to  
budgetary overs ight .  The Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee mainly examined the use of  money 
voted by the House for  Government expendi ture,  in order to ensure that the money had 
been spent in the way author ised by Par l iament and for  the ends for  which i t  had been 
voted.   The Commit tee on Publ ic  Works examined the reports and accounts of  publ ic  
enterpr ises and ensured that ,  subject  to the independence of such enterpr ises,  thei r  
af fai rs were managed according to proper pr inciples and prudent commercial  pract ice.   
Another f inancial  commit tee,  known as the Commit tee on Supply,  carr ied out  a detai led 
examinat ion of  budgetary est imates each year in order to ident i fy  savings,  
improvements in organisat ion or adminis trat ive reforms which cohered with the pol ic ies  
which under lay the provis ions and which are possible.  The Commit tee proposed 
al ternat ive pol ic ies in order to introduce ef f ic iency and economy into the administrat ion.   
I t  examined whether the money had been proper ly used wi thin the pol icy f ramework that  
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the provis ion of  the money impl ies.   I t  also suggested the form in which such prov is ion 
should be presented to Par l iament.  
 
Role of the Comptrol ler and Auditor General  
 
In addi t ion to the f inancial  commit tees,  the Comptrol ler  and Audi tor  General  of  India,  
whose off ice was establ ished by the Const i tut ion, assisted Parl iament in detect ing 
f inancial  i r regular i ty  and imposes on the Execut ive measures to correct faul ts .   Reports  
of  the Comptrol ler  and Audi tor  General  of  India were sent to the President  who la id 
them before Par l iament.   The audi t  reports of  the Comptrol ler  and Audi tor  General  were 
automatical ly  referred to the Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee.   They formed the basis of  
inquir ies of  that  Commit tee which in turn sent  i ts  report  to Par l iament.  
 
In the summary,  Par l iament had developed a sophist icated mechanism and expert ise to 
carry out  overs ight  of  f inancial  quest ions and to ensure that publ ic  money was spent by 
the Government in a manner author ised by Par l iament.  
 
Mr Kasper HAHNDIEK  (South Afr ica)  said that  vot ing on the budget was one of  the 
essent ial  prerogat ives of  Par l iament.  
 
In South Afr ica,  the Finance Bi l l  af ter  i t  was laid before Par l iament was immediate ly 
sent  to the Commit tee on Finance, which had to publ ish i ts  report  wi thin 10 days.   The 
debate in the Chamber always resul ted in a referral  to Commit tee so that the Bi l l  could 
be examined in detai l .  
 
Par l iament did not  yet  have the r ight  to amend Finance Bi l ls .   Nonetheless,  i ts  v iews 
and observat ions were taken into account wi thin the f ramework of  informal  
consul tat ions in advance of  the Bi l l  being laid before Par l iament.  
 
The Government ’s budget plans in the medium-term, which were an important  part  of  
f inancial  openness,  were discussed by a part icular Commit tee.  
 
Mr Ibrahim SALIM  (Nigeria)  said Chapter 80-83 of the Niger ian Const i tut ion of  1999 
gave the power of  al locat ion of  the budget to the Nat ional  Assembly.   The “power of  the 
purse”,  was at the heart  of  the pr inciple of  separat ion of  powers,  more general ly  known 
as a system of “checks and balances”.  This system guaranteed common act ion on an 
equal  foot ing between the three branches of the State,  namely the Legis lat ive,  the 
Execut ive and the Judiciary.  
 
The execut ive power,  which was exclusively responsible for  the implementat ion of  
publ ic  pol icy,  was forbidden to spend publ ic money or  to enter into obl igat ions wi thout 
the express author i ty  of  Parl iament.   Any departure f rom this,  whether  in relat ion to 
expendi ture which was not  author ised or the fa i lure to spend author ised funds,  or  both,  
const i tuted a grave breach of  the law. 
 
The stages of  agreement of  the budget were as fol lows:  
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 Presentat ion:  the President  sent the Finance Bi l l  to Par l iament usual ly  
present ing i t  in person dur ing a jo int  meet ing of  the two Houses;  
 
 F i rst  Reading:  presentat ion of  the Bi l l  by the President of  the Republ ic dur ing the 
joint  meet ing of  the two Houses was considered as the First  Reading of  the Bi l l ;  
 
 Second Reading: af ter  the Finance Bi l l  had been pr inted and distr ibuted to 
Members of  Par l iament the Bi l l  was made the subject  of  c lose debate based mainly on 
the pr ior i t ies which i t  set  out  and the impact  that they would have on Government 
act ion.   At  the end of  the debate the Bi l l  was referred to the Finance Commit tee in each 
House for  c lose inquiry;  
 
 F inance Commit tee:  wi th in the f ramework of  the budgetary procedure,  al l  the 
Standing Commit tees of  each House were considered as Sub-Commit tees of  their  
respect ive Finance Commit tees:  
 
  Each Sub-Commit tee took oral  evidence and prepared reports inc luding 
requests to Government agencies to defend their  pol ic ies;  
 
  Contr ibut ions f rom pressure groups and the general  publ ic  were requested 
in order to ensure the widest  possible representat ion of  v iews; 
 
  On the basis of  the above,  the Sub-Commit tees presented thei r  
recommendat ions to the relevant  Finance Commit tee; 
 
  The Finance Commit tee of  each House prepared a f inal  draf t  budget which 
would be submit ted to thei r  respect ive House for examinat ion and agreement.  
 
 Appropr iat ion Commit tee:  af ter  the Report  of  the Finance Commit tee had been 
made, the Committee on the Rules and the Orders of the Day prepared a programme for  
examinat ion of  the Report :  
 
  The recommendat ions of  the Reports,  inc luding the compendium, must be 
dist r ibuted at least f ive days before the start  of  examinat ion of  the Report ;  
 
  This rule was designed to al low each Member of  Par l iament the 
opportuni ty and t ime to present observat ions and possib le amendments;  
 
  Such observat ions and amendments were sent  to the Commit tee on the 
Rules and the Orders  of the Day so that  they could be examined dur ing the meet ing of  
the Appropr iat ion Commit tee. 
 
The Report ,  a long wi th the amendments proposed, was examined dur ing the t ime set  by  
key Commit tee on the Rules and the Orders of  the day,  in c lose consul tat ion wi th the 
Speaker.   Dur ing the examinat ion of  the Report ,  the whole House became the 
Appropriat ion Committee instead of a Committee of  the whole House – which was 
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appropr iate for  Finance Bi l ls .   In such cases,  the Speaker of  the House pres ided as 
Chairman of  the Commit tee.  
 
 Third Reading: the Bi l l  was agreed to by the House i f  the major i ty of  Members 
thought that  i t  corresponded with the resolut ion of  the Appropr iat ion Commit tee.  The 
Bi l l  was then sent to the other House. 
 
 Joint  Finance Conference Commit tee:  i f  there were di f ferences between the 
versions agreed to by the two Houses,  a Joint  F inance Conference Commit tee 
composed of equal  member numbers of  Members of  the two Houses was establ ished.  
I ts  task was to seek agreement on the di f ferences and i t  had no other powers .  
 
 Promulgat ion:  the members of  the Joint  Finance Conference Commit tee reported 
to both Houses on the Bi l l .   I f  the two Houses accepted their  proposals ,  the Third 
Reading was repeated in order to agree the Bi l l .   I f  one or  other of  the Houses refused, 
a joint  meet ing of  the two Houses was arranged where the di f ferences were decided by 
a vote on the basis of  a s imple major i ty .   This last  solut ion was usual ly  avoided,  
part icular ly  by the Senate, s ince this would al low the House of Representat ives whose 
membership was larger (360 as against  109) to get  i ts  own way.  
 
When the Bi l l  was agreed by the two Houses or  when i t  was agreed by a jo int  meet ing 
of the two Houses of  Parl iament,  i t  was sent to the President of  the Republ ic of  Niger ia 
for  assent.   I f  the President s igned the Bi l l ,  i t  became law. 
 
 Veto:  i f  the President  refused to s ign the Bi l l  – or,  in other words,  i f  he used his 
veto – he could ei ther communicate his object ions or observat ions to the Nat ional  
Assembly or  reject  the Bi l l  ent i rely wi thin a per iod of  30 days.  
 
I f  the Pres ident chose to send his observat ions to the Nat ional  Assembly,  Par l iament 
re-examined the Bi l l  and could take into account the observat ions of  the President  or  
keep the Bi l l  as i t  had been previously agreed and return i t  for  assent .  I f  the Nat ional  
Assembly looked at  the Bi l l  again and returned i t  to the Pres ident  for  assent,  whether or  
not  i t  had taken into account h is observat ions,  the President had 30 days to think about  
and agree the Bi l l .   I f  he refused his assent the Nat ional  Assembly could re-examine the 
Bi l l  and br ing i t  into law by a simple major i ty of  the members of  both Houses meet ing 
jo int ly.  
 
Control  of  implementat ion of  the Budget devolved to the Control ler  and Audi tor  General  
as wel l  as the Publ ic  Accounts Committees of each House,  which examined the 
expendi ture of  every minister ial  department.  
 
Al l  the funds were consol idated into a s ingle account - -  the Consol idated Revenue 
Fund, which could not  be drawn on wi thout the express author i ty of  the Nat ional  
Assembly.   In addi t ion,  the governors had to inform the Nat ional  Assembly each month 
about movements of  funds.  
 



 47

Thanks to al l  these proceedings,  Par l iament was kept  up-to-date wi th how the budget 
was implemented. 
 
Mr Khondker Fazlur RAHMAN  (Bangladesh)  said that one of  the most important  
funct ions of  a Par l iament was to ra ise taxes and author ise expendi ture.   Art ic le 83 of  
the Const i tut ion of  Bangladesh laid down therefore that no tax could be ra ised or  
col lected except  by author i ty  of  an Act  of  Par l iament.   In the same way,  no expendi ture 
could be engaged wi thout i ts  agreement.   No f inancial  provis ion agreed to by 
Par l iament was just ic iable.  
 
Par l iamentary control  was both speci f ic  – for  example, by way of examinat ion and 
agreement of  the Budget – as wel l  as general  – for  example,  by way of  the network of  
Standing Committees 
 
General ly ,  Par l iament played no role in preparat ion of  the Budget which was the sole 
responsibi l i ty  of  the Government.   I t  was only af ter  the Budget had been presented to 
the House that  Members had the opportuni ty of  debat ing the proposals which i t  
contained.  
 
Par l iamentary procedure for  agreeing the Budget was div ided into f ive stages:  
 
 Presentat ion of  the Budget;  
 
 General  debate on the Budget;  
 

Debate and vote on the requests for  subvent ions and appropr iat ions.   
Int roduct ion of  budgetary cuts mot ions:  pol icy cut ,  economy cut  and token cut ;  

 
 Int roduct ion and agreement of  the Appropr iat ion Bi l l ;  
 
 Agreement of  the Finance Bi l l .  
 
Par l iamentary control  of  the Budget nonetheless was subject  to a ser ies of  l imi tat ions: 
lack of  t ime for  proper examinat ion;  Const i tut ional  l imi ts to changing the Budget in  
Standing Commit tee;  l imi ts on the r ight  to propose increase in expendi ture;  the rar i ty  of  
the budget cuts avai lable to Par l iament ;  the almost systemat ic agreement of  the 
f inancial  proposals of  the Government;  the lack of  debate or agreement of  the 
budgetary cuts proposed by the Opposi t ion;  the overwhelming control  of  pol i t ical  part ies 
of  the ir  members – which made their  behaviour easi ly  predictable.  
 
Control  of  the Budget  before i t  was agreed was basical ly  by way of  the Est imates 
Commit tee and the Publ ic Undertakings Commit tee:  
 
 The Est imates Commit tee could examine the prov is ion for  expendi ture in the 
course of  the budgetary year and make proposals for  any changes which i t  had thought 
necessary.   I t  could also suggest  al ternat ive pol ic ies in order to improve ef f ic iency of  
administrat ion and economic management of  the funds.  
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 This examinat ion nonetheless was subject  to certain l imi ts:  requests for  
subvent ions could be accepted wi thout  the agreement of  the Commit tee;  i ts  
recommendat ions did not  have to be fol lowed; no Commit tee s ince independence had 
ever reported to the House;  most organisat ions did not  know the existence of  the 
Commit tee;  i ts  meet ings were infrequent.  
 
 The Publ ic Undertakings Commit tee examined the way in which publ ic  
enterpr ises were managed according to the basic pr inc iples of  management and prudent  
commercial  pract ice.   The Commit tee nonetheless could look at  the basic pol ic ies of  the 
Government in so far  as they were di f ferent  f rom the usual  commercial  approach and 
management or  dai ly  administrat ion of  publ ic  enterpr ises.  
 
 The potent ial  of  this Commit tee unfortunately remained largely unexploi ted and 
i ts  meet ings were infrequent.  
 
Control  of  the Budget af ter  i t  was agreed was mainly by way of  the Publ ic  Accounts 
Commit tee whose pr incipal  funct ions were:  
 

To ensure that funds spent were avai lable and related to the serv ices or the 
object ives on which they were being spent;  

 
 To ensure that  expendi ture was within the author i ty  g iven; 
 

To ensure that any appl icat ion of  funds to di f ferent object ives was made 
according to the rules of  the competent  author i ty .  

 
The Comptrol ler  and Auditor  General  was the pr incipal  source of expert ise for  the 
Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee. This Committee mainly examined the conclus ions of the 
Reports laid by the Comptro l ler  and Audi tor  General  before Par l iament and t r ied to 
examine the extent to which the means author ised by Par l iament had been proper ly 
used by the di f ferent  spending departments .  
 
The pr incipal  l imi ts on the examinat ion by the Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee were the 
indi f ference of the Government to i ts  recommendat ions,  the lack of  Par l iamentary t ime 
for  debat ing i ts  Reports,  the lack of  depth in the Audi t  Reports by the Comptrol ler  and 
Audi tor  General  and excessive control  by the Execut ive over this Off icer.  
 
In comparison to the two other f inancial  commit tees,  the Publ ic  Accounts  Commit tee 
had succeeded bet ter  in meet ing and report ing to the House f requent ly.   The Publ ic  
Accounts Commit tees which had been establ ished in the course of the seventh and 
eighth Par l iament had seemed to succeed in af fect ing the behaviour of  var ious 
recalc i t rant  of f ic ia ls and agencies,  at  least  to some extent .   In accordance wi th thei r  
recommendat ions,  s igni f icant  sums had been recovered by the Treasury and the 
Comptrol ler  and Audi tor  General  had been the or iginator  of  several  important  reforms – 
including the introduct ion of  a performance audi t  in place of a s imple f iscal  audi t .   The 
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Est imates Commit tee which had a bet ter  potent ial  for  guaranteeing f iscal  disc ipl ine and 
proper expendi ture remained the least  act ive of  the three f inancia l  commit tees.  
 
I t  was des irable to reinforce the role of  Par l iament in examinat ion of  expendi ture 
provis ions before the Budget was agreed to,  which could be brought about by 
amendment  of  the Rules of Procedure of  Par l iament and by: 
 
 Ending of  the current  prov is ion which prevented the Budget,  the Finance Bi l l  and 
the Appropr iat ion Bi l l  f rom being sent to commit tees for  examinat ion; 
 
 Asking the Government to seek agreement of  the Publ ic  Accounts Commit tee 
before introducing any correct ion to the Budget;  
 
 Asking the di f ferent  commit tees to publ ish their  Reports within a speci f ied t ime 
l imi t ;  
 
 Set t ing a t ime l imi t  for  the Government to reply to the recommendat ions made by 
the di f ferent  commit tees;  
 
 Asking the di f ferent committees to submit  Act ion Taken Reports  to the House 
which would inform Members of  the progress made in implement ing decis ions by the 
responsible ministers;  
 
 Associat ing more c losely the Standing Commit tees on Minist r ies wi th the 
Par l iamentary f inancial  procedure;  
 
 In making the Comptrol ler  and Audi tor  General  an Off icer  of  Par l iament.  
 
Mr Wil lem de BEAUFORT  (Netherlands)  said that the r ight  to vote on taxat ion and on 
publ ic expendi ture was a basic part  of  Par l iament ’s funct ions.  
 
The Dutch budgetary  procedure was relat ively r igid,  s ince debate had to end at  the 
latest  by the f i rst  of  December – this meant that  the most important  minister ia l  budgets 
had to be examined in September or October.  
 
Speaking t ime was l imi ted,  s ince i t  was div ided up between the pol i t ical  part ies in 
proport ion to their  membership and each party was f ree to div ide up speaking t ime 
between their  members as they saw f i t .   The general  f ramework was decided in 
September and agreed to by al l  the part ies.  
 
By custom, any amendment which involved an increase in expendi ture had to be 
accompanied by an increase in receipts to cover i t .  
 
A special is t  serv ice made up of  experts  in f inancial  and budgetary af fai rs had the 
responsibi l i ty  of  examining the Budget.   I ts  conclusions of ten had important  pol i t ical  
consequences.  
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I t  was worth ment ioning one problem within the f ramework of  thinking about 
rat ional is ing budgetary procedure:  the proposal  of  the Bureau that budgetary debate 
should take place in Commit tee and that  only the vote should take place in plenary 
session had been disagreed wi th.  
 
Ms Helen DINGANI  (Zimbabwe)  asked what the or igin of  the pract ice was,  which was 
commonly shared,  which precluded Par l iaments f rom changing – and in part icular  
increasing – supply to minister ial  departments.  
 
Mr Jun Ha SUNG  (Republic of Korea)  said that  the supreme f inancial  author i ty of  the 
State in Korea was the Minister of  Budget and Planning.   Once the Budget was 
presented,  the Nat ional  Assembly examined i t  and voted on i t .   In other words,  al though 
the administrat ion presented the budgetary programme, i t  was the Assembly which 
voted on i t  before i t  could be put  into ef fect .   Furthermore,  the Assembly had the r ight  
to reduce the Budget,  but  i t  needed the agreement of  the Government to increase i t .  
 
As far  as control  of  the expendi ture of  the State was concerned,  the Nat ional  Assembly 
of  Korea had an Off ice of  the Budget,  which brought expert ise in lawmaking and in 
budgetary pol icy.   This Off ice had been establ ished to evaluate and scrut inise 
government expendi ture,  but  i t  a lso assisted legis lators  in examinat ion of  the Budget by 
provid ing economic forecasts,  evaluat ion of  government plans,  analysis of  budget,  and 
an est imate of  the budgetary requirements of  projects which are put  before the 
Assembly.  
 
The Assembly also had establ ished a system for c lose examinat ion.   Once the draf t  
Budget had been laid before the Assembly i t  was sent to the Off ice of  the Budget for  
analysis and then i t  was t ransferred to the relevant Commit tee for  a First  Reading.   The 
draf t  Budget then preceded through a complex procedure up to the Commit tee on the 
Budget and Accounts,  before f inal ly  being placed on the Orders of  the Day for  the 
plenary s i t t ing. 
 
The Assembly had also establ ished an Ear ly Accounts System in order to establ ish the 
l ink between Bi l ls  and the budgetary proposals:  by f in ishing the set t lement of  accounts 
before beginning discussion of  the budget the Nat ional  Assembly aimed to incorporate 
the resul ts of  their  work in the budgetary prov is ion for  the fol lowing year.   In addi t ion,  
the Assembly recommended to elected Members that  they present thei r  draf t  Bi l ls  
outs ide the budgetary session in order to al low the Assembly to concentrate on 
f inancial  quest ions dur ing that  per iod. 
 
Final ly,  the Nat ional  Assembly est imated the cost  of  Bi l ls as a way of  improving the 
ef f ic iency of  publ ic  expendi ture and avoiding an excessive charge on publ ic  funds 
through an analysis of  thei r  budgetary impact .  
 
Mr Roger Sands  (United Kingdom)  reply ing to the quest ion f rom Ms Helen DINGANI,  
said that this pract ice probably  had i ts  or igin in history.   Or iginal ly ,  in the Uni ted 
Kingdom, the pr incipal  funct ion of  Par l iament was to grant  to the monarchy the means 
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to carry out  his pol ic ies:  i t  would be absurd to give the King more than he demanded! 
This pr inciple had been handed down to al l  the countr ies of  the Commonweal th.  
 
At  the present t ime, ministers carr ied out the tasks which previous ly had been those of  
the King:  because they are the only ones who were accountable for  thei r  content  and 
implementat ion,  they were also the only ones to be able to ask for  a s igni f icant  change 
in money granted.  
 
Mr Ibrahim SALIM  (Nigeria)  said s imi lar  rule existed in Niger ia – al though th is in 
pract ice had been weakened by the informal  negot iat ions in advance of  the budget.  
 
Mr Ano PALA  (Papua New Guinea)  said that in New Guinea the budget was presented 
in November.  
 
The minister ial  departments presented their  est imates in September and the monies 
voted were div ided into three equal  parts between the three branches of the 
Government.  
 
Mr Moses NDJARAKANA  (Namibia)  asked whether any examples were known whether 
the Government could depart  f rom the law voted by Par l iament and, for example,  
change a budgetary al locat ion wi thout  going back to Par l iament .  
 
Mr Roger SANDS (United Kingdom) said that  in the Uni ted Kingdom i t  was forbidden 
for  the Government to real locate money f rom one budgetary head to another.  
 
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI (Algeria)  said that  in Alger ia the law on f inance presented in 
September was at  f i rs t  debated in Commit tee.  Each minister presented an account and 
descr ibed his plans before the relevant Commit tee before debate in the plenary.  
 
Oversight  of  the Government was carr ied out  in the form of wr i t ten or oral  quest ions or  
indeed by the creat ion of  Commit tees of  Inquiry.  
 
Drawing the debate to a c lose,  he said that the discussion had shown the value of  
divers i ty  in history and the di f ferent  methods of Par l iaments,  which had made possible 
an interest ing internat ional  compar ison.    
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr Hafnaoui  AMRANI and al l  the other members 
who had contr ibuted to the debate.  
 
The si t t ing ended at  12.30 pm. 
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FOURTH SITTING 
Wednesday 29 September 2004 (Afternoon) 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitt ing was opened at 3.00 pm 

 
 
1. Intervention of the President of the Inter-Parliamentary Union 
 
Mr Sergio Paez Verdugo,  President of the Inter-Parl iamentary Union ,  thanked the 
Associat ion of  Secretar ies General  of  Par l iament for giv ing him the opportuni ty to come 
to speak to i t .   He encouraged the Associat ion to pursue i ts  hard work and act iv i t ies in  
favour of  promot ing representat ive inst i tut ions.  
 
He said that the ASGP was recognised by internat ional  organisat ions as having 
considerable technical  competence.  I t  brought a new vis ion to the legis lat ive area 
which was tak ing on a part icular importance in the t ime when electors required 
legis lat ion which was more real is t ic,  more re levant and more concrete.  
 
For th is reason the Pres ident of  the Associat ion had recent ly been invi ted to speak to 
the Execut ive Commit tee of  the IPU on this topic and had prepared an extremely 
interest ing report  for the Union on the work of  the Associat ion.  
 
He concluded his remarks by wishing the Associat ion much success in the pursui t  of  i ts  
work.  
 
 
2. General Debate: The tension between the wish to deal as speedily 

as possible with passing bills and the need to ensure that they are 
properly scrutinised 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  inv i ted Mr Roger Sands,  Clerk of  the House of  Commons to 
the plat form to open the debate.  
 
Mr Roger Sands  (Uni ted Kingdom) opened the debate wi th the fol lowing presentat ion:  
 
“ “ I  know no method to  secure the repeal  o f  bad or  obnoxious laws so ef fectua l  as  the i r  s t r ic t  
const ruct ion. ”  Ulysses Simpson Grant ,  f rom the Inaugura l  Address ,  March 4,  1869.  
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The passage of legislat ion: speed and scrutiny 

Introduction 

No doubt  wi th this very c i ty  of  Geneva in mind,  Jean Jacques Rousseau in his 
celebrated essay,  The Social  Contract ,  c laims that i t  takes Gods to make good laws.   
One character ist ic  of  the di f f icul ty of  law making which he ident i f ies −  i ts  inherent  
complexi ty and the chal lenge of making provis ions of  law clear to al l  af fected by i t  −  is  
al l  to fami l iar to us as modern par l iamentar ians. 
 
Most legis lat ive proposals  are subject  to some form of scrut iny.   The di f ferent  
procedures deployed for  the var ious types of  legis lat ive proposal  endeavour to balance 
progress of  the legis lat ion wi th the appropr iate level  of  scrut iny.   Most of  the 
procedures descr ibed below apply to Government publ ic  bi l ls ,  but  those that  apply to  
other legis lat ive measures are also br ief ly d iscussed. 
 
The main formal  mechanism for  scrut iny of  pr imary legis lat ion is  the sequence of  stages 
through which a publ ic  b i l l  must pass before being enacted.   The t ime avai lable for  a 
bi l l  to pass through those stages in the House of  Commons is f requent ly control led by 
the system of  programming introduced by the Labour Government in 1998 and revised 
in 2000 and 2001.4 
 
Pre-legislat ive scrutiny 

The introduct ion of  many Government bi l ls  wi l l  be preceded by the publ icat ion of  
general  pol icy opt ions in a “Green Paper”  and an opportuni ty for  consul tat ion on a 
subsequent  White Paper set t ing out  the Government ’s chosen pol icy.5 The or igin of  
proposed legis lat ion wi l l  af fect  the scope and t imescale of  consul tat ion on i t .   The f i rs t  

                                                       
4 The first programme motion, based on  the Modernisation Committee’s report was put down on 13 January 1998. 
Following the Committee’s further report of Session 1999-2000, the Government came forward with proposals for a 
standard framework for programming, to be enshrined in Sessional Orders. Motions for the new Sessional Orders on 
programme motions were debated in the House on 7 November 2000 and passed.  The Committee again reviewed 
the matter in April 2001, its recommendations were incorporated in the revised Sessional orders adopted by the 
House on 28 June 2001.  These orders initially had effect until the end of the 2001-02 Session but were renewed on 
29 October 2002, and again on 6 November 2003 for the current Session. 
 
5 Numbers of Green and White Papers published by the Government since 1997 
Session Green papers/consultation documents White papers/policy documents 

97/98 583 66 

98/99 357 53 

99/00 268 33 

00/01 62 32 

01/02 181 52 

02/03 161 45 
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opportuni ty  for Par l iamentary scrut iny of  Government legis lat ive proposals is  a select  
commit tee inquiry,  which may consider proposals publ ished in a Green or Whi te paper 
as part  of  thei r  inqui r ies into general  pol icy issues.   Since 1997 there have been 51 
select  commit tee inquir ies expl ic i t ly  consider ing Green or Whi te Papers,  draf t  or  
int roduced bi l ls ,  secondary leg is lat ion or draf t  European legis lat ion.  Since June 2002,  
the scrut iny of  relevant  draf t  legis lat ion has been an “ indicat ive core task”  of  
departmental  select  commit tees.   In the current  Session departmental  selec t 
commit tees,  which scrut inise the pol icy of  indiv idual  Governmental  departments,  have 
considered four draf t  bi l ls ,  inc luding a joint  inquiry wi th a commit tee of  the Nat ional  
Assembly of  Wales into the Draf t  Transport  (Wales) Bi l l . 6 
 
The depth of  scrut iny and t ime taken for  select commit tee inquir ies is  determined by the 
commit tee i tsel f ,  subject  to whatever t imetable the Government may have set for  the 
consul tat ion process on the proposals.   The Government is  requi red to prov ide a selec t 
commit tee wi th a response to i ts  report .   
 
