ADMINISTRATIVE SELF-EVALUATION BY PARLIAMENTS
—

General debate moderated by Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI 
President, Secretary General of the Council of the Nation (Algeria)
1. Organization and Functioning of the Institution
1.1 To what extent has the internal organization of the departments made the legislative work easier? 

1.2 To what extent do the civil servants of the Parliament take part in the development of the organization chart? 

1.3 To what extent the current organizational structure of your Parliament is there a framework to fulfil their missions by staff members (skills of clarity, definitions of missions, positioning hierarchical distribution of staff?

1.4 What is the degree of efficiency of your organization chart (number of structures, allocation of tasks, functional relationships ...)?

1.5 To what extent are the methods of administrative and Parliamentary work effective in your Parliament (definition of the tasks, manpower deployment, discipline ...)?

1.6 To what extent have the services of the General Secretariat been a major support in improving working conditions?

1.7 What is the degree of intensity of the relations between departments in their duties fulfillment?

1.8 To what extent the coordination of the activity of the different services seems to you adequately insured?

1.9 To what extent the mobility of civil servants in various departments during their careers is a good thing for staff and administration? 

1.10 What is the degree of interconnection between all departments or services?

1.11 To what extent do the civil servants of the Parliament take part in the development of the budget?

1.12 To what extent is the information flow effective horizontally and vertically? 

1.13 To what extent has the Parliament sufficient and qualified human resources? 

1.14 To what extend has the statute currently governing the personnel of your Parliament effective? 

1.15 What are the degree and the quality of the relations of the civil servants with their seniors in rank? 

1.16 What is the degree of the functional relations between the two chambers?
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Additional questions


What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 
2. Working conditions in the administration of parliament

2.1
To what extent is the mechanism used to fix the remuneration of the civil servants of the Parliament acceptable by the civil servants themselves? 

2.2
What is the degree of acceptance of the Staff regulations of the civil servants of the Parliament by the latter? 

2.3
To what extent is the staff involved in the mechanisms of the professional promotion?

2.4
What is the degree of transparency of rules and criteria in recruitment and promotion?

2.5
What is the degree of quality of training policy committed to improve qualifications and skills of civil servants?

2.6
To what extent the policy of training and professional careers has the interest of the civil servant?

2.7
To what extent do you assess your contribution to the functioning of the institution?

2.8
To what extent do you assess your motivation and your effectiveness?

2.9
To what extent is the welfare of the civil servants of the Parliament a matter of concern (health policy, conflict resolution, security ..)?

2.10
To what extent do the civil servants of the Parliament have certain facilities (transport, accommodation, restaurants, sports, cultural activities, medical and social coverage)?

2.11
To what extent do you feel that sufficient attention is paid to your thoughts when you make comments about your working conditions or the functioning of your service (hierarchical chain, dialogue)?
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Additional questions


What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
3. Representativeness in the Parliamentary administration


3.1
To what extent the parliamentary civil servant has the right to express his 
grievances and proposals for improving the organization and functioning of 
services?
3.2
To what extent, has a Parliamentary civil servant the right to choose to work with such political parliamentary group compared to such other? 

3.3
To what extent the composition of your administration reflect the equity between men and women (diploma and competence equal, position equal)?

3.4
To what extent is the infrastructure of the Parliament and its unwritten rules favorable to the participation of women (adaptation of working hours, quotas, review of administrative rules, nurseries)?

3.5
What is the degree of intensity in the willingness of leaders to promote women's place in the administration of parliament?
3.6 What is the degree of transparency of recruitment processes within the parliament?

3.7 To what extent is it easier for a person who has no relations to be recruited for employment in parliament?

3.8 To what extent is the administration of Parliament representative of various areas of the country?

3.9 To what extent can one say that there is within the Parliamentary administration a prevalence of people of such area compared to other areas?

3.10 To what extent can one say that within the Parliamentary administration there is a prevalence of academics compared to the other levels?

3.11 To what extent can one say that the structures intended to ensure the contribution of political parties or opposition groups or minority groups and their members to the work of the Parliament, do actually fulfill their role? 

3.12 To what extent can we say that the civil servants of the Parliament are approached by the opposition groups or minority parties?