I t  is  becoming more common for pre- legis lat ive scrut iny to be per formed by ad hoc 
committees establ ished for that  purpose.  Such commit tees are usual ly joint  select  
committees of both Houses of  Parl iament,  which are required to report  by a speci f ied 
date.   These ad hoc Commit tees usual ly  produce a report ,  based on ev idence they have 
taken,  that  may include general  commentary and recommendat ions on the ef fect  of  the 
proposals,  or  suggest  speci f ic  changes to the text  of  the prov is ions. 7   
 
Bi l ls are also considered by commit tees establ ished to assess legis lat ive proposals  
against  speci f ic  cr i ter ia,  for  example, the Joint  Commit tee on Human Rights and the 
Const i tut ion Committee of the House of Lords.  The Joint  Committee on Human Rights 
examines every Bi l l  presented to Parl iament.   I t  considers Government Bi l ls  in respect  
of  thei r  compl iance wi th Convent ion r ights as def ined in the Human Rights Act  1998.  I t  
also has regard to the provis ions of  other internat ional  human r ights instruments to  
which the Uni ted Kingdom is a party. 8 The Lords Const i tut ion Commit tee has both a 
scrut iny funct ion in examining publ ic  bi l ls  for  matters of  const i tut ional  s igni f icance,  and 
an invest igat ive funct ion in carry ing out  inquir ies into wider const i tut ional  issues. 9 
                                                       
6 Draft Criminal Defence Service Bill, considered by the Constitutional Affairs Select Committee; draft Legislation 
on identity cards, considered by the Home Affairs Select Committee; Draft School Transport Bill, considered by the 
Education and Skills Select Committee; Draft Transport (Wales) Bill, considered jointly by the Welsh Affairs 
Committee and the Economic Development & Transport Committee of the National Assembly of Wales. 
7In the current Parliament pre-legislative joint committees have been established in relation to the Draft Charities 
Bill; Draft Civil Contingencies Bill; Draft Communications Bill; Draft Corruption Bill; Draft Disability 
Discrimination Bill; Draft Gambling Bill: Draft Gambling Bill (Regional Casinos); Draft Local Government 
(Organisation and Standards) Bill and Draft Mental Incapacity Bill.  
8The Jo in t  Commi t tee  on  Human Righ ts  has  been appo in ted  to  cons ide r :  (a )  mat te rs  re la t i ng  to  human 
r i ghts  in  the Un i ted  K ingdom (bu t  exc lud ing  cons idera t i on  o f  i nd iv idua l  cases) ;  (b )  p roposa ls  fo r  
remed ia l  o rders ,  d raf t  remedia l  o rders  and remedia l  o rders  made under  sec t ion  10  o f  and l a id  under  
Schedule  2  to  the  Human Rights  Act  1998;  and  (c )  i n  respect  o f  d ra f t  remedia l  o rde rs  and remedia l  
o rders ,  whether  the  spec ia l  a t ten t ion  o f  the  House should  be drawn to  them on any  o f  the  grounds 
spec i f i ed  in  S tand ing  Order  73  (Jo in t  Commi t tee on  S ta tu to ry  Ins t ruments ) .  
9 The Constitution Committee’s remit is to examine the constitutional implications of all 
public bills coming before the House; and to keep under review the operation of the constitution.  For this purpose, 
the Committee has defined “the constitution” as “the set of laws, rules and practices that create the basic institutions 
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The increase in the level  of  pre- legis lat ive scrut iny is  l ikely to cont inue in future.   In the 
House of Commons, the pre- legis lat ive scrut iny funct ion is  supported by the Scrut iny 
Uni t ,  which forms part  of  the Commit tee Off ice.   The uni t  is  staf fed by a range of  
experts,  many seconded from outs ide the House, including audi tors,  a stat is t ic ian,  an 
economist ,  a lawyer,  an Est imates specia l is t  and a social  pol icy analyst .  
Scrutiny of Public Bi l ls 

The formal  stages of  a b i l l  begin wi th presentat ion to one or other of  the Houses of  
Par l iament at  which point  i t  is  formal ly read the f i rs t  t ime and ordered to be pr inted.  No 
decis ion is  taken at  this  stage.   The great  major i ty  of  Government bi l ls  int roduced wi l l  
receive Royal  Assent ;  those few that  do not receive Royal  Assent may be withdrawn,  
lost  due to lack of  t ime or  carr ied over  to the next  Session.10  Most publ ic  b i l ls  proceed 
through four stages in each House:  second reading,  commit tee,  considerat ion and thi rd 
reading.    
 
Purpose of  each stage of  considerat ion 

The second reading of  a bi l l  is  the opportuni ty for  the House to consider the pr inciple of  
the measure.  Fol lowing second reading most Government Bi l ls  wi l l  be commit ted to a 
Standing Commit tee.   The mot ion which does that wi l l  usual ly  set  a  date by which the 
Commit tee must report  the bi l l .   Al ternat ively,  bi l ls  may be commit ted to Commit tee of  
the whole House, special  standing commit tee,  or  a select  commit tee.  
 
Whether in Standing Commit tee or in Commit tee of the whole House the purpose of  the 
commit tee stage is to consider the minut iae of  the bi l l .   The commit tee proceeds by 
debate on amendments tabled to the text  of  the bi l l  or  on whether a c lause as a whole 
should be included in the bi l l . 11  Amendments and new clauses tabled in the commit tee 
are only considered i f  they meet the cr i ter ia for select ion by the Chairman of  the 
Committee.12  Selected amendments on the same topic are grouped by the chai rman of  

                                                                                                                                                                                
of the state, and its component and related parts, and stipulate the powers of those institutions and the relationship 
between the different institutions and between those institutions and the individual”. 
10 In Session 2000-01, 21 of 26 Government bills introduced received Royal Assent.  In Session 2001-02, all 39 
Government bills introduced received Royal Assent.  In Session 2002-03, 33 of 36 Government bills introduced 
received Royal Assent. 
11  
 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04

Standing Committee meetings 450 352 477 399 

Total number of new amendments, new clauses and new schedules tabled 10,760 5,809 8,842 8,509 

Average per sitting day 67.7 40.6 58.2 54.9 

Total number of pages of Hansard debates published 8,135 6,501 9,036 7,826 
 
12 The criteria for selection include whether an amendment is within the scope of the Bill, whether it is relevant to the 
clause it has been tabled to, and whether, if appropriate, it is covered by the resolution covering the expenditure of 
public funds relating to the Bill. 
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the commit tee for  the purpose of debate.   Once the commit tee has concluded i ts  
proceedings the bi l l  is  reported to the House,  and,  i f  amended, wi l l  be repr inted before 
the report ,  or  considerat ion,  stage. 
 
The report  stage takes place on the f loor of  the House and al l  Members may part ic ipate.   
The House considers only speci f ic  amendments,  and new clauses or new schedules 
of fered to the bi l l ,  rather than going through the text  c lause by c lause.  As in 
Commit tee,  proceedings are ent i re ly by debate, and amendments are subject  to 
select ion and grouping.   Because report  stages are usual ly  qui te short ,  the cr i ter ia for  
select ion at  report  s tage are more str ingent  than in commit tee.   Third Reading is  the 
last  stage in the progress of  a b i l l  through the Commons and represents the House’s 
f inal  approval  of  the measure.  I t  is  general ly  taken immediately af ter  the report  stage is  
concluded. 
 
A bi l l  int roduced in the Commons wi l l ,  once passed by the Commons, be sent  to the 
Lords and v ice versa.   In the Lords,  a b i l l  passes through s imi lar  stages to those in the 
Commons.  Bi l ls  are general ly  taken on the  f loor of  the House for  al l  s tages,  al though 
the commit tee stages are now sometimes taken in Grand Committee. 13  Amendments 
may also be made at Third Reading stage which is  customari ly  taken separately f rom 
Report .   The relat ively str ic t  rules of  select ion for  amendments and new clauses do not  
apply in the Lords.   These di f ferences apart ,  the process is  more or  less the same as in 
the Commons.  
 
Crucial ly,  the House of  Lords does not have a system of  “programming” (see below) and 
bi l ls  may spend as long as the pol i t ical  part ies agree is  necessary in commit tee,  
considerat ion and thi rd reading to dispose of  the amendments proposed. Moreover,  the 
vast  major i ty  of  commit tee stages are taken in Commit tee of  the whole House and/or in 
the Grand Commit tee (a paral lel  Commit tee of  the whole House in which votes cannot 
be taken) – wi th the resul t  that the Lords usual ly  have only two bi l ls  in commit tee at  the 
same t ime, whereas the Commons somet imes has s ix or seven proceeding in paral lel .  
 
Where the House of  Lords has amended a Bi l l  or ig inat ing in the Commons, i t  is  returned 
to the Commons for  those amendments to be considered.   Bi l ls  may go back and for th 
on as many occasions as are necessary  to resolve the di f ferences between the Houses.   
However,  i f  an agreement can not  be reached the Bi l l  may be lost .  
 
Bills exempted from the usual provisions 

There are al ternat ives to the procedures set  out  above, which are usual ly  only deployed 
for  certain speci f ic  types of  b i l l  in  order to reduce the t ime taken by the House in 
deal ing wi th bi l ls  which are non-content ious,  and essent ial ly  technical   in nature.   Some 
Government bi l ls ,  for  example, are referred to a second reading commit tee,  al though 
this procedure is  considered sui table only for  bi l ls  “which are not  measures involv ing 
large quest ions of  pol icy nor l ikely to g ive r ise to d i f ferences on party l ines”.  
 
                                                       
13 Any Peer may attend a Grand Committee, however, no votes are permitted. 
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Consolidat ion, etc Bi l ls 
Consol idat ion Bi l ls  are bi l ls which br ing together a number of  exist ing Acts of  
Par l iament on the same subject  into one Act  wi thout  amending the law, a l though they 
occasional ly  contain minor correct ions and improvements.14  Consol idat ion Bi l ls are 
normal ly  in t roduced in the House of  Lords,  and referred to the Joint  Commit tee on 
Consol idat ion,  etc Bi l ls  af ter  Second Reading.  The Commit tee takes evidence f rom the 
bi l l ’s  draf tsman and wi tnesses f rom the relevant  government department.   The 
Commit tee wi l l  general ly  report  ei ther that  the bi l l  is  a pure consol idat ion measure 
which represents the exist ing law, or  draw the at tent ion of  Par l iament to any point  of  
special  interest in the bi l l .   The Commit tee is also able to make amendments to the bi l l  
which would have the ef fect  of  improving the consol idat ion.  The other stages of the 
bi l l ,  in both Houses,  normal ly proceed wi th a minimum of  debate. 
  
 
Tax Law Rewrite Bil ls 
Tax Law Rewri te Bi l ls  are prepared by an expert  commit tee in consul tat ion wi th outs ide 
professionals.   The purpose of  Tax Law Rewri te B i l ls  is  to recast  and s impl i fy  the 
language of  the law relat ing to di rect  taxat ion but  not  al ter  i ts  ef fects.   Such bi l ls  are 
referred to a second reading commit tee and then to the Joint  Commit tee on Tax Law 
Rewri te Bi l ls,  which considers whether the bi l l  preserves the ef fect of  the exist ing law,  
subject  to any minor changes which may be desirable.   The bi l l  s tands commit ted to a 
committee of the whole House once i t  is  reported f rom the Joint  Commit tee.  The 
considerat ion stage may be dispensed wi th under the standing order governing such 
bi l ls ,  and the bi l l  then proceeds immediately to thi rd reading.15   
 
Supply bills 
 
Supply procedure is  the method by which the House of Commons makes prov is ion for  
the statutory author isat ion of  ordinary expendi ture by the Government.   Having 
histor ical ly  been a s igni f icant  funct ion of  the House, procedures have developed that  
ensure the House spends only a l imi ted amount  of  t ime in formal  considerat ion of  the 
Government ’s requests for  author i ty  for  departmental  expendi ture.   The quest ion on 
second reading is  put  for thwi th for  such bi l ls ,  which then proceed immediately to thi rd 
reading wi thout commit ta l .  
 
Programming 

Most Government bi l ls  in the House of Commons are now subject  to programming.  The 
ini t ia l  programme mot ion sets the date for  the end of the commit tee stage and normal ly 
provides for  the report  stage and thi rd reading to be completed in one day;  subsequent 
supplementary programme mot ions may al ter  the f in ish date the Standing Commit tee’  
del iberat ions,  set  out  t ime l imi ts,  inc luding per iods of  t ime for  considerat ion of  speci f ied 

                                                       
14 The procedure for consideration of such bills is set out in House of Commons Standing Order No. 140 and House 
of Lords Standing Order No. 52.  Bills subject to the Standing Orders are referred to the Joint Committee on 
Consolidation etc Bills. 
15 The procedure for consideration of such bills is set out in House of Commons Standing Order No. 60. 
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parts of  the bi l l  ( “ internal  knives”) ,  or  change the order of  considerat ion for  the report  
stage and for  thi rd reading.  Lords Amendments and fur ther stages may also be 
programmed.  Most  programme mot ions are not  debatable and so may not  be amended. 
 
Programming in Standing Committee 

The programme for  a Standing Commit tee is  considered by the Programming Sub-
Commit tee of  the Standing Commit tee,  which meets before the f i rs t  meet ing of  the 
Standing Commit tee.   The Programming Sub-commit tee considers a programming 
mot ion proposed by the Government ,  which may set the number of  s i t t ings, the t ime the 
commit tee wi l l  f in ish on the f inal  day,  or set  out  in detai l  the order the bi l l  wi l l  be 
considered and the t imes when considerat ion of  certain port ions of  the bi l l  must  be 
completed. 
 
The main opposi t ion party objec ts to programming in pr inciple and the discussion in 
Programming Sub-Commit tees frequent ly  ref lects this.   I t  is  usual  for  there to be pr ior  
consul tat ion wi th Opposi t ion part ies and debate in sub-commit tees is  rarely protracted,  
however,  i t  is  not  uncommon for  the sub-commit tee to div ide on programming mot ions.16  
The Programming Sub-Commit tee may meet again af ter  the f i rs t  meet ing to al ter  the 
terms of  the programming resolut ion.   The resolut ion agreed in the sub-commit tee is 
then put  to the standing Commit tee at  i ts  f i rs t  meet ing for  i ts  approval .   Any subsequent  
resolut ion agreed by the programming sub-commit tee wi l l  a lso be cons idered for  
approval  by the Standing Commit tee.  
 
The impact of programming 

In Session 2002-03,  of  36 Government  bi l ls  int roduced 27 were subject  to programme 
orders.17  F ive were committed to Commit tee of  the whole House, and 24 to standing 
commit tee.18  Of the bi l ls  committed to s tanding commit tee,  18 had programme orders 
containing internal  knives in addi t ion to the f inal  kni fe.   In f ive of  those 18 standing 
committees none of the knives fe l l .  For the 13 bi l ls  in which knives did fa l l  264 groups 
of amendments were not  reached, and 508 Clauses or  Schedules were not  reached 
because of  the kni fe.19  For bi l ls  in commit tee of  the whole House 12 groups of  

                                                       
16 In Session 2001-02, there were seven divisions in programming sub-committees; in Session 2002-03, there were 
five divisions in programming sub-committees; in Session 2003-04, there were six divisions in programming sub-
committees. 
17 Of the remaining nine Government bills, three, all relating to Northern Ireland, were subject to Allocation of Time 
Orders.  Of the six bills not subject to programming, three were supply bills subject to time constraints under 
Standing Orders, and one was a tax law rewrite bill also subject to different procedures.   
18 The Finance Bill and Regional Assemblies (Preparations) Bill were both split committals, with both parts 
programmed.   
19 When the time allocated expires, only certain questions may be put, as specified in the sessional orders. In broad 
terms they are: 
 (a)  the question under discussion; 
 (b)  questions on amendments moved or motions made by a Minister; 
 (c)  questions on any amendment selected by the Chair for separate division; 
 (d)  other questions necessary to dispose of the business. 
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amendments and 15 c lauses or schedules were not  reached because of  the knives.   On 
report  76 groups or thi rd reading debates were not  reached because of  the knives.  
 
Programming has,  on occasion,  inf luenced the course of  debates.   There have been 
instances of  Members appear ing to speak at greater  length in a debate so as to ensure 
that  a kni fe bi tes.   Conversely,  Members may skip through debates faster  than they 
would wish,  or  not  move amendments,  so as to ensure that  part icular amendments do 
get  debated before a kni fe fal ls . 20 
 
Of course,  any intent ion on part  of  any one opposi t ion party to get  to a certa in point  at  
a certain t ime also needs the cooperat ion of  the other part ies.   For the t ime to be most  
ef fect ively ut i l ised,  there needs to be act ive cooperat ion between the whips or  
representat ives of al l  part ies on a Committee.   Where there have been a large number 
of  internal  knives,  any problems have been magni f ied:  i t  has been more di f f icul t  for  
Commit tees to keep up wi th the programme because there has been less f lexibi l i ty  to  
reduce debate on some clauses to al low for  more debate on others.   Whips have been 
wi l l ing to move or suppress knives,  but  of ten only  at  qui te a late point ,  which can be 
cumbersome to organise;  such changes have of ten postponed a problem since i t  is  
rarely  acknowledged that the pressure created by internal  knives can result  f rom the 
inadequacy of  the total  t ime provided,  and the dates by which Bi l ls  are to be reported 
are rarely changed. 
 
Considerat ion of  bi l ls  in commit tee or  on report  is  af fected by the extent  of  Government 
amendment .   There is  a percept ion that Government amendments fal l  in to three broad 
categor ies:  those that  correct  draf t ing errors in the bi l l  as introduced, but  do not  al ter 
the intent ion of  a provis ion;  those that a l ter  the intent ion of  an exist ing prov is ion in the 
legis lat ion;  and those that int roduce new mater ial  into the bi l l .   Since the introduct ion of  
programming there has been no def ini te t rend in the numbers of  amendments tabled.  
 
Carry-over  
 
Unt i l  recent ly i t  was a c lear const i tut ional  convent ion that bi l ls  (other than pr ivate bi l ls)  
had to complete al l  their  s tages in both Houses before the end of  the session 
(par l iamentary year) in which they were introduced.   An except ion was made in the case 
of  the Financial  Serv ices and Markets Bi l l ,  which was carr ied over f rom session 1998–
99 to session 1999–2000: i t  was reported to the House at the end of  the f i rs t  session so 
far  as i t  had been amended, then lay on the Table unt i l  the second session,  when i t  was 
introduced afresh and taken wi thout  fur ther debate through those stages through which 
i t  had passed in the f i rst  session.  
 
A new temporary Standing Order agreed to on 29 October 2002 now makes provis ion for  
carry-over of  publ ic  bi l ls .  Under that Order,  a bi l l  can be carr ied over f rom one session 
to the next  by mot ion.  I f  a bi l l  is  carr ied over,  i t  is  repr inted (as amended in the 
previous session) as a new bi l l ,  and not ices of  amendments,  new clauses and new 

                                                       
20 Evidence to the Procedure Committee: Programming of Legislation, Fourth Report (2003-04) HC 325, Ev. p 12, p 
26. 
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schedules tabled but  not  disposed of  in the f i rst  session are automat ical ly  repr inted.  
The f i rs t  two bi l ls  to be carr ied over under the new procedure were the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Bi l l  and the European Par l iament and Local  Elect ions (Pi lots) 
Bi l l ;  but s ince both had completed their  commit tee stages in the previous session,  
precisely how the new procedure wi l l  work out  in ful l  remains to be seen. 
 
Private Members’ Bi l ls 

Private Members’  bi l ls  (bi l ls  introduced by Members who are not  Government Ministers)  
fol low the same procedure as Government bi l ls  but  can only make progress in the 
l imi ted t ime set  aside in the Commons for  such legis lat ion.   Only thi r teen Fr idays are 
devoted to this business in each session and the pr ior i ty  for  the use of this t ime is  
ini t ia l ly  determined by an annual  bal lot .   Few Pr ivate Members’  bi l ls  are successful  in a 
Session.   There is  seldom any form of  pre- legisla t ive scrut iny;  however,  as 
unsuccessful  Pr ivate Members bi l ls  are of ten taken up and  reintroduced in a 
subsequent  session there is opportuni ty  for  informal consul tat ion wi th interested 
outs ide bodies and Government departments.   The system of programming does not  
apply to Pr ivate Members’  Bi l ls .  
 
Delegated legislat ion 

There are varying forms of  delegated legis lat ion,  most of  which are classed as  
statutory instruments ,  made by Ministers under powers conferred by an Act  of  
Par l iament.   Of those statutory instruments many are not  subject  to any par l iamentary 
procedure,  and simply become law on the date s tated.  Whether they are subject  to 
par l iamentary procedure,  and i f  so which of  the two sorts of  procedure, negat ive or  
af f i rmat ive,  is  determined by the parent Act .   A debate must  take place i f  an instrument  
is  subject  to af f i rmat ive procedure.   Instruments subject  to the negat ive procedure are 
only debated i f  a “prayer”  has been made against  i t . 21  In ei ther case a debate may take 
place,  ei ther on the f loor of  the House or in a Standing Commit tee on Delegated 
Legis lat ion.   The debate is  usual ly  l imi ted to 1½ hours  or 2½ hours for  Northern I reland 
instruments.22  I t  is extremely rare for the parent Act to prov ide that  e i ther House can 
amend an instrument.   Par l iament  therefore usual ly  only has the opportuni ty to approve 
or  reject  a measure.   An instrument is  rejected i f  e i ther House rejects ,  or  decl ines to  
approve, i t .  
 
There are a number of  concerns relat ing to delegated legis lat ion.  Not only can they not  
be amended, but  there is  increasing use of  so cal led “Henry VI I I ”  c lauses–whereby 
pr imary legis lat ion is  amended or repealed by delegated legis lat ion. A fur ther problem 
ar ises for  Parl iamentary control  as a resul t  of  the sheer volume of s tatutory 
instruments−each year over 3,000 are registered under the Statutory  Instruments Act  
1946, of  which more than hal f  are of  a general ,  rather  than local ,  character .  
 

                                                       
21 A “prayer” is a motion praying that the instrument be annulled. 
22 Northern Ireland instruments equate to primary legislation.  
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Once an instrument is  la id before Par l iament i t  is  considered by the scrut iny 
commit tees− the Joint  Committee on Statutory Instruments or  the Commons Select  
Commit tee on Statutory Instruments as appropr iate. 23  The Joint  Commit tee is  
empowered to draw the special  at tent ion of  both Houses to an instrument on any one of  
a number of  grounds speci f ied in the Standing Order under which i t  operates;  or  on any 
other ground which does not  impinge upon the meri ts  of  the instrument or  the pol icy  
behind i t . 24  In the Lords there is also a Meri ts of  Statutory Instruments Committee wi th 
a remit  to examine the mer i ts of  any Statutory Instrument which is  subject to ei ther the 
af f i rmat ive or negat ive procedure. 25 
 
Regulatory reform 
 
The Regulatory Reform Commit tee scrut in ises Government proposals for  regulatory 
reform orders under the Regulatory Reform Act  2001, under which the Government may 
make an Order ( instead of  having to obtain an Act)  to amend or repeal  provis ions in 
pr imary legis lat ion, which are considered to impose a burden and which could be 
repealed or  amended wi thout  removing any necessary protect ion.   Such Orders fol low a 
special  procedure.  
 
The Regulatory Reform Commit tee and i ts  Lords counterpart ,  the House of  Lords Select  
Commit tee on Delegated Powers and Regulatory Reform scrut inise proposed Orders 

                                                       
23 The Joint Committee on Statutory Instruments is responsible for scrutinising all statutory instruments made in 
exercise of powers granted by Act of Parliament.  Instruments not laid before Parliament are included within the 
Committee’s remit; but local instruments and instruments made by devolved administrations do not fall to be 
scrutinised by JCSI unless they are required to be laid before Parliament.  Instruments laid before the House of 
Commons only are considered by the Select Committee on Statutory Instruments, which is comprised of the 
Commons members of the Joint Committee.  
24 The Joint Committee determines whether the special attention of the House should be drawn to a Statutory 
instrument on any of the following grounds: 
(i) that it imposes a charge on the public revenues or contains provisions requiring payments to be made to the 
Exchequer or any government department or to any local or public authority in consideration of any licence or 
consent or of any services to be rendered, or prescribes the amount of any such charge or payment;  
(ii) that it is made in pursuance of any enactment containing specific provisions excluding it from challenge in the 
courts, either at all times or after the expiration of a specific period;  
(iii) that it purports to have retrospective effect where the parent statute confers no express authority so to provide;  
(iv) that there appears to have been unjustifiable delay in the publication or in the laying of it before Parliament;  
(v) that there appears to have been unjustifiable delay in sending a notification under the proviso to section 4(1) of 
the Statutory Instruments Act 1946, where an instrument has come into operation before it has been laid before 
Parliament;  
(vi) that there appears to be a doubt whether it is intra vires or that it appears to make some unusual or unexpected 
use of the powers conferred by the statute under which it is made;  
(vii) that for any special reason its form or purport calls for elucidation;  
(viii) that its drafting appears to be defective. 
25The Merits of Statutory Instruments Committee considers every instrument laid before each House of Parliament 
with a view to determining whether the special attention of the House should be drawn to it on any of the following 
grounds: 
(i) that it is politically or legally important or gives rise to issues of public policy likely to be of interest to the House;  
(ii) that it is inappropriate in view of the changed circumstances since the passage of the parent Act;  
(iii) that it inappropriately implements European Union legislation;  
(iv) that it imperfectly achieves its policy objectives. 
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twice — when f i rst  proposed and when subsequent ly laid in draf t  — and report  each 
t ime on whether the proposed Order should proceed.  The Commit tee may take 
evidence f rom interested part ies and suggest  amendments to draf t  orders.   The draf t  
Order requi res approval  by each House.26  
 
Other forums for scrutiny 

Grand Committees 

Grand Commit tees have been establ ished for  Scot land,  Wales and Northern I re land,  
pr incipal ly  composed of al l  Members of  the House f rom those terr i tor ies.   Al though the 
role of  the Grand Commit tees has diminished s ince the advent of  devolut ion,  they 
provide an addi t ional  forum for  debate and quest ioning on matters af fect ing the 
terr i tor ies wi th which they are concerned.   Grand Commit tees have considered 
delegated legis lat ion and draft  legis lat ion.27 
 
European standing committees 

As a consequence of  the Uni ted Kingdom’s accession to the European Community  (now 
the European Union) and the enactment of  the European Communit ies Act  1972 certain 
provis ions adopted by inst i tut ions wi thin the Union can become law in the Uni ted 
Kingdom without  legis lat ion being passed by Par l iament.   Var ious procedures have 
therefore been establ ished to ensure that  measures that may have di rect  or  prospect ive 
legal  ef fect  may be considered before those measures are adopted.    
 