	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	5 = to a very large extent / at a very high degree

4 = to a large 
extent / at a high degree

3 = fairly / 
at a medium degree

2 = to a low extent / at a low degree

1 = to a very low extent / at a very low degree

	Q 3.1


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.2


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.3


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.4


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.5


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.6


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.7


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.8


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.9


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.10


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.11


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 3.12


	
	
	
	
	
	



Additional questions

What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
4. Assistance to the legislative process of the Parliament 

4.1
To what extent can one say that the parliamentary assistants take part in the 
preparation of reports committees on the drafting of bills?
4.2
What is the degree of involvement of parliamentary staff in drafting parliamentary interventions (written and oral questions, amendments)?

4.3
What is the degree of involvement of parliamentary staff in the drafting of parliamentary interventions (written and oral questions, amendments)?

4.4
To what extent can one say that the Parliamentary assistants are solicited by the members of the Parliament for studies, researches and analyzes of the laws under discussion?

4.5
To what extent can one say that the Parliamentary assistants are solicited for the drafting of the amendments? 
4.6
What is the effectiveness of the procedure of committees for the review and 
amendment of bills?

4.7
To what extent is the parliamentary staff involved in the operation and 
development of a documentation center?

4.8
To what extent are the Parliamentary assistants involved in the evaluation of legislation?

4.9
To what extent parliamentary staff have, in your opinion, the necessary means to fulfil their assistance in the areas of legislation and controls (training, research facilities and documentation, computer and office equipment, organization, support staff)?

4.10
To what extent the research, information services meet the needs of all 
parliamentarians and their groups?

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1


	5 = to a very large extent / at a very high degree

4 = to a large 
extent / at a high degree

3 = fairly / 
at a medium degree

2 = to a low extent / at a low degree

1 = to a very low extent / at a very low degree

	Q 4.1


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.2


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.3


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.4


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.5


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.6


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.7


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.8


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.9


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 4.10
	
	
	
	
	
	


Additional questions

What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

5. Transparency and Accessibility of the Parliament

5.1 To what extent new technologies have helped to improve the accessibility of media and citizens in the work of Parliament, including in its debates?

5.2 To what extent has the transparency on the parliamentarians’ activities and on the functioning of parliament been effective? 

5.3 What is the degree of satisfaction of the citizens on the work of your parliament?

5.4 To what extent do the media provide a good coverage of parliamentary work?

5.5 To what extent are debates in the parliament and its committees open to the media and the public?

5.6 What is the degree of intensity and success of the initiatives intended to interest young people in the Parliament? 

5.7 To what extent do you take part in the initiatives of opening the Parliament to the external world (to publicize the Parliament)? 

5.8 What is the degree of involvement offered to the citizens in the development of the legislation (e.g. through citizen initiatives, referendum, and so on. ...)? 

5.9 What is the degree of efficiency of the communication means of your parliament on the public?

5.10 To what extent do the services of the General Secretariat facilitate public access to the parliament?
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Additional questions

What is the greatest improvement recently made in the fields above? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

What is the most serious current deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 

... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... What are the actions likely to correct these deficiencies? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...

6. Information and communication technology in parliament (ICT)

6.1
To what extent has the use of new technologies in improving the efficiency of civil servant worked?

6.2 To what extent has the access to new technologies improved the efficiency of the Parliamentarians work? 

6.3 To what extent has the administration continued to provide a modern technological environment, and adapted to the needs of parliamentarians and civil servant?  

6.4 To what extent do you think effective communication policy is implemented by your parliament?

6.5 To what extent is the personal involvement of staff in the communication policy necessary?

6.6 To what extent have new technologies helped to improve the accessibility of media and citizens in the work of parliament, including in its debates?

6.7 To what extent has the use of new technologies made the activities and functioning of your parliament transparent?

6.8 What is the degree of interest in the website as a central point of access to information on activity in the parliament?

6.9 To what extent has the introduction of new information technologies within the parliament resulted in greater efficiency and better readability of the role of parliament?

6.10 To what extent has the use of a parliamentary TV and parliamentary radio contributed to a better understanding on Parliament and its mission?
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Additional questions

What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
7. Participation of the Parliament on the Inter-parliamentary and International arena

7.1 To what extent are the civil servants of the Parliament informed on the inter-parliamentary and international activities (foreign delegations visits, international conferences, existence of cooperation programme)?

7.2 To what extent the staff of your assembly (other than those in the services directly involved in these activities) take part in international and inter-parliamentary activities (Secretariat of inter-parliamentary friendship groups, foreign delegations and foreign personalities, participation in colloquiums or training abroad or cooperation programme)?

7.3 To what extent are the civil servants of foreign activities involved in the preparation and conduct of international and inter-parliamentary activities?

7.4 To what extent are the civil servants of the Parliament adequately trained to participate in the parliamentary and international activities (foreign languages, information on international realities and geo strategic issues, knowledge of foreign parliaments)?

7.5 What is the degree of relationship with your colleagues in other parliaments?

7.6 To what extent do the civil servants of the Parliament take part in cooperation programs in the field of support to Parliaments (UNDP - IPU - World Bank)?

7.7 To what extent you consider necessary the use of new technologies to affirm the visibility of your Parliament on the inter-parliamentary and international scene?

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	5 = to a very large extent / at a very high degree
4 = to a large 
extent / at a high degree
3 = fairly / 
at a medium degree
2 = to a low extent / at a low degree

1 = to a very low extent / at a very low degree

	Q 7.1


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.2


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.3


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.4


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.5


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.6


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.7


	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q 7.8


	
	
	
	
	
	


Additional questions

What has been the biggest recent improvement in the above?  ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... What is the most serious ongoing deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
What measures would be needed to remedy this deficiency? ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ... ...
Finally describe (comment on) any concern (question) that has not been addressed by this questionnaire.
((
Mr David NATZLER (United Kingdom) wanted to ensure that the questionnaire produced something of value. Many of the questions were matters properly of opinion, rather than fact. In section 2, the answers given by secretaries general would be rather different from those of other staff, particularly on subjects such as pay and promotion. Other questions suffered from being matters on which the administration of Parliament had no perceptible effect, although some influence, such as transparency, and public engagement. He detected a slight bias towards legislative work and IT. Many staff in most parliaments were engaged in non-legislative scrutiny and control work, and this could be reflected in the questionnaire. In many Parliaments, failings in non-IT technologies degraded the services offered to Members more than IT: catering and office standards, for example. This emerged from surveys of Members in the United Kingdom. He suggested that if secretaries general could trust more junior staff to answer some of these questions, it would give a more informative view of reality. Finally, he thought that there could be questions on the extent to which the administration was evaluated externally, as this was expected by others. A mischievous suggestion for such external input was evaluation by the other House of a bicameral Parliament.
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, reminded members of the history of parliamentary self-evaluation, and of the Algerian experience of evaluation via the IPU, which had led them to conclude that external evaluation and self-evaluation could be conducted simultaneously. The questionnaire was at an early stage, and would benefit from the comments of different Parliaments with different views. He invited colleagues to contribute in writing during the course of the year.
Mr Alain DELCAMP (France) said that, other than certain detailed comments, the questionnaire was a good basis for work, but that there was a problem of presentation. He was not sure that self-evaluation of administrations was the best way forward, and such a course of action could be seen as inherently prejudiced, given that administrations existed to serve elected Parliaments with consequently greater legitimacy. It would be better presented as a questionnaire of inquiry, which could be answered without needing to involve elected politicians, which would make the process more complicated. He thought the purpose of the questionnaire should be to establish to what extent the administration was adapted to its purpose.
Dr V.K. AGNIHOTRI (India) agreed that time was needed to consider the draft questionnaire. He observed that administrations were concerned with the delivery of services: it was the quality of this delivery which needed to be assessed. He had been involved in delivering against an ISO standard, and thought that such a model could be adapted to a parliamentary service.
Dr Hafnaoui AMRANI, President, suggested that all members should consider the questionnaire, in order to talk again about it at a future session.
Mr Vladimir SVINAREV (Russian Federation) presented the following contribution:

There is no need to argue the importance of active and universal use of information and communication technologies in the practical work of the bodies of state authority, and especially the legislative and representative power. 

For the Russian Federation, the relevance of wide-scale use of modern information and communication technologies in the work of government bodies is, in addition to other factors, necessitated by the factor of distance. Eighty-three constituent entities of the Federation making up our country are situated on a vast territory and are often located far from the country’s capital, where the most important political decisions are made. The use of information technology enables to eliminate this factor of distance and to further strengthen the unity of the federal system in Russia. The regions are able to have an equal opportunity for active and direct participation in the political process irrespective of their geographical remoteness.