In the House of  Commons the European Scrut iny Commit tee assesses each European 
document and recommends those of  legal  or  pol i t ical  importance for  debate in European 
Standing Commit tees.   Any Member of  the House may part ic ipate in the Standing 
Commit tee.   The procedure al lows for  an hour of  quest ions to a Minister  fol lowed by 1½ 
hours of  debate on an amendable Government mot ion.   The Commit tee reports the 
mot ion to the House, which takes the f inal  decis ion on whether to approve the mot ion.   
 
In the House of  Lords the EU Select  Commit tee considers “European Union documents 
and other matters relat ing to the EU”.   The Select  Commit tee has seven sub-commit tees 

                                                       
26 In the Commons the procedure depends on what happened in Committee: approved without division: Question put 
in House without debate; approved with division: Debate in House for up to 1½ hours; or rejected: Motion in House 
to disagree with Committee's report, debated for up to 3 hours; if agreed, question then put forthwith on draft Order. 
27 The Scottish Grand Committee comprises all Scottish Members, and traditionally considered the principles of 
Scottish Bills referred to it at second reading, though UK Parliament bills relating exclusively to Scotland are rare 
since the establishment of the Scottish Parliament.  
The Welsh Grand Committee consists of the 40 Welsh MPs and currently up to five others. It may consider bills 
referred to it at second reading on matters concerning Wales only but such bills are very rare.  
The Northern Ireland Grand Committee comprises all the 18 MPs in Northern Ireland, together with up to 25 other 
MPs. It debates matters relating specifically to Northern Ireland, including draft legislation and delegated legislation. 
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cover ing di f ferent  pol icy areas.28  The commit tee publ ishes reports on a wide range of  
European Union issues,  inc luding legis lat ive proposals.  
 
 
Mr Samson ENAME ENAME (Cameroon)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion,  ent i t led “The 
passing of  laws by Par l iament:  a cursory or  substant ive study?” 
 
The topic selected to be the theme of  our current  session is:  “The passing of  laws by 
Parl iament:  a cursory or substant ive study?” a topic which, in our opinion, is  important  
on two counts:  
 

•  f i rs t ly ,  because i t  is ,  i tsel f ,  the very basis of  par l iamentary work which,  as we 
know, is  to legis late in order to provide the nat ion wi th the legal  rules and norms  
required for  i ts  peaceful  and harmonious growth and development ;  

•  secondly,  because of  the problem i t  poses,  or because of the debate cal led for  
by the two aspects of  i t  which are considered here:  on the one hand, the 
cursor iness which refers to i ts  durat ion,  the rhythm of  par l iamentary work and,  
on the other hand, the substant ive study which refers to the procedure fol lowed 
in the August  House and, to a certain extent ,  a mastery of  the domains in which 
bi l ls  are tabled before Members of  Par l iament.  

 
No experienced actor  or observer of  the l i fe of  modern democrat ic states can be 
indi f ferent  to the quest ion tag accompanying the wording of  our theme for  today.   Far 
f rom being a s imple sty l is t ic  device,  this wording in the interrogat ive form plunges us 
into the heart  of  the broader and more fundamental  ongoing debate in several  countr ies 
where pol i t ic ians,  pol i t ical  experts,  jur is ts,  opinion leaders of  the Civ i l  Society and even 
a cross-sect ion of  ordinary c i t izens have,  for  qui te some t ime now, been exchanging 
views on the changing nature of relat ions between the Legis lat ive and Execut ive 
Powers, to the extent  that  they somet imes join André Chandernagor in asking his 
famous quest ion, “a par l iament;  to what  end?”.  

 
In our statement,  we would,  in a b id to contr ibute,  in our own modest way,  to an 
understanding of  the theme proposed, restr ic t  ourselves to analysing the funct ioning of  
the Nat ional  Assembly of  Cameroon. 

 
Cameroon’s pol i t ical  system is the President ial  type wherein the Legis lat ive and 
Judic ial  Powers play a considerable ro le in the conduct  of  the country ’s business.  

                                                       
28 Sub-Committee A covers economic and financial affairs, and international trade policy in the European Union, 
including the Budget. 
Sub-Committee B covers all aspects of the internal market, including energy, industry, transport, communications, 
research and space. 
Sub-Committee C covers European defence and security, international aid and development and foreign affairs. 
Sub-Committee D covers agriculture and environment. 
Sub-Committee E covers law and institutions in the EU. 
Sub-Committee F covers home affairs policy. 
Sub-Committee G covers social policy and consumer affairs. 
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Execut ive Power is  exerc ised by the Pres ident  of  the Republ ic ,  Head of  State,  who 
def ines the pol icy to be implemented by government.   Sect ion 25 of the Const i tut ion 
st ipulates: “Bi l ls  may be tabled ei ther by the President of  the Republ ic or by Members 
of  Par l iament.”   By set t ing up a Senate,  law No. 96/6 of   18 January,  1996 to revise the 
Const i tut ion of  2 June, 1972,  int roduced a bicameral  system in our Par l iament  which,  
hi ther to,  was monocameral .    This Upper House is,  however,  not  yet  put  in p lace.  

 
This development responds to the dual  need to modernize and to adapt the legis lat ive 
apparatus to the democrat isat ion ini t iat ive upon which Cameroon and a certa in number 
of  other Afr ican countr ies have embarked.  The imminent put t ing in place of  the Senate 
wi l l  lead to innovat ions in par l iamentary work.   In the meant ime, the Nat ional Assembly 
is  the only House that  is  current ly funct ional .   I t  is  the Nat ional  Assembly that  considers 
and passes into law the bi l ls  tabled before Par l iament by Government .  

 
In this wise,  i t  should be pointed out  that  before the legis lat ive phase, the bi l l  draf t ing 
process in Cameroon does not  fo l low the codi f ied mechanisms which requi re the formal  
part ic ipat ion of  Members of  the Nat ional  Assembly.   However,  using a wide range of  
procedures,  Government of ten consul ts the country ’s l iv ing forces and other major 
organs of  the State when necessary.  

 
General ly  speaking,  the Legal  Uni ts in the var ious ministr ies give a technical  touch to 
bi l ls in i t iated by the said minist r ies at  the behest  of  the Head of  Government who may 
effect  some changes after  discussing the draf ts dur ing inter-minister ial  meet ings,  
before forwarding them to the Presidency of  the Republ ic  to be tabled before the 
Nat ional  Assembly.   The Execut ive at taches an explanatory statement to each bi l l  
tabled before the Nat ional  Assembly.   Besides,  one or  more Ministers are of f ic ial ly 
designated to defend the bi l l .  

 
On  the other hand, the legis lat ive phase proper which starts f rom this moment fol lows 
a precise const i tut ional  and statutory procedure.   Without losing s ight  of  ef f ic iency and 
respect  for  set  t ime l imi ts,  the Const i tut ion and the Standing Orders of  the Nat ional  
Assembly lay down the Var ious stages to be fol lowed in passing a bi l l  in to law.  The 
problem here then is to know whether the substant ive study of  a bi l l ,  which is  a 
fundamental  aspect ,  is  paid undue attent ion to the detr iment of  celer i ty  which seems to 
be another  exigency for  both the Members of  Par l iament and the ent i re populat ion.   In 
other words,  is  the not ion of  celer i ty  in pass ing bi l ls ant inomic to that  of  the substant ive 
study of the said bi l ls?  That  is  the substance of our  theme for today.  
 
I  CELERITY AS AN EXIGENCY IN  THE PASSING OF BILLS INTO LAW 

 
Celer i ty  is  a modern exigency which, moreover,  is  fac i l i tated by the use, by Members of  
Par l iament,  of  new technologies in the var ious domains of  human act iv i ty .   As a mat ter  
of  fact ,  the s luggish considerat ion of  bi l ls  could lead to anachronist ic  laws which are 
outdated r ight  f rom the day they are passed. 
 
Consequent ly,  the organizat ion of  par l iamentary work in Cameroon seeks to ensure the 
rapid passing of  bi l ls  into law thanks to legal  and statutory provis ions made avai lable 
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as regards the durat ion of  sessions,  the def ini t ion of  the domain of  the law, the drawing 
up of the agenda of the Nat ional  Assembly and the organisat ion of  debates.  
 

1.  The Durat ion of  Sessions 
 

In Cameroon, the Const i tut ion provides for  a system of sess ions rather   than the system 
of s i t t ing permanent ly.    According  to sect ions 14 and 16 of  the Const i tut ion,  there are 
three ordinary 30-day sessions per year (March,  June and November)  wi th the 
possibi l i ty of  a lso holding,  where necessary,  extraordinary sessions not exceeding 15 
days each.   Given the great  number of  bi l ls ,  or  thei r  importance,  the t ime thus al lowed 
for  ordinary sessions (30) days or extraordinary sessions (15) days could ef fect ively  
give the impression that  the Nat ional  Assembly does not  have enough means to 
consider  the bi l ls  tabled before i t  and that ,  consequent ly,  i t  only carr ies out  a cursory 
study of  the said bi l ls .  
 

2.  The Domain of  the Law 
 
Cameroon’s Const i tut ion which acknowledges the r ight  of  both the Nat ional  Assembly 
and the President of  the Republ ic to in i t iate legis lat ion,  however l imi ts the domain of  
the law; that is  to say, the issues on which the Nat ional Assembly can make laws 
(Sect ion 26).   And even on the said issues,  the President  of  the Republ ic  may be 
author ized by the Nat ional  Assembly to legis late,  by ordinance,  in emergency 
s i tuat ions.   I t  is  t rue that an enabl ing law impl ies the temporary nature of  the 
author izat ion thus given and the need for  rat i f icat ion by par l iament wi th in a re lat ively  
short  t ime.   But  ordinances are immediately enforceable pending their  rat i f icat ion.  

 
Enabl ing laws are therefore except ional legis lat ive measures which make i t  possible for  
the Pres ident of  the Republ ic,  Chief  Execut ive,  to cope wi th pressing problems facing 
the country and the solut ion of  which might  require long delays due to par l iamentary 
procedures.   The excessive use of  such laws in a country  whose parl iamentary 
inst i tut ion is funct ioning normal ly could therefore give the impression that  par l iament is  
being by-passed in order to rapidly push bi l ls  through. 
 

3.  Drawing up the agenda, vot ing wi thout debat ing, the emergency procedure,  the 
blocked vote.  

 
The manner in which the agenda of  the proceedings of  our Assembly is  drawn up can 
also give the impression that in the Nat ional  Assembly bi l ls  are cursor i ly  passed in to 
law.  As a matter of  fact ,  though drawn up by the Chairmen’s Conference, the agenda 
gives pr ior i ty ,  in the order decided by Government,  to considerat ion of  Government bi l ls  
and Pr ivate members’  bi l ls  accepted by i t  (sect ions 27 of  the Standing Orders and 18 of  
the Const i tut ion) .  
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Moreover,  the Standing Orders st ipulate that Government ,  a Committee to which a bi l l  
has been referred for  a substant ive study,  or  a Member of  Par l iament,  may request  that  
a vote be taken wi thout  debate or,  as the case may be,  that the emergency procedure 
be fol lowed in consider ing bi l ls  or  pr ivate members’  bi l ls  tabled before the Nat ional  
Assembly (sect ions 28 and 44).   Simi lar ly ,  the blocked vote may, as a resul t  of  a mot ion 
of  no conf idence moved by the Nat ional  Assembly,  enable Government to rapidly have 
i ts  bi l ls  passed by the Nat ional  Assembly.  
 
In short ,  Government ’s mastery of  he agenda of  the Nat ional  Assembly,  and other 
mechanisms l ike the vote wi thout  debate,  the emergency procedure and the blocked 
vote,  are the arms which the Execut ive uses to enable i t  to have i ts  bi l ls  rapidly passed 
into law by the House.  
 

4.  Organiz ing  Debates 
 
In the Standing Orders of  the Nat ional  Assembly,  just  as in the Const i tut ion, a good 
number of  provis ions put  in place perta ining to organiz ing debates in Commit tees or  in 
plenary are also intended to enhance the rapid passing into law of the bi l ls  tabled for  
scrut iny by Members of  Par l iament.  

 
Such is  the case as regards the t ime al lowed for  taking the f loor.   As a matter  of  fact ,  
the Standing Orders author izes the Chairmen’s Conference to share the t ime dur ing 
which a Member of  Par l iament may speak and even to l imi t  the number of  persons to 
take the f loor as wel l  as the amount of  t ime al lowed for  each of  them. 

 
Simi lar ly ,  the President or any Member of  the Nat ional  Assembly may propose the 
c losure of  debate when at  least  two speakers of  apposing v iews have deal t  wi th the 
substance of the matter  (sect ion 43 of  the Standing Orders) .  

 
The same thing could be said as regards amendments.   They may be admissible only i f  
they have a bear ing on the bi l l  under discussion,  or only i f  they have been previously 
submit ted to the appropriate Committee.   Apart  f rom these cases, only  the fol lowing 
amendments may be admissible dur ing open meet ings:  

-  amendments the discussion of  which has been accepted by Government or  by 
the Commit tee to which the bi l l  has been referred for  a substant ive study;  

-  amendments tabled on behal f  of  a commit tee to which a bi l l  has been referred 
for  an advisory opinion,  subject  to the pr ior  scrut iny of  i t  by the commit tee to 
which the bi l l  was referred for  a substant ive study;  

-  amendments tabled by Government.  
 
Al l  these precaut ions (organiz ing debates,  l imi t ing the t ime for  tak ing the  f loor ,  l imit ing 
amendments)  are the legal  techniques or normal  procedures used so as to avoid the 
Assembly having to legis late indef ini tely.  
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However,  there are st i l l  other methods used to at tain the same object ive.  
 

5.  Other Arguments in Favour of  the Rapid Passing of  Bi l ls  into Law. 
 
One of  these is  the major i ty  phenomenon in par l iament today.   In Cameroon,  where,  for  
example,  75% of the Members of  Par l iament belong to the country ’s major i ty  party,  i t  
has become a t radi t ion that when a bi l l  deemed to be very important  to the Nat ion has 
been tabled before Par l iament,  a consul tat ion meet ing between the major i ty  
Par l iamentary Group and Government  is  f i rs t  of  al l  held before any discussion in 
committee or in plenary session.   Such a  meet ing enables par l iamentar ians of  the 
Major i ty Group to ask al l  types of  quest ions, make observat ions or  propose 
amendments to Government.   This great ly  avoids t ime wast ing dur ing par l iamentary 
work proper;  and the t ime for  debates ei ther in commit tee or in plenary is  great ly  
reduced.  This enables bi l ls  to be passed into law wi th celer i ty .  

 
Af ter  this inexhaust ive inventory ,  one point  stands out .  Provis ions is  made to enable the 
rapid passing of  bi l ls  into law.  For obvious reasons, Government is  involved in every 
in i t ia t ive that seeks to accelerate par l iamentary work;  for a par l iament that  legis lates 
indef ini tely  could tend to block government act ion and paralyse the country.   The 
Nat ional  Assembly is ,  however,   not  a s imple rubber stamp whose role is  to endorse 
government bi l ls  wi thout  any substant ive study.   The composi t ion of  the Nat ional  
Assembly which br ings together several  pol i t ical  part ies,  and i ts  concern to control  
Government act ion,  make Members of  Par l iament pay specia l  at tent ion to the 
substant ive  considerat ion of  bi l ls  tabled before them for  scrut iny.  
 
I I  THE SUBSTANTIVE  STUDY  OF  BILLS 
 
Bi l ls  are in i t iated by the Execut ive Power as a funct ion of  d iverse c i rcumstances:   the 
economic si tuat ion of  the country ,  natural  disasters,  the state of  the Nat ion.   Dur ing the 
draf t ing phase, bi l ls  pass through several  stages:   consul tat ion wi th the grassroots,  
concentrat ion wi th the major i ty  party,  the Economic and Social  Counci l ,  and the 
intervent ion of  the Pr ime Minister .  As we saw in the introduct ion, the preparatory stage 
is extra-par l iamentary.   However,  i ts  importance is undeniable when we consider the 
substance of bi l ls .   The intervent ion of  var ious administrat ive and pol i t ical  s t ructures,  
the consultat ion of actors with in the economic l i fe of  the country ,  or  of  those of the civ i l  
society,  a l ready cont r ibutes to an in-depth study of  the bi l ls  to be forwarded to the 
Presidency of  the Republ ic which should then table them before the Nat ional  Assembly.  
 
As soon as these bi l ls reach Parl iament,  they are f i rs t  examined in the Chairmen’s 
Conference which declares them admissible before commit t ing them to the competent  
committees.  The main point  here is to make sure that the bi l l  does not v io late the 
Const i tut ion,  and to see whether i ts  subject  matter  fal ls  within the domain of  the law. 
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Work in Commit tee is the cruc ia l  phase dur ing which the real  substant ive study of  the 
bi l l  is  carr ied out .   This is  done in the presence of  designated members of  Government 
and their  c lose col laborators.   There is  f i rs t  of  a l l  a general  discussion of  the bi l l  before 
moving on to the examinat ion of  the sect ions.   Al l  the sect ions are considered and 
debated upon one af ter  the other.   The Commit tee wr i tes out  a report  on the bi l l  and 
formal ly  adopts the said report  which i t  wi l l  later  on have to defend in the plenary s i t t ing 
which passes i t  into law. 
 
This procedure therefore comprises two main phases:  
 

-  the prel iminary study phase which is  the responsibi l i ty  of  general  Commit tees 
to which bi l ls  are referred ei ther for  a substant ive study or for  an advisory 
opinion.   There are nine (9) such General  Committees within the Parl iament 
of  Cameroon, each of  which comprises twenty (20) members and is competent  
in a speci f ic  domain;  

-  the discussion or  decis ion phase which is reserved for  plenary sessions.  
 
Commit tees play an important  and determinant role in the funct ioning of  the Nat ional  
Assembly:   They fac i l i tate the examinat ion of issues insofar as the said issues concern 
precise technical  points.   Thus,  by enabl ing a more complete and more in-depth 
examinat ion of  problems t ime is gained in the f inal  analysis.  
 
In Cameroon, when a bi l l  is  very important  to the l i fe of  the nat ion,  the Assembly may 
t ransform i tsel f  into a commit tee which is then known as a Commit tee of  the Whole 
House; this  Commit tee has al l  the powers of  the Nat ional  Assembly.   This enables the 
part ic ipat ion of  the greatest  number of  par l iamentar ians in debates.  
 
Moreover,  Members of  Par l iament may,  in certain cases,  ei ther indiv idual ly  or  
col lect ively consult  experts in order to have c lar i f icat ions on a bi l l .   They may, for  the 
same reasons,  interv iew professionals in al l  sectors of  act iv i ty ( t rade unions,  
corporat ions, government serv ices) concerned wi th a bi l l  just  so as to measure i ts 
eventual  impact  on the sector in quest ion.   In the same vein,  Members of  Par l iament 
also undertake informat ion tours to certa in corporat ions and enterpr ises in order to  
acquaint  themselves wi th the real i t ies and di f f icul t ies which they face in thei r  day to day 
funct ioning.   This enables them to make a bet ter  appraisal  of  the bi l l  relat ing,  for  
example,  to pr ivat isat ion.  
 
The President  of  the Republ ic  may address the Nat ional  Assembly.   This is  a prov is ion 
which can enable the thorough considerat ion of  certa in bi l ls ,  and the bet ter  
c ircumscript ion of  the scope thereof  before or  dur ing the substant ive study.  The 
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President  of  the Republ ic  may also send to  Par l iament messages to be read by the 
Pr ime Minister.   Members of  Par l iament may, pursuant to the provis ions of  sect ion 35 of  
the Const i tut ion,  put  verbal  or  wr i t ten quest ions to Ministers.   This approach enables 
them to broaden their  knowledge on var ious issues and at the same t ime enr iches 
debates.   I t  should be pointed out  here that  l imi t ing the durat ion of  sessions to thi r ty  
(30) days does not  necessar i ly  mean that al l  the bi l ls  have to be considered wi thin that  
t ime l imi t .   A bi l l  that  might  not  have been considered dur ing a given session,  may be 
carr ied forward to the next  session, or  may simply be wi thdrawn by Government.  
 
I t  is  perhaps t ime now to at tempt a provis ional  conclusion to the general  problemat ic of  
relat ions between the Legis lat ive and Execut ive Powers which is  at  the back of  our 
theme. In the l ight  of  the foregoing analyses,  a study of  these relat ions shows that  
today,  for  var ious reasons (reinforc ing the role of  the State,  the need for  ef f ic iency,  the 
major i ty  phenomenon),  Par l iament is  tending to ec l ipse i tsel f  in the face of the 
increasing power of  the Execut ive.  As a matter of  fact ,  par l iamentary assembl ies do 
not  have enough means to ef f ic ient ly  cope wi th the problems and the needs of the 
modern world.   The Execut ive Power seems to be bet ter  armed to act promptly,  consul t  
socio-professional  interest  groups or negot iate wi th t rade unions.   For very of ten the 
problems concerned are those of the day to day management of  he contradictory 
interests of  c i t izens.  Can we then val id ly  speak of  he inabi l i ty  of  the legis lator  to 
resolve the problems facing States and c i t izens?  Some thinkers have even gone too far  
by programming the imminent  death of  the par l iamentary inst i tut ion. 
 
These points of  v iew seem by far  too exaggerated.   For,  a l though i ts  role seems 
reduced today,  par l iament st i l l  maintains certain funct ions which are important  to both 
democracy and the State of  law.  Indeed, Parl iament st i l l  maintains i ts funct ion as 
legis lator,  even i f  the areas covered have reduced.  I t  s t i l l  has the prerogat ive of  
making the most important  and most necessary rules of  law, especia l ly  in essent ia l  
domains l ike those of :  

 
•  the protect ion of  the r ights and f reedoms of  c i t izens;  
•  the status of  persons and the regime of  property;  
•  the pol i t ical ,  administ rat ive and judic ia l  organizat ion of  the State;  as wel l  

as;  
•  f inancial  issues ( the Currency,  the Budget,  Taxat ion and dut ies;  
•  the system of educat ion,  and many others.  

 
Moreover,  al though par l iamentary ini t iat ive is  of ten drowned in government bi l l s  
nowadays, i t  is  s t i l l  Par l iament that  has the f inal  say.   I t  is  Par l iament that  passes the 
bi l ls  tabled into law, amends or re jects them. 

 
Final ly,  Par l iament remains almost the exclusive control ler  of  the act ion of  the 
Execut ive Power which i t  may sanct ion.    That is  to say,  al though Par l iament is  
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somet imes supplanted today by the Execut ive,  i t  s t i l l  remains an important  factor of  the 
smooth funct ioning of  the democrat ic  regime in that  i t  urges nat ions to pract ise good 
governance and the rule of  law; i t  makes for  the emergence and consol idat ion of  a 
democrat ic  cul ture.  

 
Consequent ly,  i t  would be erroneous to think that relat ions between the Execut ive and 
the Legis lat ive Powers are only based on mutual  suspic ion,  cunning and subterfuge wi th 
the former str iv ing,  for  the reasons given here above, to have i ts  bi l ls  endorsed by the 
lat ter  wi thout  any substant ive study.   As a matter  of  fact ,  before or  dur ing the 
legis lat ive procedure,  Par l iament has some means at i ts  disposal  which can enable i t  to  
have a c lear idea of  the intent ions and object ives of  the government  b i l l .   Whether i t  is  
through const i tut ions,  interv iews, informat ion tours or proceedings in Commit tee or  
open s i t t ing,  the object ive is  the same,  v iz to enable Par l iament to have as an exact  an 
idea as possible on the purport  of  the bi l l  tabled before i t .  

 
Thus, f inal ly ,  celer i ty  and the substant ive s tudy of bi l ls are seen to be two indissociable 
exigencies.   Celer i ty  which is cher ished by the Execut ive Power is  not considered as a 
pr ior i ty by Members of  Par l iament whose mission as control lers of  Government act ion 
compels a met iculous study of  the bi l ls  tabled before Par l iament.   This is  a type of  
dialect ical  move wherein the People’s representat ives centre al l  thei r  ef for ts on the 
thorough considerat ion of  the bi l ls  tabled before them (wi th a v iew to comprehending 
them ful ly) ,  whi le the Execut ive puts in place wel l  greased mechanisms that seek to 
accelerate the legis lat ive process in order to rapidly have at  i ts  disposal the laws that  
are indispensable for  i ts  act ion and the implementat ion of  i ts  pol icy.  

 
This is  how the Powers in Cameroon col laborate in the quest  for  the wel l  being of  
c i t izens.   This is  the ul t imate object ive sought by al l  nat ional  inst i tut ions.”  
 
Mr Brissi  Lucas GUEHI  (Côte d’ Ivoire)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion.  
 
“The Cote d' Ivoire is  a democrat ic  and lay Republ ic  which acceded to internat ional  
sovereignty s ince August  7,  1960, i ts  Independence Day. 
 
From 1960 to 1990, Cote d ' Ivoi re has been governed through a unique party system. 
The establ ishment of  the mul t iparty system on Apr i l  30,  1990, did actual ly  not  involve 
real  const i tut ional  changes.  But  the real  break of  both the mind and the pract ices of  the 
unique party took place by the law 2000-513 establ ishing the Const i tut ion of  Republ ic  of  
Cote d ' Ivoi re,  adopted by referendum in date of  August  1,  2000. 
 
That  Const i tut ion gave bi r th to the Second Republ ic  wi th a Pres ident  elected by 
universal  suf f rage in an open and chal lenging vote.  
 
On the legis lat ive hand, the Second Republ ic  f i rs t  legis lature star ted to work in January 
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2001 by an extraordinary session.  
 
In reference to the Const i tut ion (ar t ic le 62),  the Nat ional  Assembly holds by ful l  r ights 
two ordinary sessions a year:  
 
 

-  The f i rs t  session star ts on the last  Wednesday of  Apr i l  and cannot last  more 
than three months.  

 
-  The second star ts on the f i rs t  Wednesday of  October and ends on the thi rd 

Fr iday of  December.  
 
Moreover,  the art ic le 63 gives possibi l i ty  to summon the Nat ional  Assembly in 
extraordinary session.  That possibi l i ty  is  given both to the President  of  Republ ic  and to 
Members of  Par l iament (an absolute major i ty  is  required).  
 
The Nat ional  Assembly of  Côte d' Ivoi re inc ludes 223 Members shared into s ix general  
commit tees assigned to a speci f ic  work:  
 

-  the Commit tee of  General  and Inst i tut ional  Avai ls  
-  the Commit tee of  Economic and Financial  Af fa i rs 
-  the Commit tee of  Social  and Cultural  Affairs  
-  the Commit tee of  Internat ional Relat ions 
-  the Commit tee of  Secur i ty  and Defence 
-  the Commit tee of  Environment 

 
The new State author i ty  establ ished by elect ions in year 2000, commit ted himsel f  to 
undertake a deep reform of  the whole Iber ian society.  That  socia l  and economic reform 
was based on a legal  reform. 
 
This reform required a new reading of  the legal  texts to make them adapted to the new 
pol i t ical  context and therefore involved an increase in the intensi ty of  par l iamentary 
work.  
 
This t rend has been maintained unt i l  September 19,  2002, date on which unfortunate 
events,  caused by the r is ing of  an armed conf l ic t ,  led to the div is ion of  the country in 
two pads. 
 
A- GENERALITIES ON THE PROCESSING OF BILLS 
 
The Const i tut ion (ar t ic le 42) states that  laws can be ini t iated both by the President of  
Republ ic  and by the Members of  the Nat ional  Assembly.  When ini t iated by the President  
of  Republ ic ,  the bi l l  is  cal led “projet  de loi ”  (project  of  law) and in the case of  
Par l iament ini t iat ive,  i t  is  cal led “proposi t ion de loi ”  (proposal  for  a law).  
 
1-  Case of  Government- in i t iated bi l ls  
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This k ind of  b i l l  s tarts by a technical  survey ini t iated by a Government Department .  
 
In fact ,  the minister undertakes a survey to set  up or improve regulat ions in a sector of  
act iv i ty  which depends on his Department.  
 
His proposals of  regulat ion wi l l  be wr i t ten as a bi l l  and t ransmi t ted to the Secretary 
General  of  Government to be examined by the Counci l  of  Government presided by the 
Prime Minister.  
 
Once the Counci l  of  Government passes the bi l l ,  the Secretary General  of  Government 
submits i t  to the approval  of  the Cabinet  presided by the Head of  State (President of  
Republ ic) .  
 
Depending on the pol i t ical  context ,  the adopt ion of  the bi l l  by the counci l  of  Government 
and i ts  examinat ion by the Cabinet  may take a certain t ime. However,  as soon as the 
Cabinet  passes the bi l l ,  the Pres ident of  Republ ic  t ransmits i t  to the Nat ional  Assembly 
through a referral  let ter .  
 
The Speaker of  Nat ional  Assembly,  to whom the bi l l  is  referred,  summons a ' 'Meet ing of  
Presidents ' '  in order to set  up a schedule of  work and appoint  the relevant commit tee to 
examine the bi l l .  
 
The real  legis lat ive work can then star t .  
 
2-  Examinat ion of  bi l ls  
 
The examinat ion of  a bi l l  is  the responsibi l i ty  of  the members of  the relevant  
commit tee' ,  however,  the rules of  the Nat ional  Assembly al low the other MPs, who are 
not  members of  that  commit tee to take pad in the discussions but  wi th no r ight  to vote.  
 
That  examinat ion is  done in the presence of a Government delegate i .e.  a Minister  who 
must defend the bi l l  before the MPs on behal f  of  the President  of  Republ ic ,  the bi l l  
in i t iator .  
 
Whi le they examine the bi l l  the MPs can make amendments both on the form and on the 
content .  These amendments,  when they are accepted,  are gathered by the staf f  of  the 
commit tee who leads the debates.  Wri t ing tasks are actual ly  ful f i l led by the c lerks of  
Legis lat ive Services.  Those amendments are inserted in the f inal  text .  
 
3-  Adopt ion of  report  
 
The adopt ion of  bi l l  by the commit tee wi l l  be stated in a report  wr i t ten by the Board of  
the commit tee-wi th the support  of  the Direct ion of  Legis lat ive Services. 
 
The commit tee gathers to adopt the report .  Only the commit tee members are required 
for  that  adopt ion.  But any other MP is al lowed to take part ,  make remarks and br ing his 
contr ibut ion.  Adopt ion of  reports is  made wi thout  Government Delegates.  
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4- The plenary Meet ing 
 
The bi l l  adopted by the commit tee becomes the Par l iament property.  That bi l l  is  then 
t i t led 'proposi t ion de loi ' '  (proposal  for  a law) and wi l l  be processed wi thout any 
Government delegate.  
 
So,  to sum up, the adopt ion of  the report  takes place af ter  the bi l l  is  passed by the 
commit tee.  Then that  proposal for  a law is presented to be approved by al l  MPs at a 
plenary meet ing presided by the Speaker of  the Nat ional  Assembly.  
 
At  the plenary meet ing, the MPs have the possibi l i ty  to make amendments .  The Board 
of  the committee replaces the Government delegates and repl ies to MPs'  quest ions and 
remarks.  The Assembly passes the report  presented by the commit tee before vot ing the 
bi l l .  
 
Af ter  the f inal  text  ( Iaw) is  voted,  i t  is  s igned by the President and the Secretar ies of  
the Meet ing. 
 
 
The Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  Assembly t ransmits that  law to the Secretary 
General  of  the Government to make i t  promulgated by the Head of  State.  
 
These general i t ies descr ibe the procedure fol lowed by a bi l l .  AI I  the steps must be 
ful f i l led even i f  emergency cases requi re fast  working.  The only  step which can be used 
to save t ime is that  of  wr i t ing report .  Instead of a wr i t ten and detai led report ,  the 
commit tee can present an oral  report .  
 
B- REQUIREMENTS OF RIGOROUS EXAMINATION OF BILLS CONFRONTED TO 
CONSTRAINTS OF TIME. 
 
1-  From year 2001 to September 19,  2002 
 
As soon as the f i rst  legis lature began, the Government,  mot ivated by i ts  wi l l  to reform 
society,  t ransmit ted many bi l ls  re lated to var ious f ie lds to the Parl iament.  
 
The fol lowing board gives an idea of the work ful f i l led by MPs for  the two f i rst  years of  
legis lature:  2001 and 2002. 
 

YEAR Bi l ls  received Passed Rejected Not examined 
2001 45 27 03 15 
2002 37 18 03 16 

 
Dur ing that  per iod,  the Government insisted on the emergency of  examining bi l ls .  That 
pressure obl iged the MPs to work even by night .  
 
The Universal  HeaIth Insurance Law which must involve a great  innovat ion in 
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heal thcare suppl ies,  the General  Counci l  law which was another pr ior i ty  of  the 
Government as wel l  as shar ing Mowers and tasks between General  Counci ls  and the 
State,  are some of the main bi l ls  which required very last ing work sessions.  
 
AI I  the bi l ls  received in the per iod 2001-2002 where c lassi f ied as emergencies.  That 
constra int  of  emergency set  by the Government programme was opposed to the wi l l  of  
MPs to vote wel l  wr i t ten laws which real ly  meet the People needs.  That s i tuat ion should 
be taken in account  in set t ing up the schedule of  work.  Thus,  days even weeks were 
granted to par l iamentary groups to examine bi l ls .  And even i f  par l iamentary Groups 
have enough t ime to study the bi l ls ,  last ing,  st i f f  and hard meet ings could st i l l  take 
place.  The discussions on the reasons that  mot ivate the bi l l  ( i .e.  the phi losophy of  the 
bi l l )  may last  three days.  
 
The Government delegates can meet wi th the Par l iamentary groups in order to al lay 
them about any matter  of  doubt or  fear .  In spi te of  al l  these precaut ions the Par l iament 
always examines bi l ls  met iculously .  
 
The per iod 2001-2002 was one of  intensive par l iamentary act iv i t ies dur ing which the 
MPs, proud of  thei r  const i tut ional  prerogat ives,  kept to use them. The Par l iament 
administrat ion had thus been severely tested and the lack of  assistant  personnel  
increased the pressure on the staf f  of  Legis lat ive Services.  
 
2-  From year 2003 to year 2004 
 
Since September 19,  2002, the Par l iament act iv i ty  has known a great  decrease, mainly 
dur ing year 2003 compared to that of  year 2002, i f  we refer  to the number of  voted 
laws. 
 

YEAR Bi l ls  received Passed Suspended Not examined 
2003 25 07 02 16 
2004 32 10 06 16 

 
That  s i tuat ion can be explained by:  
 

-   the di f f icul t ies met in set t ing up the Government of  Nat ional  Reconci l iat ion 
proposed by the Linas Marcoussis Agreement;  

-   the delay in the t ransmission of  the bi l ls  required by the Linas Marcoussis 
Agreement ;  

-   the uncertain s i tuat ion (no more f ight ing but  not  yet  peace) that  has been 
occurr ing s ince the cease war declarat ion by the soldiers;  

-   the suspension of  Government act iv i t ies by the Ministers represent ing the “New 
Forces ' ' .  

 
However,  in thei r  act ive search of Peace in Côte d' Ivoi re and their  wi l l  to remedy the 
weakness shown by the Execut ive power in the elaborat ion and the t ransmission of  bi l ls  
to the Par l iament ,  the MPs organised several  meet ings to inform populat ions on the 
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current pol i t ical  s i tuat ion. 
 
In other respects,  a Par l iamentary inquiry mission ini t iated by the Committee of  
Secur i ty  and Defence,  on secur i ty and defence forces,  enabled the MPs to audi t ion the 
representat ives of  the t ransport  sector t rade unions and federat ions and the author i t ies 
of  the pol ice force and gendarmer ie.  
 
Peace agreements have given r ise to consensual  texts supposed to have an impact  on 
peace process.  This is  why i t  is  necessary to work fast .  
 
Here again,  the MPs are ready to work fast  and in a di l igent  way to vote the bi l ls  
proposed by those agreements but  they don' t  accept  to give up their  r ight  to amend 
bi l ls.  Then,  the bi l ls examining meet ings, where they take place, are submit ted to the 
same r igorous procedure required by a met iculous analysis of  the mot ivat ions and the 
content  of  the text .  That s i tuat ion of ten t roubles the Government delegates who don' t  
hesi tate to express their  hindrance to face the f i rm wi l l  of  the MPs to ful f i l  their  mission 
in due respect  of  the rules and the legis lat ive process.  
 
So then,  the Ministers hesi tate to come before the Par l iament to defend Government 
bi l ls .  To f i l l  the spare t ime, the MPs decide to think on the concept ion of  Par l iament 
ini t iated bi l ls .  
 
But  the problem st i l l  remains:  shal l  we give up the r ight  of  amendment  to conform to the 
obl igat ion of  speedy vote of  laws. That seems di f f icul t  to accept for  the MPs of  Côte 
d' Ivoire because as far  as they are concerned doing so means to renounce to thei r  
power and to deny their  f ight  for  democracy.  
 
The general  commit tees worked for  a g lobal  durat ion of  75 hours and 17 minutes to 
examine bi l ls  of  any k ind dur ing the year 2002. 
 
In 2003, the general  commit tees dedicated 58 hours and 08 minutes to examine bi l ls .  
 
This decrease doesn' t  denote less intense debates,  because the bi l ls  examined in 2003 
and 2004 are very sensible f rom the pol i t ical  point  of  v iew. Thus they must be examined 
at a prudent speed. 
 
That  at t i tude shown by the Par l iament in general  and part icular ly by the members of  the 
Commit tee of  General  and Inst i tut ional  Affai rs (which is assigned to examine about 90 
percent  of  bi l ls)  is  wrongly thought of  by some members of  the current  Government and 
by the Internat ional  Communi ty.  The Internat ional  Community considers i t  as a blocking 
of  the peace process.  In fact ,  that  at t i tude conveys,  on the one hand, the f i rm 
expression of  the Par l iament autonomy and, on the other hand, the wi l l  of  MPs to be 
considered as effect ive actors of  the current  process, actors who want to inf luence 
history by their  v iew on f reedom, just ice and democracy.  
 
As people are used to say in Cote d' Ivoire,  despi te the requirements of  peace,  the MPs 
don' t  want to confuse speed and haste. The att ract ion of  Par l iament act iv i ty  dwel ls on 
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the permanent st ruggle between those two matters which appears to be contradictory.  
 
We can take t ime to met iculously study a bi l l ,  make some amendments and improve i t  
whi le keeping a reasonable rhythm.”  
 
Mr Francesco POSTERARO  ( I taly)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion:  
 
“  I  have great  p leasure in adding to our discussion today a contr ibut ion based on the 
exper ience acquired in the Chamber of  Deput ies,  in part icular in  the course of  the last  
few years,  on the way in which this quest ion is  deal t  wi th – a quest ion which concerns 
the very reason for  being of  the Par l iamentary inst i tut ion,  in other words,  the search for 
the necessary balance between taking speedy decis ions and the proper presentat ion of  
di f ferent  pol i t ical  posi t ions.  

In fact ,  a Par l iament which only cared for  the speed wi th which decis ions were taken 
would reduce pol i t ics to a merely resul ts-based exercise and Par l iament would end up 
by losing almost al l  c la im to be a democrat ic  and representat ive organisat ion.  

By the same token,  a Par l iament which was unable to take decis ions wi thin in an 
appropr iate t imescale would be inef f ic ient  and marginal ised and would end up by being 
seen by c i t izens and publ ic  opinion as a useless,  indeed harmful ,  organisat ion.  

By al l  accounts,  they were deal ing wi th the immutable opposi t ion between 
representat ion and the abi l i ty  to decide which was a character ist ic  of  the operat ion,  not  
only of  Par l iament,  but ,  more general ly ,  al l  publ ic  administrat ion.  Par l iamentary 
assembl ies had to resolve the apparent  contradict ion between these two demands,  
uni t ing preservat ion of  pol i t ical  debate wi th the capaci ty to intervene speedi ly  in 
subjects which they are examining. 

The need to balance ideal ised procedures and eff ic ient  methods had become more 
acute than in the past ,  part ly  because of social  c i rcumstances which demanded change 
more rapid ly and which therefore made prompt decis ions more necessary,  and on the 
other hand an insistence on wider representat ion throughout c iv i l  society.   In order to 
be able to cont inue to serve the interests of  c i t izens in a global ised wor ld,  
par l iamentary inst i tut ions had to avoid at  the same t ime the r isks associated wi th 
s lowness and those associated wi th haste.  

In the I tal ian exper ience,  the long-term pol i t ical  background, which was character ised 
by a proport ional  electoral  system and the lack of  change in the management of  the 
country between the di f ferent  pol i t ical  part ies had led to the progressive dominance in 
Par l iamentary l i fe of  the demands of  representat ion over the demands of  ef f ic ient  
decis ion-making.   When that  per iod had f in ished, thanks to electoral  law reform which 
had produced major i ty  government (1993 to 1994) i t  had become necessary  to change 
the Par l iamentary rules in order to ref lect  changes in the pol i t ical  system, in part icular  
to give the major i ty  party the c lear opportuni ty to put  into ef fect  i ts  programme, on the 
basis that  i t  had received di rect  mandate f rom the voters.  
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The Chamber of  Deput ies therefore in 1997 had approved a vast  reform of  i ts  Rules,  
with the basic  aim of  achiev ing the fol lowing:  

 Certainty and speed in decis ion-making; 

 Development of  legis lat ive preparat ion,  wi th the aim of  improving the qual i ty  of  
legis lat ion and giv ing the body of  law greater c lar i ty  and ef f ic iency f rom the point  of  
v iew of the publ ic ,  the publ ic  serv ice, and business;  

 Specia l  status for  the opposi t ion to under l ine i ts  pol ic ies and to enable i t  to make 
counterproposals.  

Reinforcement of  the decis ion making abi l i ty  of  Par l iament  had been achieved by 
developing var ious tools which were al ready wi thin I tal ian Par l iamentary Law, such as 
the programming of  work and the set t ing of  f rameworks for t ime l imi ts.  These tools had 
been very general ly  expressed and they were made more incis ive so that  the 
programme of  work set  aside proper t ime l imi ts for  the examinat ion of  each subject ,  in  
proport ion to the complexi ty of  the matter  and the t ime avai lable and div ided up 
between the var ious part ies.   Procedural  mechanisms were introduced which al lowed a 
reduct ion in the number of  votes in plenary s i t t ing,  where there was an excessive 
number of  amendments.  

Improvements in the examinat ion of  the measures before Parl iament was obtained by 
way of c loser examinat ion dur ing the preparatory stages of a bi l l  in the standing 
commit tees.  In each case, the quest ion was asked whether legis lat ion was needed or  
whether an al ternat ive course of  proceeding might  be used other than passing a new 
law;  whether the proposed change conformed to the Const i tut ion,  was compat ib le wi th 
community legis lat ion and respected the powers of  the regions and local  bodies;  i f  the 
object ives,  the means,  the terms and the charges had been planned proper ly;  i f  
provis ions contained in the bi l l  were c lear and unambiguous.  A new body had also been 
created,  the Commit tee for  Legis lat ion,  composed of  an equal  number of  Government 
and Opposi t ion Members of  Par l iament.  I ts  duty was to provide opinions to Commit tees 
on the qual i ty  of  draf t  legis lat ion in terms of i ts  c lar i ty  and whether i t  was proper ly 
formulated,  as wel l  as whether i t  would ef fect ively s impl i fy  and reorganise the law 
which was current ly in force.  The equal  number of  party members of  this  Commit tee 
under l ined the fact  that i ts  del iberat ions were in no way l inked to part isan posi t ions,  
s ince improvement in the qual i ty  of  legis lat ion was a goal  for  Par l iament and,  
consequent ly,  an object ive which was equal ly  shared by al l  pol i t ical  part ies.  

Final ly ,  turning to the status of  the opposi t ion, a f i f th of  avai lable t ime had been 
reserved for  the discussion of  subjects proposed by the opposi t ion wi thin the 
programmed f ramework of  the work of  the Assembly and i ts  Commit tees.  The role of  
rapporteurs in minor i ty  part ies had been reinforced and prov is ion had been made to 
make easier the presentat ion not  only of  s imple amendments,  but  of  proper al ternat ive 
texts to those proposed by the major i ty  party.   Furthermore,  a weekly session had been 
establ ished both in the plenary as wel l  as wi thin the Commit tees for  quest ions for  
immediate reply.  
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He thought that the general  f ramework of  the reform of the Rules of  the Chamber of  
Deput ies,  which he had t r ied br ief ly  to summarise,  had achieved i ts  object ives.   As a 
resul t  of  the new provis ions approved in 1997 Commit tees were guaranteed the 
possibi l i ty of  carry ing out a proper analys is  of  draf t  b i l ls  in sui table t ime planned in 
advance.   At the same t ime, s impl i f icat ion of  the Assembly procedures had led to 
abol i t ion of  useless r i tuals and excessively long speeches and had encouraged, in 
return,  a proper pol i t ical  debate on the essent ial  themes ar is ing f rom the measures 
which were the subject  of  d iscussion.   In exchange for  considerable diminut ion in the 
abi l i ty to obstruct – at  present,  this was l imited to most important  draf t  b i l ls  and subjec t  
to t ime l imi ts – the opposi t ion had acquired proper tools to make publ ic  i ts  own 
programme, insofar  as i t  was di f ferent  f rom that  of  the major i ty party.  

Reform of the Rules had been very ef fect ive.   The increased throughput of  work of  the 
Assembly showed that  the Chamber of  Deput ies had regained the capaci ty to take 
decis ions wi thin planned t ime l imi ts.  Other hand, other procedures had not  produced 
such a pos i t ive resul t ,  probably because of  the di f f icul t  pol i t ical  balance which was the 
product  of  pol i t ical  and inst i tut ional  change which was st i l l  happening in I ta ly.   In that  
connect ion,  in conclusion,  he pointed out  that the Chamber of  Deput ies was current ly  
discussing a general  revis ion of  the provis ions of  the Const i tut ion which af fected the 
management of  the State.   The probable agreement to this would,  of  course,  obl ige 
Par l iament to reform i ts  procedures once again.  

 
Mr Józef MIKOSA  (Poland)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion,  ent i t led “ Informat ion on 
Legis lat ive Procedure:  Rapidi ty of  Proceedings Concerning Draf t  Legal  Acts and 
Ensur ing of  Proper Qual i ty  of  Legal  Norms Enacted in the Sejm of  Poland”.  
 
Determinants of  Legislat ive Activi ty in Poland 
 
On account of  socio-pol i t ical  or  legal  determinants,  somet imes bi l ls  need to be passed 
rapidly.  On the other hand, exper ience teaches us that  that af fect ing qual i ty  of  the law 
enacted depends largely on having carr ied out  thorough substant ive, legis lat ive and 
comparat ive law-related analyses which take t ime.  

 
 In Poland, the issue of  combining two divergent values,  such as the qual i ty  of  law and 

the rapidi ty  of  i ts  establ ishment,  is  part icular ly topical .  This  is due to the fact that the 
regaining of  f reedom as a resul t  of  the democrat ic  spurt  of  1989 carr ied wi th i t  a 
number of  systemic,  soc ial  and economic reforms. The sor t  of  those reforms was 
determined by our country ’s aspirat ion to integrat ion wi th the Euro-At lant ic  pol i t ical  and 
economic structures.  In great  measure the t ransformat ion determined the sty le and the 
speed of  the work of  the Pol ish par l iament.  A posi t ive major i ty  of  the legal  acts so far  in 
force had to be al tered. Also,  the area of  regulat ion increased considerably,  inc luding 
f ields which had not  been regulated previously.  That  brought about a rapid increase of 
bi l ls  and the necessi ty  of  shortening the legis lat ive work on them. The need to complete 
the process of  adjust ing Pol ish law to the acquis communautaire dictated a quick pace 
of changes. 
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As an example, i t  can be pointed out  that within the last two years, the average t ime for  
a debate on a bi l l  was 95 days.  In that  t ime, 434 bi l ls  were adopted.  Undeniably,  these 
c i rcumstances increased considerably the workload of  both par l iamentar ians and the 
Sejm’s legis lat ive serv ices.  That required that every part ic ipant  in the legis lat ive 
process be avai lable evening and weekend,  and be versat i le--as every bi l l  required that  
the essent ial  informat ion be col lected, and analyses and predict ions of  the current  and 
proposed regulatory environment be made. 
 
Dur ing more than a decade of the Sejm working wi thin the democrat ic  system, the 
number of  in i t ia t ives submit ted by Deput ies was markedly larger than of those by the 
Government.  I t  was only in 2001, when the t rend was reversed. In the present,  4t h  Sejm, 
in two years the Counci l  of  Minis ters introduced 450 b i l ls  (67 per cent)  out  of  the total  
of  673.  Groups of Deput ies came up wi th 170 legis lat ive ini t iat ives (25 per cent)  
submit ted as group mot ions,  and wi th 20 legis lat ive ini t iat ives (3 per cent)  submit ted 
through commit tees.  That against  as much as 68 per cent  of  al l  the bi l ls  submit ted by 
Deput ies (groups of Deput ies and commit tees) to the 1s t  Sejm in the years 1991—1993. 
This means that  compared to the s i tuat ion in the 1s t  Sejm, the relevant  proport ions have 
been ful ly  reversed.  The indicated changes show that  af ter  a per iod of  thorough 
systemic changes, in i t ia ted f i rst  and foremost by Deput ies,  Poland has been jo in ing the 
states of  a stable structure of  legis lat ive work,  where the government is  the dr iv ing 
force behind changes in law. 
 
Polish System of Sources of Law and Outl ine of Legislat ive Procedure 
 
Before we proceed to a fur ther discussion,  we should put  forward the pr inciples of  the 
Pol ish const i tut ional  system as regards the sources of  law and the legis lat ive 
procedure.  
 
The sources of  un iversal ly  binding law of  the Republ ic of  Poland are: the Const i tut ion,  
statutes,  rat i f ied internat ional  agreements,  and regulat ions.  Moreover,  enactments of  
local  law issued by the operat ion of  organs are a source of  universal ly  binding law of  
the Republ ic of  Poland in the terr i tory of  the organ issuing such enactments.  
 
Bi l ls  are passed by the Sejm and the Senate,  and s igned by the Pres ident  who may 
refer the bi l l ,  wi th reasons given, to the Sejm for i ts  reconsiderat ion or to the 
Const i tut ional  Tr ibunal  for  adjudicat ion upon i ts  conformity to the Const i tut ion.  
 
Regulat ions are issued on the basis of  speci f ic  author isat ion contained in,  and for  the 
purpose of  implementat ion of ,  statutes by the organs speci f ied in the Const i tut ion. The 
author isat ion shal l  speci fy the organ appropr iate to issue a regulat ion and the scope of 
matters to be regulated as wel l  as guidel ines concerning the provis ions of  such act .  
 
The r ight  to introduce legis lat ion belongs to Deput ies,  to the Senate,  to the Pres ident of  
the Republ ic  and to the Counci l  of  Ministers.   The r ight  to int roduce legis lat ion belongs 
also to a group of  at  least  100,000 c i t izens having the r ight  to vote in elect ions to the 
Sejm. 
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Pol ish legis lat ion has no equivalent  of  pr ivate bi l ls .  As regards pr ivate members’  bi l ls ,  
they may be int roduced by Sejm commit tees or by at  least  15 Deput ies who have s igned 
a bi l l .  This means that a s ingle Deputy may not  propose his own bi l l  but  should win 
support  of  at  least  14 other Deput ies for  his ini t iat ive.  Bi l ls  may be introduced by 
Deput ies from both the opposi t ion as wel l  as the ru l ing coal i t ion (which is  qui te of ten 
the case).  
 
Procedure appl ied for  debat ing the bi l l  submit ted does not  depend on the “k ind” of  i ts  
mover.  Thus there is  no di f ference in the procedure for  work on Government,  Deput ies ’  
and c i t izens’  bi l ls .  However,  the subject  of  the regulat ion may be important .  The 
Standing Orders of  the Sejm of the Republ ic  of  Poland of  July 30t h ,  1992 (Moni tor  
Polski  of  2003, No. 23,  i tem 398),  establ ishing the procedure for  and pr inciples of  
legis lat ive work,  lays down special  pr inciples of  procedure for :  
 

-  draf t  law codes,  
-  draf t  budgets and other f inancial  plans of  the state,  
-  b i l ls  aimed to enforce the acquis communautaire.  
 

Moreover,  Art ic le 123 of  the Const i tut ion gives the Counci l  of  Ministers the r ight  to 
submit  to the Sejm the so-cal led urgent bi l ls ,  the procedure for  considerat ion of  which 
is stepped up considerably.  As regards bi l ls  c lassi f ied as urgent,  the t ime per iods for  
successive stages of  legis lat ive work are shorter ;  in force are also special  provis ions 
concerning amendments proposed by Deput ies.  The Counci l  of  Ministers may c lassi fy a 
bi l l  adopted by i t  as urgent,  wi th the except ion of  tax bi l ls ,  bi l ls  governing elect ions to 
the Pres idency of  the Republ ic  of  Poland, to the Sejm, to the Senate and to organs of  
local  government,  bi l ls  governing the structure and jur isdict ion of  publ ic  author i t ies,  and 
also draf ts of  law codes.  
 
 
Work on Draft  Normative Acts Prior to Their  Submission to Sejm 
 
Draf ts  of  normat ive acts  are produced by minis tr ies interested, which resul ts f rom every 
member ’s of  the Counci l  of  Minis ters obl igat ion “with in the scope of h is act iv i t ies,  to 
ini t ia te and prepare the pol icy of  the Government,  to present ini t iat ives and appropr iate 
draf ts  of  normative acts at  the si t t ings of the Counci l  of  Minis ters” (Ar t ic le 7.2 of  The 
Act  of  8 t h  August  1996 on the Counci l  of  Ministers (Dziennik Ustaw of 2003, No. 24,  
i tem 199)) .   
 