A special place in the information technology penetration of the work of the Council of the Federation is occupied by the Russian Parliamentary Web Portal – a specialized information system on the Internet.

The parliamentary portal ensures a single presence of the legislative branch of government of the Russian Federation in the world wide web, transparency in their work, and contains mechanisms for effective informational cooperation of legislative bodies at federal and regional levels between themselves, with executive government bodies, as well as with the citizens of the Russian Federation and foreign citizens and organizations.

The web portal is an integrating and accumulating environment for search, storage, processing, analysis, circulation, and provision of information on legislation and the legislative process in current Russia.

The new updated web portal not only provides the capability of a single search of information from the web sites of both chambers of the Federal Assembly and legislative bodies of constituent entities of the Russian Federation, but also accommodates live discussion and questions to members of parliament, as well as surveys and voting.

A significant proportion of information on the Web Portal is unique, that is it is not provided in other informational resources of the world wide web.

In the last two years, our staff has put a lot of work into modernizing the Parliamentary Web Portal. In particular, new subsystems have been developed which provide visitors to the portal with current information on legislative activity of constituent entities of the Russian Federation, and allow the automation of the process of analysis of law-enforcement practice in our country.

From the point of view of informational and functional architecture, the Parliamentary Portal may be divided into the following functional blocks:
1. Parliamentarianism in Russia – contains articles and documents related to legislature in the Russian Federation.

2. Unified Catalogue of Legislative Initiatives – contains information on legislative initiatives of legislative bodies in Russia.

3. Catalogue of Members – contains information on the composition of legislative bodies at the federal and regional levels.

4. Law-Enforcement – contains information on law-enforcement practice on selected subjects of legal regulation.

5. Forum – enables interactive discussion on the topic of parliamentarianism, work of the legislature, expression of opinions on draft legislation.

6. Interactive Services – enables voting on multiple issues, surveys, search the contents of the portal, sign up for the mailing list.

7. Materials from the Media and Web Sites of Legislative Bodies

8. Analysis and Statistics – provides analytical and statistical data based on information stored in the portal.

The Parliamentary Portal is an operational tool of comprehensive access to information on the work of legislative bodies in Russia. 

The full-scale use of the portal is conditioned on a number of factors. Today, not all constituent entities of the Russian Federation make a full contribution to the process of filling the Parliamentary portal with information. What is required is a universal modernization of regional software to enable informational resources of constituent entities of the Russian Federation to integrate with the Parliamentary Portal. This process will take a number of years!

It follows that issues of coordination of legislative work of the federal centre and the regions, of allowing access by the public to the information on their work are currently being successfully handled by the use of the official Internet web site of the Council of the Federation and corresponding web sites in the regions. A number of the regions are cooperating with the Council of the Federation by participating in filling in the virtual pigeon-holes of the official web site of the Council of the Federation with information necessary for joint legislative work.

In addition, provisions of agreements entered into with the Regions allow the Council of the Federation to publish on its web site responses, expert opinion, and other materials on all draft legislation of constituent entities. Regional web sites are also being used in a similar manner.

I would like to particularly stress that from 2005, on the initiative of the Council of the Federation Chairman Sergei Mikhailovich Mironov, the Council of the Federation holds an annual competition for the best web site of a legislative body of the Russian Federation. Web sites are assessed using the criteria of quality of informational content, level of interactivity, and ease of use.

The competition demonstrates that regional legislative assemblies are striving for informational transparency, and timely and individual engagement with the public. The general professional level of the web sites has also increased.

These achievements by the constituent entities of the Russian Federation are yet another step towards the creation of a single informational space for legislative bodies in Russia, which aids the development and strengthening of a civil society.

If any of you would like to find out more about the work of the legislature in Russia, you can log on to the Council of the Federation Internet web site at www.council.gov.ru, the Parliamentary Portal at www.parliament.ru, the web site of the State Duma at www.duma.gov.ru, as well as the web sites of legislative assemblies of constituent entities of the Russian Federation.

Mr OUM Sarith (Cambodia) presented the following written contribution:

Evaluation of the Senate’s Ten Year Achievement (Experiences from the Cambodian Senate)

Today I have the great privilege to be here with you and to share the experiences that we have received from the evaluating process. Evaluation is of course of great importance to all institutions since it was intended to find out what an institution has done well, what it has not done well and to seek strategies for future improvement. Similarly, parliaments also need to assess their performance the same way. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to express appreciation and our sincere thanks to the Secretariat of the IPU for producing the Self Assessment Toolkit for Parliaments, and the Parliaments and Democracy in the 21st Century publications to guide us through our evaluation process. These two important documents provided us with valuable assistance at the right time on the occasion of the Senate’s 10th anniversary where we needed to assess our achievements over the previous ten years.

Please allow me to share with you our case studies as follow:

Objective

Through a decision made on 28 April 2009 by the Standing Committee of the Cambodian Senate, an ad-hoc commission was established, whose members were the Chairpersons from the 9 specialized commissions coming from all political parties, Directors of all Departments and Experienced Officials. The ad-hoc commission was led by one Chair who was assisted by one Vice Chair and one Secretary.

The evaluation was undertaken to find out the strengths and weaknesses of the Cambodian Senate over the last ten years, relating to its three key functions: Legislation, Oversights and Representation. It was also conducted to see what has been successfully achieved and what has not, and to consider deeper reform of the implementation of these functions, which shall enable the Senate to come into line with the standard of democratic parliaments.

During the evaluation process, we received support and encouragement from the leaders of the Senate and active participation from the Senators and senior officials, despite the fact that some of them had expressed discontent to disclose the results of the evaluation to the public, fearing that it might affect their work and prestige. In addition, several Senators wanted to stick to the old working methods and did not want to support the evaluation process.

Tools 

The Cambodian Senate decided to take two useful documents produced by the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU): Guidelines on Evaluating Parliament: A Self Assessment Toolkit for Parliaments 2008, and the Second document on Parliaments and Democracy in the 21st Century. These were used as fundamental background documents for the evaluation. 

The necessary fundamental methods for evaluation are as following:

· Presentations on the Guidelines for Evaluating Parliament: A Self-Assessment Toolkit for Parliaments 2008 and Parliaments and Democracy in 21st Century were given to the working group of the Secretariat General, so as to provide them with the basics of parliamentary evaluation.

· We used the above IPU-introduced toolkit to guide our evaluation and we answered all the questions by reflecting our current situation and development against all the criteria of democratic parliaments such as Representation, Transparency, Accessibility, Accountability and Effectiveness.

· The working group was then divided into two groups: The first group was in charge of studying and answering questions from sections 1 to section 3 (The representativeness of parliament, Parliamentary oversight over the executive and Parliament’s Legislative Capacity) and the second group was in charge of answering questions from sections 4 to 6 (The transparency and accessibility of parliament, the accountability of parliament, Parliament’s involvement in international policy)

· The working groups drafted answers respectively and submitted them to the ad-hoc commission for further improvement.

· After receiving the draft answers from each of the working groups, the ad-hoc commission then organized a three day seminar from 28 to 30 September 2009 which was attended by Senators, international development partners and staff members from the Secretariat General to seek further recommendations to be later be submitted to the Standing Committee for final approval.

· The content of the evaluation result was ultimately approved by the Standing Committee on 12 October 2009.

Outcome and Recommendation

Through a debate on the results of the evaluation on the Senate’s ten year achievements, the ad-hoc commission, the working group from the Secretariat General of the Senate and the whole seminar discovered some of the major weak points from the questions in the evaluation documents which have to be improved, these were:

Section 1:
The Representativeness of parliament


1.2
Representativeness of women in the composition of the Senate


1.9
Effectiveness of parliament as a forum for debate on questions of public 

concern

Section 2:
Parliamentary oversight over the executive

2.3
Capacity of the Senate to influence and scrutinize the national budget 
through all its stages

2.5
Capacity of the Senate to hold no elected public bodies to account

Section 3:
Senate’s legislative capacity


3.1
The capacity of the Senate to process and subject draft legislative to full 

and open debate in the Senate

3.2
Effectiveness of the commissions’ procedures for scrutinizing and 
amending draft legislation

Section 4:
The transparency and accessibility of the Senate

4.5
Opportunities for electors to express their views and concerns directly to 
their representatives, regardless of party affiliation

Section 5:
The accountability of the Senate

5.3
Effectiveness of the system in ensuring the observance of agreed codes 
of conduct by members

5.7
Systematic monitoring and reviewing of levels of public confidence in the Senate

Section 6:
Senate’s involvement in international policy

6.1
Effectiveness of the Senate to scrutinize and contribute to the government’s foreign policy

6.2
Adequacy and accuracy of information available to the Senate about the government’s negotiating positions in regional and universal/global bodies

All the issues we discovered above were related to the legal and procedural framework as stated in the constitution, internal regulations, senate election law, statutes of the Senators and roles, duties and competencies of the 9 specialized commissions and those of the Secretariat General of the Senate. 