The Government Legis lat ive Centre ensures co-ordinat ion of  the legis lat ive act iv i t ies of 
the Counci l  of  Ministers,  the Pr ime Minister,  and other organs of  government 
administrat ion (Art ic les 14b and 14c of  The Act  on the Counci l  of  Ministers) .  The Centre 
provides legal  serv ices to the Counci l  of  Ministers.  In part icular,  i t :  
 

1)  prepares legal  and legis lat ive posi t ions concerning the Government ’s draf ts of  
legal  acts;  

2)  co-ordinates the course of  draf t ing the Government ’s legal  acts,  inc luding 
est imates of  the social  and economic ef fects of  the regulat ions draf ted; 
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3)  prepares in legis lat ive respect  the Government ’s draf ts of  legal  acts to be 
debated by the Counc i l  of  Ministers;  the elaborat ion includes the assessment of  
the draf ts f rom the legal  and edi tor ial  points of  v iew by the Centre’s Legal  
Commit tee;  

4)  prepares the Government ’s draf ts of  legal  acts wi thin the scope speci f ied by the 
Pr ime Minister.  

 
With the Pr ime Minister there has been establ ished a Legis lat ive Counci l ,  act ing as an 
advisory body to the Counci l  of  Ministers and to the Pr ime Minister on matters relat ing 
to the establ ishment of  the law and the assessment of  part icular legal  environments .  
The Legis lat ive Counci l  expresses an opinion on draf t  legal  acts of  special  social ,  
economic or  legal  s igni f icance. 
 
Furthermore,  wi th  the  Counci l   of   Ministers  there  operate  codi fy ing commit tees  for   
drawing  up  draf t   codi f icat ions  of   part icular  f ie lds  of   law (Art ic le 12a of  The Act  on 
the Counci l  of  Ministers).  Current ly  there funct ion: the Codify ing Commit tee for Cr iminal  
Law, the Codify ing Commit tee for  Labour Law, and the Codi fy ing Committee for  Civ i l  
Law. 

 
The Counci l  of  Ministers ’  Rules of  Procedure of  19t h  March 2002 (Moni tor  Polski ,  No.  
13,  i tem 221) def ine the system of cooperat ion among Counci l  of  Ministers members , 
among other things,  wi thin the f ramework of   co-ordinat ion of  draf t  legal  acts.  The 
Counci l  of  Ministers’  Rules of  Procedure establ ish the pr inc iple of  col lect ive decis ion-
taking,  of  deciding on and implement ing a consistent  Government pol icy.  The Rules of  
Procedure establ ish the pr inciple of  cooperat ion and of  representat ion of  the Counci l  o f  
Ministers to the publ ic  by Counci l  members.  The Rules establ ish a detai led procedure 
for  drawing up,  set t ing and submit t ing draf ts of  Government  documents.  The Rules lay 
down the pr inc iples of  explaining and overcoming di f ferences in opinion and of 
resolv ing disputes.  Also,  a separate chapter  is  dedicated to the assessment of  legal  
acts f rom the point  of  v iew of  thei r  conformity to the legis lat ion of  the European Union.  
Provis ions establ ishing the rules of  the Counci l  of  Ministers ’  proceedings and of  
examining and deciding quest ions const i tute a s igni f icant  element of  the Counci l  of  
Ministers Rules.  Addi t ional ly ,  these Rules establ ish the procedure for  the ful f i lment of  
the Government ’s dut ies v is-à-v is the Sejm and the Senate of  the Republ ic  of  Poland,  
which stem from the Const i tut ion and the standing orders of  the Sejm and the Senate.  
 
The pr incip les of  legis lat ive technique, adopted in the form of the Pr ime Minister ’s  order  
of  20t h  June 2002 (Dziennik Ustaw, No. 100, i tem 908) help af fect  high qual i ty  of  the 
law establ ished.  They def ine,  in part icular ,  the elements of  the methodology of  the 
drawing up and edi t ing of  draf t  laws, orders and other normat ive acts,  condi t ions to be 
sat is f ied by the reasons for  draf t  normative acts,  and also the rules of  ef fect ing 
changes in the system of  law. Adherence to the pr incip les of  legis lat ive technique is 
aimed at  ensur ing coherence and completeness of  the system of  law and of c lar i ty  of  
the texts of  normat ive acts,  wi th due regard to the achievements of  sc ience and 
pract ical  experience.  
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Worthy of  note is  the fact  that each draf t  legal  act  is  referred to the Commit tee for  
European Integrat ion in order that they form and convey to the Counci l  of  Ministers an 
opinion on this act ’s  conformity to the legis lat ion of  the European Union. 
 
Government draf t  laws are also consul ted wi th publ ic  inst i tut ions and non-publ ic  
organisat ions.  Government consul tat ions on draf t  laws wi th interested inst i tut ions are 
conducted as:  
 
•  Consul tat ions in a form: 
 

1)  of  the sending of  draf t  legal  acts and of  inv i t ing people to take part  in work on 
these drafts,  

2)  of the holding of jo int  meet ings,  discussions and negot iat ions,  
3)  of par t ic ipat ion of  representat ives of inst i tut ions interested in consul tat ive 

groups.  
 
•  Consul tat ions held within the f ramework of  committee meet ings (of  the Joint  
Commit tee of  Central  and Local  Government,  the Tr i lateral  Commission for  Socio-
Economic Affa i rs) .  
 
•  Analysis of  the mot ions and demands submit ted, regarding the creat ion and 
administrat ion of  the law. 
 
Co-ordinat ion of  socia l  consul tat ions on Government draf t  legal  acts pertaining to socia l  
pol icy is  ensured by the Government Legis lat ive Centre (Sect ion 11.1 of  the Counci l  of  
Minis ters’  Rules of  Procedure).  
 
The Counci l  of  Ministers acts  on the basis  of  the Government’s programme of  work,  
adopted by the Pr ime Minister  for  a given year or for  shorter  per iods.  Basing on the 
Government ’s programme of work,  the Pr ime Minister may decide on detai led 
programmes, the programme of  the Government ’s legis lat ive work included. The 
programme of the Government’s legislat ive work is  no more than a Government 
document wi th no bear ing on the work of  the par l iament .  
 
As regards bi l ls  int roduced by groups of Deput ies,  i t  is  worth adding here that ,  in 
pr inciple,  they prepare a bi l l  on their  own,  unaided by Sejm draf tsmen. The Deput ies ’  
legis lat ive proposals become the subject  of  the Sejm’s work (bi l ls  as def ined by the 
Standing Orders of  the Sejm) the moment they are submit ted,  in wr i t ing, to the Marshal  
of  the Sejm. Only f rom this  moment on employees of the Sejm Chancel lery (which 
performs advisory tasks related wi th the act iv i t ies of  the Sejm) may be engaged in the 
work on the bi l l .  The only  except ions are bi l ls  introduced by a Sejm committee, as in 
such case Sejm draf tsmen attend (wi thin the framework of  thei r  dut ies resul t ing from 
their  part ic ipat ion in commit tee debates) to the work on the bi l l  s ince i ts  ini t ia l ,  pre-
legis lat ive stage (pr ior  to the submission of  the bi l l  to the Sejm Marshal) .  
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Stages of Legislative Work 
 
In pr inciple,  Sejm legis lat ive serv ices embark on work the moment they receive a bi l l  
prepared by i ts  sponsor.  Pursuant to the prov is ions of  the Standing Orders of  the Sejm, 
such bi l l  should be accompanied by a detai led explanatory statement which explains the 
need for  and purpose of passing i t ,  presents the actual  s i tuat ion wi thin the area to be 
regulated, indicates di f ferences between the present ly exist ing and the proposed legal  
posi t ion,  and presents an est imate of  the social ,  f inancial  and legal  ef fects thereof .  
Sponsors should put  forward the assumpt ions of  basic  execut ive orders ( in case of  a 
Government submission,  draf ts of  such orders are enclosed) as wel l  as a statement of  
conformity of  the bi l l  to the legislat ion of  the European Union or  speci fy ing the extent  
and reasons for  i ts  non-conformity to that legis lat ion (or  a statement that  the subject-
matter  of  the proposed legis lat ion is  not  governed by the legis lat ion of  the European 
Union) .  An explanatory statement should also refer  to the resul ts  of  pr ior  consultat ions,  
and dist inguish the var ious proposals and opinions,  especial ly  when there ex ists a 
statutory obl igat ion to seek such opinion.  
 
The f i rst  decis ion on each bi l l  is  taken by the Sejm Marshal  who resolves whether to 
refer  the bi l l  for  a f i rs t  reading.  The decis ion to refer  the bi l l  for  a f i rst  reading opens 
the procedure for  the Sejm debate on a bi l l .  In accordance wi th the pr inciples laid down 
in the Standing Orders of  the Sejm, the Marshal  refers the bi l l  for  a f i rs t  reading at a 
s i t t ing of  the Sejm or a commit tee.   
 
Sejm commit tees examine the proposed bi l l  and amendments to i t  f rom the point  of  v iew 
of thei r  legis lat ive correctness ( in part icular ,  whether there does not  ar ise any 
discrepancy between part icular  regulat ions) and factual  correctness (analysed are 
assumpt ions and arguments propounded in the bi l l ’s  just i f icat ion).  Representat ives of  
the Sejm Chancel lery ’s legal  serv ices submit  to Deput ies their  conclusions or  comments 
regarding the legis lat ive issues,  the quest ion of  the bi l l ’s  conformity to the legis lat ion of  
the European Union included.  
 
A sponsor of  a bi l l ,  or  author ised government draf tsmen, is  obl iged to at tend commit tee 
and subcommit tee meet ings consider ing th is bi l l .  Author ized representat ives of  the 
Government state the Counci l  of  Ministers posi t ion,  give opinion and explanat ions,  table 
mot ions and take other steps necessary in v iew of  the nature of  the case and of  the 
required procedure—in keeping wi th the posi t ion of  the Government.  They exercise,  
among other things,  the sponsor ’s powers to int roduce amendments and to withdraw his 
bi l l  (before the conclusion of  the second reading).  As regards non-Government bi l ls ,  on 
request  of  the pres idium of  a commit tee,  representat ives of  ministers part ic ipate in 
s i t t ings of  a commit tee where the mat ters relat ing to the scope of  their  act iv i ty  are 
considered. 
 
I f  the f i rs t  reading of  a bi l l  takes place at  a plenary s i t t ing,  the Sejm may refer  the bi l l  
for  fur ther work or resolve on i ts reject ion.  In the former case ( the decis ion to refer the 
bi l l  for  fur ther work),  the Sejm refers the b i l l  to commit tees to examine in detai l  the 
regulat ions being the matter  of  proceedings.  In except ional ,  part icular ly  just i f ied 
instances,  the Standing Orders of  the Sejm al low to shorten the proceedings,  and to 
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begin the second reading immediately af ter  the conclusion of the f i rs t  reading,  wi thout  
referr ing the bi l l  to commit tees.  
 
In keeping wi th the Standing Orders,  when concluding the second reading of  the bi l l ,  
the Sejm may:  
 

-   return the bi l l  to the relevant committees, in the event  of  new amendments 
 and mot ions,  for  drawing up an addi t ional  report ,  

-  in the event the bi l l  is  not returned to the commit tees,  set to the thi rd 
reading immediately,  

-  conclude the second reading wi thout  returning the bi l l  to the commit tees 
(wi thout set t ing to the th i rd reading immediately) ,  

-  upon the commit tees’  mot ion,  reject  the bi l l .  
 
In  keeping  wi th  the  Standing  Orders  of   the  Sejm,  the  thi rd  reading is  the  last   
one  wi th  regard  to  al l   b i l ls ,   both  the  ordinary  ones  and  those c lassi f ied as 
urgent.  
 
A bi l l  passed by the Sejm in the thi rd reading becomes the subject  of  Senate work.  The 
Senate is obl iged to adopt a posi t ion on th is b i l l  wi thin a t ime l imi t  set  in the 
Const i tut ion.  The Senate may adopt the bi l l  passed by the Sejm wi thout  amendment,  
adopt amendments or  resolve upon i ts  complete reject ion.  Art ic le 121.2 of  the 
Const i tut ion reads,  “ I f ,  wi thin 30 days fol lowing the submission of  the bi l l ,  the Senate 
fai ls  to adopt an appropr iate resolut ion,  the bi l l  shal l  be considered adopted according 
to the wording submit ted by the Sejm.”  In the s i tuat ion where the Senate has introduced 
amendments or  rejected the bi l l  as a whole,  the Sejm, at  i ts  addi t ional  s i t t ing,  decides 
whether to accept  or  not  to accept the Senate’s v iewpoints.  
 
The President plays an important  role in the legis lat ive procedure not  only due to the 
legis lat ive ini t iat ive but  also to his r ight  to refuse to s ign a bi l l ,  wi th reasons given ( the 
so-cal led veto) ,  and to make appl icat ion to  the Const i tut ional  Tr ibunal  for  adjudicat ion 
upon the conformity of  the bi l l  passed by the par l iament to the Const i tut ion. According 
to Art ic le 122 of  the Const i tut ion,  af ter  the complet ion of  the legis lat ive procedure in 
the Sejm and the Senate,  “ the Marshal  of  the Sejm shal l  submit  an adopted bi l l  to the 
President of  the Republ ic for  s ignature.  The Pres ident of  the Republ ic shal l  s ign a bi l l  
wi thin 21 days of  i ts  submission and shal l  order i ts  promulgat ion in the Journal  of  Laws 
of the Republ ic  of  Poland (Dziennik Ustaw).  The President of  the Republ ic  may, before 
s igning a bi l l ,  refer  i t  to the Const i tut ional  Tr ibunal  for  adjudicat ion upon i ts  conformity 
to the Const i tut ion.   
 
The President  of  the Republ ic  shal l  refuse to s ign a bi l l  which the Const i tut ional  
Tr ibunal  has judged not  to be in conformity to the Const i tut ion.  I f ,  however,  the non-
conformity to the Const i tut ion relates to part icular  provis ions of  the bi l l ,  and the 
Tr ibunal  has not  judged that  they are inseparably connected wi th the whole bi l l ,  then,  
the President of  the Republ ic,  af ter  seeking the opinion of  the Marshal  of  the Sejm, 
shal l  s ign the bi l l  wi th the omission of  those provis ions considered as being in non-
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conformity to the Const i tut ion or  shal l  return the bi l l  to the Sejm for  the purpose of  
removing the non-conformity.  
 
I f  the President of  the Republ ic has not  made reference to the Const i tut ional  Tr ibunal ,  
he may refer  the bi l l ,  wi th reasons given, to the Sejm for  i ts  reconsiderat ion. I f  the said 
bi l l  is  repassed by the Sejm by a three-f i f ths major i ty  vote in the presence of at  least  
hal f  of  the statutory number of  Deput ies,  then,  the President of  the Republ ic shal l  s ign 
i t  wi th in 7 days and shal l  order i ts  promulgat ion in the Journal  of  Laws of the Republ ic 
of  Poland (Dziennik Ustaw).  I f  the said bi l l  has been repassed by the Sejm, the 
President of  the Republ ic shal l  have no r ight  to refer  i t  to the Const i tut ional  Tr ibunal  in  
accordance wi th”  the ar t ic le of  the basic law referred to here.  
 
After 1s t  May this year,  when Poland became an EU member,  the tasks executed by the 
Sejm have changed. The role of  the body that  cont ro ls the Government as regards the 
establ ishing of  the Communi ty law is a new exper ience.  The Par l iament (and i ts  
serv ices) has to not  only match the requirements concerning the establ ishment of  good 
nat ional  law, but  also,  through an ef f ic ient  discharge of  i ts  new responsib i l i t ies,  ensure 
that  i t  takes part  in the establ ishment of  the Community law.  
 
These part icular issues are resolved by the bi l l  on cooperat ion between the Counci l  of  
Ministers and the Sejm and the Senate on matters related wi th the membership of  the 
Republ ic  of  Poland in the European Union,  adopted on 20t h  February this year.  (On 11t h  
March the bi l l  was referred to the President  for  s ignature. )  The bi l l  imposes on the 
Counci l  of  Ministers an obl igat ion to cooperate wi th the Sejm and the Senate:  
 

•  in the establ ishing of  the Pol ish law to enforce the law of  the European Union, 
•  in the establ ishing of  the law of  the European Union,  and 
•  in g iv ing an opinion on candidates for  certain posts at  the European Union.  

 
The obl igat ion is  pr imari ly  to consis t  in providing information on the subject of  the 
current  work of  Community organs,  in the set t ing,  in accordance wi th the pr inciples 
def ined by the bi l l ,  of  Poland’s relevant posi t ions on areas related wi th the 
establ ishment of  the Communi ty law and wi th the prompt discharge of  the obl igat ions 
indicated.  
 
When submit t ing a bi l l  to the Sejm, the Counci l  o f  Ministers s tates whether th is bi l l  
enforces the law of  the European Union.  When set t ing the wheels in mot ion,  the Sejm 
Marshal sets at  the same t ime the t imetable of  the Sejm work on the bi l l ,  tak ing into 
considerat ion the deadl ines for  the enforcement  of  the European Union law.  
 
Within the Sejm, a European Union Affai rs Commit tee has been establ ished to,  among 
other th ings,  discuss issues related to the establ ishment of  the legal  acts of  the 
European Union. The Commit tee may pass an opinion on draf t  legis lat ive acts of  the 
European Union and on the Counci l  of  Ministers informat ion on the posi t ion i t  is  going 
to take dur ing the considerat ion of  the proposal  in the Counci l  of  European Union. Such 
opinion inc ludes the Commit tee’s posi t ion in the form ei ther accept ing or  not  accept ing 
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that of  the Counci l  of  Ministers.  In i ts  opin ion the Commit tee may of fer  
recommendat ions to the Counci l  of  Ministers.  
 
 
The average t ime spent on debat ing a bi l l  in the Sejm (unt i l  the conclusion of  the thi rd  
reading).  
 
The average t ime the Sejm spends on debat ing a bi l l  ( f rom the day the Sejm Marshal  
resolves to refer  the bi l l  for  a f i rs t  reading unt i l  the conclusion of  the thi rd reading)  is  
this stat is t ical  parameter which def ines the t ime dimension of the ef fect iveness of the 
Sejm. The chart  below i l lustrates—taking the div is ion into sponsors into  
considerat ion—how long the present Sejm was working on bi l ls  in the f i rst  two years of  
i ts  term ( f rom 19t h  October 2001 unt i l  19t h  October 2003).   
 

The average t ime spent on debat ing a bi l l   
(unt i l  the conclusion of  the thi rd reading),   

tak ing the div is ion into sponsors into considerat ion 
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In that  per iod,  the average t ime spent by the Sejm on debat ing a bi l l  amounted to 95 
days.  One ci t izens’  bi l l  took the least  t ime, because 30 days,  but  i t  has to be 
remembered that  other c i t izens’  bi l ls  have been st i l l  wai t ing to be debated.  Ten bi l ls  
submit ted by commit tees were wai t ing for  a relat ively short  t ime, because 67 days on 
average. Work on Counci l  of  Ministers bi l ls  took somewhat longer,  because 79 days.  
Bi l ls  submit ted by groups of Deput ies and by the President took,  on average, the 
longest  t ime, because 156 days and 250 days respect ively.  
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Worth not ing are also the di f ferences in the t ime taken for debat ing bi l ls ,  ar is ing f rom 
the procedures for  consider ing and submit t ing urgent bi l ls .  The average t ime for  
consider ing a bi l l  by the Sejm, counted only for ordinary bi l ls  (urgent bi l ls submit ted by 
the Counci l  of  Ministers excluded),  amounted to 99 days,  whereas for  consider ing the 
urgent  ones--a mere 17 days.  
 
The average t ime for  consider ing a bi l l  (unt i l  the conclusion of  the thi rd reading),  

 tak ing the procedure for  urgent  and ordinary bi l ls  into account  
( the ar i thmet ic mean expressed in days) 
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From the chart  above i t  resul ts that bi l ls  c lassi f ied as urgent are deal t  wi th f ive t imes 
faster  than other Government bi l ls ,  and near ly s ix t imes faster than an average 
“ordinary”  bi l l . ”  
 
 
Mrs Cecil ia PĂDUROIU  (Romania)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion:  
 
Dur ing the last  years,  fol lowing the progress of  negot iat ions for  Romania’s accession to 
the European Union, i t  has appeared the necessi ty of  accelerat ing certa in legis lat ive 
proceedings.  In order to out l ine this necessi ty,  in the autumn of  2003, the Chamber of  
Deput ies and the Senate passed the Law on the revis ion of  the Const i tut ion of  
Romania,  which came into force af ter  i ts  approval  by nat ional  referendum of  October 
2003. 
 
According to the Law on the revis ion of  the Const i tut ion of  Romania, the new 
const i tut ional  regulat ion of  the legis lat ive procedure represents one of the most 
important  reform in opt imiz ing the decis ion-making process wi thin the f ramework of  the 
pol i t ical  regime set  up by the Const i tut ion.  In this new concept ion the equal i ty  of  the 
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Chambers is  maintained,  but  in the meaning of  a funct ional  special izat ion:  on the one 
hand as Decis ional  Chamber and, on the other hand, as Ref lect ion Chamber.  
 
According to the provis ions of  the 1991 Const i tut ion,  the bi l ls  or the leg is lat ive 
proposals passed by one Chamber were forwarded to the other Chamber of  the 
Par l iament.  I f  the lat ter  rejected a bi l l  or  a legis lat ive proposal ,  then the bi l l / legis lat ive 
proposal  in quest ion was sent ,  for  a new debate,  to the Chamber who passed i t .  A new 
reject ion was f inal .  
 
Also,  i f  one of  the two Chambers passed a bi l l  or  a legis lat ive proposal  in a di f ferent  
wording than that  adopted by the other Chamber,  the presidents of  the Chambers 
ini t ia ted,  through a par i ty commit tee,  the mediat ion procedure.  In case the mediat ion 
commit tee did not  come to an agreement or  one of  the Chambers did not  approve the 
mediat ion commit tee report ,  the texts in d ispute were submit ted to the debate of  the 
Chamber of  Deput ies and the Senate,  in jo int  s i t t ing.  
 
This procedure,  in fact  a double one,  made the legis lat ive process extremely di f f icul t ;  a 
more complex bi l l  could have been passed, taking also into account the mediat ion 
procedure,  dur ing 2 or  3 par l iamentary sessions.  
 
Aiming at  the f lu idi ty of  the legis lat ive act iv i ty  and at  the el iminat ion of  mediat ion and 
disputes stages,  the revised Const i tut ion st ipulates a bet ter  dist r ibut ion of  each 
Chamber legis lat ive powers,  ensur ing a certain special izat ion and, in this way,  a bet ter  
cooperat ion,  wi thout  af fect ing their  decis ion-making balance.  The legis lat ive draf ts are 
debated and passed, in turn,  by both Chambers,  each of them having a wel l  establ ished 
decis ional  power,  which means that  the second int imated Chamber makes the f inal  
decis ion in i ts  designated legis lat ive f ie ld.  
 
For maintaining the Chambers equal i ty ,  the decis ional  powers have been distr ibuted as 
fol lows: the Chamber of  Deput ies is  the Decis ional  Chamber for  ordinary laws, that  is  in 
al l  the cases in which the decis ional  power does not  belong to the Senate,  and the 
Senate acts as Decis ional  Chamber for  the rat i f icat ion of  t reat ies and other 
internat ional  documents,  for  the legis lat ive regulat ions resul t ing f rom thei r  
implementat ion, as wel l  as for  the organical  laws regarding exc lus ively the State 
organizat ion and funct ioning.  
 
Dur ing the f i rst  debate, in the Ref lect ion Chamber,  this one could adopt  measures 
wi thin i ts  decis ional  competence, such as,  i .e.  def ining an offence in the rat i fy ing law of  
a t reaty.  In this case,  two hypotheses are possible:  i f   dur ing the second debate,  the 
Decis ional  Chamber agrees wi th this measure,  adopted by the Ref lect ion Chamber,  the 
f i rs t  int imated,  the measure is  f inal  because, a l though the order is  reversed, compared 
to the usual  one,  ul t imately the competence of  each of  the two Chambers was 
respected.  I f  dur ing the second debate,  the Decis ional  Chamber doesn’ t  agree wi th the 
respect ive measure or modi f ies i t ,  the law is returned, but  only for  the provis ion in  
cause,  to the Chamber which ini t ia l ly  adopted i t  and which, according to i ts  decis ional  
competence, ul t imately decides under emergency procedure.  
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In order to make the legis lat ive process f lu id,  the new const i tut ional  provis ions abol ish 
the mediat ion procedure between the two Chambers of  Par l iament,  as regards the 
adopt ion of  a bi l l  or  legis lat ive proposal in a di f ferent  wording f rom that approved by the 
other Chamber,  the mediat ion procedure being reserved only for  the const i tut ional  laws.  
 
The new const i tut ional  text  represents also an innovat ive work,  meant to of fer  a 
const i tut ional  solut ion to one of  the extremely complex s i tuat ion appeared in the 
legis lat ive pract ice namely:  what  is  the f inal i ty  of  a bi l l  approved by a Chamber and 
rejected by the other one,  especial ly i f  the project refers to the approval  or  reject ion of  
a Government ordinance.  Therefore, by the solut ion proposed by the new const i tut ional  
text ,  many of the si tuat ions which blocked for a whi le the legis lat ive procedure have 
been solved.  
 
This new legis lat ive procedure is meant to speed up the adopt ion of  bi l ls ,  by reducing 
the debate and adopt ion terms in the f i rs t  int imated Chamber,  terms which,  as 
ment ioned before,  cannot go beyond 45 days (respect ively 60 days for  more complex 
bi l ls) ;  the term is imperat ive and,  at  the same t ime, is  meant to of fer  to the Decis ional  
Chamber the possibi l i ty  of  a deeper analysis and debate of  the project ,  in reasonable 
terms. 
 
At the same t ime,  the new const i tut ional  provis ions have a v iew to the legis lat ive 
process speeding also by the adopt ion of  the bi l ls  under emergency procedure, but  only  
in wel l  determined s i tuat ions.  Such a procedure has an except ional  character and 
unfolds by r ight ( in the restr ict ive cases st ipulated by the Const i tut ion, i .e.  the approval  
of  the Government emergency ordinances),  or  wi th the approval of  the int imated 
Chamber Standing Bureau at  the request  of  the ini t iator .  At the Chamber of  Deput ies,  
the debate of  the bi l ls  or  of  legis lat ive proposals under emergency procedure is  
approved by the Agenda Commit tee at  the proposal  of  the Chamber Standing Bureau. 
 
Usual ly ,  the bi l ls f rom the Pr ior i ty Legis lat ive Programme for  Romania’s  integrat ion 
wi thin the E.U. are debated under emergency procedure. 
 
 
Mr Constantin SAVA  (Romania)  made the fol lowing contr ibut ion:   
 
“Taking into account,  on the one s ide,  the need – recognised at  global  level  -  for  the 
nat ional  Par l iaments to adapt themselves to the chal lenges and to the real i t ies of  an 
increasingly complex society  and, on the other s ide,  that a pro-act ive and ful ly  
funct ioning Parl iament is  a key factor for  the t imely f inal izat ion of the process of 
Romania’s integrat ion into the EU, the Romanian par l iamentar ians are constant ly 
concerned to opt imize the legis lat ive process and to ensure the inst i tut ional  ef f ic iency 
of  the Par l iament.  
  
The new Const i tut ion of  Romania (November,  2003),  establ ishing the appropr iate 
const i tut ional  f ramework for  our country ’s Euro-At lant ic  integrat ion, also sets up a 
c learer div is ion of  the legis lat ive competencies of  the two Chambers of  the Par l iament,  
in order to avoid the weaknesses of  b icameral ism and to maximum valor ize i ts  
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advantages, to speed up the legis lat ive act iv i ty ,  to el iminate the stages of mediat ion 
and divergences,  together wi th increasing the ef f ic iency and the qual i ty  of  the 
par l iamentary act iv i ty .   
As a consequence,  the need to harmonize the Standing Orders of  the Senate wi th the 
provis ions of the new Const i tut ion of Romania provided us the opportuni ty to also 
el iminate the def ic iencies noted af ter  the last  revis ion of  the Standing Orders of  the 
Senate (2001),  having in prospect :  
 
I .  The necessi ty of  establ ishing the adequate new framework for  the development of  the 
Senate’s proceedings taking into account the div is ion of  the legis lat ive competencies of  
the two Chambers of  the Parl iament;  
 
I I .  The need for a more ef f ic ient organisat ion of  the working bodies of  the Senate:  new 
responsibi l i t ies for the members of  the Standing Bureau,  better funct ioning and greater  
prompt i tude of  the Standing Commit tees;  new cr i ter ia for  draf t ing the agenda of the 
plenary s i t t ings,  etc;  
 
I I I .  The requirement to implement the new const i tut ional  provis ions regarding the 
emergency legis lat ive procedure, legis la t ive delegat ion and assumpt ion of  the 
responsibi l i ty by the Government 
 
I .  I  wi l l  f i rs t ly  refer to the most  relevant amendments  of  the Standing Orders of  the 
Senate on the matter  under discussion today,  namely  to the newly int roduced chapter 
“Competence of the Senate”  which, according to Art .  75 of  the Const i tut ion,  establ ishes 
the categor ies of  bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals which the Senate debates as:   
1.  f i rs t  not i f ied Chamber (Chamber of  ref lect ion):  al l  the ordinary projects of  laws 
and legis lat ive proposals,  organic laws concerning to matters as :  terr i tory,  c i t izenship,  
nat ional  symbols,  equal i ty  of  r ights,  r ight  of  pr ivate property,  r ight  of  pet i t ion,  the 
Economic and Social  Counci l ,  the President of  Romania -  prolongat ion of  the term in 
of f ice;  
2.  the decis ion-making Chamber :  a l l  the bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals adopted by 
the Chamber of  Deput ies on rat i f icat ion of  internat ional  t reat ies or other internat ional  
agreements and the legis lat ive measures imposed by their  implementat ion,  organic laws 
referr ing to r ight  of  informat ion,  r ight  of  associat ion,  defence of  the country -  mi l i tary 
serv ice, the Advocate of  the People -  appointment and role,  the Government -  role and 
structure, the Legis lat ive Counci l ,  the Court  of  Counts -  st ructure, establ ishment of  
administrat ive autonomous author i t ies,  etc.  
 
At the same t ime,  according to the competencies st ipulated by the Const i tut ion and by 
the Standing Orders of  the Joint  Si t t ings,  the Chambers may also meet in joint  s i t t ings,  
in order:  to receive the message by the President of  Romania, to approve the State 
Budget and the State Social  Secur i ty  Budget,  to examine reports of  the Supreme 
Counci l  of  Nat ional  Defence, to approve the c i rculat ion and replacement of  the nat ional  
currency by the European Union currency,  to adopt the law on Romania's accession to 
the North-At lant ic  Treaty,  and to the const i tuent  t reat ies of  the European Union. 
 



 91

The bi l ls / legis lat ive proposals shal l  be f i rst  submit ted to the Chamber having the 
competence for  i ts  adopt ion,  as f i rst  not i f ied Chamber.  Thus, the f i rst  not i f ied Chamber,  
which analyses and debates the text ,  is  considered as a Chamber which pre-examines 
the project  of  law, before the dec is ive vote of  the second Chamber.   
The special izat ion of  the two Chambers in Chamber of  ref lect ion and decis ion-making 
Chamber in relat ion wi th the categories of  bi l ls / legis lat ive proposals they are not i f ied to 
debate and adopt,  together wi th maintaining their  equal i ty  in at t r ibut ions -  according to 
their  electoral  legi t imacy - ,  has as an immediate resul t  the opt imizat ion of  the 
legis lat ive process and makes possible the fast  adaptat ion of   the Par l iament to the 
reforms in substance and to the pol i t ical ,  economic and social  evolut ion of  the country.    
 
In the next  phase of  the legis lat ive process,  af ter  the f i rst  Chamber adopts or  rejects i t ,  
the bi l l /  legis lat ive proposal  shal l  be sent  to the other Chamber,  which wi l l  make a f inal  
decis ion.  
According to the new Standing Orders,  i f  the Senate,  as the f i rs t  not i f ied Chamber does 
not  pronounce wi thin 45 days or 60 days -  for  codes and other extremely complex laws -  
exceeding the t ime l imi t ,  i t  shal l  be deemed that the bi l l  or  legis lat ive proposal  has 
been adopted in the form submit ted by the ini t iator ,  the adopt ion shal l  be pronounced in 
plenary s i t t ing and the bi l l  shal l  be sent,  af ter  being s igned by the Pres ident of  the 
Senate,  to the Chamber of  Deput ies.  
In the case where the f i rst  not i f ied Chamber adopts  a provis ion which belongs to i ts  
decis ion-making competence, the prov is ion is adopted as f inal  i f  the other Chamber 
also adopts i t .  Otherwise,  for  the provis ion in quest ion only,  the bi l l  shal l  be returned to 
the f i rs t  not i f ied Chamber,  which wi l l  make a f inal  decis ion in an emergency procedure.  
The same provis ion shal l  be also appl ied i f  the decis ion –making Chamber  shal l  adopt  a 
provis ion for which the decis ion –making competence belongs to the f i rst  Chamber.  
 
At the same t ime, in the case the Senate rejects a bi l l / legis lat ive proposal  previously 
rejected by the Chamber of  Deput ies,  the decis ion is considered def ini t ive and the 
bi l l / legis lat ive proposal  shouldn’ t  be discussed again dur ing the same par l iamentary 
session.  
 
I I .  Secondly,  I  would l ike to refer  to other  amendments to the Standing Orders aiming to 
re-organize the work ing bodies of  the Senate -  Standing Bureau and Standing 
Commit tees -  and to re-establ ish their  tasks,  in order to s igni f icant ly  increase the 
ef f ic iency,   the qual i ty  and the t ransparency of  the legislat ive process, as for example:  
 
-  The two Secretar ies of  the Senate were in charged with new tasks in order to 
act ively part ic ipate in the chair ing of  the s i t t ings together wi th the President and to 
ensure -  through the Services of  the Senate - ,   the drawing up of  the shorthand reports 
which are send to the Romanian Off ic ial  Gazette for  being publ ished, the keeping of the 
record of  the s i tuat ion of  the bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals submit ted to the Senate as 
f i rs t  not iced Chamber and of  those received f rom the Chamber of  Deput ies,  the 
recording of  the s i tuat ion of  receiv ing the necessary advices for  the legis lat ive 
proposals.  
-  The  bi l ls  and the legis lat ive proposals which are to be debated and adopted by 
the Senate as f i rst  not i f ied Chamber,  af ter thei r  registrat ion,  shal l  fol low the legis lat ive 
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procedure only i f  al l  advises requested by the Standing Bureau of  the Senate f rom the 
Legis lat ive Counci l ,  the Government,  the Economic and Social  Counc i l  and the 
Const i tut ional  Court ,  are received.(new provis ion) 
-  In a v iew to increasing the ef f ic iency and the discipl ine of   the Standing 
Commit tee’s act iv i ty   according the new amendments and complet ions of  the Standing 
Orders of  the Senate:  

•  Terms al located to each stage of the legis lat ive process were 
substant ial ly  reduced and new terms were introduced where the par l iamentary 
pract ices proved as being necessary, as for  example:  

•  The report  drawn up by the Standing Commit tee int imated in  
substance -  represent ing the f inal  act  of  analyze,  in the anter ior  phase of  the 
debate in the plenary s i t t ing of  the bi l l / legis lat ive proposal -   shal l  be sent to the 
Standing Bureau wi thin a t ime l imi t  which can be modi f ied only upon special  
request  of  the respect ive commit tee, but  shal l  not  exceed 15 days (new 
introduced term) f rom the day the bi l l / legis lat ive proposal  was submit ted to the 
respect ive commit tee.  

•  The per iod of  t ime between the submission of  the report  to the 
Standing Bureau by the Standing Commit tee int imated in substance, and i ts  
submission to the plenary debate shal l  not  exceed 5 days – in cases when the 
Senate is the f i rst  not i f ied Chamber- ,  and 10 days -  in the other cases.  ( Ins tead 
of 30 days as the old Standing Orders st ipulated) 
•  The report  drawn up by the Standing Committee int imated in substance, in  
order to more accurately and comprehensively ref lects the work of  the 
commit tee,  shal l  inc lude dist inct  annexes containing :  a l l  the amendments and 
the conclusions of  thei r  examinat ion, the mot ivat ions for  their  approval  or  
reject ion together wi th the speci f icat ion on the decis ion -  making Chamber for  
each amendment.  
•  In cases when a committee is int imated in substance wi th more than one 
bi l l / legis lat ive proposal  on same matter  of  regulat ion,  the commit tee shal l  draf t  
an approval report  for  only one among them and reject ion reports for  a l l  the 
others.  (new provis ion) 
•  Standing Commit tees may meet -  on their  own wi l l ,  or  shal l  meet  -  upon 
special  request  of  the Standing Bureau,   in jo int  s i t t ings.  According to the new 
Standing Order,  in th is s i tuat ion the respect ive Committees shal l  draw up a joint  
report .   
•  In the case when fol lowing the debate resul ts the necessi ty of  re-
examinat ion of  the draft  law or  legis lat ive proposal  by the committees int imated 
in substance, the plenary s i t t ing may decide,  by the vote of  major i ty ,  the sending 
for  re-examinat ion.  In order to discourage the tendency to postpone the debates,  
the new Standing Orders st ipulates that a term shal l  be establ ished for  the 
commit tee to draf t  the supplementary report .   

 
•  Whi le the old Standing Orders st ipulated that the project  of  the Agenda for  the 
next  week should have been adopted by the last  plenary session of  the week,  according 
to the new provis ions, in order to al low a prompt  answer to the legislat ive urgencies,  
the Agenda and the Program are adopted,  upon proposal  by the Standing Bureau, at  the 
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opening of  each plenary  s i t t ing.  In drawing up and adopt ing the Agenda in the 
legis lat ive domain,  pr ior i ty  shal l  be ensured to the debat ing of  :   
•  the Emergency Ordinances of  the Government;   
•  the bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals in emergency procedure; 
•  the bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals in the competence of  the Senate as f i rs t  
not i f ied Chamber;  
•  the bi l ls  for  the rat i f icat ion of  the internat ional t reat ies and the reports or  the 
declarat ions of  the Pr ime Minister  on matters of  foreign pol icy.  
 
I I I .  Referr ing to the Const i tut ional  rela t ions between the Par l iament and the 
Government,  the most  important amendments  refers to :  
 
1.The legis lat ive delegat ion regulat ing the regime of  the emergency orders issued by 
the Government in order to avoid on the one side,   the pract ice of  thei r  excessive 
ut i l izat ion and, on the other s ide,  the non- just i f ied delay of  thei r  debate by the 
Par l iament.   
 
2.  Assumpt ion of  the responsibi l i ty by the Government  
 
1.  According to the new Const i tut ion :  
•  The Government can only adopt emergency ordinances in except ional  cases and 
have the obl igat ion to give reasons for  the emergency status wi thin thei r  contents.  
•  Emergency ordinances cannot be adopted in the f ie lds of  const i tut ional  laws or in 
the f ie lds af fect ing the status of  the fundamental  inst i tut ions of  the State,  the r ights,  the 
f reedoms and the dut ies st ipulated in the Const i tut ion,  the electoral  r ights  and cannot 
establ ish steps for  t ransferr ing publ ic  property forc ibly.  
•  An emergency ordinance shal l  come into force af ter  i t  has been submit ted for  
debate in an emergency procedure to the Chamber having the competence to be 
not i f ied and af ter  i t  has been publ ished in the Off ic ial  Gazette of  Romania.  
 
Taking into account these new provis ions as wel l  as the fact  that  the adopt ion of  the 
bi l ls  / legis lat ive proposals under an emergency procedure shal l  be establ ished by the 
Standing Orders of  each Chamber,  another  important  category of  amendments of  the 
Standing Orders of  the Senate regulates the emergency procedure,   as fol lows: 
 
-  According to a new provis ion the Senate debates and approves bi l ls  and 
legis lat ive proposals under emergency procedure in the fol lowing cases:   

•  Emergency ordinances;   
•  The Senate adopted,  as f i rst  not i f ied Chamber,  a provis ion of  one 
bi l l / legis lat ive proposal of  his decis ional  competence, which was not  approved by 
the Chamber of  Deput ies and was returned for  new debate;  
•  The Chamber  of  Deput ies adopted a project  of  law,  as a decis ion making 
Chamber,  but  some of i ts  prov is ions are on the decis ional  competence of the 
Senate;  
•  The bi l ls  on the harmonizat ion of  the nat ional  legis lat ion wi th European 
Union and Counci l  of  Europe legis lat ion.  
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- At  the same t ime, the new Standing Orders el iminates the compulsory need for  
the approval  of  the plenary for  the emergency procedure,  which fol lowing decis ion of  
the Standing Bureau only i f  the case may be,  is  submit ted to the approval  by the f i rs t  
p lenary s i t t ing af ter i ts  regist rat ion.  
-  According to a new provis ion i f ,  wi thin 30 days at  the latest  of  the submi t t ing 
date,  the not i f ied Chamber does not  pronounce,  the bi l l / legis lat ive proposals/ordinance 
i t  shal l  be deemed adopted and shal l  be sent  to the other Chamber,  which shal l  also 
make a dec is ion in an emergency procedure.  
 
I  would l ike to ment ion here that,  fol lowing these changes,  dur ing the par l iamentary 
session February-June 2004, the number of  bi l ls  on the adopt ion of  the Government 
Emergency Ordinances decreased at 35% from the total  number of  bi l ls  adopted,  
comparing wi th 52% in the par l iamentary session February-June, 2003. 
 
2.  The Government  may assume responsibi l i ty  before the Par l iament upon a program, a 
general  pol icy statement or a bi l l .  I f  a mot ion of  censure which shal l  be tabled in three 
days f rom the date of  the present ing the program has not  been passed imply ing 
dismissal  of  the Government,  the bi l l  presented shal l  be considered as passed and the 
program or  the general  pol icy statement become binding on the Government.  Taking 
into account the pract ice revealed the necessi ty for  a legal  way al lowing pol i t ical  
negot iat ions and co-operat ion between the Government and the Par l iament on one or  
other solut ion proposed by the Government,  the new Const i tut ion al low the 
par l iamentar ians to  amend or complete the program/bi l l ,  amendments which shal l  be 
accepted by the Government .  
 
I  consider also important  to ment ion here that ,  as an imperat ive and a guarantee for  
Romania’s ful l  integrat ion in the big fami ly of  the occidental  democracies,  the Standing 
Orders of  the Senate el iminates,   according to the new Const i tut ion,  the possibi l i ty  for  
the Par l iament to decide on object ions to the unconst i tut ional ly of  laws, thus enhancing 
the author i ty  of  the Const i tut ional  Court .  
 
I  wi l l  f inal ly  under l ine that  in the f i rst  6 month of  the year,  wi th in 41 plenary sessions,  7 
joint  sessions (wi th the Chamber of  Deput ies)  and 37 commit tee meet ings,  a number of  
522 bi l ls  and legis lat ive proposals have been debated by the Senate,  out  of  which 357 
were adopted.  Taking al l  these into account,  I  wi l l  conclude that  the adopt ion of  the new 
Const i tut ion of  Romania and the amendments to the Standing Orders of  the Senate 
represent a real  gain for the ful f i lment  of  the desideratum of the faul t less funct ioning of  
the Senate as the supreme representat ive body of  the  Romanian people and legis lat ive 
author i ty of  the country.”  
 
Mrs Stavroula VASILOUNI (Greece)  said that  in Greece the Conference of Speakers 
which met at  the end of  each week had the duty of  set t l ing the avai lable t ime for  
discussing each Bi l l .  
 
Ar t ic le 74,  paragraph 5 of  the const i tut ion of  2001 nonetheless la id down that  draf t  Bi l ls  
“of  l i t t le  importance” could be voted on in Commit tee. 
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Mr Manuel Alba NAVARRO (Spain)  said that basical ly  i t  depended on the pol i t ical  wi l l  
of  the Government how fast  Bi l ls  were examined. 
 
The internal  st ructure of  the Par l iamentary system was also an important  element f rom 
the point  of  v iew part icular ly of  the degree of  dominat ion of  the major i ty  over  i t .  
 
I t  was also necessary to ment ion the ex is tence of  means of obstruct ion wi thin the 
Standing Orders which the minor i ty part ies could use.  
 
I t  was probably desirable to int roduce some element of  di rect  democracy into the 
process,  but  this would making the procedure for  agreeing to a Bi l l  even s lower.  
 
The debate revealed two di f ferent  quest ions:  on the one hand, should the response be 
internal ,  that  is  to say procedural ,  or  external? On the other hand, what would be the 
impact  of  the int roduct ion in Par l iamentary procedure of  new elements of  d i rect  
part ic ipat ion? 
 
Mrs Claressa SURTEES (Austral ia)  said that Austral ia had a bicameral  system, where 
the upper chamber was the Senate and the lower chamber was the House of  
Representat ives.   The two Houses had developed di f ferent  pract ices and procedures for  
f inding a solut ion to the tension between the necessi ty for  proper examinat ion of  draf t  
Bi l ls  and maintaining a certain speed in carry ing out  Par l iamentary work.  
 
In 1994 the House of  Representat ives had establ ished a second place for  debate – 
known as Main Commit tee – which was not  one of the standing commit tees.   Al l  the 
Members of  Parl iament were members of  this  Main Commit tee and each of  them could 
join in i ts  proceedings when they needed to dur ing s i t t ing hours of  the House of  
Representat ives.  
 
Or iginal ly ,  i t  had been planned to make th is a forum where non--controversial  Bi l ls  
would be debated or where i t  was thought  that  a part icular Bi l l  would not  exci te real  
opposi t ion.   The under ly ing idea of the Main Commit tee was to al low more avai lable 
t ime for  the Second Reading of  a Bi l l ,  wi thout  increasing the total  number of  s i t t ings – 
any such increase would have met wi th opposi t ion f rom Members of  Par l iament,  in 
part icular those whose const i tuencies were far  f rom Canberra.  
 
The pract ice of  the House of  Representat ives was to send Bi l ls  to the Main Commit tee 
af ter  the second speech of  the minister in charge of  the Bi l l .  Any Member of  Par l iament 
could take part  in the next  stage in the Main Commit tee and therefore in i ts  in-depth 
examinat ion –and this inc luded put t ing down amendments.   At  the end of  the debate ,  
the Main Committee formal ly sent the Bi l l  to the House, accompanied by a br ief  Report ;  
the House then agreed to the Bi l l  in a f inal  stage. 
 
The pract ice had developed whereby more and more Bi l ls  were sent  to the Main 
Commit tee,  inc luding important  and controversia l  Bi l ls :  for  several  years,  the main 
debate on budgetary Bi l ls  had taken place in the Main Commit tee.  
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Mr Alain DELCAMP (France)  said that  in France about 70% of  the matters before the 
assembly is  related to Bi l ls  – as opposed to 12% which was devoted to more general  
debates about society.   In 2003 --  2004,this represented in the Senate 111 s i t t ing 
days,860 hours of  debate and 10,000 amendments to be examined. 
 
This s i tuat ion had developed f rom the cont inued pressure f rom society on inst i tut ions,  
which always led to more laws and regulat ions.  
 
In addi t ion,  the uncontrol led use of  the r ight  of  amendment had led to i ts  misuse as a 
procedure for  obstruct ion,  so that  laws were becoming too numerous and of  insuf f ic ient  
qual i ty .  The quest ion was how to improve the process wi thout at tacking the f reedom of  
speech of  Members of  Par l iament,  to which they were very at tached. 
 
An at tempt  had been made to establ ish a shortened procedure for  agreement of  Bi l ls ,  
which were nonetheless rarely used because they required the agreement of  al l  pol i t ical  
part ies.   I t  was impossible to place a l imi t  on the r ight of  Members of  Par l iament to put  
down amendments as a resul t  of  the declarat ions of  the Const i tut ional  Counci l .  
 
In France there was current ly  a search for  new procedures to concentrate Par l iamentary 
debate and to improve the content  of  discussion,  which was the only way to avoid a 
dash towards delegated legis lat ion.  
 
Mr Michael POWNALL (United Kingdom) said that in the House of  Lords,  unl ike the 
House of  Commons, there was no pol i t ical  major i ty  or programming of  work,  no 
“gui l lot ine” or l imi tat ion on amendments .  
 
Since the system was very l iberal ,  the House somet imes exper ienced di f f icul t ies in 
examining Bi l ls  as i t  should,  when the Government imposed a workload which was 
part icular ly  heavy.  
 
The solut ions which had been found consisted of  sending var ious Bi l ls  to a “Grand 
Commit tee” ,  but  a lso in drast ical ly  reducing t ime taken to pr int  and publ ish draf ts of  
Bi l ls .  
 
I t  seemed desirable that  there should be some minimum delay between the di f ferent  
stages of  a Bi l l .  
 
Mr Yogendra NARAIN ( India)  thought that the appropr iate length of  t ime examining and 
agreeing a draf t  Bi l l  crucia l ly  depended on the qual i ty  of  the work which had been 
carr ied out  by the Government beforehand: a Bi l l  which was wel l  prepared was one 
which was wel l  thought through, and a wel l  thought through Bi l l  only requi red a short  
debate. 
 
In India,  in the upper House there was a consul tat ive commit tee which met on average 
once a week and which decided on the al locat ion of  avai lable t ime for  debate.  In 
part icular,  i t  f ixed the t ime l imi t  for  the responsible Committee to report .  
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In case of  absolute urgency,  the Government could make subordinate legis lat ion by way 
of Order,  which nonetheless had to be rat i f ied by Par l iament wi thin s ix weeks.  
 
Mr Brissi LUCAS GUEHI ( Ivory Coast)  said that  the Nat ional  Assembly of  the Ivory 
Coast examined Bi l ls  placed before i t  in two sessions of three months each, to which 
might  be added extra sessions.  
 
In order to use best  the t ime avai lable,  the Speakers’  Conference met at  the star t  of  the 
session and div ided up the work.  
 
The process of  examining Bi l ls  was delayed by var ious factors:  
 
 Examinat ion of  Bi l ls  by pol i t ical  part ies;  
 
 Part ic ipat ion in debate by Members of  Par l iament who were not  members of  the 
Commit tee which was chief ly  responsible;  
 
 Repeats in plenary session of  debates al ready held in Commit tee.  Al though in 
theory each Member of  Par l iament had f ive minutes to speak,  the rule was never 
appl ied in pract ice,  s ince the Bi l ls  which were examined were of ten pol i t ical ly  sensi t ive 
and each one wished to defend his or her point  of  v iew. 
 
Final ly ,  more or less speed in examinat ion of  Bi l ls  largely depended on the existence of  
pol i t ical  wi l l—in other words that  of  the Government.  
 
Mr Robert MYTTENAERE (Belgium)  thought that the debate showed that  the problem 
was universal :  laws were becoming longer,  Bi l ls  were becoming more and more 
complex,  and Par l iament had to work wi thin shorter  and shorter  per iods of  t ime. The 
solut ions were probably of  var ious k inds:  
 
 To open meet ings of  Standing Commit tees to the publ ic  and to draf t  substant ive 
reports;  
 
 To f ix  a l imi t  in Standing Orders on speaking t ime; 
 
 To al low wi thin the f ramework set t led by the Speakers’  Conference a global  
speaking t ime for  each pol i t ical  party;  
 
 To examine certain Bi l ls  under special  shor tened procedure. 
 
Mr Roger SANDS (United Kingdom)  in  concluding the debate ment ioned fur ther 
aspects of  the Br i t ish system, where there was no Speakers’  Conference: 
 
 The working pract ices had no solut ion to of fer  to the blockage of  work:  i t  only  
provided a f ramework,  which depended on how i t  was used; 
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 The procedure for  programming Bi l ls  in the Uni ted Kingdom had been funct ioning 
in a sat isfact ion way for  about a year.   Af ter  a few months,  the Opposi t ion had stopped 
working with i t  and the system had fai led – which showed that any system, however 
c lever  i t  might  be,  could be perverted;  
 
 As far  us publ ic  part ic ipat ion in Par l iamentary procedures was concerned,  the 
Br i t ish Government had star ted publ ishing documents which were not  yet  f inal ised,  in 
order to provoke a react ion f rom interested part ies.   Bi l ls  ar is ing f rom such documents 
were not  examined in Par l iament unt i l  the fol lowing Session. 
 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr Prosper VOKOUMA and Mr Anders FORSBERG 
and al l  those who took part  in the debate.  
 
The Si t t ing ended at 5:30 p.m. 
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FIFTH SITTING  
Thursday 30 September 2004 (Morning) 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President, in the Chair 

 
The sitt ing was opened at 10.00 am 

 
 
 
1. Communication from Mr G.C. MALHOTRA, Secretary General of the 

Lok Sabha of India, on Departmentally Related Standing 
 Committees: the Indian Experience 
 
Mr G. C. MALHOTRA gave the fo l lowing communicat ion:  
 
“ Introduction 
 
The system of committees fac i l i tates the considerat ion of  issues which, as involv ing 
points  of  detai l  or quest ions of technical  nature, are not possible for the House as a 
whole to d iscuss at  length.   The commit tee system, whi le ensur ing a fu l ler  and more 
comprehensive examinat ion of matters,  also resul ts in saving the prec ious t ime of  the 
House for  the discussion of  important  matters and prevents Par l iament f rom gett ing lost  
in insigni f icant  detai ls  and, thereby,  losing hold on matters of  pol icy and broad 
pr inciples.   Wi th the increasing business and expanding funct ions of  modern 
Par l iaments,  increasing use of commit tees is  in evidence in almost al l  Par l iaments of  
the wor ld.  
 
Present ly ,  there are two types of par l iamentary committees in India,  viz . ,  ( i )  ad hoc  
Commit tees and ( i i )  Standing Commit tees.   Ad hoc  commit tees are those which are 
const i tuted by the House or  by the Presiding Off icers s ingly or jo int ly  to consider and 
report  on speci f ic  matters.   These ad hoc  commit tees become functus of f ic io  as soon as 
they complete thei r  work.  
 
Standing Commit tees are those Committees which are elected by the House(s)  or  
nominated by the Presiding Off icer(s)  ( i .e.  the Speaker in the case of the Lok Sabha 
and the Chairman in the case of  the Rajya Sabha) per iodical ly  and are permanent in 
nature.  
 