In order to direct further performance implementation of the Senate, the ad-hoc commission came up with some recommendations, along with some important measures for the Senate’s reform, to be submitted to the Standing Committee for consideration as follows:

Recommendations for the Senate

1. Continue to strengthen its representative role more effectively by visiting the local commune/sangkat and organizing public consultations in the localities in order to collect opinion and data from the local communes regarding new law requirements, and the impact of the implementation of the existing laws in a timely manner so as to increase the confidence of the voters. 

2. Continue consultations with the League of commune/sangkat councils, association of commune/sangkat councils and councils of the capital city, other cities, provinces and districts on decentralization and de-concentration and other issues involving administration at the national level through the implementation of 4 mechanisms as follow: 

A-Organizing forums in 8 regions

B-Organizing forums between woman Senators and woman members of 
commune/sangkat 

council in the regions

C-Organizing forums for the League of Commune/sangkat councils and the association of commune/sangkat councils in the capital and provinces and report to the Standing Committee of the Senate

D-Organizing annual national forums between the Senate and the league of commune/sangkat councils, association of commune/sangkat councils in the capital and provinces and other institutions involved with the policy of decentralization and de-concentration.

3. Continue to strengthen the Senate’s legislative and oversight role through capacity and skill development programs delivered to the Senators and supporting staff, especially the capacity to collect and analyze and give recommendations draft legislation. 

4. Continue to focus on problems of the voters in the regions and people all over the country in order to find solutions for them by referring to the three key roles of the Senate.

5. Every specialized commissions of the Senate shall have to strengthen and broaden relations with national institutions, civil society organizations and other international organizations so as to exchange information from each other more effectively. 

6. Conduct public surveys to find out the major needs of the voters and to increase confidence of the people all over the country.

7. Review and study unofficial procedures previously used by the Senate and add them into internal regulations to make a more systematic structure

8. Specialized commissions shall have to keep reports of their own field so as to be able to report to the Standing Committee of the Senate and the Senate’s sessions.

9. Specialized commissions shall have to make their own program and working plans more clearly and accurately. 

10. Learn to express opinions and give recommendations on various legal texts in either reports or meeting sessions of the Senate.

11. While in Senate’s sessions or giving recommendation on legal texts, there should be at least one representative from each political party that has seats in the Senate to stand up and express their opinions or make other suggestions reflecting their respective political stances. 

12. Consider establishing a political group.

Recommendations for the Secretariat General

13. Continue to provide better quality and effective services to the institutions

14. Continue to seek assistance support from development partners and other friendly parliaments for institutional development.

15. Make structural reforms relating to its own administration, roles, duties and responsibilities in order to give better services to the Senate, in accordance with the international standard of democratic parliaments. 

16. Update the strategic framework and plan of action in order to promote the capacity of Cambodian Senate. 

The above recommendations are just initial steps. As regards the medium and long-term strategies, the ad-hoc commission realized that it would have to further continue its research on legal provision and procedures as stated in the constitution, internal regulations, Senate election law, statute of Senators, and roles, duties and competencies of the specialized commissions and the Secretariat General. It would also have to study standards and parliamentary procedures in a regional and global framework in order to come up with effective measures and changes for better institutional development. 

Conclusion

The document evaluating the Senate’s ten year achievements is of great importance for the Senate to continue its mission to serve the greater national interest, the voters and all the Cambodian people with high responsibility, quality and effectiveness in order to become an institution that is truly representative of the nation and voters in the future. In addition to the above commitments, the Cambodian Senate faces many challenges such as the lack of human resources and facilities which are basic elements that we need to help steer us to successfully achieve our goals. Given a chance to be here with all of you, I wish to appeal to all our development partners and friends to continue your valuable support and we would be most grateful to welcome any new development assistance from our friends.