Among the Standing Commit tees of  Par l iament,  the three f inancial  committees, namely,  
the Commit tee on Est imates,  the Committee on Publ ic  Accounts and the Commit tee on 
Publ ic  Undertakings;  and 24 Departmental ly-Related Standing Commit tees (DRSCs) 
const i tute a dist inct  group as they keep an unremit t ing v igi l  on the governmental  
spending and performance. 
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The need for DRSCs 
 
The need for  ensur ing ef fect ive par l iamentary scrut iny over the administrat ion,  
especial ly  on matters deal ing wi th the Budget,  was fel t  in India r ight f rom the f i f t ies.   
Over the years,  the scrut iny of  the demands for  grants by the House was found to be 
insuf f ic ient .   The demands for  grants of  several  important Ministr ies were gui l lot ined in 
v iew of  the lack of  t ime wi th the House.  The necessi ty for  a more detai led pre-vot ing 
scrut iny of  the demands for  grants was,  therefore,  highl ighted at  var ious par l iamentary 
fora. 
 
 
The evolut ion of DRSCs  
 
In the di rect ion of  a detai led scrut iny of  the working of  the Ministr ies/Departments,  a 
beginning was made in the Eighth Lok Sabha on 18 August 1989 wi th the set t ing up of  
three Subject  Commit tees one each on Agr icul ture;  Science and Technology;  and 
Environment and Forests,  to examine the matters connected wi th the working of  the 
related and al l ied organisat ion.   These Commit tees were reconst i tuted in the Ninth Lok 
Sabha. 
 
The successful  funct ioning of  these Subject  Commit tees dur ing the per iod of  over  three 
years led to the const i tut ion on 8 Apr i l  1993 of  17 Departmental ly  Related Standing 
Commit tees cover ing under their  jur isdict ion al l  the Ministr ies and Departments of  the 
Union Government.  
 
Of the 17 DRSCs, 6 Commit tees (one each on Commerce;  Home Affai rs;  Human 
Resource Development;  Industry;  Science and Technology;  Environment and Forests;  
and Transport ,  Tour ism and Culture) were managed and serviced by the Rajya Sabha 
Secretar iat  and 11 Commit tees (one each on Agr icul ture;  Defence;  Energy;  External  
Af fa i rs;  Finance; Food, Civ i l  Suppl ies and Publ ic Distr ibut ion;  Informat ion Technology;  
Labour and Welfare;  Petroleum and Chemicals;  Rai lways;  and Urban and Rural  
Development)  were managed and serv iced by the Lok Sabha Secretar iat .   Each of these 
Commit tees had 45 members – 30 to be nominated f rom the Lok Sabha and 15 f rom the 
Rajya Sabha. 
 
The restructuring of  DRSCs  
 
Over a per iod of  t ime, i t  was observed that  the unwieldy jur isdict ion of some of the 
DRSCs made i t  d i f f icul t  to examine and report  on al l  the subjects selected by them.  I t  
was also observed that the long t ime taken by some of the Commit tees in examining 
and report ing on bi l ls  tended to delay their  passage in Par l iament.   Taking al l  these into 
considerat ion, the Joint  Par l iamentary Commit tee on Jur isdict ional  Over lap between 
Par l iamentary Commit tees was const i tuted.   This Commit tee in i ts  report  presented on 
26 July 2001 recommended for  the restructur ing of  the DRSCs System. 
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Taking into considerat ion the recommendat ions of  the JPC on Jur isdict ional  Over lap, i t  
was agreed, at  the meet ing of  the Speaker wi th Leaders  of  Part ies held on 4 July 2004, 
to raise the number of  DRSCs from 17 to 24 wi th the same funct ions as were assigned 
to the ear l ier  DRSCs.  The Rules Commit tee of the Lok Sabha, in i ts  f i rs t  meet ing held 
on 8 July 2004, approved the proposal  for  increasing the number of  DRSCs to 24.   I t  
was also decided that  the membership of  these Commit tees be reduced f rom 45 to 31,  
i .e.  21 f rom the Lok Sabha and 10 f rom the Rajya Sabha to be nominated by the 
respect ive Presiding Off icers.   The Repor t  of  the Rules Commit tee was laid on the 
Table of  the Lok Sabha on 20 July,  and consider ing the urgency of const i tut ing the 
DRSCs, i t  was adopted the same day by suspending the relevant  rule that  requi res 
laying of  the report  of  the Rules Committee on the Table for seven days.  The Report  of  
the Rules Commit tee of  the Rajya Sabha in this regard was also laid on 20 July 2004 
and was adopted the same day.  
 
For extending secretar ial  assistance to the 24 Commit tees,  i t  was decided that  16 
DRSCs wi l l  be serviced by the Lok Sabha Secretar iat  and 8 by the Rajya Sabha 
Secretar iat .  
 
With the restructur ing of  the system of DRSCs, whi le a few Commit tees have been 
newly created,  a few have been renamed according to the change in thei r  jur isdict ion.   
So far  as the DRSCs managed and serv iced by the Lok Sabha Secretar iat  are 
concerned,  f ive more Commit tees have been created, thereby rais ing the number of  
such Commit tees f rom 11 to 16.   Of these f ive Commit tees,  four are the newly created 
ones.   They are -  the Commit tee on Water Resources,  the Commit tee on Chemicals and 
Fert i l izers,  the Commit tee on Coal  and Steel ,  and the Commit tee on Social  Just ice and 
Empowerment.   This apart ,  the Commit tee on Urban and Rural  Development has been 
bi furcated creat ing two separate Commit tees -  one on Urban Development and another  
on Rural  Development.  
 
In the process of  restructur ing the system of DRSCs, three Commit tees have been 
renamed.  The Commit tee on Food, Civ i l  Suppl ies and Publ ic  Distr ibut ion has been 
renamed as the Commit tee on Food, Consumer Af fa i rs and Publ ic  Distr ibut ion;  the 
Commit tee on Labour and Welfare has been renamed as the Commit tee on Labour;  and 
the Commit tee on Petroleum and Chemicals has been renamed as the Commit tee on 
Petroleum and Natural  Gas.  
 
As regards the DRSCs managed and serv ices by the Rajya Sabha Secretar iat ,  the tota l  
number of  such Commit tees has been raised f rom six to eight  wi th the creat ion of  two 
more new Commit tees – one on Heal th and Fami ly Welfare;  and another on Personnel ,  
Publ ic  Gr ievances,  Law and Just ice. 
 
Another s igni f icant  development in respect  of  the funct ioning of  the DRSCs is the new 
Direct ion 37A which provides for  t imely implementat ion of  thei r  recommendat ions.   A 
proposal  in th is regard was f i rs t  approved at the meet ing of  the Honourable Speaker 
wi th the Leaders of  Part ies in Lok Sabha held on 23 August  2004.  Later ,  i t  was also 
approved by the Rules Commit tee at  the ir  s i t t ing held on 26 August .   Consequent ly,  the 
new Direct ion 37A was issued by the Speaker and not i f ied in Bul let in Part  I I  on 1 
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September 2004.   The new Direct ion provides that  the Minister  concerned shal l  make, 
one in s ix months,  a Statement in the House regarding the status of  implementat ion of  
recommendat ions contained in the Reports of  the DRSCs of the Lok Sabha wi th regard 
to his Ministry.   As per the decis ion taken by the Rules Commit tee, the new Direct ion 
has been made appl icable to the Reports of  the DRSCs of the Lok Sabha presented to 
the House f rom the 14t h  Lok Sabha onwards.  
 
Performance Appraisal  
 
The main funct ions of  DRSCs inc lude considerat ion and examinat ion of  Demands for  
Grants and Bi l ls  perta in ing to the Ministr ies fal l ing under thei r  respect ive jur isdict ions.   
These Commit tees also examine the Annual  Reports of  the concerned Ministr ies and 
Long Term Nat ional  Pol icy Documents.  
 
Beginning f rom 8 Apr i l  1993 t i l l  31 December 2003, the 17 DRSCs, before the 
restructur ing of  the DRSCs system, had presented to Par l iament 1623 reports – the 6 
DRSCs of  the Rajya Sabha account ing for  654 and 11 DRSCs of the Lok Sabha for  969.   
Of these, 1079 were or ig inal  reports on Demands for  Grants,  Bi l ls ,  Pol ic ies,  Annual  
Reports/Subjects and 544 were Act ion Taken Reports (see Annexes I  and I I ) .  
 
An analysis of  the act ion taken by the Government on the recommendat ions made by 
the 11 DRSCs of the Lok Sabha f rom Apr i l  1993 to December 2003 is given below: 
 
 Total  number of  recommendat ions made   8756 
 
 Total  number of  recommendat ions accepted by  4680 (53.45%) 
 Government 
 
 Total  number of  recommendat ions which the  1480 (16.90%) 
 Commit tees did not  pursue in v iew of  the repl ies 
 by Government 
 
 Total  number of  recommendat ions in respect  of   1541 (17.59%) 
 which repl ies of  Government  have not  been 
 accepted by Commit tees 
 
 Total  Number of  recommendat ions on which f inal  1055 (12.04%) 
 repl ies awai ted 
 
Thus,  whi le 53.45% of  the recommendat ions have been accepted by the Government,  
the Commit tees did not  pursue the matter in respect  of  another 16.90% of  thei r  
recommendat ions in v iew of sat is factory  repl ies f rom the Ministr ies/Departments.   
These f igures prove amply the ef fect iveness of the system in ensur ing accountabi l i ty  
and responsiveness of  the Execut ive to the Par l iament.  
 
The number and durat ion of  the s i t t ings of  the 17 DRSCs of Par l iament – s ix of  the 
Rajya Sabha and eleven of the Lok Sabha – for  the years 1993-94 to 2000-03 are 
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shown in Annexes I I I  and IV respect ively.   Whi le the DRSC on Informat ion Technology 
tops the l is t  of  Lok Sabha Commit tees for  having sat  on an average for  a maximum 
number of  36 days in a year ,  that  of  the Home Affai rs accounted for  the maximum of  35 
days topping the Rajya Sabha Commit tees.   Time-wise, the Rajya Sabha DRSC on 
Home Affai rs del iberated for  a maximum of 77 hours and the Lok Sabha DRSC on 
Informat ion Technology for  a maximum of  70 hours on an average in a year.   Whi le al l  
the eleven DRSCs of the Lok Sabha sat  on an average for  492 hours in a year,  the s ix 
Rajya Sabha DRSCs del iberated for  322 hours.   These f igures compare very favourably 
wi th those of the hours spend per year for  the sessions of  the Lok Sabha (433 hours)  
and the Rajya Sabha (348 hours) .   Thus,  the execut ive accountabi l i ty  through the 
Par l iamentary Commit tees in terms of t ime spent is  much more than through the Houses 
themselves. 
 
Summing up 
 
In India,  the most ef fect ive par l iamentary control  over  the Administrat ion is  exercised 
through the three Financial  Commit tees,  24 Departmental ly  Related Standing 
Commit tees and certa in other par l iamentary committees.  These committees are vested 
wi th adequate powers to complete detai led examinat ion of  the working and 
plans/programmes of  var ious Ministr ies/Departments and publ ic inst i tut ions wi thout at  
the same t ime impinging upon their  day-to-day act iv i t ies.   Through these commit tees,  
the Administrat ion comes in di rect  contact wi th Par l iament.  
 
The observat ions and comments of  these commit tees have att racted of f ic ial  as wel l  as 
publ ic  at tent ion.  Though the recommendat ions/suggest ions of  these commit tees may or  
may not  be accepted by the Government in their  ent i rety,  they are given ful l  
considerat ion.  They are examined at the highest  level  and i f  the Ministr ies do not  f ind 
i t  possible to accept the commit tees’  recommendat ions,  they place before the 
commit tees the reasons for  the same.  The Government before f inal ly  deciding to wr i te 
to the commit tees the reasons for  not  being able to implement  the suggest ions,  reviews 
and evaluates the soundness of  the pol ic ies or  the decis ions on which the commit tees 
had given adverse comments.   Thus, these committees exer t  inf luence in two ways.   
F i rst ,  thei r  suggest ions and cr i t ic isms give useful  di rect ion and guidance to the 
Government in the formulat ion of  their  future and regulat ion of  present  pol ic ies and 
act iv i t ies.   Secondly,  the fact  that  thei r  act iv i t ies and achievements are being examined 
by a par l iamentary body acts as a deterrence to Government ’s extravagant spending 
and loose funct ioning.   Al l  th is helps the Par l iamentary Commit tees to keep to 
essent ials and exerc ise the broad par l iamentary scrut iny which is not  to subst i tute 
Par l iament for  Government but  to energize the Administrat ion and to encourage i t  to 
generate conf idence in i tsel f .  
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Annex I  

REPORTS PRESENTED BY DRSCs OF RAJYA SABHA 

( f rom 8.4.1993 – 31.12.2003 )  
 
 

Repor ts  ATRs Commit tee 
DG B  P  AR/S  Tota l  DG B  P  AR/S  To ta l  

G.  
Tota

l  

Commit tee on 
Commerce 

33 05 -  26 64 -  -  -  -  -  64 

Commit tee on Home 
Af fa i rs  32 61 -  08 101 06 -  -  01 07 108 

Commit tee on Human 
Resource Development  70 14 01 21 106 25 -  -  16 41 147 

Commit tee on Indust ry  41 05 01 47 94 21 -  -  29 50 144 

Commit tee on Sc ience 
and Technology 68 06 01 19 94 24 -  -  -  24 118 

Commit tee on Transpor t  
and Tour ism 37 14 03 15 69 03 -  -  01 04 73 

TOTAL 281 105 06 136 528 79 -  -  47 126 654 

 
Abbrev ia t ions :   ATRs  s tands  fo r  Ac t i on  Taken  Repor ts ;  
 DG fo r  Demands fo r  G rants ;  
 B  fo r  B i l l s ;  
 P  fo r  Po l i c i es  and 
 AR/S  fo r  Annual  Repor ts /Subjec ts  
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Annex I I  

REPORTS PRESENTED BY DRSCs OF RAJYA SABHA 

( f rom 8.4.1993 – 31.12.2003 )  
 
 

Repor ts  ATRs Commit tee 
DG B  P  AR/S  Tota l  DG B  P  AR/S  To ta l  

G.  
Tota

l  

Agr icu l ture  51 05 2  10 68 49 -  -  8  57 125 

In format ion Technology 
*  

33 8 -  31 72 32 -  1  19 52 124 

Defence 12 3 -  14 29 11 -  -  8  19 48 

Energy 41 06 -  18 65 36 -  -  16 52 117 

External  Af fa i rs  11 01 -  5  17 10 -  -  4  14 31 

F inance 36 25 -  3  64 35 -  -  4  39 103 

Food,  c iv i l  Suppl ies  & 
Publ ic  Dis t r ibut ion 24 4 -  7  35 22 -  -  6  28 63 

Labour  & Wel fare 27 23 -  4  54 24 -  -  3  27 81 

Petro leum and 
Chemicals  

31 2 1  21 55 27 -  -  24 51 106 

Rai lways 10 1 -  17 28 10 -  4  11 25 53 

Urban and Rura l  
Development  45 9 1  9 64 40 -  1  13 54 118 

TOTAL 321 87 4  139 551 296 -  6  116 418 969 

*  Commi t tee  on  Communica t i ons be fo re  24 .08.2000 
 
Abbrev ia t ions :   ATRs  s tands  fo r  Ac t i on  Taken  Repor ts ;  
 DG fo r  Demands fo r  G rants ;  
 B  fo r  B i l l s ;  
 P  fo r  Po l i c i es  and 
 AR/S  fo r  Annual  Repor ts /Subjec ts  
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Annex I I I  

 
NUMBER AND DURATION OF SITTINGS OF DRSCs OF RAJYA SABHA 

(1993 – 2003)  
 
 

 
No and dura t ion ( in  brackets  in  Hrs .  Mts . )  o f  S i t t ings  

Commit tee 
1993
-
1994  

1994
-
1995 

1995
-
1996 

1996
-
1997  

1997
-
1998  

1998
-
1999 

1999
-
2000
*  

2001@ 2002  2003  Averag
e 

Commerce 55 
( 1 2 5 )  

29 
( 5 5 )  

29 
( 4 2 )  

13 
( 2 9 )  

7  
( 1 1 )  

11 
( 2 0 -
2 5 )  

7  
( 1 1 -
3 5 )  

10  
( 3 4 -
5 0 )  

23 
( 2 8 -
4 3 )  

24 
( 3 0 - 5 )  

21 
( 3 8 - 4 6 )  

Home Af fa i rs  37 
( 6 4 )  

23 
( 5 0 )  

40 
( 6 2 )  

38 
( 9 5 )  

24 
( 7 6 )  

18 
( 4 2 )  

42 
( 1 3 6 )  

50 
( 9 8 )  

42 
( 6 4 -
1 5 )  

40 
( 8 6 -
3 4 )  

35-4  
( 7 7 - 2 3 )  

Human Resource 
Development  36 

( 8 1 )  
35 

( 1 3 6 )  
36 

( 1 4 1 )  
17 

( 5 2 )  
5  

( 1 2 -
4 0 )  

24 
(106-10) -  17 

( 5 5 -
3 5 )  

21 
( 7 0 )  

29 
( 6 0 -
2 5 )  

22 
( 7 1 - 3 8 )  

Indust ry  42 
( 1 1 8 )  

35 
( 6 6 )  

15 
( 1 9 )  

22 
( 5 2 )  

3  
( 5 )  

8  
(27) 

6  
( 2 4 )  

21  
( 4 9 )  

15 
( 3 9 -
4 5 )  

37 
( 6 5 -
3 3 )  

20.4 
( 4 6 - 3 2 )  

Sc ience and 
Technology and 
Env i ronment  & Forest  

38 
( 6 1 )  

31 
( 8 2 )  

26 
( 4 5 )  

44 
( 7 8 )  

8  
( 1 4 -
2 0 )  

41 
( 6 1 -
1 5 )  

35 
( 4 5 -
2 5 )  

26  
( 5 4 -
0 5 )  

26 
( 5 4 -
0 5 )  

14 
( 3 2 -
1 5 )  

28.9 
( 5 2 - 4 5 )  

Transpor t  and 
Tour ism 

31 
( 7 4 )  

17 
( 2 8 )  

20 
( 3 5 )  

21 
( 4 9 )  

4  
( 1 0 . 0

0 )  
12 

( 2 4 . 5
5 )  

21 
( 4 0 . 1

0 )  
15  

( 2 9 . 0
5 )  

22 
( 3 2 )  

22 
( 3 1 . 5

5 )  
18.5 

( 3 5 - 2 5 )  

TOTAL 239 
( 5 2 3 )  

170 
( 4 1 7 )  

166 
( 3 4 4 )  

155 
( 3 5 5 )  

51 
( 1 2 9 )  

114 
(281.45) 

111 
( 2 5 7 .

1 )  
139 
(320.35) 

149 
(288.48) 

22 
(306.47) 

18.5 
(322-19) 

 
*   Up to  31  December  2000 .  
@  S ince  1 January  2001,  the  DRESCs a re be ing  cons t i tu ted  on  1  January  every  year .  
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Annex IV 

NUMBER AND DURATION OF SITTINGS OF DRSCs OF RAJYA SABHA 
(1993 – 2003)  

 
No and dura t ion ( in  brackets  in  Hrs .  Mts . )  o f  S i t t ings  

Commit tee 
1993
-
1994  

1994
-
1995 

1995
-
1996 

1996
-
1997  

1997 -
1998
*  

1998-
1999** 

1999-
2000*** 2001@ 2002  2003  Averag

e 

Agr icu l ture  38 
( 6 6 )  

30 
( 3 5 )  

12 
( 1 6 )  

33 
( 4 9 )  

07 
( 1 1 )  

30 
( 6 6 )  

22 
( 3 5 )  

24  
( 3 9 )  

23 
( 3 8 )  

24 
( 3 8 )  

24 
( 3 9 )  

In format ion 
Technology  

23 
( 4 6 )  

31 
( 6 3 )  

25 
( 2 9 )  

46 
( 1 6 3 )  

08 
( 1 4 )  

40 
( 6 8 )  

39 
( 6 9 )  

60  
( 1 0 4 )  

54 
( 8 4 )  

35 
( 5 8 )  

36 
( 7 0 )  

Defence 18 
( 3 0 )  

10 
( 1 9 )  

12 
( 2 2 )  

20 
( 3 6 )  

03 
( 0 5 )  

20 
( 4 9 )  

15 
( 3 3 )  

11  
( 1 9 )  

14 
( 3 9 )  

18 
( 3 9 )  

14 
( 2 9 )  

Energy  55 
( 9 2 )  

48 
( 6 7 )  

23 
( 1 6 )  

39 
( 6 0 )  

10 
( 1 2 )  

36 
(55) 

31 
( 5 0 )  

34  
( 4 9 )  

21 
( 3 9 )  

23 
( 3 7 )  

32 
( 4 8 )  

Externa l  Af fa i rs  30 
( 6 6 )  

21 
( 4 4 )  

32 
( 4 4 )  

15 
( 3 0 )  

06 
( 0 8 )  

24 
( 4 8 )  

28 
( 4 2 )  

25  
( 3 6 )  

16 
( 2 6 )  

16 
( 2 6 )  

21 
( 3 7 )  

F inance 24 
( 5 7 )  

19 
( 3 6 )  

24 
( 3 7 )  

28 
( 7 8 )  

16 
( 4 3 )  

36 
( 1 1 2 )  

27 
( 7 4 )  

30  
( 5 8 )  

23 
( 4 1 )  

26 
( 3 3 )  

25 
( 5 7 )  

Food,  Civ i l  Suppl ies  
and Publ ic  
Dis t r ibut ion 

27 
( 5 9 )  

13 
( 2 9 )  

20 
( 3 9 )  

12 
( 2 3 )  

02 
( 0 3 )  

26 
( 5 2 )  

15 
( 3 0 )  

14  
( 3 5 )  

10 
( 1 3 )  

12 
( 1 9 )  

15 
( 3 0 )  

Labour  & Wel fare 18 
( 3 6 )  

17 
( 3 3 )  

25 
( 5 2 )  

17 
( 3 5 )  

06 
( 0 8 )  

17 
( 3 8 )  

14 
( 2 2 )  

15  
( 2 6 )  

15 
( 2 4 )  

14 
( 2 3 )  

16 
( 3 0 )  

Pet ro leum & 
Chemicals  

42 
( 1 1 2 )  

25 
( 4 3 )  

23 
( 3 4 )  

18 
( 2 0 )  

07 
( 1 1 )  

25 
( 3 8 )  

36 
( 4 8 )  

37  
( 4 2 )  

39 
( 4 4 )  

25 
( 2 9 )  

28 
( 4 2 )  

Rai lways 61 
( 7 5 )  

22 
( 2 8 )  

21 
( 3 4 )  

74 
( 1 2 5 )  

11 
( 1 9 )  

40 
( 7 8 )  

27 
( 4 5 )  

20  
( 3 1 )  

21 
( 3 1 )  

20 
( 3 9 )  

32 
( 5 0 )  

Urban and Rura l  
Development  

50 
( 8 4 )  

35 
( 6 4 )  

41 
( 7 0 )  

54 
( 1 0 2 )  

15 
( 2 3 )  

48 
( 8 2 )  

27 
( 3 3 )  

29  
( 5 0 )  

24 
( 3 5 )  

31 
( 5 4 )  

35 
( 6 0 )  

TOTAL 386 
( 7 2 3 )  

271 
( 4 6 1 )  

258 
( 3 9 3 )  

356 
( 7 2 1 )  

91 
( 1 5 7 )  

342 
(6 8 6 ) 

281 
( 4 8 1 )  

299 
( 4 8 9 )  

260 
( 4 1 4 )  

244 
( 3 9 5 )  

279 
( 4 9 2 )  

 
*   11 t h  Lok  Sabha was d isso l ved on  4 .12.1997.  
* *  12 t h  Lok  Sabha was d isso l ved on  26 .4.1999.  
* * *  Up to  31  December,  2000.  
@  S ince  1 January ,  2001 ,  the  DRSCs a re  be ing  const i tu ted  on  1 January  every  year .  
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Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr MALHOTRA for  his communicat ion and invi ted 
members to put  quest ions to him. 
 
Mr Kasper HAHNDIEK (South Afr ica) wanted  to know whether commit tees maintained 
a di rect  dialogue wi th minister ial  departments,  or  whether contact  was establ ished by 
way of a formal demand emanat ing f rom the Chamber.   In addit ion,  he asked whether 
there were mechanisms for  overs ight  of  the del ivery by ministr ies on promises made. 
 
Shri G.C. MALHOTRA ( India)  indicated that standing commit tees mainta ined direct  
re lat ions wi th ministr ies by way of  contact  through their  respect ive of f ic ials.  
 
As far  as respect ing promises made was concerned, a minister  was under an obl igat ion 
to reply wi th in three months af ter  the presentat ion of  an observat ion or  a request .  
 
 
2. Communication from Mr Martin CHUNGONG on the Recent 

Activities of the IPU  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  inv i ted Mr Mart in CHUNGONG to speak on the Recent 
Act iv i t ies of  the IPU. 
 
Mr Martin CHUNGONG  s tarted by saying how happy he was to be able to come to make 
a presentat ion,  as usual ,  on the act iv i t ies of  the Inter-Parl iamentary Union to members  
of  the ASGP. 
 
The Inter-Par l iamentary Union ( IPU) had been intensely busy s ince the last  session  
(Mexico) and was unceasingly interested in c loser cooperat ion wi th the ASGP. On 
several  occasions,  the ASGP had given the IPU very  useful  support  – for  example,  in 
connect ion wi th educat ion programmes organised in Canada and Austral ia.   The IPU 
was also grateful  to President Ian Harr is for  his k indness in represent ing i t  dur ing a 
conference in Vanuatu.  
 
In Afghanistan, the IPU had been contacted by the Uni ted Nat ions Programme for  
Development (UNDP) wi th a request  for  assistance in establ ishing in the near future an 
elected Chamber.  A group of  experts would be sent  there in October,  wi th the support  
of  Belgium, in order to prepare for  elect ions in May 2005. 
 
In the prev ious May, the Speakers’  Conference of countr ies which bordered on I raq,  
which had been held in Jordan, af f i rmed i ts support  for  the IPU in assist ing that  country 
in i ts  t ransi t ion towards democracy.   Consul tat ions were carry ing on wi th the Uni ted 
Nat ions and the IPU was natural ly  ready to g ive support  to the newly elected Members  
of  Par l iament.  
 
In Equator ial  Guinea, the IPU had guided an educat ion programme for  newly elected 
Members of  Par l iament,  which had been f inanced by the European Union. 
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The IPU had also s igned an agreement wi th the European Union for  a project  in support  
of  the federal  and regional  Par l iaments in Niger ia.  
 
The IPU had sponsored a seminar in June 2004 in the Lebanon on the quest ion of  par i ty  
between men and women and the discussions had been extremely interest ing. 
 
The database on Par l iaments which were members of  the Union had recent ly  been 
added to read a sect ion on the survei l lance of Governments by such Parl iaments.  
 
The IPU also was cont inuing i ts  work on the protect ion of  human r ights.   In July 2004 i t  
had publ ished and internat ional  directory of  Par l iamentary inst i tut ions relat ing to human 
r ights.  
 
In September 2004 a ser ies of  preparatory  meet ings was to take place in Budapest ,  
relat ing to the internat ional  conference of Speakers of  Par l iaments which was planned 
for  12 months af ter  that,  in September 2005 at New York.  
 
Thought had to be given to the conclusions of  the Cardoso group, according to which 
the Uni ted Nat ions should develop di rect  contacts wi th di f ferent  nat ional  Par l iaments—
although al l  the ev idence showed that  the Inter-Par l iamentary Union was the natura l  
partner of  the Uni ted Nat ions.  
 
Mr Mart in CHUNGONG f inished by referr ing to the plans for the coming months,  
indicat ing that the IPU was going to organise a ser ies of  technical  seminars from the 
start  of  2005: on development and management of  the environment ( in Par is) ;  on 
f reedom of expression (March 2005);  on budgetary procedures (March 2005);  on contro l  
of  the secur i ty  serv ices (spr ing);  and on the role of  Par l iaments in nat ional  
reconci l iat ion (second semester) .  
 
 Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Mr CHUNGONG for  his communicat ion.  
 
 
 
3. Communication from Dr Yogendra NARAIN, Secretary General of 

the Rajya Sabha of India, on Ensuring Ethical Conduct in the 
Indian Parliament 

 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  inv i ted Dr Yogendra NARAIN, Secretary General  of  the 
Rajya Sabha of  India to speak. 
 
Dr Yogendra NARAIN  gave the fol lowing presentat ion:  
 
“You may recal l  that  in the last  meet ing of  the ASGP in Apr i l ,  2004,  at  Mexico City,  I  
had presented a Communicat ion on Ethical  Concerns of  Indian Par l iament:  Recent  
Changes in Electoral  Laws.  An attempt was made through that paper to provide an 
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overview of  the general  concerns about maintaining probi ty in publ ic  l i fe,  part icular ly 
amongst the members of  both Houses of  Indian Par l iament.   I t  also sought to provide 
the c i rcumstances under which Commit tees on Ethics in both the Houses,  as in-house 
mechanisms to oversee the members '  conduct ,  were evolved and set  up.   Besides,  i t  
a lso provided recent changes made in our e lectoral  rules for  making our elect ions more 
f ree and fai r .   I  had made part icular ment ion about an amendment in our Representat ion 
of  the People Act  which provided for  Declarat ion of  Assets and Liabi l i t ies by the 
Members,  thei r  spouses as also dependent sons and daughters.   One of  the provis ions 
under this Act  author ized the Chairman, Counci l  of  States and the Speaker,  House of  
the People,  as the case may be,  to f rame rules for  giv ing ef fect  to the provis ion for  
declarat ion of  assets etc.  by the Members.  
 
Now, af ter  the Mexico Ci ty Conference of the ASGP, two important  developments have 
taken place,  which I  thought,  I  must  share wi th al l  of  you.   These developments,  though 
connected wi th one another,  were adopt ion of  the ( i )  Rules relat ing to the Commit tee on 
Ethics;  and ( i i )  the Rules relat ing to Declarat ion of  Assets & Liabi l i t ies under the 
Representat ion of  the People (Amendment)  Act  by the Counci l ,  separately.  
 
Rules relat ing to the Committee on Ethics 
 
The Commit tee on Ethics was const i tuted by the Chairman, Counci l  of  States by his 
order on 4th March,  1997 to oversee moral  and ethical  conduct  of  the Members of  the 
Counci l  and to examine cases referred to i t  wi th reference to their  misconduct .   From i ts  
incept ion in 1997, the Commit tee on Ethics cont inued to funct ion on the basis of  rules 
relat ing to the Committee of  Pr iv i leges, wi th such var iat ions and modi f icat ions as the 
Chairman of the Counc i l  may make f rom t ime to t ime.  
 
The Commit tee,  so far ,  has presented three Reports which were adopted by the House.  
The f i rs t  report  emphasized the need for  electoral  reforms and important  ro le to be 
played by the pol i t ical  part ies in br inging probi ty in publ ic l i fe,  part icular ly amongst  
peoples ’  representat ives.   I t  a lso laid a Code of  Conduct  for  the Members of  the House 
to be observed by them.  The Second Report  made recommendat ions inter  al ia,  relat ing 
to procedure for  making complaints against  a Member,  making enquires,  and awarding 
sanct ions in case a complaint  was proved to be t rue.   The Third Report  rei terated the 
Commit tee’s concern as wel l  as i ts resolve about br inging probi ty and t ransparency in 
the Member 's conduct.  
 
In the l ight  of  concerns expressed and recommendat ions made in these reports of  the 
Commit tee on Ethics,  draf t  rules for  the composi t ion, funct ions,  working etc.  of  the 
Commit tee were considered in detai l  by the Commit tee on Rules,  which were placed in 
the form of  i ts  Ninth Report  in the House.  This report  was adopted by the House on the 
20th July 2004.  
 
Rules relat ing to Commit tee on Ethics were not i f ied on the same day and wi th th is,  the 
Commit tee on Ethics became formal ly  a part  of  'Rules of  Procedure and Conduct of  
Business in Counci l  of  States' .  
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Composit ion & Functions 
 
The Commit tee on Ethics has ten Members who are nominated by the Chairman, 
Counci l  of  States.   One of  i ts members is  appointed as Chairman of  the Commit tee by 
him. The Commit tee has been assigned the fol lowing funct ions,  namely:— 
 
a)  to oversee the moral  and ethical  conduct of  Members;  
b)  to prepare a Code of  Conduct  for  members and to suggest  amendments or  

addi t ions to the Code f rom t ime to t ime in the form of  reports to the Counci l ;  
c)  to examine cases concerning the al leged breach of  the Code of Conduct  by 

Members as also cases concerning al legat ions of  any other ethical  misconduct  of  
Members;  and 

d)  to tender advice to members f rom t ime to t ime on quest ions involv ing ethical  
standards ei ther  suo motu or  on receiv ing speci f ic  requests.  

 
The Commit tee,  i t  is  ev ident ,  has a broad mandate to oversee the moral  and ethical  
conduct  of  Members of  the Counci l  of  States.     Al though, the rules do not  def ine the 
‘moral  and ethical  conduct ’  of  Members,  they,  however,  aim at  ensur ing that  conduct  of  
the Members,  should not  be in the nature of  lower ing the image and digni ty of  
Par l iament in publ ic  esteem or  a conduct  which is  not  expected f rom the peoples’  
representat ives.  
 
For ensur ing this standard of  behaviour f rom the Members,  one of  the main funct ions of  
this Commit tee would be to see that  Members’  conduct  are general ly  in keeping wi th the 
spir i t  of  the ‘Code of  Conduct ’  la id down for  them.  Al leged breaches of  this Code by 
the Members or any other misconduct  brought to the not ice of  this Commit tee,  shal l  be 
looked into by i t .  
 
Members of  Par l iament should not  appear to be using their  of f ice for  fur ther ing their  
own interests or  those of  thei r  spouse and chi ldren.   In v iew of  ensur ing t ransparency in 
this matter  provis ions for  declar ing their  assets and l iabi l i t ies as  also of  thei r  spouse 
and dependent sons and daughters have been made in the rules relat ing to the 
Commit tee on Ethics.   The rules prov ide that these declarat ions wi l l  have to be made by 
the Members in the manner and in the format prov ided in the rules f ramed under  
Sect ion 75A of  the Representat ion of  the People (Third Amendment)  Act ,  2002. 
 
Register of Members’  Interest 
 
Under the rules,  every Member shal l  a lso be required to declare their  personal  
pecuniary interests,  d i rect  or  indirect,  that  they may be having in a matter being 
considered by the Counci l  or  any of  i ts  Commit tees.   
 
These interests shal l  be included in a ‘Register  of  Members’  Interests ’  and the 
informat ion contained in the Register may be given to the general  publ ic  procedure for  
which may be determined by the Committee f rom t ime to t ime. 
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Procedure for making complaint  
 
Any c i t izen may prefer  a complaint  to the Commit tee in wr i t ing regarding any al leged 
unethical  behaviour or  a breach of  Code of  Conduct  by a Member or  al leged incorrect  
informat ion of  a Member’s interest .   Besides this,  Commit tee may take up these matter  
suo motu or Members may also refer such cases to the Committee.  But to avoid 
f r ivolous complaints i t  has been ensured in the rules that  complaint  should be couched 
in temperate language and person making complaint  must declare his ident i ty  to the 
Commit tee.   He has also to submit  support ing ev idence, documentary or otherwise, to 
substant iate his al legat ions.   The Commit tee shal l  not  disc lose the name of the 
complainant ,  i f  so requested,  and i f  the request  is  accepted by the Commit tee for  
suf f ic ient  reasons.   Other precaut ions,  taken in this regard,  are that  a complaint  based 
merely on unsubstant iated media reports shal l  not  be enter ta ined and matters which are 
sub- judice shal l  also not  be taken up. 
 
Procedure for inquiry 
 
I f  a complaint  is  found to be in order,  then the Commit tee may take up the matter  for  
prel iminary inquiry and i f  af ter  prel iminary inquiry,  the Commit tee is of  the opinion that  
there is  no pr ima facie case,  the matter may be dropped.   Whereas,  i f  there is  a pr ima 
facie case,  the matter  shal l  be taken up by the Commit tee for  fur ther examinat ion and 
report .   But ,  i f  a complaint  is  found to be false or vexat ious or made in bad fai th,  the 
matter may be taken up as an issue of breach of Par l iamentary Pr iv i lege. The 
Commit tee has been author ized to f rame detai led rules for  giv ing ef fect  to i ts  remit .   
The Commit tee has the power to require the at tendance of persons,  for  product ion of  
papers or records i f  such a course is  considered relevant and necessary.  
 
Sanctions 
 
I f  af ter  the enquiry by the Commit tee,  def ini te and concrete evidence are there to prove 
the charges,  the Commit tee may submit  a report  to the House suggest ing sanct ion to be 
awarded to the err ing Member.  The Commit tee can recommend any of the fol lowing 
sanct ions,  i f  i t  has been found that  a member has indulged in an unethical  behaviour or  
that there is other misconduct  or  that  the member has contravened the Code/Rules of  
the Commit tee.   The Member can be censured or repr imanded or suspended for  short  
per iod f rom the House/Commit tees.   Besides,  he might  be subjected to any other  
sanct ion as decided proper by the Commit tee in keeping wi th the issues before i t .   A l l  
these sanct ions can be awarded only wi th the approval  of  the House. 
 
The Members of Rajya Sabha (Declaration of Assets and Liabil i t ies) Rules, 2004 
 
Another development s ince our last  meet ing has been that  the Members of  Rajya Sabha 
(Declarat ion of  Assets and Liabi l i t ies)  Rules,  2004 came into ef fect  on 5th August ,  
2004.  These Rules were f ramed by the Chairman, Counci l  of  States under Sub-Sect ion 
(3)  of  Sect ion 75A of  the Representat ion of  the People (Third Amendment)  Act  2002.  
These rules were not i f ied in the Gazette of  India on 5th August  2004 for  the informat ion 
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of general  publ ic  and were also publ ished in the Bul let in Part  I I  of  the Counci l  for  the 
informat ion of  i ts  Members.  
 
These rules,  i t  may be noted,  have been l inked to the Rules of  Commit tee on Ethics 
v ide rule 292 of the Rules of  Procedure which also ment ions about the requirement of  
the declarat ion of  Assets and Liabi l i t ies by Members.  
 
Under Rules 3 of  the Members of  the Rajya Sabha (Declarat ion of  Assets and 
Liabi l i t ies)  Rules,  2004 every elected Member of  the Counci l  is  required to furnish the 
fol lowing informat ion to the Chairman, Rajya Sabha wi thin 90 days f rom the date of  his 
tak ing oath/af f i rmat ion: — 
 
i )  the movable and immovable property of  which he,  his spouse and his dependent 

chi ldren are joint ly  or  several ly  owners or benef ic iar ies;  
i i )  his l iabi l i t ies to any publ ic f inanc ial  inst i tut ion; and 
i i i )  his l iabi l i t ies to the Central  Government or  to the State Governments.  
 
Besides,  every elected member shal l  a lso not i fy  changes,  i f  any,  in the above 
informat ion wi thin ninety days of  such changes taking place.   Al l  these informat ion shal l  
be contained in a register  to be maintained by the Secretary-General ,  contents of  which 
may be made avai lable to any person only wi th wr i t ten permission of  the Chairman of  
the Counci l .  
 
Instances of  contravent ion of  these rules shal l  be brought in the form of  a complaint  in 
wr i t ing,  to the Chairman of the Counci l  by an M.P. or  a c i t izen of  India.   The complaint  
shal l  be supported by copies of  documentary evidence, i f  any.   The complainant  wi l l  
submit  an af f idavi t  to ensure that  the complaint  is  not  false,  f r ivolous or vexat ious and i t  
is  made in good fai th.  
 
The complaint  wi l l  not  be enter tained i f  i t  is  not  as per the requirement  of  the ru le and i f  
i t  does,  i t  wi l l  be sent  to the Member complained against  for  obtaining his comments.  
After consider ing his  comments,  the Chairman may ei ther  reject the complaint  or  
forward i t  to the Commit tee of  Pr iv i leges of  the Counci l  for  making an inquiry and 
report .   I f  that  Commit tee does not  f ind any wi l ful  contravent ion of  these rules,  the 
matter is  c losed.   Otherwise, f indings of  the Committee are la id before the Counci l  in  
the form of  a Report  for  a decis ion on the recommendat ions contained in the report .  
 
The Indian Par l iament,  thus has devised addi t ional  tools in the hands of  general  publ ic  
and the Counci l  to keep a c lose watch on their  representat ives regarding their  assets 
and l iabi l i t ies wi th a v iew to monitor  the conduct  of  i ts  Members.   
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ANNEX 
 
 
Code of Conduct for Members of Rajya Sabha: 
 
The Members of  Rajya Sabha should acknowledge their  responsibi l i ty  to maintain  the  
publ ic  t rust    reposed   in  them  and  should  work di l igent ly to discharge their  mandate 
for  the common good of  the people.   
 
They must  hold in high esteem the Const i tut ion,  the   Law,  Par l iamentary Inst i tut ions 
and above al l  the  general  publ ic .   They should constant ly str ive to  t ranslate the ideals 
laid down in the Preamble to the Const i tut ion  into  a real i ty .    The  fol lowing  are the 
pr inciples which they should abide by in thei r  deal ings:  
 
( i )  Members must  not   do  anything that br ings  disrepute  to  the Par l iament and 

af fects  thei r  credibi l i ty .  
 
( i i )   Members must ut i l ise their  posi t ion as Members of  Par l iament toadvance genera l  

wel l -being of  the people.  
 
( i i i )   In thei r   deal ings  i f   Members  f ind that   there  is   a  conf l ict  between thei r   

personal   interests  and   the publ ic   t rust   which  they hold,  they should resolve 
such a conf l ic t   in  a manner  that   their  pr ivate interests   are subordinated to 
the duty of  their  publ ic  of f ice. 

 
( iv)   Members should always see that  thei r  pr ivate f inancial  interests and those of  the 

members of   thei r  immediate family*  do not  come in conf l ic t  wi th the  publ ic   
interest  and i f  any such conf l ict  ever ar ises,  they should t ry to  resolve  such  a  
conf l ic t   in  a manner  that   the  publ ic  interest  is  not  jeopardised.  

 
(v)   Members should never expect  or  accept any fee, remunerat ion or benef i t  for  a  

vote given or not g iven by them on  the f loor of  the House, for introducing a Bi l l ,  
for  moving a resolut ion or desist ing f rom moving a resolut ion,   put t ing  a   
quest ion  or  abstaining  f rom asking a quest ion or    part ic ipat ing in the 
del iberat ions of  the House or a Par l iamentary   Commit tee.  

 
(v i )   Members should not  take a gi f t  which may inter fere wi th honest  and impart ia l  

discharge of thei r  of f ic ia l  dut ies.  They may, however,  accept incidental  gi f ts  or  
inexpensive mementoes and customary hospi tal i ty .  

 
(v i i )   Members holding publ ic of f ices should use publ ic resources in such a manner as 

may lead to publ ic  good. 
 
(v i i i )   I f  Members are  in  possession of  a conf ident ial   informat ion owing to thei r   being 

Members of  Par l iament or  Members of  Par l iamentary Committees, they should 
not disclose such information for  advancing their  personal interests .  
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( ix)   Members should desist  f rom giv ing cert i f icates to indiv iduals and inst i tut ions  of   
which  they have no  personal  knowledge and are not   based on facts.  

 
(x)   Members should not  lend ready support  to any cause of  which they have no or  

l i t t le knowledge. 
 
(x i )   Members should not  misuse the faci l i t ies and ameni t ies made avai lable to them. 
 
(x i i )   Members should not  be disrespectful  to any rel igion and  work  for the promotion 

of  secular values.  
 
(x i i i )   Members should keep uppermost in thei r  mind the fundamental  dut ies l is ted in 

part  IVA of    the Const i tut ion.  
 
(x iv)   Members are expected to maintain high standards of  moral i ty,  digni ty,  decency 

and values in publ ic l i fe.”  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked Dr NARAIN for  his interest ing communicat ion and 
invi ted members to put  quest ions to him. 
 
Mr Anders FORSBERG (Sweden) wanted to know how the Ethics Commit tee worked 
normal ly and in what  way i t  was able to take up part icular cases.  
 
Mr Roger SANDS (United Kingdom) descr ibed the most recent developments on this  
quest ion in the Uni ted Kingdom.  An independent Ethics Commissioner had recent ly 
been establ ished. 
 
In the Uni ted Kingdom, the basic problem was changing f rom the quest ion of  
conci l iat ion of  publ ic responsibi l i t ies and pr ivate interests of  Members of  Par l iament 
towards that  of  examining the possibly  wrong use of  faci l i t ies of fered to elected 
Members. 
 
The Uni ted Kingdom Par l iament had had to deal  wi th two affai rs of  that  sort  in the 
previous year.  
 
The f i rst  case involved that of  a Member of  Par l iament who had asked for  addi t ional  
payments which were designed to f inance a residence which subsequent ly was 
demonstrated not  to belong to h im and which he used only occasional ly .   The Member 
who was at  faul t  had usual ly  to repay the wrongly c laimed al lowance.  
 
The second case involved that  of  the complaint  made against  an eminent  Member of  
Par l iament,  Mr Duncan Smith,  who was then Leader of  the Opposi t ion.   I t  had been 
al leged that  his wi fe,  who was of f ic ial ly  paid as member of  his staf f  – th is was perfect ly  
proper – but  who in fact  carr ied out  no related dut ies.   The Commissioner f inal ly  found 
him not  gui l ty .  
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He also ment ioned that a complaint  of  a s imi lar  nature had been made against  the 
Speaker of  the House on the same basis that his wi fe was paid for  a f ic t i t ious job.  In 
that case,  the matter  was not  pursued s ince the journal is t  had no concrete proof  to  
support  his al legat ions.  
 
Complete t ransparency on the quest ion of  payment to Members of  Par l iament would be 
ensured by a new law on the Freedom of Informat ion, which was then about to be 
introduced and which would in part icular  al low the publ icat ion of  the amount of  sums 
paid to each of  the elected Members. 
 
Mr Perioswamy RAM (Singapore) put  several  quest ions to Mr Yogendra NARAIN: i f  the 
Commit tee thought that  the facts const i tuted a cr iminal  of fence, was the matter referred 
to the prosecut ing author i t ies?  I f  so, was the ident i ty  of  the complainer protected or  
revealed?  I f  members of  the fami ly of  the elected Member were also impl icated,  did the 
Commit tee have any means of  punishing them?  What l imi ts were recognised as 
acceptable in terms of  accept ing presents;  and i f  an elected Member wished to keep a 
present of  some value was he able to do so – in such a case,  was this as a matter  of  
r ight? 
 
Mme Madeleine NIRERE (Rwanda)  asked whether the t ruth of  informat ion relat ing to 
inher i ted weal th was checked up on and whether e lected Members could take part  in 
bidding for  publ ic  contracts.   She also wanted to have detai ls  on the form taken by the 
rules of  conduct  which Members of  Par l iament had to fol low – notably,  those which were 
included in the Standing Orders.  
 
Mr K.E.K. TACHIE (Ghana) asked whether communicat ion of  detai ls of  inher i ted weal th 
of  an elected Member,  just i f iable though i t  may be by a praiseworthy  desire for 
t ransparency,  did not  involve an excessive at tack on the indiv idual  r ights of  the person 
concerned and asked for  detai ls  on the procedure fol lowed by the Commit tee.  
 
Mr Kasper HAHNDIEK (South Africa)  indicated that  there was also a code of conduct  
for  Members of  Par l iament in South Afr ica, which was common to both Chambers.   Par t  
of  the declarat ion of  inher i ted weal th of  elected Members was publ ished and part  
remained conf ident ia l .  
 
In a case where a complaint  was made against a Member of Parl iament a dialogue was 
started between the person af fected and of f ic ials which led to a choice being made of  
the most  sui table procedure to be fol lowed. 
 
Mme. Marie BOUCHER CAMARA (Senegal)  wondered how Parl iamentary communi ty 
was af fected by fair ly  r igorous framework.  She noted that  in Afr ica part icular ly the 
Member of  Par l iament p layed an important  socia l  ro le and that ,  for  example,  an 
important  part  of  his salary as an elected Member was in pract ice paid to par ty workers.  
 
Mr Yogendra NARAIN ( India)  in reply to the di f ferent  quest ioners made the fol lowing 
remarks:  
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 As far as the dai ly work of  the Commit tee was concerned,  the secretar iat  o f  the 
Rajya Sabha sent  several  of f ic ials to work for  i t ,  who were able to engage in an inqui ry 
i f  necessary;  
 
 The Commit tee took up cases by way of  a complaint  being made, which could be 
done by any c i t izen;  
 
 Apart  f rom the Ethics Committee i t  was also planned to establ ish a Commissioner 
for  publ ic  complaints,  who would in part icular be author ised to inquire into complaints 
made against  publ ic  of f ic ials;  
 
 The independence of  the Commit tee was guaranteed by the presence wi thin i ts  
membership of  two independent people f rom the pol i t ical  wor ld;  
 
 The Commiss ioner for  publ ic  complaints and the duty to examine al l  complaints  
which were laid – notably,  those that were made against  a publ ic  of f ic ial ;  
 
 I f  inquir ies  revealed a breach of  the rules which might  be descr ibed as cr iminal  
the Commit tee could send the f i le  to the pol ice – but  the rules were not  expl ic i t  on th is 
point ;  
 
 No sanct ion was avai lable against members of  the family,  benef ic iar ies or  
accompl ices in act ions of  a Member who had breached the rules;  
 
 A declarat ion of  inher i ted weal th had to be f i l led out  by any person who 
presented themselves for  elect ion; 
 
 Elected Members had the r ight  to bid for  publ ic  contracts,  wi th the proviso that  
they had to declare their  interest  beforehand; 
 
 Publ icat ion of  data related to inher i ted weal th and to the interests of  Members of  
Par l iament did not  const i tute an at tack on the r ights of  those who were af fected,  
because they resul ted f rom a demand made by a judgement of  the Supreme Court  of  
India i tsel f ;  
 
 a complaint  which was manifest ly  wi thout foundat ion could be sent back to the 
Commit tee,  in order,  where necessary,  for  the gui l ty  complainer to be deal t  wi th.  
 
 
4. Presentation by Mr Oscar YABES, Secretary General of the Senate 

of the Philippines, on the organisation of the Manila Session 
 
Mr Oscar YABES (Phil ippines) said that  the Phi l ippines was forward to welcoming the 
112th of  session of  the IPU at  Mani la between the 3rd and 8th of  Apr i l  next  year.   An 
organisat ion commit tee had been working on this project  for  several  months al ready.   
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The assembly of  the IPU would take place in the Congress Hal l ,  wi th those attending 
being accommodated in neighbour ing hotels.  
 
The of f ic ial  opening was planned to be held at  the Cul tural  Centre on the 3rd Apr i l ,  wi th  
a gala dinner hosted by the President of  the Senate fol lowing day,  a recept ion at  the 
President ia l  Palace was organised for  the 5th Apr i l  and the 6th Apr i l  would be reserved 
for  a cul tural  evening.  
 
Mr Yabes looked forward to meet ing part ic ipants in a few months t ime in Mani la.  
 
 
5. New Members 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President  said that  a fur ther request  for  membership had been 
received: 
 
Mr Artemio A. ADASA  Deputy Secretary General  of  the House of  

Representat ives of  the Phi l ippines 
      ( replac ing Mr Rafael  DE GUZMAN) 
 
The new member present was invi ted to stand and be ident i f ied.  
 
The candidate was approved as a new member .  
 
 
6. Administrative and Financial Questions 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President to draf t  budget  of  the Associat ion for  2005, in the form 
approved by the Execut ive Committee.  
 
The draft  budget for  2005 was agreed to. 
 
 
7. Draft Agenda for the Manila session (Spring 2005)  
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  presented the draf t  Orders of  the Day for the next  session 
(Mani la,  3-8 Apr i l  2005),  as approved by the Execut ive Commit tee. 
 
1.  Communicat ion from Mr Surya Kiran GURUNG, Secretary General  of  the Par l iament  

of  Nepal ,  on "The Role of  Par l iament  and Democrat ic  Inst i tut ions in Armed Conf l ic t  
Si tuat ions: The Nepal Exper ience" 

 
2.  Communicat ion f rom Mr Roger Sands,  Clerk of  the House of  Commons, Uni ted 

Kingdom, on " Impeachment :  The UK Exper ience" 
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3.  Communicat ion f rom Mr Ian HARRIS, Clerk of  the House of  Representat ives of  
Austral ia,  on "Vote for  me – a TV real i ty  show" 

 
4.  Possible subjects for  general  debate: 

 
-   Development of Parl iamentary Staff  (Mr Ian HARRIS, Clerk of the House of    

Representatives of Austral ia)  
 
-  Interparl iamentary cooperation within geopolit ical regions (Mr Anders 

FORSBERG, Secretary General  of  the Riksdagen of Sweden 
 
5.  Discussion of  supplementary i tems ( to be selected by the Execut ive Committee at  

the Spr ing Session) 
 
6.  Elect ion to the two vacant posts on the Execut ive Committee ( to replace Mrs Emma 

LIRIO REYES of  the Phi l ippines,  and Mr Prosper VOKOUMA of  Burk ina Faso,  who 
come to the end of thei r  term of  of f ice.  

 
7.  Administrat ive and f inancial  quest ions 
 
8.  New subjects for  d iscussion and draf t  agenda for  the next  meet ing in Geneva 

(Autumn 2005) 
 
9.  Presentat ion by Mr Samuel  Waweru NDINDIRI,  Secretary General  of  the Nat ional  

Assembly of  Kenya, on the organisat ion of  the Nairobi  Session 
 
 
8. Closure of the meeting 
 
Mr Ian HARRIS, President,  thanked al l  those who had taken part  in the meet ings,  the  
Engl ish and French secretar iat  and the interpreters,  and looked forward to meet ing 
everybody at the next  session in Mani la.  
 
The si t t ing ended at  12.30 pm. 
 


